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Preface 

Since early in the 1970's, victimization surveys 
have been carried out under the National Crime 
Survey (NCS) program to provide insight into the 
impact of crime on American society. As 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, complementing data resources already on 
hand for purposes of planning, evaluation, and 
analysis. Based on representative sampling of 
households and commercial establishments, the 
program has had two major elements, a continu­
ous national survey and separate surveys in 26 
central cities across the Nation. 

Based on a scientifically designed sample of 
housing units within e:fch jurisdiction, the city 
surveys had a twofold purpose: the asseSSment of 
public attitudes about crime and related ~atters 

and the development of information on the extent 
and nature of residents' experiences with selected 
forms of criminal victimization. The attitude ques­
tions were asked of the occupants of a random 
half of the housing units selected for the victimi­
zation survey. In order to avoid hiasing respond­
ents' answers to the attitude questions, this part 
of the survey was administered before the victimi­
zation questions. Whereas the attitude questions 
were asked of persons age 16 and over, the vic­
timization survey applied to individuals age 12 
and over. Because the attitude questions were 
designed to elicit personal opinions and percep­
tions as· of the date of the interview, it was not 
necessary to associate a particular time frame 
wi th this portion of the survey, even though some 
queries made reference to a period of time 
preceding the survey. On the other hand, the vic­
timization questions referred to a fixed time 
frame-the 12 months preceding the month of in­
terview-and respondents were asked to recall 
details concerning their experiences as victims of 
one or more of the following crimes, whether 
completed or attempted: rape, personal robbery, 
assault, personal larceny, burglary, household 
larceny, and motor vehicle theft. In addition, in­
formation about burglary and robbery of business­
es and certain other organizations was gathered 
by means of a victimization survey of commercial 

establishments, conducted separately from the 
household survey. A previous pUblication, Crimi­
nal Victimization Surveys in Cincinnati (1977), 
provided comprehensive coverage of results from 
both the household and commercial victimization 
surveys. 

Attitudinal information presented in this report 
was obtained from interviews with the occupants 
of 4,810 housing units (8,759 residents age 16 and 
over), or 96.4 percent of the units eligible for in­
terview. Results of these interviews were inflated 
by means of a multistage weighting procedure to 
produce estimates applicable to all residents age 
16 and over and to demographic and social suh­
groups of that population. Because they derived 
from a survey rather than a complete census, 
these estimates are subject to sampling error. 
They also are subject to response and processing 
errors. The elfects of sampling error or variahility 
can be accurately determined in a carefully de­
signed survey. In this report, analytical 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 
the differences did not result solely from sampling 
variability. Estimates based on zero or on about 

. 10 or fewer sample cases were considered unrelia­
ble and were not used in the analysis of survey 
results. 

The 37 data tables in Appendix I of this report 
are organized in a sequence that generally corre­
sponds to the analytical discussion. Two technical 
appendixes and a glossary follow the data tables: 
Appendix II consists of a facsimile of the survey 
questionnaire (Form NCS 6), and Appendix 1Il 
supplies i'nformation on sample design and size, 
the estimation procedure, reliability of estimates, 
and significance testing; it also contains standard 
error tables. 

IMPORTANT 

We have provided an 'Jvaluation form at the end of this 
publication. It will asslat us In improving future reports if 
you complete and return it at your convenience. It Is a 
self-mailing form and needs no stamp. 
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Crime and attitudes 

During the 1960's, the President's Commission 
on Law Enforcement and Administration of Jus­
tice observed that "What America does about 
crime depends ultimately upon how Americans 
see crime. . . . The lines along which the Nation' 
takes specific action against crime will be those 
that the public believes to be the necessary 
ones." Recognition of the importance of societal 
perceptions about crime prompted the Commis­
sion to authorize several public opinion surveys 
on the matter. 1 In addition (0 measuring the degree 
of concenl 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, attitude surveys can 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 public 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 (NCS) program, it 
became possible to conduct large-scale attitudinal 
surveys addressing these and other issues, there­
by enabling individuals to participate in appraising 
the status of public safety in their communities. 

Based on data from a 1974 attitudinal survey, 
this report analyzes the responses of Cincinnati 
residents to questions covering four topical areas: 
crime trends, fear of crime, residential problems 
and lifestyles, and local police performance. 
Certain questions, relating to household activities, 
were asked of only one person per household '(the 
"household respondent"), whereas others were 
administered to all persons age 16 and over ("in­
dividual respondents"), including the household 
respondent. Results were obtained for the total 
measured population and for several demographic 
and social subgroups. 

IPresident's Commission on Law Enforcement and Adminis­
tration of Justice. The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, February 
1967, pp. 49-53. 

Conceptually, the survey incorporated ques­
tions pertaining to behavior as well as opinion. 
Concerning behavior, for example, each respond­
ent for a household was asked where its 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 leaving 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 relating to crime. These persons 
were asked for viewpoints on subjects such as 
crime tr~nds 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 intervie.wers were in­
structed to probe for answers matching those on 
the questionnaire. 

Although the attitude survey has provided a 
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 safer. 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 ,they may influence behavior, 
bring about changes in certain routine activities, 
affect household security measures, or result in 
pressures on local authorities to improve police 
services. 

The relationship between victimization experi­
ences and attitudes is a recurring theme in the. 
analytical section of this report. Information con­
cern-ing such experiences was gathered with sepa­
rate questionnaires, Forms NCS 3 and 4, used in 
administering the victimization component of the 
survey. Victimization survey results appeared in 
Criminal Victimization Surveys in Cincinnati 



(1977), which also contains 'a detailed description 
of the survey-measured crimes, a discussion of 
the limitations of the central city surveys, and 
facsimiles of Forms NCS 3 and 4. For the pur­
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, assau It, and per­
sonal larceny. Similarly, members of households 
that experienced one or more of three types of 
offenses-burglary, household larceny, and motor 
vehicle theft-were categorized as victims, These 
crimes are defined in the glossary, Persons who 
experienced crimes other than those measured by 
the program, or who were victimized by any of 
the relevant offenses olltside of the 12-month ref­
erence period, were classified as "not victimi­
zed." Limitations inherent in the victimization 
survey-that may have affected the accuracy of 
distinguishing victims from non victims-resulted 
from the problem of victim recall (the differing 
ability of respondents to remember crimes) and 
from the phenomenon of telescoping (the tenden­
cy of some respondents to 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
dence; these may have had little or no effect in 
the formation' of ;attitudes about local matters. 

Despite the difficulties in distinguishing precise­
ly between victims and nonvictims, it was deemed 
important to explore the possibility that being a 
victim of crime, irrespective of the level of seri­
ousness or the frequency of occurrence, has an 
impact on behavior and attitudes. Adopting a 
simple dichotomous victimization experience vari­
able-victimized and not victimized-for purposes 
of tabulation and analysis also stemmed from the 
desirability of attaining the highest possible de­
gree of statistical reliability, even at the cost of 
using these broad categories. Ideally, the victim 
category should have distinguished the type or se­
riousness of crimes, the recency of the events, 
and/or the number of offenses sustained.2 Such a 
procedure seemingly would have yielded more 
refined measures of the effects of crime upon atti­
tudes. By reducing the number of sample cases on 
which estimates were based, however, such a sub­
categorization of victims would have weakened the 

2Survey results presented in this report contain attitudinal 
data furnished by the victims of "series victimizations" (see 
glossary). 

2 

statistical validity of comparisons between the vic­
tims and nonvictims. 



Summary 

Many Cincinnati residents indicated that they 
Were fearful of visiting parts of the metropolitan 
area at night, felt threatened when out alone in 
their neighborhoods at night, and had changed or 
limited their activities because of the fear of 
crime. Consistent with this fearfulness, a large 
number of Cincinnatians held the impression that 
crime was on the upswing, both in their neighbor­
hoods and nationally, and that their chances of 
personal attack had increased over the past year 
or two. In a seeming contradiction, however, rela­
tively few persons suggested that crime risk was a 
paramount influence with regard to where they 
chose to live, where they shopped for food or 
general merchandise, or where and how often 
they sought ollt-of-home entertainment. Despite 
the relatively small effect of crime on behavior as 
registered by these findings, nearly two-fifths of 
the respondents claimed that they had changed or 
limited their activities in some manner because of 
crime. 

Opinions about crime and its effects varied 
across subgroups of the population. For instance, 
whereas whites were somewhat more prone than 
blacks to express apprehension about visiting 
those parts of the metropolitan area they had rea­
son to enter, blacks were much more likely to 
fear being out alone in their neighborhoods at 
night and to claim they had limited or changed 
their activities because of the crime risk. Nearly 
three-fifths of all women felt unsafe when out 
alone in their neighborhoods at night, compared 
with only 22 percent of males. 

The age of residents had telling response ef­
fects, particularly with regard to fear of crime, in 
that older persons claimed to be more intimidated 
than younger ones. The experience of having 
been victimized in the past year was strongly re­
lated to a perceived increase in the probability of 
victimization, to a fear of visiting parts of the 
metropolitan area at night, and to the opinion that 
a neighborhood was dangerolls enough to war­
rant moving away. 

In spite of their concerns about crime, Cincin­
natians generally were positive about local police 
performance. Slightly over half thought the police 
were doing a good job, and 35 percent said per­
formance was average. However, there were no­
table evaluative variations among the population 
groups under study, as well as contrasts in opin-

ion on ways that police performance could be 
improved. 

3 
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Chart A. Summary findings about crime trends 

Direction 
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(Table 1) 

Direction 
of neighborhood crime 
(Table 2) 

Comparative 
neighborhood safety 
(Table 3) 

General identity 
of offenders 
(Table 4) 

c.'1::.nces 
of being victimized 
(Table 5) 

Crime as portrayed 
by news media 
(Table 6) 

Increased 
Same 

Decreased 

Increased 
Same 

Decreased 

Less safe 
Average 

Safer 

Outsiders 
Neighbors 

Don't know 

Increased 
Same 

Decreased 

More serious 
Same 

Less serious 

19 

60 
PERCENT 

70 '80 

Chart B. Summary findings about fear of crime 
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Chart C. Summary findings about residential problems 
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Chart D. Summary findings about police performance 
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Crime trends 

This section of the report deals with the percep­
tions of Cincinnati residents with respect to na­
tional and community crime trends, personal safe­
ty, and the accuracy with which newspapers and 
television were thought to be reporting the crime 
problem. The findings were drawn from Data Ta­
bles I through 6, found in Appendix I. The rele­
vant questions, appearing in the facsimile of the 
survey instrument (Appendix II) are 9a, 9c, lOa, 
12, 15a, and 15b; each question was asked of per­
sons age 16 and over. 

u.s. crime trends 

A large proportion of Cincinnati residents were 
of the opinion that crime in the United States had 
increased over the preceding year or two. Sixty­
eight percent of the residents suggested that na­
tional crime was trending upw.ard, and a much 
smaller proportion (19 percent) said crime levels 
had remained about the same. Among those who 
gave an opinion about the trend in crime, the 
smallest proportion (8 percent) indicat~d it was 
downward. Five percent said they didn't know 
what direction the trend had taken. 

Neighborhood crime trends 

In contrast to opinions about national crime 
trends, the largest number of respondents (45 per­
cent) thought neighborhood crime levels were 
unchanged over the past year or two, whereas 
about one-third concurred that crime was on the 
upswing and 8 percent thought there had been a 
decrease. Blacks were more inclined than whites 
{J3 vs. 6 percent) to have estimated a decrease in 
neighborhood crime levels. Victims were much 
more likely than non victims to have suggested 
community crime was up, and the latter were 
more apt to believe that crime levels were about 
the same. 

Cincinnati residents were somewhat more posi­
tive in their assessment of neighborhood crime 
when the question was couched in comparative 
terms. Nine in every 10 rated the crime situation 
near home as average or better than in other city 
neighborhoods, with nearly half believing their 
vicinities were less or much less dungerous. Some 
meaningful response variation among demograph­
ic and victim groups was in evidence. Whereas 
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women were more likely than men to describe the 
crime problem in their communities as average, 
the lattter were more prone to consider it as less 
or murh less dangerous. Proportionally, more 
whites than blacks (51 vs. 38 percent) reported 
their communities were less or much less danger­
ous, and blackG were more likely than whites (53 
vs. 39 percer~) to have indicated their communi­
ties were about average. Age of respondents did 
not appear to be strongly related to the assess­
ment ,of crime; nevertheless, persons age 16-24 
were more apt than those 25 and over to have 
said their communities were more or much more 
dangerous (14 vs. 7 percent). Victims were more 
likely than nonvictims (13 vs. 7 percent) to assess 
their neighborhoods as more or much more dan­
gerous relative to others in the city. 

Who are the offenders? 

The largest proportion of the popUlation (38 
percent) said persons living outside the immediate 
vicinity committed most crimes in the community, 
whereas 27 percent blamed persons living in the 
neighborhood and 7 percent indicated the offenses 
were committed equally by outsiders and local 
residents. However', nearly I in 4 persons said 
they did not know where the perpetrators of 
neighborhood crime lived. Residents age 34 or 
younger were' more likely than persons 35 and 
over (37 vs. 19 percent) to have implicated neigh­
bors. Victims of crime, who can be presumed to 
have been more knowledgeable of offenders' 
identities because of their personal involvement 
with crime, were not only more likely than non­
victims to have an opinion about where the of­
fenders lived but also selected neighborhood resi­
dents at a considerably higher rate than did non­
victims (36 vs. 23 percent). Nonvictims were 
slightly more inclined to identify outsiders (39 vs. 
36 percent). 

Chances of personal victimization 

Although only a third of residents felt that 
crime in their neighborhoods had risen, a substan­
tially higher proportion of the popUlation (53 per­
cent) thought their chances of being attacked or 
robbed had increased in the past year or two; only 
8 percent believed they had decreased. Relatively 
more women than men (57 vs. 47 percent) sug­
gested their chances of incurring personal attack 
had increased, whereas men were likelier to esti-



mate that the probability had remained stable or 
. dropped. 

Whiles were more apt than blacks (54 vs. 48 
percent) to have felt an increase in the chances of 
victimization, and a slightly larger proportion of 
blacks than whites thought there had been a de­
crease (10 vs. 7 percent). Victims were more like­
ly than nonvictims (59 vs. 50 percent) to have es­
timated an increase in the probability of assault or 
robbery. Proportionally fewer persons age 16-19 
than those of other ages or in any other popula­
tion group studied indicated their chances of at­
tack had gone up. 

Crime and the media 

Additional insight into perceptions about crime 
was provided by respondents' assessments of the 
seriousness of the problem relative to newspaper 
and television accounts. More Cincinnatians ac­
cepted than rejected the validity of media cover­
age (53 vs. 43 percent). Of those disagreeing with 
media reports, 32 percent thought the crime prob­
lem was more serious and 11 percent believed it 
was less serious. There were few meaningful dif­
ferences of opinion among the population groups 
examined in rating the accuracy of media presen­
tations; for example, only about 7 percentage 
points separated the relative number of victims 
and non victims who perceived the .crime problem 
as more serious than portrayed. 
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Fear of crime 

Among other things, results covered thus far 
have shown that many residents of Cincinnati be­
lieved crime had increased over the years leading 
up to the survey, and, in addition, "felt their own 
chances of being attacked or robbed had risen. 
Whether or not they feared for their personal 
safety is a matter treated in this section of the 
report. Also examined is the impact of the fear of 
crime on activity patterns and on considerations 
regarding changes of residence. Survey questions 
Ila, lIb, llc, Ba, 13b, 16a, 16b, and 16c-a1l 
asked of persons age 16 and over-and Data Ta­
bles 7 through 18 are referenced here. 

Crime as a deterrent to mobility 

Some 84 percent of the measured population 
said they were not afraid of going to those parts 
of the Cincinnati metropolitan area they had rea­
sons for visiting during the day, and a smaller, 
although substantial, majority (66 percent) so indi­
cated with respect to nighttime. 3 For both time 
periods, males, blacks, and non victims were more 
likely than their counterparts to indicate they 
were unafraid of entering those parts of the area 
they had reason to visit. As could be anticipated, 
young persons (age 16-24) were more likely than 
older ones to indicate they were unafraid to visit 
parts of the metropolitan area during the day. 
Unexpectedly, however, residents in the eldest 
age category expressed fearlessness about night­
time movement in proportionally greater numbers 
than younger persons. This possibly stemmed 
from the more limited needs for movement by the 
older persons. 

Neighborhood safety 

Residents provided the means for evaluating 
feelings about personal safety when out alone in 
their neighborhoods during the day or at night by 
reporting w"ether they felt very safe, reasonably 

31t should be noted that the source questions for data cov­
ered in this section (Questions 13a and 13b) referred to places 
in the metropolitan area where the respondent needed or de­
sired to enter. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that high risk 
places, those most highly feared, were excluded from consid­
eration by many respondents. Had the questions applied un­
conditionally to all sectors of the area, the pattern of respon­
ses no doubt would have been different. 

safe, somewhat unsafe, or very unsafe. A majori­
ty said they felt very or reasonably safe during 
either time period, although the proportion so in­
dicating was considerably higher for the day (94 
percent) than for night (58). 

With respect to the question about daytime 
safety, intergroup response variations chiefly were 
between the very and reasonably safe categories, 
and the proportions of respondents who picked 
those two responses were high for all groups un­
der study, ranging from 82 percell I of black fe­
males age 65 and over to virtually all males of ei­
ther race under age 65. The race-sex group least 
likely to report feeling safe was composed of 
black females; in fact, for each age group 20 and 
over, the proportion of black women who indicat­
ed they felt secure was lower than the corre­
sponding percentage for white women or for men 
of either race. 

In addition to the lower proportions of residents 
who indicated they felt very or reasonably safe 
when out alone in their neighborhoods at night as 
compared with the day, there were other major 
differences in the dispersion of responses for the 
question about nighttime safety. For one, there 
was a much wider range in the relative number of 
resit:~nts who claimed to fee! very and reasonably 
safe when out alone at night-from 92 percent of 
black males age 20-24 to only about I in 4 black 
females age 50 and over. In other words, and un­
like the findings with respect to the matter of day­
time safety, there were a number of population 
subgroups for which a majority of the members 
felt unsafe when out alone in their neighborhoods 
at night. 

Age and sex were the demographic characteris­
tics that most clearly distinguished respondents 
who felt safe at night from those who did not. 
Approximately two-thirds of all persons under age 
50 said they did not feel at risk, and about half of 
those age 50-64 felt likewise. In contrast, a major­
ity of those age 65 and over indicated they felt 
threatened .when out alone in their communities at 
night, a result that held for three of the four race­
sex groups, the exception being white males age 
65 and over, a three-fifths majority of whom indi­
cated they felt safe. Overall, almost 4 out of 5 
males said they did not consider themselves to be 
threatened when out alone at night, whereas more 
than half (57 percent) of all females reported sen­
sing they were at risk; in this regard, response 
differences between the sexes were significant at 
each age level. 



The black population was almost equally divid­
ed between those who reported feeling safe and 
those who did not, but more than half (61 percent) 
of all white residents said they did not feel threat­
ened when out alone in their neighborhoods at 
night. However, appreciable response differences 
between the races were limited to individuals in 
the three age groups between 25 and 64 years. As 
was true for the findings concerning daytime, vic­
timization experience had no apparent influence 
on feelings about personal safety when out alone 
in the neighborhood at night. 

Crime as a cauee for moving away 
Residents who had stated they felt somewhat or 

very unsafe when out alone in the vicinity of their 
home during day or night provided additional in­
formation about the extent of fear caused by 
neighborhood crime by indicating whether or not 
the danger was sufficient for them to consider 
moving elsewhere. Negative responses were given 
by four-fifths. Victims were considerably more 
inclined than non victims (26 vs. 13 percent) to 
indicate they would consider moving because of 
the crime problem, as were persons age 20-49 
compared with other age groups. Although the 
magnitude of differences was small, males were 
more likely than females (22 vs. 16 percent),4 and 
blacks more so than whites (20 vs. 17), to have 
thought about moving because of crime. 

Crime as a cause 
for activity modification 

Another indicator of the extent of crime-in­
duced fear was provided by questions concerning 
behavioral changes brought about among people 
in general and persons in the neighborhood, as 
well as by the respondents personally. Some four­
fifths expressed the belief that people in general 
were limiting or changing their activities because 
of fear of crime, but far fewer (53 percent) 
thought persons living iii their neighborhood were 
doing so. There was a further reduction in posi-

4Based on responses shown in /Jdta Table 15, this observa­
tion is somewhat misleading because the source question was 
asked only of persons who said they felt unsafe during day­
time and/or nighttime. Totaling 42 percent of the relevant pop­
ulation. individuals who werc asked the qucstion included 22 
percent of all males, contrasted with 57 percent of all females. 
Thus, 7 percent of the total population age 16 and over-in­
cluding 5 percent of males and 9 percent of females-said they 
had seriously considered moving. 

tive responses when attention focused on the 
behavior of the respondents themselves: 38 per­
cent said that crime had caused them to alter their 
activities, and well over half (61 percent) indicat­
ed they had not modified their behavior. 

More detailed analysis of the population groups 
represented in the survey revealed significant vari­
ations in the proportions of respondents claiming 
to have limited or changed their behavior. 
Proportionally, more women than men (46 vs. 29 
percent) indicated they limited their activities, and 
the differences held at each age level. Blacks were 
more !ikely than whites (47 vs. 35 percent) to 
have admitted behavior changes stemming from a 
fear of crime; here, too, the response differences 
held for each age group. The proportion of per­
sons who said they had made behavioral changes 
appeared to increase with age, from 30 percent 
among individuals age 16-24 to about half of those 
age 65 and over, with the overall pattern of in­
crease holding for each of the four race-sex 
groups, although apparent differences between 
specific age groups were not necessarily signifi­
cant. Victims were somewhat more likely than 
nonvictims to have said they had limited or 
changed their activities (42 vs. 37 percent). 
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Residential problems 
and lifestyles 

The initial attitude survey questions were de­
signed to gather information about certain specific 
behavioral practices of Cincinnati householders 
and to explore perceptions about a wide range of 
community problems, one of which was crime. As 
indicated in th~ section entitled "Crime and Atti­
tudes," certain questions were asked of only one 
member of each household, known as the house­
hold respondent. Information gathered from such 
persons is trea,ted in this section of the report and 
found in Data Tables 19 through 26; the pertinent 
data were based on survey questions 2a through 
7b. In addition, the responses to questions 8a 
through 8f, relating to certain aspects of personal 
lifestyle, also are examined in this section; the 
relevant questions were asked of all household 
members age 16 and over, including the house­
hold respondent, and the results are displayed in 
Data Tables 27 through 30. As can be seen from 
the questionnaire, and unlike the procedure used 
in developing the information discussed in the two 
preceding sections of this report, the questions 
that served as a basis for the topics covered here 
did not reveal to, respondents that the develop­
ment of data on crime was the main purpose of 
the survey. 

Neighborh~od problems 
and selecting a home 

Of those Cincinnati residents who had moved in 
the past 5 years, only 1 percent indicated the most 
important criterion for selecting their present 
neighborhood was its presumed safety from 
crime, and relatively few said the most important 
reason for leaving their former place of residence 
was the problem of crime. Instead, the largest 
proportion of respondents (38 percent) indicated 
convenience stemming from location was the par­
amount motive for selecting the new area of resi­
dence, as well as for leaving the old one (22 per­
cent). No variations of consequence were record­
ed among the population groups in the extent to 
which safety from crime was cited as the major 
criterion for selecting a neighborhood. 

The overall level of satisfaction with neighbor­
hood conditions was high, 63 percent of the resi­
~c:\ts having indicated there was nothing they dis­
liked about their vicinity. Of the 36 percent who 
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said that neighborhood problems existed, the larg­
est proportion (28 percent) cited environmental 
matters, such as trash, noise, or overcrowding. 
Crime or problems with neighbors were men­
tioned relatively frequently, victims being more 
likely than non victims (21 vs. 16 percent) to have 
considered crime as the major problem. 

Of the six income groups examined. respond­
ents for households with annual family incomes 
of $15,000 to $24,999 were the least likely to have 
indicated that crime was the neighborhood prob­
lem of greatest concern. Also, it is of interest that 
the proportion of, members of families earning 
less than $3,000 who cited crime was not signifi­
cantly different from the corresponding percent­
age for those earning $2'i,000 or more. although it 
was substantially higher than the percentages for 
the intervening income groups. 

Food and merchandise 
shopping practices 

Cincinnati household respondents gave informa­
tion concerning where they preferred to do their 
major food and merchandise shopping. Almost 3 
in every 4 indicated they usually shopped for food 
within their neighborhood. Of the 1 in 4 who 
shopped outside the neighborhood, a negligible 
number of persons said that crime in the commu­
nity was the most important reason for doing so. 
The two most frequently mentioned causes were 
the lack of neighborhood food stores or the inade­
quacy of existing facilities. 

Concerning shopping for general merchandise, 
neighborhood or suburban areas were preferred 
by 61 percent of the household respondents, with 
a small fraction of these persons suggesting that 
crime was the most important motive for not shop­
ping downtown. Among the 37 percent who 
shopped downtown, the number who cited neigh­
borhood or suburban crime as the major reason 
for doing so was based on too few sample cases 
on which to base a'reliable estimate. Convenience 
was the overriding basis for a preference in shop­
ping sites. 

Entertainment practices 

As a measure of the effect of crime on behav­
ior, individual respondents gave information on 
the frequency with which they went out for enter­
tainment and the location they generally chose, 
whether within or outside the city. A 46 percent 



plurality indicated they had been going out for 
evening entertainment at about the same frequen­
cy for the past year or two, and 35 percent said 
they went out less frequently. Among those re­
porting less frequent entertainment activity out­
side the home, only 7 percent indicated the most 
important influence was crime; the most frequent 
response (22 percent) was related to finances. 
Except for age, the personal characteristics of 
respondents appeared to bear little if any relation­
ship to the feeling that crime was the major rea­
son for going out less often. Persons age 50 and 
over were more likely than younger individuals to 
limit the frequency of evening amusements be­
cause of a perceived crime threat. Only 3 percent 
of persons age 16-49 invoked crime as the primary 
reason for going out less, whereas 13 percent of 
the older age group so indicated. Victim experi­
ence was not related to reduced entertainment 
activity because of crime. 

A large majority Df Cincinnatians (69 percent) 
said they usually relied on facilities within the city 
for entertainment. Among those who customarily 
went outside the city limits for that purpose, the 
paramount reason was convenience (44 percent), 
crime in the city having been cited by only 4 per­
cent of the residents. 

II 



Local police performance 

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

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

Cincinnati residents were given the opportunity 
to rate the performance of their local police as 
good, average, or poor. More than half (53 per­
cent) of the population indicated the police were 
doing a good job,.and 35 percent said their work 
was average. Only 9 percent felt police perform­
ance was poor. 

Statistically significant differences were found 
among the performance evaluations given by the 
various demographic and victim groups under 
study. However, the magnitude of the differences 
between the ratings given by males and females 
were not of consequence. 

In contrast to the lack of meaningful response 
variations according to sex, the race and age 
groups provided well-defined distinctions. A much 
higher proportion of whites than blacks said the 
police were doing a good job (59 vs. 38 percent), 
blacks having been more prone than whites to rate 
the performance as poor (15 vs. 6) or avera&e (43 
vs. 32). Response differences between members 
of each race who rated performance as good held 
for each sex-age subgroup, except males age 65 
and over, for whom there was no significant dif­
ference between the relative frequency of that 
response; with respect to the "poor" ratings, 
however, differences between the percentages for 
members of the two racial groups held for the 
matching sex-age subgroups. 

The proportion of respondents who evaluated 
police performance as good increased with age, 
from a low of 34 percent for persons 16-19 to a 
high of 70 percent for those 65 and over. Con­
comittantly, there appeared to be a downward 
trend with increased age for the percent of aver­
age or poor ratings, although apparent differences 
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between categories were not statistically 'signifi­
cant in all instances. 

Relatively more victims than non victims indi­
cated police performance was average or poor. 
Therefore, proportionally more nonvictims than 
victims appraised the performance as good (57 vs. 
45. percent). 

How can the police improve? 

Overall, four-fifths of the respondents indicated 
improvement was needed in police performance. 
The ~agnitude of the difference between propor­
tions of males and females who saw a need for 
improvements was small, although statistically 
significant, and the same was true for the re­
sponses of blacks and whites. Victims were more 
likely than non victims to say that improvement 
was needed, and, of the six age categories, persons 
age 65 and over were least apt to have thought so. 

Respondents were asked to propose the most 
important need for enhancing local police per­
formance. 5 By far, the largest proportion of re­
sponses was for improved operational practices, 
followed by that for upgrading personnel re­
sources (47 vs. 30 percent). The smallest propor­
tion of recommendations concerned better com­
munity relations (14 percent). Among specific 
suggestions, the two most commonplace were that 
the force be enlarged and that more personnel be 
deployed in certain parts of the city or at certain 
times (24 and 22 percent). Other popular ones in­
cluded the poi ice being more prompt, responsive, 
and alert (15 percent) or more courteous (II). In­
creased traffic control was specified by the lowest 
proportion of residents (2 percent). 

There were important differences among popu­
lation groups regarding proposals for police im­
provement. Whites suggested betterments in the 
area of personnel resources more often than 
blacks (34 vs. 19 percent), whereas relatively 
more blacks than whites chose responses concern­
ing either the operational uses or community rc1a-

5For most of this discussion, the eight detailed response 
items covered in Question 14b were combined into three cate­
gories, as follows: community relations: (I) "Be more cour­
teous, improve altitude, community relations" and (2) "Don't 
discriminate." Operational practices: (I) "Concentrate on 
more important duties, serious crime, etc."; (2) "Be more 
prompt, responsive, alert"; (3) "Need more traffic control"; 
and (4) "Need more policemen of particular type (foot. car) in 
certain areas or at certain times." And, personnel resource~: 
(I) "Hire more policemen" and (2) "Improve training, raise 
qualifications or pay, recruitment policies." 



tions of the force. The preference of whites for 
improved personnel resources was significant at 
each age level, but that of blacks for changes in 
police operating practices centered only on per­
sons age 35 and older. Blacks in each age catego­
ry except the eldest were more likely than whites 
in the corresponding groups to have said that im­
proved community relations were paramount. 

Of the age groups examined, persons 16-19 
were least likely to suggest expansion or improve­
ments in police personnel-19 percent selected 
those types of responses; by contrast, the elderly 
were about twice as apt (40 percent) to have made 
such suggestions. This tendency among increas­
ingly older persons towards a greater interest in 
upgrading police personnel resources was evident 
for individuals of each race and sex, although the 
apparent differences between the percentages for 
persons in the intermediate age groups generally 
were not significant. Conversely, recommenda­
tions for more positive community relations 
ranged from a high of 22 percent among respond­
ents age 16-19 to a low of 5 percent for the eld­
est age group, and the apparent downward trend 
with increased age also held for each of the four 
race-sex subgroups, even though response varia­
tions between the intermediate age levels were 
generally insignificant. 

Relatively more females than males indicated 
that enhancements in the op~rational uses of the 
force were most important (51 vs. 44 percent). A 
nominally higher proportion of males than females 
suggested improving personnel resources, and a 
male preference for better community relations 
was also slight. 

Proportionally fewer victims than nonvictims 
(25 vs. 33 percent) suggested improving police 
personnel resources. Victims were somewhat 
more likely than nonvictims to desire modified 
operational practices or better police-community 
relations. 
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Appendix I 

Survey data tables 

The 37 statistical data tables in this appendix 
present the results of the Cincinnati altitudinal 
survey conducted early in 1974. They are organ­
ized topically, generally paralleling the report's 
analytical discussion. For each subject, the data 
tables consist of cross-tabulations of personal (or 
household) characteristics and the relevant re­
sponse categories. For a given popUlation group, 
each table displays the percent distribution of 
answers to a question. 

All statistical data generated by the survey are 
estimates that vary in their degree of reliability 
and are subject to variances, or errors, associated 
with the filct 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 III. As 
a general rule, however, estimates based on zero 
or on about 10 or fewer sample cases have been 
considered unreliable. Such estimates, qualified 
by footnotes to the data tables, were not used for 
analytical purposes in this report. 

Each data table parenthetically displays the size 
of the group for which a distribution of responses 
was calculated. As with the percentages, these 
base figures are estimates. On tables showing the 
answers of individual respondents (Tables 1-18 
and 27-37), the figures reflect an adjustment based 
on an independent post-Census estimate of the 
city's resident popUlation. For data from house­
hold respondents (Tables 19-26), the bases were 
generated solely by the survey itself. 

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 
questionnaire facsimile (Appendix II) 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 to 
furnish more than a single answer, the data tables 
reflect only the answer designated by the respond­
ent as beiilg the 1110st important one rather than 
all answers given. 

The first six data tables were used in preparing 
the "Crime Trends" section of the report. Tables 
7-18 relate to the topic "Fear of Crime;" Tables 
19-30 cover "Residential Problems and Life­
styles"; and the last seven tables display informa­
tion concerning" Local Police Performance." 
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~ Table 1. Direction of crime trends in the United States 
(Percent distribution of r~sp6nses for the population age 16 and over) 

Population characteristic Total Increased Same Decreased Don't know 

All persons (306,800) 100.0 68.0 18·7 7.9 5.3 

Sex 
Male (134,800) 100.0 66.0 19.4 10.1 4.5 
Female (172,000) 100.0 69.5 18.1 6.2 6.0 

Race 
White (224,600) 100.0 66.5 19·8 8.2 5.3 
mack (80,400) 100.0 72.3 15.3 7·1 5.2 
Other (1,700) 100.0 61.5 20.3 '1.9 '16.3 

Age 
63.6 24.6 6.9 4.9 

16-19 P3,5ool 100.0 
20-24 48,300 100.0 69.1 19.8 7·8 3.1 
25-34 P3,3oo 100.0 70.5 19.2 6.7 3.6 
35-49 55,700 100.0 67.5 18.6 7·8 6.0 
50-64 (63,000) 100.0 66.9 16.9 9.6 6.5 
65 and over (53,000) 100.0 69.0 15.4 8.1 7.4 

Victimization experience 
66.9 6.0 Not victimized (204~5OO) 100.0 18.7 8.2 

Victimized (102,300 100.0 70.1 18.5 7·3 4·0 

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

Table 2. Direction of crime trends in the neighborhood 

(Percent d.i stribution of responses for the populat:i.on age 16 and over) 

Haven't lived 
Population characteristic Total Increased Same Decreased here that long Don't know 

All persons (306,800) 100.0 32.8 45.2 7.7 5.9 8.2 
Sex 

Male (134,800) 100.0 31.0 46.8 8.6 6.1 7.3 
Female (172,000) 100.0 34.2 43.9 7.0 5.8 8.9 

Race 
White (224,600) 100.0 32.8 46·7 5.9 6.3 8.2 
mack (80,400) 100.0 33.0 41.3 12.8 4.9 8.1 
Other (1,700) 100.0 37.2 30.9 '10.0 18.2 '13.8 

Age 
16-19 (33,500) 100.0 33.7 44·9 10.4 6.5 4.5 
20-24 ~48,3oo~ 100.0 27.0 46.8 6.6 12·7 6.7 
25-34 53,300 100.0 31.9 44.2 7.1 8.5 8.2 
35-49 P5, 700 ~ 100.0 35.4 43·7 7·4 4.6 8.8 
50-64 63,000 100.0 36.0 44·1 8.4 2.6 8·7 
65 and over (53,000) 100.0 32.1 47.9 7·1 2.1 10.8 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (204~500) 100.0 28.7 49.2 7·8 4·9 9·3 
Victimized (102,300 100.0 41.0 37·3 '7.6 7.9 6.1 

NOTE: Data based on question 9a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Not available 

0.1 

'0.1 
'0.1 

'0.1 
'0.1 
'0.0 

'0.0 
'0.1 
'0.1 
'0.1 
'0.2 
'0.1 

'0.2 
'0.0 

Not available 

, O.J 

'0.1 
'0.1 

'0.1 
'0.0 
' 0.0 

'0.0 
'0.1 
'0.1 
'0.1 
'0.2 
'0.0 

'0.1 
'0.1 



Table 3. Comparison of neighborhood crime with other metropolitan area neighborhoods 
(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over) 

Much more More About Less Much less 
Population characteristic Totel dangerous dangerous average dangerous dangerous Not availabll,! 

All persons (306,800) 100.0 1.3 7.5 42.6 36.3 11.4 0.9 
Sex 

Mele (134,800) 100.0 1.2 8.2 38.5 38.8 12.4 0.9 
Femele (172,000) 100.0 1.4 7·0 45.9 34.3 10.6 1.0 

Race 
White t24,600) 100.0 1.2 7.8 39·0 37.8 13.4 0.8 
mack 80,400) 100.0 1.5 6.9 52.8 31.6 5.9 1.2 
Other 1,700) 100.0 ~O.O 12.0 40.4 49.5 ~4.3 ~ 3.8 

Age 

16..;t 9 (33. "Xl I 100.0 1.7 10.2 42.0 37.0 8.2 10.8 
20-24 r8,300 100.0 1.4 13.4 41.8 33.4 9.6 ~0.5 

25-34 53,300 100.0 1.3 7.9 43.3 36.9 10.1 '0.4 
35-49 55,700 100.0 1.5 6.0 44.8 35.5 11.4 1.0 
50-64 63,000 100.0 0.7 4.5 43.7 36.0 13.8 1.3 
65 and over (53,000) 100.0 1.4 5.3 39·7 39.0 13.3 1.4 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (204 500) 100.0 1.0 6.0 41.7 37·9 12.4 1.0 
Victimized (102,300) 100.0 1.9 10.6 44·5 33.0 9.2 0·7 

NOTE: Data cased on question 12. Detail may not add to totel because of rounding. figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
lEstimate, based on zp.ro or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statisticelly unreliable. 

Table 4. Place of residence of persons committing neighborhood crimes 

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

No neighborhood People living Fqually 
Population ch.....:"acteristic Totel crime here Outsiders by both Don't know Not available 

All persons (306,800) 100.0 3.6 27.1 38.2 '1.0 23·7 0.4 
Sex 

Mele (134,800) 100.0 3.5 28.1 39.9 8.0 20.0 0.5 
Femele (172,000) 100.0 3.7 26.3 36.8 6.2 26.6 0.3 

Race 
White (224,600) 100.0 3.8 27.3 38.9 6.0 23.7 0.4 
mack (80,400) 100.0 3.0 26.8 36.1 10.1 23.5 0.4 
Other (1,700) 100.0 12.1 16.1 41.5 ~4.1 42·1 12.0 

Age 

lb-19 (33'5001 100.0 1.3 39·9 36.0 9·7 13.1 10.1 
20-24 t8,300 100.0 1.6 38.3 34.6 6.9 18.5 10.2 
25-34 53,300 100.0 2.3 34.0 35.4 7.4 20.4 10.4 
35-49 55·700 100.0 3.3 24.6 39.9 7.6 23.9 0.6 
50-64 (63,000 100.0 5.2 18.6 41.4 6.2 28.5 ~0.2 

65 and over (53,000) 100.0 6.7 14.5 40.1 5.4 32.7 0·7 
Victimization experience 

Not victimized (204)500) 100.0 4.6 22·7 39.1 6.6 26.6 0.4 
Victimized (102,300 100.0 1.7 35.9 36.3 7·7 18.1 0.3 

NOTE: Data based on question 9c. Detail may not add to totel because of rounding. figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 

::::i 
1 Estimate, based on about 10 o~ fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



:x: Table 5. Change in the chances of being attacked or robbed 

(Percent distribution of responses f9r the population age 16 and over) 

Population characteristic Total Going up Same Going down No opinion Not available 

All persons (306,800) 100.0 52.8 36.4 7·7 3.0 

Sex 
Male (134,800) 100.0 47.4 39.8 9.8 2.8 
Female (172,000) 100.0 57·0 33·7 6.0 3.2 

Race 
White (224,600) 100.0 54.3 36.5 6.7 2.4 
mack (80,400) 100.0 48.4 36.4 10.4 4.7 
other (1,700) 100.0 57.2 26.5 ~ 8.0 ~9.0 

Age 
16-19 (33'5001 100.0 43.3 40.6 13.6 2.3 
20-24 (48,300 100.0 49.6 40.0 8.6 1.7 
25-34 (53,300 100.0 55.7 34.9 8.0 1.4 
35-49 (55,700 100.0 58.0 33.0 6.3 2.5 
50-64 (63,000) 100.0 56.2 33.8 6.2 3.6 
65 and over (53,000) 100.0 49·0 38·7 6.0 6.2 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (204)500) 100.0 49·8 39.0 7.3 3.7 
Victimized (102,300 100.0 58.7 31.2 8.5 1.6 

NOTE: Data based on question 15a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
1 Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

0.1 

~0.1 
~0.1 

~0.1 
~0.1 
~O.O 

~0.2 

~0.1 

~ 0.0 
~0.1 

'0.2 
~0.1 

'0.1 
'0.1 

Table 6. Seriousness of crime problem relative to what newspapers and television report 

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

population characteristic Total Less serious Same More serious No cpinion 

All persons (306,800) 100.0 11.3 52.8 31.7 4.0 

Sex 
Male (134,800) 100.0 14·3 50.9 30.7 3.8 
Female (172,000) 100.0 8.9 54.2 32.4 4.2 

Race 
White t24,600) 100.0 n.8 52.5 31.6 3.8 
mack 80,400) 100.0 9.6 53·7 31.9 4.4 
other 1, (00) 100.0 20.6 40.5 26.8 '12.1 

Age 
16-19 P3,5OO) 100.0 12.7 50.7 32.9 3.2 
20-24 48, 300 ~ 100.0 13.4 52·4 32.2 2.0 
25-34 (53,300 100.0 13.3 52.2 32.5 1.9 
35-49 (55, 700~ 100.0 10.1 56.0 29.9 3.5 
50-64 (63,000 100.0 9·9 52.5 32.9 4.5 
65 and over (53,000) 100.0 9.2 51.8 30.0 8·7 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (204)500) 100.0 n.l 54·4 29.5 4·7 
Victimized (102,300 100.0 n.6 49.5 36.0 2.8 

NOTE: Data based on quest.ion 15b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
'Estimat~, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Not available 

0.3 

0.3 
0.3 

0.2 
'0.3 
10.0 

'0.5 
'0.1 
~ 0.';-
'0.4 
'0.3 
'0.3 

10.3 
'0.1 

~ 
?.~ , 
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Table 7. Fear of going to parts of the metropolitan area 
during the day 

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

All persons (306,800) 

Sex 
Male (134,800) 
Female (172,000) 

Race 
Whi te t24, 600) 
mack 80,400) 
other 1,700) 

Age 

16-19 f"""j 20-24 48,300 
25-34 53,300 
35-49 55,700 
50-64 63,000 
65 and over (53,000) 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (204~500) 
Victimized {102,300 

100.0 14.7 

100.0 12.1 
100.0 16.8 

100.0 16.1 
100.0 10.7 
100.0 18.3 

100.0 10.7 
100.0 10.7 
100.0 14.9 
100.0 14.9 
100.0 18.2 
100.0 16.3 

100.0 14.0 
100.0 16.1 

83.9 

87·0 
81.5 

82.4 
88.4 
77-8 

87.4 
88.3 
83.6 
83·9 
80.4 
82.3 

84·7 
82.4 

1.4 

0.9 
1.7 

1.9 
0.9 
1.5 
1.1 
1.4 
1.5 

1.3 
1.5 

NOTE: Data based on question 13a. Detail may not add to total because of rou.'lding. figures 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 

1 Estimate, based on about 10 ~r fewe~ sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

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

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

All persons (306,800) 100.0 28.1 65.9 6.1 

Sex 
Male (134,800) 100.0 26.9 68.9 4·3 
Female (172,000) 100.0 29.0 63.5 7.5 

Race 
White t24 ,600) 100.0 29.9 63.4 6.7 
mack 80,400) 100.0 2.2.8 72.9 4.3 
other 1,700) 100.0 29·0 58.1 112.9 

Age . 

16-19 ~33, 500 ! 100.0 27·3 1,6.4 6.3 
20-24 48,300 100.0 32.1 62.8 5.1 
25-34 ~53'3oo 100.0 30.3 64.5 5.2 
35-49 55,700 100.0 28.9 66.6 4.4 
50-64 63,000) 100.0 28.8 64.0 7·2 
65 aui over (53,00) 100.0 20.8 71.0 8.2 

Victimizati;m expe". i ence 
Not victimized ~2r4~500) 100.::1 25.6 68.2 6.2 
Victimized (102,31~ 100.0 33.0 61.2 5.8 

NOTE: Data based or. question 13b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parenthesec ~efer to population in the group. 

1 Estimate, based on c.bout 10 OX' fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



Table 9. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day 
tPercent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over) 

Population characteristic Totsl Very safe Reasonably safe Sanewhat unsafe Very unsafe 

All persons (306,800) 100.0 59.7 33·9 4.7 1.4 
Sex 

Msle (134,800) 100.0 71.1 26.2 2.1 0.5 
Femsle (172,000) 100.0 50.8 40.0 6.7 2.1 

Race 
White ~224,600) 100.0 62.7 31.8 4.1 1.1 
Black 80,400) 100.0 51.3 39·9 6.4 2.3 
Other 1,7(0) 100.0 64.3 33.6 2.1 ~O.O 

Age 

",-" 1",50°1 100.0 63.8 31.8 3.1 1.1 
20-24 48,300 100.0 65.5 30·4 3.0 0.9 
25-34 53,300 100.0 65.1 30.0 3·9 0.9 
35-49 ~55'700 100.0 61.9 32.9 4.0 1.0 
50-64 63,000 100.0 56.5 36.7 4.9 1.9 
65 and over (53,000) 100.0 48.1 40·4 8.5 2.5 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (204)500) 100.0 60.6 33·3 4.4 1.5 
Victimized (102,300 100.0 58.0 35.3 5.2 1.3 

NOTE: Data based on question lib. Detail may not add to totsl because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
~Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Not available 

0.2 

~0.1 
0.3 

0.2 
~0.2 
~O.O 

~0.2 

~0.1 
~0.1 
~0.3 
~0.1 
~0.5 

0.3 
~0.1 



Table 10. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day 

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

Population characteristic Total Very safe Reasonably safe Sanewhat unsafe Very unsafe 

Sex and age 
Male 

16-19 f14, 9001 100.0 76.0 22·4 11.0 10.5 
20-24 22,400 100.0 76.9 22·3 10.8 '-0.0 
25-34 ~26, 300 100.0 76.7 20.8 2.0 10.4 
35-49 24,400 100.0 73.0 2).5 11.1 10.1 
50-64 (26,700) 100.0 67.2 30.2 2.1 10.5 
65 and over (20,200) 100.0 56.6 36.0 5·7 1.5 

Female 
16-19 ~18, 600 ~ 100.0 54.1 39.4 4.8 11.5 
20-21, 26,000 100.0 55.S 37·4 4.9 1.6 
25-34 r7,000 100.0 53.7 39.1 5·7 1.4 
35-49 31,300~ 100.0 53.2 38.6 6.3 1.6 
50-64 36,300 100.0 48.6 4J..4 7·0 2.8 
65 and over (32,800) 100.0 42.9 43·1 10.2 3.2 

Race and age 
White 

16-19 21'5001 100.0 65.3 30·7 3·2 10.7 
20-24 37,700 100.0 67.6 29.4 2.3 10.6 
25-34 39,500 100.0 68.7 27.6 3.2 '-0.3 
35-49 37,000 100.0 66.7 28.9 3·2 0.9 
50-64 46,3(0) 100.0 60.3 34.2 4.1 1.4 
65 and Over (42,700) 100.0 50.7 38.4 7·8 2.4 

Black 

16-19 f12'OOO~ 100.0 61.3 33·7 3·0 '1.8 
20-24 10, 500 100.0 58.1 33·9 5.5 '2.1 
25-J4 tJ,2oo 100.0 53.8 37·5 5.8 2.9 
35-49 17,900~ 100.0 51.9 40.8 5.9 '1.2 
50-64 16,600 100.0 45.7 43·7 7·2 3.2 
65 and over (10,300) 100.0 37.1 48.5 11.5 '2.8 

NOTE: Data based on question llb. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
'-Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Not available 

10.2 
10.0 
10.1 
10.1 
10.0 
10.2 

10.2 
10.3 
10.1 
10.3 
10•2 
10•7 

'-0.2 
10.1 
1. 0.2 
10.3 
10.1 
10.6 

10•3 
'0.3 
~O.O 
10.2 
10•2 
10•0 



N 
N 

Table 11. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day 

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

Population characteristic Total Very safe Reasonalil.y safe Scmewhat unsafe Very unsafe 

Race, sex, and age 
White 

Male 

16-19 ro, 000 I 100.0 75.3 23.3 11.0 '0.4 
20-24 18, 000 100.0 76.9 22.3 10.8 1.0.0 
25-34 20,600 100.0 ry8.3 20.2 11.1 10.2 
35-49 (17,100 100.0 74.0 24.8 '1.0 '0.0 
50-64 (19,700) 100.0 69.4 28.4 1.8 '0.4 
65 and over (15,300) 100.0 60.7 32.7 4.6 11. 7 

Female 

16-l9 !,"'''''l 100.0 56.5 37.2 5.1 '0.9 
20-24 19,7DD 100.0 59.2 35.9 3.7 11.1 
25-34 18, 9oo~ 100.0 58.3 35.7 5.4 10.4 
35-49 19,900 100.0 60.5 32.4 5.1 1.6 
50-64 26,600 loo.p 53.6 38·4 5.8 2.1 
65 and over (27,300) 100.0 45.2 41.6 9.6 2.8 

Black 
Male 

16-29 t""l 100.0 77.1 20·7 10.8 10.7 
20-24 4,400 100.0 77-2 22.0 10.9 '0.0 
25-34 5,300 100.0 70.3 23.6 '4.8 '1.3 
35-49 ~6,9oo 100.0 70.1 27·8 '1.5 '0.5 
50-64 6,900 100.0 60.7 35.3 '3.0 '1.0 
65 and wer (4,800) 100.0 43.9 46.1 9.3 '0.7 

Female 

26-29 !,,2"'l 100.0 50.4 42.6 4·5 12.5 
20-24 6,100 100.0 44.6 42·4 8.8 13.5 
25-34 7,800 100.0 42.6 46.9 6.5 4.0 
35-49 11,000) lCO.O 40.6 1;.8.8 8.6 11. 7 
50-64 9,700) , lCO.O 34.9 49·7 10.2 4.9 
65 and over (5,500) lCO.O 31.2 50.6 13.5 '4.7 

NOTE: Data based on question llb. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Not availalil.e 

10.0 
'0.0 
10.2 
'0.2 
'0.0 
10.3 

'0.3 
'0.2 
'0.2 
'0.4 
10.1 
'0.8 

10.7 
'0.0 
'0.0 
'0.0 
'0.0 
'0.0 

10 . 0 
'0.6 
' 0•0 
' 0 . 3 
'0.3 
'0.0 



Table 12. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night 

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

Population characteristic Total Very safe Reasonably safe SOOlewhat,unsafe Very unsafe 

All persons (:306,600) 100.0 19.3 38.9 20.6 20.9 
Sex 

Male (134,600) 100.0 31.4 47.0 13.7 7.9 
Female (172,000) 100.0 9·9 32.5 26.0 31.1 

Race 
I'fhite t24,6oo) 100.0 19·7 40.8 20.0 19.2 
mack 80,400) 100.0 18.6 33.5 22.0 25.7 
other 1,700) 100.0 14·8 51.5 23·7 '9.9 

Age 

16-19 I'" ""'j 100.0 24.6 39.7 20.8 14.9 
20-24 48,300 100.0 24.6 41.6 19.6 14.0 
25-34 53,)00 100.0 25·8 43.5 18.2 12.2 
35-49 55'700~ 100.0 19·9 42.6 19.6 17·7 
50-64 63,000 100.0 15·5 36.7 22.8 24.6 
65 and over (53,000) 100.0 8·7 30.0 22.0 38.5 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (204)500) 100.0 19.0 38.6 20.7 21.3 
Victimized (102,300 100.0 20.0 39·5 20·3 20.0 

NOTE: Data based on question lla. Detail may not add to total because 01' rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Not available 

0.3 

'0.1 
0.5 

0.3 
'0.3 
'0.0 

'0.0 
'0.1 
'0.2 
'-0.2 
'0.4 
'0.8 

0.4 
'0,1 



Population characteristic 

Sex and age 
Male 

16-19 !14,900 20-24 22,400 
25-34 26,300 
35-49 24,400 
50-64 26,700 
65 and over (20,200) 

Fe~~~ !~~:~1 
25-34 27, 000 
35-49 31,300 
50-64 36,300 
65 and over (32,800) 

Race and age 
White 

16-19 21'5001 20-24 37,700 
25-34 39,500 
35-49 37,000 
50-64 46,300 
65 and over (42,700) 

mack 

16-19 ~12'000~ 20-24 10,500 
25-34 13,200 
35-49 (17,900) 
50-64 (16,600) 
65 and over (10,300) 

Table 13. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night 

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

Total 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

Very safe 

39.7 
39·5 
38.2 
31.8 
25.4 
14·7 

12.5 
11.8 
13.8 
10.6 

8.2 
5·0 

24·1 
24·1 
27·7 
21.6 
16.0 
8.4 

25·8 
26.6 
21.5 
16.1 
14·2 
9·5 

Reasonably safe 

46.8 
47.1 
49.5 
49.9 
46.1 
41.6 

33.9 
36.9 
37.8 
37.0 
29.8 
22.9 

41.6 
42.7 
44.1 
45.9 
40.8 
31.2 

36.0 
37·8 
40.2 
36.3 
25.4 
25.3 

Sanewhat unsafe 

9.8 
10.8 

9.5 
12.1 
18.5 
20.8 

29.6 
27·3 
26·7 
25.4 
26.1 
22.8 

20.1 
20.5 
17.9 
17.5 
21.8 
21.8 

21.8 
16.1 
19.2 
23.8 
25.6 
22.8 

Very unsafe 

3.7 
2.6 
2.9 
6.2 

10.n 
22.6 

2),9 
23.8 
21.Lf 
26.7 
35.3 
48.2 

14.2 
12·5 
10.3 
14·9 
a.l 
37.7 

16.4 
19.5 
18.5 
23.5 
34.5 
41.7 

NOTE: Data based on question lla. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Not available 

10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.4 

10.0 
10.3 
10.4 
10.4 
10·7 
1.1 

10.0 
'D.2 
'0.1 
'0.2 
10.4 
0.9 

'D. 0 
'0.0 
'0.5 
'0.2 
'0.4 
10.6 



N 
'J) 

Table 14. Neighborhood safet~,! when out alone at night 

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

Population characteristic Total Very safe Reasonably safe 8001ewhat unsafe Very unsafe 

Race, sex. and age 
White 

M<!le 

"-19 1"'=1 100.0 37.5 47·1 10.9 4.5 
20-24 18, OCO 100.0 38.4 46.9 12.0 2·7 
25-34 20,600 100.0 39.7 48.4 9.1 2.8 
35-49 17,100 100.0 34.1 50.8 9.6 5.4 
50-64 19,700 100.0 26.1 48.8 17·1 8.1 
65 and over (15,300) 100.0 16.0 43·9 18.2 21.4 

Female 
16-19 ~ll' 500) 100.0 12.4 36.9 28.1 22.6 
2':'-24 19,700 100.0 ll.l 38.8 28.3 21.5 
25-34 18,9oot 100.0 14.6 39·3 27·5 18.4 
35-49 [19,900 100.0 10.8 41.6 24.2 23.0 
50-64 26,600) 100.0 8.5 34·9 25.3 30.7 
65 and over (27,300) 100.0 4.2 24·0 23·9 46.9 

mack 
Male 

16-19 t' 900 ~ 100.0 44.5 45.8 7.5 '2.2 
20-24 4,400 100.0 44.5 47·9 '5.0 '2.5 
25-34 5'3oo~ 100.0 34.8 51.0 10.8 '3-4 
35-49 ~6,9oo 100.0 26.8 46.3 18.6 8.3 
50-64 6,900 100.0 23.8 38.9 21.9 15.4 
65 and over (4,800) 100.0 10.8 34.1 28.8 26.4 

Female 
16-19 ~7,loo~ 100.0 12.8 29·3 31.7 26.1 
20-24 6,100 100.0 13·9 30·7 23.9 31.5 
25-34 F'BOO) 100.0 U.5 32.9 24.9 28.8 
35-49 ll, OCO) 100.0 9.5 30.0 27·1 33.0 
50-64 (9,700) 100.0 7.3 15·7 28.2 48.2 
65 and over (5,500) 100.0 8.3 17.6 17·6 55.3 

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

Not available 

lQ.O 
lQ.o 
10.0 
lQ.O 
'0.0 
10.5 

10.0 
10.3 
10.2 
10.4 
10·7 
'1.1 

'0.0 
'0.0 
10.0 
'0.0 
10.0 
10.0 

lQ.O 
lQ.o 
'0.8 
lQ.3 
'0.7 
'1.2 



Table 15. Neighborhood dangerous enough 
to consider moving elsewhere 

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

All ~_rsons (127,900) 100.0 

Sex 
~~ale (29,500) 100.0 
Female (98,400) 100.0 

Race 
White ~88,500~ 100.0 
mack 38,800 100.0 
other (600) 100.0 

":'-19 !"'1()01 100.0 
20-24 16,1.00 100.0 
25-34 16,400 100.0 
35-49 20,900 100.0 
50-64 29,900 100.0 
65 and OVer (32,200) 100.0 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (86~200) 100.0 
Victimized (41,600 100.0 

17.6 

21.8 
16.3 

16.8 
19.5 
16.0 

13.7 
23.4 
26.8 
21.6 
14.4 
11.7 

13.4 
26.3 

80.2 

75.7 
81.6 

80.9 
78.5 
88.6 

81.6 
74.9 
70.9 
76.2 
84.0 
86.3 

84.9 
70.5 

2.2 

2.5 
2.1 

4.6 
1.7 
2.3 
2.2 
1.6 
2.0 

1.7 
3.2 

NOTE: Data based on question llc. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 

lEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table 16. Limitation or change in activities because of fear of crime 

(Percent distribution uf' responses f:or the population age 16 and over) 

People in general People in neighborhood Personal 
Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available Total Yes No Not available Total Yes No 

All persons (306,800) 100.0 79.1 20.1 0.8 100.0 52.7 43.8 3.5 100.0 38.4 61.3 
Sex 

Male (134,800) 100.0 77·4 21.8 0.8 100.0 50.1 46.8 3.0 100.0 28.6 71.3 
Female (172,000) 100.0 80.4 18.8 0.8 100.0 54.8 41·4 3.8 100.0 46.1 53.5 

Race 
l'1hite ~224,600) 100.0 78.3 20·9 0.8 100.0 50.3 46.3 J·4 100.0 35.3 64.1. 
mack 80,400) 100.0 81.4 18.0 0.6 100.0 59.8 36.7 3.5 100.0 47·1 52.7 
other (1,700) 100.0 78.1 112.1 19.8 100.0 49·8 40.1 110.1 100.0 40.8 57.1 

Age 

16-19 ()3"OOl 100.0 72.2 27.6 10.2 100.0 49.6 47.6 2.8 100.0 30.1 69.7 
20-24 48,300 100.0 71.8 27.2 1.0 100.0 46.1 50.5 3.5 100.0 29.5 70.2 
25-34 153,300 100.0 74.2 25.2 0.6 100.0 45.0 51.8 3.1 100.0 32.5 67.3 
35-49 55,700 100.0 81.4 18.2 10.3 100.0 53.6 42.6 3.7 100.0 39.1 60.7 
50-64 63,000 100.0 86.3 13.0 0.7 100.0 60.9 36.0 3.1 100.0 45.5 54.4 
65 and over (53,000) 100.0 84.1 14.0 1.8 100.0 57.9 37.5 4.5 100.0 48.8 50.8 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (204~500) 100.0 78.6 20.5 0.9 100.0 50.7 45.6 3·7 100.0 36.8 62.9 
Victimized (102,300 100.0 80.1 19·3 0.5 100.0 56.9 40.1 3.0 100.0 41.7 58.2 

Not available 

0.3 

10.1 
0.4 

0.3 
10.2 
12.1 

10.2 
10.3 
10.3 
10.3 
10.1 
10.4 

0.3 
10.1 

NOTE: Data based on question 16a, 16b, and 16c. Detail may not add to total because of: rounding. Figures in parentheses ref:er to population in the 
group. 

lEstimate, based on about 10 or f:ewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



Table 17. Personal limitation or change in activities 
because of fear of crime 

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

Sex and age 
Male 

16-19 t4, 900 l 100.0 20.4 79.6 10.0 
20-24 22,400 100.0 20.1 79.9 10.0 
25-34 26,300 100.0 22.8 76.9 10.3 
35-49 ~24'400 100.0 30.4 69.5 10.1 
50-64 26,700) 100.0 36.7 63.3 10.0 
65 and over (20,200) 100.0 38.5 61.1 10.4 

Female 

16-19 rS,6OOl 
100.0 37·9 61.7 10.4 

20-24 26,000 100.0 37.5 62.0 1.C.5 
25-34 27,000 100.0 41.9 57.8 1.0.3 
35-49 31,300 100.0 45.S 53.8 1.0.3 
50-64 (36,300) 100.0 51.9 47.9 1.0.2 
65 and over (32,SOO) 100.0 55.1 44.5 1.0.5 

Race and age 
,Illite 

M-19 !~'5°O1 100.0 27.2 72.6 10.2 
20-24 37,700 100.0 27·1 72.6 1.0.3 
25-34 39,500 100.0 28.5 71.2 10.3 
35-49 37,000 100.0 32.S 66.9 10.3 
50-64 46,300 100.0 43.0 56.9 1. 0.2 
65 and over (42,700) 100.0 46.8 52.S 10.4 

mack 
16-19 r2,000) 100.0 35.5 64.2 1.0.3 
20-24 10, 500 ~ 100.0 38.1 61.9 1.0.0 
25-34 13,200 100.0 43.2 56.5 10.3 
35-49 17,900 100.0 52.4 47.4 10.2 
50-64 (16,600) 100.0 52.3 47.7 '0.0 
65 and over (10,300) 100.0 56.9 42.8 10·3 

NOTE: Data based on question i6c. ~tail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to populat:.on in the group. 

'Estimate, based on zero Or on about 10 Or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



---------------

Table·18. Personal limitation or change in activities 
because of fear of crime 

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

Race, sex, and age 
White 

Male 

16-19 rO'~1 
100.0 19.2 SO. 8 10.0 

20-24 18,000 100.0 18.6 81.4 10.0 
25-34 20,600 100.0 19.1 80.6 10.3 
35-49 17,100 100.0 23.9 75.9 10.2 
50-<>4 19,700 100:0 34.6 65.4 10.0 
65 and over (15,300) 100.0 33.5 66.3 10.2 

Female 

16-19 1'"'5001 100.0 34·1 65.6 10.3 
20-24 19,700 100.0 34.9 64.6 10.5 
25-34 18,900 100.0 38.8 61.0 10.2 
35-49 19,900 100.0 40·4 59.3 10.4 
50-64 26,600) 100.0 49.2 50.6 10.3 
65 and over (27,3OO) 100.0 54.2 45.2 10.6 

mack 
Male 

16-19 t900~ 100.0 23.0 nO 10.0 
20-24 4,400 100.0 26.1 73.9 10.0 
25-34 5,300 100.0 35.5 64.5 10.0 
35-49 ~6,900~ 100.0 47.5 52.5 10.0 
50-64 6,900 100.0 42.4 57.6 10.0 
65 and over (4, 800) 100.0 54.6 44.7 10.7 

Female 

16-19 rlClOl 100.0 44.2 55.3 10.5 
20-24 6,100 100.0 46.7 53.3 10.0 
25-34 7,800 100.0 48.5 51.1 10.4 
35-49 11,000) 100.0 55.4 44.2 10.3 
50-64 9,700) 100.0 59.5 40.5 10.0 
65 and over (5,500) 100.0 59.0 41.0 10.0 

NOTE: Data based on question 160. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 

lEstimate, based on zero Or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



Table 19. Most important reason for selecting present neighborhood 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

Always lived in Neighborhood Safe from Lack of Characteristics Other and 
Household characteristic Total neighborhood characteristics Good schools crime choice Right price Location of house not available 

All households (90,600) 100.0 8.1 12.3 1.3 1.0 11.0 10.4 37.6 12.9 5.3 

Race 
\'ihite t4,l00l 100.0 8·7 11.5 1.3 0.9 6.4 10.4 43.0 12.8 5.1 
Black 25, 900 100.0 6.8 14.5 ).1.1 1.4 22.9 10·3 23.4 13.6 6.0 
other 700) 100.0 '0.0 '9.9 '0.0 '4.8 10.0 110.1 75.2 '0.0 '0.0 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (19,300) 100.0 8.2 8.9 '1.0 '0.8 19.2 11.5 36.3 8.7 5.4 
$3,000-$7,499 ~24,400) 100.0 9·4 8.2 '0.8 1.4 13.3 11.7 38.9 10.4 5.8 
$7,500-$9,999 11,400) 100.0 8.2 13.4 '0·9 '1.2 8·7 9.1 39.9 14.6. 4.1 
$10,000-$14,999 ~17,600) 100.0 6.5 15.3 10·9 '1.1 6.4 11.7 38.3 14.8 4.7 
$15,000-$24,999 9,200) 100.0 4.6 19.4 3.3 '0.7 '2.5 7.4 36.0 20.1 6.2 
$25,000 or more 2,100) 100.0 10.2 14.6 '3.0 '0.0 11.5 13.0 39.6 119.1 18.8 
Not available (6,600) 100.0 11.0 17.4 12.1 '0.5 9.5 8.3 32.5 14.0 4·7 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (56)100) 100.0 9·0 12.8 1.2 0.8 10.7 9·4 38.0 13.2 4.8 
Victimized (34,600 100.0 6·7 11.7 1.3 1.5 11.5 12.0 37.0 12.5 6.0 

NOTE: Data based on question 2a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figur~s in parentheses refer to households in the group. , 
Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table 20. Most important reason for leaving former residence 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

Living Influx other 
Characteristics Hanted better ,Ianted cheaper arrangements of bad Neighborhood and not 

Household characteristic Total Location of house house house Forced out changed elements Crime characteristics available 

All households (90,600) 100.0 22.0 16.0 12.7 4.8 10.1 19.0 1.5 2.1 5·7 6.1 

Race 
,/hite (64,100) 100.0 25.7 14.9 12.5 4.3 7·7 20.6 1.6 1.4 5.3 6.0 
Black (25,900) 100.0 11.6 19·0 13.3 6.1 16.3 15.6 1.4 3.8 6.8 6.2 
other (700) 100.0 74.3 '4.9 ' 9.9 ' 0.0 ' 0.0 ' 5.2 ' 0.0 ' 0.0 , 0.0 5.7 

Annual family income 
6.8 5.6 Less than $3,000 (19,300) 100.0 26·4 10.3 8·3 7.9 15.8 14.8 2.0 2.0 

$3,000-$7,499 (24,400) 100.0 20.7 15.3 9.4 6.6 12.4 19.3 ' 1.1 1.8 5.9 7.4 
$7,500-$9,999 (11,400) 100.0 23.6 16.0 12.0 5.0 7.3 22.4 ' 1.4 3.2 5.9 1.2 
$10, 000-$14,999 ~17,600) 100.0 18.7 17.6 19.7 1.7 6.3 22.1 ' 1.1 2.0 5.7 5.2 
$15,000-$24,999 9,200l 100.0 23.0 19.4 18.6 ' 0.7 5.3 18.8 ' 2.1 ' 1. 7 5.3 5.0 
$25,000 or more 2,100 100.0 28.2 21.7 16.2 ' 0.0 ' 3·0 19.3 '1.5 ' 0.0 ' 1.5 ' 8.8 
Not available (6,600) 100.0 17.4 24.5 10.9 '4.2 8.9 16.8 ' 1.6 ' 2.1 ' 3.6 20.0 

Victimization expel'ience 
6.1 Not victimized (56)100) 100.Q 22.5 16.5 12.7 4.1 10.1 19.2 1.5 1.5 5·7 

Victimized (34,600 100.0 21.3 15.1 12.8 5.8 10.0 18·7 1.5 2.9 5.1 6.7 

NOTE: Data based on question 4a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to households in the group. 
'Estimate, b.sed on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



~ 

HousehOld characteristic 

All households (56,900) 
Race 

White ~42' OOO~ Black 14,600 
other 300) 

Annual family inccrne 
Less than $3,000 (12,200) 
$3,000-$7,499 ~14,100) 
$7,500-$9,999 7,300) 
$10,000-$14,999 ~ll'200) 
$15, 000-$24,999 6,2oo~ 
$25,000 or more 1,600 
Not available (4,300) 

Victimization e>~erience 
Not victimized (33,600) 
Victimized (23,300) 

Table 21. Whether or not there are undesirable 
neighborhood characteristics 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

HousehOld characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

All households (156,600) 100.0 36.3 63.4 0·4 
Race 

White ~1l4'300) 100.0 36.7 62.9 0.4 
Black 41,600) 100.0 34.9 64.6 10.3 
other 600) 100.0 42.7 57.3 10.0 

Annual family inccme 
Less than $3,000 (30,700) 100.0 39.7 59·9 10.3 
$3,000-$7,499 f39'700~ 100.0 35.6 64.0 10.4 
$7,500-$9,999 16,600 100.0 39·2 60.7 ). 0.2 
$10,000-$14,999 ~29,6oo~ 100.0 37·9 61.6 10.3 
$15,000-$24,999 17,400 100.0 35.6 63.6 10.6 
$25,000 or more 5,600) 100.0 26.3 71.4 10.0 
Not available (15,400) 100.0 27.9 71.4 ). 0·7 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (105,900) 100.0 31.7 67.9 0·4 
Victimized (50,900) 100.0 45.6 54.0 ). 0.3 

NOTE: Data based on question 5a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to househOlds in the group. 

l Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 Or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table 22. Most important neighborhood problem 

(Percent distribution of' answers by household respondents) 

Environmental Public Inadequate Influx of 
Total Traffic, parking problems Crime transportation schools, shopping bad elements 

100.0 14·9 27.7 16.2 1.6 6.7 6.2 

100.0 17.2 25.4 17.3 1.6 6.0 7.6 
100.0 8.5 34.5 20.4 11.5 9.0 11.6 
100.0 10.0 110.5 140.1 10. 0 10.0 10.0 

100.0 6.2 28.6 27.9 11.1 6.2 5.4 
100.0 14.3 25.2 20.5 1.6 7.1 6.9 
100.0 15.5 31.0 13.2 12.7 6.3 7.8 
100.0 21.1 26·9 15.7 12.1 6.7 5.0 
100.0 22.5 24.6 6.5 11.6 7·3 5.6 
100.0 20.5 34.4 24.4 \'0.0 15.7 13·7 
100.0 11.2 31.3 13.8 10.7 7.2 7.9 

100.0 15.0 27.6 16.3 1.7 6.7 7·1 
100.0 14·7 27.8 21.0 1.5 6.8 4·9 

Problems with 
neighbors 

16.1 

16.2 
15.7 

119.5 

15.2 
16.0 
14.7 
15.5 
21.5 
19.5 
18.0 

16.2 
16.0 

NOTE: Data based on question 5a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to households in the group. 
lEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statisticelly unreliable. 

Other and 
not available 

6.5 

6.3 
8.6 

'29.9 

9·4 
8.5 
8.7 
7.0 

10.3 
11.9 

9.6 

9·4 
7.3 



Table 23. Whether or not major f09~ shopping 
done in the neighborhomi 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

Household characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

All households (156,800) 100.0 73.4 26.1 0.4 
RaCE: 

White t14,3OO) 100.0 7707 21. 9 0·4 
Black 41,800) 100.0 61.2 38.1 ~0.3 
Other 800) 100.0 94.7 ~4.0 ~o.o 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (30,700) 100.0 68.7 31.0 ~0.3 
$3,000-$7,499 (39'7oo~ 100.0 72.8 26.8 ~0.3 
$7,500-$9,999 (18,600 100.0 74.0 25.5 ~o. 5 
$10,000-$14,999 (29,600~ 100.0 73.8 26.0 10.2 
$15,000-$24,999 ~17'400 100.0 78.4 21.4 ~0.2 
$25,000 or more 5,600) 100.0 76.6 22.6 ~0.5 
Not available (15,400) 100.0 77·2 22.1 ~0.7 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (105,900) 100.0 75.5 24.1 0.4 
Victimized (50,900) 100.0 69.4 30·4 ~0.3 

NOTE: Data based on question 6a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to households in the group. 

~Estimate, based on Z' or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelia::' c. 

Table 24. Most important reasnr for not doing major food shopping in the neighborhood 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

Household characteristic Total No neighborhood stores Inadequate stores High prices Crime 

All households (41,000) 100.0 34:8' 36.6 14.7 ~0.2 

Race 
White t5'000~ 100.0 30.3 36.8 13.4 ~0.4 

Black 15)900 100.0 42.1 36.3 16.7 ~O.O 

other 1Z 100.0 10.0 1100.0 ~O.O ~O.O 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (9,500) 100.0 38.3 24.6 14.2 ~0.6 

$3,000-$7,499 ~10'7oo) 100.0 33.5 35.4 16.4 ~O.O 

$7,500-$9,999 4,800) 100.0 30.1 44.6 14.7 ~O.O 

$10,000-$14,999 ~7'7oo~ 100.0 32.2 45.8 13·9 ~ 0.0 
$15,000-$24,999 3,700 100.0 42.0 41.2 12.4 ~ 0.0 
$25,000 or more (1,300) 100.0 33.9 37.8 ~4·7 ~2.4 
Not available (3,400) 100.0 34.8 36.9 18.3 ~O.O 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (25)500) 100.0 35.6 36.2 13.8 ~0.4 
Victimized (15,500 100.0 33.6 37.4 16.2 10.0 

NOTE: Data based on question 6a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to households in the group. 
Z Fewer than 50 households. 
lEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Not available 

13.6 

19.2 
4.9 
~O.O 

22.3 
14.7 
10.5 

8.1 
~4.3 
~21.3 
10.0 

14.0 
12.8 
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Table 25. Preferred location for general merchandise shopping 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

Suburban or 
Household characteristic Total neighborhood DowntO\~n Not available 

All households (156,800) 100.0 60.7 36.6 2.7 

Race 
White (114,300) 100.0 66.3 31.0 2.7 
mack ~41,800) 100.0 45.4 51.8 2·9 
Other 800) 100.0 64.9 35.1 10.0 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (30,700) 100.0 48.9 47.6 3.4 
$3,000-$7,499 (39,700) 100.0 58.1 40.2 1.7 
$7,500-$9,999 (18,600) 100.0 67.2 30.7 2.2 
$10,000-$14,999 ~29,600~ 100.0 71.4 26.4 2.1 
$15,000-$24,999 17,400 100.0 68.4 28.5 3.1 
$25,000 or more (5,600) 100.0 52.0 43.2 14.8 
Not available (15,400) 100.0 57·0 38.3 4·7 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (105,900) 100.0 60.2 37.0 2.8 
Victimized (50,900) 100.0 61.8 35.6 2.6 

NOTE: Data based on question 7a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to households in the group. 

1 Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fe~ler sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



Table 26. Most impottant reason for usually doing general merchandise shopping 
in the suburbs { or neighborhood) or downtown 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondet~s) 

Type of shopper and Better Better More Better selection, Crime in Better Prefer stores, other and 
household characteristic Total parldng tral1sportation convenient more stores other location store hours Better prices location, etc. not available 

Suburban (or neighborhood) 
shoppers 

ill' households (95,200) 100.0 14.1 2.6 56.8 6.8 0.3 0.8 8.9 5.9 3·7 

Race 
White t5, 800~ 100.0 13.6 2.3 61.4 5.6 0.4 0.8 6.1 6.1 3·7 
mack 19,000 100.0 15.6 3.8 39.1 11.4 10.0 10.9 19·8 5.4 4.0 
Other 500) 100.0 139.9 10.0 139.9 16.7 10.0 10.0 16.5 17.1 10.0 

Annual family income 
16.3 Less than $3,000 (15,000) 100.0 7.9 6.4 48.3 8.9 10.4 10.4 6.1 5.3 

$3,000-$7,499 ~23,000) 100.0 14.0 1.9 55.0 6.0 10.1 11.1 12.0 5.9 4.0 
$7,500-$9,999 12,500) 100.0 14.0 2.9 57.7 8.8 10.5 10.8 8.0 4.3 3·0 
$10,000-$14,999 ~21'100~ 100.0 17·7 1.4 60.4 5.5 10.4 10.9 6.0 5.3 2.3 
$15,000-$24,999 11,900 100.0 16.1 11.0 62.3 7.7 10.3 10.6 3.4 5.7 3.3 
$25,000 or more 2,900) 100.0 21.6 12.1 59.8 15.2 10.0 11.0 10.0 15.3 15.1 
Not available (8,800) 100.0 11.1 12.8 58.1 5.1 10.4 '0.4 6.8 10.3 .5.1 

Victimization experience 
6.0 Not victimized (63~700) 100.0 14.5 2.8 58.7 6.2 10.3 0.8 6.8 3.8 

Victimized (31,500 100.0 13.3 2.2 53.0 7.9 10.4 10.7 13.0 5.8 3.6 

Downtown shoppers 

ill households (57,400) 100.0 10.3 13.6 38.3 28.2 10.1 10.1 4.9 10.9 3.5 

Race 
White t, 500~ 100.0 10.3 15.5 37.2 29.0 10.0 10.0 3.6 10.7 3·7 
mack 21,600 100.0 10.5 10·7 39.8 27.0 10.2 10.3 6.9 11.3 3.2 
Other 1300) 100.0 10.0 10.0 160.9 127.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 112.1 10.0 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (14,600) 100.0 10.9 18.7 40.5 22.1 10.0 10.4 6.3 7.9 3·1 
$3,000-$7,499 (16,000) 100.0 10.0 14.6 38.2 26.2 10.0 10.0 5·7 11.5 3·8 
$7,500-$9,999 (5,700) 100.0 10.6 10.5 40.0 30.9 10.0 10.0 14.1 10.4 13.5 
$10,000-$14, 999 ~7' 800~ 100.0 10.0 10.1 37.8 34.0 10.0 10.0 4·4 11.0 12.6 
$15,000-$24,999 5,000 100.0 10.6 6.1 42.2 34.1 10.0 10.0 14.0 10.5 12.8 
$25,000 or more 2,400, 100.0 1.0.0 12.5 37.0 44.6 10.0 10.0 11.2 12.3 12.4 
Not available (5,900) 100.0 10.0 17.5 29.5 27.0 10.6 10.0 12.4 17·0 5.9 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (39,200) 100.0 10.3 15.5 37.8 27.4 10.0 10.2 4.6 11.1 3.2 
Victimized (18,1(;0) 100.0 10.4 9.7 39.5 30.1 10.2 10.0 5.5 10.5 4.1 

NOTE: Data based on question 7b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to households in the group. 
1 Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



Table 27. Change in the frequency with which persons 
went out for evening entertainment 

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

Population characteristic Total More Same Less Not available 

All persons (306,800) 100.0 18.5 46.4 34.9 0.2 

Sex 
Male (134,800) 100.0 18.4 48.3 33.2 10.1 
Female (172,000) 100.0 18.6 45.0 36.3 0.2 

Race 
White ~224,600) 100.0 19.4 47.3 33.1 0.2 
mack 80,400) 100.0 15.9 43.8 40.1 '0.2 
other (1,700) 100.0 '14.4 52.8 32.7 '0.0 

Age 

16-19 ("OOl 100.0 43.6 26.8 29.6 '0.1 
20-24 48,300 100.0 29.1 30.3 40.3 10.4 
25-34 53,300 100.0 20.1 38.5 41.4 10.1 
35-49 55,700 100.0 12.1 54·4 33.5 10.1 
50-64 63,000) 100.0 11.9 58.8 29.3 10.1 
65 and over (53,000) 100.0 6.0 58.4 35.2 10.3 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (204)500) 100.0 15.9 50.0 33·9 0.2 
Victimized (102,300 100.0 23.8 39.1 37.0 10.1 

NOTE: Data based on question 8b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 

1 Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



Table 28. Most important reason for increasing or decreasing the frequency 
with which persons went out for evening entertainment 

which persons went out for evening entertainment 

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

Type of change in frequency Places to (J\.m Transpor- Activities, Want to, other and not 
and population characteristic Total Money go, etc. Convenience health tation Age Family etc. Crime etc. available 

Persons going out more often 

All persons (56,800) 100.0 14.2 20.9 3.3 1.2 2.2 9.1 16.5 6.5 10.0 19.9 6.2 

Sex 
Male (24,800) 100.0 16.7 18·7 3.1 10.9 1.5 9.3 14.5 7·2 10.0 21.4 6.8 
Female (31,900) 100.0 12.2 22.6 3.4 1.5 2.8 8.9 18.0 5.9 10.0 18.8 5.8 

Race 
White ~43, 700 ~ 100.0 15·7 21.9 3.7 10.6 2·5 7·7 17·4 6.6 10.0 17.6 6.4 
Black 12,800 100.0 8.5 17.6 11.9 3·4 11.3 14.0 13.2 6.0 10.0 28.1 5.9 
other (1300) 100.0 128.3 114.3 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 130.5 114.1 10.0 112.8 10.0 

Age 
16-19 (14,600~ 100.0 9.6 23.5 11.2 10.0 5.0 29.3 3.5 5.2 10.0 18.0 4.8 
20-24 (14,100 100.0 20.6 29.1 2.5 10.5 11. 5 3.5 8.7 7.2 10.0 19.7 7.0 
25-34 to,700) 100.0 18·7 22.6 3.2 10.6 10.9 10.3 21.1 6.9 10.0 20.5 5.1 
35-49 6'700~ 100.0 10.3 11.1 5.2 11.1 10.5 11.1 33.6 9.3 10.0 19·0 8.8 
50-64 7,500 100.0 12.3 8.8 5.6 13.2 11.4 12.2 33.7 5.1 10.0 23.4 4.3 
65 and over (3,200) 100.0 14.3 15.9 16.9 17.5 13.3 13.3 18.6 15.6 10.0 21.8 12.9 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (32)400) 100.0 14.9 19.3 3·4 1.7 1.7 9.1 17·7 6.2 10.0 20.3 5.8 
Victimized (24,300 100.0 P.l 23.1 3.1 10.6 3.0 9.0 14.9 6.9 10.0 19.4 6.9 

Persons going out less often 

All persons (107,100) 100.0 21.9 5.2 0.8 9.4 1.8 8.6 19.4 13.3 6.6 7·9 5.1 

Sex 
Male (44,800) 100.0 24.3 4.3 1.1 6.4 1.0 9.8 16.7 16.8 3.9 9.6 6.0 
Female (62,400) 100.0 20.2 5.8 0.6 11.6 2.3 7.7 21.2 10.8 3.5 6.7 4·4 

Race 
White r4'300~ 100.0 22.4 4.7 0·7 9·8 1.6 8.6 20.7 13.8 5.5 7·0 5.2 
Black 32,300 100.0 21.2 5.9 1.2 8.8 2.2 8.6 15·9 12.4 9·1 9.7 5.1 
other 600) 100.0 16.5 124.4 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 ·36.6 16.2 10.0 124.3 10.0 

Age 
16-19 ~9, 900) 100.0 18.9 11.4 10.4 3.2 3.2 11.4 22.6 22.7 3.6 8.5 4.2 
20-24 19, 5oo~ 100.0 27.4 6.4 10·9 10.9 1.8 10·7 27·5 19.3 2.8 7·2 5.0 
25-34 (22,000 100.0 31.1 5.3 10.8 1.8 11.1 11.1 30.5 14.3 1.5 7·1 5·4 
35-49 (18,600 100.0 26.5 3·2 10.6 5.3 11.4 6.5 17.6 16.0 6.2 10.9 5.8 
50-64 (18,400) 100.0 13.1 4.2 10.6 19.4 2.5 11.0 9.8 10.1 10.2 8.6 5.6 
65 and over (18,700) 100.0 6.2 3.3 11. 5 25.0 11.6 29.2 7·0 1.6 14.9 5.6 4·1 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (69)300) 100.0 18.7 5.3 0.8 11.4 1.8 10.9 19.5 12.4 6.7 7.4 5.2 
Victimized (37,800 100.0 27·9 5.0 10·7 5.8 1.7 4.4 19·1 15.1 6.4 8·9 5.1 

NOTE: Data based on question 8b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

'.;J 
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Table 29. Places usually visited for evening entertainment 

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

Population characteristic Total Inside city Outside city About equal 

All persons (216,200) 100.0 69.2 19.0 11. 7 

Sex 
Male (101,900) 100.0 67.8 19.4 12.6 
Female (114,300) 100.0 70.5 18.7 10.8 

Race 
White t64,9OO) 100.0 64.1 23.0 12.8 
mack 49,800) 100.0 85.6 6.1 8.2 
Other 1,500) 100.0 87·9 17.3 14·7 

Age 

16-19 )c. 5001 100.0 80.0 13.3 6.7 
20-24 44,100 100.0 71.5 17.5 11.0 
25-34 44,600 100.0 66.8 20.1 12.9 
35-49 37,100 100.0 68.1 18.1 13.6 
50-64 37,900 100.0 63.8 23.1 13.0 
65 and over (22 100) 100.0 65.7 22.4 11.8 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (136,900) 100.0 67.1 20.5 12.3 
Victimized (79,300) 100.0 72.8 16.5 10·7 

NOTE: Data based on question 8d. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
1 Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Not available 

10.1 

10.2 
10.0 

10.1 
10.1 
10.0 

10.0 
10.0 
10.2 
10.1 
10.1 
10.2 

10.1 
10.1 



Table 30. Most important reason for usually seeking evening entertainment inside or outside the city 

inside or outside the city 

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

Type of place and popu- ClJnvenience, Parting, Crime in More Prefer Other area Friends, Other and 
lation characteristic Total etc. traffic other place to do facilities more expensive relatives not available 

Persons entertained inside city 

All persons (149,700) 100.0 65.2 0.6 10.1 6·7 16.6 1.4 7·1 2.3 
Sex 

Male (69,100) 100.0 63.5 0.7 lu.l 7·3 17·7 1.7 6.4 2.6 
Female (80,600) 100.0 66.6 0.6 10.2 6.2 15.6 1.2 7.7 2.0 

Race 
White t05,7oo) 100.0 63.1 0.8 10.2 7.2 19.0 1.0 6.6 2.2 
mack 42,600) 100.0 69.8 ~0.3 10.1 5·7 10·7 2.5 8.3 2.5 
Other 1,300) 100.0 76.0 10.0 10.0 12·9 115.8 10.0 15.3 10.0 

Age 
16-19 24'400~ 100.0 68.1 10.4 10.1 8·7 8.5 1.4 10.6 2.1 
20-24 31,500 100.0 65.2 10.1 10.1 9.8 16.5 1.1 5.6 1.6 
25-34 29,800~ 100.0 61.2 10.3 10.1 6·9 23·3 1.8 4.8 1.6 
35-49 25,300 100.0 65.9 10.8 10.1 5.2 18·3 1.7 4.6 3.3 
50-64 24,200 100.0 67.5 1.3 10.1 4.1 17·3 1.3 6.4 2.0 
65 and over (14,500) 100.0 63.1 11.3 10.1 3.2 12.5 11.0 14.7 4.1 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (91~9OO) 100.0 64.9 0.7 10.1 6.5 17.3 1.2 7.1 2.3 
Victimized (57,700 100.0 65.6 0.5 10.2 7·1 15·5 1.8 7.2 2.2 

Persons entertained outside city 

All persons (41,100) 100.0 44.2 6.6 3.5 4.0 23·5 3.1 11. 5 3.6 
Sex 

Male (19,800) 100.0 45.7 7·3 3.1 4·4 22.1 3·0 9·7 4·8 
Female (21,300) 100.0 42.9 5.9 3.8 3.6 24.8 3.3 13.3 2.5 

Race 
vlhite P8,OOO) 100.0 44·8 6.4 3.5 3.6 23.6 3.3 11.1 3.6 
mack 3,000) 100.0 37.1 17·9 13.5 18.1 21.5 11.1 17.6 13.3 
other (1100) 100.0 133.5 134·4 10.0 10.0 132.1 10.0 10.0 10.0 

Age 

16-19 r' rool 100.0 41.8 13·4 12.6 14.2 15.5 11.7 27.4 13.2 
20-24 7,700 100.0 47·1 5.8 4.1 7·1 17·1 4·9 10.8 13·1 
25-34 9,000 100.0 39.2 9.0 3.4 12.2 31.1 13.0 8·3 3.8 
35-49 6,700 100.0 44.7 8.8 13.7 4.7 23.8 12.6 8.0 13.6 
50-64 (8,700) 100.0 48.5 4.8 4·8 3.6 23.1 12.4 10.3 12.4 
65 and over (5,000) 100.0 42.8 6.0 10.7 11.5 26.6 13.7 12·7 6.1 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (28~lOO) 100.0 45.9 6.8 3.1 3.5 22·7 2.9 11.8 3.3 
Victimized (13,100 100.0 40·7 6.1 4.3 5.0 25.1 3.7 10.9 4.2 

NOTE: Data based on question 8e. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
lEstimate, based on zer r or on about 10 or' fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

'.;J 
-.J 



Table 31. Opinion about local police performance 

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

Population characteristic Total Good Average Poor Don't know Not ~.vailable 

All persons (306,800) 100.0 53·1 34.8 8.6 3.4 0.2 
Sex 

Male (134, BOO) 100.0 54·7 33·7 9·2 2.2 10.2 
Female (172, 000) 100.0 51.8 35.6 8.1 4.3 0.2 

Race 
White r24,600) 100.0 58.6 31.9 6.4 3.0 0.2 
mack 80,400) 100.0 37.6 43.0 14·8 4.3 "0.3 
other 1,700) 100.0 59.8 28.6 10.0 '11.5 '0.0 

Age 
'0.3 

M-'9 r""1 100.0 33·5 47·7 15·4 3.1 
20-24 48,300 100.0 41.8 44·0 10·9 3.1 10.1 
25-34 53,300 100.0 47.1 38.7 11.7 2.4 10.1 
35-49 55,700 100.0 52.6 ':t •• 7.1 2.5 10.1 .. -j",. 

50-64 63,000 100.0 63.7 26·7 6.0 3.2 10.4 
65 and over (53,000) 100.0 69.6 20·7 3.8 5.8 "0.1 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (204~500) 100.0 57·0 32·9 6.1 3.8 0.2 
Victimized (102,300 100.0 45.2 38·5 13.6 2·4 '0.2 

NOTE: Data based on question 14a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
"Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or £ewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



Table 32. Opinion about local police performance 

(Percent distribution of re~ondes for th~ population age 16 and over) 

Population characteristic Total Good Average Poor Don't know Not available 

Sex and age 
Male 

16-19 ~14' 900 ~ 100.0 35.7 43.7 18.2 2.1 1.0.2 
20-24 22,400 100.0 46.7 .39.1 11.5 2·7 1.0.0 
25-34 t6'3oo~ 100.0 53.5 33.4 10·9 1.9 1.0.3 
35-49 24,400 100.0 55.4 37.2 5·7 1.7 1.0.0 
50-64 26,700 100.0 62.4 28.0 7·4 1.7 1.0.5 
65 and over (20,200) 100.0 67.8 24.0 4·5 3.4 1.0.2 

Female 

U~9 r'OOl 100.0 31.8 50.8 13.1 3.9 10.4 
20-24 26,000 100.0 37.6 48.3 10.5 3.5 1.0.1 
25-34 27,000 100.0 40.8 43.8 12.6 2.8 10.0 
35-49 31,300 100.0 50.4 38.2 8.2 3.1 1.0.1 
50-64 36,300 100.0 64.7 25.8 4.9 4.2 10.4 
65 and over (32, BOO) 100.0 70.6 18.7 3·3 7.3 1.0.1 

Race and age 
l'1hite 

16-19 !'" 500l 100.0 39.3 46.3 11.3 3.1 10.2 
20-24 37,700 200.0 46.8 42.6 7.3 3.3 ].0.1 
25-34 39,500 100.0 53.2 35.1 9.6 2.1 10.1 
35-49 37,000) 100.0 60.2 32.4 5.5 1.9 10.1 
50-64 46,300) 100.0 68.0 24.7 4·5 2·4 10.4 
65 and over (42,700) 100.0 72.0 19.5 3·4 4·9 1.0.2 

Black 

16-19 t2, 000 ~ 100.0 23.2 50.1 22·9 3·3 1.0.6 
20-24 10, 500 100.0 24.4 49.1 24·4 ].2,1 3.0.0 
25-34 13,200 100.0 28.0 50.3 18·7 2·7 "0.3 
35-49 ~17' 900 ~ 100.0 36.4 49.3 10.9 3.4 ].0.0 
50-64 16,600 100.0 51.7 32.3 10.2 5.2 1.0.6 
65 and over (10,300) 100.0 59.4 25.8 5.3 9.6 10.0 

NOTE: Data based on question l4a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
"Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



Table 33. Opinion about local police performance 

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

Population characteristic Total Good Average Poor Don't know Not available 

Race, sex, and age 
White 

Male 

16-19 1"'0001 
100.0 39.9 45.0 13.0 1.7 10.3 

20-24 18,000 100.0 51.7 37.2 8.2 2·9 10.0 
25-34 20, 600 ~ 100.0 57.9 31.3 8·7 2.0 10.2 
35-49 17,100 100.0 61.9 31. 7 5.0 11.4 10.0 
50-64 19,700) 100.0 66.7 2S.4 6.0 11.3 10.5 
65 and over (15,300) 100.0 69.7 22.8 3.9 3.4 10.2 

Female 
16-19 ~11' Soo ~ 100.0 38.7 47.4 9.7 4.2 10.0 
20-24 19,7(.0 100.0 42.2 47. S 6.4 3·7 10.2 
25-34 18,900 100.0 48.0 39.2 10.6 2.2 10.0 
35-49 ~19, 900) 100.0 58.8 32.9 5.8 2·3 10.2 
50-64 26,600) 100.0 69.0 24.2 3.3 3.3 10.3 
65 and over (27,300) 100.0 73.3 17.7 3.1 5.8 10.1 

mack 
Male 

16-19 ~4,900~ 100.0 27.4 40.7 28.9 13.0 10.0 
20-24 4,400 100.0 26.9 46.2 25.2 11.8 10.0 
25-34 P,3OO) 100.0 3S.5 41.7 20.2 12.0 10.7 
35-49 6,9oo~ 100.0 38.5 51. 7 7.7 12.1 10.0 
S0-64 (6,900, 100.0 49.9 35.4 11.3 12.9 10.5 
65 and over (4,800) 100.0 61.9 28.0 6.5 13.6 10.0 

Female 
16-19 (7'loo~ 100.0 20.2 56.6 18.7 13.4 11.0 
2C-24 t,loo 100.0 22.6 51.2 23.9 12·4 10.0 
25-34 7,800 100.0 23.0 56.1 17·7 13.2 10.0 
35-49 11,oon) 100.0 35 • .1 47.8 12.9 4.3 10.0 
50-64 (9,700) 100.0 53.0 30.2 9.3 6.8 10.7 
65 and over (S,500) 100.0 57.1 23.8 4.2 14.9 10.0 

NOTE: Data based on question 14a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
lEstimate, based on zerO cr on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



.j:>. 

Table 34. Whether or not local police performance 
needs improvement 

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No 

All persons (295,900) 100.0 80.2 18.1 

Sex 
Male (131,500) 100.0 81.5 16.7 
Female (164,400) 100.0 79.1 19.2 

Race 
White ~217,600) 100.0 79.0 19.1 
mack 76, 800) 100.0 83.3 15.2 
other 1,500) 100.0 83.1 111f.3 

Age 

16-
19

r'OOl 
100.0 83·3 14.9 

20-24 46,800 100.0 87.3 11.0 
25-34 51,900 100.0 85.0 12.5 
35-49 54,300 100.0 81.7 16.8 
50-64 60, 700 100.0 15.4 22·7 
65 and over (49,800) 100.0 70.6 28.3 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (196,300) 100.0 78.1 20.3 
Victimized (99,600) 100.0 84.3 13·7 

Not available 

1.8 

1.8 
1.7 

1.9 
1.5 

12.6 

1.8 
1.7 
2.5 
1.5 
1.9 
1.1 

1.6 
2.0 

OOTE: Data based on question 14b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 

1Estimate, based On about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table 35. Most important measure for improving local police performance 
(Percent distribution of responses for the popJlation age 16 and over) 

Sex Race Age 
All 65 and 
persons Male Female White Black other 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64- over 

Most important measure (176,900) (83,700) (93,200) (126,:;00) (49,900) (800) (20,300) (31,700) (34,900) (34,200) (33,800) (~?OO) 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Personnel resources 
Total 29.7 31.4 28.1 33.8 18.7 54.8 19.0 24.1 27.3 30.7 36.1 39.6 

More police 24.4 25.4 23.6 28.5 14.3 125.0 15.6 18.0 19.1 25.3 32.5 36.9 
Better training 5.2 6.0 4·lt 5·3 4·4 129.8 3.4 6.1 8.2 5·4 3.6 2.6 

Operational practices 
Total 47.4 43.5 50.9 45.7 52.0 132.1 52.6 51.0 45.7 45.9 44.3 47.3 

Focus on more important 
duties, etc. 8.4 9.8 7.1 9.4 5.9 14.8 10.1 12.7 9.9 6.8 5.9 4.6 

Greater promptness, etc. 15.1 10.6 19.1 12.2 22.6 14.8 19.1 16.0 15.9 15.4 12.8 12.0 
Increased traffic control 1.9 1.9 1.8 2.3 10.6 114.3 11.2 2.4 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.6 
More police certain 

areas, times 22.1 21.3 22.8 21.8 22.9 18.3 22.2 20.0 18.2 21.7 23.8 29.0 

Community relations 
113.1 9.6 Total 14.1 15.1 13.2 11.1 21.8 21.5 17. 1 18.8 12·4 5.1 

Courtesy, attitudes, etc. 11.4 12.6 10.3 9.4 16.4 113.1 17.0 13.9 16.0 9.3 7.7 4.3 
Don't discriminate 2.7 2.6 2.8 1.7 5.3 10.0 4.4 3.1 2.8 3.1 1·9 10.8 

other 8.8 9.9 7.9 9.4 7.5 10.0 6.9 7.8 8.2 11.0 10.0 8.0 

OOTE: Data based on question l4b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
1Estimate, based on zero Or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statidtica1ly unreliable. 

Victimization eXE!!rience 
Not 
victimized Victimized 

(109,000) (67,900) 

100.0 100.0 

32.6 25.0 
27.3 20.1 
5.3 4.9 

45.3 50.8 

7.8 9.2 
13.9 17.0 
2.1 1.4 

21.4 23.1 

13.1 15.7 
10.5 12.8 
2.6 2.9 

9.1 8.4 



Table 36. Most important measure for improving 
local police performance 

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

Personnel Operational Canmunity 
Population characteristic Total resources practices relations Other 

Sex and age 
Male 

16-191"300) 
100.0 19.7 49.0 22.7 8.6 

20-24 15,200 100.0 26.0 46.7 17.7 9.6 
25-34 17, 5001 100.0 28.4 39.8 22.2 9.7 
35-49 15,500 100.0 34.1 40.2 12.2 13.5 
50-64 15,900 100.0 38.9 41.2 10.2 9.7 
65 and over (10,300) 100.0 39.6 49.1 4.6 6.7 

Female 

16-19 r'9001 100.0 18.4 55.7 20.6 5.4 
20-24 16,500 100.0 22.3 55.0 16.6 6.2 
25-34 17,400 100.0 26.2 51.7 15.4 6.7 
35-49 18,600 100.0 28.0 50.6 12.5 8.9 
50-64 17,900 100.0 33.6 47·1 9.1 10.2 
65 and over (U,9OO) 100.0 39.6 45·7 5.6 9.2 

Race and age 
White 

16-19 r3' 000~ 100.0 23.0 54·2 15.9 6.9 
20-24 24,100 100.0 26.8 52.1 13.3 7.7 
25-34 25,400 100.0 30.7 44·4 15.9 8.9 
35-49 21,700) 100.0 35.8 42.9 8.8 12.4 
50-64 (24,900) 100.0 41.6 39·4 8.1 U.O 
65 and over (17,100) 100.0 42.5 44·7 4.3 8.4 

Black 
16-19 F,200) 100.0 U.8 49.4 31.8 7.0 
20-24 7,500) 100.0 15.4 47.9 28.3 8.3 
25-34 (9,200) 100.0 18.3 48.1 27.3 6.4 
35-49 (12,000) 100.0 19.3 52.7 19.1 8.9 
50-64 (8,900) 100.0 20.9 58.1 13.9 7.2 
65 and over (5,000) 100.0 29.1 56.3 8.0 6.6 

NOTE: Data based on question 14b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 



Table 37. Most important measure for improving 

local police performance 

lPercent distri~ution of responses for the population age 16 and over) 

Personnel Operational Canmunity 
Population characteristic Total resources practices relations other 

Race, sex, and age 
I'lhite 

Male 
16-19 r,400) 100.0 24.6 50.8 17.6 7·0 
20-24 12,100 100.0 28.3 49·4 12.5 9.7 
25-34 13'7oo~ 100.0 30·4 40.7 18.3 lO.6 
35-49 10,900 100.0 35.3 35.9 7·4 14.8 
50-64 (il,500) 100.0 44.6 36.6 8.1 10.7 
65 and over (7,600) 100.0 43.0 46.2 3.9 6.8 

Female 
16-19 6,600) 100.0 21.4 57.4 14.2 6.8 
20-24 12,100! 100.0 25·4 54.7 14.1 5·7 
25-34 il,700 100.0 31.1 48.8 13.1 6.9 
35-49 il,500 100.0 34.0 46.9 9.6 9.5 
50-64 13,400 100.0 39·0 41.8 8.1 il.2 
65 and over (9,600) 100.0 42.1 43.6 4.6 9·7 

mack 
Male 

1~19 r~l 
100.0 9.0 44.1 34.4 12.5 

20-24 3,100 100.0 17·9 36.4 36.4 19.4 
25-34 3, BOO 100.0 20.6 36.0 36.8 16.6 
35-49 5,000 100.0 23·5 46.0 20.7 9.8 
50-64 4,400 100.0 24.2 53.2 15.4 7.2 
65 and over (2,700) 100.0 29·9 57·2 16.6 16.3 

Fem,,~e 

"-19 !,,'OO! 
100.0 13·7 52.7 30·4 13.2 

20-24 4,400 100.0 13.9 56.2 22.6 7·3 
25-34 5,500 100.0 16.4 56.4 20·7 6.4 
35-49 7,000 100.0 16.4 57.6 17·8 8.2 
50-64 4,500) 100.0 17·4 62.6 12.6 7.3 
65 and over (2,300) 100.0 29.1 54·3 19.6 17·0 

NOTE: Data based on question 14b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 

1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



Appendix II 

Survey instrument 

Form NCS 6, the attitude survey instrument, 
contains two batteries of questions. The first of 
these, covering items 1 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 th~ proce­
dure followed in the victimization component of 
the survey, there was no provision for proxy re­
sponses on behalf of individuals who were abs.ent 
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
tionnaire; supplemental forms were available for 
use in households where more than three persons 
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 
Cincinnati, 1977. 
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O.M.B. No. 41-572052' Aoorov,1 Exolr •• June :!QJ91l 
.OR" NCH HOT ICE - Your report to the Census Bureau Is confidential by law (Title 13, U.S. 
11'~'1!' 

Code), It may be seen only by sworn Census employees and may be used only for 
statistical purposes. 

U.S. oEPMnMENT OF COMMERCE A. Conlrol number 
Sf ":1"1. AND ECONOMIC,1i1ATISTICS AOMINISTRATION 

bUREAU OF THE cENSUS 

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY PSU i Serial i Panel i HH i Segmenl 
I I I I 
I I I I 

CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE I I I I 
I I I I 
I I I I 

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 

B. Name of household head • 4a. Why did you leave there? Any other reason? (Mark an lhar apply) 

@ 10 Location - closer to Job, family, friends, school, shopping, etc., here 
20 House (apartment) or property characteristics - Size, quality, 

C. Reason 101 nonrnlerview yard space, etc. 

@ IOTVPEA 'Jl 20TVPE B 30TVPEC 3 o Wanted better housing, own home 
• 0 Wanted cheaper housing 

@) 
RIC' 01 hud 

sO No choice - evicted, bulldrng demolished, condemned, etc. I DWhile 
60 Change In living arrangements - marital status. wanted 2C]Negro to live alone, etc. 

300ther 70 Bad element moving In 
TYPE Z..., sO Crime In old neighborhood, arrald 
Int.rvl.w not obtaln.d for - 90 Didn't like neighborhood characteristics - environment, 
Line number problems with neighbors. etc. 

@ ,00 Other -Specl/y 

@) (If more than one reason) 
b. Which reason would you say was lhe mosl importanl? 

@ @ Enter Item n/.moor 
@ Sa. Is Utere anything yoo don'llike aboullhis neighborhooo? 

CENSUS USE ON LV @ 0oNo-SKIP roBa 

@ \® \(ill) Jill) • Yes - Whal? Anything else? (Mark al//hal apply) 

1 @) , 0 Tramc, parking 
20 Environmental problems - trash, noise, overcrowding, etc, 

HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDE QUESTIONS 30 Crime or fear of crime 

Ask only household respondent 40 Public transportation problem 

Belore we gel 10 the major portion 01 the survey, I would like 10 ask 
sO Inadequate schools, shopping facilities. etc. 
60 Bad element moving in you a lew questions lelaled 10 subjects which seem 10 be 01 some 
70 Problems with neighbors, characteristics of neighbors concern 10 people. These questions ask you whal you Ihlnk, whal 

you leel, your attlludes and opinions. sOOther Specify 

1. How long have yoo lived allhis address? (If mote fhan one answer) 
@) , 0 Less than 1 year} b. Which problem would you say Is Ihe mosl serious? 

201-2 yeals ASK 2a @) Enter flam number 303-5 years 
40 More than 5 years - SKIP ,05a 6a. Do you do your major food shopping in this neighborhood? 

2a. Why did you selecllhis pallicular neighborhooo? Any olher reason? @) 00 Yes - SKIP /0 7a 

• * 
No - Why nol? Any olher reason? (Mark all rhal apply) 

@) (Mark alt ,hal apply) 
(ill) 10 No stores In neighborhood, others more convenient 

10 Neighborhood characteristicS - type of neighbors, environment, 2oStores In neighborhood Inadequate, prefers (better) Slreets, parks, etc. 
stores elsewhere 

20 Good schools 3DHfgh prices, commIssary or PX ch~aper 
3 D Safe from crime • 0 Crime or fear of crime 
40 Only place housing could be found, lack of choice 50 Other - Specify 
50 Price was right 

(II mora than one reason) .6::J Locatio'1 - close to Job. family, friends, school, shopping, etc. 
b. Which reason would you say is the most important? 

7 LJ House (apartment) or property characteristics - size, quality, 
@) • yard space, etc. Enter Item numoor 

6 CJ Always lived in this neighborhood 7a. When you shop fOI things other than food, such as clothing ~nd general 
9 Cl other - Speclly merchandise, do you USUALLY go 10 surburban or neighborhood shopping 

@ 
cenler,s or do you shop "downlown?" 

,II more than one reason} , 0 Surburban or neighborhood 

@ 
b. Which reason would you say was the mosllmporlanl? zDDowntown 

Ente, /tern number * b. Why is thai? Any other reason? (Mark al1lha/ apply) 

3a. Whele did you live before you moved here? @) , 0 Better parking. less traWc 

@) I [] OutSide U.S. } SKIP 10 4a 
20 Better transportation 
30 More convenient 2[J InSide limits of this city 
40 Better selection, more stores, more choice 30 Somewhere else In U.S. - spec/ry , 
50 Afraid or crime 

Slate 
60 Store hours better 
70 Better prices 

County 
80 Prefers (better) stores, location, serVice, employees 

b. Did you live inside the limits of a city, town, viliage, etc.? 
90 Other - Speclly 

@) (II mora than one rcason) 
'[JNO C. Which one would you say is the mosl i~orl.ant reason? 

@) 
2 [~l Yes - Enta, name 01 city. town. etc., @) Enter Item number I I I I I I • INTERVIEWER - Complere Interview wllh household respoodenl, 

beginning wlfh Individual Allliude Ouesf/ons. 
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- IHDIVIDUAL ATTITUDE QUESTIONS - Ask each household member /6 or older 
KEYER - BEGIH HEW RECORD CHECK. Look 0111. and b, W •• box 3 Or 4 marked In ellher lIem1 ® Line number IName ITEM B ovu -ASK 1/e o No- sKIP 10 12 I 

11 C. Is !be nellhborhood tl.lnrerous enouclr to ItIdke you think serleusly 
. Sa, How often do yOll (0 oulln !be evenlne for en!ertalnmen!, such as 

<§ 
aboli! moving somewhtre else? 

Ie restaurants,thealers, elc,? DONo-SKIP ro 12 

@) I 0 Once 0 week Of "",re 402 or 3 lime. a Y"'Ir * Yes - lI11y don'! you? Any other leason? I""" a/l lhal apply) 
20 Less IhM once a week- sO Less lhan 2 Of 3 limes • (§ I 0 Can'l aflord to 50 Plan 10 move 'OOn more than once a ~th • year or never 

20 Can'l find orher housing 60 Health or aie 3 0 About once a mN'. 
30 Relallve •• friends nearby 70 Other - spec/ly:? 

b. Do you 10 to these places more er less now than you did a year - 0 Convenlenllo work. elc, 
@) 01' two Ila? -

I 0 Aboul the same - SKIP 10 Chack IIMr A (It mDl8 than one t'9Bson) 

2 B More} 1I11y? Any other reason? (Mark a/l lhal apply) 
d. Which reason would you say,s the mosllmportant? 

.. 3 Less @) Enter Item ntrrlbOf @ 1 0 Money slluallon 70 Family reasonS (marriage, 12. How do you thln~ youl nelchborhood compares wilh otheff In this 20 Places 10 go, people children, parents) 
metropolitan alea In terms 01 crime? Would you say It Is -10 go with aD Acllvllies, Job, school @ I 0 Muth more dancerous? _ 0 Less dangeroos? lo ConvenIence 90 erlme or lear 01 crime 
20 MMe danreroos? 50 Fltrch less dancerous? 40 Heallh (own) 100 Want 10, like to, enJoymenl 
30AboIit average? 50 Transpo<laUon II 0 Olher -SpeOIlYjl 

soARe 13a. Are there some parts 01 this metropolitan area whele you hav~ a 
reason to to or would like to go DURING THE DAY, but are alrald 

(/I tnO(e troan one roaaon) to because at lear 01 crime? 

@) 
c. Which reason would yoo say Is the most Important? @ CoNo yes _ Which sectlon(s)? 

Enter Item ntmbar 
@ CHECK • Is box I, 2, Of 3 marked 1n 8a1 ~Num/)er 01 speclll. place. monl/ona<I 

ITEM A 0 No - SKIP 109. 0 Yes - ASK 8d b. How about AT NIGHT - ale there some parts ollhls area where you !lave a 
d. When you do to out to restaulants or theaters In the evening, Is It reason to to or would like to go bot are alrald to because 01 lear 01 crime? 

usually In the city or ootslrll! 01 the city? @ cONo Ves - Which secUon(s)? 
@) 10 Usually In lhe cily 

20 Usually outsIde 01 the city @ 3D About equal - SKIP 1098 ....--Number of sp&clflc pisces menlloned 

e. Why do you usually to (ootslde the cltylln the dty)? AnY other 14a. Would yoo say, In general, that your focal police are doing a good • reason? (Mark a/l IhBI apply) Job, an average job, or a poor )ob? 

® 1 o More con .... enlent, familiar, easier to Ret there, only place avalJable @ I o Good 30 Poor 
20 Parking problems, "a/flc 2 0 Average _ 0 Don't know - sKrp to 150 

30 Too much crime In olher place • b. In what ways could they Improve? Any other ways? (Mark 0/1 Ihal apply) 
-0 More 10 dO @ I 0 No I"l'rovemenl needed - SKIP ro 150 
sO Prerer (better) racllilies (reslaurants, lhealers, etc.) 20 Hire mOre PQllcemen 
60More expen51ve In other area 3D Concentrate on more Important duties, serious c:rl~, etc. 
70 Because 01 rrlends, relative. 40 Be more prompt. responsive, ah!:i't 
B 0 Olher - Speclly sO Improve trainfng. raise quaffffcatfons Or pay, recruitment poliCies 
(11 mDfe rhan o"e reasOt'l) 60 Be more courteOU$f improve altitUde, community relations 

f. Which redSon would you say Is the most Important? 70 oon'l discriminate 

@ Enter item nlxnbsr 
B 0 Need ""'re IratHe conlrol 
90 Need "",re policemen of partleular type (rOOI, car) In 

9J. Now I'd like to let your opinions about crime In ceneral. certain areas or at cenain times 
Within !be past Yeil 01 two, do yOII think that crime In your 100 Don't know @ nel&lrbortrood has Increased, decreased, or remained about the same? 

II 0 Other - Specify 345 lolncreased _ooon'l know -sICtP roc 
200ecre .. ed 50 Haven't lived here (11 more than ana way) 
30Same - SKIP 10 e lhat long - SKIP ro e c. Which would you say (s the most Important? 

b. Were you thinkinl about any spetlllc kinds .1 crimes when you said @) Enter Item numbe, you \/rInk crime In your nel&lrborhood has (increased/decreased)? 
@) "ON. Yes - lI11at kinds 01 crimes? 15a. Now I have some more questions about your Ofllnlons concerning crime. 

Please take this card. (H.nd re'pond •• , AtIIl"". Flashcard, NOS.574) I I I @ Look at the FIRST set 01 statements, Which one do you agree wnh most? 
c.'How about any crimes which maY be happening In your neighborhood - 10 My chance. of being atlacked or robbed have GONE UP 

woold you say they are commilled mostly by the peopie who live In lhe pa,t lew years 

@ 
here In this nelthborhood or mostly by outsiders? 20 My chance, 01 ""Ing altacked or robbed have GONE DOWN 
1 0 No crimes happening 3 0 Outsiders In the past few years 

In neighborhood 40 Equally by bolh 30 My chances 01 being allacked or robbed haven't chanRed 
20 People living here 5000n't know In the past few years 

lOa. Within the past year or two do you think that crime In the United 
_ 0 No opinion 

States has Incr~sed' rlI!cr;;ased, or remained abo:}!be same? b. Which 01 the SECOND group do you aRlee with most? ~ I 0 Increased ASK b 30 Same S/CIP 10 fla @ 10 Crime I, LESS s.rlou, than I,., ""w.paper. and TV say 2 0 Decreased _ 0 Don't know 
20Crimeis MORE $erlou, Ihan tho newspapers and TV say 

b. Were yoo thlnkin, about any specllic kinds 01 crimes \'then yoo said 30 Crime 1$ about as setlous as the n~wspapers and TV say 

~@ 
you flrlnk crime In !be U.S. has (Increased/rlI!creased)? • 0 No opinion 
OoNO Yes - What kinds ot crimes? 

163. Do you think PEOPLE IN GENERAL !lave limited or chanlled their 
rTl 

@> 
activities In the past lew yem because they are alrald 01 crime? 

11,. How safe do you leel or would yeu feel being out alone In your 10Yes 2oNo 

@ 
nel&lrbortrood AT 'liGHT? b. Do you think that most PEOPLE IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD have limited 01 
I oVe;y sar. 30 Somewhal unsafe 

@ 
chanred thelr3ctlvltfes In the past few years because they are alrald 01 crime? 

20 Reas..,ably sare _ 0 Very unsale 'OVe. 20No 
b. How about DURING,THE DAY - how sale do you lee I or would c. In reneral, have YOU limited or changed YOUI Jctlvltles In the past lew 

@) 
you feel beln( out lime In your nel,hborhood? 

@) 
years becaUSe 01 crime? 

I OVery sale 30 Somewhal unsare 'oYe$ 2oNo 
20 Reasonably safe 40 Very unsafe ~ INTERVIEWER - Conllnue Inlervlew with this respondent on NCS-3 
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Appendix III 

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 Cincin­
nati, including those living in certain types of 
group quarters, such as dormitories, rooming 
houses. and religious group dwellings. Nonresi­
dents of the city, including tourists and commut­
ers, did not fall within the scope of the survey. 
Similarly. crewmembers of merchant vessels, 
Armed Forces personnel living in military bar­
racks. and institutionalized persons, such as 
correctional facility inmates, were not under con­
sideration. With these exceptions, all persons age 
16 and over living in units designated for the sam­
ple were eligible to he interviewed. 

Bach interviewer-'s first contact with a unit se­
lected for the survey was in person, and, if it 
were not possible to secure interviews with all eli­
gible 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 repre§enta­
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 
complete 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 inventory, as determined 
by the 1970 Census of Population and Housing­
was the same as that for the victimization survey. 
A determination was made that a sample rough­
ly half the size of the victimization sample 
would yield enough attitudinal 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. Occupied units, 
which comprised the majority, were grouped into 
100 strata defined by a combination of the follow­
ing characteristics: type of tenure (owned or rent­
ed); number of household members (five catego­
ries); household income (five categories); and race 

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

To account for units built after the 1970 Cen­
sus, a sample was drawn, by means of an inde­
pendent clerical operation, of permits issued for 
the construction of residential housing within the 
city. This enabled the proper representation in the 
survey of persons occupying housing built after 
1970. 

In order to develop the half sample required for 
the attitude survey, each unit was randomly a,.,;? 
signed to I of 12 panels, with units in the first 6 
panels being designated for the attitude survey. 
This procedure resulted in the selection of 6,007 
housing units. During the survey period, 1,019 of 
these units were found to be vacant, demolished, 
converted to nonresidential use, temporarily occu­
pied by nonresidents, or otherwise ineligible for 
both the victimization and attitude surveys. At an 
~ddl(lonal 178 units visited by interviewers it was 
impossible to conduct interviews because the 
occupants could not be reached after repe,r"J 
calls, did not wish to participate in the survey, or 
were unavailable for other reasons. Therefore, 
interviews were taken with the occupants of 4,810 
housing units, and the rate of participation among 
units qualified' for interviewing was 96.4 percent. 
Parlicipating units were occupied by a total of 
9,110 persons age 16 and over, or an average of 
1.89 residents of the relevant ages per unit. 
Interviews were conducted with 8,759 of these 
persons, resulting in a response rate of 96.1 per­
cent among eligible residents. 

Estimation procedure 
Data records generated by the attitude survey 

were assigned either of two sets of final tabulation 
weights, one for the records of individual respond­
ents and another for those of household respond­
ents. In each l:ase, the final weight was the prod­
uct of two elements-a factor of roughly twice the 
weight used in tabulating victimization data esti­
mates and a ratio estimation factor. The following 
steps determined the tabulation weight for person­
al victimization data and were, therefore, an inte­
gral part of the estimation procedure for attitude 
data gathered from individual respondents: (1) a 
basic weight, reflecting the selected unit's proba­
bility of being included in the sample; (2) a factor 
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to compensate for the subsampling of units, a sit­
uation that arose in instances where the interview­
er discovered many more units at the sample ad­
dress than had been listed in the decennial Cen­
~us; (3) a within-household noninterview adjust­
ment to account for situations where at least one 
but not all eligible persons in a household were 
interviewed; (4) a household non interview adjust­
ment to account for households qualified to partic­
ipate in the survey but from which an interview 
was not obtained: (5) a household ratio estimate 
factor for bringing estimates developed from the 
sample of 1970 housing units into adjustment with 
the complete Census count of such units; and (6) 
a population ratio estimate factor that brought the 
sample estimate into accord with post-Census es­
timates of the population age 12 and over and 
adjusted the data for possible biases resulting 
from undercoverage or overcoverage of the popu­
lation. 

The household ratio estimation procedure (step 
5) achieved a slight reduction in the extent of 
sampling variability, thereby reducing the margin 
of error in the tabulated survey results. It also 
compensated for the exclusion from each stratum 
of any households already included in samples for 
certain other Census Bureau programs. The 
household r:t~ ~{) estimator was not applied to inter­
view record~ gathered from residents of group 
quarters or of units constructed after the Census. 
For household victimization data (and attitude 
data from household respondents), the final 
weight incorporated all of t~e steps described 
above except the third and sixth. 

The ratio estimation factor, second element of 
the final weight, was an adjustment for bringing 
data from the attitude survey (which, as indicat­
ed, was based on a half sample) into accord with 
data from the victimization survey (based on the 
whole sample). This adjustment, required because 
the attitude sample was randomly constructed 
from the victimization sample, was used for the 
age, sex, and race characteristics of respondents. 

Reliability c1 estimates 
As previously noted, survey re~ults contained 

in this report are estimates. Despite the precau­
tions taken to minimize sampling variability, the 
estimates are subject to errors arising from the 
fact that the sample employed was only one of a 
large number of possible samples of equal size 
that could have been used applying the 
same sample design and selection procedures. 
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Estimates derived from different samples may 
vary somewhat: they also may differ from figures 
developed from the average of all possible sam­
ples, even if the surveys were administered with 
the same schedules, instructions, and interview­
ers. 

The standard error of a survey estimate is a 
measure 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 approximates the average result ~'f all 
possible samples. The estimate and its associated 
standard error may he used to construct a confi­
dence interval, that is, an interval having a pre­
scribed probability that it would include the aver­
age result of all possible samples. The average 
value of all possible samples mayor may nol be 
contained in any particular computed interval. 
However, the chances are about 68 out of 100 
that a survey-derived estimate would differ from 
the average result of all possible samples by less 
than one standarq 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 times 
the standard error; and 99 out of 100 chances that 
it would be less than 2.5 times the standard error. 
The 68 percent confidence interval is defined as 
the range of values given by the 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 estimate plus or minus 
two standard errors. 

In addition to sampling error, the estimates 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 whether or not they 
were victimized during the 12 months prior to the 
time uf interview. Research on recall indicates 
that the ability to remember a crime varies with 
the time interval between victimization and inter­
view, the type of crime, and, perhaps, the socio­
demographic 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 
purpose of this report. Another source of non­
sampling error pertaining to victimization experi­
ence involves telescoping, or bringing within tile 



appropri(lte 12-month reference period victimiza­
tions that occurred before or after the close of the 
period. 

Although the problems of recall and !!"!~scoping 
probably weakened the differentiation 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, systematic mis­
takes intToduced by interviewers, and improper 
coding and processing of data. Many of these er­
rors also would occur in a complete census. 
Quality control measures, such as interviewer 
observation and a reinterview program, as well as 
edit procedures in the field and at the clerical and 
computer processing stages, were utilized to keep 
such errors at an acceptably low level. As calcu­
lated for this survey, the standard errors partially 
measure only those random nonsampling 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 
to the data tables and were not used for purposes 
of analysis in this report. For Cincinnati, a mini­
mum weighted estimate of 300 was considered 
statistically reliable, as was any percentage based 
on such a figure. 

Computation and application 
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 I contains standard error approxi­
mations applicahle to information from individual 
respondents and Table II gives errors for data de­
rived from household respondents. For percent­
ages not specifically listed in the tahles, linear inter­
polation must he used to approximate the 
standard error. 

To illustrate the application of standard errors 
in measuring sampling variability, Data Table I in 
this report shows that 68.0 percent of all Cincin­
nati residents age 16 and over (306,800 persons) 

believed crime in the United States had increased. 
Two-way linear interpolation of data listed in 
Table i would yield a standard error of about 0.6 
percent. Consequently, chances are 68 out of 100 
that the estimated percentage of 68,0 would be 
within 0.6 percentage points of the average result 
from all possible samples; i.e., the 68 percent 
confidence interval associated with the estimate 
would be from 67.4 to 68.6. Furthermore, the 
chances are 95 out of 100 that the estimated per­
centage would be roughly within 1.2 percentage 
points of the average for all samples; i.e., the 95 
percent confidence interval would be about 66.8 
to 69.2 percent. Standard errors associated with 
data from household respondents are calculated in 
the same manner, using Table II. 

In comparing two sample estimates, the stand­
ard error of the difference betwee'n the two figures 
is approximately equal to the square root of the 
sum of the squares of ihe standard errors of each 
estimate considered separately. As an example, 
Data Table 12 shows that 31.4 percent of males 
and 9.9 percent of females felt very safe when out 
alone in the neighborhood at night, a difference of 
21.5 percentage points. The standard error for 
each estimate, determined by interpolation, was 
about 0.9 (males) and 0.5 (females). Using the 
formula described previously, the standard error 
of the difference between 31.4 and 9.9 percent is 
expressed as ..J(0.9)2 + (0.5)2, which equals ap­
proximately 1.0. Thus, the confidence interval at 
one standard error around the difference of 21.5 
would be .from 20.5 to 22.5 01.5 plus or minus 
1.0) and at two standard errvrs from 19.5 to 23.S. 
The ratio of a difference to its standard error d~­
fines a value that can be equated to a level of sig­
nificance. For example, a ratio of about 2.0 (or 
more) denotes that the difference is significant at 
the 95 percent confidence level (or higher); a ratio 
ranging between about 1.6 and 2.0 indicates that 
the difference is significant at a confidence level 
between 90 and 95 percent; and a ratio of less 
than about 1.6 defines a level of confidence below 
90 percent. In the above example, the ratio of the 
difference (21.5) to the standard error (\.0) is 
equal to 21.5, a figure well above the 2.0 minimum 
level of confidence applied in this report. Thus, it 
was concluded that the difference between the 
two proportions was statistically significant. For 
data gathered from household respondents, the 
significance of differences between two sample 
estimates is tested by the same procedure, using 
standard errors in Table II. 
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Table I. Individual respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages 
(68 chances out of 100) 

Estimated Eercent of answers b~ individual resEondents 
Base of percent 1.0 Or 99.0 2.5 or 97.5 5.0 or 95.0 10.0 or 90.0 25.0 Cr 75.0 50.0 

100 6.5 10.1 14·1 19.4 28.1 32·4 
250 4.1 6.4 8·9 12·3 17·8 20.5 
500 2.9 4·5 6·3 8·7 12.6 14·5 

1.000 2.0 3·2 4.5 6.2 8.9 10·3 
2,500 1.3 2.0 2.8 3·9 5.6 6.5 
5,000 0.9 1.4 2.0 2.8 4.0 4.6 

10,000 0.6 1.0 1.4 1.9 2.8 3·2 
25,000 0·4 0.6 0·9 1.2 1.8 2.1 
50,000 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.9 1.3 1.5 

100,,000 0.2 0·3 0·4 0.6 0.9 1.0 
250,000 0.1 0.2 0·3 0.4 0.6 0.6 
500,000 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 

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

Table II. Household respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Base of percent 1.0 Or 99.0 
Estimated Eercent of answers by household reSEondents 

2.5 Or 97.5 5.0 Or 95.0 10.0 or 90.0 25.0 or 75.0 50.0 

100 5.5 8·7 12.1 16.7 24·1 27.8 
250 3·5 5.5 7·7 10.6 15·3 17.6 
500 2.5 3·9 5·4 7·5 10,8 12·5 1,000 1.8 2.8 3·8 5·3 7.6 8.8 

2,500 1.1 1·7 2·4 3.3 4·8 5.6 
5,000 0.8 1.2 1.7 2·4 3·4 3·9 10,000 0.6 0.9 1.2 1.7 2·4 2.8 

25,000 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.1 1.5 1.8 
50,000 0.2 0·4 0·5 0·7 1.1 1.2 

100,000 0.2 0.3 0·4 0.5 0.8 0.9 
250,000 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.6 

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

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

Annual family income-Includes the income 
of the household head and all other related per­
sons residing in the same household unit. Covers 
the 12 months preceding the interview and in­
cludes wages, salaries, net income from business 
or farm, pensions, interest, dividends, rent, and 
any other form of monetary income. The income 
of persons unrelated to the head of household is 
excluded. 

Assault-An unlawful physical attack, whether 
aggravated or simple, upon a person. Includes 
attempted assault with or without a weapon. Ex­
cludes rape and attempted rape, as well as attacks 
involving theft or attempted theft, ·which are clas­
sified as robbery. 

Burglary-Unlawful 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 improving police performance) and in­
cludes two response categories: "Be more cour­
teous, improve attitLde, community relations" 
and "Don't discriminate." 

Downtown shopping area-The central shop­
ping district of the city where the respondent 
lives. 

Evening entertainment-Refers to entertain­
ment available in public places, such as restau­
rants, theaters, bowling alleys, nightclubs, bars., 
ice cream parlors, etc. Excludes club meetings, 
shopping, and social visits to the homes of rela­
tives or acquaintances. 

General merchandise shopping-Refers to 
shopping for goods. other than food, sLich as cloth­
ing, furniture, hOLisewares, etc. 

Head of household-For classification purpos­
es, only one individual per household can be the 
head person. In husband-wife households, the 
husband arbi"trarily is considered to be the head. 
In other households, the head person is the indivi­
dual so regarded by its members; generally, that 
person is the chief breadwinner. 

Household-Consists of the occupants of sepa­
rate living quarters meeting either of the following 

criteria: (I) Persons, whether present or temporar­
ily absent, whose usual place of residence is the 
housing unit in question, or (2) Persons staying in 
the housing unit who have no usual place of resi­
dence elsewhere. 

Household attitude questions-Items 
through 7 of Form NCS 6. For households that 
consist of more than one member, the questions 
apply to the entire household. 

Household larceny-Theft or attempted theft 
of property or cash from a residence or its imme­
diate vicinity. Forcible entry, attempted forcible 
entry, or unlawful entry are not involved. 

Household respondent-A knowledgeable 
adult member of the household, most frequently 
the head of household or that person's spouse. 
For each household, such a person answers the 
"household attitude questions." 

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

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

Local police-The police force in the city 
where the respondent lives at the time of the in­
terview. 

Major food Shopping-Refers to shopping for 
the bulk of the household's groceries. 

Measured crimes-For the purpose of this 
report, the offenses are rape, personal mbbery, 
assau It, personal larceny, burglary, household lar­
ceny, and motor vehicle theft. as determined by 
the victimization component of the survey. In­
cludes both completed and attempted acts that 
occurred during the 12 months prior to the month 
of interview. 

Motor vehicle theft~Stealing or unauthorized 
taking of a motor vehicle, including attempts at 
such acts. Motor vehicles include automobiles, 
trucks, motorcycles, and any other motorized 
vehicles legally allowed on public roads and Hgh­
ways. 

Neighborhood-The general vicinity of the 
respondent's dwelling. The boundaries of a neigh­
borhood define an area with which the respondent 
identifies. 

Nonvictim-See "Not victimized," below. 
Not victimized-For the purpose of this report, 

persons not categorized as "victimized" (see be­
low) are considered "not victimized." 
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Offender-The perpetrator of a crime. 
Operational practices-Refers to question 14b 

(ways of improving police performance) and in­
cludes four response categories: "Concentrate on 
!llore important duties, serious crime, etc."; "Be 
more prompt, responsive, alert": "Need more 
tmlllc control": and "Need more policemen of 
particular type (foot. car) in certain areas or at cer­
tain times." 

Personal larceny-Theft or attempted theft of 
property or cash, either with contact (but without 
force or threat of force) or without direct contact 
between victim and offender. 

Personnel resources-Refers to question 14b 
(ways of improving police performance) and i,n­
cludes two response categories: "Hire more po­
licemen "and" Improve training, niise qualifications 
or pay, recruitment policies." 

Race-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 "Victimization 
rate," below. 

Robbery-Theft or attempted theft, directly 
from a 'person, of property or cash by force or 
threat of force, with or without a weapon. 

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

Suburban or neighborhood shopping 
areas-Shopping centers or districts either out­
side the city limits or in outlying areas of the city 
near the respondent's residence. 

Victim-See" Victimized," below. 
Victimization-A specific criminal act as it 

affects a single victim, whether a person or house­
hold. In criminal acts against persons, the number 
of victimizations is determined by the number of 
victims of such acts. Each criminal act against a 
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household is assumed to involve a single victim, 
the affected household. 

Victimization rate-For crimes against per­
sons, the victimization rate, a measure of occur­
rence among population groups at risk, is comput­
ed on the basis of the number of victimizations 
per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over. For 
crimes against households, victimization rates are 
calculated on the basis of the number of victimi­
zations per 1,000 households. 

Victimized-For the purpose of this report, 
persons are regarded as "victimized" if they meet 
either of two criteria: (I) They personally experi­
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 vehicle theft. 
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