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 Preface

zation survey.

.

‘Since earlyj in the .1970's, intimizat_ion surveys
. 'have been carried out under the National:Crime
‘ SurVey (NCS) program to provide insight into the

impact. of crime on American society. As one of
the. most ambitious efforts yet undertaken for fill-

ing some of the gaps in crime data, the surveys, -

carried out for the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) by the U.S. Bureau of

" the. Census, are supplying: the criminal justice
community with new information on crime and its -
“victims,’ complementmg data resources already on .

hand “for purposes of pldnnlng, evaluation; «and
analysis.. Based on representative sampling of
households and - commercial establishments, the
program has had two major elements, a

&y

_Based on- a scientifically desrgned sample of
housmg units within- each jurisdiction, the city
surveys had a twofold purpose: the assessment of

~public . attitudes about crime “and related matters -
~ and the development of information on the extent’

~ and nature of residents’ experiences with selected

~ forms of cnmmal vrct|m|zat|on “The attitude ques-
tions: were - asked of the occupants of a random
_halfi of the housing units selected for the victimi- -

, In order 10 avoid biasing. re%pond- -
- ents’ answers (0 the dttnude questions, this part
of the survey was admmrstered before the victimi- -

- zation: questions. Whereas the attitude qLestlone

- were asked of persons age 16 and over, the vic-
“timization survey applied -to mdwrdu‘
~and over:
. designed to elicit: personal Wplnlonq and percep-
"~ tions as of the date of the interview, it was not
. necessary. to assocrate a partlcular time - frame
~with this portlon of. the\>survey, even though some-
“queries “made - reference. to a -period. of time

: precedlng the sdrvey. On the other hand the vic-

~ timization" questions referred fo-a fixed: trme
\',:frame-—the 12 months precedmg the ‘month’ of in-
k'.tervnew—-and respondentq were _asked- to- recall

~ 7 details: concernmg their experlencee as. victims’ of
. one or more of the followmg crimes; o
e completed or’ attempted Tape, personal robbery, = o
- assault,

dls: age 12
‘Because - the attltucie ques_ ons were -

pers,onal__, larceny, burglary, household

contmu- ‘
ous national’ -survey and separate surveys in 26
-central cmes across thie Nation. -

h. :

larceny, and motor vehlcle theft In addrtron in-

~ formation about burglary and robbery of ‘business-
“es and certain other organizations was gathered .
by, means of a victimization survey of commercial -
conduued qep(\rately from the,
household survey: A previous pUblICdllon, Crimi-

eqtabhshments

nal Victimization Surveys. in Buffalo (1977), pro-
vided comprehensive coverage of results from both

the household and commercxal vrctlmlzanon sur-_ - e
R veys ' b )
. CAttitudinal mformatlon presented in thls report ,
was obtained from interviews with the occupants .
of 4,831 housmg units- (9,036 residents age 16 and
~over), or 94.2 percent of the units eligible for in-
~ terview. Results of these interviews were mﬁated
by means of a multistage weighting procedure to

produce estimates applicable to all residents age

16 and  over and to demographic and social sub-
, Because: they.derived
from a‘ survey rather than a complete census,

groups of that population.,

these eslimates are subject -to sampling error.

They also are subject to response and ‘processing .

errors. The effects of sampling er rm or variability

~can be accurately determined in a carefully de- ‘7

signed survey. ln this report, analytrcal state-

~ ments ‘involving comparisons have met the ‘test
that the differences cited are equal to. or greater -
than approximately two standard errors; in other.
words, the chances are at least: 95 out of 100 that e
the differences did not result: solely from’ samplmg S
wvariability. Estimates based on zero or on about
10 or fewer sample cases were considered unrhlm- o
“ble .and* were not- used in the dnalysrs of sunvey St

< results.

-~ The 37 data tables in Appendlx I of thm report"‘_; o
are organized in a sequence ‘that’ generally corre-- © -
sponds to ‘the analytlcal discussion. Two technical

appendixes and a glossary follow the data tableq

. Appendix I conststs *of a facelmlle ‘of the suryey
questionnaire (Form: NCS 6),. and Append|x i
i supphes rnformatlon -on. sample de%rgn and’
' the estimation procedure ‘reliability of , eqtlmates
""\,and %lgmﬁcance teqtmg, tt also contams slandard
.error tables B =

‘whether |

Zea 5
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i During the 1960's,
r'bn Law Enforcement and Administration of Jus-
tice observed that.‘‘What America does about
scrime depends ‘ultimately upon how  Americans
'see crimg. . .. The lines along which the Nation
4 takes specrﬁc actlon “against crime will be those
" that the public believes 1o heé' the necessary
ones.”” Recognition of the importance of societal
perceptlons about crime prompted the Commis-
sion to authorize several public oprmon surveys
on the matter.! In addition to measuring the degree
of concern over crime, those and subsequent sur-
veys provided information on a variety of related
subjects, such as the manner in which fear of
crime affects people’s lives, circumstances engen-
dering fear for personal safety, members of the
“population relatively more intimidated by or fear-
ful of crime, and the effectiveness of criminal jus-
tice systems. Based on a sufficiently large sample,
moreover, altitude surveys cah provide a means
for examining the influence of victimization expe-
riences upon personal outlooks. Conducted peri-
odically in the same area, attitude surveys distin-
guish fluctuations in the degree of publlc concern;
conducted under the same procedures in different
areas, they provide a basis for comparing atti-
tudes in two or more localities. With the -advent
of the National Crime Survey (NC$) program, it
became possible to conduct large-scale atjitudinal
surveys addressing these and other issues, there-
by enabling individuals to: parllupdle in dppr‘uem;;,
the status of public safety in their communities.

Based on data from a 1974 attitudinal survey,’
this report analyzes the responses of  BufTain
residents to questions covering four toprcal areas: ©
crime trends, fear of crime, residential problems

and lifestyles, and local  police performance.,~

Certain questions, rel.um to household activities,
- were asked of only one person per household (the
*‘household ’respondent”) whereas others were
admmlstered to all persons age. 16 and over (i

dwrdual respondenls”) mcludmg the household

I
{President’s Commnsron on Law Enforcement and Admmrq-

“tration of ‘Justice. The Challenge of Crime i a Free Society.

Washington, D.C.: U.S: Government Pnnlmg Oﬂ‘ice February
I967 pp. 49-53.

the President’s Commission

respondent, Results we[7 obtained Tor the - total
measured population and for several demographlc
and social subgroups.

Conceptually, the survey incofporated - queq-
tions pertaining to behavior as well as opinion.
Concerning behavior, for example, each respond-

cent for « househiold was ‘lsked wheyse: (ts mem-

bers shopped for food and other merchandise,

- where they lived before moving to the present

neighborhood, and how long they had lived at that
address. Additional questions asked of the house-
hold respondent were designed to elicit opinions

~ about the neighborhood in general, about the ra-

tionale for selecting that particular community
and feaving the former residence, and about fac-
tors that influenced ‘shopping practices. None of
the questions asked of the household. respondent
raised the subject ‘of crime. Respondents were °
free to answer at will. In contrast, most of the
individual attitude questions, asked of all house-
hold members age 16 and over, dealt- specifically
with matters refating to crime. These persons

- were asked for viewpoints on subjects such as

crime trends in the local-community and in the
Nation, chances of being personally attacked or
robbed, neighborhood safety during the day or at
night, the impact of fear of crime on behavior,

“and the effectiveness of the local police. For

many of these questions, response - categories
were predetermined and inferviewers were in-
structed 1o probe for answers, malchrng those on
the questionnaire.

Although the attitude qurvey hds provided “x
wealth of data, the results are opinions. For ex-
ample, certain residents may “have - perceived.
crime as a growing threat or neighborhood safety
as deteriorating, when, in fact, crime had declined -
and neighborhoods had - become sufer. Fur-
thermore, individuals  from the same neighbor-
hood ‘or ‘with similar personal characteristics and/
or experiences -may have had conflicting opinions

“about any given issue. Nevertheless, people’s
“..opinions, beliefs, and perceptions about crime are
important because lhey may influence behavior,
~bring_about chdngeq in Certain routine activities,

affect ‘nusehold security measures, or result in
pressures on. Iocal duthontres to rmprove polrce
Services. . .. iy :

-»»"\

The relauonshlp be(ween vrcllmlzauon experl-

“ences-and. amtudes i§-a recurrmg tlf/eme in the

analytical qectron ‘of this report “Information.con- -

~cerning such experiences was gathered wrth sepa- ‘
rate ques!ronnarres, FOl‘maﬁNCS 3 and 4 used in




~administering the victimiZation component of the

“the limitations of the central city
facsimiles of Forms NCS 3 and 4. For the pui-

survey. Victimization survey results appeared
in " Criminal Victimization Surveys. in - Buffale
(1977), w‘nch also contains a detailed descrlptlon
of the survey-measured crimes, 4 discussion of

suryeys, and
pose of this report, individuals who were victims
of the following crimes, -whether ‘completed: or
attempted, during the 12 months prior to the
month of the interview were considered “‘victim-
ized: rape, personal robbery, ussault, and per-
sonal Idrceny Slmlldrly members. ‘of households
that. experienced ‘one or more of three types of
offenses—burglary; household Idrceny, and motor

~ vehicle theft—were cnlcg()n?ed as victims. These

Iy b
: Jmport.ml 1o exptore the - possibility that being a

2

crimes are defined in the glossary. Persons who - .

experienced crimes other than those measured by

~the program, or who were victimized by any of

the relevant offenses outside of the 12-month ref-
erence: period, ‘were classified ‘as ‘‘not victim-
ized.” Limitations inherent .in the victimization

survey—that may have aifected the accuracy of

distinguishing victims from -nonvictims—resulted
from the problem of victim recall (the differing

ability of respondents 10 remember crimes) and

from the phenomenon of teleséEping (the tenden-
ey -of some respondents (0 recount incidents oc- -
curring outside, usually before, the appropriate
time- frame).. Moreover, some crimes were sus-
tained by victims outside of their city of resi-

- dences these may have had little or no effect in

lhc formation of attitudes about local matters.
‘Du.pm, the difficulties in distinguishing precise-
tween victims and nonvictims, it was deemed

victim of crime, irrespective of the level of seri-
ousness or the frequency of occurrence, has an

'b,"lmpacl on behavior and attitudes. Adoptmg a

simple dichotomous- victimization experience vari-
.\hle—-vuumzed and not victimized—for purposes

“of {ubulation and analysis also stemmedl from the

desirability of attaining the highest possible de-

- data furnished by the victims of *series: vncumlzauom
glmmry) :

“;glec of statistical reliability, even at the cost of

using these broad categories. Ideally, t the victim
uq,my should have distinguished lhe type or se-
riousness. of -crimes. the ‘recency of 1he events,

dnd/m the number of ‘offenses sustained.? Such a
- procedure seemingly  would have ylelded more

refined measures of the e_lfeun of crime upon‘ atti-

"Survey resulls presented in lhm report contain almudmal
(see

4

~w(udes. By rcduung the number of sample

as€s on
which estimates were hdsed however, such a sub-
categorization of victims would have weakened the

~statistical validity of comparisons between the vic-

tims and nonvictims.:

<3
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~at night,

about a number of their own actlvmes, such’ u%

new -one,
- not often mentioned as a major motivating factor,
~ Crime’ was considered to be the single most seri--
ous problem facing the local community by no
 more _than one-fifth of ‘the respondents. T, hroug,h— ‘
k‘oul this. series of quéstions, environmental mues =

B : ' ,\}\.,\L

That crime was perceWed as a growing socjal

problem by Buffalo residents was clearly evid dent
from results of the: attitude survey. About three-

fourths of the measured population believed crime

, as on the upswing in the Nation as a whole, and
‘“one-third  sensed an
their own ¢ommunities. Moreover, only a fraction

dincrease

of the city’s residents—fewer than 1 in [0—
believed the crime rate had declined either na-

‘ ﬁf'/u/)nally or locally.. “With this in mind, it is under-
\54 nd'lble that most individuals repor(ed that their

n chmwes of becoming a victim.had increased
ovel he years.

Fea:@f// criminal attack, as measured by the
survey, ‘\ppedred 10 be Idr;,c‘y dependent upon the

time of day, with the evening hours: predictably .

generating more fear than the daytime. In the day-
time, nearly all residents felt at least.reasonably
safe when out alone in their own neighborhoods;
however, some- two-fifths considered
thiem unsafe. Similar results were. obtained when
the interview concerned other parts of the metro-
politan aren; because of the fear of crime, more

" people were.apprehemlve about - journeying 1o

places they wamed or. needed to go al tiight than

inthe daytlme

In assessing the impact of crime on living pat-
terns, the people of Buffalo were more apt to be-
lieve the lives of others—persons in: geneml or
their own nelghbors——had been affected / cnme
or the fear of crime than their own. ‘more,

TR

“when household respondents " were queqtloned

an old . nelghhorhood, selecting a
or shopping for ‘grocei 'lee THME Was

moving from -

economic and housing conditions, and’ personal
convenience were more important: conelderdllons
Opinions abouf the level of crime were rehlwe—

: Iy homogeneous across all. measured sectors of

the populanon The differences that existed were
most oflen m degree and not dlrectlon lhuq al—

in - crime - within

though. & majority of persons of each sex said
crime in the Unitéd States and risk of personal

attack had increased, women were more likely
than men to. Hold these views. ‘When it camé_to
the matter of personal safety, females, blacks. or

older persons tended to be more fearful and were
more likely (o have modified their behavior than
males, whites, or younger persons, respectively,
Persons who experienced one or more personal or
household victimizations during 1973 appeared, in
general, more concerned about crimé and its im-
pact than those who had not been_ victimized, al-
though differences were not always proaounced.
Residents of Buffalo were relatively satisfied
with the performance of their local police, even
though ‘mahy had specific ‘ suggestions for  im-

provemenl Many recommendations dealt with
funetlon dppthtlons particularly tbg deploy-

ment af “ohce in certain areas of theTity and at
cerld in un\es of the day. Perhaps reflecting in part

w«rel'\lwely high level of insecurity because of

crime, blacks, of ail measured groups, had the
poorest 1mpre~;snon ¢f the police and were most
concerned with |mprovmg pollce-communlty réla-

tions.

v




Direction
of U.S. crime
(Table 1)

Directioni
of neighborhood crime
(Table 2)

Comparative “
neighborhood safety

+ (Table 3}

General identity - ©
of offenders
{Table 4)

* Chances

of belng victimized

 {Table 5)

Crirrie as portrayed

by news media

(Table 6)

e

inhibits daytime

" movement

(Table 7)

Inhibits. nighttime
movement

(Table 8)

Daytime neighborhood
safety

(Table 9)

Nighttime

neighborhood safety

(Table 12)

“Home relocation

considered
(Table 15)

- Population fimiting

activitles
{Table:16)

. Nelghbors limiting

“activities

{Table 16)

; Respondent llmmr\g ’

activities
(Table 16} - ©

- Chart A. Summary findings about crime trends
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Chart C. Summary findin:gsja‘bout residential pr‘oblem\s‘a
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s Criv'm‘eb tr'er;l'd's |

Thm secllon of the report de‘\lq wnh the percep-

tions of Buffalo residents with respect to national

' and community crime +rends, personal safety, and

¢ the accuracy with which newspapers and televi-

~sion.were thought to be reporting the crime prob-
" lem. The findings were drawn from Data Tables 1

through -6, -found “in. Appendix I. The relevant
~questions; appearing in the facsimile of the survey

... instrument (Appendix II), are 9a, 9c, 10a; 12, 15a,
~and 15b; each questlon was asked of. persons age
16 and over:

U S crime trends

.

~ When d‘;ked aboul crime at lhe nallonal level,-

.76 percent of the residents of Buffalo age 16 and
. over said that crime had increased within the past
year- or two, but only 4 percent believed it had
- decreased. Some 14 percent consldered the na-
“tional trend unchanged, and the remaining 6 per-

- cent ' either did not know if. there had been a

Sy rhang,e or went unrecorded. Responses were also

obtained for'a number ‘of population subgroups;

however, the age, race, or sex of respondents did

-“not appear to be related to opinions about crime

. in_the. Nation, nor did vmtlmlzauon experience
over. the 12 months prnor to mtervnew

Neighborh‘ood ‘éri‘me;tré‘ndsﬁ |

" Although there was general  agreement abiout

the direction of crime in the United States, less

“unanimity was dlsplayed when the. questlon in-

- vplved neighborhood crime. One—lhlrd of the resi-
dentq beheved lhdl crime: was increasing ‘in . their

‘own nelghborhoods wheleaq 44 percenl regarded

“the condmon as stable.  As in the prewous ques-
U tiony Dnly a.- small- mlnomy———m ‘this case 9 per-:
: ﬂ.cem-—felt that cnme was ‘on the dedme A small:
;xnumber of persons, mdudmg somé who had not -
hved ‘in the community. long enough to pa%s Judg—

menl did not offer an opinion.

- i

course of crime in thelr own communmeq than
‘ lhose who had not. Of the victims, 41 percent be-

“lieved that crime had increased, but only 30 per-

cent of the nonvictims felt the same way. Alterna-

tively, victims were less likely than nonvictims to.
feel that the rate had remained the same: there
was no sngmﬁcam difference between the propor-
tions believing that crime had declined. o
Blacks were more ‘likely than whites to beheveD

: nelghborhood crimle was on_the decline and less

likely to feel that it was unchanged, a somewhat -
unexpected finding because - victimization rates
fon,blacks haVe been shown to be equal to; if not
greater than, those for whites. 1t should be noted,
however, that this question was designed to elicit

“opinions on the direction; not the volume, of

crime in the neighborhood, and it is conceivable
that persons in a rglatively high-risk area: might
‘have perceived conditions as improving, while
those in safer vicinities might h<1ve seen cnme as.
a growmg problem.

T With - respect to nelghborhood crime, lndlvnduclls
were asked to compare their focal ‘communities
with others in Buffalo. About half of the mea-

-sured_population considered their neighborhoods

less or much less dangerous than others, 44 per-
cent regarded them as average,-and only 6 percent

believed they were more or. much more danger-

ous; . This lopsided dlslrlbutlon of = responses
should come as no surprise; it is reasonable to
expect residents to ook with favor on their own
neighborhoods ‘even if they are, in rea!ity, less
safe than others.

Neither blacks nor- whltes were apt 1o regdrd
their own vicinities as more dangerous than sur-
rounding ones, but whités . appeared to bhe more:
certain of the safety of their neighborhoods. Over .
‘half of all whites, compared with about one-third:

of all b'acks regarded their own" nelghborhoods o
~as less or. much “less dangerous.
: blacks were more likely to rate their c&mmumtles

An contrast,

as - average. Thus,  differences - of  opinion ‘were
mdmfested 'llong the range of responses from
‘‘average'’ 10 "‘much- less dangerous.”’ Few peo-

_ ple of either race felt so endangered that they rat--
ed their vicinities as more penlous than othem in..

“the city. : 2
" There were emall bul smtlstlcally mgmﬁcant ‘o
: s 'dlﬁerenceq in perception between _persons of each .~ -
o Persoiis who had been victimized in lhe preced— o
‘_mg year 1.ook a_more pessimistic view of the

Co

sex ‘and type of wcumlzanon experience. - ‘Men. ©
,were more llkely than ‘women to regard lhelr

R s s o d e bt 11 SR
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anz,erous th'm olhers and

less” hkely to view'Théem as average. A greater pro-
portion of nonvictims than, victims . considered -
their local areas 1o be less ddngerous on the other =
hdl]d victims ‘were more apt. to regard thelr com-l

mumues as more penlous

' ‘Who are the offenders" o s 5

Perceptions of the place of resldence of perpe—

trators of neighborhood crimes were also exam-.
~ined. Specnﬁcally, individuals were asked if they
~thought most crimes were. commulted by, persons

living in the vicinity, by oulsrders ;

r by a combi-

nation of both. A small number of ndividuals did
~ not respond- directly to the quesuor Jmaintaining

that there was no neighborhood cfime; a much
lar ger number, roughly one-fourth of all residents,

“did fiot know where the offenders lived: Of those
- who offered an opinion, the greatest number, 37

percent, believed outsiders” were responsible.
Another 26 percent thought neighboring persons
were the perpelralors, and 8 percent fell that out-

‘siders and residents shared the blame equally.

-1t should probably ceme as no surprise that

outsiders were thought to be the offenders more
" . often than people from the vicinity.  Lacking di-.
‘recl information, there is a natural inclination to
, pdint- the finger at str'mgels, especially for more ‘
- " serious crimes. Yet, survey findings indicate that
~this assessment might not be -accurate. Persons
who actually were victimized, and were therefore

more apt 1o know the identity of the offenders,

blamed neighborhood residents ~and outsiders
about as often. Nonvictims, on .the other-hand,

were less likely - to think nerghborhood resldents

~were the culpms

Age  was  also lelaled to percepuons about

whene oﬁenders lived: Althouz,h differences were
ot alwayss significant, there was.a gradual de-
. Crease with age in the proportion of personshold-
-ing neighborhood residents responsrble for crime.
. The percentages ranged from a high of 41 for indi- -
- viduals age 16-19 10 a. low of 1 for those age 65
“and over. ‘At the same time, older persons._were
more. hkely {o blame outsnders or to-admit that -

they did: not know. This dlsp0smon mlghl be ex-
plained, in ‘part, by the fact that younger persons

~have higher - rates “of victimization " than older-

persons and, dS mentioned -above, V|cnm|zauon

expenence dppe(\rs to be related to: 1h|s partlcuhr/ e

PR

L

lquestlon Whnes were somewhat more. hkely than, o

blacks to |dent|fy the offenders: as outsiders, but

ne difference was evident between the proportion S

of members of each race- atmbulmg crime to peo- |

_ple in. the community. There was no meamngful
- relationship between sex and percephon about the TR
‘ offenders place of resndence .

?Chances of personal vuct|m|zat|on '

ln ’lddIIIOI'l to the items pertcnmng to nelghbor-z{

‘ hood safety, Buﬁ’alo residents were asked if they =
“believed their -chances  of sustaining a - persoml‘ ;

allack or robbery ‘had gone up, remained the
same, oOr gone ‘down over the past few years. A
majority, 57 percent; concluded, that their own

chances of being victimized had increased, where- -
~ as only a small minority, 7 percent; believed their -
_chances ‘decreased. Persons who. felt there had
‘been no change accounted -for 32 percenl of the

populatlon and 4 percent had no. opinion. ,
Although most of the measured subgroups re-'

corded distributions similar to that for all resi--

dents, there were ‘some noticeable intercategory

- differences. Women were more likely than men to

have maintained that their chances of attack had
increased and less likely to have felt they had

.remained the same or gone down. Furthermore, "
. whites or persons victimized in the preceding .12

months ,regislered higher. ‘proportions ~in  the -
“*going up’’ ‘category thars blacks or nonvictims,
reSpectlvely The - relauonshlp between age and -
perception of personal vulnerabrhty was not partic-

ularly strong: Nonetheless, it was apparent that

younger persons (age 16: “’4) were ‘less likely than-

- those '1ge 25 -and -over 1o believe their chances of s
~ being attacked had increased. Curiously, these L
- younger residents, for whom  the vlcumlzatlon_ .
component of the’ survey. recorded -the highest.
_rate for personal crimes of violence (the aggregate .~ .
~of rape, robbery, and assault), were more likely to- .~ :-
~hold that the risk had actually diminished.? Hluw’-
~ever, the number of these young persons w.h fel( ~

'thls way was: small (10 percenl) S .

T 1‘Unllcd Sldles Nd(l()ndl Cnmmal Jusllce Informallon dnd

Statistics Service: Criminal VIClIledllon Surveys.in I3 Ameri- -

- canCities. W‘\shmglon, DC US Governmenl Printing, " * o
. ‘Ofﬁ(.e June |97§ p '37 : R T
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‘d‘Crlme and the medla Ly

- 5Reeldenlq of -Buffalo ‘were - asked o consider
media coverage of crime and decide whether they -
'conS|dered crime {o-be less serious, about as seri- .
ous, or more serious than the newspapers or- tele-
“vision reported. Given the degree of concern, over

crime. registered in. previous responses; it would™
be dnlrc:lpated that relatively few persons believed

that the crime problem was being exaggerated by

‘the media. The results confirmed this. hypothesis.

Only 10 percent of the population considered

- crime less serious than portrdyed hy the ‘media, -
e (compared to 39 percent who fell it was even more

~serious and 46 percent who believed it was about -
~as serious as reported. About 4 percent had no
“opinion on- the subject. Response pd(tern% were
fairly. homogeneous, but females,  blacks, or vic-

tims were. sllghtly more likely. than their opposites

to believe crime was “more serious than reported
“in the news. ~ .

i _#.ear of crime

Among other things, results covered thus far.
‘have shown that many residents jof Buffalo be-
~lieved crime had mc.reased over the years Ieadmg
up to the survey,’ and, in addition; felt their own
, chances of being attacked had risen. Whether or
“‘not they feared for their personal»safety is-a mat-~
ter. treated in this section of ‘the report. Also ex-

amined is’ the impact of fear of crime on activity
patterns and’ on considerations regarding changes
of residence. Survey: questions Ila, 11b, 1lc, 13a,
13b, 16a, 16b, and 16c—all asked of persons age

16 _and over—and Dala Tdb!es 7 lhrough 18 are
‘ referenced here P

o Cnme as a deterrent to moblllty

lndtvnduals were - asked lf lhele were certdm;
sectors of the metropolitan area: where lhey had
'reason to go or would hke to go-but were afraid -
“The vast majority of - 1

to do so because of crimef
resrdents, 76 percent, said they were not -afraid to

o traVeI f&b other parts of the Buﬁalo area durmg the

kfllS(lCd"y srgmﬁcanl.
however, exhibited-an unanticipated . increase in

Bl

~day; the remainder expressed fear (19 percent) or
their answers were not recorded (5).4 .7

" The proportion of individuals who reported that

“they were not fearful of daytime t(ravel varied
only moderately’ among demographic groups. .

Males or blacks were more .apt than females or
whiies,. reepectwely, 1o say they were not afraid.

Not surprisingly, persons who had" not experl-'
enced a personal or household’ victimization were ‘
less hkely to be fearful than those’ who had been"

victims. Among persons age 16-64, ‘there was a

tendency’ toward ‘a decrease with age in the - pro- -

portion of those maintaining’ lhey were not afraid,
although most intergroup differences were not sta-
‘Persons -dage 65 and over,

the proportion of ‘“‘not afraid’" responses. This.

_reversal of the downward trend was unexpected

in ‘viewof the fact that elderly persons generally
are believed to be the most fearful of ‘any age

“group. However, it is possible that this finding

was an artifact of question: dew,n rather. than a-

~true indicator of disparate dllnudes As previously
noted, respondents were asked to ‘consider only

those sectors where they would have reason or

‘would want to go, and it is not unlikely that the
“area under consideration varied directly with age.
partly be- -

Specifically, persons age 65 and over,
cause of physical limitations and partly because ,

" of fear of crime, may limit their movements (o a
 few neighborhoods that (hey regard as safe, -
whereas younger  persons may. bemuch less re-

strictive in their movements.

When asked. about going elsewhere in- (he ared
at night, a significantly staller proporllon of the
population, although qull a ma;orlly, ‘said they

- were unafraid. Some 64 percent of the population

expressed lack of fear at mghl compared. with 76
percent in the daytime. lnlercalegory variations

‘ paralleled those discussed in the preceding ques-

tion; men, blacks, or nonvictims wére. more likely -
than woren, whites, or victims (o say they were

7 unafraid -at night. The response patlem remdmed

relatively constant for all- age groups. excepl per—

41 shouid be émphasized that reqpondems were not querled
regardmg all parts; of “the :metropolitan area”but “only ‘about

- 'those they" needed or desired 1o enter: Thus, it is ‘reasonalile fo

assume that high risk:places, those most. highly. feared, were

tions: 13a. and " 13b applied uniconditionally “to-all sectdis of the

~urea, kthe paltern of responses ng.doubl would have differed.

et e BN, St

! excluded from consideration by many respondents. Had ques- =



"q’o‘ns age ‘65 and over who, for the reasons’sug-

“gested prevnouqu, had a significantly higher pro-

. portion*of undfrdld” answers thdn any olherA

group. N

Nelghborhood safety

To assess (he extent to which |nd1vnduals fel(

secure in their: own nelghborhoods residents of

Buffalo were asked, ‘“‘How safe do you feel or

“ would you feel being out alone in your neighbor-
hood during the day (at night).”

A majority of
persons, 57 percent, felt very safe during the day,

~and most of the remainder, 36 percent, regarded
~the vicinity as reasonably safe. Altogether, 93

percent of the population selected either of the
two categories; only 7 percent said they felt some-

 what or very unsafe during the day.
Irrespective of ‘age, race, sex, or victimization -

experience,  most people regarded  their own
neighborhoods as safe in the ddy'lme Not with-
standing this ‘consensus, there were noticeable
variations in the degree of safety felt by different
groups. To illustrate, - 65 percent of the city’s

youngest residents believed themselves to be very.

safe in the daytime and 30 percent felt reasonably

“safe. Only 45 percent of Buffalo’s oldest residents
~said they felt very safe, however, and 43 percent
believed themselves to be reasonably safe. Over-
all, the trend was foward a more even distribution
~of “‘very safe” and ‘‘reasonably safe’ responses .

as age increaszd. In addition, persons age 35 and

“over were more-likely than younger persons (o

feel somewhat or very unsafe, even though the

- number in each group sharing thie belief was

small. With respect to race and ‘sex, ‘‘very Sdfe

responses were more characteristic of whites or

I
males than_ blacks or females, respecuvely, the

reverse was true for ‘“‘reasonably safe’ r
ses."These disparities between males and females

and blacks and whites persisted at all age levels

except 65 and over, where differences for the
‘“‘reasonably safe’’ category were not statistically
significant. Fmally, females or blacks were more

" than twice as likely as males or”whllee to cons1der :

lhemselveq at least eomewhdl unsafe when out..
~ alone during the day. - : S ;
\ lnteresllngly enough VIClImIZd(IOﬂ expenencc".

did not appear to.relate, to impressions of -neigh-

borhood - safety, _vncllm_s and ‘nonvictims having

R ot

respon-’

near identical response d:stnbunons A more de-

tailed - breakdown of 2 victimization - experience,

“however, incorporating-{ype ‘and seriousness of =~ |
- the crime, might well have revealed the exlslence~. T
of a relfmonshlp between the two variables. = v

“The combmed effecis of race, sex, and age on

- perceptions of neighborhood safety show that a ' '
~majority of persons in each of the demographic .

subgroups. thus formed felt al least reasonably -
safe when out alone durlng the day. However,
there were significant dlﬁerences with respect to
the strength of convictions, as measured by rela-
llve differences between responses calego_nzed as
“very safe” and ‘“‘reasonably safe.”’-In each sex/
age category, whites were morg, likely than blacks

" to feel very safe, whereas blacks (with the excep-

tion of males age 65 and over) ‘more often be-
lieved themselves (o be redsonably safe. To illus-
trate, 85 percent of white males and 56 percent of
white females age 16-19 considered: their neighbor-
hoods to be very safe; the correspondmg figures

for blicks of that age were 67 percent (males) and - oy
38 percent (females). On the other hand, 30 per- .
~cent. of young black males and 48 percent of .fe-

males believed themselves to be reasonably safe, .
compared to 15 percent. of white males and 37

percent of females. Similar reldtlonehlps exnted'u
.for each age group, although lhe absolute qlze of .

the percentdges varied. :

The relationship between -sex dnd percepllonv
of neighborhood safety described earlier remained -
strong for whites of all ages but weakened among
blacks because of the relallvely smdll number of -

individuals represenled in” each age calegory,i o
which affected the statistical w,mﬁcance of appar- .~ "

ent differences. For whites -of ‘each age group,

males felt relatively safer than females; that is,
they had @ higher proportion of ‘‘very safe" .re- =

sponses and a lower proportion sof “‘reasonably
safe™ responses. Black males were: more likely
than ‘black females to. feel very safe, except for

_persons age 20-24 and 65 and over. Similarly, for 0
the ‘‘reasonably safe’ category, differences were =~
not -statistically SIgmﬁcant for blacks age 20 24~ PR

and those in age groups 35 and over.

Perceptions of personal safety at night werev;;”
-markedly different from those relating to dayume o
A majority.of reeldents conlmued 1o regard their .~
: nelghborhoods as safe, but the proporllon who
“did 86255 percent—was sngmﬁcanlly Iower lhdn S

3 H
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i 'exlqted for the *

. :'that for ddytlme Moreover, only I7 percent felt '
* very safe at night (as opposed (o 57 percent in the:

daytime); with 38 percent rating their neighbor-

. haods, reaqondbly safe. The 44 percent who felt -
unedfe were equally disiributed’ between ‘the

<
“‘somewhat”’ and * ‘very unsafe’’ categone% )
Response patterns. for subgroups were -not un-

like those identified in the daytime question; in
generdl younger persons, ‘males; or ‘whiies felt .
safer in_their nelghborhoode when out alone at -
~ night than older persons, females or blacks. As -
before, victimization' experience did not appear to,
" be ‘associated with, ‘perceptions’ of neighborhood -
safety. With respect 1o age, the pr oportlon of indi- -

vndualq regarding their: nen,hborhoodq as-at leasl

reasonably safe remained roughly the same for

persons in the two youngest groups examined,
then increased for those age 2544, after ‘which it

_~decreased for successive age groups. The two-
“thirds of all persons age 25-34 who felt safe alone ;

in their own commiunities al’ mg,ht contrasted with

- the’ :oughly two-fifths of persons age 65 and over

who felt the same way. A‘complementary pattern

“Men were

responses. were record-

parable- dlsparltles between * the - responses by
‘males and females in matching age groups.

‘Some 57" percent .of -all 'white residents, com-

‘pared With 47 percent of the black - residents, con-

: vsldered themselve% redsonably or very safe at

mght Blacks, by contrast, were more likely than
~wh|tes to feel very unsafe, although they were no’

~more likely o feel somewhat unsafe. At all age

5 levels excepl 16-19, whités exhibited . more ‘confi-

dence thdn blacks in ‘the safety. of {heir own com-

ies, a relationship. ‘that maintained wnlh few‘

' cxcept.lon% for both maleq and femaleq o

LR

females or whrtes 5

: ‘unsafe’’ responses, with the num- .
berof persons in the combined categories décreas-
ving at ‘\;Ae 25-34,. then expdndmg through the re-
L mamm; dhe groups.
- , “about twice as likely as women o
feel reasonably or very safe at -night, whereas sig-~
ntﬁc‘mtly hrgher proportions of ‘‘somewhat un-
“safe’ and “‘very unsafe’’
«ed for females. These differences existed -at all
::ﬁge tevels. For example, 88 percent of all males
- age 25-34 said they were safe at night, compared -
Tato 46 pelcent of the females of the same age; for
' 'perqons age 65 and over the correspondmg pro-
portions were 54 percent formales and 29 percent
 for females, Both whites and blacks showed com-

SBased on responseq showri: i

- population; individuals. who were as : S
25 percent of all n~ales, contrasted with ‘60 percent . of -all. fe= " "
males. Thus. 9 percet‘t of the total populauon age 16andover— - - B
including ‘6 percent of:males and ‘1T per(.ent ot fem.tles——scudf .
‘lhey had sertouqu (.onslda.red movmb :

Crlme as a cause for movmg away

Persons who felt" unqdfe when out Alone in thelr"'
“neighborhoods either during the day or at night
were asked if they considered the commum'y‘v
‘ dangerous enough to ‘make them think senouslyf
_about moving. Approximately 44 percent of the-

-suiveyed population: expreesed t’eehn‘f:,Q of . inse-

~curity, and of ‘this group 21 percent regarded the
_situation .as serious-enough 1o consider moving,
Nevertheless, the vast majority, 78 percent, had -
not ‘seriously thought of leaving ‘their neighbor-
“hood even though they expressed concerii for
_their personal safety. Not unexpectedly, persons"'
who were victims of crime were about twice as -
-likely as. nonvictims to "have considered leaving *

their neighborhoods. In addition, males or blacks
had considered a move relatively- more often than

Crime as a cause""’;

_for activity modification

A series of quéstions in the attitude. question-

~naire dealt with perceptlom of . the relationship
~between: fear of crime and modlﬁcatlon of behav-

'1; conse-

ior. Remdents of Buffalo were asked lf as
quence of fear of crime peop!e i i

in the nelghborhood or they.per endrly had limit-

ed or changed their activities over the past few:
years. No- specific . dC(lVlllC‘; were -identified, the

lntent bemg {o elicit general mpressnons

: When asked about other persons—people in
generat or their own nelghbors-—most individuals

beheveﬁ that fear of crime had produced lifestyle

changes \ Clearly, however, they- were much more-

likely to b\eheve that people in general rather than

-those (m thmr community, had changed: ‘84 per-
cent of the ‘residents - of  Buffalo replied in the -
'aﬂ‘irma\twe when the question concerned *‘people
~in genéral“ but only 58 percent said *‘yes”’
the dCtl\(llleS of nug,hborhood residents were-in.

N i
S R,

uon is somev.hdt misleading’ use the source ‘question -wias

. -asked: only of\oersons who said. They felt unsafe during ‘day- .7 ", -
vercenl of “the” relevant: . -
.the question included

time nnd/or mg,htume Io((tllng,.,,

,- those.

when"

Datd Table ']S‘ thrs observa- .




fiuestlon Thls attttut{e appears to be consrstent
~ with results reported\earlrer showmg that -fewer .
tndrvrduals believed criipe ‘was on the increase in

~their- netghborhoods tha in “the’ Nation - ‘as.-a
N whole Querred about: thelr own habits, 42, percent
. oo eof the reS|dents acknowledged that they hiad limit-
P ed or changed their activities, whereas a majonty,

58 percent said they had not, Thus, there was a
o ~ significant drop in the proportion of persons be- e

llevmg that fear of crime had affected living pat-

“crime was belreved to.-have. a. greater lmpact on

‘other persons, be they people in generai or netgh-~~

bors than on the respondents themselves.

Regardmg the impact of féar of crime ‘on per—-v'
- sonal activity, women were more likely. than amen’
to maintain that fear of victimization had aﬁected

. ‘: :and hfestyles

thelr lives. This dlsp'mty between sexés was evi-
dent at each age level, with the reatest differ-
ences appearing in- the younger age groups. . Simi-
larly, when race was conS|dered females: contin-
ued to evince "4 higher proportlon of ’lfﬁl'm'ltl\’e

. age65>andover. . .

. .Differences of ‘opinion’ also exrsted between the'
white and black populattons Some 52 percent of
“blacks; compared with 39 percent of whltes said

that’ they had altered thelr\actlvrtleq AS A conse-
~'quence of crime, a trend wh\ch mamtamed for ail
but the youngest age group. \\Whrte ‘males ‘in age
groups 25 and over. were muah less likely than

= crime had al’fected their lives: for. _younger maleq
“the dlt’ference% were not. statmtlcally srgnlﬁcant A
~ somewhat similar pattern existed for women, with

~whites. havmg elgmﬁcantly lower proportions.- ‘of .
at’ﬁrmatwe responses for personq in age groups 20= -

64, but not for those age 16-19 and 65 and over. .
Hrgher proportlons of older than younger per-

6Garofalo,- James National Crrmlnal Justice. lnformatron and

. of Vrctlms and Nonvrctrms ln Selecled Cmes B

“terns as the populatlon in question became more B
, recogmzable and" easnly ldentrﬁable This pheno— o
‘menon has been noted in another work based on
_National Crime Survey. attitude data from  eight
other cmes 6-That report also found that fear of -

‘responses, the sole exceptlon bemg elderly blacks

~ black males of the same age - to\feel that fear of -

sons said they had modlﬁed ‘their activities be-
cause -of the fear of crime. However, there was - -
no gradual increase with age. lnstead ‘the poptila--
tlon appeared divided. mto two,,groups, with a: srg—f i

Statlsucs Service, Public Opmron About Crimie: ’l’he Atmudesy

nlﬁcantly hlgher proportlon of mdrvrduals age 35“;1':‘ o

~and -over than’ of those under 35 feelmg that therr"”;i""‘
llVes had been affected by crime; the dlfferences]“ s

persisted for all race/sex - categories. ' For the =

: ,rpopulatton as a whole about a third ‘of lhme age o

6-34 believed' they had limited of changed their

' :‘actrvrtreq “compared: to sllghtly less: gnan half of_

those 35 and: over SRR
Somewhat

rpnsmgly, vrctrms and nonvnctrme""'

~ did not have stnk.ngly drverse views with. regard i
“to actrvrty changes; although the - dltferences were -

,statlstlcally significant.. '
. victims, compared with 40 :percent of the honvic- -

‘Some 45 percent of the .

tims, felt- that their fear had mﬂuenced the way e
‘they ltved : , v e

Resudentlal problems

S

'l‘he |n|t|al altitude qurvey queqtlonq were de-?f»-’

“signed (o gather rnformatlon about certain’ speuﬁc

«

behavioral’ practtceq ‘of ‘Buffalo householders ‘and

" 1o explore perceptrons dbOUl a wide - range. sof
‘vcommumty problems, one of which was crime.- As .
'glndlcated in the section entitled *“Crime and ‘Atli-~
“tudes,’

> certain queqtlonq were asked of . only one:
member of each houqehold ‘known-as the houqe-;j i
hold respondent lnformatlon gathered from such.

. persons is treated in this section of ‘(he report and,"':‘! o
found in Data Tables 19 through 26; the pertinent '
- data were based on" eurvey questlone 2a- through -

7b.In “addition, the responses - 10 ‘questions” 8a’ .
through 8f, “relating to- certain aqpectq of personal =~

_ llfeqtyle also are examlned in'this section; the rel-": Ee
.. evant queqtlon% were asked of all household i mem-

(bere age 16 and over, mcludrng the: houeehold Tes-:
: .pondent ‘and the. results are drqplayed in Ddl(l Ta-'“ '
* bles 27 through 30. As can be:seen from the que%— :
' tionnaire, and unlike the procedure used in: devel-f-' :
oping the mformatlon dmcuseed in the: 1wo. preced-:';
.ing “sections” of this - report “that:
served as a basis for the topics covered here'did =
" not reveal 10 reqpondents that the developmet of
o dala on crlme was the mam purpoee of the sur

“the”, queqtlon




Nelghborhood problems

‘and selecting a home

. important decisions;

- such as”
: .terlstlcs,

‘also uncommon. The. vast. ma;onty of mdmduals-
* - identified such factors as convenience of the new
. location; a change in-fiving drrangements, and the
. costor chdracterrsncs of the old or.the new. dWell-
i .IngS as the most important reasons.

Household respondenls who “had llved dl the

‘ surVeyed address for 5 years or less were asked
~ .what . they considered to be the “most important

reason for “selecting their present neighborhood

. and leavmg the old one. The data show that only
+ -2 percent of .the respondents suggested crime was .
- the central motivating factor in either of these two
Responses that might have
! :o"imcorporaled concern over antisocial . activities, :
nerghborhood charac- -
were

LE T

good schools,
or the “‘influx of bad elements”

Althou h crime was mrely regarded- s the most

rmporlant reason for-moving out of an old neigh- -

" “borhood or selecting a new one, it was singled out

somewhat more frequently - when

nelghbors, responses that may have reflected a

- concern for personal safety. However, the single -
T most common. response, mentioned by 30 percent
" of the household respondents, had to do with en-
“vironmental problems such as . trash, noise, -and
overcrowdrng Victims of crime singled out crime -
‘as the main neighborhood problem relatwely more -
,often than nonvictims, . ¥ :

i : Food and merchandrse
e vshoppmg practlces

lnformallon on shopprng pauerns, holh for food

i dnd generdl merchdndlse, was also collected in the
_survey. With respect 1o food shoppmg, the dala
- show that dboul three-fourths of the householders -
Snhan :Buﬂ’alo did their marketing in their own neigh-
~_‘borhood and the remainder did not. Of those who -
shopped away from- lhe nerghhorhood only I-per- :

cent said they did so’ because they were afraid of

respondents
were asked to identify the important neighbor-
- hood problems. One-third of all household infor-
- mants felt that there were things about the com-
" munity they did not like, and of those, 18 percent

. regarded crime or fear of crime as the most seri-
ous prohlem An additional 26 percent pomled to
the influx of a ‘‘bad element’” or to problems with.

: hlgher prices-were frequently cned as ma)or rea-
- sons for shopping ‘outside the nelghborhood A

" for clothing and general merchdndnse, three-fifths -

of lhe respondents said they usually went 1o subur-

ban’ or neighborhood shoppmg cenlers, whereds

mosl of the remmnder shopped downtown:: Ag‘un ‘

however, when they were asked why, only a small

Entertamment practrces R

Questlons perlamrng to persondl entert‘unmenl
patterns and preferences were asked of all qualr-o
- fied persons in the household. When' querred
about the relative frequency with which they went:
out for entertainment in the evening, about half of -

the residents of Buffalo said their habits had not

changed over the past year or two, 34 percent felt

they had cut down on their activities, and .16 per-
cent said they went out more frequently. A.num-

ber - of causes; mcludmg crime, were given for
changmg entertainment patterns, but here again,

crime was not often mentioned. Family interests,

7 financial resources, and age, among others, were
- much more relevant considerations.

: mmorrty said it was for fear of crime. Faclors such e
as convenience and superior selecuon were consid--

ered to be the most rmporlanl reasons by a ‘majoriz

|y : . . .

When they went out in the evening, most mdwr- o

,duals usually picked restaurants or theaters within
'The data show that 56 percent of the

the city.
population. remained’ within the city, 27 percent

sought entertainment outside Buffalo, and 17 per-
_cent went ‘with equal frequen(.y to both areas.

But, regardless -of “the location - they chose, few

*said they were influenced primarily by fear of
crime. Only 11 percent of those who went outside -

the city and far fewer of those .who remained in

_ the city cited crime as the mdjor reason. Conveni-
“ence-of the in- crty locanons and better facrlltles in

. the suburbs were the most important refxsons gw-

-en by the respecuve groups. o

[crrme lnadequale or nonexnslem local slores and
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| Localr‘“police per’form’a‘ncye

-

» Followrng the series" of questlons concermng
‘neighborhood safety and ¢rime as a deterrent to
‘gpersonal mobility, individuals .age 16 and over

.were asked to assess the overall performance of S
the local police and to suggest ways, if any, in.
which" police ' effectiveness. might be lmproved'
Data Tables 31 through 37, derived from survey

_'questlons 14a and 14b, contain the resuits on
‘which" th|s discussion is based '

Are they d’oin“g 'a gobd,, oo
average, or poor job? -

. Qverall the _police in-Buﬁ_alo were judged favor-

ably, with’ roughly four-fifths . of the measured:

‘population believing they were doing either ‘a

good or average job and 13 percent a poor job. It..

may. be.reasoned from these results and- others,
reported ‘previously, that although there was a
- good deal of ‘concern over rising crime and fear of
being personally vrctrmtzed the loc'\l authormes
© were. not. heId responsible.

. There were ‘important - mtercategory varratrons. ;
'lmong reS\dents of different races, ages, or vic-
k ’tlmlzatlon experiences. Of Buffalo’s whlte popula- -
~_tion, 46 percent rated their police as good, com-
- pared with only 20 percent of the blacks. In con-‘f
" ment, compaled with only 9 percent of persons. - :
- 16-19: Whites or nonvictims were somewhat more "

~ trast, about one-fourth of all blacks, but only one-
V,tenth of ‘whites, felt law enforcement authorities
had performed poorly. When controlled for age,

whites of all ages continued to give the police bet- -
Although not all differ- =
there - were -
' "hlgher proportlons of positive responses and low-"

ter ratings than blacks.
.ences were statistically significant,

- -er proportions of neutral or negative responses as
sons age 16-19 characterlzed thelr _police as
good S I percent a8 ‘‘average,’

*poor,’ whereas the correspondlng percen-
tages for persons 65 and over ‘were 59, 27, and 5.

CIn general, this pattern was repeated for both sex—’

es and both races.

- Predtctably, persons who had fallen victim to‘.‘.
crlme in the precedlng 12 months were Iess llkely”

*and 21 percent

»'"than _nonvictims - to have giVen
good”-atmg and more hkely to ‘have rated them "
’as “*poor.’

“have a

o,

k The proportrons were 34 percent
“good”’ and 19 percent ‘‘poor’

“"44 percent. *‘good’” and lI percent “poor” for
- nonvictims. . <
Of all. . the demographlc groups examined,

whites of both sexes age 50-64 were most ln(ely to"
“believe police service was good.. :
young black males in groups between the ages of -

16 and 34 and black females age 16-19 appeared to- -
, responses,
'although differences were not always. statistically L
meamngful The relationship between age and po- -

have the highest proportlon of *‘poor”’

lice appraisal, ‘mentioned earlier, was much weak-

“er-at this level of analysis be'cause of ‘the effect of
large statistical variances. Nonetheless, for each
racial - ‘group, ' the “youngest ‘males and females’

the pollce a

> “for victims, and.

n. comparison, =

were much less likely than the oldest to rate their -

police as. good and more likely to consider them
poor or average. Ftnally, whites  continued to

How can the "poliee' 'improve;?,' '

Most  individuals = offered suggestions when

satisfied with the ‘police.. To illustrate, 28 percent

8

a more favorable opinion of the pollce than‘
~ blacks 1rrespect|ve of age or sex. ‘

‘asked for ways local law enforcement authontles L
could upgrade the ‘service; only 17 percent felt
‘there was no need for improvement. Among those .
in the latter category, older persons were much* ‘

"more likely than youriger ones to be completely',,-;_ﬁ;

of those 65 and over felt : ‘no_need for |mprove-;

likely than blacks or_victims, respectlvely, to have“,":}i

e age increased. At the extremes, 23 percent of per- -

I3

“be” more prompt, responsrve and alert ‘were
‘vtrelatlv(edl\/ common
: suggestlons mcludlng the need for better trairiing,
‘concentratton on more |mportant dutles inc ,'lsed

. stated that'no lmprovement ‘was needed.

Oplnlons regarding areas: in need of lmprove-

creased and that law enforcement ofﬁcers shoul

responses Other

specrﬁc,j_f o

‘ment were- grouped into eight specrﬁc categorles S
Roughly one-third of ‘all mdrvrduals—more than” -
- ‘any other—believed the most |mportant need was_f
for addmonal pollce officers:in certain areas: of the :
city or: at certain times: of - the- day, an 0p|nmn'
~“shared’ equally by men and’ ‘women..The feeling
‘that the size of the lelCe force should be in- -

S
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; émphasis on traffic control, more courteous serv- ‘than women to offer sugg,eenons deahng wnh per-
ice, and less discrimination: were given only infre-  ‘sonnel resources; but less likely to be concerned
o quently Of these recommenddtlonq, those which with. the operational practices. Taken as a group,
‘j;’ipertamed to operational pracuce% accounted for ~  persons under the age of 35 mentioned improve-
* pearly three-fifths of the total, whereae about one-  ‘ments in community relations relatively more fre-
ﬁfth focused on personnel resources and 13 per- quently than did older persons and were less con- ;
dent on’ community relations.” The remaining cerned with problems relating to the size and 3
suggestionis were not specified, but were grouped quality of the police force. '
~_into an’ “‘other'! &ategory which accounted for 7 . R ‘ ‘ v
- percent of the total. : t , v S ‘
" White residents were more hkely than blacks o '
- cail for lmpr_ovements in the areas relating to per-
Wisorinel  resources  and operational ~ practices, k!
whereas blacks were three times more. likely than
whltes to focus on community relations. Concern-
“ing. commumty relatlons 21 percent of blacks said
that ihe, police should be more courteous, improve
“their attitude, or develop better community rela-
tlons, and 7. percent felt they should stop discrimi-
natmg, the correspondmg figures for whites were
‘8 and | percent, respectively. With the exception
“of males age 65 and ' over, for whom the data were
unreliable, blacks at all 4ge levels, both males and
~females, showed a greater~.concern -than did
“whites for community relations matters. The dis-
parity between the races was partlcular!y great for
elderly women. age 65 and over; 18 percent. of
*black women but only 3 percent of white women in
that age group suggested improvements in commu-.
~onity relations. For most sex/age categories, whiles
- appeared more likely 10 have concentrated on im-
provements in-the areas of personnel resources
and operallom, bul as .a consequence of excessive
sldllsllcal varmnce% these differences were not .
alway% sngmﬁcanl _
With the exception of the differences according
“torace, there were few important variations in the
. response pattern. Men were shghtly more likely
mof this discussion, the eight specnﬁc response
“ifems covered in Question 14b were combined into three cate-.
gorles, as follows: community relations; (1) *‘Be ‘more cour- . ° . -
- teous, lmprove atfitude, community: relations’' ‘and (2) *‘Don’t R
- discriminate.”  Operational pracltces (D) “Concentrate -on- L BT B
.. more. important dutles‘ serious_ crime, ‘et¢.”’; (2).“'Be more . )
prompt, responsive, . alert’’; (3) “**‘Need more trafﬁc control” :
~~and (4) “*Need more pollcemen of particular type (footicdr). in
B j ~certain areas. ‘ar'af certain times.” And, personnef reqourceS'

-{1).**Hire. more - policemen*" and (2) “lmprove lr'unmg,s.
quahﬁcal:ons or pay; recrunmenl policies.”

A B b i o by it
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f\i\ : A"’”“d"" e SRR . .The first six data tables Were used in’ prepanng
' ~° the “Crime Trends’ section Qf the report. Tables
Survey data tables 7-18 relate to the topic ‘‘Fear of Crime’’; Tdbleﬂ : _lj‘,,;,i
19-30 cover. *‘Residential Prohicms and ' Life '
T RO A P : styles’’; and the last seven fables dl‘}p]dy mformc\-
The 37 statistical data tables in. this appendix = tion concernmg “Local Police Performance.”
present the results of the Buffalo attitudinal sur- : f ‘
- vey conducted early in 1974. They are organized
toplcally generally parallehng the report’s analyti- ,
cal dlscussmn For each subject, the :data-tables : : : o
consist of crc}a.s-tabu]atlons of personal (or house- :
hold) characterls*lcs and ‘the relevant response
categories. ‘For a gtven populatlon group, each
table displays the percu\t distribution of answers ‘
to a question. - \\ ‘ S
All statistical data generaté4 by the survey are
estimates that vary in their deg.ee of reliability
-and are subject to variances, or errois, associated
with the fact that they were derived from a sam-
- ple 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 c Lo SR
a general ruie, however, estimates based on zero o :
or on about 10 or fewer sample cases have been
“considered unrefiable. Such estimates, qualified - S o
by footnotes to the data tables, were not used for o ~ : ; e
analytical purposes in-this report. e e ‘ e
Each data table parenthetically dlsplays thr‘ size
. of the group for which a distribution of responses
- was calciilated. As with: the percentages, these
“base figures are estimates. On tables showing the
answers of -individual respondents (Tables [-18
and 27-37), the figures reflect an adjustment based
on an independent post-Census estimate of the
city’s resident populatlon For data from house- . ;
hold  respondents (Tables 19-26), the bases were N : R ;
generated solely. by the survey itself. ' x :
A note beneath each data table identifies . the
© question that served as source of the data. As an
“expedient in preparing tables, certain response
_ categories were reworded and/or abbreviated. The
~ quastionnaire facsimile (Appendix 1) should be
- .consulted for the exact wording of both the ques-
~ tions and the response categories. For question-
naire items that carried the instruction **Mark all
that apply,” thereby enabling a respondent ig
- furnish more than a single answer, the data tables
S reﬁec: only the answer designated by the respond-
/" ent as being the mosl unportant one rarher than =
' all anSWers glven 8 :

S T
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- "NOTE: Data based on-question-9a, Detail may not add to total because of round:mg. Flgures in parentheses refer to populatlon An the group. .

Table 1 Dlrectlon of crime trends in the Umted States TR R o
i : » ’ (Percent distribution of responses for. the populat:.on age 16 and over) o Sy : L .
?Pdpﬂatipn characteristic v B “Tetpl © ¢ Inereased ' Sare " Decréased = 7 Denft knew: Not available
A11 persons (307,000) 1000 S a2 S A3 ey R ‘ 0e3 .

Bex - : : P Ce e e et ; il
ale (135,500) ; 10040 g b2 507, < o8 0aly
Female (171,500) _ 100.0 7762 13¢5 SR : 58 : - 0a3 )

Race : : ‘ R L s ; PR
White 2148»800) . ‘ 1000 T6eb 1ol 3¢9 BT § S 003
Black (56,500) 7 100,0 S 5,0 ST A B 6.3 oo 5.7: 30.5 IR s
Other 1.,700) 100.0 6241 | 310.2 S R 25.3 o : 10,0 - F .

Age : ' o o s P R ' o ‘

. 16~19 32,300 100.0 TL.9 19.0° »\*/ 5¢0 3.9 ' 30.2 B

< 20=24. (43,700 100.0 7440 18.3 Lol 3ol 30,1 S <\\

- 2543l (49,300) - o 100.0 B - S 13:4 " LT . 38 2003 N
35-49 { 59,000 - 100.0 : 8.4 ) 11.9 . T he5 & 0.6 i
50-6L, (88,700 ' 100.0 b o 1200 P 52 %o

7. 65 and.over (54,5000 100.0 TheO - 117 - B 10.3 B

Victimization experience- : : : " ; ‘ [ T . G : I
Rot -victimized (219,800) 100.0 76,1 13.7° S RO : 549 DR R e
Victimized (87,200) 100,0 " 76k Y .1 - L 5.3 4.0 Ce R0u T :

NOTE: - Data based on question 10a.. Detail may not. add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to populat:.on in the group. :
~3Estimate, based on ‘zero or on:about 10 or fewer sample casges, is. statlstlcally unrellable ' ) . - ;

L Table 2. Direction of crime trends i in the nelghborhood e i R |
; i . W,
s (Percent, distribution of responses for the’ populat:.on age 16 and.over) : i - R S s 1
, i ‘ : cen L ‘Haven't ‘lived - et

Populetion characteristic Ca . Total Increased Sane - Decreased . - here that Jong - Don't know - Not available
A pnr"/ons (307,000) 1000 33k 1347 8.8 . : W1 wo 03
e (135,500) “ . 100.0 T SR 1020 het 09 ;0.3
Female (171,500) o g , 100.0 o BBl 439 746 R 99 . 703
W'hite/a (248,800) R 7 10040 34s0° hbe2 567 - hek PR 93 o Osh - "

Black' 56 300 ' . 00,0 3Lk S 334 22,2 . 5.7 O A3 PRSI 1o Yo BUSRR
 Other 700) : <. 100.0: - 20.1 28,0 31 199 238 T 30,00

o Age Fon ) ER k S » t e s ' v R
16519 /32,300 Co © /1000 S 033.5 AR 13.3 6.8 10,1
a2y, (1,3,700) " _ A 2 100.0 3L8. . BRS T AD S 1060 303
2531y (49,300 : 10007 332 . 4241 Te6 e 96 20,3 - i
35-49(59,000). -~ © 0o L. 10040 "33.3 4397 106 3.2 0.5 -
50-6l;: (:68,700 S 100.0 ~ 3666 0 EBeL o B2 T 1e8 0 30,1 &
65 and over (51“000) S o0 100,00 103049 bbe5 66 RO S =105 v

Victimization experience - - ) s L SR O T R ) R o
Not victimized (219,800) - S 100.0 DB0,2 s e g e L T T Ouly BRI
 Victimized (87,200)° - S 100400 Bl 3649 9.3 N A $30.2 e e

5

AEstimate, based on Zero: or on about. 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistlcal‘ly unrehable. i
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Table 3 Companson of nelghborhood crime W|th other metropolltan area nelghborhoods ¢
(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over) 7 . co , . ] P
' Much mere More About - Less Mich less - - . ,
Por’o) _;mn characteristic } Ry Total . “ .dangerous dangerous aversge dangerous dangerous . . Not available \/\R
ALL persons (3@7,000) , 1000 09 L7 439 393 7 9.8 S Ls
Sex P N . : ‘
Male (135,500) } 1000 0.9 5ol 40e1 408 1.9 1.2
Female (171,500) - 20040 : 08 . . Le5 4648 3840 . Ba2 1.6
- Race - ‘ . - B ° - : ' ©
White (218,800) 100.0 0u6 L6 1.0 B I A Y 1.5
Black (564500): 10040 - “1.9 5.1 \ 5647 29.1 e Tol
‘ 7). Other 1,700) .. 100.0 T 32,0 312,21 40.1 3549 B 18,0 31,8
S Age L b ‘ : oa
: 16-19 (32,300 ;1000 1.3 6eB L8 3849 747 10,5
, 2021 (134700} . : . 100.0 1.0 ST 41,0 28,6 9.8 19
) 2534 (494300) - ‘ ¢ 10040 - 4.8 hlu9 u 39+0 20 ' Lol
35~49.( 594000 100.0 ~ 36 . 45.6 28,8 10.2 1.3
i 50461 ((68,700) : L1000 e WO 1.4.1 104, 9.8 i
~ 1 ¥5rand over (51,000) & 100.0 , - 3.3 T L2.6 39.3 1.5 2.6 .
- Victimization experience. - T . !
Nob. victimized. (219,800) 100.0 0.6 , 3.8 43,5 40 B 10.2 1.6
Victimized (37,200) o 10040 1.6 7.2 Bl 36,5 8.8 : 1.2

NOTE:  Detae based on question 12. betail méy not add to fotal because of rounding. (Figures in parehtheses refer to popul}'ation in the group.
1Es’aimte, based on about 10 or fewer sample casges, is statistically unreliable.

Table 4/ Place of residence of persons committing nelghborhood crimes.

“: ; (Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and ovar)
: ‘ o ' ) , No neighborhood Paople living = Equally o ' :
Population bharactexfj.st,ic Total erime here Outsiders by both Don't know' Not available
Allbersons {307,000) , 100.0 - 3.7 . 25.6 - 36.8 8.2 29 .8
) - R : g . - e
izle (135,500) - 100.0 - 3.8 26,6 3T 95 2.9 0.7
Female (1714500) 100.0 . 37 2449 - 36,2 Tel 2742 1,0
Race ‘ ' : . : o .
N7 Wnite (248,800) . 1000 . 4O o £ 2524 37,9 Toly 265 : 0,8
Blacic ( 56,500) 100,0: 2,8 oov C 26,5 z.1 - 1.8 ) 25.8 171
Other 1,700) C 10040 11.9 2.9 26630 142 45.8 - L 0.0
1&191532,300 ‘ 100.0° 20,6 < 507 34a7 10.3 L 132, 30:4
a 2410134700 S 10040 ) 3.0 A . 36l i 36.3 ‘ Teb 2244 " 0.4
" 25-34 | 1.9,300 o 100.0 R 339 S 3130 T2 247 L M0e5 P
35-49 59,000, ; , : 100.0 . ' 3.9 25 o 3649 850 27 1,5 , S
50-61. 100.9‘(]\ s he5o 18,3 1.3 8.8 ¢ - 26als 04T B
. 5 and OVB!‘ (5‘;,@) . 100.0\ . 6-3 ) . ,10-7 l§2-5 S - Tl ! . 3202 . . 1.2‘ ) . C
 Victimization experience L o : : o ’ ‘ o o S " :
. Net victimized (219,800) S 10040 o hely T 2149 378 . T Be3. 26T 0.9 v '
Victimized (874200) ‘ 510040 T 24 S kg 343 7.8 2043 : 0.6 =

" NOTE:. Data based on question 9c. Detail mey not add to total becamse of rounding Figuresuin pnrentheses réefer o popul.tion in the group. .
‘Eetimte. based on zerf?}or on ubout 10 or rewer umple cases; is statistica]ly unreliuble._« G :

[y
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g

Y ‘Table 5 Change rn the chances of belng attacked or robbed
- (Percent distr:.butlon ot‘ responses for the population age 16 and over) S

'\T-Popuiat;iorx'characr:eristie Lo ;,»Totel R ', Go:mg up - Same - : Go:.ng doim : ,Nov"'opin‘:‘i.‘o"n‘ T Ncrt; available =
: R Teb el S5 T 03

Allpersens (307,000) e V» lQ0.0 o ‘57-1 :

its (135,500) S T T e X BT B3 a6 e s am L0
' Female (171,500) T X R T CoBey LT S o

hite (28,800) - . wwwT B3 3Ly % T - TR TS Ol SRR
 Black Ese,soo) SR T CA30000 R o 336 Ak L 39 La0
 Other (1,700) LU 00 2T g8 10,0 237 30,0

5

ol T 16+19 32,300) oL e 100,00 0 51,6 3kl
Lo 202l (13,700 ., L L Y0060 53:9. L 349

20, ) "100.0" ‘ :

’;5—149 S ‘ £ 100.0
2 . : RE 100.0..

: 65 and over (54,000) cel s 011000

¥
2
o

i

L e ‘V:Lctmzatiw ‘experience, ik : a P
L Te T ot wickimized: (219,800) O : 100.0 ...
g e Vlct:unized (87,200) e 100400 i

i . S NOTE Data based on’ quest:.on 15a, Detall ‘may not . add to total because of round:mg Figures in parentheses refer to populat:l.on in the group ; :
. "Est:.mate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer: sample cases, is st.atlstlca]ly um'eliable. v : o e

Table 6 Serrousness of crlme problem relatrve to what newspapers and televrsron report

7

(Percent d.:.str:.butn.on or responses ‘for the populat::r.on age 16" and over)

o S L Populatio‘n‘ characteristic. = : . Total . Less sermus ‘ Same. ' More serius - .. No opinien " Mot available

AllPerscns (s07,00) 00,0 Tez . . sme s em o oE
SOLTl o T ale (13),500) T T 100a0 18,8 Boel oo in B6e7 vl BB s e T
N Female (171,500) R L 1oo.o, ST B T L 6B R oK A haBi T V0.1,, L e R
TS s Whlte 2us,eoo) R R i L« « P o T 1o 5 S T X R T IR - X o} L el ST O
ST e s Black 56,500) B TR 7.100,0 G GeBt e T G W 3a5 S 5007 L R0u
LR other 1,700) TRt s 5 0200a0 Ry N {1 SRR UE - 5 T 111.9 S BRI “AQ0. -
iR "16—19 32,300 S T T 300,07 ka0 DR - T5 S : B8adp 7 241 ST e
‘ L 20.20 (5347000 Gt G 100,07 T 1268 T Chhe8 o 8945 2 R
S 253k A9,300 o e 100600 R N T Y /23 N O S N 32
.35=49 . (59,000 P nir i 10000 19:8. . : G b2 SRR 3 1Y e S 3eT
,50=6}, {68,700)" 2 e Lo o o - Y e B R TN S A BRI X o X BRI e
65, and ‘over" (5 g '1) < e M0 BkeS T B

S b‘,:,,t',‘“hctlmlzation experisiiea :3 Sl T T e R D e T T e T . sl By
S Nob vietimized (219,800)_ e T 0060 T A T A000 e T g I 36.9 T R e
o Victimized (87,20) ~ . 3000 %207 o vodas o WD R
“NOTE: ‘" Data based ‘on question 15b. Deta:r.l may not ‘add. to’ total because of round:ng‘ lFJ.gures :Ln ;narent' refer to populatlonjn J:he grcup. )
1Est1mate, based on zero, or’ on abcu.t 10 or: i’ewer sample cases, is statistic 111y unr SO - G
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Table 7 Fear o_ gomg to parts of the_ metropolutan area

dunng the day

: (Percent dlstr:.butlon of responses for the populat:.on age 16 and. over) i Coen ;r .
, Population characteristic 0 mobal coYes U Mo ‘Yot available
AJJ. persons (307 ooo) - 100.07 I R 1.7 e
', Male (135 500) s “100 0 ot UG 732,9 35
.+ Female (171 500) 100.0°- . 20.9 3.5, 5.6
Race o S
Whi'be (248, aoo) ‘,100.0 : 20,6 Tped’ 5.3
Black (56, 500) 100.0 - 1445 - 83:8 Ty 2
~ . Other 1,700) £100.0 316.3 .5 %21
Age : BRI : .
_ - 16~19-(32,300) 00,0~ 17.0. R IR 3,5
20-24" (43,700) - 100.0° 15.8 . 9.7 J L
25-3, , (49,300} 100.0 18,2 7.9 3.8
35-49 - {59,000 .'100.0 o 21.1 Lo T8 bl
50-64. (68,700) - 100:0 24,5 703 R
65 and over (54.000) -100,0 16,6 71 6.2
Victimization experience - G . : :
Not victimized (219,800) ¥ 100,0 17.6 - 77.6 4.8
Victimized - (87,200) 100,0 21 715 Bk
NOTE: Data based on question 13a.: Detail may not add to total "becauge. of rou.nda.ng CFigures

in-parentheses refer to.population in the group.
’-Est:.mate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is stat:.stlcally unrellable. o

Table 8 Fear of going to parts of the metropolltan area at mght

(Percent dlstrlbu'blon of responses for the populat:.on age 16 and over)

Population characterzst:.c :

Sex :
Male (135 500)
Femdle (171 500)

‘ Race ;
§ . White (2!;8 800)-
" . Black é56 ,500)"

Other - (1,700)

‘L;.A_ga...a; shlige o

32':300,5 T R e

Total - Yes: No.  Not available . ..
100‘.0;_7'%‘ 2.2 . 637 ‘
100,026 67.8 ¢
30000 27k 60,5
100,0 26,5 62:9 10,67
.200.0. 7 25.0 67.4 76
100,07 204 61.4 18.2 -

W 16-19 (3 ©100.0: 614
: .-20-~2k: . {13,700 : 100.0 27.2 61,0
25=3L (49,300)" - 7.7,100,0 - 29.0 61.1
35-19 " (59,000). 510040 27.3 62.6
- 50<6l; T ST 100,00 28.8 61.3
65 and ‘over (54,000) . L0000 16.5 13.9
Victimization éxperience " - DR Sl RN
R ‘Not. ‘vietimized (219,800) L 100,07 T23e5 0 Rk
N T Vict:z.nlzed (87,200) il L 0000 B2, 9. 568

k NOTE: “Data ‘based.on quest:,on 13b." Detail may not add o total because of roundlng. Fiire
: m porentheses refer to populat:.on in the group : _ S
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Table 9. Nelghborhood safety when out alone durlng the d'!y
: ) (Percent distribution of respenses for the population ags 16 and over) : )
'»’Population characteristic o Total . Very safe " Reasonab]y safe Somewhat unsafe  ; " “Very unsafe .- - Not availsble -
“?\. 411 pereons (307,000)‘ 100 s 355 B - 16 .05
Hale (135,500) ) R ‘100.0\\Sb 687 . - D2 C 2.8 0.7 0.4
Female (171,500) ‘ ©100.0° 47.9 4.9 . Tok S 2.4 0.5
Race S R , . : o
White  (2,8,800) - e .. 1000 60T g 33:2 . I 1.0 0.5.
“Black (56,500) S 100.0 : Bk 45.5 Loog, 43 0.
.~ Other - (1,700) - : 100,0. " 5ha3. S 3.9 ) . 21,8 0.0 0.0/
hge O ‘ S ; : : ‘ e T R ‘ o
.16=19-. (32,300 - ' E 100.0 . T 64,5 : 301 Lo 1.0 . 30,0
e 20-2t . (43,700)" : y 100.0 -62.0 : . 32.6 50 1.3 10.1
T e5-3k (49,300) L 200,07 . LBkl C3L1 S35 1.1 20,1
35-49. (59,000 S , 100.0 o 5847 e B e T L3 1.7 0.5
5061 (68,700 S 100,00 -0 53,3 - 37l 7.1 1.8 0.5
65 and over (54,000) = , 1100,0. kB3 a3 7.7 o 2.4 1.2
" 'Vietimization experience . TR URIUEE K b P S ot i s s S PR
“Not victimized (219 ;800) o 00,0 e STah 35.4 : - 5.2 1.4 0.6
-Victimlzed  (87,200) - SR 100,07 5643 G 3 g e BB 202 10.1‘
mm-' Data ‘based on quest:.on 11b. Detail nuy niot ‘add to total becatse of’roundln ‘Figures in parentheses refer to populatlon in the gx-oup. : :
. ‘Estlma‘he, ‘based on. zero or on, about 10 or: rewer sample cases, is statistica]ly unre]iable. e i U
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N
bl »10 Nelghborhood safety when out alone dunng the day
i S (Percen‘b dlstrlbutlon oi‘ responses. for the popu]at:.on age 16 and. over)
Populat:.on charactnr:.st:.c- B Total ' o Very safe . s Reasonably:safe o ‘Bomewhat unsafe - Very unsafe Not available’ -
Sex and age : R S ) : : L : «
Male ° : - ot ) : el : : e
(1619 (15,200 . : 100,0-: R/ T SRR 18.9 0.9 0.5 Q.0
20-24. (18, aoo : 100.0 75.7 - - 21.9. 1.6 20.7. 30,0° .- S g
25231, 23, S . 100.0 ) o 76,9 S 21.1 1.4 30.4 30,1 o i
3549 . (26,900) SR : 100.0 L 6.8 B 28.2 ) 26 0.6 20,67 S v
5064 (30,100 - 100.0 C b3 r81.2 @ 3.8 0.8 QL
65 jand- over (21 100) ; ©100.0° i 53.6 T 39,1 - Bl 20,8 s
Female : E B L : n . . e
16-19° 17,100 . : 100.0 : 50.9 7.6 1.4 10,0
" 20-2 {25,300 i -100.0 52.0° 5.7 N n30,3
25-34 (25,400 B 100.0. . 53.1° : 5.5 1.8 20,1
.. 35-49 (32,200 : ‘ 100.0- 51.1 LIV L 2.6 2044
50-64:. (38,600 S : 100.0 . 451 9.6 Nogs 30,6 T
. “#65.4nd over. (33,000) T . 100.0-c 40.0 9.1 3k SR (T S
g . Eaceandage : ; : : L . N i IR
AR : White - - S : s e o ’ S o
16-19° (23,700 : 100.0 = 69.0 26.7 . 3.7 S 0,6 10,0
- 20-24 - (36,300) . /100.0 To64.8 30.0 .- 40 s 1.0 0.2
,-25-3h (38,500 SR 100.0. 70.6 26,3 245 31044 - 0.2 &
35-49 " (43,400 : s 100.0 - 63:8° 3167 ; 3.1 1.0 20,5
5061, {58,L00). , S 10040 57.5. 35,0 i 5 0.8 0.6
: 125kand over (48, 500) 100.0 U hb.6 42.8 A : 149 11
Blic, E AN . . y . cri oo
16-19 B,Aoo;- L o 100.0 - 52,0 39,2 6.6 3z.2 10,0
2021 . (6,800 e Ll 40040 6.9 kb2 13,8 3,170 20.0
25~3), 10,200;‘ i Sl e 700,0 0.2 RN L3 PN 19 - N 10,0
35-49 (15,300 . ~100.,0°. bhyeb . 4337 8.0 3.7 10,5
© 80=6L - (104300) L T S 100,0 29.6. L84 b7 g0 0.3
- 65 and-over - (5, 500} Lo 7100.0 33.1 - 19.0 - X 7.3 12,1

M)TE. Data besed on quest:.on 11b,. . Detail fmay not add. 6. total ‘because oft roundlng. F:.gures :Ln paren’cheses refer to popu]atlon :m the group.
’-Estmate, ba.sed. on.zero or. on: about 10 or- fewer sample casesy,: is stat:.st:.cauy um'eluble. : R : RERN
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: o ' Tahle 11. Ne:ghborhood safety when out alone durmg the day
A ) (Percent d:.str:.but:.on of resporises .f.'ov- the populat:.on age: 16 and over) 4
Population characteristic.. : Total < Very safe "Reasonsbly safe’ " ‘Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe Not available
Race, sex, .and &ge
White g
Male . . ) >
- 16-19 - {11,000) .- 100.0 W 4.6 . b 0.3 30.3 20.0
20-24 (15,600 1000 78,9 19,0 1.7 30.4 30.0
25-3L - (19,500) : 100.0 CoB2.2 16.7 1.0 10.0 20,2
35<49- (20,100 I o .100.0 Sy 2.6 2.0 30.3 *0.7
50-6) {25,400 ©0100.00 . e 6BYS. 28.4 2.5 10.3 0.4
65 and ‘over« (18, 500) : ©-100.0 55.8 38.5 4.8 30,0 31,0
Female B : o . ) .
16+19. (12,700 E . 100,0 \ 55.5 37.1 6.7 .8 0.0
- 20-2, 20,700 . o : 100,05 . Bh.3 38.2 5.8 T3Lh 30.3
25-34 (19,000 ’ 100,0 _ 58.7 36.2 4.0 10,9 20,2
T 3549 {23,400 : ~:100,0. . 56.4 3746 4.0 1.6 20,4
- '50-6h. (33,000 : 100.€: 149.0 40.8 8.2 1.3 0.7
%5 and over (30, 100) - 100.0 41,0 L5.5 9.3 3.0 1.2
Black
Male - ; D . :
16-19  (4,100) .- 100.0 66.7 29.8 - i 32,6 10,9 30.0 -
20-21," (2,600) 100,0 56,2 © 39,8 RS L¥2.6 30,0
25-31: 4,100 . 100.0 53.1 : 40,9 23.5 32.5 30.0:,
.35-49 (6,600 i 1200.0 5Lk 38,9 L6 1.6 L30,5
50=64 - (4,700 100.0 38.4 : ] 46.0 con 112 13,7 20.7
65 and ‘over - (2 600) 100.0 - 37.9° -, L3.7 : %10,3 36,6 LS YA
- Female : : : : ; ) : :
16-19 (1,300 100.0 37.8° ) 48.3 10.4 33,5 10.0.
202" (4,200) 100.0 41,20 0 50,1 25,37 33.L 20.0 .
25-34, - (6,100): 100.0 31.6 . 53.8 9.9 A6 30.0.
35-49 8 700) 100,0 372 : 46.6 :10.5 5.3 30.4
; . 50-64 (5,600 100.0 22,2 : B 50.1,,. 17,6 . 947 20,0
it . 65 and over - (2, 900) .0 28.8 L 53,6 L A 17,5 12,6

g§

- NOTE: Data. ba-*ed on questmn 11b. Deté:l may nbt add: +5 total becatse of ro\indmg Figures 4n parentheses rei‘er to’ population :.n the group. : S
v\i-Est:.mate, based"on zero or-on about. 10 or fewer sample cases, is statlstlcally um'el:.able.
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Table 12, Nelghborhood safety when out alone at mght

" {Percent distribution of résponses for the populatdon sge 16 and over)

Population characteristic

Total Very gafe Reagonably safe Somewhat vinsafe Very unsafe.

" Not available

" A1) pergons (307,000); 100.9 16.7 38.3 ‘ 22,2 ' 222 0.6.
. Sex o ] . : ‘
Male  (135,500) 100.0 : 211 ¥5 16:3 C 8.6 0.5
, Female (171 500) 100.0 . 8.5 ©31,1 26.8 \ 32,9 0.7
Race : : e
White (248,800) 100.0 ©17.6 39.2 22,1 iy 20,5 0,7
Black (56,500) 100.0 12.8 3Lk 22,3 \ 30.0 30,5
Other  (1,700)- 100.0 © 2143 47.9 31.7 126.0 *0.0
Age . R
i 16-19 (32,300 100.0 23.2 40:5 19.4 16.7 20,1
20-~24 (43,700 100.0 20.4 1.1 - 20.2 18:1 10,1
25-3L {49,300 100.0 so 25 43.9 19.0 ;1432 10.3
35-49 (59,000 100.0 ) 174 39.5 23.2 19.3 0.6
50-6L (68,700 100.0 13.3 36.7 -2kl 25.3 0.6
65 and over ~ (54;000) 100.0 7.9 30,6 2.6 35.2 1.7
Victimization experience ; : T
Not victimized (219,800)‘ 100.0 16.3 38.6° 21,9 22.3 0.8
- Victimized (87,200 100.0. R 1) 37.6 229 ,g;.a_“, *0.1

NOIE' Data based on quest:.on 1la.

‘Detail may no’c‘ add to‘ total because of round;mg. Figures in parefithéses refer ‘o populatlon in the group.
*Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample ‘cases, is sta’usta.cally unreliable. s :

L/ ) B
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Table 13. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night

(Percent, distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over) : pe
Population characteristic =~ - .= Total Very safe Reasonably safe - - - Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe Not &available-. .
v i - B B 7 - - ’
Sex and age : ’ . -
Nale : , f : = o
16-19. (15,200) ’ 100.0 . 375 W7.% 12.4 2.7 Y20,2
20-24 (18,400 . °100.0 S0 36.8° L8.4 10.6 L2 /20,0
25-34 (23,800 o ‘ 1000 - 35.1 52.7 8.7 3.3 10.3
o 35-49 . (26,900 - 100.0 25.5 47.9 19.6 6.2 *0.8
SR 5046k (30,100 100.0 21.2 46.8 N - 20.4 11.3 0.3
65 and over (21,100) : 100.0 2.4 41.6 22:5 21.9 1.6
Female u : )
16-19 (17,100 100.0 . 10.5. 34.6 25.7 2942 30.0
20-24 (25,300 100.0 8.4 35.8 27.2 28.3 - 30:3
25-34 (25,400 100.0 ) 10.8 ~35.6 28.8 2.5 20,3
35~49 " (32,200 100.0 v 10.6 32,4 26,2 30,2 20.5
50-64 (38,600 100.0 ! 7.1 28.8 27.1 36.2 0.8
65 and over = (33,000) : 100.0 5.1 23.6 25.9 43.7 1.8
Race and age ‘ '
White o
16-19 - (23,700) 100.0 25.3 4Ok 18.4 15.8 30,1
s 20-2), (36,300 .. 100.0 20.8 42.6 19.2 17.2 10,2
-25-3h.{38,500). ..o < 71000 25.3 45,1 17.7 11,6 20,2
35-49 (43,400 -7 100.0 19.2 39.9 23.8 16 e S ,*O.fk, :
506, . (58,400) - 100.0 13,7 38.6° 2.5 22.5 0.
65 and over  {(48,500) 100.0 8.4 31.3 24,9 ) 33.6 1.7 .
‘Black . . : - E i =
16-19 8,400; : : 100.0 i8.1 - - 40,1 22,0 19.8 30,0
20-24 - (6,800 100.0 ) 18.8 32,4 24.9 23.9 10,0
25~34 (10,200 . 100.0 12.4 EN 39:4 22,9 24,7 10.7
35-49 (15,300 ) 100.0 12.0 - N 38.4 21,4 o215 30,7
50-61, (10,300 , ~100.0 10,9 N 2506 22.3 L 41,2 30,0
65 and over (5,500) 100.0 23,7 2.2 21.2 48,7 32,1
5N * NOTE: - Data based on question lla.  Detail may not .add to %otal-because of rounding. " Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.
5 \ *Estimate, based on zero or on about.10 or fewer sample cases;'is statistically unreliable. . .~ e ) ;
N B Ty

iy



2.

a

: {Percent. distribution 'df'ifesponses’for the population sge 16 and over). .

Table 14. N;igthrhOOd' safety when out alone at night

Population. characteristic, -~ . Tatal - Very safe’ . Reasonsbly safe Somewhat unsafe

Very un

safe

."Race, séx;. and age LA T R
Male - oo S TR .
2 . (15, ) ' o . ~37
25~34 - (19,500 R STl 400,008 38.2
) 35-49 (20,100) =~ T 100400 21.5 -
L E0-6h . (25,400) - a5 10040 T 21,8
v L 65 and over . (18,;500) - .. +100,0 S 13,
Female. Lo i : R .
T 16-19. :(12,700) v 10,0 00 1
20-24" (20,700) - S 1000
0 25-3h - (19,000) .,100.0 0 T s
35-49 23.#003. o . 0100.0.
0-54 '

i
B

Pl

M

WOWh W00 o0O

5 33,000) . o - 100.0
65 and over (30,200} . .. 100,0' .

.
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e .
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6
6.
«1
9
8
8
.0
3
5
1
7,
3

Male T S ' S ‘
o 16419 (k,100) LT 100,00 e 2905 182 =
: 20-2k {25600} RN e 100.0 . 35,6 16,5
‘ 14,100 S 00,0 e St 20,8 18,5
; ~(64600 o 100.0 . 18.8 ; 21,1
g 50=60 (44500) : w o 0100,0 00 e 18,2 o 3 2 by
pi Lt 65 and over {2,600 - 100.0 e 53 e 0 32,8 18.5
v - “Female . R B A . B R T o
© 1619 (44300) s ©100.0 . 7.1 32,6 25.0
20-21& [{.1200 T - Lo 100.0 L 8.5 : 26.9 30-1 ¢
Lo 253k (6,100) S100.0s 0 06T 30,3 . 25,9
35249 (8¢700) 7 LT e U 100000 6.9 3009 # 21,6
- 50-64  (5,600) | S 10040 L Rg8 AT2 20,5
65 and over: (2,900) . 2110040 R - 'y 16.6 :23.6
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3Estimaté; based .on zero or on about 10 or fewer samplé cases, is statistically unreliable.
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"% NOTE: * Data based on question 11a.” Detgil may not add to total because.of rounding, Figures iqtbarenﬁheéés Tefer to pqpulétiéﬁ'in the  group..
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O e S Table 1. Nelghborhood dangerous enough
o e .. toconsider movmg elsewhere L

(Percent dlstrlbutlon of responses for the populat:.on age 16 and over)

g s R o . - [~

fPopulat:Lon cheracteristic : ' Totdl “ Yes R - Not available
A1 persons (136 600) - 100.0 e s 1.8 . L . :
o . : i Sex e T e i o TR S P L e ‘ T T e ey
st e s s i /(‘ S (33 900) - 100.0 : 25.6 - 72.3 9.4 : L L : . o
o - Female (102,700) : 100.0 19.1 . . 79.2 R 5 R T
* Racs - S T . P : R : : PR L
White 106 400) G 100600 19,80 - . 78,3 1,8 o S ) )
Black *(29,600) . 100.0 23.7 sl S1.8 L
. Other -(600) 7 100.0 L1263 73,7 20.0.. . -
O S . _ ’ ’ o
16~19 (11,800 , 100.0 C2500° . g rige EE R P
20-2) (16,800) - ' -+ 100.0 - 25.0. LoRe3 2.7 L
25-34 ~ {16,400 S ' 100.0. - 27,6 - 7Lk 31,0 SOV
35-49 25.100 . 100.0 23.9 73.9.- - 242 R
) 5064 (34,1 . 100.0 19.6 79.2 1.2 ' ;
: 65 and over (32 400) o ©1U710000 0 1208 C8kT 24 :
o : _ Victimization experience K : S . b : ST
& L g ' ) Not vietimized ' (97,500) ) ;10040 . 15.7 82,5 1.8 o @
- ~ : Vietimized (39,100} s 100,00 e 450 Spiges , L
“UNOTEY TData based .on qﬁest:.on 1ic. Detail may not add to total because of rounding Figures. - o o ‘ L
: ~in parentheses refer to population in the group, = 2 sk Berrime a5 NSk
1Estmate, based on z€ro or ‘on about 10 or fewer sample. cases, is statlstlcally unreliable,. N :
Table 16 leltatlon or change m actlvmes because of fear of cnme S \\\ ’
(Percent distribution of responses _f.‘or the populatlon age 16 and over) . ) : ST ‘ Co
S : : : " People in g neral - . People in n61ghb07‘h00d : : Personsl 8
Populatlon characterlstlc - ‘Total Yes . -No Not ava:\lable o Total o No . . Not ava:l.lable _Iotal. Yes . . . No Not, available .
: an persons (307, ooo) 1000 837 1.3 20 "y1oo 0 576359 65 . 1000 K16 .57.9 C0s
Male (135 500) : S 100,00 82.2 07 16,0 - S8 100.0 - 55,97 38,3 5.8 100.0 3201 674 B
Female: (171 500) C 100,088 T 13.0. - 21 100.0 . 58,9 34.0. 7:1 .-100.0 | 19.0. . 50:3 . 0.6
‘White 248,800) . 100,07 83,3 4.8 1.9 1100.0°7 1 55.7 ¢ 3841, 6:3 " “100,0.-739.2 + 60.2 0.6
Black (56,500} & 100.0. . 86.1" 11,7~ L262n ©.100.0 26643 2644 3 2100,0 15 062,3 0 AT 2003
Other (1,700) . .~ . 100,0° k5 282, M3 10000 0 h2.5 0 40,0 gl 100,00 2803 69,9 3.8
Age A TR L : E e e L o P
T U16-19 (32,300 ©U100.007 BOWT as.b 0.6 10000 560743907 3.5 100,0° . 33,37 66T UR0L0 -
: ' 20-21, (13,700 L 7100407 0.80.6 7 18.5 L 0.9 ©100.0 © 50,5 k2.3 . @A 010000 - 33.5 . 66.0. 30,5
T Lo 25-3h T (49,300) ”,100.0. - - 80.17 . 18.3 1.6 #7100.0 - 53,10 139.5. 0 ~ 75 100:0 7 3ka2 6533 o s 20U
a0 35=L90 (59,0000 T S, 10050078700 0 1l 1.9 /010000 5907 Bk b2 100,077 ;426 = 56,9 0.5
Ve 50-61, .- (68,7700 S 100,00 8840 9.9 2.1 200,063,331, < 8.6 T 10000 49,07 BOLT 10,37
65 and over (5h, 000) .100.0 . 821 1407~ 3.9 100,000 58.2° 33,5 - o 8.3 100,00 49.2 0 09.6 L1
,V:Lctmzat:.on experlence I L L S e SR S TR QM L
Not victimized. (219, 800) 100:0 7 82,97 1449 2.2 100,056,270 137.3 6.5 1160.0° »40.3 : 0:6"
Victimized (87,200} : 100,01 85:8 12,8 Lol ©.100.0 2 61.0: " 3245 6:5 200,0: - 4k,B 0.3

NOTE: - Data based on question . 16a; “16by and 14 c. Detail nay 1ot ‘add £0 total because of. raundmg. Flgureg m parentheses refer to population ;Ln the group. S
‘Est:.mate, based on. zero or-on about 10 or\ewer sample cases, is statzstlca]ly unrellable. L g . s b

g




Table 17. Personal llmltatlon or change in actlvmes

because of fear of cnme

Cj,\"
(Percent dlstr:.butlon of responses -for. the population age 16 and over)
! Populatlon characterlstlc : Total -Yes No : Not available
Sex and age
Male TR ) S
1619 (15200 100.0 20.3 799 7%0,0
. . 1 20=2h (18,400 100.0° 18,5 “81.1 - 304
- 25=3) (23,800 100,00 25.0 Vo8 20,1
X 35-49 (26,900 100.0 36,2 '63.1 20.8
50-64 (30,100 ""100.0 . 40:6 59.0 0.4
65 and over . (21,100) -100.0 43,1 56.0 20.9
Femsle : RS R . -
¥ 16-19- (17,100) '100.0 4.9 o 5541 30.0
20-2% 25,300 .100.0 L 'n\\ 55.0 0.7
‘25-34 - (25,400 100.0 42.7 W 56.3 +0.9
35-49 (32,200 100.0: 18,0 5.7 0.3
50-64 (38,600 100.0. 55.5 .2 0.3 -
65 and over (33,000) : 100.0 53,1 45:6 1.3
Race and age ) :
White - .. cu S
T 16-19; 523.7003 100.0' 31.9 68.1 20.0.
©20~24 (364300) - 100.0 31.7 67.7 0.6
25-3L. (38,500) - +7100:0 30.3 69.2 30,5 }
35249 - (4,3,400) 100.0 37.7 6146 20,6
50-61, (58,400 ‘ 100.0 - 16.7 53.0 10,2 Z
- 65 and over . (48,500) - 100.0 k7.9 50.9 1.3 ‘
Black . ; e T
-.16-19 (8, 400; 100.0: 38., 61.8 30,0
: - 20-2l (6,800 R 100.0.. 43.0 S ST 30,0
T Tes<a), T (10,200) T T A ST 1100400 49.8 L h9e9 0.3
35=49 15,300 100.0 5642 4345 20,2
50-6l; . (10, 300 100,07 61.6 37.4 3.1
© 65 and ‘over (5 500) 100,07 6Lk 38.6 30,0

M)'JE Data based, on question 16c.

oo din parenthases refer to population in the group.. = .* e T
. ’-Estimate, bnse& on: zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, g statistica]ly unreliable. . N PR

Detuil lmy niot add: to total because of rounding. g .mg\mes




Table 18 Personal I|m|tat|on or change in actlwtles
‘because of fear of crlme
(Percent d:.strlbut:.on of responses for the populatlon age 16 and over) : : LR
Populaf.ion charackeristic g . Total " Yes : No Not available
Race, sex, and age
White )
- 16-19 - (11,000 ) 100,90 18,0 82.0 0.0 :
20-24 (15,600 S0 100,C 17.3 82.3 0.4
25-34 (19,500) - 21000 21,6 78.2 30,2
35-49 {20, 100 ' 100,0 31.7 674 20.8
#50-6k (25,1 Y 100.0 38,0 61.9 220,
65-and over (18, 500) . 4100,0 40:3 58.6 ~31.0
Female B . B i kY
P 16~19. (12,700} S 100.0 43.9 56,1 30,0 Y
! 202 (20,700 : .. 100.0 42.6, 56.6 0,8
25-34 (19,000 : ~100.0 39.1 60.0 20.9
- 35-49 {23,400 100,0 42.9 56.6 0.4
50-64 (33,000 . 100,0 53.5 46,2 0.3
65 and over - (30,100) 100.0 52,5 46,1 w3y
Black ) o
Mele L ) : i
16-19 - (4,100 ’ Ll 10040 27,0 3.0 20,0
20-24 (2,600) - L 100.0 26,1 - .- 73.9 +0.0
25-3). (1,100 -~ '100.0 4.2 58,8 10.0
. 35=49 (6,600 R 100.0 49.7 . 49.8 *0.5
50-6ly 4,700 5010060, i BRGS hlad 31.6
65 and over 2 600) 100.0 = - 63.2 " 36.8 » 10,0
Female. : ) ' . . @ ’ S
. : - - “16-19- {4, 300) - : : 100.0 9.2 ..50.8 20,0
: ; 20~24 (k200 S ;100,07 53,3 b6 0.0
g : - « T pg5=al, - (6,100). : '100.0 55.5 43:9 10,65
35-49 8, 700) o 100.0: L6l.2 38.8 30,0
50-6 . (5,600 . T 100:0: 67.9 31.7 20,6
65 and over (2 900) .- Ui 7i100,0 59.9 40:1 %0.0

NOTE: Data based on question 1éc. Detail may not add to total because of rcund:.ng. Figures
7 in parentheses refer to population in the’ group.
3Estimate, based on. zero or ‘on about 10or fewer _sample’ cases, is statlstical_]y unrehable
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Table 19 Most |mportant reason for selectmg present neughborhood
(Percent distribution of answers by hougehold respondents) B : : : "J;) L L :
. : ‘Always 1ived in- Neighborhood - Lt Safe from ILack of k - Churacteristics Other riot:
Householdcharacteristic : Total neighborhood characteristics Good schouls erime ‘chcice Right price Location. of ‘haquge. .. not dveilable
A11 households (64, 500) 100.0 102 127 150 . L6 13 . 13.8 29.8 102 T 13
 Wnite h8,6003 : 100.0 11.0 12,20 . o 1.8~ 1.3 9.3 15.1 17 - X ! 6.A
Black ~ (15,300). - _ 100.0 7.5 R T T 20,6 . 2.3 - 25.2° 9.7 15,9 k.2 10.2
Other (600) 100.0 - x5, C 53 E *+0.0 5.8 311.3 *10.9 « %50,2 . 5.3 5.4
Anrual family income . ) N ' ) : . B o
© " Less than $3,000. (13,500) . 100.0 il 7.8 3.0 7 is.3 12,1, 360 6.2 7.6,
$3,000-87,499 (17,600) 100.0 9.5 13.6 20,9 2.1 1541 13.6 26,7 . 1.1 B Tl
$7,500~$9,999 (8,100) - . .100.0 1.2 - ©'13.3 20,0 1.5 11.5 15.9 28,9 11.0 o 6:3 -
" $10,000-814,999 (12,500) - . 7100.0 o 11.6 13.1 .7 L 1.3 17.3¢ 30,1 . 12,0 5.
$15,ooo—s2,4,999 “(5,300) - : 100:0. 15.7 15.3 22,5 30.0 7.6 - 12.1 30,1 - 124 RIM
$25,000 or more . {800) J1100,0 1644 1.7 10,0 *3.9 10.0 33,9 236 221 16,0
- Not available (6,900) , 100,0 8.2 - 16.8 10.5 1.5 215.5 11,0 25.1 9.5 12,0
Vietimization experience ’ . : S . o : '
Not, victimized - (41,300) 100.0 . 10.7° S0 1800 1.8 ER Py 13.0 13.2° 28.9 . 10.4 1.5
Victimized (23,200) ‘ 100.0 S92 1Rz 20,9 1.8 13,2 - 1h.T s WA 9.7 750
NOTE: . Data based on quest:.on 2a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding Figures in parenthsses refer to households in the gruup. :
1Estimte, baged on ' zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cages, :13 statlsticany unrelisble, °
Table 20. Most important reason for Ieavmg former reSIdence
&
(Percent distribution cf answers by household: respondents) ) ;
~ e Tiving - Influx o .~ Other
: 5 ) . Characteristics’ Wanted better  Wanted cheaper arrangetients  of bad Neighborhood ' ' and not
Household characteristic : Total - Location of ‘house’ ‘house - - house ) Forced out changed .elements  Orime. characteristics: available
A11 households {6k, 500) 1000 185 15.3 0 S T P 2006 Lz 2k 55 o
© .- Vhite w,soog : : '100,0 21.8 13.3 i2.1 AN 9.9 DR Ly 1.4 5.3 7.0_
Black " (15,300} - . 100.0 . 7.4 22.0 20.6 2.9 16.0° i5.0° v 0.k 4.9 L6l R A S
Other - (600) R 100.0° . *39:1 5.3 0.0 5.0 $16.9 *16.6 355 *11.2 20.0 *0.0 -
Annusl Pamily income ‘ S0 T e B , v T ' o > ' -
Less then $3,000 (i3,500) L0000 31,2 - g U 9.6 1.9 13,8 17.2 ‘i 2.l 5.1 6.8
$3,000-87,499 217.600) ©100,0 - 116.5 . Ak9 © 11,3 7.2 .7 19:0 1.9 2807 55 5.8
- $7,500-39,999 - (8,100) , - 100,0 ¢ 10.5 17.3 16,2 5.8 ST Skl 3.4 ¥2.9 7.0 7.9
$10,000-314,999  (12,500) 100,00 16,20 18,3 2044 :3.0 8.9 22,0 130,2 1.6 5.2 3.9
$15,000~$24,999 - (5, 300) o L 7100,0 12,1 f Rt 15,9 -32.8 R - 7 27.8 *0,0 20.6 2.k 3R
$25,000 o more .~ (800). . . : 100,0.  *16.% 219.6. %19,6 . 0.0 i3 32L.3 0.0 0.0 “20.0 *16,0
“Not. available (6,900 21004000 (16,3 15.8 . 13.3 . 22,4 12, 17.1 PR T AR & B A 68 i
Victimization experience . ¢ e PR LA - : G S LA S
' Not, victimized (41,300) CUt100.607 a9 e 1502 AR 17 1201 1909 s Toby . Lok 7.1
" Vicbimized ' (23, 200)" - 00,0 17,5 0B, R 1.8 5.0 :10.3 SRLY 2060 kel 2 2543

. NOTE: - Pata based on’ giestion’ aa Detail may nat add to total because of roundmg. Figures in parentheses rei‘er to: households' in, fthe‘ group. g ) o
xEst:.mate, based ori.zerd or an. ghout 10 or fewer sample cases, :l.s statistica].ly unreliable.z S e e e
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Table 21. Whether or not there are undes:rab!e
nelghborhood characteristics :

0f

(f’ercent distribution of answers by household 'respondents) '

Household char,acte:ié‘tic» ) Total Yes g No Not available
. AlL households (149,000)  100.0 32.9  66.8 ‘ 0.3
Race. , ’ ' ’
White (120,500) . 100.0 31.8 67.9 0.4
Black (27,900) 100,0 © 37,8 62.0 20,3,
. Other (700) - ; ‘ 100.0° 32,3 . 662 10,0
. - ' : Annual. family income ' S , B
Less than $3,000 (26,100) 100.0 3L.4 - 68.0 10,4
$3,000-$7, 499 (38,900 100.0 32.3 874 10,2 ' R
$7,500~89,999 (17,400 100.0 - 345 65.3 20,2 -
$1o,ooo-$1u,999‘ 23,aoo§ 100.0 36.4 63.3 0,2 :
$15,000-824,999 (14,300 100.0 33,1 66.8 20,0
$25,000 or more (2,600) : 100.0 26.6 73.0 10,0
Not availsble . (21,300) 100.0 30.1 69,0 30,9
Victimization experience : : 2
Not: victimized (107,700) L 100.0 2844 71.2 O
Victimized (41, qoo) 100.0 W5 55,2 - 20,2
“NOTK: Data based on question 5a. ’ Detail may not add"to total because of rounding.s Figures
. in parentheses refer- to households. in the group. o
1Estimate, based on zers’ jor on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable, =
: ) , ; '
Table .22. Most impOrtant nelghborhood problem
(Percent distribution of answers by houéehold respondents) 5 s
: @ s e Environmental -~ Public Inadequate Influx of ' Problems with Oéhgr and’
Household. characteristic =~ - Total Trafflc, parlﬂ.ng problems Crime  ‘transportation , schools, shopping . bad elements . neighbors not. available
AT householda (49,000) ' 100(0 9. 30,0 18.2 1.2 6.8 k . 9,5 ,17-24 L 7.7
Race : K S ' ‘ , '
White 38,300; . 100.0 71041 28,2 17.9 1.2 6.7 ., 11.1 18,0 - 6.8
" Black -.(10,500 . . 0 .100.0 6.8 1 36.8 18,7 - 31,5 7.3 3.8 . 14,0 11,0
" Other - (*200) . ©100.0° ¥13.7 313.7 - Xy 6 10,0 Je 0.0 10,0 “.o0 7 X277 20,0 :
Aninusl family incomn S S S . . o i
Less than 33,000 (8,200) . . -100.0 5., 30.8 24,3 7 1,9 5.8 . . 6.8 18.0 ‘ 6.9
$3,000-$7, 499 212 600) v ..100.0 9.7 29.4 AT AL 6.4 11.9 YoaBa g 7.3
. 87,500-$9,999 - (6,000) . - 100.0 8.8 30.8 18.0 10.5 5.5 10.5 - 21.0 " \\\40 5.0
. ’,;.~v10,ooo-$1l¢,999 10, 400) ST 100.0 . -12.3 , 32,7 . 17.0 10,0 8.5 6.7 1545 - - 7.3
"'$15,000-824,999 4,700) . 77100,0 12.9 25.2 12,9 %3,2 N 257 1.4 1633 12.3-
$25,000 or-more (700 - ©-100.,0 1215 126,2" ‘213,40 . %0.0 10.0 4.3 18,6 12651
Not available (6,400 ‘ - 106.0 - 6.3 32.7 S T B ri.1 8.9 10.8 15.2 7.7
Victimization experience - . Coee e : , s 7 = e i
Not victimized - (39,600) . 1000 e 8 82,4 15,9 . 1.3 76,9 10.7 16.7 7.3
.- Victimized (18, 4005 100,00 10,5 0 26,00 0 22,0 1.0 6.7 S 17.9 8.5

‘NOTE: Data based on’ quesﬁloﬁ 5a. Detail ‘may not add to total because of rounding. F:.gu.res in parent.heses re;.er to households in the group.
1Estimate, ‘based-on zero or on about 10..or fewer sample cases, is statlstica.uy unrel:.able.
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Table 23. Whether or not ma|or food shopplng
done in the nejghborhood

(Percent distribution of answers by housshold respondents) *

Household characteristic Total Yes No j.. Not availeble
AL1 households (149,000) 100.0 76,0 23.3 Y
Race ' ‘
White (120,500) 100,0 80.4 18.9 0.7
Black (27,900) ° 100,0 573 42,0 20,7
Other 700) 100.0 56.:9 43,1 20.0
Annual family incoie ! ‘
Less than $3,000 (26,100) 100.0 M6 21.9 1.4
$3,000~37,499 (38, 900; ~100,0 75.8 23,9 30,2
$7,500-39,999 (17,400) 1000 76.0 23.8 10,2
$10,000-514,999 28,1,,00; 100.0 75.6 24,1 30.3
$15,000-$244,999 {14,300) " 100.0 76 2,6 %0.6
$25,000 or more . (2,600) 100.0 82.6 17.4 20,0
Not available (21,300) 100.0 6.4, 22,1 1.6
Victimization experience = : . ’ B o9 k
Not victimized (107,700) 100.0 7.6 21.6 0.8
Victimized (41,400 100.0 71.9 27.7 10.4

NOTE:. ' Data based on question 6a. Detail ina,r not add to total because of rounding. Figures
in parentheses refer to households in the group.
A*Estimate, basad on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

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

(Percent &ist*itmtion of answers by household respondents)

Household characterdstic Total - No nelghburhood stores inadequa,te 'étofes P High prices ;Crime “Not available
A1l households (3k,700) 1000 R N : N 7.9 1 11:3
o face ‘ ' ‘ : o ' : '
White ?2,7003 100.0 "38.2 - - 31.8 . 13.5 ‘ 1.8 4.8
«. ~  Black 1,'500 R 100.0 .36.8 : 30.6 27,0 . 30.8 5.9
Other - N 100.0 332.0 R 368,07 *0,0 10.0 20,
o Annual family- income ' . . : ' )
S Less than 33,000 (5, 700) 100.0 ‘ T X 22.9 17.3 11.6 23.8
o $3,000-$7,499 $9 3oo; 100.0 36,7 32,1 20.9 11,3 8.9
$7,500-$9,999 . - (4,200 : 100.0 43.4 27.5 Lo 2045 R 7.2
$10,000-8$14,999 6.90ng 100.0 38.3 : 39.9 ) 147 11.3 5.7
$15,000-824,999 (3,500) 100.0 : 40.6 : 31.8 1.5 S 11.4
} ' '$25,000 or more. (500 100.0 L Cog31 Do 0.3 . 16,6 10,0 10,0 -
s o Not available (4,700 100,0 ‘ 35.4 - T A 18.6 1.5 13.9
Victimization experience . : : s ) R : I . R
Not victimized ..(23,300) 100.0 : 39.6 ‘ , B S TS 5.6 0 . ,0 - o128
Victimized (11,500) . 1000 o3 32 2.6 2.1 R

NOTE:  Data based ‘on .question éa. Detail fnay nbt add to total because of rounding. - F\gures in parentheses refer to households in the group.
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is: statistically um-e].%le. ) ‘ 5
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s (Percen'b d.lstribu'blon of answers by household respondents)

Table 25 Preferred Iocatlon for general merchandlse shoppmg

Suburban or

‘ot availsble

. in parentheses refer to households in. the group. )
1Est:lmate, .basgéd on about 10 or fewer sample cases, isg statlstlcally unrebable.

o

I

Total neighborhood  Downtown
ALl househoms “X(149,000) 100.0 , 59 6 36,5 1.0
Race:, i . : ) :
White (120, 500) 100:0 66. 3045 3k
Black 27,900) : 100.0 31.2 62,5 6.3,
Other 700) ‘ » 100.0 . 713 324.0 2.8
. Annual fam:ly drcome . . - ' S : : Lo
.. Less“than-$3,000  (26,100) 100,05 51.0 . 45.6 E A
©$3,000-87,499 é38'9°°; © ~100.0 55.7 B9 2k,
$7,500~-$9,999 ~(17,4C0 . 100.0 62.0 34.0 4.0
$10,000-$14,999- - 528 L,oo; 100+0 877 " 29.8 : 2.4
-'$15,000~$24,999 - (14,300 100.0 67.8 26,3 5.8
$25,000 or more - (2,600 -100.0 56.9 3805 M6
Not. available - (21;300) ©100.0 . 59:0 32,9 8.2
“Victimization ‘éxperience ' R NI ; ' :
Not victimized (107,700) 100.0° " 58,2 37:9 3.8
Vict:.mlzed (43, 400) ,100:0 63.0 3.7 43
Data based on’ question 7a. Detall may. not add to, tot.al because of rounding. - F;Lgures s

oo

R
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e Table 26.. Most lmportant reason for usually domg general merchandlse shoppmg
in the suburbs (or nelghborhood) or downtown

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents)

Type of shopper and . .- " . : 'Better, Better - More ¢ o ‘Better selection, ‘Crime in’ Better ©. 7 - . 'Préfer stores, Qther and:

“housshold charsctenstic o . Total ‘parking . transportation convenient more stores. - cther locaticn store hours Better prices. location, etc. 'not svailable
Suburban {or neighborhood). R " e : e : : : S L '
-shoppers. .- ‘ o - . : ; ’ . ‘ . -
A11 ‘honseholds . {88,800). 1100,0. . 15.2 24 42,1 14 5.8 1.3 8.7 - 6:5 L2
Race -~ o - RS o : k \3
white -(79,600) g ©100.0 - 1549 2.2 43.9 A3 6.3 1.2 6.6 A . o2
Black - (B,700) 100,07 9.2 31,5 26.3 19,7 20.7 31,8 28:8 7.3 47
Ottier - (500) 100.0 *19.3 | . %6.3 *33,5 313.5 3.20,5 26.9 51 20,0. 10.0 S 30,0
" Annal famuy income T . o e L
. Less than $3,000 (13,300) . 200.0 6.4, 4.2 51.8 10,7 4.9 30,2 So10.k 6.1 52
$3,000-$7,499 521 (700). 7 10000 148, 2.3 . 43.0 IERERE T 95 | 4,0 20.8 1.1 5.2 5.7
$7,500-89,999 (10,800 .. 100.0: . 15.2 o 38,6 R TEC ! 6.7 31.9 9.7 9.6 3.1
'$10,000-$14,999  (19,300) 100.0° 184 1.6 S 40.3 R 1 X 5.1 1.8 7.1 5.8 2.9
$15,000-$24,999 * (9, 700; 100.0 - . 21.0 1.2 35.7 14.9 8,2 3.6 6.1 17 3.7
$25,000-or more {1,500 100.0 . 22.3 10,0 3607 112, $12.5 12.0 221 26.1 6.1
Nob available -(12,500) . . 100.0 = 15.2 r2.1 3.8 C12.2 Tk 31.3 - 7.3 6.7 240
Victimization experience S S : ) : : "
. Not victimized . (62,700) 100.0 -~ 15.8 2.2 PTAR:; 21248 5.5 a1 7.3 6.3 S T
Victimized (26,000} ©100.0 13.7 1.9 35.7 17.6 6.4 1% 12z 6.8 40
" Downtown shappets - P . B . B ' : o S
A1 households (54, w0) 1000 20.2° - 13.8 - 43.00 2.7 0.2 - oz 520 9.6 = 3.3
M nite ras,aoog ; 11000 0.3 17.6 5.3 23.9 30,0 302 3.2 0. 3.3
Black (17,400 S 10040 203 5L o 46 26.6 . 20,6 20,2 9,3 7.9 3.3
Other . (200) 100,02 30,0, 1 M2 337,90 10,0 20,0 L3000 20,0 30,0 7, - 321,0
Anntial Zamily income S : BN . e Vel ‘ ‘ .
Less than $3,000 - (11, 900) ©100.0 - *0.5 22,3 ~h0.0 20.4 30, 30l 30,0° 6.3 747 22,4 o
$3,000-$7,499 §16 .300): 100,0 - +-0.2 13.3 53:1 2oy 30,2 0.2 Lok 10,7- 3k o
$7,500-$9,999 " (5,900) - .© 7 100.0.. 30.0 9.5 178 243 20,6 -, 30,5 3.3 12,2 22,54 :
" $10,000—$14,999 ta,soo 100.0 - 0.4 - 8.9 TN A N R Y & 30,0+ 30,0 7.0 7.7 2.k
$15,000-325,999 {3,800) - " 100.0 0,0 & M. 39.% ' 347 30,0 v 30,000 Ry 9.6 11.6
$25,000 or more - (1,000 ©100.0 - 20,0 3,0 L5.7 : 30.3 -.3%0,0 ¢ 33,0 20.0 R 39,0 - .
Not availsble . (7,000) - :100.0 . 30,0 15.2 39.2 25.9 0,000 20,0 33,7 10.4 5.7, ¢
Victimization experience ... . .4 : i ! : R T L el ! £ e
Not victimized . (40,800) - -~ 100.0.°. 0.2 4.9 L h2:é 242 20,2 SR Y %6 e 10.0 3.1 $
- Victimized (13, 500) . . .100,0 %02 11.0 pes 2.1 20.3 L %02 6.0 8.3 3.8

o M)TE. Data based: on quest:.on Tb. Detail may nét. ‘add to total becatise of rounding. Flgures in parentheses refer t0 houseliolds - in the group. \
"Estimate, based -on 'zero or on gbout 10 or i‘ewer sample cases, :s stat:.stically unrel:u;ble. : - ) : . -
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_Table 27. Change in the frequency wnth WhICh persons
‘ went out for evemng entertamment
; (Percent dlstr:.butlon of responses for the populat:l.on age 16 and over)
‘ Popuht:.on characteristic .. Total . More Seme’ .. Less - et ava:lable ’
A1 persons | (107 000) 10,0 BT 02 Bs 05 -
Sl R N Male (135,500) RN 100.0 .16.0 5138 . 3L.7 0.5
S e e L e e e L R E‘em._ln : 1171,500) S T g000 T LI5S 80 R 1 R 0:5
S : e o ©White (us,aw); : 100.0 16.1 57.7 7 ~31.9 ‘ 0.5 t
sl s o .- : Black §56,500) e 100.0 14.0 Y« B TTR, Y S 0,6
G e Other 1,,,709) , : 100.0 316, CRBT 40,2 0 *0.0
- S N7 ©36-19 (32,300) - 10040 48.3 29.2 - 02203 *0.2
g ' DR o R0=2 (43,7007 BN 100,000 2208 0 3TL,3 39.6 0.3
; B 25-3h. (49,300)" oo - 100,00 1646 h3:5 000 39.7 _30.2..
VO 35-49 (59,000) - 200.0° . 13.5 5.1 32,3 30.1
» 50-6l (68,700 : SU100.0 0 R s 59,7 3.2 0.9
85 and over (54,000) : 100.0 3.1 €3.2 - 327 - 0.9 il ;
Wi Victimizabion experiense’ oo L P T DT SR R O C e e
Not victimized (219, 800) ) 100:0- 13.87 0 53,50 '32 1. 066 SRR T TR I -
Victimized (87,200) - S 1100,000 2047 k200 e BT 40,1
: ; NOTE: Data ‘based on question gb. Detail may not add 1o total because of rounding Figui‘e’s‘» R
¥ - .- An parentheses refer 40 population in the group. .. .
: 1Est1mate. based on zerg or on about 10-or fewer sample cases, ‘is statistlcally unreliable. B
g g
T f ’i .
J’f . 1‘
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Table 28 Most |mportant reason for mcreasmg or decreasmg the frequency

NOTE' ‘Data based on quest:.on 8B Deta:n.l mey not add to total because ‘of rou.ndlng Figures in
: 1Es{;:l.rnzﬁ:e, based on zeru or on about 10 or i‘ewer sample cases, 15 sta'b:.stlcally unrellable

B L S with whlch persons went out for evening entertamment
‘ ’ " (Percent’ d:.stnbut:.on of responses for the populatlon age 16-and over) ) :
" Type of change in frequency ' st Placeq{{o o Owni . - Transpor— . Actiyities; Waht‘to. “Qther and"nat o
- and-population characteristic . Total Money go, elc.  ‘Convenience “health  tation Age Famlly etes e Crime. - etc. | o affailable ;
Persotiy goiﬁg out ‘more.often; ' - B R R 3 - ' : ; Sl ' R .
", AIL persons (48,300) . 100,07 43,7 - 17.8 2.7 L1 25 0 4330 161 9.3 00 M. A5 5eS
Sex ‘ L s LT e R EPIRNI
Male (21 700) : - ..100.,0 ({ T17.1 15.5 . s 20.5 3ukp 1550 120k 1005 0 ¥0.3 16,3, 6
Female - (26 600) " -~ 100.0 \‘\ 11,00 0 19.7 T29 1.6 1.8 7 11.9 - 19.0 8.k 20.5 184 - 4,8
‘Race T o o R T S Y , , ) - o
‘White 40,200) 100,07 15.4 18:3 2.8 1.0, 3,07 7123 17.2- 9.k - 20.2 14.8 5.k
_ ‘Black : (7,900) L 100.0- - 5.3 - 15.3 S 1.8 23,7 30,4, 0 18,27 10,7 . 8.9 21, 30.9 5.5 ¢
* Other ~ (300).° 100,024 112 5 N VRT3 10.0 10,0 3133 . *0.0 1127 10,0 - 225.3 212,64
Age i ‘ —— o , S ‘ R ‘ :
;6~w~ 15,6003’ ) 100.0 8.0 . 20.2 31.5 0.0 5077 35.3 . 3.3 7:3 0. 16.0 4.0
2045 (10,000} ‘ L100.0 18,2 254 3.3 30.7 40 V5.0 0 7.7 11.3 10,0 19.6 ko7
25285 - (8,200) 100.0 ¢ 22.8 13.2 33,2 31,2 1.2 31,2 0 2.0 8.4 20,0 17.8 7.0
35-4,9 §7.900g C L 100557 1646 11.7 13,0 11.3 30,9 20,0 - .33.0 9.0 20.9 17.3 6.l
50-6) " (5,000 .. 100.0 6.7 12.0 23,4 oy 10,7 1.3 03044 12.2 20,9 20.4 8.7
65 and over (1,700) . 100:0 4.k 17.8 3.5 26.3 +0.0. 2149 23.1 bk 12,0 8.3 .3
Vlctlmlzat:.on experience . T ) . R S k B -
‘Not victimized (30 300) 100.0. . 13,0 17.3 2.9 1.5 2.4 13.3- 17.7 9.1 10.3 16.2 57
Victimized {18,000 000} 100.0 - 15.0 185§ 2,5 10.6 2.7 27132 7133 _6?9\\? . 10.6 18.% 5.3
Persons going out. less often e, B - ! B o \\ E : -
oAn persons (102 900) o 100.0 242 A.%f" 0.8 7:6 1.6 9.3 a7.1 11.3 9.3 8.1 S
Sex . : g : : ,
S Male (u3,ooo)‘ ; 100,00 28,00 3.1 0.8 7.0 1.3 9.9 - 13,7 I4:5 6.8 8.3 6.6
" “Female (59 900) o ; 100.0° . 2L U Bl 0.8 8.0 1.9 8.9 19.5 9.0 S1241 8.0 ‘5.9
Cwhite (78, 8003 : kS 100.0 7 2602 0 3.8 0.8 8.0 1.5 10,2 10.7 g2 b U 6,3
- Black .(23,400) : 210040 17,20 6020 30.6. 6.3 1.8 - 6,5 ;. 13.3 16:6 1 11.6 5.9
_Other {700} 100.0° 2297 i %20.2 30,0 30,007 29,67 20,0, ~39,9.0 3155 A R0 *0,0
SR | S L ’ T i S ] S
g16-19 27,200) L C 40000 2T 13,10 30,5 0,9 33,3 o4 1606 . 21.7 5.5 0 145 <o 6.8
20-2i;, ‘17,3oog : 100,00 242 .59 10,8 7 . 10.6 30,80 %1,2 27,7 - 19.5 2.2 12,3 " 4.8
2530 - {19, 600)" S 100600 31.8 5.2 31,0 .50 0.7 M2 Sl i2.3 3.9 ss 63
85k, 19,1oo§ , ~ 700,00 31.5 206 31,3 k.6 3.1 U520 14,0 127 10.9 9.6 T8.6
506 (22,100 e c 10000 - 23.6 2.9 *0.5... 12,50 2,500 L9 8.8 . Te50 12,8 70 7,300 7.0
65 and over {(17,700) " 55300000 1205 00 hOv o 0R06 20,90 2l e 2605 LT, 11.2 18.0 305 547
' Vietimization experience & . S e e a T IR e o
ot victimized - (70, z.oo) S 10000- 022,90 SRS o2 IR 5 S o AN 1 Y SRS [ TS NN [0 R - R 41 S0
Victimized (32, 5005 $100,07 27T L heBL T 108 3.9 0145 —;h-,7 k183 132 98 8.8 67
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S N ; Table 29, Places usually vnsnted for evenmg entertamment f
' - ) i (Fercent distribution of régponses for the population age 16 and over) . :
: Pemﬂétion eharacteristic ® ; o Total . - - Ingide city : Outslde city = - T About equa’l ? \ TR - Hob available @
AL persons (204,900) . 100,06 559 . a7 186 S soa :
Male  (97,700) o , 100.0 - 56.0 o . 2Tk 16 5 20,1
Female - . (107,200) - +100.0 55.7 R © 0 16.8 ‘ Laiet 20,0
- " hace . P o ) N - \ SR o : : ) o Sl
3 White . (170,900) v : 1000 SRR 18- o 31.3 : 17.5 , R Y B
"L Black (32, 700) L . 100.0 ' ‘ 79:9 ' : Toly . i 12.4: s 10,2
3 Other (1,400) S0 100400 e Rl , L3201 : V7.5 - 0.0
4 16-19 (29,000} ‘ 100.0 . - (WX s . 15:3 8.3 '30.0
20-34, (38,900 v ' 100,00 : 56,8 S 27,6 15.5 : 20,1
25-34 - (39,500). = . - 100.0 - L8.8 RARET ‘31,7 ‘ 19.3 . +730,1
35-49 - (38,900 : : 400.Q e 52,87 . . 27.8 19,2 o *0,2
50~64, * (35.000) R L1 499 o 3L s 301
65 and over (19;400) . : : 100‘0 P L ~ 55,9 S 26,4 ¢ 17.8 0.0
V:Lct:.m:l.zation experience . L ) S e S : R . i e SO L
‘Not victimized -(138,900) . S 100600 T Bhi6 o “2B.5 B 16,8 o o 0.1
Victimized  (65,900) ER0 10040 . ST BRs L B R 1 S S 0.1
NOTE: ‘Data based on question 84, - Detail may not add to total because of rounding. ' Figures in parentheses refer to populatlon in the group. * a
1Estmste, based on zero oy on gbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrehable. : .
o
S X > 7
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Table 30. Most lmportant reason for usually seekmg evemng entertamment msnde or outsnde the cuty

<.

(Percenb distribution of responses for the population ape 16 and over)

Type of place and popu- L

Friends, :

- Convenience, Parking, C;‘ime in More Prefer Other area ’ Other and
lation :chakrakcteristic Total traffic other place to. do ’ faciliti?i more ‘expensive - relatives - cnot available o
'Persons entertaired inside city .. o p ) N : . ) ‘ ‘ i .
ALL persons (111, 508 100.0 - 66.5 0.3 O.h Y2 13.0 1.4 11.7 2.0
Male (54,700) o -+100,0. - 66,5 10,4, }o}t, . 43 12:6 2.0 10.9 2,8
. Female - (59,800) 100.0 66.1, 30.2 *0.5 k2 135 0.9 12.3, 2.1 -
Race ) ) ) o » B . L ‘ YL : . . -
White 87’,4003 100.0 63.9 0.4 0.5 4.7 15.2 1.3 12.3 1.7
Black: (26,100 100.0 4.3 20,1 10.3 2.7 C 64 19 9.7 b9
Other ;,ooo) 100,0 89, 0.0 iG, 0.0 33.5 30.0 *6.9 30,0
B ) 'Age ) - v 'v 5 » .O . ’ S
1 16-19 (22,200 S oL 100,0 73.5 30,0 10.3 64 6.5 30,9 11.0 1.4
20-23 {22,100 Sy 100.0 6.6 0.1, 10,1, 52 133 31,1 13,2 1ik
25-3L - (19,300 100.0 63.0 10.3 30,2 L7 17.2 %1,2 10,1 ‘3,2
3 35-49 - (20,600 -100.0 66.9 30,2 30,2 2.6 1.6 1.7 10,5 3l
' 50=-6l  (19,500) ; 100,0 63.3 31,0 21 2.2 15.3 2.4 11,6 2.7
65 and over (10,900) 100.0 62.6 20,4 20,6 3.7 - 11.8 *1.0 16.8 3i1
Victimization expérience ¢ L < ) i :
“Not victimigzed (75 900) 100.0 66.3 Oy 20,3 40 12.9 1.2 12.6 2.3
Victimized (38,600) ©100.6 6.7 0.2 20.7 L7 13.3 1.8 9.8 2.9
o ?ersons entertained oubside city . flx‘—}« ‘ v : )
CA1L persohs (56,100) 100:0 15.3 a3 11.0 6.5 4527 0.9 12.9 3.4
0 : ‘ . :
. Sex @ . e .
“Male (26, 800) 100,0 15:6 5.9 10.5 6.5 44,6 1.3 11.5 R §
. Female . (29,400) 100.0 15.0 249 T buly 46,7 0.4 1.2 2.9
: Wh::,te 53,400) 100.0:. ).15.3 Lok 114 6.5 1.5 & 0.7 13,1 el
Black {(2,400) 100.0 o 1heG 30,0 15,3 b2 (\ 53. 23,6 15,8 13.2
~ Other {(300) 100,67 2135 - 10,0 0.0 .112.(7 8 0.0 337.1 20.0
" 16-19° (k,500) 100.0 18.7 20,0 . 8.9 e U 35,7 o009 322.4 0
20-24 (10,700 1-100.0 L 15.2 3.8 10.4 105 L5 . 20.6 4.2 22,7
25-3k (12,600 100.0 15.3 L2 9.7 C 766 48,6 1.6 C9.h 3.7
35=49 {10, 800 100.0 14:0 5.9 14.9 2,8 ¢ 47.7 30.3 9.1 Loty
50-6l, (12,500 L 1100.0 15.1 uin 11.8 4.0 46,0 20,9 11,1 . 3.8
65 and gver " (5,100) . +100,0. 15:6 3.0 A 22,8 AN 0.8 23.3 32.9
Victimization experience T s R S
Not victimized -(39,600). 1000 15.9 4.8 10:1 6.3 15.8 0.9 S T-N 1 3.6
- Victimized (16, 500) -100.0 3.8 3.2 1341 “6.8 k5.3 0.7 139 3.3
: ‘NOTE Data based on quest:.on 8a, " Detail may not add 6. total becatse of roundmg Figurss in parentheses rei‘er to populatlon in the Broup. :
B 1Est1mate, baged on’zero or on about 10 or .f.‘ewer sample ‘cases, is statlst:.ca]ly unrel:.able. , -
. G- B o ) O
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Table 31. Opinion about iocal;pgalice perfarmance

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

R

Nbb vavaﬁ_'l.&ble;v

Populstion characteristic 7 : . Total Good Average Poor Don't: know
A1 persons (307,000) <1000 0.8 40.3 ;o 13.2 5.5 0.3
S \
Male - {135,500) 100.0 39.9 © 41.0 14.3 b5 0.2
Female (171,500) 100.0 415 39.6 12.3 6.3 0.3
' o)
* White (24,8,800) 100.0 L5.6 38,7 10.7 a L7 0.
Black (56,500) 100.0 20.1 L7:1 24.0 8.7 0.2
Other (1,700) 100.0 21.7 40.2 22,2 15.8 30,0
Age e : :
16-19 - (32,300 ¢ 100.0 23.3 50,7 20,7 5.0 10,3
20-2) (43,700 100.0 26,1 48,2 19.9 5.9 -20.0
25-34 (19,300 ’ 100.0 30.2 47.2 18.0 4.3 20.3
35-49 {59,000 100.0 . 39.7 42.5 13.1 ok 20,7
50-64 (68,700 1 100.0 52.3 33.7 8.4 5.2 20.3
65 and over (51,000) - 100.0 59,4 27.1 5.1 8.2 20.2
Victimization experience o - ) . '
Not victimized (219,800) : 100.0 - 43.6 39,2 . 1.0 6.0 0.3
Victimized (87,200) . 100.0 33.7 43,0 18.8 L3 0.3

NOTE: . Data based on guestion 14s. - Detail may not dadd to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to popnlation in the group.

1Estima’ce, based 6n zero or on about 10 or fewsr sample cases, is statistically unre]iable.
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feo oo .o . . = Table 32, Opinion about local police performance
- e S i *{Fercent-distribition of responges for the population agé 16 and \ver')’ ’ ’
Pppuiationkéharacteristic G ifptal. . Good - 4 . Ayerage S o Poor -, \‘\ Don't know o Not available: : :  ,,
CSexandage . . - . Lo , Qo I o . : '
16-19° (15,200 . : : 100.0 23.9 50.4 21.1 body 10,2
‘ . 202l (18, 500). v . 100,0-% 25,1 448 23,7 6.4 - 30,07 -
e 2534, (23,800 , * 100.0 Lo 30,7 47.1 18.9 3.1 10.3 -
S ‘ - - 35-49 (26,500 o 100.0 B .2 o hR.3 @ 12.7 3.5: “10.2
50-61, © (30,100) - 100,0 50,1 35,8 9.2 ke 10,3
65 and over- (21,100} : 100,0 58.7 29.9 5.5 5.7 30,2
Female 'y S . T EEE T L
©16-19 (17,200 ’ ‘ 100,07 +2278 ; 50,9 20,4 5.5 204
20-21. (25,300 : : 100.0 26.8 i 50.7 17.1 5.5 10.0
.25-34 (25,400 . 100.0 29.7 472 17.2 5ily 30k g
35-49 . (32,200 : 100.0 +38.3 42,7 13.4 5.1 10,5
50-61, " (38,600) : 100.0 54,0 32.1 7.8 5.7 10,3
_ : 65 and over . (33,000) ’ 100.0 159.9 25.4 4.8 9.8 302
] " . Reee.and age ' e . R : R
‘ , 16-19 . (23,700). - ‘ +.100,0: S are L 5104 16.0 .5 %0,3
: : 20-21, " (36,3000 - : v 100.0 -, 28,9 h8.2. o 1Y © 5.2 2.0
@ - 25-3L - (38,500) e ..-.100.0 34:0 47.8 S Ak 3.3 10.3
Ve . 35-49 ... (43,400 ' i 100.0 46.8 S 39,2 - 10.0 3.5 =~ *0.5
5o 50-64 - (58,400) - - ; 100,00 56,90 S3L.7 “Ta2 3.8 20.4
P : ' 65-apd over. (}8,500) : : 100.0 614 e 26.2 o b 745 EQuan.
Black j\v’ : ’ BT E . i 4 ‘ : P . e NN B . uv\, 3
. 16-19 Y (8,400) : £ 100.0 ¢ 0.8, 0w 49.80 33.4 5.5 . 20,4,
20-2, (6,800 : S 100.0 . 12,6 0 Y T 4803 31.2 7.8 20,0
¢ 25=3) " (10,200) REETER 100.0 - - .- 1559 : S 45,8 31.2 5 7:6 X030 L
35439 (15,300 4 .7,100.0 19.6) <. BLEY L 21.8 6.8 20,2
¥50~64 - (10,300) . ‘ ST 100400 2645 . T 15,7 ‘ 13.1 ©%0,0
.65 and over (5,500).° ... 100:0 . 1.9 . 3546 R A BTV ‘ 0.0
' mm. " Datd baséd on 'guestion 14a. Déta:'.'l. may not add to-total b:é’ca;use of, rou.nd:mg Figur‘es,.‘i.n' bai-eht(heses‘ refer +0 population in the .group. '
) 1Estimate, based on zero or .on about 10 or fewer semple cases, ;[s ‘statistically unreliable, 3 ) B . o -
e . : . T R SRR S - PR s : &
S . : . . R . o 3 { V\'J
B k i 5 B
o !"“& oo o ’ &%
g : D
4 R = o o * ';{)‘
1_ ) \Lg ‘“\ I~] e " ,u" 7 . J

e
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] Table 33. Opmlon about local pohce performance
(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over) .
Population characteristic B Total Good . Average. : Poor ‘ Don't know. Not available
Race; sex, and age
White . s : : ‘ : ’ o
Male : : = : Y ’ X o ’
16~19 {11,000 . 100.0 28.5 3 5 164 3.9 10,0
©20-24 515 1600 : 100.0 - 27.6. B Y- p1.5 6.0 10.0
25-34 (19,500 T100.0 . 33.6 : ‘ 18.6 - 14:9 2.5 10.3
35-49 . (20,100 160.0 S 4946 . 37.7 9.5 . 2,9 20,3
50-6) (25,400 100.0° Sk 33.9" 7.8 , 3.0 10.4 ¢
65 and over (18 500) 100.0 : R 9~} ) 29.0 4.6 © 5.0 10,2
Female . . R : oo . L s
SRUR 16-19 - (12,700 , -100.0- 27.2 . 5L.7. 15.6 5.1 30,5
o0 20-24, (20,700 100.0 29.8 . 50.7 L Aks9 hab 10,0 -
ST - 25=3L (19,000 ;. 100:0 o 3k.5 46,9 14.1 k2 10.3
" - 35-49 (23,400 ) 100.0 R 1 Ty L 10.4 S hed 19,6
i 5064 (33,000 L 100,0 o 58k " 30.0: 6.7 bk 10,4
65 and over (30 100) : - 100.0 61.5 L2k L7 9.0 10,2 . BN
‘ v ' Black - o -
16-19 (4,100 B 100.0 . 12.1 B9 32,3 15,1 ig.8
20-24. (2,600 , . -100.0 . 12.3° 5.1 35,8 36.8 10.0°
253 (4,100) . . 100.0 16.3 41.2 36.6 15,9 10,0
35-49 (6,600 . -+ -100.0 16.4 55.9. 22.3 5.4 30.0
50-6L, (4;700) 100.0 24l 5.8 17.1 12,7 10.0-
.. -65 and over (2, 600) : ©100.0 40.8 .36.2 12.3 310.7. lo.of
Female : L : . . R B
T 16-19 7 (L 300 100.0 - 9.6 £ 50,0 : 4.5 %6.0 " 20,0
20-24 " (4,200) 100.0: 12.8 50.4 - C 28 o :H ©30,0. & RO
25<3L (6,100 e L7 100,0 1.5 - 48,8 2745 8.7 206wl
. 35-49 . (8,700) . C 0 100.0 22.1 482" 21.5 7.8 30,4
50—61+ 5,600 : - 100,00 28,3 43.7 - 155 7. U134 10,0 -
65 and ‘over (2 900) S N100,07 2.9 o) 35.0°7 5,0 17.1 30.0°

= NOTE: Data based on question lha. Deta:l may not add to’ total because of.‘ round:mg Figures in parentheses refer to popul abion in the group.
. iEst:.mate, based on, zero or on about 10 or fewer sample ca:.es, is statlstlca]ly unrellable. . . ; SR 5
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Lo ' : (Percen‘c dlstnbution of Tesponses for the population age 16 and cwer) : :
‘ o ”Sex o - Race PR i Ape- . Victimization egpgrience
| e ; , - : ; , = G5 and ' Nob . .
S o L . persons Male . Femal . . Black " :Other - 16- 25-3), over victimized Victunized
. Most important measure (135.‘300‘ -(875900) (971900) (1471300) (37'500) (1,000)" (21, 100) (2911¢00) (3l+9200) (37|I+OO) (39:900) {23, 800) (126,600) "~ (59,200) "
: Total ' 100.0. - 1000 ¢ - 100. a_ 100.0 100‘0 1100,0° 7 100.0° 1oo 0 100,0° 1000 100,0° . 100.0-" 100.0; 100‘.’0“
~Person.nel resources B ERen . : : = T : ) .E : o
Total . ° 2.8 232003 ag 15 17,1 120200 A9 17,9 2L.6 27,0 30.2 23,1 o 19,0
More police e 16,9 7.2 16.3 18,4 204 L1 Gk 10.7 12,0 16.1 234 . 26uk 18,2 . 13.6
\ Better training S 5.1 - 6.2 G 5L 5.1‘ 10.0 2 T Ba6 ] 549 5.2' 3.6 347 4.9 ISy Seky
" Operatitnal practices : ) S : : i : o SRR ) : : o
. Totdl e SR 552 61.3 el 5044 “6L.2 61.3' 56,9 57.2 57,5 0.2 57.8 58,1 59,2
~. Focus. on more important : T : e S FERTT el T . . e .
duties, ebc. w,9 Buly o a 8.0 g3 A 1 10,5 BB 7 5,8 43 S8 8.6
Greater ‘promptness, éte, 7.2 A3 20,6 016,20 0021, 119, L 22:6°  .:18,2 208 162 CX4,9 00 1143 16,3 19,0
-~ Increased traffic control - P 1 SUR TR ¥ REE R 200 20,0010, 1,6 1,0 1.2 .23 Lo 1h o e
“More police certain T . G e :
“areas; times 32,07 082,00 - 32,070 3k g A ~‘3h,.7_, R6uy 26,6 269 32,7 372 0 4t 328 30,4
‘Comnmnity relations : o o G S T : ’ . BB N
Total. -~ - 13 13.6 v 9l ‘2841 117.3 20,6 18,6 817,300 113,90 L 6.2 L9 A6 AR
7 courtesy, 4cltudes, ebe.  ¥.20.6 1.1 102 80 ¢ 0 20.9. 0 M0 153 U9 o lks 0 ALg 0 4B 3.8 - 10,0 1Le
.4 . Don't digeriminate U262y 270 LA 7201020 5300 3700 3.0 20 T4 .An1 2.6 SR
' Other S bk 7 7 L Be5 BT 6L RUje3 B T s '7,‘5_“ T ‘6.5,‘.3 TR ;6.,2, ERI

'

Table 34 Whether or not Iocal pollce performance
needs lmprovement

. ‘ L (Percent distr:.but:.on of résponsés for the populat:.on age 16 -and ovezv) ‘
T _Population characteristic ' Tobal = Yes ~ - No . - Not available
S - A1l persons. (289 300) 100,0 815 L1606 : T 2.0
: Male (129,100) -:100.0 8283 Y5, 2.1
: ' Female (160, 200) 1000 80,80 . - 17.3. S 90
Race g ; L i X SN
White: 236,1;00) 100.0 80,4 18. 1.6
“Black (51,500) 100,00 BA.2. T 101 3.9
5 “other‘ 1 hoo) 100.0". S 92.3 7 T M9 L%2,8
: v L Ll s .A,Ee_ - R R ‘5 e S I AR i S e : ! st g ’
1619 (30, 600 S i R -100. 8844 9.3 S 2.3
20-24 (41,100) SRR 100:0 87.4 10.8 1.9
25-31 - (47,000) 100.0 86,9 1072 2.9
35-49. 56,200 100,00 81.6. 16.1 2.3
50-61, - (64,90 200,00 8.2 20.0 148"
.65 and over, (w 500) 100.0 B 4 Y 27.8 0.8
. Vict:l.mization exper:.ence ; ; ¥ :
Not victimized. (206,100) . 1000, 79:8 R 1 4. 1.7
- Vietimized - (83,300) - °100,0 ¥ 85.5 11.8 2.7

" i0TE: Data“based on question ihb. Deta:l may not add to total because oi‘ rounding.
- in parentheses refer 10 population in the group.

1Est1mate, ‘based on sbout 10 or fewer sample caseés, is stat:.stlcal_ly unrel:.eble,

'Iable 35. Most |mportant measure for i |mprovmg local pollce performance

Figu'res -

- NOTE: Data based ‘on question 1bb. Detail mey not add ‘to. total because of raunding Figures 4n parentheses rerer 4o “populatmn in the group. s
3Est:l.mte, -based on zero or.on abcut 10 ‘or fewer ssmple cases, ds. statistical]y unrel:lable. . . L
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Table 36 Most |mportant measure for |mprovmg 5
‘ Iocal pallce performance
(Percent d:i.stmbution of responses for the populat:.on age 16 and over)
S ‘Personnel < ' Operationsl  Commmity - - -
L ~Pop‘ulation characteristic o ‘Total. - “resources ‘practices ' relations o Other
Sy R Sex and age R Tl R L ; L
16-19 §10,1oo : 100.0 17 10.9 58,8 . “23.1 ST
20~24 (12,400} 1000 L2 52.5 20,0:: - 5.7
25-3L " (17,400 c e, 110000 “20.9 52.3 16.4 10.3
3549 (18,200) 10040 L2310 54.2 TR 8.3
50-64 .~ (18,900 S 100,0 2294 58.0 6.1 6.6
65 and. over (10, 900) 100,0. 31.4 . .56,3 46 .6
Female : : ’ . &
16-19 - (11,000 : 10670 5 13.6 63.5° 18.3 46
20-24- (17,000 : 100,0 SRS UM S 60.1 17.6 L b7
- 25-3L +(16,800) : 100.0° 1549 62:3 18.2 T hab
'35-49 (19,200 . 100.0. .- 2003 < 6047 13.5 - 5.6
5064 (21,000): 110040 248" 62.2 - Bk 6.5
65 and over (12 900) L +:100,0 29,2 . 59.0." _‘ﬁs:o = 6.8
Race and. age ' ’ o :
- i White - .- . - : : : .
- R & 1619 Eia,soo : 100.0 13,0 +66.0 116.3 a7
S o L 20-2k (20,300) . . . 100.0° - . 20,8 39,8 ETVR 49,
R ‘ 25-3L - (26;700) : 100.0-~ . 19.8 58,9 13.3 8.0
35~49 {26,900 - S 100.,0. 23.1 . . 60.8 2y 9.0 7.1
IR , 50—64 33,500 : Y0000 28,2 60,9 3.9 7.1
= B j 65:and over . (21, 1oo) #707100,0 31.6. 58.2 R . 1 7.1
,6—19 6, 100 S 100,00 30,7 50.8 30.1 8.3
- 20-2l:4 (5,000}, o 100.0 S 31 42,0 39.0 . %5.9.
L 25=3L,(7,100) - - : ©+-100.0 11.0 L 49.6 Y P 6i2
- "35+19" (10,300} . .. S I700.00 18.1 49.6 i 26ek 5.8
50-6L (6 aoo) R S1100.000 2049 56l 18,9 13,8
65 and over (2,700) 100.0 19.3- 5562 21841 Ak

NOTE: Data based on question 14b. Deta:l may hobiadd to total because oi‘ roundn.ng. Figures
7w dnparentheses refér to populdtion in tHe group. o
1Est1mate, based on’ abou‘b 10 or fewer ‘sample cases, is stat:Lst:Lca]J.y unrel:.able. ;

'




_ e Fy ‘Table 37 Most important measure for |mprovmg , v
: local police performance ' ;

(Percent distr:.bu‘bion of responses Tor the population age 16 and over)

’ ; ; PersDn.’nBl Operational Goumn]_t O
Population characteristic Total resources practices rela‘b:_ons Other
I ~ - N
~ Race, sex; and age .
White E : v
Male . ] i ’ ‘
16-19 . {7,100) 100.0 114 6,7 18.3 5.6
20-24 - (10,500 . ' 100.0 22.2 56.2 16.4 5.1
. 25-3L " (14,100) L 100.0 22.2 53.7 13.0 11.1
35-49  (13,400) . 100.0 24,6 58.2 8.8 8.4
50-6k - (15,900) -0 100.0 30.2 58.4 3.8 7.6
: 65 and oyer (9,500) . ' 100.0 32,3 ° 57.2 3.3 7.2
e : : “ Female : -
: T 16-19 - (7,700) 100.0 145 67.0 14.6 3.9
: - 20-2  (13,800). 100.0.~ 19.7 62.6. 12,9 48
EEE o © 25-3h (12,600} 100.0 L 171 k.7 13.7 Ll
T i 35-49 (13,500} -, o 100.0 - 21,7 63:3 9.2 5.9
g 506l (17,600 - 100.0 26.3 63.1 3,9 6.7
- 65 and over {11, 600). 100.0 31,0 58.9 3.1 7.0
Black ;
T Male : . 3 :
16-19 23,000 100.0 9.8 L6.1 32.9 11.2
20-24 - (1,800 L 100.0° 19.7 31,7 38,8 19,8
25=3L" {3,000 s 100.0-0 . 14.0 Lol 3hily L
“35-&9 1,700 , 100.0 1940 By 2947 an
C U506l (3,000 : 100.0 2L, 55.6 19.0 >1.0
65 and.over . (1, aoo) 1000 25,2 51:1 bk R 9.6
Female : ) 7 ) .
L1619 (3,200 - 100.0 ¢ 11.5 55.1 D27 25.6
20-2l. (3,100 e 100.0 9.6 48,2 38.7 23.5
25-34 - {4,100) - < °100.0 8,7 . o 532 32:8 35,3
35-49 - (5,600) - : ~100.0 16.9 o5k, 23,7 Ml
50-6Y {3,400 400,00 17.8 S0 B3R . 19.0 35,9
65 and over (1 400) 100,07 113.3 593 : 22.2 35.2

NOTE: .- Data based on ques’c:.on iAb. Detail may not add to total bec use of. roundmg. Figures
- - in parentheses refer Lo population in the group. - | :
: lEstn.mate, based on about 10 or fewer sample ca=es, 1s statlstlca]ly u.nrel:l.able.

T ! - R



©

A,ppeﬁdlill ,
Survey instrumant
F‘dr_m NCS 6, the attitude survey instrument,

contains 1«lw0'batteriesof questions. The first. of
these, covering items | through 7, was used to

“elicit data from a knowledgeable adult member of

each household (i.e., the household respondent).
Questions 8§ through 16 were asked directly of
each household member age 16 and over, includ-
ing the household respondent. Unlike the proce-
dure followed in the victimization component of

~the swvey, there was no provision for ‘proxy re-

sponses on hehalf of individuals who were absent

or incapacitated during the interviewing period.
Data  on the characteristics of those inter-

viewed, as well as details concerning any experi-

= ences. as victims of the measured crimes, were

gathered with separate instruments, Forms NCS 3
and 4, which were administered immediately after
NCS 6. Following is a facsimile of the latter ques-
tionndire; supplemental forms were available for
use in households where more than three persuns

“were interviewed.. Facsimiles of Forms NCS 3

and 4 have not been included in this report, but
can be found in° Criminal Victimization Surveys in
Buflalo, 1977,

5 St
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; e

] NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY PSU ! Seqal ‘ \\ Rangl HH Segment
§ CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE E oo oW
} o ' ! N
I - ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE A
: 8, Name of househar’g;’ﬁ‘é&k = | .+ 4a, Why did you teave there? Any ollier reason? (Mack o/t that.agply)
) ; ; \\ a ! 1] Location — closer-to job, family, Iriends, schiool, shopping, ete., hete
: I o /} 2] House {apartment) oy property charac(ellstlcs - size, quality,
¢ . €. Reason for poninterview \ ;_[7// Dyard space, etc.
i . 1 TYPE A 3 TYPE B TYPEC 3[}Wanted better housing, own home
7 = Rate of hzd D St 4[] Wanted cheaper housing
: @ s [ white 5[] No ¢hoice - evicted, building demofished, d, etc.
i - B 6[_] Change In living arrangemiints ~ marltal status wanted
t 2] Negro I:J o The alone, prAdi \ '
¢ 3[] Other 7] Bad element moving [n
5 R FTYZ%-E‘“ — agg:;mft llr;kold n:zllghborhnod, afraid .
Rpce (Lo - s 9 n't like. pe tiood ct stics = environment,
b 7~ Line nomber problems wilh ReIEhbOrS, elc. ,
: 10 {"] Other —Specify 7
//
. (1 more thar cae reason)
———— ) b. Which reason whyld you saykwas‘ the most mportant?

By

@ [ — Enler Hem ijimbor k
5a. Is there anything you don't like about this nelghbmhood"

v ; o[ I Na = sKiP to 8a
CENSUS USE ONLY = * yés — What?- Anything efse? (Mark air.thar appfy,

@ ) | ‘ 3 (O Traific, parking

2[] Envlvbnmen!al problems - trish, nolse, overcmwd[ng, ete,

HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDE QUESTIONS w 3[JCrime.of fear of crime

Ask only household respondent 47} Pubtic transportation problem
s[] Inadequate schoals, shopping faciities, ete.

@@@@

®

Before-we get to the major portion of the survey, | would like to ask
you a few questions related to subjects which sem to be of some -+ &[] Bad element moving In 3
concern to people. These questions ask you. what you think, what 7 [} Prablems with nelghtiors, characteristics of nelghbors
you feel, your attitudes and opinions, 8{T) Other = Spocify
1. How-long have you lived at this-address? Ttf mors than one answer)

)
1] Less than § year Vitich problem would you'say is the mmt senous?

2[C)1-2 yeas AsK 23 : |

3a[]3-5years . .
331
®

_:r

Enter ltem number %
6a.. Do you do your major food shopping.in thls nelghbothood7

o[} Yes — SKIP 10 72
No = Why not? Any olher reason? (Mark all that apply)

4] Moie than 5 years'— SKIP to sa

2a. Why did you select this particulat neighbmhood? Any other reason?

* 3
@ iMark all lhar apply) type of nel N +{T] No stores in neighborhood, others more convenient ¢
L istics - ghbors, 8 :
: streels, parks, e!c. - 2{:)3::;:: L’?sﬂﬁgi’:'t'm inadeguate, prefers (helter) g
; - 2{7]Good schools: ¢ 3[JHigh pritiss] commissary.or PX cheaper
i -3[C]safe trom crime . a{"]Crime or fear of crime = 5
4[Z10nly place hovsing coutd be found, tack of chol:e o ‘ 5[] Other — Specily - =
5] Price was right —— - - . s
(it more than one jeason) . - : i

s‘_} Location = close to job, family, friends, school, shopping, etc:

7 '—] Holise (apartmenl) of pioperty chiaracteristics «size, qual]ty, @ b. Which reason would you say i the most Impmlant? .

+ yard space, etc. Enter Ttemzsmber

8 "] Always lived in this nelghborhood 7a. When you shop for things other than food, such as clothing and general
9] Other - Speclly ) merchandise, do you USUALLY goto surbmban or. neighborhood shopping
- centers of do you shop *‘downtown?"" )
. (it more than one 'e‘“"") @ 1-[7] Surburbar or nelghborhood
2 b. Which reason would you say was lhe most important? s * 2] Downtown . .
@ .~ Enfer liem nuriber : . X % b, Why is that?” Any other reason? (Mackall that appiy). EES R
. 32, Where did you live before you moved here? @ 1] Better parking, less tratfic. : : L
B @ “ Cl Outside s, ’ . ) 2] Better transportation
S 2 2F Y inside tinits of this city | K7 104 / - 3] More convenlent
P E 3[7 | Somewhere else In Us, < Speclly; . :IE:I] i:::; s:l::;(l:n, more:s stores mote chnlce
. . B “ ¥i ol m
. & - . FRI - - E — e
- ; N . ) . a1 s} store hours tietter . -
ks N i State - “2[7] Bettet prices; v
County ! -] D Prefers {better):stores, lncatmn, seivice, employees
< 5[] Other — Specity

o4 - - °h, Dld’you five inside the limits ot a clly, town, village, elc.? (7T 78 i one Teasen
C ;T[ gc:s Entér e of eity. Town, tc. L L Which one woufd you say 1s the suost |mpouanl reason?
. «~ Entér nam e oW, 3 - - 3 i .
—T - v : F o - : Enmrhemnumbol L ; o T P

i
= ‘ INTERVIEWER ~ Complele:interyicw with, household”i,:vpondenl, :
beglnnlng J?h Indlvldual Atiltude Questions.

o

iy
\,
3
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INDIVIDUAL ATTITUDE QUESTIONS ~ Ask each household member 16 or older

] _BEYER ~ BEGIN NEW RECORD . CHECK Look at'11a and bs Was box 3 of 4 harked I eltiar ltomi?
@) Line nimber —— {Name ITEM B [T Yes ~ AsK 11c [INo—sKIP 16 12 !
L Ale, s the nel hborhood dangerous enough te make you think serlous) : ' :
» 8a, How often do you go out in the évening for entertainment, such as : about mov fng somewheunelse . ! Y o
- fotestaurants, thealess, elc.? G eno-skip 1o 12 ~ : !
‘ 2'% f;‘" :h‘"“" of iore . ﬁgi“ 3&"”; a ’:“J o @ vés~ Why don’t you? Any other reason? (Mack all that applyj
. $s than once a WEI! - 5 ess n.2 of mes & \J
) " i } o 1]can"taltord to - 5[] Plan to move soon
30 ::::n o:r:::’::i:n::" year ornover 2] Can't find. other houslng 6 [7] Health or age
3" Relatives, filends nearby - 7 [_] Other ~ Specity s
b, Do &ou g5 Io these places moe of 1655 now lhan you did a year : 4[] Conventent to ek, ete. z
of two ago? . ‘
1] About the same ~ SKIP to Gheck Hem A : i % 'mgla than-one f&"’"’" : » "
ch reason would you say Is- the mos
. 23M0C L gy any otber veason] Marical that apply) m would you say ls the most jmportan @
' 3[7Less 7 ' " e EnfOr ftom ritmber
V(] Money situation 71:]5:{{",:{"’,“3?;‘:“) =t 12, How do you think. four nelghborhood compares with others in this
2] rolagﬁ”l& o people [ Actvites, job, schoo metropolitan area In terms-of crime? Would you say it Is -
3] Convenlence o[) Crine of seatof erime. 171 Much more dangerous? o] Less dangerous?:
4[] Health {own) 16{7] Want to, [ike to, énjoyment 2] Mgve ‘d angerous? sL] Huch less dangerous?
5] Teansportation 1 [Z] Othes ~ pecity 3T About average?
6 Age ) 133, Are there some parts of this metropolitan area “Where you have.a
h e e reason 10 go or would Hke to go DURING THE DAY, but are aliald
{!f more than ono reason) S to because of fear of crime?
\ O Which reason would you say is thie most lmportant? . o[ INo ¥es ~ Which section(s)?
@ Entar Itom number
CTHECK \L 15 box 1, 2, or 3 marked In Bap ) Nurbor of apecitic plagos i
ITEM A [ No = sKiP 1o ga [ Yes — ask o b. How abiout AT NIGHT ~ are there some parts of this atea whete yoit have a i
d. When you dX\{'nut to restadléranls or theafers in the avening, Is It reason o go or would fike to go but are afraid lo because of fear of crime? .
ustally in the't l\y or outside of the cily? e["INe Yes —Whith section(s)?

@ 1] Usiatly in tig city
2[7 1 Usually Gutslde of the city .

3[C JAbout equal - SKIP. to 9a

«—Nunvbei"él specific places mentioned

¢ Why do you usually ga {outside the city/n the city)? Any othet l@a. Wauld you say, In gereral, that your locatl police ate dofng a good
* 123507 (Mark all that epply} job, an average job, ora pour Job? ; ;
« v [T Mote convenient, familiar, easler to get there, only place dvailable 1 [] Good . 3 Poar ) ,
\\\\ 2] Parking problems, traffic 2[" Average a[) Don't know —~ SKiP to 154 i
TR 3] Too much crime in ather place % b, In what ways could they Improve? Any olher ways? (Mark aff that apply)
§ ) 4[JMore todo - 13 No improvement needed - SKIP to 154
\\// W s {T] Profer (better) facl)ities (restaurants, theaters, etc,) 2" Hire more policemen
) &[] More expensive In other area } : 3[JConcentrate on mote important dutlesA serious crime, ete. .
7] Becatise of friends, rélatives 4[] Be more prompt, responsive, aleit 2
8] Other - Specity. e s[C] Improve trainlng, ralse qualifications or pay, receuliment policies ?
{if imore than.one mason) AZ\SD Bemore courteous, Improve attitude, community relations
- s Which rea$on would you say is the most important? 7[](]0::;1': disetiminate :

8" Need more yaftic contro)

Entet 1tem number .
Need more policemen of particular t; foot,
9a, Now 1'd like %o get your opinions about crime in general. ) : 0 certaln ar::?s at aTcmal’:\a{lme"s rtype {foat, carh to
WithIn the past year or two, do you think that crime in your 10~} Don't know
nelghborhood has increased; decreased, or remained abaut the samed » . )
@ V[ Increased * &[] Don't know = SKIP to ¢+ . 9 Other ~Specity
2["jDecreased 5[] Haven't tived here
. o s (it mor& than ong way)
3[C)same ~sKiP toc that fong = SKIP 1o ¢ : ¢.. Which. would you say is the most Importznt?
b, Were you thinking about any speciic kinds of crimes. when you sald 363 ) P
you think crime in your.neighborhiood has (increased/d i o EnfBr {16m number
o[ INo Yos — Wiat Kinds of ermes?_____ 153, Now I have some mote questions about your opintons cancerning crisie, . @
~ , . Please take this card. (Hand respondent Attluds Flashesrd, NCS-574) :
‘ I I Look at the FIRST set of statements, Which one do.you agree with most? k
¢.'How about any crimes which may be happenlng In your nejghborhood ~ i DMy chances df belng 8lkacked or robbed have GONE P :
. would you say they.are commitied mostly by. the people who live In the past tew years'
here In this nelghbmhood ormostly by wlslders‘{ . zDMy chaﬂces of belng attacked o robbed have GONE DOWN
1T No erimes b -3[Jo : in the.past few years
in peighborhood 4[] Equatly by tioth 3 JMy chances of being attacked of Iobbm haven't changed
2["} Pedplé living here s Dot know - - In the past few years
10a. Within the past year or two do you think that crime in the United A0 No oplalon 5 B
"éisl“':::::;““d decreased, "Ei‘;:f::d aboul the same? b. Which of the SECOND group do you agree with most? . B
ASK b AN SKIP to. 112 N - A[C}erime fs LESS serlous than the newspapers and TV say :
2T} Decreased 4[] bon't Kaow
Y g et Ty : ld 2{"] Crime Is MORE Sérjous than the newspapers and TV. say
, Were you thinking about any specitic kinds of crimes when you sa ’ Ime 5 ab !
2.~ you think crime in the U.S. has (Incwased/decuased)’ © ) . :E’ ﬁ'o ::,:,oan ouLas serlovs 2s the newspapers ad TV sy
s INe Yyes ~ What kinds of crimes? : .
0 . SR - -16a. Do you think PEOPLE IN GENERAL have limlled or changed thejr
l ! l B . -activitiesin the past few years because they ate alrald of cime?
., 1a; How sale do you feel or ouid you feel being vt alone n your - [63)  1Ldves 2N
E S neighbothood AT NIGHT? s Yoy b Do you think that most P[OPLE INTHIS NEIGHBORHODD have limited or-
! i [] Very spfe . 3] Somewhat ungafe ) changed theiractivilles inthe past few years because they are alrald of crime? 5 ;
) 2] Reasonably safe 4] Very unsate (60 - 74 ves 2[Me - : =
b, How about DURING THE DAY -~ how:safe do you feel or would ¢, "In general, have YOU limited or chan ed tivi N
. *you feel being out atone In your nelghhmhnnd : ,e:,s bemse of ¢rime? ehanged your acily Hes in (he past tew
@ 1[J] Very safe .7 3[T] Somewhat unsafe . ’ s[ves. .. 2[TINo . .
. 2] Reasohably safe 4001 Very unsate C INTERVIEWER ~ Contlnde intervisw with this respondsnl on NCS-3
FORM NE$6 (7:2°73) . : o Page 2 - . B
S £ ; . : : . s : o :
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" Appendix 1t

Technical information //
and reliability of the estimates

Survey results contained in this publication are
based on data gathered during early 1974 from
persons residing within the city limits of Buffalo,
including those living in certain types of group
guarters, such as dormitories, rooming houses, and
religious group dwellings. Nonresidents of the city,
including tourists and commuters, did not fall with-
in the scope of the survey. Similarly, crewmem-
bers of merchant vessels, Armed Forces personnel
living in military - barracks, and institutionalized
persons, such as correctional facility inmates,
were. .not under consideration. With these excep-
tions, all persons, age 16 and over living in units

designated for ths'sample were eligible to be inter-

viewed.

Each interviewer’s. first contact wdh a unit se-

lected for the survey was in person, and, if it
were not possible to secure interviews. with all eli-
giblé members of the household during the initial
visit, interviews by telephone were permissible
“thereafter. Proxy responses were not permitted
for the attitude survey. Survey records were pro-
cessed and weighted, yielding results representa-
tive 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
-complele enumeration, the.results are estimates.

Sample design and size .

Estimates from the survey are based on data
obtained from a stratified sample. The basic frame
from which the attitude sample was drawn-—the
city’s complete housing mventory, as determined
- by:the 1970 Census of Populatron and Housing—
was the same as that for the victimization suryey.
A determination was made that a sample rough-
ly half the size of( the victimization sample
‘would yield enough. \fnludma! data on which to
base reliable estimates. For the purpose of select-
ing the victimization sample, the city’s housing
units were distributed among 105 strata on the
basis of various characteristics. Qccupied units,

~which comprised the majorrty, ‘were grouped into

100 strata defined by a combination of the follow-
mg characteristics: type of tenure (owned or rent-
ed); number of household members (five catego-
ries); household income (five categories); and race

KN

of head of household (white or other than white).
Housing units vacant at the time of the Census
were assigned to. an additional four strata, where
they were distributed on the basis of rental or
property: value, A single stratum incorporated
group quarters.

To account for units burlt after the 1970 Cen-
sus, a sample was drawn, by means of an inde-

pendent clerigal operation, of permits issued for

the construction of residential housing within the
city. ‘This enabled the properrepresentation in the
survey of persons ou.upym;c housmg built ‘\flu
1970,

In order to develop (he half sample requrred for:
the attitude survey, each unit was randomly as-
signed to 1 of 12 panels, with units in the first 6
paneis being designated for the attifude survey.
This procedure resulled m Ihu selection of 5,954

“ housing units. During the’ survey period, 824 of
- these units were found to be vacant, demolished,

converied to nonresidential use, temporarrly occu-
pied uf nonresidents, or_ otherwme ineligible for
both the victimization and \mtude surveys. At an
additional 299 units visited by mterwewers it was
impossible to conduct interviews because the
occupants could not be reached after repeated
calls, did ‘not wish to participate in" the survey, or
were unavailable for other reasons. Therefore,
interviews were taken with the occupants of 4,831
housing units,” and the rate of participation among
units qualified for interviewing was 94.2 percent.
Participating units were occupied by a total of
9,646 persons age 16 and over, or an average of
two residents of the relevant ages per unit.
Interviews were conducizs with 9,036 of these
persons, resulting in a response rate of 93.7 per-

- cent among eligible residents.

Estrmatlon procedure X

Data redords generated by the dtlrtude survey
were assigned either of two sets of final tabulation

weights, one for the records of mdrvrdual respond-

ents and another for thogs of house hold respond-
ents. In each case, the final weight ﬂvas the prod-

—uct of two clcmcnls——.r\f.u,lm of rou vhly twice the

weight used in tdbulatmxvrctrmrzatﬁon data eslr
mates and. a ratio eqtrmatro:\k\factor e foIiOng

" steps determined the tabulation welgl t for person-

al victimization data and were’ therefore, aif inte-
gral part of the estimation procedure’ for attitude

data gathered‘ fromb\mdwrdual respondents N a=

basic weight,  reflecting the Selected upit’s proba-

Bl

“bility of be_mg.[ included in the sample; 2)a facﬁtyor ;



R

' Coodata

~same. Sample desngn md selectlon procedures.'

" er discovered many more: units lat the sample ad-

e

10 C()mpe'nthe for the qub#dmpling of units, a sit-

uation that arose in mslances where the interview-

g \
: dress lhdn had been listed in the decennml Cen-

oo ment-to account for situations where at least one
o hut not all eligible persons in a household were in-
“terviewed; (4) a household noninterview - adjust-

- pate_in the survey but from_which an interview -

: fd(.l()l‘ for bringing estimates. deveIOped from the
sample of 1970 housing units into adjustment ‘with o

sus: (3) a wulhm household noninterview adjust-

- ment o' ‘\ccounf for households qualified to-partici-
wis nol obtained; (5) a. houqehold ratio estlrndte
the complete Census wunt of such units; and (6)

a population ratio estimate factor that brought the
sample estimate into accord with post-Cénsus es-

timates of -the populalmnuge 12 and over and
- adjusted the data for possible bmses resulting

from undcrcovcrage or uvercover.ngc of the popu-

Ialmn Ces v

"5)"|Lh|cved @ slight reduction in the extent of

sumpling variability, thereby reducing the: margin

“of error in the tabulated -survey results. It also

~ compensated for the exclusion from each stratum
of any huuseholds already included i in samples for

certain olher Census ' Bureau programs.
'h()usehnld ratio estimator was not applied (o mxer-
view rrwrds gathered from residents of group
qu;yr(cm.s or of units constructed after the Census:

For- household victimization data “(and attitude
the - final -

from household respondents),

weight incorporated . all of the steps descrlbed

. from the" victimization sample,

~above except the third and sixth. ‘
The ratio estimation f&tor, scumd element of
~the final weight, was an adjustment for bringing

datp, from the attitude survey (which, as indicat- .

ed, was based on a half sample) into accord with

data from the: victimization survey (based. on the

whole qdmple) This ‘1¢uslment required’ becauge
~the «\tt:lude sample was randomly - constructed

-age, sex., and race chdrduemllc% of respondente
o o

Rellabmty of estlmates . R
As prevmusly noted; survey results, contamed

in this report dre eqtlmaleq Despite the precau-
tions taken 107 ‘minimize sampling varlablhty, the

o

-estimates -are subject to errors arising from the-

‘fact ihat the sample employed was only one of a
Idrge numher ‘of possible sampleq of eqUaI size
.that could “have been . used applying the

o : T O

=
iU
or

‘,)":f - s - e

" The household ratio_cstimation pmcedurc (step

“The

was - used fm;/me :

Eqnmates denved from dlﬁerent samples may
vary somewhat: they also may differ from fglucs

_developedofrom the average of all possible sam-
ples, even if the surveys were administered with -
the same schedules, instructions, and interview-

ers, . - S v ; «
- The standard error of a survey estimate is a

measiire of the variation among estimates from all
possible samples and is, therefore, a gauge of the
“precision with which the estimate from a particu-

lar ‘sample dppﬂ)xnmates the average result of all
possible samgplss. The estimate and its assaciated
standard error may be used-to construct a confi-
dence interval, that is, a/a imerval having & pre-
stribed probability that it would include- the aver-

age result. of all possible samplee The average
value of all powble samples may or may not be

contained in any- pariicular computed interval.

However, the chances are about 68 out of 100
that.a survey-derived estimate would differ from-

the average re’ull of all possible samples by less
than one standard error. Similarly, the chances
are about 90 out of 100 that the difference ‘would

“be-less than 1.6 times the standard error; about 95 -

out of 100 that the difference would be 2.0 fimes
the-standard error; and 99 out of 100. chancee that
it:-would .be less than 2.5 times the standard ertor.
The 68 percent -confidence interval ‘is defined as

‘the range of values given by the estimate minus

the standard error and the estimate plus the stand-

~ard error; the chances are 68 in 100 that the aver-
age value of all possible samples would fall within
that range. Similarly, the 95 percent conﬁdence;
‘interval is defined as the estlmate plus or minus
. two standard errors.

‘In addition to eampllng error the éstimates pre-

“sented in this report ‘are subject to nonsampling

error, chiefly affecting the accuracy of the distinc-
tion -between victims and- nonvictims: A" major
source of nonsampling error is related to the abili-

ty of -respondents -to recall whefiiér or ‘not_they

were victimized during the 12 ‘months prior to the
time of interview: Research on recall indicates

that the ability to remember a crime varies with
:the time interval between victimization and’ inter-

vnlew the type of crime, and, perhaps, the socio-
dfrmographlc characteristics -of ' the respondent
Taken together, recall problems may result in.an
‘understatement of the ‘‘true’” number of victim-

~ized persons and households, as “defined: for the

purpss se=af this report. Anotker f ource of non-

sat/ plmg elgor pertaining to victimization experi- .
)
engwo; S )?Iescopmg, oF brlngmg wnthm the )
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~ Quality control measures,

i

appmpnale 12-month reference penod victimiza-
tions that occurred before or after the close of the

period.
Although the problems of recill and telescoping

probably weakened the dlﬁ’erentmtlon ‘between
~ victims and nonvictims, these would: not have

affected the data on personal attitudes or behav-
ior. Nevertheless, such data may have been af-
fected by nonsampling errors resulting from in-
complete or erroneous responses, syetem'ltic mis-
takes introduced by interviewers, and improper
coding and processing of data. Many of these er-

“rors also would occur in a complete census.

such das interviewer
observation and a reinterview program, as well as

-edit procedures in the field and at the clerical and

computer processing stages, were utilized to keep
such errors at an acceptably low level. As calcu-
lated for this survey, the standard errors partially
measure “only those random nonsamplmg errors
arising from response and interviewer errors:
they do not, however, take into account any sys-
tematic biases in the data. ;
‘Regarding the reliability of data, it should be
noted that estimates based on zero or on about 10
or fewer sample cases have been considered unre-

_ liable. Such estimates are identified in footnotes

~of analysis in this report. . a
mum- weighted estimate of 300 was ciasidered

to the data tables and were not used for purposes
For Buffalo,

statistically reliable, as was any percenlafge based

on such a figure.

Computation and applicatibn
of the standard error

For survey estimates relevant to either the indi--

vidual or household respondents, ‘standard errors
displayed on tables at the end of this appendix
can be used for gauging sampling - variability.

These errors are approximations and suggest an:

order of magnitude of the standard error rather

‘than. the precise error associated ‘with any given
~estimate. Table 1 contains standard error approxi-

mations applicable o information from individual

‘respondents and Table 11 gives errors for data de-

rived frony household respondents. For  percent-
ages not specifically listed in the tables. linear inter-
p()ldll()n must- be used to approximate.* the
standard error. '

To illustrate the application of standard errors

in measuring sampling variability, Data Table 1 in”

this report shows that 76.2 percent of all Buffalo
reﬂdents age 16 And over (307, 000 pereone) be-

" possible samples; i.e.,

a mini-

. pmxumlcly 0.9.

.«

lieved crime in the United States had increased’

Two-way linear interpolation of data listed in Ta-
“ble | would yield a standard error of about 0.5 per-

cent. Consequently, chances are 68 out of 100 that -

the estimated percentage of 76.2 would bé within

0.5 percentage points of the average result-from all
’ ‘the 68 percent confidence
“interval associated - with - the ‘estimate. would be

from 75.7 to 76.7. Furthermore, the chances are 95

out of 100 that the estimated percentage would ‘be
roughly within 1 percentage point of the average
for all samples; i.e.,

ard errors associated with data from household
respondents are calculated in the same manner,
using Table 11. :

In comparing two sample estimates, the stand-

ard error of the difference between the (wo ﬁgures

is approximately equal to the square root of. the

sum of the squares of the standard errors of each
estimate considered separately. As an example
Datit Table 12 shows that 27.1 percent of mules
and 8.5 percent of females fcll very safe when dut
alone in the neighborhood st night, a difference of
18.6 percentage points. /The standard error for
cach estimate,. determingd by interpolation, wus
about 0.8 (males) and /0.5 (females). Using the

formula described previously, the standard error

“of the difference between 27.1 and 8.5 perceit iy
expressed as+J(0.8)2 + (0.5)2, ‘which equals ap-
Thus, the confidence interval at
one’ standard error around the difference of 8.6
waorild be from 17.7 to 19.5 (18.6:plus or minus 0.9)
and at two standard errory from 16.8 10-20.4.
aratio of a difference to ity standard error defines a
value that can be equated to.a level of significance.

For example, a ratio- of ahout 2.0 (or more) de-¥

notes that the difference is 'slg,nlh(.«ml al the 95 per-

~cent confidence level (or higher): a ratio ranging
between about 1.6 and 2.0 indicates that the differ-

the 95 percent confidence in-
~ terval-'would be about 75.2 to 77.2 percent. Stand-

The:

ence is significant at a confidence level between 90

“and 95 percent; and o ratioof less than about 1.6

defines 2 level of confidence below 90 pereent. In
the - above example;

dence applied in this lcpml Thus. it was concluded

that the difference between \he {wo  proportions

; the ratio of the. difference
(18.6) 10.the standard Cll()l (() 9)is equal 0 20.7, a
figure-well above the 2.0 nwumum Icvcl of confi-

was statistically srgmﬁmnl For.dala E,\tuhered from.

houschold respoudents, - the sigiificance of differ~

ences between two: sdmplc estimales is fested by -
- the same prueedluc usmg sldnddrd en Tors in l.\hle -

W :

G s

o -

= 49 !




OS

<

i
2

Table | Indmdual responde'nt data Standard error approx1matlons
for estlmated percentages -

(68 chances out of 100)

Estiniated vercent of answers by individial respondents’

o

~ Base of ‘percent . 1.0 or 99.0 o 2.5 or 97.5 . .5.00r 95.0 10.0 or 90.0 25.0. 0or 75.0 50,0
100 6.2 9.8 13.6.° 18.8 27.1 31.3
= 250 3.9 6.2 - 8.6 = 11,9 ~17.1 -19.8
500 2.8 boly bl 8.4 12.1 14.0
1,000 2.0 3.2 4.3 5.9 8.6 9.9
2500 ; ‘ B 1.2 b 2.0 2.7 3.8 5l 6.3 .
" 5,000 ) | 0.9 1.4 1.9 2.7 3.8 kot
10,000 0.6 1.0 1.4 1.9 2.7 - 3.1
25,000 Ouly 0.6 0.9 1.2 17 2.0
50,000 0.3 0,4 0.6 0.8 1.2 1.
100,000 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 0,9 1.0
250,000 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
500,000 - 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.4

NOTE:. - The standard errdrs' in this table are applicable to information in Data Tables 1-18 and 27-37.

AN

i Table II Household respondent data Standard error approxlmatlons
o , for estimated percentages

(68 chances oith of 100)

Estimated percent of answers by honsehold respondents

Base of percent ) . 1.0 or 99.0 ’ 2:5 or 97.5 ~ 5,0 or.95.0 " 10,00r 90,0 . - 25,0 or 75.0 . ] 50.0
200 . 5oy o 8.5 ‘ 11.9 16.3 23.6 27.2
250 3.4 5 7.5 10.3 14.9 17.2

) 500 2.4 3.8 5.3 7.3 10.5 12.2
3, 000 1.7 2.7 - 3.8 5.2 7.5 8.6
2,500 S 1.1 1.7 2.4 3.3 47 5.
5,000 0.8 1.2 1.7 2.3 33 3.9
10,000 0.5 0.9 1.2 1.6 2.4 2.7
25,000 0.3 0.5 0.8 1.0 1.5 1.7
50,000 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.7 1.1 © 1.2
100,000 0.2 . 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.9
250,000 0,1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.5

I,

NOTE:  The standard ari-ors in this table are applicable to information in Data Tables 19-26.

A
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| Glossary
- mined by each respondent’s age as of the fast day
' of the month preceding the interview.

Annual family income—Includes the income
of the household head and all other related per-

the 12 months preceding the interview and. in-
cludes. wages, salarles net income from business

~ any other form of monetary income. The income
v of persons. unrelated to the head of household is
0 excluded.
fosl Assault—An unlawful physical attack whether
' .aggravated or simple, upon a person.  Includes
attempfed assault with or without a weapon. Ex-
- cludes rape and attempted rape, as well as attacks
~involving theft or attempted theft, whlch e clas-
sified as robbery.

Burglary-——UnIawful or forcible entry of a resi-
dence 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—Refers to question 14b
(ways . of |mprovmg police  performance) and in-
cludes two response categories: ‘‘Be more cour-
“téous, improve attitude, community relatlons
R and “Don’t discriminate.”’ K
o ~ Downtown shopping ‘area—The cential shop-

lives. \ : ’
Evening. entertamment—Féfers 1S \elntertain-
ment available in public placet such=ay restau-

ice cream parlors, etc. Excludes club meefings,
- tivesor acquamtances

- shopping for goods other than food, such as cloth-
v .;“mg,furnnure housewares, etc.

~head person..
g ‘husbdnd arbltrarlly is, considered to be the head.

. 'person is the chief breadwinner.
Household-—-Consrsts of the occupants of sepa-

Age—The appropnale age calegory is deler-'
dence elsewhere.

sons.residing in, the same household unit. Covers

or farm, pensions, interest, dividends, rent, and.

plng district ‘of the city wheie the respondent

v rants, theaters, bowling alleys,: nightclubs,. bars, -
',:shoppmg, and socnal visits - to the homes of rela-

‘General merchandise shoppmg—-—Refers to
“trucks,

; Head of household—For classification purpos-
. esy only one individual per household can be the -
‘In . husband-wife households, the -

- An other households, the head person is the indivi-

dual so. regarded by its members generaHy, that -

no ‘rate hvmg quarters meeung ellher of the followmg Iow)are gonsrdered not vrctlmlzed 2

. criteria: (1) Persons whether present or temporar-
Aly. absent, whose usual place of residence is the E

housing unit in question, or (2) Persons slaymg in
the housing unit who have no usual phce of reql-

Household  attitude quest,ubns—lmms? |

~ through .7 of Form NCS 6. For households that - -

consist of more than one member, lhe queqtlonﬁ“ ~
apply 1o the entire household. B

‘Household Iarceny——Theft or attempted theft -
of property or cash from a residence or its imme-

gdmte vicinity. Forcible enlly,attempted forcible

entry, or unlawful entry are’ not involved.
Household respondent—A knowledgeable i
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 atmude questions.” -

Individual - attitude questlons—llems § e
through 16 of Form NCS 6. The questians apply
to each person, not the entire household.

Individual respondent——Each person a;,e 16 .
and over; mcludmg the household respondent,
who participates in the survey. All such persons
answer the “‘individual attitude questions.”™

Local police—The police force in the .city
where -the respondent hves at the ume of the in-
terview. 4 ;

Major food shoppmg—»Re;rers (o qhoppmg for :
the bulk of the household’s gri; heeries.

‘Measured cnmes—For the purpose of this’
report, the offenses are rape, personal robbery,
assault, personal larceny, burglary, household lar-
ceny, ‘and -motor vehicle theft as determmed by -
the “victimization component of the survey. In-
cludes both completed and- attempted acts that”

“occurred during the 12 months prror to the month s »~ P

of interview:. . il
-Motor vehicle theft—-Stealmg or. unauthorrzed S

» t'lkmg of a motor "vehicle, mcludmg attempts at

such acts.: ‘Motor vehicles include automobiles, e
moiorcycles, and - any  other motorlzed’g
vehicles legally allowed on public roads and hlgh-_ :
ways. e o
Nelghborhood——The general vncmrty of the -
respondent’s dwelling. The boundaries of a'neigh- . "

- borhood: define.an’ aroa wnh whlch the respondent S

identifies. . N
‘Nonvictim—See “*Not v:cmmzed > below. S
Not victimized—For the purpose of this report,

persons not ‘categorized as ‘‘victimized”’ (see be- S




o traflie control™:

- .Offender—The perpetrator of a crime.
.. “Operational practices—Refers to question 14b
(ways of improving police performance) and in-.
~ cludes four response categorles “Concentrate on
more impetiant duties, serious crime, etc."’; *‘Be
“more prompt, responsive, alert’: “Need more
- traflie and *‘Need nmrc pollccmcn of
- particutat., lyp'e (foot, car) in certain areus or at ceér-
" lain times.™
Personal larceny——’l‘heft or dllemp:edlheﬂ of

- property or ¢ 'ash either with contact (but without

force or thr/at of force) or without direct con(a(.t
“between- victim and oﬁender
Personnel resources—Refers to question 14b

(ways -of improving-police performance) and in- °

- cludes two response categories: ‘‘Hire more po-
licemen™and “Improve lr(unmg raise quahﬁc wions
or pay, tecruitment policies.”

Rate—Determined by the interviewer upon
observation, and asked only “about persons not
related to the head of household who were not
* present at the time of interview. The racial cate-
gories- distinguished are white, black, and other.
The category ‘‘other’ consists -mainly of “Ameri-
can Indians and/or persons of Asian ancestry.

... Rape—Carnal knowledge through the use of
_force or the threat of force, including attempts.

* Statutory rape (without force) is excluded. In-

cludes both heterosexual and homosexual rape.
 Rate of victimization—See “Vnctlmu_zanon

rate,”’ below. ‘ B
- Robbery—Theft or attempted theft, . direcily
- from a person, of property or cash by force or

threat of force, with or without a weapon. ‘

Series victimizations—Three or more criminal
events similar, if not identical, in nature and ‘in-
curred by a person unable to identify separately

the details of each act, or,

-count 'mcurately the total number of such acts.

The term is applicable to edch of the crimes meus-
flned by lhe victimization Lomponenl of the hlll-
.vey. .

- Suburban _or

nelghborhood shop'pihg

f vareas—Shopplng cénters or-districts either: out- ‘ .

. side the city limits or in outlymg areas. oi the city
*._near the respondent’s reSIdence
<. Victim—See ‘' Viciimized,”” below.

: ' Victimization—A - specific: criminal act as t.-. :
'aﬁecte a single victim, ‘whether a person or house-

hold. In criminal® acts against persons, the n\umber‘v
of victimizations is determined by the number of -

~.,‘ vncnms of such dctq Efnch crlmmal act agalnst a '

,0'

“persons are regarded as ‘‘vi ,
either of two criteria: (1) They personally experi-

‘in.some cases, to re-

“household is dssumed fo involve a single victim,
: SO,

the affected household. S
Victimization rate—For crimes against per-
sons, the victimization rdte, a measure Of OCCur-

_rence among population groups at risk, is compul-

ed on the basis of the number of v1ct|m|zat|0ns

per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over. ,For e
_crimes against households, victimization rates“are -

calculated on the basis of the number of v1cnm|—

zations per 1,000 households. :
Victimized—For the purpase of thlq report,

‘victimized'" if they meet

enced one or more of ‘the following criminal vic-
timizations during .the 12 months prior. to the
month -of interview: rape, -personal robbery, as-
sault, or personal larceny. Or, (2) they are mem-
bers of a household that experienced one or more

of the following criminal victimizations during the
same time frame: burglary, household larceny, or
. motor vehlcle theft,
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us. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE . :
‘LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTAN"E ADMINISTRATlONv

‘ USER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

. Buffalo: Publlc Attitudes About Crlme
‘ NCJ-46236, “D-—NCS-—C—Z‘I

Dear Reader: : ' .
The. Law Enforcement Assrsta(tce Administration is mterested in your comments and suggestlons

about this | report We have provided this form for whatever opmlons you wish to express about it. Please
cut out both of these pages, staple-titem together on one corner, and fold so that the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration address appears on the outside. After foldmg, use tape to seal closed No o

postage stamp is necessary.

', > Thank you for your help.

. For what purpose did you use this rebort?f

0

!

. For that porpose; the report— (] Met most of my needs (] Met some of my needs D Met none of my needs

. How will this report be useful to you?

O pata source 8 . 1 other .(p,/ease’specify J » ‘

(7 Téaching material T

O Reference for article or report 0J witi not be usefuf to me (please explain)

7] General information . . B - : ST -
¥ ; S

[ criminal justice program piari“ﬁing SR

.- Which parts of the report, if any, were'défficult to understand or use? How eoqiq they be improved?

“ : ’ L B i L B P

§ g ’ : ;
v : : ERCAR TR L
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6. Are there ways this report could be improved that you have not mentioned?

- 7. Please suggest other topics you-would like to see addressed in future analytic reports using National Cnme
Survey victimization and/or attitude data. ‘

[
i\‘
8!'1) what capacity did you use this report?’
m:ri.l Researcher’ ‘ o I a
-G Educator - ’\\ : : R : =

'_DStudent L

: tl Crlmmal |ustlce agency empioyee

BT Government other than crlmmal ‘ustlce Specn"y ’

: DOthor Speclfy

o
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9, If you used this report asa governmental employee, please indicate the level of government,

) Federal
3 state

O County

O City

1 other - Specify

R

- 10.-If you used this report as a criminal justwe agency employee, please mdlcate the sector in which you work.

3 Law enforcement {potice}

0 Legal sepvices and prosecution
[ public or private defense sen;’lées
O Courts or; tourt adminis&ratioe

E] Probation.

D Corrections
[ Pari’u’fe .
O Cnmmai justice plannmg agency

[ other cnmmal justice agency - Speczfy type

1 1 Hf you used this report as a criminal justlce employee, please mdtcate the type of posmon you hold.

\\ Mark all that apply.

oy

\.] Agency or institution administrator

-
e acaa

? General program planner/evaluator/analyst
; 3} Budget planner/evaluatorfanatyst
\\ QOperations or management planner/evaluator/analyst

1\

HY

O Program or project manager

[ statistician

[ ather - 3pecify

12 AJ\ditional comments

N,

)

o

ot

o
&
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OPTIONAL _ e , ,
|Name . - Telephone

Number and street ’ ;

~ s § , : > - ,

icity > : ; State ZIP Code ~ C

- art i’

(Fold here)

~U.S/ DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE ‘
Law Enforcement Assistance Admimslrauon . . o 7
Washington,.D.C. 20531
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Director, Statistics Division

Naticnal Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Semce
Law Enforceament Assistance Admlmslrahon

U.S. Department of Justice

Washington, D.C. 20531
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. SD-NCS-C-27
NCJRS REGISTRATION o

b 'I’he National Criminal Jusﬁce Reference Semce (NCIRS) abstracis documents published in the criminal justice field, Persons

R who are repgistered with the Reference Service receive announcements of documents in their stated fields of interest and order

h ‘, forms for free copies of LEAA and NCJISS publications. If you are not registered with the Reference Service,and wish to be,

T4 please provide your name and mailing address below ani chieck the appropsiate box,

b Name Telaphone < ‘ %
AL ‘ ( 0 Pleasesend mea
) ~ : ) NCJRS registration
Number and street (\ \ torm.
. e
- s O Pleasa dand me the
City stata ZIP Code reports listed

: (Fold hute)

L CY i
L P

: o
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE -
" Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
‘W w§|hinglon, D.C, 20531 o

2 POSTAGE AND FEES PAID

; U.5. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

E_E i

‘0 i

0
~,3 ' User Services Department 2

g National Criminal Justice Reference Service

=4 Law Enforcement Assistance Administration .

© U.S. Department of Justice

; Box 6000 '

: . -Rockville, Maryland 20850 -

A

- (Fold-here)

&)

If you wish 1o receive coples of any of the National Criminal Jugtice Information and Statistics
Service reports, please list them’ below and include your name and address In the space provided above
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National Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Service Reports

Single copies are available at rio charge from the National -~ -
Criminal Justice Reference Service, Box 6000, Rocky’ ‘He; Md,
20850. Multiple copies are for sale by the Superintendent of
Documerits, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washlngton, D.C.

. 20402

- Victimization Surveys

_.Criminal Victimlzatlon in the United States (annual);
= A Comparison of 1976 and 1977 Findings, Advance Repom NCJ-
52983
“y *-A Comparjson’ of 1975 and 1976 Findings, NCJ-44132
A Comparison of 1974 and 1975 Findings, NCJ-39548
A Comparison of 1973 and 1974 Findings, NCJ-34391
1976 (final report), NCJ-49543
1975, NCJ-44593
1974, NCJ-39467
1973, NCJ-34732
The Cost of Negligence: Losses froin Preventable Burglaries,
NCJ-53527 .

Crlmlnal Victimization Surveys in
Boston, NCJ-34818 -

- Buttalo, NC.-34820
Cincinnati, NCJ-34819
Houston, NC.J-34821
Miami, NCJ-34822

New Orleans, NC.J-34825
Oakland, NCJ-34826
Pittsburgh, NCJ-34827

San Diego, NCJ-34828

San Francisco, NCJ-34829
Milwaukee, NCJ-34823 Washington, D.C. NCJ-34830
Minneapolis, NCJ-34824 (final report, 13 vols.)

Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 American Cities
{summary report, 1 vol.), NCJ-18471

Public Attitudes About Crime:
Boston, NCJ-46235
Butfalo, NCJ-46236
Cincinnati, NCJ-46237

- Houston, NC.J-46238
Miami; NCJ-46239
‘Halwaukee, NCJ-46240
Minneapolis, NC.J-46241

Criminal Victimization Sisrveys in Chicago, Detroit, Los Angeles,
New York, and Philadeiphia: A Cemparison of 1972 and 1974
Findings, NCJ-36360 . .

Criminal Victimization Surveys in the Nation's Five Lorgest Ci-
ties: National Crime Panel Surveys in‘Chicago, Detroit, Los

=: - Angeles; New York, and -Philadelphia, 1972, NCJ-16909

Criminal Victimization Surveys in Eight American Cities: A Com-
‘parison of 19744/72 and 1974/75 F‘ndmgs—Natxonal Crime Sur-
veys in’ Allanta. Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark,
Portiand, and.St. Louis, NCJ-36361 :

New Orleans, NCJ-46242
Oakland, NCJ-46243
Pittsburgh, NCJ-46244

-San Diego, NC.J-46245

San Francisco, NCJ-46246 . .
Washington, D,C., NCJ-46247
(final report, 13 vols.)

‘Crimes and Victims: A Repoit on the Dayton-San.Jose Pilot Sur-

vey of Victimization, NCJ-013314

Applications of the National Crime, Survey
Victimization and Attitude Data:" )
Public Opinion About Crime: The Attitudes of Victims and. \Ion-
victims in. Selected Cities, NCJ-41336 B
Local Victim Surveys: A Review of the {ssues, NCJ-39973
The Police .and Public Opinion: An Analysis ofVictimization and.
‘ Attitude Data from. 13 American Cities, NCJ-42018
; ‘An Introdiction to the National Crime Survey, NCJ-43732°
Comp ting Victims of Violent Crime: Potenuat Costs and
Loverage of a-National Program, NCJ-43387
* Crime Against Persons’in Urban, Suburband and Rural Areas: A

o

Comparative Analysis of Victimization Hateﬁ NCJ-53551 =

Mational Prisoner Statistlcs !
o Cnpllll Punishment (annual): -
" '~1978 advance report, NCJ-
1977 (final report), NCJ-49657
Prisoners in State and Federal insmuﬁons (annual):
December 31, 1978, advance report, NCJ- N
December:31, 1977 (firial report), NCJ-52701 -
- Census of State Correctional Facilities, 1974:
“ Advarce Report, NCJ-25642
Survey of Inmates of .Stute. Correctional Facllmes, 1974:
-~ Advance Report, NCJ-34267 : "
;- Census of-Prisoners in State Correcﬂonal Faclmies, 1973 NCJ-
34720

The Nl(lon s Jnils. A'reportion the census of ]auls lrom the 1972
’Survey of Inmates, of Local Jalls, NCJ-15067 :
Survey of Inm-ta of ‘Local Jails 1972. AdVance R¢porl NCJ-13313

i

- Uniform Parole neparﬁs S @
P-role in the United States; 1976 'an,d 1977, NCJ-49702

&

5

‘A,\r i}

)

Children in Custody: »
Juvenile Detention and Correctional Facility Census
Advance Report, 1975 census; NCJ-43528
Advance Report. 1974 census, NCJ-38820
Final Report, 1973 census, NCJ-44777
Final Report, 1971 census, NCJ-13403
Mytﬁ‘and Realities About Crime: A Nontechnical Presentaticn
‘of Selected lrformation from the National Prisoner Statistics
* Program and the NatiohalCrime Survey, NCJ-46249

State Court Caseioad Statistics: <
The State of the Art, NCJ-46934 =,
Advance Annual Report, 1975, NCJ-51884 )
Annual Report, 1975, NCJ-51885 7
National Survey of Court Organlzalion R
1977 Supplement o State"Judicial Systems, NCJ- 40022
1975 Supplement to State Judicial Systems. NCJ-29433
1971 (full report), NCJ- 11427

State and: Local Probation and Parole Systems, NCJ-41335

State and Local Prosecution and Civil Attorney Systems, NCJ-
41334

Trends in Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal
Justice System, 1971-76 (annual), NCJ-45685

Expenditure and Employment Dala for the Criminat Justice
System (annual)
1977 advance report, NCJ-50847
1976 final report, NCJ-44588

Criminal Justice Agencies in Region

. Conn.,.Maine, Mass., NH.,RI, Vi,

. NJ., NY., NCJ-17931

:Del., D.C., Md., Fa., Va., W. Va., NCJ-17932

. Ala,, Ga., Fla,; Ky., Mvss N.C, S C., Tenn., NCJ-17933

< ik, Ind Mlch Minn., Ohlo Ws NCJ 17934

: Ark La N. Mex Okla,, Tex., NCJ 17935

: lowa, Kans‘. Mo., Nebr,, NCJ~17936

.- Cofo., Mont., N..Dak., S. Dak., Utah, Wyo.. NCJ-17937

. Ariz., Calif., Hawaii, Nev,, NCJ-15151

10: Alaska, Idaho, Oreg., Wash., NCJ-17938

Dictlonar_y of Criminal Jiistice Data Terminology:

Ters:-3 and Definitions Proposed for Interstate and Nalional
Data Collection and Exchange, NCJ-36747-
Program Piz™ for Statistics, 1977-81, NCJ-37811 .

Utilization of Crirninal Justice Statistics Project:
Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics 1977 {annual), NCJ-
38821
Public Opinion Regarding Crime, Cnmmal Juslice, and Related:
Topics. NCJ-17419
New Directions in Processing of Juvenile OtfenderS' The Denver
Model, NCJ-17420
Who Gets Detained? An Empirical Analysis of the Pre-
Adjudicatory Detention of Juveniles in Denver, NCJ-17417
Juvenile Dispositions: Social and Legal Factors Relatéd fo the
Processing of Denver Delinquency Cases, NCJ-17418
Offender-Based Transacticn Statistics: New Directions in Data
Collection and Reporting, NCJ-29645
Sentencing of California Felony. Offenders, NCJ-29646
The Judicial Processing of Assault and Burglary Gitenders m
Selected California Counties, NCJ-29644
Pre-Adjudicatory Detention in Three Juvenile Courts, NCJ-34730
Delinquency Dispositions: An Empirical Analysis of Processmg
Decisions jn Three Juvenile Courts, NC.J-34734 g
The Patterns and Distribution of Assault Incident
Characteristics Among Social Areas, NCJ-40025
Patterns of Robbery Characteristics and Their Occurrence
Among Social Areas, NCJ-40026
Crime-Specific Analysis:
The Characteristics of Burglary Incidents, NCJ~42093
An Empirical Examination of Burglary
Offender Characteristics, NCJ-43131
An Empirical Examination of Burglary$.
Offenders.and Oﬂense Characteristits,
NCJ-42476
Sources of National Crimiinal Justice Stetistics:
An Annotated Bibliography, NCJ-45006 :
L “Federaj Criminal Sentencing: Perspectives of Analyu.,dmﬂ a
Design for Research, NCJ-33683
Variations in Federal Criminal Sentences:

NCJ-17930
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A Statistical Assessment at the National Level, NCJ-33684 . .4 -«

Federal Sentencing Patterns: 4 Study of Geographpcal
Variations, NGJ-33685 - 4
Predicting Senlences in Federal Couns‘ .
The Feasibility of a Natiopal Sentencing Polu,y, NCJ-3368F.
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