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Preface

Since early in the 1970, 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 ambi-
tious efforts yet undertaken for filling some of the gaps
in crime data, the surveys, carried out for the Law En-
forcement 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 analy-
sis. Based on representative sampling of households
and commercial establishments, the program has had
two major elements, a continuous national survey and
separate surveys in 26 central cities across the Nation.

Based on a scientifically designed sample of housing
units within each jurisdiction, the city surveys had a
twofold purpose: -the assessment.of public attitudes
about crime and related matters and the development
of information on the extent and nature of residents’
experiences with selected forms of criminal victimiza-
tion. The attitude questions were asked of the occu-
pants of a random half of the housing units selected {or
the victimization survey. In order to avoid biasing re-
spondents’ answers to the attitude questions, this part
of the survey was administered before the victimiza-
tion questions. Whereas the attitude questions were
asked of persons age 16 and over, the victimization
survey applied to individuals age 12 and over. Because
the attitude questions were designed to elicit personal
opinions and perceptions as of the date of the
interview, it was not necessary to associate a particular
time frame with this portion of the survey, even though
some quieries made reference to a period of time pre-
ceding the survey. On the other hand, the victimization
questions referred to a fixed time frame—the 12
months preceding the month of interview—and re-
spondents were asked to recall details concerning their
experiences as victims of one or more of the following
crimes, whether completed or attempted: rape, per-
sonal robbery, assault, personal larceny, burglary,
household larceny, and motor vehicle theft. In addi-
tion, information about burglary and robbery of busi-
nesses and certain other organizations was gathered by
means of a victimization survey of commercial estab-

lishments, conducted separately from the household
survey. A previous publication, Criminal Victimiza-
tion Surveys in New Orleans (1977), provided compre-
hensive 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 4,918
housing units (9,301 residents age 16 and over), or96.5
percent of the units eligible for interview. 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 subgroups of that population. Because they
derived from a survey rather than a complete census,
these estimates are subject to samplingerror. They also
are subject to response and processing errors. The
effects of sampling error or variability can be accu-
rately determined in a carefully designed survey. In this
report, analytical statements involving comparisons
have met the test that the differences cited are equal to
or greater than approximately two standard errors;in -
other words, the chances are at least 95 out of [00 that
the differences did not result solely from sampling
variability. Estimates based on zero or on about 10 or
fewer sample cases were considered - unreliable 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 corresponds to
the analytical discussion. Two technical appendixes
and a glossary follow the data tables: Appendix Il
consists of -a facsimile of the survey questionnaire
(Form NCS 6), and Appendix 111 supplies information
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 evaluation sheet at the end of this
publication. It will assist us in improving future reports if you
complete and return it at your conveniénce. It is postage-
paid and needs no stamp. .
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Crime and attitudes

During the 1960’, the President’s Commission on
Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice
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 be-
lieves to be the necessary ones.” Recognition of the
importance of societal perceptions about crime
prompted the Commission to authorize several public
opinion surveys on the matter.! In addition to
measuring the degree of concern over crime, thoseand
subsequent surveys provided information on a variety
of related subjects, such as the manner in which fear of
crime affects people’s lives, circumstances engendering
fear for personal safety, members of the population
relatively more intimidated by or fearful of crime, and
the effectiveness of criminal justice systems. Based ona
sufficiently large sample, moreover, attitude surveys
can provide a means for examining the influence of
victimization experiences upon personal outlooks.
Conducted periodically in the same area, attitude
surveys distinguish 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, thereby 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 New Orleans residents
to questions covering four topical areas: crime
trends, fear of crime, residential problems and lifestyles,
and local police performance. Certain questions, relat-
ing 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 (“individual respondents™), including the
household respondent. Results were obtained for the
total measured population and for several demographic
and social subgroups. '

|President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra-
tion of Justice. The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. Washing-
ton, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, February 1967, pp.
49-53,

Conceptually, the survey incorporated questions
pertaining to liehavior as well as opinisn. Concerning
behavior, for example, each respondent for a house-
hold was asked where its members 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 household respondent were designed to
elicit .opinions about the neighborhood in general,
about the rationale for selecting that particular com-
munity and leaving the former residence, and about
factors 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 household members age 16 and
over, dealt specifically with matters relating to crime.
These persons were asked for viewpoints on subjects
such as crime trends in the local community and in the
Nation, chances of being personally attacked or
robbed, neighborhood safety during the day or night,
the impact of fear of crime on behavior, and the effec-
tiveness of the local police. For many of these ques-
tions, response categories were predetermined. and
interviewers were instructed to probe for answers
matching those on the questionnaire.

Although the attitude survey kas provided a wealth

~of data, the results are opinions. For example, certain

residernits may have perceived crime as a growing threat
or neighborhood safety as deteriorating, when, in fact,
crime had declined and neighborhoods had become
safer. Furthermore, individuals from the same neigh-
borhood or with similar personal characteristics
and/orexperiences may have had conflicting opinions
about any given issue. Nevertheless, people’s opinions,
beliefs, and perceptions about crime are important be-
cause 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 experiences
and attitudes is a recurring theme in the analytical
section of this report. Information concerning such
experiences was gathered with separate question-
naires, Forms NCS 3 and 4, used in administering the
victimization component of the survey. Victimization
survey resultsappeared in Criminal Victimization Sur-
very in New Orleans (1977), which also contains a de-
tailed description of the survey-measured crimes, a dis-
cussion of the limitations of the central city surveys,
and facsimiles of Forms NCS 3 and 4. For the purpose
of this report, individuals :'who were victims of the
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following crimes, .whether completed or attempted,
during the 12 months prior to the;month of the in-
terview were considered “victimized™:; rape, personal
“robbery, assault, and personal larceny. Similarly,
members of households that experienced one or more
of “three types of offenses—burglary, household
larceny, and motor vehicle theft—were categorized as
victims, These crimes are defined in the glossary.
Persons who experienced crimes other than those
measured by the program, or who were victimized by
any'of the relevant offenses outside of the 12-month
reference  period, were classified as “not victimized.”
Limitations inherent in the victimization survey—that
may. have affected the accuracy of -distinguishing
.victims from nonvictims—resulted from the problem
of victim recall (the differing ability of respondents to
remember crimes) and  from the phenomenon of
telescoping (the tendency of some respondents to
recount incidents occurring outside, usually before,
the appropriate time frame). Moreover, some crimes
were- sustained by victims. outside of their city of
residence; these may have had little or no effect in the
* formation of attitudes about local matters.

Despite the difficulties in distinguishing precisely
between victims and nonvictims, it was deemed impor-
tant to explore the possibility that being a victim of
crime, irrespective of the level of seriousness or the fre-
quency of occurrence, has an impact on behavior and
attitudes. Adopting a simple dichotomous victimiza-
tion experience - variable—victimized and not victim-
ized—for purposes of tabulation and analysis also
stemmed from the desirability of attaining the highest
possible degree of statistical reliability, evenat the cost
of using these broad categories. Ideally, the victim
category should have distinguished the type or serious-
ness of crimes, the recency of the events, and/ or the
number of offenses sustained.? Sucha procedure seem-
ingly would have yielded more refined measures of the
effects of crime upon attitudes. By reducing the
number of sample cases on which estimates were
based, however, such a subcategorization of -victims
would have weakened the statistical validity of com-
parisons between the victims and nonvictims.

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

2



Summary

Despite the large number of New Orleans residents
who voiced apprehension over their chances of being
robbed or attacked; crime or the fear of crime did not
emerge as a major reason for moving to.oraway froma

- neighborhood or as an influence over shopping and en-
tertainment practices. Only about 7 percent of all per-
sons had entertained notions of moving away because
of crime, and a nominal percentage identified crime as
their neighborhood’s. most serious problem. In
general, issues relating to convenience, location, the
environment, jobs, and traffic were far more important
than crime to New Orleans householders.

When the survey focused specifically on the subject
of crime, however, a considerable proportion of resi-
dents expressed fear for their own safety or for that of
others. For instance, more than 4 in 5 persons felt that
crime had increased nationally orthat people generally
had limited their activities because of crime. The vast
majority of persons said that crime was as serious as
portrayed by the media, if not more serious, and only
about half of all residents felt safe in their own neigh-
borhoods when out alone at night. Most residents,
however, did not seem to hold the police accountable
for their concerns about crime, as approximately 8 of
every 10 persons felt that the local force was perform-
ing acceptably. In fact, certain of the indications of
personal concern over crime did not appear to be well
founded, since 94 percent of the residents stated that
their neighborhoods were either as safe as other parts
of the metropolitanarea, or lessdangerous, and 82 per-
cent of those who expressed fear for personal safety did
not consider - their vicinity dangerous enough to
consider moving away.

Attitudes were not greatly influenced by experience
with criminal victimization during the year preceding
the survey. Although there was a slightly greater ten-
dency for victims to think that crime had increased
both nationally and in their neighborhood, that parts
of New Orleans were unsafe, and that ¢rime or other
problems existed within the neighborhood, many
response differences between victims and nonvictims
were marginal, if they existed at all. Generally, there

* was a greater degree of attitudinal contrast on the basis

of personal characteristics, including age, sex, or race,
than there was between victims and nonvictims. Thus,

women were much more likely than men to have ex-
pressed fear of personal safety when alone in the neigh-
borhood-at night. Older persons were more inclined to
have said they restricted their activities because of
crime, and whites rated police performance as good
relatively more often than blacks.
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Chart C. Summary findings about residential problems
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~Crime trends

This section of +he report deals with the perceptions
of New Orleans residents with respect to national and
community crime trends, personal safety, and the
accuracy with which newspapers and television were
thought to be reporting the crime problem. The
findings were drawn from Tables | through 6, found in
Appendix I. The relevant questions, appearing in the
facsimile of the survey instrument (Appendix 1), are
9a, 9c, 10a, 12, 15a, and 15b; each question was asked
of persons 16 and over.

U.S. crime trends

The vast majority of New Orleans residents (86 per-
cent) felt that crime in the United States had increased
in the last year or two. Eight percent believed that it re-
mained about the same, whereas only 2 percent stated
that it had increased. Some 4 pereerit either did not
know if a change had occurred or failed to respond. On
the whole, these proportions did not differ much, if at
all, within categories of age, sex, race, orvictimization
experience.

Neighborhood crime trends

"Opinions about change in the amount of neighbor-
hood crime differed noticeably from those expressed
about national crime trends. The single largest group
of New Orleans residents (43 percent) felt that crime
had remained about the same, and about 6 percent
reported that it had decreased. On the other hand,
approximately 37 percent, or fewer than half the
number of residents who said that crime had risen
nationally, believed that crime had increased in their
neighborhoods. A substantial number of respondents
(14 percent) had no thoughts on the matter, did not
answer, or had not lived in the community long enough
to form an opinion. Observations differed little
according to age, sex, or race of the respondents. Vic-
timization experience, however, ‘was clearly related to
‘the feeling that neighborhood crime had increased.
Approximately 44 percent of those victimized said that
crime “hed risen, compared with 34 percent among
‘nonvictims.

Oniy about 6 percent of the city's residents consid-
ered their own neighborhoads more or much more
hazardous than other parts of New Orleans because of
crime, Most felt that their neighborhoods were average

(39 percent) or less dangerous (55) than others. Rela-
tively more whites than blacks (63 vs. 44 percent) felt
their nei‘fn’borhoods were dangerous, whereas blacks
were more likely ta-have thought that theirs were about
average (48 vs. 31 percent).

Who éi’e the offenders?

By a margin greater than 3 to 1, New Orleans resi-
dents believed that outsidersratherthan persons living
in the vicinity were responsible for committing most
neighborhood crime. However, approximately 22
percent of the population did not know the identity of
the offenders, 6 percent said no crimes were taking
piace in the neighborhood, and answers were not avail-
able for 1 percent. Six percent attributed the commis-
sion of crimes equally to neighboring people and
vutsiders.

Opinions concerning the perpetrators of neighbor-
hood crime varied little according to the sex or race of
the respondent. However, victims were more inclined
than nonvictims (21 vs. 12 percent) to blame neighbor-
hood residents for crime, and younger persons tended
to hold local residents accountable more readily than
older ones. Thus, 22 percent of those age 16-24
attributed crimes to people living in their own neigh-
borhood, compared with 8 percent of those 50 and
over. This finding may be related to the tendency of
younger residents to be victimized by persons of
similar age.’ The respondent’s age did notappear to be
meaningfully related to the belief that crimes were
carried out by outsiders.

CThances of personal victimization

In order to assess perceptions about changes in the
probability of being robbed or attacked, survey par-
ticipants were shown a printed card and asked to
choose among a limited number of response cate-
gories. Slightly more than two-thirds stated that their
chances of being victimized had increased in recent
years, a finding not supported by the prevalence of
beliefs -that one’s neighborhood was less dangerous
than elsewhere and that neighborhood crime either
had remained the same or had decreased. Approxi-
mately one-fourth indicated that their likelihood of
being robbed or attacked had remained the same,

}Among victimizations involving only one assailant, some three-
fifths of personal robberies, as well as assaults, against persons age
12-19 ‘were perceived by victims ‘as having been committed -by
offenders age 12-20. See United States. National Criminal Justice
Information and Statistics Service. Criminal Victimization Surveys
in New Orleans. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1977, Data Table 14,



whereas some 5 percent responded that it had de-
creased. In most instances, attitudes did not differ sub-
stantially among the various population groups under
study. Forexample, womeén were only slightly more in-
clined than men to think their chances of being vic-
timized had risen (70 vs. 66 percent) and less likely to
believe they-had stayed the same (22 vs. 26). Whites
more often than blacks sensed that their chances of
being robbed orattacked had gone up (73 vs. 63, per-
cent); otherwise, the responses of whites and blacks
were not substantially different. Age was a factor
among persons 25-64, who were slightly more likely
than those outside that range to believe that their
chance of being victimized had gone up. Victims were
somewhat more aptthan nonvictims to state that their
chances had gone up (72 vs. 66 percent).

Crime and the media

When asked to evaluate the seriousness of crime as
portrayed in newspapers and on television, some 46
percent of the population indicated that crime was
about as serious as reported by the media and 43
percent felt that it was even more serious. Seven per-
cent of the residents concluded that crime was less
serious than depicted, and a total of 4 percent ex-
pressed no opinion or declined to answer. In general,
attitudes reflecting the manner in which crime was re-
poited by the news media varied little according to age,

race, sex, or victimization experience of the respon- -

dent, even though some of the differences were statisti-
cally significant. '
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Fear of crime

. Among other things, results covered thus far have
shown that many residents of New Orleans believed
crime had increased over the years leading up to the
survey, and, inaddition, 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 consid-
erations regarding changes of residence. Survey ques-
tions lla, 11b, Ilc, 13a, 13b, 16a, 16b, and 16c—all
asked of persons age 16 and over—and Data Tables 7
through 18 are referenced here.

Crume as a deterrent to moblllty

.As a measure of the influence of crime on everyday
life, residents were asked if there were certain parts of
New Orleans that they wished or needed to enter
during the day, but avoided because of crime. Some 81
percent of the residents expressed no reservation about

“such travel. ‘About 16 percent were fearful, and pre-

dictably, those victimized during 1973 were more likely
than nonvictims to feel intimidated (21 vs, 14 percent).
Even .among those victimized, however,. a clear
majority (77 percent) were not afraid of moving about
during the day. Although there were statistically
significant differences between the responses of males
and females, as well as between those of blacks and
whites, these variations were not large, and the pattern
of answers according to age group was also relatively
stable. ;

Concerning the reluctance to move about the city at
night, 23 percent of New Orleans residents communi-
cated fear of crime, with a substantial majority (70
percent) indicating they felt secure in visiting any
section of the metropolitan area at night when the need
or wish arose. Few substantial response differences ap-
peared between whites and blacks, females and males.
Victimized residents voiced fear relatively more often
than nonvictims (29 vs. 21 percent). With the notable
exception of those age 65 and over, attitudes about
visiting parts of New Orleans at night were not
markedly different according to age level. Members of
that senior-most group were less reluctant than indi-
viduals in'any younger age group to expréessfear about
going to other parts of the city at night—a situation
that may have stemmed from a lack of interest in going
to places away from home.* '

8 .

- victims,

Neighborhood safety

An overwhelming majority of persons (88 percent)
said they felt, or would feel, very or reasonably safe
when out alone in their neighborhood during the day.
In contrast, only 8 percent expressed some degree of
fear for personal safety. Males were somewhat more
likely than females to feel very or reasonably safe (94
vs. 84 percent), whereas the elderly (age 65 and over)
felt relatively less secure than persons age 16-64. Vic-
timization experience had no meaningful effect on

_ response.

Far more people (47 vs. 5 percent) expressed reser-
vation about being out alone in their neighborhood at
night than during the day. Whereas 88 percent felt
reasonably or very safe during the day, 53 percent con-
sidered themselves secure at night. Among respond-
ents who felt somewhat or very unsafe when out alone
at night, women outnumbered men by a wide margin
(61 vs. 28 percent), with differences evident between
the proportions for matching age groups of each sex.
In fact, whereas a majority of males (71 percent) con-
sidered themselves safe, the opposite was true for

.females.

Persons age 35 and. over generally considered them-
selves less secure than younger ones. Thus, 61 percent
of persons in each of the three age groups between 16
and 34 felt safe when alone in the neighborhood at
night, compared with 55 percent for individuals age
35-49, 47 percent among those persons 50 to 65, and 35
percent for those 65 and over. Like the findings for
daytime safety, victimization experience contributed
little to the molding of attitudes: about 54 percent of
nonvictims felt safe, compared with 51 percent of
a nominal though statistically significant
difference.

Crime as a cause for moving away

New Orleans residents who expressed some degree
of fear for personal safety when out alone in the
vicinity of their homes either during the day or night
were asked if the neighborhood was dangerous enough
to cause them to think seriously about moving else-
where. Despite the substantial proportion of residents
who voiced concern about safety, particularly at night,
82 percent of the members of this group did not
consider their neighborhoods. to be = sufficiently

31t should be -emphasized that respondents were not queried
regarding all parts of the metropolitan area but only about those
they needed ot desired to enter. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that
high-risk places, those most highly feared, were excluded from con-
sideration by many respondents. Had the questions applied un-
conditionally to all sectors of the area, the pattérn of respornse no
doubt would have differed.



perilous to think of moving. Sixteen percent had con-
templated moving, and responses were unavailable for
the remaining 2 percent.

Despite their relatively low concern about neighbor-
hood safety, males were slightly more inclined than
females (19 vs. 15 percent) to have considered moving.’
The difference between blacks (20 percent) and whites
(12) who contemplated moving was also statistically
significant, and victimized residents were more than
twice as likely as nonvictims to have thought seriously
about moving elsewhere (25 vs. 11 percent).

Crime as a cause
for activity modification

With regard to restrictions or changes in activity
because of the fear of crime, the position of New
Orleans residents generally paralleled that concerning
the issue of crime trends, i.e., the belief that the impact
of crime was greater upon persons other than their
neighbors and themselves. About 17 in 20 residents
believed that people in general had modified their
activities because they were afraid of crime. Asked if
people in their own neighborhood had done so, 62 per-
cent responded affirmatively, and the proportion di-
minished further when the subjects were asked if they
had personally altered their activities because of crime.
.About half said they had done so.

Certain differences emerged depending on the indi-
vidual’s sex, race, age, or victimization experience. For
example, 59 percent of all females said they had
changed their activities for fear of crime, compared
with 41 percent of all males. Among blacks and whites,
a smaller difference was evident: 57 percent of blacks
said they had modified their personal activities, com-
pared with 47 percent of whites. As with previous re-
sponses concerning neighborhood safety, the propor-
tion of persons indicating a limitation or change in
activities appeared to increase with age, from 38
percent among the 16-19 age group to 58 percent
among those 50 and over, although differences
between percentages for the intervening groups were
not necessarily significant. '

sThis observation is somewhat misleading since only those who
expressed fear were asked the question. Thus, only 28 percent ofall
males responded, contrasted with 61 percent of all females. Asa pro-
portion of the total population age 16 and over, 9 percent of females
and S percent of males had thought of moving.
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Resudentlal problems
| and Ilfestyles ‘

The mmal atutude sucvey questlons were designed
to gather information about certain specific behavioral
‘practices of New Orleans householders and to.explore
perceptions about a wide range of community prob-
lems, one of which was crime. Asindicated in the section
entitled “Crime and Attitudes,” certain questions were
asked of only one member of each household, known
as ‘the household respondent. Information gathered
* from stich persons is treated 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 household 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 development of data on
crime was the main purpose of the survey.

Neighborho"od problems
and selecting a home

About 52 percent of New Orleans householders had
lived at the same address for a period not exceeding 5

years. Respondents for this group were asked the most:.

important reason for selecting their neighborhoods.
Forty-eight percent regarded the location and char-
~-acteristics of the area, including the quality of schools,
as main considerations. Thirty-seven percent indicated
that the price had been right, that the dwelling’s char-
‘acteristics appealed to them, or that the neighborhood
was the only place where housing could be found. in
contrast, only about 2 percent cited safety from crime
as the main reason they moved to the neighborhood.
Victimization “experience ‘orincome level did not
-markedly affect the pattern of responses, excepty that
families with annual incomes of less than $3,000 were
much more likely than those earning $15,000 or more
(28-vs. 4 percent) to have identified lack of choice as the
main .reason for settling ‘in the neighborhood.
Similarly, blacks were about three times as apt as
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whites to have mentioned lack of choice (22 vs. 7
percent) and less likely to have picked a neéighborhood
on the basis of its location (18 vs. 35 percent).
Asked about the most important reason for leaving
their former place of residence, two-thirds of these
same household respondents (i.e., those living at the
same address for 5 years or less) mentioned the unde-
sirability of the previous dwelling or neighborhood,

~.the need for a more ¢convenient location, or the desire

for better or more affordable housing. A nominal pro-

" portion—3 percent—cited crime in the old neighbor-

hood as the prevailing reason for moving away.

All household respondents were asked if there was
anything they ‘disliked about their neighborhoods.
Sixty-eight percent had no complaints; and 31 percent
cited one or more causes for dissatisfaction. Although
few differences were evident according to income level,
crime victims voiced general discontent appreciably
more often than nonvictims (41 vs. 26 percent), and
relatively more blacks than whites (34 vs. 29) were dis-
satisfied. Regarding the most serious neighborhood
problem, those who expressed dislikes identified envi-
ronmental issues, such as trash, noise, and overcrowd-
ing as most bothersome (36 percent); problems with
neighbors and the influx of bad elements were cited by
about 24 percent; and 9 percent listed traffic and
parking as the main difficulties. Some 17 percent—or
about 5 percent of all household respondents—indi-
cated that crime was their prime concern. Among
those who said crime was the worst problem, there
were no significant response differences according to
race and few appreciable ones across income categories,
except that members of families having annuat
incomes of less than $3,000 were the most likely to have
been troubled by neighborhood crime.

Food and merchandise
shopping practices

Sixty-nine percent of New Orleans household re-
spondents said they did‘their major food shoppirng in
neighborhood stores; the bulk ‘of the others said they
shopped elsewhere. Although the choice of shopping

sites differed relatively little according to the respond-

ent’s income level or victimization experience, blacks
were slightly ‘less disposed than whites to do their
major food shopping in the neighborhood (63 vs. 74
percent). Persons who indicated that food shopping
was done outside their. own vicinity were asked about
the reason for doing so. Fifty-nine percent cited the un-
availability or inadequacy of neighiborhood stores, and
32 percent said higher prices in local shops prompted

-_them to buy elsewhere. Only about I percent of the re-

spondents specifically mentioned the influence of



crime or the fear of crime over shopping habits.

Coupled with questions about food shopping,
household respondents were asked where they pur-
chased clothing and general merchandise—from sub-
urban or neighborhood centers, on the one hand, or
from downtown shops, on the other. Forty-nine
percent said they usually shopped in suburban or
neighborhood stores and 48 percent mentioned down-
town stores—a statistically insignificant difference.
Victimization experience seemed to be only marginally
related to choice of shopping sites, but some interest-
ing contrasts surfaced among households differenti-
ated either by race or income. Blacks were more apt
than whites to shop downtown (59 vs. 39 percent),
whereas whites preferred suburban and neighborhood
stores (58 vs. 38). Members of families with annual
incomes of less than $3,000 were far more likely than
those earning $15,000 or more to shop downtown (63
vs. 27 percent),

Household respondents were asked about reasons
why they preferred shopping for general merchandise
in one area as opposed to another. Both groups of
shoppers cited convenience as the single most im-
portant attraction. A small proportion (2 percent) of
suburban or neighborhood shoppers mentioned crime
as the reason for not patronizing downtown stores.

Entertainment practices

A brief group of questions concerning recreation
and entertainment was administered to all household
members age 16 and over, including the household
respondents. Asked if they weént to restaurants,
theaters, and other places for evening entertainment
more or less often than in the recent past, 46 percent of
New Orleans residents replied that the frequency had
remained about the same, 38 percent said they went
out less often, and 15 percent indicated they went out
more often. Differences between the responses of men
and women were small, as were those for blacks and
whites. Persons who had been victimized were more
likely than nonvictims to indicate that they went out
both more and less often—a contradiction attrib-
utable, in part, to the greater proportion of nonvictims
" who said they had not changed their frequency of en-
tertainment. As might be expected, youngpersons (age
16-19) were far more likely than those age 65 and over
to have increased their use of entertainment facilities
(46 vs. 4 percent). ,

Among those who had restricted theirentertainment
activities, 14 percent identified crime as the major
reason for doing so. Residents who patronized enter-
tainment facilities at least once a month were asked
about the general location of such places. Eighty-three

percent of this subgroup usually frequented restau-
rants and theaters within the city, compared with
about 8 percent who regularly went to places outside of
New Orleans. Asked to explain their preference for one
site over another, 9 percent of those who went out of
the city alluded to the problem of crime downtown.
For both groups, however, personal convenience and a
preference- for facilities ranked - as the major
attractions.

-
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‘Local police performance

Following the series ‘of questions concerning
neighborhood safety and crime as a deterrent to
personal mobnhty, 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

e 14b, contain the results on whxch this discussion is

based

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

Provided that ratings of “average” and “good” can
be construed to signify approval, then the vast
majority (83 percent) of New Orleans residents were
satisfied with the performance of their police. Some 12
percent gave a rating of “poor.” There were no
appreciable differences between the percentages of
males-and females, or of victims and nonvictims, who
rated the police as average. Black or younger residents
(age 16-34) were more apt than white or older ones,
respectively, to have rated police performance as
average. Whereas older persons{age 35 and over) rated
the police as good more freely than younger residents,

" the latter. gave relatively more ratings of average or

poor, a pattern that tended to apply regardless of sex
or race. In addition to these response differences
related to age, evaluations of the police varied
- markedly depending on the respondent’s race. For
example, whites were about twice as likely blacks to
rate the police work as good (55 vs. 28 percent),
whereas blacks were far more likely to characterize it
as poor (19 vs. 7 percent). Persons not victimized by
crime’in the previous year were more inclined than
victin’fisio evaluate police performance as good and
less likely to classify it as poor.-

How can the police improve?

~ Pergons who rated the quality of police services were
askcu’ for suggestions: that might improve the
effectiveness of the force. Although most residents
~offered ‘a variety of recommendations, about 11
percent said that noimprovement was needed. There
was no significant difference between the proportion
of males and females who saw no. need for
improvement, and whites were only slightly more
inclined than blacks to have said that no changes were
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required. Residents age 35 and over were somewhat
more likely than younger ones to see no need for
improvement.

Of persons who offered opinions as to. how the
police might improve, 46 percent singled out measures
relating to the adequacy of personnel resources (i.e.,
the need for additional, better trained, or more
qualified personnel). Some 36 percent desired changes
in'the operational practices of the force, and about 12
percent alluded to needed improvements in the field of
community relations.t

In general, recommendations concerning police
improvement varied little between males and females
in matching age categories. Disregarding gender,
however, opinions as to how the police force could best -
improve differed substantially according to age level or
race. By a margin of about. 2 to 1, whites were more
inclined than blacks to have preferred improvemenis
in the area of personnel resources, whereas blacks were
about three times more likely to have suggested
improved community relations.

With respect to the population’s age, older persons
were more apt to have expressed a preference for hiring
additional police officers. Only 22 percent of persons
age 16-24 cited this measure, compared with 53
percent among those age 65 and over. In contrast,
younger persons tended to single out community
relations as thé area most in need of upgrading.
Whereas only about 3 percent of residents age 65 and
over advocated better. police-community relations,
roughly | in 5 persons age 16-24 shared that belief,

tFor the purposes of this discussion, the eight specific response
items covered in Question 14b were combined into three categories,
as follows: community relations: (1)-*Be more courteous, improve
attitude, community relations”and (2)“Don’t discriminate.” Opera-. *
tional practices: (1) “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 re-
sources:(1) “Hire more pohcc.men"and 2) “lmprove tralmng, raise
qualifications or pay, recruitment policies.”



Appendix |
Survey data tables

The 37 statistical data tables in this appendix present
the results of the New Orleans attitudinal survey
conducted early in 1974, They are organized 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 response categories. Fora given popu-
lation group, each table displays the percent distribu-
tion of answers to a question.

All statistical data génerated by the survey are
estimates that vary in their degree of reliabilityand are
subject to variances,.or errors, associated with the fact
that they were derived from a sample survey rather
than a complete enumeration. Constraints on
interpretation and other uses of the data, as well as
guidelines for determining their reliability, are set forth
in Appendix I11. As a general rule, however, estimates
based on zero or on about 10 or fewer 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 household 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 1I) should be
_consulted for the exact wording of both the questions
and the response categories. For questionnaire items
that carried the instruction “Mark all that apply,”
thereby enabling a respondent to furnish more than a
single answer, the data tables reflect only the answer
designated by the respondent as being the most
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 Lifestyles™; and the last
seven tables display information concerning—‘Local
Police Performance.” :
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Table 1. Direction of crime trends in the United States

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

Population characteristic Total Increasged Same Decreased Don't. know Not availeble
A11 persons - (407,600) 100.0 86.5 8.1 1.9 3.3 0.3
Sex -
Male (177,700) : 100.0 85.8 8.8 2:1 3.0 0.3
Feniale (229,900) '100.0 87.0 7.6 1.7 3.5 0.2
Race
White (227,500) 100.0 87.6 7.6 1.5 3.1 0.2
Black (179,400) 100.0 85.1 8.7 2.3 3. 0.3
Other (700) 100.0 71.1 15,9 111.5 *11.5 0.0
Age .
16-19  (44,000) 100.0 80.9 13.1 3.2 2.6 10.3
20-2), §57,900 100.0 8L.5 10.0 2.4 3.0 10,1
25-34 (71,300 100.0 86.7 8.3 1.7 3.1 10.2
35-49 - {81,500 100.0 89.2 6.2 1.6 2.6 10.3
50-64 (90,100) 100.0 88.9 6.4 1.4 3.0 30,2
65 and over (62,800) 100.0 84.9 7.5 1.7 5.5 10.4
Victimization experience
Not victimized = (273,800) 100.0 86.2 3.0 1.8 3.7 0.3
Victimized (133,800) 100.0 87.0 8.2 2.1 2.5 0.2

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

Table 2. Direction of crime trends in the neighborhood

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

. Haven't lived
Population ¢haracteristic Total Increased Same Decreased here that long Don't know Not available

A1l persons (407,600) 100.0 36.9 434 5.6 5.2 8.6 0.3
Sex
Male (177,700) 100.0 374 43.3 5.9 5.6 7.5 0.3
Femsle - (229,900) 100.0 36.5 43.5 5.3 5.0 9.k 0.3
Race. .
White (227,500) 100.0 36.6 Lhyod boly 5.6 9.0 0:3
Black  (179,409) 100.0 37.3 L2.6 7.1 b7 7.9 0.4
Other (700) 100.0 117. 59.8 10.0 5.7 116.8 10.0
Age
~16-19 (44,000 100.0 38.2 43.8 7.8 L.7 5.1 10.3
20-2), - (57,900 100.0 341 41.8 6.3 10.4 7.1 10.2
25-34 (71,300 100.0 34.8 42.5 5.0 8.5 9.0 30,2
35-49 (81,500 100.0 39.9 43.0 5.6 4.0 7.1 0.4
50-64.. (90,100 100.0 3844 4.0 5.5 2.8 8.9 20,3
65 and over (62,800) 100.C 34.8 45.5 4l 2.1 13.1 10.3
Victimization experience )
Not victimized (273,800) 100.0 33.5 46.2 5.3 4.9 9.7 0.4
Victimized (133,800) ; 100.0 3.9 37.8 6.1 5.9 6.2 10.1

NOTE: -Data based on question 9a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding., Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. o .
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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 Total dangerous dangerous. average dangerous dangerous Not available
A1l persons - (407,600) 100.0 1.1 4.6 38.7 40,1 14.6 1.0
Sex
Male (177,700) 100.0 0.9 b7 36.6 L0.2 16.8 0.7
Female (229,900) 100.0 1.3 Le5 40.2 39.9 12.9 1.2
Race
White (227,500) 100.0 0.7 42 31.3 ih3 18.5 1.0
Black 2179 400) 100.0 1.7 5.2 48.1 34.6 9.6 0.9
Other 7005 100.0 30.0 10.0 123.3 58.1 118.6 10,0
Age
16-19 (44, 000) 100.0 1.3 5.4 42.7 36.6 13.2 10.9
20-214 - (57,900 100.0 1.1 6.3 40. 4 37.8 13.6 0.7
25-35 (71,300 100.0 1.6 43 39.5 4Ol 14.0 10,2
35-49 (81,500 100.0 1.1 L.5 38.0 40.2 15.5 0.7
50-64 (90,100 100.0 1.1 3.6 36.7 41.1 16.6 1.0
65 and over (62,800) 100.0 10,5 A 37. 42.5 13.1 2.4
Victimization experiencé . '
Not victimized (273,800) 100.0 0.6 3.8 38.7 41.1 14.6 1.1
Victimized (133,800) 100.0 2.1 6.3 38.6 37.9 14.5 0.7

NOTE: Data based on question 12, Detail may not add to total because of rounding.
3Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreligble.

Table 4. Place of residence of persons committing neighborhood crimes

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

Figures in parentheses refer to pdpulation in the group.

E No neighborhood People living Equally
Population characteristic Total crime here Outsiders by both Don't know Not availeble
ALl persons  (407,600) 100.0 6.0 15,1 49.9 6.3 22.1 0.7
Sex
Male (177,700) 100.0 545 . 15. 51.3 7.3 19.8 0.7
Female (229,900) 100.0 6.3 14.8 48.7 5.5 23.9 0.7
Race K
White 227,5003 100.0 RA 14.1 51.6 Lely 22.9 0.6
Black . (179,400 100.0 5eh 16.3 47.7 8.7 21.0 0.9
Other (700) 100.0 10.0 5.8 148.6 15.7 31401 1.0
Age :
16=19 (44,000 100.0 3.1 21.5 55,4 8.0 11.2 10,9
20-24 (57,900 100.0 b3 22.1 45.8 7.7 19.7 10.4
25-34 (71,300 100.0 Lol 21.1 45.9 6.6 21.5 10,5
35-49 (81,500 100.0 5.8 13.9 50.9 6.5 22.3 0.7
50<64 (90,100 100,0 7.9 9.7 52.6 5.8 23.0 1.0
65 and over (62,800) 100.0 8.7 6.4 48.9 bl 31.1 0.7
Victimization experience
Not victimized (273,800) 100.0 6.9 12.2 50.0 6.3 23.8 0.8
Victimized (133,800) 100.0 1.0, 20.9 49.5 6.4 18.6 0,6,

NOTE: Data based on question Jc. Detail may not add t6 total because of rounding. . Figures in parentheses refer to population ‘in the group.’

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



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

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

91

Populatiqn characteristic Total Going up Same Going down No opinion Not availeble
A1l persons (407,600) 100.0 68.3 23.7 b7 2.9 0.3

Sex

Male (177,700) 100.0 66.2 26,1 5.2 2.2 0.2

Female - (229,900) 100.0 70.0 21.9 be2 3.5 0.4
Ricce

White (227,500) 100.0 72.8 21.3 3.3 2.4 0.2

Black (179,400) 100.0 62.8 26.8 b.h 3.5 0.5

Other (700) 100.0 135.1 LYA/ A 111.7 15,8 10.0
Age

16~19 (44,000 100.0 57.6 30.7 8.7 2.5 30,6

20-24 ' (57,900 100.0 bhily 27.3 5.6 2.2 10.4

25-34 - {71,300 100.0 71.1 22.3 4.6 1.8 10.2

35-49 (81,500 100.0 3.4 20.5 4.0 1.9 10.2

50-64 " {90,100) 100.0 73.5 20.7 2.9 2.7 10.2

65 and over (62,800) 100.0 62.5 25.8 Loby 6.9 10.5
Victimization experience

Not victimized - (273,800) 100.0 . 66.5 25.2 Lol 3.4 0.4

Victimized (133,800) 100.0 72.1 20.7 5.2 1.9 10.1
NOTE: Data based on question 15a. 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.

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 Iess serious Same More serious No opinion Not available
A1l persons --{407,600) 100.0 6.9 ) L6l L2.6 3.7 0.5

Sex ‘

Male (177,700) 100.0 8.9 47.3 40.5 3.0 0.3

Female (229,900) 100.0 5.0 L5.7 b2 4.2, 0.5
Race’

White (227,500) 100.0 8.5 45.9 41.6 3.6 0.3

Black 5179 100) 100.0 4.9 47.0 43.8 3.7 0.6

Other 7005 ‘ 100.0 35,9 146.8 135,14 3119 0.0
Age : :

16-19 (aa.ooog 100.0 8.9 49. 38.2 2.8 20,5

20-24, (57,900 100.0 8.5 47.8 40.8 2.6 0.3

25-34 §71,300 100.0 8.6 48.8 40.2 2.1 0.3

35-49 (81,500 100,0 5.2 46.0 L5.7 2.6 0.5

5064 (90,100 100.0 6.0 43.0 46.9 3.8 0.4 2

65 and over (62,800) 100.0 5.5 45.5 39.8 8.4 0.9
Victimization experience ; »

ot victimized = (273,800) 100.0 bl 48,2 40.8 Lol 0.4

Victimized (133,800) 100.0 8.0 42.6 46.3 2.8 0.3

NOTE: Data based on question 15b. 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. :
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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
A11 persons (407,600) 100.0 16.3 g81.2 2.5
Sex
Male - (177,700) 100,0 4.1 83.7 2.2
Female (229,900) 100.0 18.1 79.2 2.7
Race -
White {(227,500) 100.0 17.9 79.3 2.8
Black (179,400) 100.0 sV AN 83.5 2.1
Other (700) 100.0 6.4 93.6 10,0
Age
16-19  (44y,000) 100.0 13.4 83.9 2.7
20-24 (57,900} 100.0 13.3 84.3 2.4
25-34 (71,300) 100.0 16.6 82.0 1.4
35-49 (81,500) 100.0 19.0 78.8 2.2
50-64 -(90,100) 100.0 18.5 78.9 2.7
65 and over (62,800) 100.0 oy 81.9 3.7
Victimization experience
Not victimized (273,800) 100.0 4.1 83.4 2.5
Victimized - (133,800) 100.0 20.9 76.6 2.5

NOTE: Data based on question 13a.
in parentheses refer to population in the group.

Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures

}rctimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelisble.
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Table 8. Fear of going to parts of the metropolitan area at night

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

Populztion characteristic

Total Yes No th available
A1l persons (407,600) 100.0 23.4 69.7 6.9

Sex .

Male (177,700) 100.0 22.0 73.7 I3WA

Female  (229,900) 100.0 2L.6 66.6 8.8
Race

White 227,5oog 100.0 24.6 68.L 7.0

Black ' (179,400 100.0 22.0 71.3 6.7

Other (700) 100.0 10.0 87.7 3112.3
Age ‘

16-19 (44,000 100.0 23.3 71.3 5.3

20-2L - (57,900 100.0 27.0 66.4 6.6

25-34 (71,300 100.0 25.8 69.3 L.9

35-49 (81,500) 100.0 25.7 66.8 7.4

50-64 (90,100) 100.0 22.9 68.9 8.1

65 and over = (62,800) 100.0 15.3 76.9 7.8

" Victimization experience
Not vietimized (273,800) 100.0 20,5 72.9 5.6
Victimized (133,800) 100.0 29.4, 63.1 7.5

NOTE: Data based on question 13b. Detail‘may‘ﬁét 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.



Table 9. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day

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

Population characteristic Total Very safe Reasonably safe Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe Not available
All persons (407,600) 100.G 46.5 41.5 4.5 3.1 0.4
Sex
Male (177,700) 100.0 59.8 33.9 4.5 1.4 0.4
Female (229,900) : 100.0 36.1 L7.5 11.7 4.3 0.4
Race
White (227,500) 100.0 52.5 36.9 8.0 2.2 0.4
Black §179 400) 100.0 38.8 A 9.3 bl 0.4
Other 7005 100.0 - 347.7 146.8 15.5 10.0 10.0
Age
16-19 (44,000 . 100.0 55.5 35,7 6.8 1.6 10.4
20-24 (57,900 100.0 53.4 38.8 5.9 1.6 10.3
25-35 (71,300 100.0 52.1 40.2 5.9 1.8 10.0
35-49 (81,300 100.0 L6.6 42.8 7.6 2.7 30.3
50-64 . (90,100 100.0 42,1 43.3 10.3 3.9 10.4
65 and-over (62,800) 100.0 33.5 45.6 13.8 6.1 1.0
Victimization experience'
Not victimized (273,800) 100.0 46.0 42.3 8.4 2.8 0.4
Victimized (133.8005 100.0 474 39.9 8.8 3.6 10.3

NOTE: Data based on quesfion 11b: - Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.
3Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, -is statistically unreliable.
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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 Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe Not available

Sex and age

Male
16~19 (21,900; 100.0 66.7 30.3 1.6 10.8 30.6
20-21 (25,800 100.0 70.7 26.4, 2.4 10.2 10.3
25-3 (32,800 100.0 66.8 30,0 2.5 10,7 10.0
35-49 (34,700 100.0 60.7 33.7 3.7 1.k 0.5
50-64 (39,900 100.0 53.7 37.8 6.2 1.9 10,5
65 and over (22,700) 100.0 40.2 L4. 8 10,7 3.7 10.6
Female
16-19 (22,200) 100.0 4.3 41.0 12.0 3.5 10.2
20-24 (32,100 100.0 39.5 48.8 8.7 2.8 10.3
25-34 (38,500 100.0 39.6 48.8 3.8 2.7 10,0
35-49 (46,800 100.0 36.1 49.6 10.5 3.6 30.2
50-6L (50,200 100.0 32.9 7.7 13.6 5.5 0.4
65 and over (40,100) 100.0 29.8 46.0 15.6 7.5 1.2

Race and age

White

©16-19 (18,900) 100.0 65.1 28.1 5.5 20,7 10.0
20-24 (31,400 " 100.0 62.0 32.3 L.2 31,0 30.4
25-34 (36,800 100.0 62.5 33.1 3.8 0.6 30,0
35-49 (42,900 100.0 53.4 38.6 5.8 2.0 30,2
50-6L (55,600 100.0 - 48,0 37.9 10.9 ‘2.9 10.3
65 and over (41,900) 100.0 35.7 Chh.5 13.8 4.8 1.2
Black .
16~19 525,100; . 100.0 48.0 41.1 7.9 2.4 30,7
20-24 - (26,500 100.0 43.3 L6.L 7.8 2.4 10,2
25-34 234,400 100.0 41.0 7.7 8.2 3.1 30.0
35-49 (38,200 . 100.0 39.0 L7.5 9.6 3.5 10,4
50-64 (344300 100.0 32.4 52.1 9.4 5.6 10.5
65 and over (20,900) 100.0 29.2 L7.7 13.9 8.9 20,4

NOTE: Data based on question 1ib. 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.
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Table 11. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day

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

Population characteristic Total Very safe Reasonably safe Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe Not available

Race, sex, and age

White

Male
16-19 210,200 100.0 7he5 22.9 2.2 30,4 0.0
20-2L, (15,400 100.0 78.3 19.4 31,4 30.3 10.6
25-34 (19,100 100.0 72.6 25.5 11,4 10,5 10.0
35-49 (19,900) 100.0 64.9 31.3 2.5 11,1 0.2
50~6 - (24,800) : 100.0 - 60.2 31.7 6.7 11.1 0.4
65 and over (1.,800) 100.0 43.7 42.8 10.4 12,2 0.9

Female .
16-19 - (8,800) 10C.0 54.9 34.8 9.2 31.0 10.0
20-24 ' (16,000) 100.0 Lb.L, Lh.8 6.9 1.7 10.3
25-34 (17,700) 100.0 51.6 41,2 6.5 10.7 10,0
35-49 (23,100) 100.0 43.5 419 8.7 2.7 10,2
50-64 - (30,800) 100.0 38. 42.9 1.4 43 10.3
65 and over (27,100) 100.0 31.3 45.5 15.7 6.2 1.

Black

Male .
16~19 §11,7oo§ 100.0 60.0 36.7 .1 1.1 1.1
20-24 (10,400 ) 100.0 59.8 36.4 3.8 10.0 10,0
25-34 (13,600) . 100.0 58.4 36.4 bl *1,0 30.0
35-49 glh,700g 100.0 55.0 37.0 5.5 11,7 10.9
50-64 (15,000 100.0 42.9 47.8 5.5 3.2 20,6
65 and over (7,900) 100.0 33.6 485 11.4 6.5 10.0

Female .
16-19 “(13,400) 100.0 37.4 45.0 13.8 3.4 10.3
20-2/, (16,100; . 100.0 32.6 52.8 10.4 3.9 10.3
25-34 (20,800 : 100.0 29.5 . 55,1 10.9 b5 20.0
35-49 - (23,500) , 100.0 28.9 54,1 12.2 4.6 0.2
50-64  (19,300) 100.0 24.2 5504 12.4 7.5 10,5
65 and over . {13,000) 100.0 - 26.5 47.1 i5.4 10.3 0.7

NOTE: Data based on question 11b. 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. .
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Table 12. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night

(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 1& and over)

Population characteristic Total Very safe Reasonably safe Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe Not available
A1l persons (407,600) 100.0 14.5 38.2 21.7 25.1 0.5
Sex :
Male (177,700) 100.0 23.4 47.9 17.1 10.9 0.6
Female (229,900) - 100.0 7.6 30.8 25.1 36.0 0.5
Race )
White (22_7,500; 100.0 16.0 38.8 s 21.2 : 234 . 0.6
Black 5179 400 100.0 12.5 37.5 22.3 27.2 0.5
Other _ 7005 100.0 224.0 141.0 123.0 112.0 30.0
Age . .
16-19 (u,,ooog 100.0 18.2 43.3 20.5 17.6 0.5
20-24 (57,900 100.0 17.0 L1 21.1 17.4 0.3
25-34 (71,300 100.0 18.7 42.5 19.8 18.9 10.1
35-49 (81,500 100.0 15.2 39.9 21.2 23.2 10.5
50-64 . (90,100 100.0 11.0 35.6 23.6 29.4 0.5
65 and over (62,800) 100.0 8.9 26.2 22.9 40.6 1.4
Victimization experience
Not victimized (273,800) 100,0 14.1 39.4 21.4 24,5 0.6
Victimized (133,8005 100.0 15.3° 35.9 22,2 26.2 0.4

NOTE: Data based on question 1la. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.
3Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.



Table 13. 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 Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe Not available

Sex and age

Male
16-19 (21,900 - 100.0 27.2 51.6 16.2 L.6 20,4
20-24 (25,800 100.0 30.4 55.8 10.2 3.2 10,5
25-3 (32,800) 100.0 29,3 51.3 13.1 6.1 30,1
35-49 (34,700 100.0 2.2 50.4 16.2 8.7 0.5
50-64 (39,900 - ! 100.0 1744 44.8 21.7 15.2 10.8
65 and over (22,700) 100.0 12.8 32.4 25.1 28.7 21.0
Female ; ‘
16~19 (22,200 100.0 9.3 35.0 2.7 30.4 10.6
20-2), E32,1oo 100.0 6.3 34.8 29.9 28,9 10.1
25-34 (38,500 100.0 9.8 . 35.0 25.5 29.7 30.1
35-49 éaé,soog 100.0 8.4 32.2 25.0 33.9 10,5
50-64 (50,200 100.0 5.8 28.4 25.0 40.6 10.2
65 and over (40,100) 100.0 6.7 22.7 21.6 L7.4 1.6

Race and age

White
16-19 (18,900}, 100.0 22,5 L. 7 18.9 13.9 30,0
20-24, (31,400 100.0 18.9 44.8 20.2 15.7 10.4
25-31, $36,800 100.0 23.1 L b 18.6 13.8 30,0
. 35-49 (42,900 100.0 18.5 41.1 21.1 19.1 20,3
50-6L (55,600) : 100.0 11.4 37.3 22.6 28.1 30,6
65 and over (41,900) 100.0 8.3 26.6 23.2 40.2 1.7
Black
16~19 §25,100; ' 100.0 14.9 42.1 21.7 20.3 0.9
20-24, - (26,500 - 100.0 14.9 L3.4 22,0 19.5 20,2
_25-3L  (34,400) . . 100.0 14.0 40.5 210 24.3 20,3 "
35-49 (38,200 100.0 11.4 38.6 21.4 27.9 20,7
50-64 (34,300 100.0 10.2 32.8 25.2 31.6 10,3
65 and over (20,900) . 100.0 9.9 25.5 22,2 Li.4 20.8

NOTE: Data based.on question 1la. 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.
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Table 14. Neighborhood safety when out alene at night

(Percent distribution of fesponses for the populstion.age 16 and over)

Population cheracteristic Total Very safe Reasonably safe Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe Not available

Race, sex, and age

White

Male
16-39 (10,200 100.0 3.7 57.7 14.2 33,4 0.0
20-24 (15,400 100.0 32.7 5.1 9.0 3.6 20.6
25-34 (19,100 100.0 33.8 48.7 13.4 bl 20,0
35-49 (19,900 100.0 26.4 50.5 16.4 6.8 0.0
50-6L (24,800 100.0 19.1 16,0 19.4 14.5 20.9
65 and over {14,800) 100.0 11.9 34.9 23.8 28.2 1.2

Female
16-19 (8,800) 100.0 8.3 41.3 24.2 26.1 0.0
20-2) ~ (16,000) 100.0 5.6 35.8 30.9 27.4 0.3
25-34  (17,700) 100.0 11.6 39.8 24.3 2.4 %0.0
35-49 523.100; 100.0 11.7 32.9 25.1 29.7 20.6
50-64 (30,800 100.0 5.1 30.3 25,2 39.0 30.3
65 and over (27,100) .. 100.0 6.3 22.1 23.0 46,7 1.9

Black

Male
16-19 11,7003 100.0 20.7 55.0 17.9 5.6 0.8
20-2, (10,400 100.0 27.1 58,4 11.5 2.6 0.4
25-34 (13,600 100.0¢ 22.6 55.2 12.8 9.1 20.3
35-49 (14,700 100.0 21.5 50.1 15.8 11.4 31,2
50-6l, (15,000 100.0 Ul 42,9 25.6 16.5 20.6
65 and over (7,900) 1100.0 hT N 27.7 . 27.7 29.6 0.6

Female .
16-19 {13,400) 100.0 9.9 30.9 25.1 33.2 31.0
20-24, E16,1oo 100.0 7.0 33.7 28.9 30.4 10,0
25-31 (20,800 100.0 .83 30,7 26.4 34.3 20.2
35-49 (23,5003 100.0 5.1 3z 2.9 38.2 10.3
50-64 (19,300 100.0 6.9 z, 24.8 43,4 *0.0
65 and over (13,000) 100.0 7.2 Al 18.9 48.6 *1.0

NOTE: Data based on question 1la. De*ail 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.
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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
K11 persons (191,600) 100.0 15.9 82.5 1.6
Sex
Male = (50,300) 100.0 18,7 79.6 1.7
Female (141,300) 100,0 15,0 83.5 1.5
Race
White (101,900) 100.0 12.3 86.2 1.5
Black (89,500) 100.0 20.1 78.3 1.6
Other (*300) 100.0 *0.0 1100.0 10,0
Age
16-19  (17,000) 100.,0 14.6 8l.3 Lol
20-2).  (22,500) 100.0 19.0 79.7 11,4
25-3L (27,800) - 100.0 2240, 7545 2.0
35-49 (36,400) 100.0 19.9 78.6 1.5
50-64 - (47,900) 100.0 13.9 8l.8 1.3
65 and over (40,100) 100.0 9.1 90.2 10,7
Victimization experience
. Not victimized (126,300) 100.0 11,2 874 1.4
Victimized (65,300) 100.0 25,1 73.0 1.8

NOTE: Data based on question 1lc. 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.
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Table 16. Limitation or change in activities because of fear of crime

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

People in gerieral People in neighborhood Personal
Population characteristic - Total Yes No Not availeble Total Yes No Not. available Total Yes No Not available
A1l persons (407,600) 100.0. - 86.2  12.6 1.2 100.0 . 61.7 = 33.5 L9 100.0 51.0 8.5 0.5
Sex )
Male (177,700) 100.0 85.7 13.1 . 1.1 100.0 60.7 35.2 Lel 100.0 41.0 58.5 0.5
Female. (229,900) 100.0.-  86.5 . 12.2 1.2 100.0  62.4  32.1 5.5 100.0  58.7 . 40.7 0.6
Race R
White (227,5003 100.0  86.7  12.1 1.2 100.0 - 59.1  35.6 5.4 100.0°  46.6  52.8 0.6
Bluck - {179,400 100.0 85.5 13.3 1.2 100.0 65.0 30.7 L.3 100.0 56.6 42.9 Q.5
Other E700) 100.0 88.4 6.1 5.5 100.0 :46.8 *47.7 5.5 100.0  ¥41.1 58.9 0.0
Age -
16-19 . (44,000) 100.0 80.3 19.2 0.5 100.0 58.3 39.3 2.4 100.0 38.0 61.4 0.6
20-24 (57,900 100.0 81.8 17.2 1.0 100.0 54.6 41.1 L2 100.0 41.3 58.1 *0,5
25-34 (71,300 100.0 8L.7 1Ll 0.8 100.0 56,0 39.2 4.8 100.0 L7.2 52.7 0.1
35-49 (81,500 100.0 89.1 9.7 1.2 100.0 65.8 29.3 4.9 100.0 54.8 Lh.7 0.5
50-64 (90,100 100.0 90.7 8.1 1.3 100.0 67.0 27.9 5.2 100.0 58.3 51.3 0.4
65 and over (62,800) 100.0 85.8 12.0 2.1 100.0 63.9 29.1 6.9 100.0 57.9 41.0 1.1
Victimization experience ‘
Not victimized (273,800) 100.0 85.6  13.1 1.4 100.0 60.3 3L4.7 5.0 100.0 48.7 50.7 0.6
Victimized (133,800) 100.0 87.5 11.6 0.9 100.0 64.5 31.0 b6 100.0 55.6 44.0 0.4

NOTE: . Data based on questions 16a,.16b, and 16c. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.
3Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer: 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  (21,900) 100.0 28.4 70.8 0.8
202/, ézs,soo) 100.0 25.9 73.6 10,5
25-3), 32,8003 100.0 37.1 62.9 0.0
35-49  (3k4,700 100.0 45.0 54.6 20.4
50-6L (39,900) 100.0 50.1 L49.4 10.6
65 and over (22,700) 100.0 53.9 45.3 10.8
Female
16-19 . (22,200) 100.0 L7.6 52.0 10.4
20-24 (32,100) 100.0 53.8 45.7 10.6
25-34, (38,5003 100.0 55,7 Ll O 10.2
35-49 (46,800 100.0 62.0 37.4 10.6
50~64 (50,200) 100.0 6L.8 34.9 10,3
65 and over (40,100) 100.0 60.1 38.6 1.3
Race and age )
White
16-19 (18,900) 100.0 32.5 67.3 10.2
2024, 31 400; 100.0 36.0 63.0 *1.0
25-3L (36,800 100.0 38.7 61.1 10.2
35-49 (L2, 900§ 100.0 L7, 52.1 10.5
50-6L (55,600 100.0 55.0 bl.7 10.3
65 and over (41,900) 100.0 56.0 43.0 1.0
Black
16~19 525,1003 100.0 42.2 56.9 20,9
20-24 (26,500 100.0 L7.6 52,1, 30.0
25-3L  (34,400) - 100.0 56,2 43.8 %0,0
35-49 *(38,200) ' 100.0 63.1 36.3 10,5
50-64 - (3L4,300) 100.0 63.9 35.6 10.5
65 and over (20,900) 100.0 61.8 36.8 1.4

NOTE: Data based on quéstion 1l6c. Detail may not add to total because of roundlng. Figures
in parentheses refer to population in the group.
}Estimate, based on zero or on-about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Lt
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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 (10,2oog 100.0 24.3 75.3 0.4
20-24 (15,400 100.0 20.5 78.6 10.8
25-3L (19,100) 100.0 30.4 69.6 10.0
35-49 (19,900) 100.0 37.5 62.3 10,2
50-64 (24,800) 100.0 45.2 54.3 10.6
65 and over (14,800) 100.0 49.9 49.2 10.9
Female .
16-19  (8,800) 100.0 42.0 58.0 10,0
20-24, (16,0003 100.0 50.8 48.1 21,1
25-34 (17,700 100.0 47.6 51.9 *0.5
35-49 (23,100) 100.0 55.9 43.3 10.8
50-64 (30,800) 100.0 62.8 37.0 20.1
65 and over (27,100) 100.0 59.4 39.6 11,0
Black
Male
16-19 (11,700) 100.0 31.9 67.0 1.1
20-24 . (10,400) 100.0 33.5 66.5 10.0
25-34  (13,600) 100.0 L6 53.6 10.0
35-49  (14,700) 100.0 55.4 b1 20.6
50-64 (15,000) 100.0 58.3 41.1 10.6
65 and over (7.900) 100.0 61.5 38.0 0.5
Female
16-19 (13,400) 100.0 51.2 48.1 20.7
20-24  (16,100) 100.0 56.7 43.3 10.0
25-31, ' (20,800) 100.0 62,7 37.3 10.0
35-49 (23’500§ 100.0 68,0 31.5 0.5
50~64 (19,300 100.0 68.3 31.3 20,4
65 and over (13,000) 100.0 62.0 36.0 2.0
NOTE: Data based on question 16c. 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.



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  neighborhocd characteristics Good schools crime choice  Right price TLocation of house not available
. A1l households (100,500) 100.0 6.1 19.1 2.4 2.5 14.5 9.6 27.0 12,7 6.2
Race
white (52,700) 100.0 5.6 17.9 3.5 2.8 7.2 10.1 35.1 11.2 6.6
Black (47,500) 100.0 6.8 20,4, 1.1 2.2 22.5 9.2 17.8 14.2 5.8
Other (2400) 100.0 0.0 *23,3 10,0 30.0 311.2 20.0 My 2 321.3 10.0
Annual family income
Less than $3,000 (25,000) 100.0 6.5 13.4 1.5 1.6 27.7 10.9 25.0 7.9 5.5
$3,000-87,499 (29,300) 100.0 7.0 20.0 31.0 3.1 13.2 10.3 26.4, 14.3 5.2
$7,500-$9,999 (9,500) 100.0 Lok 19.1 >2.6 2.1 9.8 9.7 33.6 11.4 Tob
$10,000-$14,999 (16,000) 100.0 5.3 23.7 12,2 3.0 7.0 9.k 28.4 13.9 7.1
$15,000-$24,999 (8,200) 100.0 4.0 26.1 6.2 1.4 *4.5 9.0 2.9 15.4 8.0
$25,000 or more. (3,300) 100.0 7.4 24.2 12.4 31.2 13,6 23,7 26.7 15.9 4.9
Not available (9,200) 100.0 7.0 16.7 *2.0 L5 12.9 6.6 27.0 15.9 7.3
Victimization experience
Not victimized (64,200) 100.0 6.7 18.3 2.0 2.6 14.7 9.3 27.3 13.1 5.9
Victimized (36,300) . . 100.0 5.1 20.5 2.9 2.3 14.0 10.1 26.5 11.8 6.8
NOTE: Data based on question 2a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to households in the group.
1Estimate, 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 Wanted better Wanted cheaper arrangements of bad Neighborhood and not
Household characteristic Total .Location of house house house Forced out . changed elements Crime characteristics available -
Al1 households (100, 500) 100.0 21.9 17.3 16.7 5.8 7.5 15.1 1.7 2.8 5.3 6.8
Race .
White (52,700; 100.0 30.8 15.8 . 12.3 Loy 5.9 1.3 2.7 2.0 L.2 7.5
Black ' (47,500 100.0 12.2 19.0 21.5 7.3 9.2 16.1 10.6 3.7 L.l 6.0
Other  (*400) 100.0 10,0 191.8 133,1 11,4 122.3 121.5 10,0 0.0 10,0 10.0
Annual family iricome
Less than $3,000 (25,000) 100.0 19.2 1.6 13.0 10.4 10.2 18.0 1.6 3.5 3.1 6.1
$3,000-87,499  (29,300) 100.0 19.9 19.0 16.3 6.3 8.3 15.2 i1.2 2.9 5.0 5.9
$7,500-39,999 - (9, 500) 100.0 21.0 16.7 18.2 4.3 5.2 19.6 10,9 12,1 5.7 6.2
$10,000-$14,999 516,000) 100.0 22.3 18.2 22.4 1.7 49 by 2.5 1.8 5.1 6.8
$15,000-$24,999 {8, 200) 100.0 32.2 16.7 19.8 11.8 LTN 8.0 13,5 21,0 13,2 9.4
$25,000 or more (3,300) 100.0 33.1 19.5 13.5 10.0 18,4 19.7 10,0 . 13.6 17.2 4.9
Not available (9,200) 100.0 22.8 17.9 15.4 6.1 7.1 12,2 12,0 02 12,2 9.9
Victimization experience .
Not victimized - (6L,200) 100.0 22,1 17.1 . - . 16.2 5.9 8.5 14.8 1.6 2.5 b1 7.2
Victimized (36,300) 100.0 21.6 17.6 17.7 5.6 5.8 15.8 1.9 3 k.6 6.1

NOTE: Data based on question ha. 'Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to households in the group.
sg 3Estimate, based on zZero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable,



0t

Table 21. Whether or not there are undesirable
neighborhood characteristics

(Percent, distribution of answers by household respondents)

Household characteristic Total Yes No Not available
A1l households (193,900) 100.0 31.1 68.. 0.6
Race
White 2109,300) 100.0 29.0 70.4 0.6
Black (84,000) 100.0 33.8 65.7 0.4,
Other  (500) 100.0 122.0 178.0 10.0
Annual family income
Less than $3,000 (46,900) 100.0 29.8 69.8 10.4
$3,000-37,499  (56,800) 100.0 31.6 68.1 0.3
$7,500-$9,999  (17,300) 100.0 33.1 65.9 1.0
$10,000-$14,999  (27,100) 100.0 32.3, 67.0 0.7
$15,000<$24,999 (17,500) 100.0 31.0° 68.6 10.4
$25,000 or more (8&,800) 100.0 27.9 71.6 10,4
Not available (19,500) 100.0 30.4 68.1 31,4,
Victimization experience ~
Not victimized (132,400) 100.0 26.1, 72.9 0.7
Victimized (61,500) 100.0 41.1 58.6 10,3

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

 Estimate, based on gero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 22. Most important neighborhood problem

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents)

Environmental Public Inadequate Influx of Problems with Other and
Household characteristic Total Traffic; parking problems Crime transportation schools, shopping bad elements neighbors not available
A11 households (60,200) 100.0 8.6 36.1 17.1 2.9 1.8 8.1 16.3 3.2
Race .
White (31,700) 100.0 1 10.7 27.9 18.3 2.7 2.1 12.3 16.6 9.5
Black  (28,400) 100:0. 6.2 L5.4 .. -15.8 3.1 1.4 3.l 16.0 8.8
Other (*100) 100.0 13,3 10.0 13).6 10.0 131,1 10.0 10,0 12.0
Anmual family income
Less than $3,000 (14,000) 100.0 5.9 36.7 23.1 11.4 11,7 7.0 16.6 7.5
$3,000-87,499. (18,000) 100.0 8.5 3k.1 17.9 2.7 12.0 8.9 18,1 7.9
$7,500-%9,999 (5,700) 100.0 9 36.8 1.1 1).2 10,0 12.2 15.9 7.5
$10,000-$14; 999 (a,aoo; 100.0 7.9 48.1 10.6 13,2 10.0 5.8 15.5 8.8
$15,000-$24,999 (5,400 100.0 9.l 30.8 12.9 1),.8 12,0 9.6 17.1 13.4
$25,000 or more (2,400) 100.0 20.1 26.2 18.0 16.1 14.9 1.9 19.8 19,8
Not available . (5,900) 100.0 9.7 30.7 17.2 13,2 1,0 7.7 13.3 14.8
Victimization experience
Not victimized (34,900) 100.0 8.1 40.8 14.8 2.7 2.1 8.1 S 9.0
Victimized (25,300) 100.0 9.2 29.6 20.4 3.1 11,4 8.0 18.9 9.3

NOTE: Data based on question 5a.

Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

Figures. in parénthe

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

ses refer to households in the group.
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Table 23. Whether or not major food shopping
done in the neighborhood

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents)

Household  characteristic Total Yes No Not available
A11 households (193,900) 100.0 69.1 30.1 0.8
Race
white (109,300) 100.0 73.6 25.3 1.1
Black  (84,000) 100.0 63.3 36.h 10,4
Other  (500) 100.0 %70.0 124.0 8.0
Annual family income
Less than $3,000 {46,900) 100.0 67.3 31.4 1.3
$3,000-$7, 499 ésé,soo 100.0 68.0 31.7 10.4
$7,500-$9,999 (17,300 100.0 69.3 30.2 0.4
$10,000-$14,999 (27,100) 100.0 69.6 29.5 10,9
$15,000-$24,999  (17,500) 100.0 70.6 29.3 10.2
$25,000 or more (8,800) 100.0 77.9 21.2 10.9
Not available (19,500) 100.0 70.9 27.7 11,3
Victimization experience
Not victimized  (132,400) 100.0 69.7 29.4 0.8
Victimized (61,500) 100.0 67.8 315 0.7

NOTE: Data based on question éa. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures

in parentheses refer to households in the group.
}Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 24. Most important reason for not doing major food shopping in the neighborhood

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents)

Household characteristic Total No neighborhood stores Tnadequate stores High prices Crime Not availeble
A1l households (58,400) 100.0 25.1 34.0 32.5 1.l 7.2
Race
white {27,700) 100.0 25.9 34.1 29.8 2.3 7.8
Black (30,500) 100.0 24.3 33.8 34.9 10,5 6.5
Other (3100) 100.0 133,3 133.3 133.3 20.0 10.0
Annual family income
Less than $3,000 (14,700) - 100.0 18.4 31.1 38.3 11,6 10.7
$3,000-37,499 (18,000) 100.0 28.8 33.7 30.7 11,1 5.6
$7,500-%9,999 (5,200) 100.0 25.8 38.8 28.9 11.5 15.0
$10,000~814,999 Es,ooo) 100.0 26.3 28.7 38.6 10,5 5.8
$15,000-$24,999 (5,100) 100.0 26.6 36.5 30.5 12,1 14,3
$25,000 or more (1,900) 100.0 25,9 37.3 28.1 16.5 12,2
Not available (5,400) 100.0 26.4; 42.1 20.3 10,0 11.1
Victimization experience
Not victimized (39,000) 100.0 26.8 33.6 32.2 10,9 6.5
Victimized = (19,400) 100.0 21.5 3.8 33.0 2.3 8.4
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 zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 25. Preferred location for general merchandise shopping

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents)

Suburban or

Househoid characteristic Total neighborhood Downtown Not available
A1l households = (193,900) " 100.0 49.1 47.8 3.1
Race
White 2109,300) 100.0 57.8 38.9 3ol
Black (81,000) ' 100.0 37.9 59.4 2.7
Other (500) 100.0 45,5 154.5 0.0
Annual family income
Less than $3,000 (46,900) 100.0 3h4.2 62.8 3.1
$3,000-$7,499 (56,800) 100.0 43.9 53.9 2.2
$7,500-$9,999 - (17,300) 100.0 5l 43.3 2.3
$10,000=$14, 999 (27,100% : 100.0 63.8 32.1 Lol
$15,000~$24,999 (17,500 100.0 73.9 24.9 1.2
$25,000 or more (&,800) 100.0 66.1, 31.3 2.3
Not available {1%,500) 100.0 L5.4 47.8 - 6.8
Victimization experience
Not victimized (132,400) 100.0 47.2 49.7 3.2
Victimized (61,500) 100.0 5344 43.8 2.9

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



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

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents)

193

o] =

Type of shopper and Better  Better More Better selection, Crime in Better Prefer stores, Other and
household characteristic Total parking transportation convenient more stores other location store hours Better prices location, etc. not available
Suburban {or neighborhood)
shoppers
A1l households (95,200) 100.0 16.8 1.7 55.8 6.7 2,2 1.0 5.9 6.0 4.1
Race
white (63,200) 100.0 20.0 1.5 56.2 5.3 2.8 1. 2.8 6.1 4.3
Black (31,800) 100.0 ~ 10.6 2.0 5.8 9.4 11,1 11,1 114 5.9 . 3.8
Other - (2200) 100.0 10.0 0.0 1100.0 10.0 0.0 10,0 0.0 0.0 10.0
Annual. family income
Less than $3,000 (16,000) 100.0 5.1 3.7 57.5 5.9 11,3 0.8 13.7 6.9 5.0
$3,000-37,499  (24,900) 100.0 16.3 1.9 56.1 6.8 0.2 il 6.4 5.8 3.2
$7,500-39,999  (9,400) 100.0 ~ 17.8 11,3 56.2 6.9 12,2 11,4 6.1 5.2 13,0
$10,000-314,999 (17,300) 100.0 22.0 20.9 55.1 6.1 2.3 20.7 3.0 5.3 4.3
$15,000-824,999 (13,000) 100.0  21.3 11,2 54,4 6.¢ 3.4 11,5 12,0 6.0 3.0
$25,000 or more {5,800) 100.0 22,3 10.0 57.7 16,2 1z.0 0.7 10.0 6.9 4.1
Not, available -(8,500) 100.0 17.1 11.0 54.0 - 8.5 12,4 10.5 12,9 6.9 6.9
Victimization experience
Not victimized (62,400) 100.0 16.7 1.5 56.3 7.3 2,2 1.0 5. 6.0 3.8
Victimized (32,800) 100.0 17.1 2.1 55.0 5.5 2.2 1.2 6.1 6.1 47
Downtown shoppers
A1l households (92,700) 100.0 0.6 8.1 37.9 27.7 10,1 0.5 1.1 10.4 3.6
Race
White 242,500; 100.0 20,7 11.0 43.9 23. 10,2 10.6 5.7 1.1 3.5
Black (49,900 100.0 10.5 5.5 32.6 31.6 10.1 10.5 15,7 9.8 3.6
Other  (300) 100.0 10.0 114.1 185.9 10.0 10, 20.0 10,0 10.0 10.0
Annual family income
less than 33,000 (29,400) 100.0 10.1 Toly 31.7 30.8 10.1 10.5 16,2 G.3 3.7
$3,000-$7,499 (30,600) 100.0 10.9 944 39.4 24.0 10.1 10.4 2.4 3.8 3.6
$7,500-89,999 (7,500) 100.0 10.5 10.2 39.0 2e.9 10.0 10,0 8.5 -9.3 13.4
$10,000-$14,999 (8,700) 100.0 2.8 Gl 37.7 30.0 10.4 .4 5.3 11,1 11.8
$15,000-$24,999 Eu,t,oo) 100.0 10.0 4.1 49.2 29,1 10.0 10.9 4.3 17,6 5.0
$25,000 or more (2,700) 100.0 10.0 21,5 41.3 36,6 10.0 20.0 11.5 17.7 1.4
Not available (9,300) 100.0 0.0 6.6 45.9° 23.7 0.0 0.9 13,6 15.0 Ledy
Victimization experience *
_ Not victimized (65,800) 100.0 20,6 8.2 » .39.2 26,4 10.1 10.6 10.7 10.5 3.7
“Vietimized (26,900) 100.0 10.7 7.6 354.8 30.8 10.3 10.4 11.9 102w+ S 3.3

NOTE: ' Data based on question 7b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding, Figures
*Estimate, based.on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

in pa?enthééés ‘refer to households in the group.
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Table 27. Change in the frequency-with which persons
went out for evening entertainment

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

Population characteristic Total More Same Less Not available
A1l persons. (L07,600) 100.0 15.0 L6.3 38.3 0.4
Sex .
Male (177,700) 100.0 16.9 Lb.6 36.3 0.2
Female -(229,900) 100.0 13.6 46.0 39.9 0.5
Race
White (227,500) 100.0 16.2 48.8 34.8 0.2
Black (179,400) 100.0 13.6 43.0 42.8 0.6
Other (7005 100.0 16,4 70.5 23,1 10;0
Age
16-19  (44,000) 100.0 46.1 27.9 25.6 20,4
20-2  (57,900) 100.0 - 20.9 36.5 L2.3 10.2
25-34 (71,300) 100.0 16.3 39.3 43.9 0.5
35-49 - (81,500) 100.0 10.3 51.4 .°37.9 10.5
50-6L (90,100) 100.0 6.9 55.2 37.5 0.3
65 and over (62,800) 100.0 ) 56.5 38.8 20,5
Victimization experience
Not victimized (273,800) 100.0 13.0 49.2 37.3 0.4
Victimized (133,800) 100.0 19.2 40,2 40.2 0.4

NOTE: Data based on question 8b. 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.
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Table 28. Most important reason for increasing or decreasing the frequency
with which persons went out for evening eritertainment

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

Type of change in frequency Places to Own Transpor- Acktivities, 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

A1l persons (61,300) 100.0 13.2 19.4 3.4 1.1 1.6 12.6 15.9 8.5 0.3 18.0 5.8
Sex

Maie (30,000) 100.0 16.9 16.2 3.3 10.6 2.5 13.1 12.9 9.2 *0.6 20.0 4.7

Female {31,300) 100.0 9:6 22.4 3.5 1.7 *0.8 12.1 18.8 7.8 0.1 16.1 6.9
Race .

White 236,800) 100.0 14.2 19.0 3.0 1.3 1.4 12.5 18.3 8.3 30,1 16.0 5.8

Black (24,400) 100.0 11.7 19. 3.9 0.8 2.0 12,8 2.k 8.9 20.7 21.1 6.0

Other (>100) 100.0 0.0 *100.0 10,0 1.0.0 30,0 0.0 0.0 %00 10,0 10.0 30.0
Age

16-19 . (20,300) 100.0 L.6 22,5 1.1 30,0 2.0 33.8 4l 7.2 20,0 19.9 4.9

20-24 (12,100% 100.0 i9.6 2.8 33,0 0.3 33,2 bl 10.8 7.6 30.0 20.2 6.5

25-34 (11,600 100.0 3.9 19.3 L6 10,0 0.4 1.1 18.8 7.9 10.4 18.3 5.3

35-49 (8,400) 100.0 17.7 10.4 5.1 12,0 10,5 0.5 32.9 12.9 1.5 11.8 4.7

50-64 (6,300) 100.0 7.9 11.9 6.l 13, 1.4 20,7 35,1 7.0 10.7 15.7 9.8

65 and over (2,700) 100.0 11,7 16.9 5.0 *10.0 11.7 6.9 19.1 *14.8 0.0 17.0 6.8
Victimization experience

Not vietimized (35,600) 100.0 12.7 17.3 L2 1.7 1.9 13,2~ 17.0 9.3 10,4 17.0 5.4

Victimized (25,700) 100.0 13.8 22.2 2.3 *0.4 1.3 11.8 b 7.5 0.3 19.5 6.4

Persons going out less often

A1l persons (156,100) 100.0 18.2 3.4 1.2 9.5 1.1 7.1 18.9 11.3 13.7 9.k 6.2
Sex .

Male - (64,400) 100.0 20.8 2.7 1.4 .79 1.2 8.3 14.9 15.2 10.7 11.0 5.8

Female (91,700) 100.0 16.4 3.9 1.1 10.5 1.0 6.3 1.9 8.5 15.9 8.2 6.4
Race

White - (79,200) 100.0 17.0 3.5 0.8 10.1 1.0 9.0 20.2 11.8 12 8.4 5.9

Black §76,700) 100.0 19.4 3.4 1.6 8.7 1.2 5.2 17.6 10.7 15.3 10.4 6.5

Other - (*200) 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 %26.1 30,0 0.0 *24.3 149.6 20.0 30.0 10,0
Age

16-19 (11,300; 100.0 - 21.3 7.8 *1.9 11,2 10.8 0.8 19.1 16.7 8.3 14.9 7.4

20-24 (24,500 i 100.0 °©  19.2 6.1 *0.7 20.9 1.8 *1.3 25.3 19.2 8.4 10.7 6.l

25-31 (31,300; 100.0 25.2 3.3 1.5 1.1 0.6 1.1 30.2 12.8 9.9 8.7 5.6

35-49 (30,900 100.0 2l 1 1.2 31,1 5.1 31,0 4.0 19.5 10.9 1hody 10.3 8.1

5064 (33,800) 100.0 12.9 3.5 1.3 15.6 3.1 10.0 11.9 9.7 18.5 8.9 6.7

65 and over (24,400) 100.0 6.1 1.5 0.9 29.6 1.3 23.8 6.9 1.6 19.2 5.9 3.2
Vietimization experience } )

Not victimized (102,200) 100.0 . 17.4 3.3 1.3 . 10.9 1.2 8.7 18.7 9.8 13.1 9.5 6.1

Victimized (53,900) 100.0 -~ 19.7 3.7 1.1 6.7 0.9 4e2 - 19.3 14,0 15.0 9.1 6.k

NOTE: Data based on question 8b. Detail may not, add to total because of rounding. ~Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.
LBEstimate; based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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T o SN Table 29. Places usually visited for evening entertdmment o -
(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16. and 6;5#) ‘ e ' ;’1jr> -
Population characteristic A ( Total . Inside city Outside city ‘ "ABout equal - Not avaiiable
A1l persons (263;000) 100,0 82.8 8.2 8.8 0.2

Sex
Male (128,600) 100.0 82.3 8.3 9.2 10,1
Female (134,400) 100.0 83.2 . 8.1 8.5 0.2
Race
White (161,6003 100.0 77.3 11.3 11.2 10.2
Black 5101,100 100.0 91.5 3.2 5.1 10,1
Other (*40C) 100.0 2189.5 110.5 10.0 10,0
Age
16-19 (38,800) 160.0 90.5 4.8 L6 10.1
20-2L Eso,éoo 100.0 84.0 7.3 8.6 10,2
25-34 (57,400 10Q.0 83.2 9.4 an 10,0
35-L49 (52,400 100.0 79.5 8.2 12.1 x0.2
50-64 (46,100) 100.0 78.3 10.9 10.6 10.2
65 and over (17,700) 100.0 82.6 7.7 9.2 10,5
Victimization experience
Not. victimized - (166,400) 100.0 83.6 8.0 8.1 10.2
Victimized  (96,600) 100.0 81.4 8.5 10.1 %0.0

NOTE: Data based on question 8d. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.
'Estimate, based on gzero or on about 10 or fewer sample caseg, is statistically unreliagble.
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Table 30. Most important reason for usually seeking evening entertainment inside or outside the city

e

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

" Type of place and popu-—
lation. characteristic

Total

Convenience,

more expensive

Friends,
relatives

Persons entertained inside city
A1l persons (217,800)

Sex
Male - (105,900)
Female (111 900)

Race
White - (12L4,900)
Black (92, 500)
Other 1AOO)

Age
16-19 535,100)
202l (42,500
25-3l (47,800

T 35-49 (41,700
50-64 (36,100

65 and over (14,600)
Victimization experience
Not victimized (139,200)
Victimized = (78,600)
Persons entertained outside city
A1l persons (21,600)

Sex
Male - (10,700)
Female (10,900)
Race
White §18,300)
Black (3,300
Other (232)
Age :
16-19 (1,9oog
20-2 (3,700
25-34 (5,400)
35-49 (a,zoog
50-64 (5,000

65 ard over (1,400)
Victimization experience

Not victimized '(13,400)

Victimized (8,200)

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
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

26.2
33.3

1100.0

316.9

29.6
28.6
26.9
31.2

*19.4

30.1
23.1
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NOTE: Data based on question 8e.

Z PFewer than 50 persons.

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

6t

Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.
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Table 31. Opinior 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 availsble
A1l persons (407,600) 100.0 43.1 40.3 12.4 3.9 0.3
Sex
Male (177,700) 100.0 42.3 41.1 13.7 2.8 0.2
Female (229,900) 100.0 43.8 39.6 11.4 4.8 0.3
Race
White (227,500) 100.0 54.9 3.6 7.1 3.1 0.2
Black §179 400) 100.0 28.1 L7.4 19.1 5.0 0.3
Other 7005 100.0 352.9 124.0 231.9 15.5 15,7
Age
16-19 24@,000 100.0 24,2 51.4 20,4 3.7 0.3
20-2 (57,900 100.0 24.0 50.3 20.8 4.0 30,5
25-3L (71,300 100.0 30.0 48.7 18.3 2.9 10,2
35-49 - (81,500) 100.0 45.5 1.2 2.8 3.1 20,4
50-64 (90,100) 100.0 57.0 32.3 6.5 4.0 0.1
65 and over - (62,800) 100.0 65.5 23.8 4.3 6.2 %0.2
Victimization experience
Not victimized (273,800) 100.0 46.0 39.3 10.3 b2 0.3
Victimized (133,800) 100.0 37.3 42.3 16.8 3.5 0.2

NOTE: Data based on question 1ha. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to populétion in the group.

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



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

Table 32. Opinion about local police performance
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Population characteristic Total Good Averzge Poor Don't know Not available
Sex and age
Male
16-19 (21,900) 100.0 26.6 49.9 20.8 2.6 10.0
20-24 (25,800; 100.0 24.6 49.5 22.0 3.5 0.3
25-34 (32,800 100.0 30.5 46.2 20.4 2.7 20.1
35-49 534,7003 100.0 48.6 38.8 9.9 2.6 10,1
50-6L. (39,900 100.0 53.7 36.4 6.9 2.7 0.3
65 and over (22,700) 100.0 bL.7 27.3 5.1 2.5 20,4
Female
16-19 Ezz,zoog 100.0 21.8 52.8 20.0 4.8 10.6
20-24 (32,100 100.0 24.3 50.9 19.9 Loty 0.7
25-3L  (38,500) 100.0 29.6 50,8 - 16.5 3.0 0.2
35-49 (46,800) 100.0 43.2 42.9 9.8 3.5 10.6
50-64 (50,200) 100.0 59.7 29.1 6.2 5.0 30.0
65 and over -(40,100) 100.C 66.0 21.8 3.8 8.3 0.1
Race and age
White
16-19 (18,900 100.0 39.7 L8.4 7.8 12,1 10.0
20-24 (31,400 100.0 31.9 50.6 13.1 3.9 0.4
25-34  (36,800) 100.0 42.0 43.6 11.5 2.9 %0.1
35-49 (42,900) 100.0 59.4 32.3 5.7 2.1 *0.4
5064 (55,600) 100.0 65.2 28.2 3.6 2.9 0.1
65 and over (41,900) 100.0 72.2 19.6 3.6 43 0.2
Black
16~19 (25,100) 100.0 12.6 53.6 28.4 T 5,0 0.5
20-24 - (26,500) 100.0 15.7 49.9 29.7 Lol 10,6
25-34  (34,400) 100.0 17.1 54,1 25.6 2.9 0.3
35-49 (38,200) 100.0 25, 8¢ 51.4 1.4 L.2 10,2
50-64 (34,300) 100.0 43.6 39.2 11.2 5.8 0.2
65 and over (20,900) 100.0 52.1 32.2 5.6 9.9 30,2

NOTE: " Data based on question i4a.

147

Detail may not add to total because of rounding.
}Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Figares in parentheses refer to population in the group.
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Table 33. Opinion about IGcal police performance

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

Popﬁlation characteristic © Total Good Average Poor Don't know Not available

Race, seX, and age

White
Male -
16-19 (10,200 100.0 Loy 4.9 9.4 1.3 0.0
20-24, §15,l;.00 100.0 29.3 52.7 14.3 3.5 30,3
25-34 (19,100 100.0 40.5 42.1 14.2 3.2 *0.0
35-49 (19,900 ) 100.0 61.8 30.6 5.8 1.6 0.2
50-64 (24,800) . 100.0 61.6 31.4 5.0 1.8 30,2
65 and over (14,800) 100.0 70.0 22.0 5.9 31,5 20,6
Female
16-19 (8,800) . 100.0 34.2 52.5 10.3 33,0 10,0
20-24, . (16,000 100.0 b 48.7 11.9 Lol 10.6
25-3) (17,700 100.0 43.5 L5.2 8.6 2.5 10.3
35-49 (23,100 : 100.0 574 33,7 5.7 2.6 10,6
50-64 . (30,800) . 100.0 68.2 25.6 2.5 3.7 30.0
65 and over (27,100) 100.0 73.5 18.2 2.4 5.9 20.0

Black
Male :
16-19 (11,700 . 100.0 11.2 54.2 30.8 3.8 0.0
20-24 (10,400 100.0 17.8 4.9 33,1 13,7 0.4
25-3L (13,600 100.0 16.4 51.9 29.2 12,1 0.3
35-49 (14,700 100.0 30.7 50,2 15.1 4.0 *0.0
50-64 (15,000 100.0 LO.L 41ya9 10.1 4.0 20,6
65 and over (7,900) 100.0 54,8 37.2 3.8 .2 0.0
Female
16-19 - (13,400) 100.0 13.8 53.0 26.3 6.0 20,9
20-2, (16,100 100.0 14.3 53.1 27.5 1A 30,8
25-34 (20,800 100.0 17.6 55.5 23.2 ENA 20,2
35-49 (23,500 100.0 29.3 52.2 139 43 0.4
50-64 (19,300 100.0 46.1 34.8 12.0 7.1 0.0
65 and over (13,000) . 100.0 50.5 29.2 6.7 13.3 20,4

NOTE:  Data based on question 14a. Detail may no: 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. :
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Table 34. Whether or not lecal police performance
needs improvement

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available
A1l persons (390,500) 100.0 86.3 11.2 2.5
Sex
Male (172,400) 100.0 85.8 11.1 3.1
Female (218,100) 100.0 86.8 11.3 1.9
Race
White - (220,000) 100.0 8L.ly 13.0 2.6
Black (169,800) 100.0 g8.8 8.9 2.3
Other  (700) 100.0 93.8 16,2 10,0
Age
16-19  (42,300) 100.0 89.4 8.0 2.6
20-24  (55,300) 100.0 89.5 8.0 2.5
25-34  (69,100) 100.0 90.3 7.2 2.1
35-49 (78,600) 100.0 87.0 10.7 2.4
50-61, (86,400) 100.0 83.4 13.8 2.8
65 and over  (58,800) 100.0 79.7 ©18.3 2.0
Victimization experience
Not victimized (261,500) 100.0 85.6 12.3 2.1
Victimized (129,000) 106.9 87. 9.1 3.2
NOTE: .Data based on question 14b. - 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.
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Table 35. Most important measure for improving
local police performance

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

Sex Race Age. Victimization experience
All 65 and Not
persons Female White Black Other 16-19. 20-24 35-49 -6l over victimized Victimized
Most important measure (280 800} (130 AOO) (150,400) (155,600) (124,700) (500} (30, 500) (42, 200) (55 100) (58,800) (59,600) (34,700) - (183,300) (97,600
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
Personnel resources
Total 46,2 47.5 45.0 58.8 30.4 72,9 28.3 33.4 41,9 48.7 57:1 61,2 48.5 41.8
More police 35.0 35.4 34.7 43.3 2ol 172.9 21.8 21,6 27.6 35 9 46.7 52.9 37.4 30.4
Better training 11,2 12,2 10,3 15,4 5.9 10.0 6.5 11.8 4.3 12,8 10.4 8.2 11.1 1.4
Operational practices
Total 35.6 32,6 38.2 28.7 443 127.1 L47 40.1 36.5 35.4 30.7 29.5 34.5 37.6
Focus on more important
duties; etc. 9.6 10.4 8.9 9.1 10.3 8.3 i4.8 13.7 11.2 8.7 6.1 5.4 9.2 10.4
Greater promptness, etc. 11,1 8.0 13,8 5.8 17.8 20,0 16.5 12,2 11.7 10.9 8.2 9.7 10.3 12,6
Increased traffic control 0.6 0. 0.7 0.7 0.4 110.4 0.3 1.1 0.7 10.5 10,5 10.1 0.5 0.7
More police certain .
areas, times 143 13.7 14.8 13.0 15.8 18.3 13.1 3.1 13.0 15.3 15.8 143 0.4 14.0
Community relations
Total 11,7 13.3 10.3 5.8 19.0 10.0 2.2 19.2 14.7 9.1 6.3 3.2 10.8 13.4
Courtesy, attitudes, etc. 8.0 8.9 7.3 4.8 12,2 10.0 12,3 13.1 ©10.9 6,4 Leb 2.2 6.9 10.1
Don't discriminate 7 Laby 3.0 1.1 6.9 0.0 8.9 6,1 3.8 2.6 1.7 11,0 3.8 3k
Other L7 6.6 6ely 6.7 6.3 10.0 5.8 7.3 6. 6.8 5:9 6.1 6.2 741

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



Table 36. Most important measure for improving
local police performance

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

Personnel Operational Community
Population characteristic Total resources practices relations Other
Sex and age
Male
16-19 (15,600) 100.0 29.7 42.1 23.1 5.1
20-2, (19,400) 100.0 34.0 36.2 22,4 7.4
25-34 (26,100) 100.0 45.8 31.8 15.9 6.6
35-49 (25,900) 100.0 51.2 31.2 10.1 Y
50-64 (28,400) 100.0 57.8 28.1 7.2 6.8
65 and. over (15,100) 100.0 60.9 30:7 3.4 5.0
Female
16-19  (14,900) 100.0 26.8 L7.4 19.1 6.6
20-2i, ' (22,800) 100.0 33.0 43.3 16.5 7.2
25-3)  (29,100) 100.0 38.4 40.8 13.6 7.3
35-49. (32,900) 100.0 46.8 38.8 8.3 6.2
50-64 - (31,200) 100.0 56.5 33.0 5.4 5.1
65 and over (19,600) 100.0 61.h 28.7 2.9 7.0
Race and age
White
16~19 (12,600) 100.0 38.6 L5.0 11.5 L.5
20-24 (22,200) 100.0 U544 36.0 11.0 7.0
25-3L (28,100) 100.0 55.0 29.8 8.0 7.2
35~49 (31,100) 100.0 61.9 25.9 4.8 7.4
50-64 {(37,600) 100.0 67.4 23.7 2.9 6.0
65 and over. (24,100) 100.0 68.4 23.3 1.5 6.6
Black '
16-19 (18,000) 100.0 21.2 Li.3 28.0 6.6
20-2) (19,900) 100.0 20.2 bhody 28.1 7.1
25-3), (27,000) 100.0 28.0 43.7 21.7 6.6
35-49 (27,500) 100.0 33.6 L6. L 13.9 6.1
50-64 (21,900) 100.0 39.7 h2.4 12.1 5.7
65 and over  (10,400) 100.0 44.0 bl 1 7.0 4.9

NOTE: Data based on question 14b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. TFigures
in parentheses refer o population in the group.
}Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 37. Most important méasure for improving local police performance

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

Personnel Operational Community
Populetion characteristic Total resources - practices relations Other
Race, sex, and age
White
Male
16-19  (6,900) 100.0 39.5 1.7 13.7 15,1
20-2) (11,400) 100.0 L.l 3.7 12.9 8.0
25-34  (15,000) 100.0 53.6 29.7 8.7 7.2
35-49 (14,800) 100.0 62,4 23.3 5.4 8.8
50-6) - (17,800) 100.0 67.5 23.1 2.9 6.5
65 and over (10,100) 100.0 67.8 2L.1 12.3 5.8
Female
16-19 - (5,700) 100.0 37.4 49.7 8.8 2. d
20~24 ~ (10,800) 100.0 4i6.5 37.6 9.0 6.9
25-34 (13,100) 100.0 56.1 30.0 7.1 6.4
35-49  (16,200) 100.0 61.3 28.2 L.3 6.2
50-64 (19,800) 100.0 67.3 2h.2 2.9 5.6
65 and over (1.4,000) ” 100.0 69.0 22.8 1.0 7.3
Black
Male
16-19 (8,700) 100.0 22.0 42,1l 30.6 5.0
20-2) (8,000) 100.0 19.3 38.0 36.0 6.6
25-34  (11,000) 100.0 34.8 3h.7 25.8 L.7
35-49  (10,900) 100.0 35.6 41.9 16.6 5.9
50-64 (10,600) 100.0 41.7 36.2 14.7 Van
65 and over (5,000) 100.0 6.7 Lh.O 15,9 13,4
Female ‘
16-19 {9, 200) 100.0 20.4 46.0 25.4 8.1
20-2), (12,000; 100.0 20.7 L8.6 23.3 Ty
25-34 (16,000 100.0 23.4 49.8 18.9 7.9
35-49 (16,600) 100.0 32.3 49.3 12.1 6.3
50-64 {11,400) 100.0 37.8 48.3 9.8 4.1
65 and over - (5,500) 100.0 L.k bkh.2 7.9 6.1
NOTE: -Data based on question 1hb. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures

, in parentheses refer to population in the group.
}Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases; is statistically unreliable.



BT PPy, TR

Ap%endix )
Survey instrument

Form NCS 6, the attitude survey. instrument,
contains two batteries of questions. The first of these,
covering items | through 7, was used to elicit data from
a knowledgeable adult member of each household (i.e.,
the household respondent). Questions 8 through 16
were asked directly of each household member age 16

.and over, including the household respondent. Unlike

the procedure followed in the victimization com-
ponent of the survey, there was no provision for proxy
responses on behalf of individuals who were absent or
incapacitated during the interviewing period.

Data on the characteristics of those interviewed, as
well as details concerning any experiences 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 questionnaire; 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 .
“ feport, but can be found in Criminal Victimization

Surveys in New Orleans, 1977.

47
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NOTICE ~ Your report to .the Census Bureau is confidentlal by law (Title 13, U.S,
Code), It may be seen only by sworn Census employe#s and may be used only for
statistical purposes.,

U.5. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMINISTRATION
BUREAU OF THE . CENSUS

A. Control number

[ 1 | ¢
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY Psu :Senal :Panel EHH iSegmenl
CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE ; ': ! !
! ! ! !
ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE
B. Name o househald head % 4a, Why did you leave there? Any other reason? (Mark all that apply)

C. 'Reason for noninterview
1CITYPEA 5
Race ol ‘head
1 [ white
2[C | Negro
3] Other
TYPE Z
Interview nat abtalned for —~
Line number

2CJTYPEB 3a[jTYPEC

@)
:

©OEE

1] Location — closer-to job, family, friends, school, stispping, etc., here

2{" ] House (apartment) or property charactaristics — size, quality,
yard space, etc.

3[ "] Wanted better housing, own home
4[] Wanted cheaper housing
5[} Ne chaice ~ evicted, b g demolished,,

s[] Change in living arrangements — marital status, wanted
to tive atone, ete.

7[C) Bad element. moving in
8] Ctime in old neighborhood, afraid

-] [:] Didn*t like neighborhood characteristics ~ environment,
problems with neighbors,. etc.

10{) Other — Specity

etc,

{1 more than one reason)
b. Which reason would you say was the most impoitant?

@ oo Enler item number

CENSUS USE ONLY

®

© & @

HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDE QUESTIONS
Ask only household respondent -

Before we get to the major portion-of the survey, | wold like to ask
you a few questions related tsubjects which seem fo be of some
concem (o people, These quesunns ask you-what you think, what
you feel, your attitudes and opinions.
1. How fong have you lived at this address?

$1_JLess than | year
2 ]1-2 years

k 13-8 years
4y |More than 5 years — SKiP to 5a

ASK 2a

5a. Is there anything you don't like about this neighbothood?
o"JNo - sKiP 10 8

ves — What? Anything else? ¢Mark ati that apply)
1T 1 Traffic, parking
2{" ) Environmental problems ~ trash, noise, overcrowding, etc,
3[_JCrime or fear of crime
4[] Public transportation problem
5[] Inadequate schools, shopping facilities, etc,
5[] Bad element moving in

7 Prablems with neighb istics of neighb
8 10ther — Specity

(il more than one answer)
b. Which problem would you say is the most serious?

Enter-item number

2a. Why did you select this particular neighbothoed? Any other reason?
{Mark ali that apply}
v;” I'Neighberhood characteristics —~ type of neighbors, envirorment,
streets, parks, etc.

*
2 _ ' Good schools

317 safe from crine

Only place housing could be found, lack of choice

_1Price was right

=3 Location - close to job, 'amlly. friends, school, shopping, elc.

“House (apartment).or property characterisiics — size, quality,
+ ‘yard.space, elc.

) ’_}Always fived in this peighborhood
9.7} Other - Specity

3
@2

6a. Do you do your major food. shopping in this neighborhood?
of }Yes~sKkiP 10 78
No — Why not? Any other réason? (Mark ail that apply}
1[Z] No stores In neighborhood, others mare convenient

2 1Stores in neighborhood inadequate, prefers (better)
stores elsewhere

3[ T High prices, commissary or PX cheaper
4{"1Crime or fear of crime
5{" | Other — Specity

(i more than.one reason)
Which reason would you say is the most important?

=

Enter ftem number

{1t more than one reason)
b. Whlch reason woild you say was lhe most important?

@

Enter Hem number

Ja. Where did you live betore you maved here?
1{ }Outside U.S,

{ " Inside limits of this city

3, . 'Somewhere eise in U;S, ~ SPEC"y;‘

SKIP tada

State

County

b..Did you tive inside the limits of-a city, town, village, etc.?
il "No .
2" 'Yes ~ Enter name of clty, town, elc,;,

P

7a.- When you shop for things other than food, such as clothing and general
merchandise, do you USUALLY go to surbulban or neighborhood shopping
centers.or do you shop: “'downtown?"’

@ + [T | Surburban or neighborhood

21" } Downtown

=

Why is that? Any other reason? (Mark alt that apply)
1 [ "] Better parking, less traffic

2] Better t}anspbvlalion

3[] Moré convenient

4{" ]Better selection, mate stores, more choice
s{ ) Afraid of crime

6"} Store houts better

7{} Better prices

a[’_“} Prefers {better) stores; {ocation, seivice, employees
9{710ther = Specity

(1 more than one reason)
c. Which one would you say is the riost important reason?

Enter ltem numbes

[T

INTERVIEWER = Complete interview with household respondent,
beginning with Individual Atlitude Questions,




INDIVIDUAL ATTITUDE QUESTIONS — Ask edch household member 14 or ofder

KEYER — BEGIN NEW RECORD

@ Line number ;Name
.

CHECK Look at'11a and b, Was box 3 or 4 marked 'in either {tem?
ITEM B [T ves —ask'11¢ o - skiP 10 12

1lc. is the neighborhood dangerous enough to make you think sericusly

8a. How often.do you go out in the evening for entertainment, such as
ta restaurants, theatess; etc.?

1 [JOnce a week or riore
2[7] Less than once a week =
more than ance a manth
3[T] About once a month

4[] 2 or 3 times a year

s{_] Less than 2 or 3 times 2
year ot never

about moving somewhere else?
@ 8[JNo - sxiP 10 12 .
* Yes — Why don't you? Any other reason? (mark ail that apply)
@ s CJcan't attord to 5[] Plan to move soon

2[C]Can't tind other housing - &[] Health or age

b. Do you go to these places more or less now than you did a year

of two ago
1 [_JAbout the same ~ SKIP to Check Item A
2 1More
? son? 1 that appl
. 0 Less} Why? Any other reason? (Mark atl that apply)
1] Money situation 7 [} Family reasons (marriage,

hildren, parents)
2 Places 1o go, people ¢
- to go with 8[_] Actlvities, job, school

3[JConvenience 8 [J Crime or fear of crime

4} Heatth {own) 10 [T} Want to; like to, enjoyment
5[] Transportation 11 [ Other — Specity -
6] Age

3[_JRelatives, friends nearby 7 { "] Othei — Specity
4[] Convenient to work, etc.

{11 more than one teason)
d. Which feason would you say is the most imporant?

Enter ltein number

12, How do you think your neighborhood compares with others in this
metropolitan area in terms of crime? Yiould you say it is =
1 I Much more dangerous? 4[] Less dangerous?
2] More dangerous? 5[] Much less dangerous?
3] About average?

13a, Ate there some parts of this metropolitan area where you have a

(1t more than one reason)
¢, Which reason would you say is the most impostant?

@ —————.. Enler ltem number

reason to go of would like to go DURING THE DAY, but are afraid .
10 bécause of fear of crime? .

o INe

ves — Which section(s)?

CHECK Is box 1, 2, or 3 marked in 8a?
ITEW A CINo ~ skt ta9a {1 Yes - AsK gd

@ e «——Number of specilic places mentlaned

b, How about AT NIGHT - are there some parls of this area where you have 2

d. When you do go out to restaurants or theaters in the evening, is it
usually in the city or outside of the city?
1] Usually in the city
2[Usually-outside of the city
3] About equal — SKIP to 9a

reason to go or would like to go but are afraid to because of fear of crime?

o[ JNo Yes — Which section(s)?

-«—— Number of specitic places méntioned

e, Why do you usually go (outside the city /in the city)? Any other
* reason? (Mark ail that apply)
1[I More convenient, familiar, easier to get there, only place availabie
2] Parking problems, traffic
3[] Too much crime in other place
4[] More to do
5[] Prefer (better) facilities (restaurants, theaters, etc.)
&[] More expensive in other ated .
7{] Because of friends, relatives
8[] Other -~ Specity.

.

142, Wouid you say, in general, that your lecal police are doing a good
job, an average job, or a poor jobi?

1 ] Good 3] Poor

2{"] Average 4[] Don't know — SKIP to 152

% b, In what ways could they imprave? Any other ways? (wark aif that apply)
* 1 [_] No improvement needed — SKIP ta 15a
2 [} Hire more policemen
3{} Concentrate on more Important dutles, serious crime, ete.
4[3 Be more prompt, responsive, alert
slj Improve training, raise qualifications or pay, recriltment policies

(1 more than one reason)
f. Which reason would you say is the most important?

Enter item number

&[] Be more courteous, improve attitude, community relations
7 Don't discriminate
8] Need more traffic control

9a, Now I'd like to get your opinions about crime. in general.
Within the past year of two, do you thlnk that cnme in your
. neighborhood has i d about the same?
@ 1 [ Incréased a] Dnn t know. —~ SKIP to ¢
2] Decreased 5[] Haven't lived here
3[C]Same —sKkiP toc that long ~.SKIP to ¢

9 [] Need more policemen of {)amcular type {foot, car} in
certain areas or at certaln times .

10 "] Don't know
11{_] Other — Specity

{11 more than one way)
c. Which would you say is the most impostant?

b. Were you thinking about any specific kinds of crimes when you said
you think crime in your neighborhood has (increased/decreased)?

o[JNe Yes — What kinds of crimes?

L 1]

. Enter itém aumbec

15a. Now [ have some more q about your opinions ¢ ing crime.
Please take this card, (Hand respondent Attltude Flashcard; NCS-574)
Look at the FIRST set of statements. Which one do yois agree with most?

c,’How about any crimes which may be happening in your neighborhood —
would you say they are committed mostly by the people who live
here in this neighborhood or mostly by outsiders?
1 [Z] No crimes happening 3] Qutsiders
in neighborhood 4[] Equally by both
2{T] People tiving here 5[] Don't kriow

1 L__] My chances of being attacked or robbed have GONE UP
in the past few years

zDMy chances of being-attacked or Tobbed have GONE DOWN
in the past few years

3 D My chances of being attacked or'robbed haven't changed
in the past few years

10a. Within the past year o two do you think l.hat crime.in the United

States has i , 01 d about the same?

A
1 [ tncreased ASK b 3[Jcame SKIP (o 112
2[7] Decreased 4[] Don*t know

4[] No opinion

b. ‘Which of the SECOND group do you agree with most?
1{") Crime is LESS serious than the. pewspapers and TV say
2[] Crime is MORE serious than the newspapers.and TV say

b. Were you thinkmg about any. specific kinds of crimes. when you sald
you think crime in-the U.S. has (increased/decreased)?

o[INe Yes ~ What kinds of crimes?_

1 I

3 [:| Crime is about as serjous as. the newspapers and TV say
4[] No.opinion

16a, Do you thisk PEOPLE 1N GENERAL have limited or. changed their
activities in the past few years because they are #fraid of crime?

11a. How safe do you feel or would you feel being-out alone in your
neighborhood AT NIGHT?

1 [] very safe 3[] Somewhat unsafe

2 [T} Reasanably sate 4TI very unsate

'b.'How about DURING THE DAY ~ how. safe do you feel of would
you fee} being out alone in your neighborhood?

@ 1) Very sate 3] Scimewhat unsafe
2{T] Reasonably safe 4[] Very unsafe

@ 1[dves 2[JNo

b. Do you think that most PEOPLE IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD. have limited or
changed theiractivities inthe past few years because they are afraid of crime?

[T} ves 2] No

¢. In general, have YOU limited or changed your activities in the past few
years because of crime?

1) Yes 27 No

INTERVIEWER ~ Continve Interview with this respondent on NCS-3

FORM NCS-6 (7-2-73}

Page 2
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“household: during the initial visit,
“telephone were permissible thereafter..

Appendix i

Technical information
and reliability of the estimates

Survey results contained in this publication are
based on data gathered duringearly 1974 from persons
residing within the city limits of New Orleans,
including those living in certain types of group
quarters, such as dormitories, rooming houses, and
religious group dwellings. Nonresidents of the city,
including tourists and commuters, did not fall within
the scope of the survey. Similarly, crewmembers of
merchant vessels, Armed Forces personnel living in
military barracks, and institutionalized persons, such
as correctional facility inmates, were - not under
consideration. With these exceptions, all persons age
16 and over living in units designated for the sampie
were eligible to be interviewed. .

Each interviewers first contact with a unit selected
for the survey was in person, and, if it were not possible
to secure interviews with all eligible members of the
interviews: by
Proxy re-
sponses were not permitted for the attitude survey.
Survey records were processed and weighted, yielding
results representative both of the city’s populationasa
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 basi¢c 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 roughly half the size of the
victimization sample would yield enough attitudinal

_data .on which to base reliable estimates. For the
- purpose of selecting the victimization sample, the city’s

housing units were distributed among 105 strata on the
basis of various characteristics. Oc¢upied units; which
comprised the majority, were grouped into 100 strata
defined by a combination of the following character-
istics: type of tenure (owned or rented); number of
household members (five categories); household
income (five catagories); 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 incorpo-
rated group quarters.

To account for units buiit‘a’fter the 1970 Census, a
sample was drawn, by« means of an independent
clerical operation, of pefmxts tssued for the constiuc-
tion of residential housmg[ jithin the city, Thisenabled
the proper representation: in, the survey of persons
occupying housing byilt after 1970,

In order to develop thé haffsample required for the
attitude survey, each ‘unit was randomly assigned to
1 of 12 panels, with unﬁs An, ‘the first 6 panels being
designated for the attitude survey This procedure re-
sulted in the selection: of.6,075. housing units. During
the survey period, 977 oﬁthose -units were found to be
vacant, demolished, convemed to nonresidential use,
temporarily occupledgbyv nonresndents, or otherwise
ineligible for both .the 'victimization and attitude
surveys. At an additiondk 180 units visited by in-
terviewers it was impossible to conduct interviews be-
cause the occupants’ couid-not be reached after
repeated calls, did not wish to partwnpate in the survey,
or were unavailable for other reasons. Therefore, inter-
views were taken with-the occupants of 4,918 housing
units, and the rate of participation among units
qualified for interviewing was 96.5 percent. Participat-
ing units were occupied by.a total of 9,778 persons age
16 and over, oran a.verageof about two residents of the
relevant ages per unit. Interviews were conducted with
9,301 of these persons, resulting in a response rate of
95.1 percent among ellglble resndents

Estimation procedure N

Data records generated by the attitude survey were
assigned either of two sets of final tabulation weights,
one for the records of individual respondents and
another for those of household respondents. In each
case, the final weight, K was the product of two
elements—a factor of roughly twice the weight used in
tabulating victimization data estimates and a ratio
estimation factor. The’ folqumg steps determined the
tabulation weight for petsonal victimization data and
were, therefore, an mtegral part of the estimation
procedure for attitude data- gathered from individual .
respondents; (1) a basxc Wel‘ght reflecting the selected
unit’s probability of bemg included in the sample; (2) a
factor to compensate for the. -subsampling of units, a
situation that arose in mstances where the interviewer
discovered many more units attlie sample address than
had been listed in the decennidl Census; (3) a within-
household noninterview . adjustment to account for
situations where atleast one'but notall eligible persons
in a household werg mterwewed (4) a household
noninterview adJustment to account for households
qualified to partncxpatezm the survey but from whichan
mterv1ew was not obtalned (5) a household ratio
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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
estimates of the population age 12 and over and
adjusted the data for possible biases resulting from
undercoverage or overcoverage of the population.
“The household -ratio estimation procedure (step'5)
achieved a slight reduction in the extent of samphng

- variability, thereby reducing the margin of error in'the

tabulated survey results. 1t also compensated for the
exclusion from each stratum of any households
already included in samples for certain other Census

Bureau programs. The household. ratio estimator was -
‘not "applied to interview records gathered from

residents of group quarters or of units constructed
after the Census. For household victimization data
(and attitude data from household respondents), the
final weight incorporated all of the steps described
above except the third and sixth.

The ratio estimation factor, second element of the
final weight, was an adjustment for bringing data from
the attitude survey (which, as indicated, was based ona
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 of estimates

As previously noted, survey results contained in this
report are estimates, Despite the precautions taken to
minimize sampling variability, the estimates are
subject to errors arising from the fact that the sample
employed:iwas 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. Estimates derived from different samples -

may vary somewhat; they also may differ from figures
developed from the average of all possible samples,
even if the surveys were administered with the same
schedules, instructions, and interviéwers.

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 particular sample

approximates the average result of all possible
~samples. The estimate and its associated standard

error may be used to construct a confidence interval,

* thatis;an interval having a prescribed probability that

it would include the average result of all possible
samples. The average value of all possible samples may

.52

or may not 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
standard error. Similarly, the chances are about 90 out
of 100 that the differences 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 standard error; the chances are 68 in 100 that
the average value of all possible samples would fall

" within that range. Similarly, the 95 percent confidence

interval is defined as the estimate plus or minus two
standard errors. .

In 'addition to sampling error, the estimates
presented in this report are subject to nonsampling
error; chiefly affecting the accuracy of the distinction
between victims and nonvictims. A major source of
nonsampling error is related to the ability =of
respondents to recall whether or not they were
victimized during the 12 months prior to.the time of
interview, Research on recall indicates that the ability
to remember a crime varies with the time interval
between victimization and interview, the type of crime,
and, rerhaps, the socio-demographic characteristics of
the respondent. Taken together, recall problems may
result in an understatement of the “true” number of
victimized persons and households, as defined for the
purpose of this report. Another source of nonsampling -
error pertaining to victimization experience involves
telescoping, or bringing within the appropriate 12-
month reference period victimizations that occurred
before or after the close of the period.

Although the problems of recall and telescoping
probably weakened the differentiation between
victims and nonvictims, these would not have affected
the data on personal attitudes or behavior. Neverthe-
less, such data may have been affected by nonsampling
errors resulting from incomplete or erroneous
responses, systematic mistakes introduced by inter--
viewers, and improper coding and processing of data.
Many of these errors 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 dnd computer
processing stages, were utilized to keep such errors at
an acceptably low level. As calculated for this survey,
the standard errors partially. nieasure only those
random nonsampling errors arising from response and
interviewer ¢rrors; they do not, however, take into
account zny systematic biases in the data.
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Regarding the reliability of data, it should be noted
that estimates based on zero or on about 10 or fewer
sample cases have been considered unreliable. Such
estimates are identified in footnotes to the data tables
and were not used for purposes of analysis in this
report. For New Orleans, a minimum weigited
estimate of 400 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 individual
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 approximations applicable to informa-
tion from individual respondents and Table 11 gives
errors for data derived from household respondents.
For percentages not specifically listed in the tables,
linear interpolation must be used to approximate the
stanidard error. :

To illustrate the application of standard errors in
measuring sampling variability, Data Table I in this
report shows that 86.5 percent of all New Orleans
residents age 16 and over (407,600 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 0.3 percent.
Consequently, chances are 68 out of 100 that the
estimated percentage of 86.5 would be within 0.3
percentage points of the average result from all
possible samples; i.e., the 68 percent confidence
interval associated with the estimate would be from
86.2 to 86.8. Furthermore, the chances are 95 out of
100 that the estimated percentage would be roughly
within 0.6 percentage points of the average for all
samples; 1.e., the 95 percent confidence interval would
be about 859 to 87.1 percent. Standard errors
associated with data from household respondents are
calculated in the same manner, using Table .

In comparing two sample estimates, the standard
error of the difference between the two figures-is
approximately equal to the square root of the sum of
the squares of the standard errors. of each estimate
considered separately. As an example, Data Table 12
shows that 23.4 percent of males and 7.6 percent of
females felt very safe when out alone in the neighbos-
hood at night, a difference of 15.8 percentage points,
The standard error for each estimate, determined by
interpolation, was about 0.6 (males) and 0.3 (females).

Using the formula described previously, the standard
error of the difference between 23.4 and 7.6 percent is
expressed as v/ (0.6)? + (0.3)?, which equals approxi-
mately 0.7. Thus, the confidence interval at one stand-
ard error around the difference of 15.8 would be from
5.1 to 16.5 (15.8 plus or minus 0.7) and at two stand-
ard errors from 14.4 to 17.2. The ratio of a difference to
its standard error defines a value that can be equated to
a level of significance. For example, a ratio of about
2.0 (or more) denote- 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 (15.8) to the
standard error (0.7) is equal to 22.6, 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 signifi-
cant. For data gathered from household respondents,
the significance of differences between two sample
estimates is tested by the¢ same procedure, using stand-
ard errors in Table Il
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Table I. Individual respondent data: . Standard error approximations for estimated percentages
iy o ‘4,.5 - : : b, DR .' S . (68 chances out of 100)

. » ) ST » ;»A”f- ] s ) B Estiméted' percent. Bf answers by individual res‘pondenés - S -
1"9:01‘ . ,:"23"5.'.01",?71:5;., v 5.0 o 95..,_0 __I'.__ . *, 1PO or 90.0 RN 25,,@“3{ 75,0 . 50.0

Rl i St10.g R AT e T MUBLe SR T T aggiin e vl 350
wdio by ~ 706,097 - 49,6 . 13.3 T 1942 .+ 7 Je22,1 -

» ‘3'1"4. . CalE L ,h;?l 6_-8 94 N 13.5. R 15.6

t2.2 - ' 3.5 5.8 6:6 9.6. 111

Ciedie 2.2 3,0 4.2 6.1 7.0

1.0 1.5 2.2 3.0 4.3 49

0.7 1.1 ' 1.5 2.1 3.0 3.5

0.4 0.7 1.0 1.3 1.9 2.2

0.3 0.5 0.7 0.9 1.4 1.6

0.2 0.3 0.5 0.7 1.0 1.1

0.1 0.2 S.3 0.4 0.6 0.7

0.1 0.2 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 Il. Household respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages
(68 chances out of "100)
Estimated percent of answers by household respondents

Base of percent 1.0 0r.99.0 2.5 or 97.5 5.0 or 95,0 10.0 or 90.0 25.0.0r. 75.0 50,0
100 6.3 9.8 13.7 18.9 27.2 31.5

250 L0 6.2 8.7 11.9 17.2 19.9

500 2.8 by 6.1 8,4 12,2 1.1
1,000 2.0 3.1 4.3 6.0 8.6 10.0
2,500 1.3 2.0 2,7 3.8 5.5 6.3
5,000 0.9 1.4 1.9 2.7 3.9 4.5

10, 000 0.6 1.0 1.4 1.9 2.7 3.1
25,000 0.4 0.6 0.9 1.2 1.7 2.0
50,000 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.2 1ok
100,000 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.9 1.0
250, 000 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

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

Age—The appropriaw age category. is determined

‘byeach respondent’s age as of the last day of the month

preceding the interview.

Annual family incame—Includes the income of
the household head and all other® related persons
residing in the same household unit. Covers the 12
months preceding the interview and includes 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. Excludes
rape and attempted rape, as well as attacks involving
theft or attempted theft, which are classified as
robbery.

- Burglary— Unlawful or forcible entry of a residence,
usually, but not necessarily, attended by theft. Includes
attempted forcible entry.

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

Community relations—Refers to question 14b

(ways of improving police performance) and includes
two response categories: “Be more courteous, improve
attitude, community relations” and “Don’t discrimi-
nate.”
Downtown shopping area—The centxal shopping
district of the city where the respondent lives.
Evening entertainment—Refers to entertainment

available in public places, such as restaurants, theaters,

bowlirigalieys; nightclubs, bars, ice cream parlors, etc.
Excludes club meetings, shopping, and social visits to
the homes of relatives or acquaintances.

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

Head of household—For classification purposes,
only one individual per household can be the head
person. In. husband-wife households, the husband
arbitrarily is considered to be the head. In other

~ households, the head person is the individual so

regarded by its members; generally, that person is the
chief breadwinner.
Household—Consists of the occupants of separate

" living quarters meeting either of the following criteria:

(1) Persons, whether present or temporzrily absent,
whose usual place of residence is the housing unit in
question, or (2) Persons staying in the housing unit
who have no usual place of residence elsewhere.

Household 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 residefice or its immediate
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 queshons—ltems 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, inclqding the household respondent, who partici-
pates in the survey. All such persons answer the
“individual attitude quessions.”

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

Major food shopplng-—-Refers to shoppmg for the
bulk of the household’s groceries.

Measured crimes—For the purpose of this report,
the offenses are rape, personal robbery, assault,
personal larceny, burglary, household larceny, and
motor vehicle theft, as determined by the victimization
component of the survey. includes both completed and
attempted acts that occurred during the 12 months
prior to the month of interview. '

Motor vehicle theft—Stealmg 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 highways.

Neighborhood—The general vicinity of the
respondent’s dwelling. The boundaries of a neighbor-
hood define an area with which the respondent
identifies. _

Nonvictim—See “Not victimized,” below.

Not victimized—For the purpose of this repoit,
persons not categorized as “victimized” (see below) are

considered “not victimized.”

Offender—The perpetrator of a crime.

Operational practices—Refers to question 14b
(ways of improving police performance) and includes
four response categories: “Concentrates on more
important duties, serious crime, etc.”; “Be more
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prompt, = responsive, alert”; “Need more traffic
control”; and “Need more policemen of particular type

~(foot, car) in certain areas or at certain 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 4b
(ways of improving police performance) and includes
two response categories: “Hire more policemen” and
“Improve training, raise qualifications or pay,
recruitment policies.”

Race—Determined by the interviewer upon obser-
vation, and asked only about persons not related to the
head of household who were not present at the time of
interview. The racial categories distinguished are
white, black, and other. The category “other” consists
mainly of American Indians and/or persons of Asian
ancestry.

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

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

Robbery—Theft or attempted theft, directly froma

‘ 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 incurred

by a person unable to identify separately the details of
each act, or, in some cases, to recount accurately the

_total number of such acts. The term is applicable to

each of the crimes measured by the victimization
component of the survey.

"Suburban or neighborhood shopping areas—
Shopping centers or districts either outside the city
limits or in outlying areas of the city near the
respondent’s residence.

Victim—See “Victimized,” below.

Victimization—A specificcriminal actasit affectsa
single victim, whether a person or household. In
criminal acts against persons, the number of
victimizations is getermined by the number of victims
of such acts. Each criminal act against a household is
assumed “to -involve a single victim, the affected
household.

Victimization rate—For crimes against persons,

the victimization rate, a measure of occurrence among- -

population groups at risk, is computed 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

56

basis of the number of victimizations per 1,000

‘households.

Victimized—For the purpose of this report,
persons are regarded as “victimized " if they meet either
of two criteria. (1) They personally experienced one or
more of the following criminal victimizations during
the 12 months pridr to the month of interview: rape,
personal robbery, assault, or personal larceny. Or, .(2)
they’are members 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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USE# EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
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Dear Reader: ,

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is interested in your comments and suggestions
about this report. We have provided this form for whatever opinions you wish to express about it. Please
cut out both of these pages, staple them together on one corner, and fold so that the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration address appears on the outside. - After folding, use tape to seal closed. No
postage stamp is necessary.

Thank you for your help.

1. For what purpose did you use this report?

2. Forthat purpose, the report— (] Met most of my needs [ Met some of my needs (1 Met none of my needs

3. How will this report be useful to-you?

[ pata source [ other (pfease specify)

O Teaching material

. [J Reference for article or report O win not be useful to me (please explain)

[0 General information

3 criminal justice program planning

4. Which parts of the report, if any, were difficult to understand or use? How could they be improved?

5. Can you point out specific parts of the text or table notes that are not clear or terms that need to be defined?
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6. Are there ways this.report could be improved that you have not mentioned?

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

8. In what capacity did you use this i’eport?
- Researcher
; O Educator
[J student
‘O Criminal justice agency employee

[J Government other than crim inal justice - Specify

[y Other - Specify
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9. If you used this report as a governmental employee, please indicate the level of government.

O Federal
[ state

O cou nty

O City

] other - Specify

10. If you used this report as a criminal justice agency employee, please indicate the sector in which you work.

[0 Law enforcement {police)

| Legal services and prosecution
O public or private defense services
[ Courts or court administration

O probation

O corrections
[J parole
{7 criminal justice planning agency

[ Other criminal justice agency - Specify type

11. If you used this report as a criminal justice employee, please indicate the type of position you hold.

Mark all that apply.

O Agency or institution-administrator

O Generat program- planner/evaluator/analyst
J Budget planner/evaluator/analyst

O Operations or management planner/evaluator/analyst

3 Program or project manager
[T statistician

[ other - Specity

12. Additional comments
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OPTIONAL

Name - Telephone
' ( )

. 8

Number and street

City s State ZIP.Code

~ (Fold here)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
Washingten, D.C. 20531

POSTAGE AND FEES PAID
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

JUS-436

Director, Statistics Division

National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

U.S. Department of Justice

Washington, D.C. 20531

?

(Fold here) !
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NCJRS REGISTRATION

The National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCIRS) abstracts documents published in the criminal justice field. Persons
who are registered with the Reference Service receive announcements.of documents in their stated fields of interest and order
forms for free copies of LEAA and NCJISS publications. If you are not registered with the Reference Service, and wish to be,
please provide your name and mailing address below and check the appropriate box.

e e e e e e e = =

Name Telephone
( [J Please send me a

) NCJRS registration

Number and street form. )
O Pilease send me the
- reports listed
City State ZIP Code iy
(Fold here)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
Washington, D.C. 20531

G THIS LINE -=---=----

POSTAGE AND FEES PAID
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
JUS-436
User Services Department 2
National Criminal Justice Reference Service
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
U.S. Department of Justice
Box 6000
Rockville, Maryland 20850

(Fold here)

If you wish to receive copies of any of the National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics
Service reports listed inside the front cover, please list them below and include your name and ad-
dress in the space provided above.
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Natlonal Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Service Reports

SInglo copln are 'unllablo at no charge from the National Criminal
Justice Reference Service, Box 6000, Rockvlille, Md. 20850. Multiple
_.coples are for sale-by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S.
Govemnment Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402.

National Crime Survey of victimization:
Criminal Victimization in the United States (annual):
Summary Findings of 1977-78 Changes in Crime-and of Trends
Since 1973, NCJ-61368
A Description of Trends from 1973 to 1977, NCJ-59898
1977 (final report), NCJ-58725
1976, NCJ-49543
1975, NCJ-44593.
1974, NCJ-38467
- . 1973, NCJ-34732
The Cost of Negligence: Losses from Preventable Household
Burglaries, NCJ-53527
Intimate Victims: A Study of Violence Among Friends. and
Relatives, NCJ-62319

© Criminal Victimization Surveys In
‘Boston, NCJ-34818
Buffalo, NCJ-34820
Cincinnati, NCJ-34819
Houston, NCJ-34821
Miami, NCJ-34822

New Orieans, NCJ-34825

Oakland, NCJ-34826

Pittsburgh, NCJ-34827

San Dlego, NCJ-34828

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

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

Fublic Attitudes About Crime:
Boston, NCJ-46235
Buffalo, NCJ-46235
Cincinnati; NCJ-46237
Houston, NCJ-46238
Miami, NCJ-46238

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

San Dilego, NCJ-46245

San Franclsco, NCJ-46246
Milwaukee, NCJ-46240 Washington, D.C. NCJ-46247
Minneapolis, NCJ-46241 (final report, 13 vols.)

Criminal. Victimization Surveys in Chicago, Detroit, Los Angeles,
New York, and Philadelphia: A Comparison of 1972 and 1974
Findings, NCJ-36360

Criminal Victimization Surveys in Eight American Cities:
A Comparison-of 1871/72 and 1974/75 Findings— —National
Crime Surveys in Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver,
Newark, Portland, and St. Louis, NCJ-36361

Crimes nnd Victims: A Report on the Dayton-San Jose Pilot
Survey of Victimization, NCJ-013314

Applications of the National Crime Survey Victimization
and Attitude Data:
Public Opinion About Crime: The Attitudes of Victims and Non-
victims in Selected Cities, NCJ-41336
Local Victim Surveys: A Review of the Issues, NCJ-39973
The Police and Public Opinton: An Analysis of Victimization and
Attitude Data from 13 American Cities, NCJ-42018
An Introduction fo the Nationat Crime Survey, NCJ-43732
Compensating Victims of Violent Crime: Potential Costs and
Coverage: of a National Program, NCJ-43387
Crime Against Persons in Urban, Suburban, and Rural Areas:
A Comparativé Analysis of Victimization Rates, NCJ-53551
Rape Victimization in 26 American Cities, NCJ-55878
Criminal Victimization in Urban Schools, NCJ-56396

National Prisoner Statistics:
Capitat Punishment (annual):
1978, NCJ-59897
Prisoners in State and Federal institutions (annual)
December 31, 1978, advance report, NCJ-58324
December 31, 1977 (final report), NGJ-52701
Census of sme Correctional Fucllltlel, 1974 advance report,
NCJ-25642
" Profiie of State Prison inmates: Sociodemographic Findings from
the 1974 Survey of Inmates of ‘State Correctional Facilities,
NCJ-58257 -
Census of Prisoners in State Correctional Facilities, 1973,
NCJ-34729
Census of Jails and SU'vey of Jail Inmates, 1978 preliminary
report, NCJ-55172
The Nation's Jalls: A report on the census of jaiis from the 1972
Survey of Inmates of Local Jails; NCJ-19067
Survey of Inmates of Local Jalls, 1972, advance report, NCJ-13313

Uniform Parole Reports:
Parole in: the United States 1978, NCJ-58722
1976 and 1977, NCJ-49702
Chlidren in Custody:
Juvenile Detention and Correctional Facility
1977 advance report
Census of Public Juvenile Facilities, - NCJ-60967
Census of Private Juvenile Facilities, NCJ-60968
1975 (final report), NCJ-58139 ‘
. 1974, NCJ-57946
1973, NCJ-44777
1971, NCJ-13403

Myths and Realitles About Crime: A Nontechnical Presentation of
Selected Information from the National Prisoner Statistics
Program and the National Crime Survey, NCJ-46249

State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, NCJ-62320

State Court Caseload Statistics:
The State of the Art, NCJ-46934
Annual Report, 1975, NCJ-51885
Annual Report, 1976, NCJ-56599

A Cross-City Comparison of Felony Case Processing, NCJ-55171

National Survey of Court Organization:
1977 Supplement to State Judicial Systems, NCJ-40022
1875 Supplement to State Judicial Systems, NCJ-29433;
1971 (full report), NCJ-11427

State and Loca! Probation and Parole Systems, NCJ-41335
State and Local Prosecution and Civil Attorney Systems, NCJ-41334

Trends in Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal
Justice System, 1871-77 (annual), NCJ-57463
Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice aytlem
(annual}
1978 advance report, NCJ- 63288
1977 tinal report, NCJ-53206

Criminal Justice Agencies in Reglons i-10 (10 vols. by state)
NCJ-17930-38, 15151

Dictionary of Criminal Justice Data Terminology: Terms and
Definitions Preposed for Interstate and National Data Collection
and Exchange, NCJ-36747

Program Plan for Statistics, 1977-81, NCJ-37811
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Utilization of Criminal Justice Statistics Project:

Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics 1978 (annual),
NCJ-53207

Public Opinion Regarding Crime, Criminal Justice, and Related
Topics, NCJ-17419

New Directions in Processing of Juvenile Offenders: The Denver i
Model, NCJ-17420 :

Who Gets Detained? An Empirical Analysis of the Pre-Adjudicatory
Detention of Juveniles in Denver, NCJ-17417

Juvenlile Dispositions: Social and Legal Factors Related to the
Processing of Denver Delinquency Cases, NCJ-17418

Offender-Based Transaction Statistics: New Directions in Data
Collection and Reporting, NCJ-29645

Sentencing of California Felony Offenders, NCJ-29646

The Judicial Processing of Assauilt and Burgiary Offenders in
Selected California Counties, NCJ-29644

Pre-Adjudicatory Detention in Three Juvenile Courts, NCJ-34730 v

Delinquency Dispositions: An Empirical Analysis of Processing
Decisions in Three Juvenile Courts, NCJ-34734

The Patterns and Distribution of Assault incident Characteristics
Among Social Areas, NCJ-40025

Patterns of Robbery Characteristics and Their Occurrence Among
Social Areas, NCJ-40026

Crime-Specific Analysis:
The Characteristics of Burglary Incidents, NCJ 42093
'An Empirical Examination of Burglary Offender Characteristics,

NCJ-43131
An Empirical Examination of Burglary Offenders and Offense
Characteristics, NCJ-42476

Sources of National Criminal Justice Statistics:. An Annotated
Bibliography, NCJ-45006

Federal Criminal Sentencirg: Parspectives of Analysis and a
Design for Research, NCJ-33683

Variations in Federal Criminal Sentences: A Statistical Assessment
at the National Level, NCJ-33684

Federal Sentencing Patterns: A Study of Geographical Variations,
NCJ-33685

Predicting Sentences in Faderal Courts: The Feasibility of a
National Sentencing Policy, NCJ-33686
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