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Preface 

Since early in the 1970's, victimization surveys 
have been carried out 'under the National· Crime 
Survey (NCS) program to provide insight into the 
impact of crime on American society. As one of the 
most ambitious efforts yet undertaken for filling 
some of the gaps in crime data, the surveys, carried 
out for' the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad­
ministration (LEAA) by the U.S. Bureau of the Cen­
sus, are supplying the criminal justice community 
with new information on crime and its victims, com­
plementing data resources already on hand for pur­
poses of planning, evaluation, and analysis. Based 
on representative sampling of households and COill­

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

Based on a scientifically designed sample of hous­
ing units within each jurisdiction, the city surveys 
had a twofold purpose: the assessment of public at­
titudes about crime and related matters and the 
development of information on the extent and 
nature of residents' experiences with selected forms 
of criminal victimization. The attitude questions 
were asked of the occupants of a ran(,\om half of the 
housing units selected for the victimization survey. 
In order to avoid biasing respondents' answers to the 
attitude questions, this part of the survey was ad­
ministered before the victim ization questions. 
Whereas the attitude questions were asked of per­
sons age 16 and over, the victimization survey ap­
plied to individuals age J 2 and over. Because the at­
titude questions were designed to elicit personal 
opinions and perceptions as of the date of the inter­
view, it was not necessary to associate a particular 
time frame with this portion of the survey, even 
though some queries made reference to a period of 
time preceding the survey. On the other hand, the 
victimization questions referred to a fixed time 
frame-the 12 months preceding the month of inter­
view-and respondents were asked to recall details 
concerning -their experiences as victims of one .or 
more of the following crimes, whether completed or 
attempted: rape, personal robbery, assault, personal 
larceny, burglary, household larceny, and motor 
vehicle theft. In addition, information about burgla­
ry and robbery of businesses and certain other 
organizations was gathered by means of a Victimiza­
tion survey of commercial establishments, con­
ducted separately from the household survey. Apre-

vious publication, Criminal Victimization Surveys in 
Oakland (1977), provided comprehensive coverage 
of results from both the household and commercial 
victimization surveys. 

Attitudinal information presented in this report 
was obtained from .'interview·s with the occupants of 
4,721 housing units (8,187 residents age J 6 and 
over), or 94.7 percent of the units eligible for inter~ 
view. Results of these interviews were inflated by 
means of a multistage weighting procedure to pro~ 
duce estimates applicable to all residents age 16 and 
over and to demographic and social subgroups of 
that population. Because they derived from a survey 
rather than a complete census, these estimates are 
subject to sampling error. They also are subject to 
response and processing errors. The effects of sam-

; piing error or variability can be accurately deter­
mined in a carefully designed survey. In ~his report, 
analytical statements involving comparisons have 
met the test that the differences cited are equal to or 
greater than approximateiy two standard errors; in 
other words, the chances are at least 95 out of J 00 
that the differences did not result solely from sam­
pling 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 l of this report 
are organized in a sequence that generally corre­
sponds to the analytical discussion. Two technical 
appendixes and a glossary follow the data tables: 
Appendix II consists of a facsimile of the survey 
questionnaire (Form NCS 6),. and Appendix III sup­
plies information on sample design and size, the 
estimation procedure, reliability of estimates, and 
significance testing; it also contail)s standard error 
tables. 

IMPORTANT 

We have provided an evaluation form at the'end of this 
publication. II will assist us in Improving future reports If you 
complete and return It at your convenience. It is a self-mailing 
form and needs no stamp. 
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Crime and attitudes 

During the 1960's, the President's Commission on 
Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice ob­
served that "What America does about crime de­
pends ultimatelyupon how Americans see crime .... 
The lines along which the Nation takes specific ac­
tion against crime will be those that the public 
believes to be the necessary ones." Recognition of 
the importance of societal perceptions about crime 
prompted the Commission to authorize several 
public opinion surveys on the the matter.' In addi­
tion to measuring the degree of concern over crime, 
those and subsequent surveys provided information 
on a variety of related subjects, such as the manner 
in which fear of crime affects people's lives, circum­
stances engendering fear for personal safety, mem­
bers of the population relatively more intimidated 
by or fearful of crime, and the effectiveness of crimi­
nal justice systems. Based on a sufficiently large 
sample, moreover, attitude surveys can provide a 
means for examining the influence of victimization 
experiences upon personal outlooks. Conducted 
periodically in the Harne area, attitude surveys dis­
tinguish fluctuations in the degree of public concern; 
conducted under the same procedures in different 
areas, they provide a basisfor comparing attitudes in 
two or more localities. With the advent of the Na­
tional Crime Survey (NCS) program, it became 
possibie 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 Oakland residents 
to questions covering four topic'al areas: crime 
trends, fear of crime, residential problems and 
lifestyles, and local police performance. Certain 
questions, relating to household activities, were 
asked of only one person per household (the "house­
hold respondent"), whereas others were ad­
ministered to all persons age 16 and over ("in­
dividual respondents"), including the household res­
pondent. Resul ts were obtained for the total 
measured population and for several demographic 
and social subgroups. ' 

Conceptually, the survey. incorporated questions 
pertaihing to behavior as well as opinion. Conc,ern­

if" 

'President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Ad­
mini~tration of Justice. TheChllllmgl' or Crilile ill II FI'I'<' So(';"I.\\ 
Washington, D.C.: U,S. OovernlllcntPrinting Office, February 
1967. pp. 49-53. . 

ing behavior, for example, each respondent for a 
household 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, Responden.ts were free to 
answer at will. In contrast, most of the individ ual at­
titude questions, asked of all household m,embers 
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 ~afety 
during the day or at night, the impact of fear of 
crime on behavior, and the effectiveness of the local 
police. For many of these questions, response 
categories were predetermined and interviewers 
were instructed to probe for answers matching those 
on the questionnaire. 

Although the attitude survey has provided a 
wealth of data, the results are opinions. For exam­
ple, certain residents may have perceived crime as a 
growing threat or neighborhood safety as deteriorat­
ing, when, in fact, crime had declined and neighbor­
hoods had become safer. Furthermore, individuals 
from the same neighborhood or with similar per­
sonal characteristics and/or experiences may have 
had conflicting opinions about any given issue. 
Nevertheless; people's opinions, beliefs, and percep­
tions about crime are important because they may 
influence behavior, bring about changes in certain 
routine activities, affect household security 
mea~ures, or result in pressures on local authorities 
to improve police services. 

The relationship between victimization ex­
periences and attitudes is a recurring thenie in the 
analytical section of this report. Information COIl­

cerning such experiences was gathered with separate 
questionnaires, Forms NCS3 and 4, used in ad­
ministering the victiin.ization component of the 
survey. Victimization survey results appeared in 
Crimill u/ Vicfimizmio/1SIII'Ve)'S il/:, Ouk/und (1977), 
which .also contains a detailed clescription of the 
survey-measured crimes, a discussion of tb~}iJ!tiJa-". 
tions of the central city surveys, and facsim'iI~s of 
Forms NCS 3 and 4. For the purpose of this report, 
individuals who were victims of the following 
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crimes, whether completed or attempted, during the 
12 months prior to the month of the interview were 
considered "victimized": rape, personal robbery, 
assault, and personal larceny. Similarly, members of 
households that experienced one or more of three 
types of offenses-burglary, household larceny, and 
motor vehicle theft-were categorized as victims. 
These crimes are defined in the glossary. Persons 
who experienced crimes other than those measured 
by the program, or who were victimized by any of 
the relevant offenses outside of the 12-month 
referen(::e 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 re­
spondents 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 non victims, it was deemed im­
portant to explore the possibility that beinga victim 
of crime, irrespective of the level of seriousness or 
the frequency of occurrence, has an impact on 
behavior and attitudes. Adopting a simple 
dichotomous victimization experience variable­
victimized an~d not victimized-for purposes of 
tabulation anJ, ",;Jalysis also stemmed from the 
desirability of attaining the highest possible degree 
of statistical reliability, even at the cost of using 
these broad categories. Ideally, the victim category 
should have distinguished the type or seriousness of 
crimes, the recency of the events, and/or the number 
of offenses sustained.2 Such a procedure seemingly 
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. 

2Survcy results presented in this report contain attitudinal 
data rurnished by the victims of "series vlctimizlIlions" (sec 
glo~sary). 
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Summary 

Four-fifths of the surveyed population of Oak­
land believed that crime was on the increase in the 
Nation, and about half of these thought crime also 
was on the rise .in their own neighborhood. Under 
such circumstances, it was not surprising that almost 
two-thirds of the city's inhabitants were of the opin­
ion that their own chances of being attacked or 
robbed had increased during the year or tWo prior to 
the survey, that a majority had modified their own 
activities because of crime or a fear of crime, and 
that most felt somewhat or very unsafe when out 
alone in their own neighborhood at night. These 
findings notwithstanding, the residents of Oakland 
had not been deterred by crime from shopping or 
pursuing entertainment where they chose. Nor 
among those who had lived at the same address for 5 
or fewer years had crime loomed large as a factor in 
leaving an old neighborhood or in selecting a new 
one. Moreover, few felt that the neighborhood in 
which they lived was more dangerous than others 
within the metropolitan area, and few indicated that 
the dangers in their own neighborhood were suffi­
ciently grave to consider moving elsewhere. 

Where crime or the fear of crime had influenced 
attitudes and opinions, the impact was more pro­
nounced among women than men, among the elderly 
than the young, and among whites than blacks. Yet, 
women and the elderly were shown by the compan­
ion victimization survey in Oakland to have ex­
perienced the measured crimes at lower rates than 
men and the young, respectively. Thus, for women 
and the elderly attitudes about crime did not appear 
to be markedly conditioned by victimization. For 
the white residents of the city, however, there 
seemed to be a closer relationship between personal 
experience with crime and attitudes toward crime. 
Perhaps because of this, persons who had been the 
victims of crime generally were somewhat more con­
cerned than nOllvictims about crime, although the 
difference was not usually great. 

The residents of Oakland overwhelmingly en­
dorsed the performance of their local police, 
although admitting a need for improvement. Nearly 
half felt that press and television coverage of crime 
was commensurate with its seriousness; allJ10st two 
of every five, however, felt that crime was more 
serious than reported in the media. 
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Chart A. Summary findings about crime trends 

Direction Increased 80 
of U.S. crime Same 
(Table 1) Decreased 

Direction Increased 
of neighborhood crime Same 
(Table 2) Decreased 

Comparative Less safe 
neighborhood safety Average 46 
(Table 3) Safer 46 

General Identity Outsiders 45 
of offenders Neighbors 
(Table 4) Oon'tknow 

Chances Increased 

of being victimized SamE! 
(Table 5) Decreased 5 

Crime as portrayed More serious 

by news media Same 
(Table 6) Less serious 

PcriCENT 

Chart B. Summary findings about fear of crime 

Inhibits daytime Yes 
movement 

No (Table 7) 

Inhibits nighttime Yes movement 
(Table 8) No 

Daytime neighborhood Unsafe safety 
(Table 9) Safe 

Ni~hltime neighborhood Unsafe 
saety 

Safe (Table 12) 

Home relocation Yes 
considered 

No (Table 15) 

Population limiting 
activities Yes 
(Table 16) No 

Neighbors limiting 
activities 

Yes 
(Table 16) No 

Respondent limiting 
activities Yes 
(Table 16) No 
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Reason for leaving 
old neighborhood 
(Table 20) 

Reason for choosing 
new neighborhood 
(Table 19) 

Bad neighborhood 
features 
(Table 21) 

Main neighborhood 
problem 
(Table 22) 

Job performance 
rating 
(Table 31) 

Need for 
Improvement 
(Table 34) 

Main improvement 
needed 
(Table 35) 

Chart C. Summary findings about residential problems 

Crime safety 3 

Location 25 disliked 

House disliked 37 

Crime safety 3 

Location liked 

House liked 

Yes 

l-.io 62 
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Chart D. SummeiY findings about police performance 
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Crime trends 

This section of the report deals with the percep­
tions of Oak land 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 
tlndings were drawn from Data Tables I through 6, 
found in Appendix 1. The relevant questions, ap­
pearhlg in the facsim ile of the survey instrument 
(Appendix I I), are 9a, 9c, lOa, 12, 15a, and 15b; 
r;ach question was asked of persons age 16 and over. 

-' U.S. crime trends 

Four of every five Oakland residents believed 
that crime in the Nation had increased within the 
past year or two, and this general perception varied 
only slightly when the sex, race, age, or victimiza­
tion experience of respondents was taken into ac­
count. In marked contrast to the number who felt 
crime to be on the rise, only 2 percent thought that it 
had decreased; II percent judged that the level of 
crime was about the same as it had been I or 2 years 
earlier, and the remainder had no opinion on the 
matter. 

Neighborhood crime trends 

When residents of Oakland were asked if they 
believed crime had increased or decreased in their 
own neighborhood during the past year or two, ap­
proximately 39 percent, or roughly half as many as 
those who said that crime had increased natit;lI1ally, 
were of the opinion that neighborhood crime also 
was on the rise. Some 7 percent thought that 
neighborhood crime had decreased, and 36 percent 
felt that it was unchanged. The remainder either had 
no opinion on the subject or had not lived in the 
neighborhood long enough to form a judgment. 
Opinion as to whether crime in their own neighbor­
hood had increased, decreased, or remained the 
same varied but slightly between men and women 
and among persons of different age, but a higher 
proportion of white residents (42 percent) than 
blacks (33 percent) or "others" (36 percent) held the 
view that crime was up.3 Victimized persons also 

JThe term "others" IHI$ been used to describe persons other 
than white or' black. Accounting for 6 percent of the city's 
population at the time of the 1970 Census. these persons were 
mainly of Asian ancestry. 
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were more likely than nonvictims to believe crime 
was on the increase. 

Although two of every five residents were con­
vinced that neighborhood crime had increased, only 
7 percent held the opinion that their own neighbor­
hood was more or much more dangerous because of 
crime than other parts of the Oakland metropolitan 
area. Most residents felt their neighborhoods to be 
either average (46 percent) or less and much less 
dangerous (46 percent) in relation to other areas. 
Little variation from this perception was found 
among individuals classified by sex, age, or vic­
timization experience; however, whites as well as 
"others," were more likely than blacks to feel that 
their own neighborhood was at least less dangerous 
than others, whereas blacks were more apt than 
either whites or "others" to view it as about average. 

Who are the offenders? 

Some 45 percent of Oakland's residents felt that 
the perpetrators of neighborhood crime were in­
dividuals from outside the immediate area, 17 per­
cent thought people living in the area were responsi­
ble, and 7 percent indicated that neighborhood 
crime was committed equally by both groups. In­
habitants who did not know who was responsible (27 
percent) or who indicated that no crimes were being 
committed in their neighborhoods (3 percent) made 
up most of the remainder. Blacks were less likely 
than either whites or "others" to be of the opinion 
that local crimes were committed by outsiders, and 
they were more inclined than either of the other two 
groups to blame outsiders and neighborhood resi­
dents equally. Although the largest number of vic­
timized residents considered outsiders responsible 
for neighborhood crime, a greater proportion of vic­
timized persons (23 percent) than nonvictims (13 
percent) believed neighborhood residents to be the 
culprits. There was little difference in opinion be­
tween men and women in their perceptions of 
whether offenders lived in the neighborhood or 
came from outside. However, the perception of the 
offender as one living in the neighborhood 
decreased as the age of the respondent rose; 
although statistical significance was not present in 
all instances, the percentage of persons having no 
opinion appeared to rise with increased age. 

Chances of personal victimization 

Despite a rough consensus that crime in their own 
neighborhood was no worse than it had been a year 



or two earlier and that their own neighborhood was 
at least average, if not less dangerous than others, 
almost two-thirds of the inhabitants of Oakland 
thought the chances of their being personally at­
tacked or robbed had gone up in recent years. 
Slightly more than one-fourth were of the opinion 
that the chance of their being victimized had re­
mained unchanged. Relatively more women than 
men and more whites than blacks or "others" 
believed the likelihood of their being· attacked or 
robbed had increased. As the age of the respondents 
rose, the proportion of those who believed their 
chances of being victimized had increased also ap­
peared to go up, although statistical significance was 
not present in all cases. Only a small proportion (5 
percent) were convinced that their chances had 
lessened. Such a belief was expressed by 11 percent 
of those age 16-19, but by only 4 percent of those 
age 65 and over. In terms of victimization ex­
perience, a slightly higher proportion of victimized 
individuals (68 percent) than nonvictims (62 per­
cent) indicated a belief that the chances of their fall­
ing victim to an assault or a robbery had increased. 

Crime and the media 

Approximately two of every five residents of 
Oakland believed that crime was more serious than 
depicted by television and the press, whereas fewer 
than I in 10 felt it was less serious. The largest pro­
portion (48 percent) viewed television and press 
coverage of crime as commensurate with its serious­
ness. Somewhat predictabiy, a higher proportion of 
victimized than nonvictimized residents thought 
crime to be more serious than the media portrayed 
it. Members of races other than white or black were 
less likely than either whites or blacks to question 
the accuracy of media reporting on crime, but there 
was little difference in opinion between whites and 
blacks on the matter. Views also differed but slightly 
between men and women and among persons of 
different age. 



Fear of crime 

Among other things, results covered thus far have 
shown that many residents of Oakland believed 
crime had increased over the years leading up to the 
survey, and, in addition, felt their own chances of 
being attacked or robbed had risen. Whether or not 
they feared for their personal safety is a matter 
treated in this section of the report. Also examined is 
the impact of the fear of crime on activity patterns 
and on considerations regarding changes of resi­
dence. Survey questions 11 a, lib, 11 c, 13a, 16a, and 
16c-all asked of persons age 16 and over-and 
Data Tables 7 V,rough 18 are referenced here. 

Crime as ii deterrent to mobility 

In order to gauge the impact of crime or the fear 
of crime on daily life, residents of Oakland were 
asked if there were certain parts of the metropolitan 
area they needed or desired to gobutwere afraid to 
enter during the day or at night. Four of every five 
indicated they had no fear of entering such sectors 
during the day, and roughly three of every five ex­
pressed no unease about going into these areas at 
night. As these figures suggest, 62 percent more resi­
dents had reservations about entering certain areas 
at night than during the day. Among none of the 
various soci9demographic groups studied, however, 
was a majority fearful of going into these areas even 
at night. Blacks, more so than either whites or 
"others," were less likely to manifest apprehension 
about entering certain parts of the metropolitan area 
during the day, and this pattern largely held true at 
night as well, although members of races other than 
white ,or black were no more fearful than blacks 
about nighttime movement. A higher proportion of 
nonvictimized than victimized inhabitants expressed 
no fear aboUt such journeys either during the day or 
at night.4 

Neighborhood safety 

The vast majority of Oakland residents, regard­
less of sex, race, age, or victimization experience, 

41t should be stresGcd that the source questions for data 
covered in this section (Questions J3a and 13b) referred to 
places in the metropolitan area where the respondent needed or 
d".\'iml tl) enter. Thus. it is reasonable to assume that high risk 
places, those most highly feared, were excluded from considera­
tion by many respondents. Had the questions applied uncondi­
tionally to ult sectors of the area, the pattern of responses no 
duubt WOUld, have been different. 
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felt at least reasonably safe when out alone in their 
own neighborhood during the day. Opinions on the 
degree of safety varied, however, according to sex or 
age. Whereas a clear majority of men considered 
themselves very safe under such circumstances, only 
about one-third of the women were persuaded that 
such was the case. Most persons under age 35 also 
felt very safe. In contrast, the largest number of 
those age 50 and over believed themselves to be only 
reasonably safe. Relatively more men than women in 
each age category felt at least reasonably safe, but 
the percentage of the youngest females who con­
sidered themselves safe did not differ from that of 
the oldest males. Whites did not differ greatly from 
blacks in their assessment of neighborhood safety 
during the day. Nor was there much disagreement on 
the subject between the victimized and the nonvic­
tims. 

The number of individuals who 'tdt very or 
reasonably safe when out alone at night was only 
about half as large as that of persons who considered 
themselves very or reasonably safe under these con­
ditions during the day. In fact, a majority of the resi­
dents of Oakland (53 percent) believed themselves 
somewhat or very unsafe in such' circumstances at 
night, with the number feeling very unsafe slightly 
exceeding that of those who sensed that they were 
somewhat unsafe. The perceptions of personal safety 
at night, although reflecting the greater apprehen­
sion about being out at that time than during the day, 
followed many of the same patterns determined for 
daytime movement. Thus, men were less likely than 
women to feel somewhat or very unsafe, and the 
elderly were more apprehensive than younger in­
dividuals (age 16-34). In addition, white residents 
of the city expressed more concern about their safety 
at night than their black counterparts, but there con­
tinued to be no great difference in opinions between 
those who had been the victims of crime and those 
who had not. Specifically, a majority of the men (64 
percent) felt very or reasonably safe when out alone 
in their own neighborhood at night, while most of 
th'e women (68 percent) felt somewhat unsafe, or 
more commonly, very. unsafe under these circum­
stances. About 43 percent of those age 16-19 con­
sidered themselves so'mewhat or very unsafe out 
alone at night in the neighborhood, compared with 
76 percent of those age 65 and ov~r. The percentages 
of whites and "others" who felt unsafe did nQt differ 
significantly, but each of the figures was somewhat 
higher than that for blacks. 

'" 
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Crime as a cause 
for moving away 

Even among the 53 percent of the Oakland resi­
dents who indicated they felt somewhat or very un­
safe when out alone in their own neighborhood dur­
ing the day or at night, fewer than one in four was of 
the opinion that the danger was sufficiently grave to 
consider moving elsewhere; three-fourths had not 
given thought to moving because of the fear of crime. 
Victimized persons who felt their neighborhoods to 
be unsafe were more likely than nonvictims to have 
considered relocating, but even among this group 
roughly two-thirds had not contemplated so doing. 
Whites were somewhat more likely than blacks or 
"others" to have thought about leaving their 
neighborhoods. Despite their stronger manifestation 
of fear when out alone in their neighborhoods, 
women were less apt than men to have thought of 
relocating, suggesting perhaps that they had less 
choice in the matter.s This possibility also was sup­
ported by the opinions of persons represented within 
the economically dependent population (16-19 and 
65 and over), who were less likely than those in the 
intervening age categories to indicate they had con­
sidered seeking a home elsewhere. 

Crime as a cause 
for activity modification 

Although 87 percent of the residents of Oakland 
believed that people in general had altered their ac­
tivities because of crime or a fear of crime and 66 
percent felt that persons in their own neighborhood 
had so reacted, only 52 percent admitted thaI; they 
themselves had modified their day-to-day routine. 
These proportions demonstrated once again that 
popular impresssions about crime and its impact 
were more intense about the abstract than about the 
specific. 

A higher proportion of women (61 percent) than 
men (42 percent) ackrtowledged that they had 
altered their activities because of crime, and this dis­
tinction .between the sexes was found in all corre­
sponding age groups. However, younger women 
(under age 25) were no more likely than older men 
(age 50 and over) to have responded in this manner. 

SThis obse(vation is somewhat misleading since only those 
who expressed fear were asked the question. Thus, only 36 per­
cent of all males responded, contrasted' with 68 percent of all 
females. As a proportion of the total population age J 6 and over, 
14 percent of females and 9 percent of males had thoughr of 
moving. 

It appeared that age played a role in determining 
whether activities had been modified as the result of 
a fear of crime: the older the individuals the more 
likely they were to have,ackilOwledged some limita­
tion of their activities, although the differences be­
tween particular age groups were not. always large 
nor necessarily statistically significant. With one 
major exception, the modification of activities was 
not markedly different between blacks and whiteS: 
both whites males and females age 65 and over were 
more likely than their black counterparts to have 
altered their activitiesbecausrpf crime ora fear of 
crime. Victimization experience had little impact, 

\.1 
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Residential problems and lifestyles 

The initial attitude survey questions were 
designed to gather information about certain specific 
behavioral practices of Oakland householders and 
to explore perceptions about a wide range of I;:om­
munity ptoblems, one of which was crime. As indi­
cated in the section entitled "Crime and Attitudes," 
certain questions were asked of only one member of 
each household, known as the household respond. 
ent. Information gathered from such persons is 
treated in this section of the report and found in 
Data Tables 19 through 26; the pertinent data were 
based on survey questions 2a through 7b. In addi­
tion, the responses to questions 8a through 8f, relat­
ing to certain aspects of personal lifestyle, also are 
examined in this section; the relevant questions were 
asked orall household members age 16 and over, in­
cl uding the household respondent, and the results 
are displayed in Data Tabies 27 through 30. As can 
be seen from the questionnaire, and unlike the pro­
cedure used in developing the information discussed 
in the two preceding sections of this report, the ques­
tions that served as a basis for the topics covered 
here did not reveal to respondents that the develop­
ment of data on crime was the main purpose of the 
survey. 

Neighborhood problems 
and selecting a home 

Safety from crime was not a prime reason for 
selecting a place of residence nor was fear of crime 
an important factor in the decision to leave a former 
residence. Nonetheless, some II percent of all 
household respondents considered crime to be the 
most imr.:irtant problem in their own neighborhood; 
a roughly equal proportion mentioned environmen­
tal problems, such as trash, noise, overcrowding, 
etc., as the major neighborhood problem. 

Amongrespondents for households situated at the 
same address for 5 years or less preceding the 
survey/' few cited fear of crime as the' principal 
reason for moving or mentioned safety from crime as 
the major consideration in their selection of a new 

==~e=,~~,pI~~e,?freside~ce. In ,fact, only 3 percent of the rele­
vant household respondents advanced these reasons. 
Much more commonly specified as reasons for leav­
'ing an old neighborhood were such factors as loca-

r.Some 57 percent of the surveyed households had been at the 
sameaddrcss 5 or fewer years. 
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tion, the need for a larger or smaller d~elling, and 
the desire for better housing. In selecting a new place 

·of residence, location; price, and neighborhood or 
dwelling characteristics assumed far greater impor­
tance in the decision process than safety from crime. 
Whites and members of racial groups other than 
white or black emphasized location both in their 
decision to move and in their selection of a new 
neighborhood of residence. Blacks were less likely 
than either of these two groups to have cited this fac­
tor, and, with respect to selecting a new neighbor­
hood, were more apt than whites or "others" to have 
mentioned a lack of choice. Patterns of response 
were not greatly influenced by whether the house­
holder had been victimized or not. 

Although a majority of household respondents 
(62 percent) indicated that their neighborhoods had 
no undesirable features, almost two of every five 
mentioned one or more problems. Relatively more 
whites than blacks or "others" said there were 
problems in the area, and a higher proportion of vic­
timized persons (48 percent) than nonvictims (32 
percent) responded in the same vein. 

Of the 38 percent who indicated their neighbor­
hoods had problems, slightly more than one-fourth 
(representing 11 percent of the total number of 
households) cited crime as the most important 
problem. Whites were more inclined than blacks, 
and the victimized more so than nonvictims, to con­
sider crime as the most important neighborhood 
problem. 

Food and merchandise 
shopping practices 

The number of Oakland residents whose shopping 
practices had been influenced by crime or the fear of 
crime was negligible. For major food purchases, city 
residents favored neighborhood stores over those 
elsewhere by a margin of about 3 1/2 to I, but even 
among those who shopped outside the neighborhood 
the reasons for so doing-the lack, inadequacies, or 
high prices of neighborhood markets-had nothing 
to do with crime. This was true of all segments of the 
population, including the city's black residents, who 
were far more likely than their white or "other" 
counterparts to do their major food shopping o,ut­
side their own neighborhood. 

Whether shopping for clothes or other items of 
general merchandise took place in the downtown 
area or in the suburbs also was determined by factors 
other than crime. Only 2 percent of those who 
customarily shopped in the suburbs stated they did 
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so because of crime in the downtown area. Much 
more commonly cited as a reason for preferring 
suburban stores was convenience. Convenience and 
better selections were the principal reasons ad­
vanced by those who usually shopped downtown; 
only 1 percent of those who normally patronized 
downtown stores mentioned crime in the suburbs as 
the reason for their preference. 

Entertainment practices 

Some 6 percent of the residents of Oakland 
reported that they were going out in the evening for 
entertainment less often than I or 2 years earlier 
because of crime or a fear of crime. Other residents 
either had not curtailed their evenings out or gave 
reasons unrelated to crime in explaining why they 
went out less. 

Altogether, when the city's inhabitants were asked 
if they had changed the frequency with which they 
went out in the evening for entertainment, 38 per­
cent replied they were going out less often, 15 per­
cent indicated more frequent nights out, and the re­
!1)ainder said there had been no change. Among 
those going out less often, 15 percent attributed the 
reason to cdme. But an equal proportion cited 
family responsibilities as .thereason, and an even 
larger proportion related it to finances. Women 
were more likely than men to have curtailed their 
evenings out and also to have mentioned crime as 
the reason for so doing, Victimized persons were 
more inclined than nonvictims to be going out less 
often, but they were no more or less likely than non­
victims.to explain this curtailment as stemming from 
a fear of crime. Among those going out less fre­
qoerlffy; . whites or "others" were more apt than 
blacks to cite crime as the main reason for the cut­
back. Crime also was held responsible for the reduc­
tion by relatively more persons age 35 and over than 
those of younger age. Only among individuals age 65 
and over, however, was crime .the most commonly 
cited reason for cutting back on the number.ofeven­
ings out. 

Crime or the fear of crime had not discouraged 
city residents froni spending their evenings out 
wherever they chose. Roughly three of every five in­
habitants nOf/nally sought their entertainment in the 
city, about one in five customarily patronized 
establishment!,: outside the city, and the remainder 
divided theirhights out between places of entertl1in­
ment in the city and outside. The overwhelming ma­
jority of those seeking entertainment either in the 
city or outside based their choice on fact~rs wholly 
unrelated to crime. Thus, only 4 pe.rcent of those 

who spent their evenings out away from the city did 
so mainly because of crime in the city. 

i":r 
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Local police performance 

Following the series of questions concer1)ing 
neighborhood safety and crime as a deterrent to per­
sonal mobility, individuals age 16 and over were 
asked to assess the overall performance of the local 
police and to suggest ways, if any, in which police 
effectiveness might be improved. Data Tables 31 
through 37, derived from survey questions 14a and 
14b, contain the results on which this discussion is 
based. 

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

When Oakland residents were asked to rate their 
local police, about four of every five thought the 
police were doing a good or average job. Only II 
percent evaluated the performance as "poor," and 
the remaining 8 percent either had no basis for rating 
the police or did not respond to the question. 
Although a majority of all elements under study 
described the performance of the police as good or 
average, certain groups were less positive in their 
assessment than others. Blacks tended to be more 
critical than whites or "others," and persons under 
age 35 were more negative in their judgment than 
those who were older. Furthermore, a somewhat 
higher proportion of victimized than nonvictimized 
persons rated the performance as poor. Men and 
women differed little in their overall evaluation. 

Black males under age 35, followed by black 
females of the same age, were the most likely to har­
bor negative views of· the police performance. The 
most positive ratings came from white males and 
females age 35 and over. For each of the sexes, in 
fact, there was a similarity in the ratings by whites 
under age 35 and blacks 35 and over. Thus, it ap­
peared that race, primarily, and age, secondarily, 
were key determ inants shapipg attitudes about 
police performance. 

How can the police improve? 

Even among those rating the local police per­
formance as good or average; a majority felt that im­
provement was needed. Overall, 85 percent of the 
residents of Oakland were of this opinion, and the 
proportion did not vary greatly by sex, race, or vic­
tim ization experience. Persons age 50 and over, 
however,were less likely than those younger to see a 
need for improvement. 
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Among those calling for improvement, some 42 
percent suggested the area of operational practices 
as most in need of betterment, 29 percent cited per­
sonnel resources, 19 percent named comm unity rela­
tions, and the remainder mentioned various other 
measures.? Blacks cited community relations more 
often than whites or "others," and they were less in­
clined to stress personnel resources. The same held 
true for persons under age 25, compared with those 
age 35 and over. Men and women had but slightly 
different views on the matter. The victimized were 
less likely than the nonvictimized to feel that person­
nel resources should be bolstered, and they were 
more likely to be concerned about operational prac­
tices. 

In general, it appeared that the proportion of per­
sons recommending better community relations 
declined as age increased, and the proportion of 
those advocating an upgrading of personnel 
resources increased, although statistical significance 
could not be established in each instance. This pat­
tern largely held true for the white residents of Oak­
land and to some extent for black inhabitants as 
well. Within each age group, however, concern 
about personnel resources was less pronounced 
among blacks than it was among whites. 

Overall, almost one-fourth of those who felt that 
the police needed improving believed that the ex­
pansion of the police force was the most important 
specific measure that could be adopted, but the pro­
portions who advocated this ranged from lows of 12 
percent (among persons age 16-19) and 14 percent 
(among blacks) to a high of 45 percent (among those 
age 65 and over). The very young, as well as the 
black community in general, thought that greater 
promptness on the part of the police, as well as the 
development of more courteous and improved at­
titudes, were the two specific areas where improve­
ments were most neede~1. 

7For most of this discussion, the eight specific response items 
covered in Question 14b were combined into three categories, as 
follows: Comml/nit)' relatiolls: (I) "Be more courteous, improve 
attitude, community relations" and (2) "Don't discriminate;" 
Operational {ll'llctices: (I) "Concentrate on more important duties, 
serious crime, etc."; (2) "Be more prompt, responsive, alert"; (3) 
"Need more trartic control"; and (4) "Need more policemen of 
particular type (foot, car) in. certain areas or at certain times." 
And, Per,wnlle! reSOl/rces: (I) "Hire more policemen" and (2) 
"Improve training, raise qualifications or pay, recruitment 
policies," 



Appendix I 

Survey data tables 

The 37 statistical data tables in this appendix pre­
sent the results of the Oakland attitudinal survey 
conducted early in 1974. They are organized 
topically, generally paralleling the report's analyti­
cal discussion. For each subject, the data tables con-
sist of cross-tabulations of personal (or household) 0 

characteristics and the relevant response categories. 
For a given population group, each table displays 
the percent distribution of answers to a question. 

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

Each data table parenthetically displays the size 
of the group for which a distribution of responses 
was calculated. As with the percentages, these base 
figures are estimates. On tables showing the answers 
of individual respqndents (Tables J -18 and 
27 ~ 3 7), the figures reflect an adjustment based on 
an independent post-Census estimate of the city's 
resident population. For data from householdre­
spondents (Tables 19-26), the bases were generated 
solely by the survey itself: . 

A note beneath each data table identifies the ques­
tion that served as source of the data. As an expe­
dient in preparing tables, certain response categories 
were reworded and/or abbreviated. The question­
naire facsimile (AppendixI1) should be consulted 
for the exact wording of both the questions and the 
response categories.· For questionnaire items that 
c,!rried the instruction "Mark all that apply," 
thereby enabling a respondent to furnish more than a 
single answer, the data tables reflect only the answ.er 
designated by the respondent as being the most im­
portant one rather than all answers given. 

The first six data tables were used in preparing 
the "Crime Trends" section· of the report: Tables 
7-18 relate to the topic "Fellr of Crime"; Tables 
19"':30 cover "Residential Problems and Lifestyles"; 
and the last seven tables display information con­
cerning "Local Police Performance," 
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.po. Table 1. Direction of crime trends in the United States 
Table J.. Direction of crime trends in the United States 

(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 26 anti over) 

Population characteristic Total Increased Same Decreased Don't lmew-

All persons (257,600) 200.0 80.0 2J..3 2.4 ,.7 

Sex 
Male (1l8,000) 100.0 78.1 22.6 3,.3 5.4 
Female (139,700) 100.0 81.6 20.2 J..7 6.0 

Race 
White ~150.ooo) 100.0 79.7 1J..4 2.6 5.8 
mack 93,3ool 100.0 81.2 20.8 2.4 5.0 
Other (14,300 100.0 75.4 23.4 'J..3 9.7 

Age 
3.6 16-29 (20,9ooj 100.0 78.3 12.3 5.3 

20-24 P5,700 200.0 79.4 22.6 0.2 5.6 
25-34 53,700 200.0 78.8 22.9 2.7 5.2 
35-49 ~50,OOO) 200.0 80.8 1l.4 2.0 5.2 
50-64 55,300 100.0 81.2 9.4 2.7 6.2 
65 and over (42,000) 200.0 80.5 9.6 2.2 7.0 

Victimization experience 
6.3 Not victimized (162,900) 200.0 78.3 12.4 2.3 

Victimized (94,700) 100.0 83.0 9·2 2·7 4.7 

roTE: Data based on question lOa. Detail may not add to total because of rQunding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
l.Est1mate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases l . is statistically unreliable. 

Table 2. Direction of crime trends in the neighborhood 

Table 2. Direction of crime trends m the neighborhood 

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

Haven't lived 

Not availab2e 

0.5 

0·7 
0.4 

0.5 
0.6 

'0.2 

'0.4 
'0.4 
'0.5 
'0.6 

0.6 
'0.6 

0·7 
0.3 

Population characteristic Total Increased Same Decreased here that long Don't know Not available 

All persons (257,600) 100.0 38.7 36.2 7.0 7.3 10.6 OS 
Sex 

~!ale (U8, 000) 100.0 38.9 :37.2 7.5 7.1 9·0 10.2 
Female (139,700) 100.0 38.6 35.2 6.5 7.4 U.9 0.3 

Race 
llhite (150,000) 100.0 42.3 34.2 5.6 7·2 10.4 0.3 
mack /93,300l 100.0 33.3 :39.2 9.4 7.5 10.2 0.4 
Other 14,300 100.0 36.3 36.4 5.5 6.9 15.0 10.0 

Age 
26-19 to,9ooj 100.0 38.7 36.6 9.3 7.8 7.3 10.3 
20-24 35,700 100.0 36.0 31.2 5.0 16.9 10.7 '0.3 
25-34 53,700 100.0 35.8 35·7 5.6 1l.6 U.O '0.2 
35-49 ~50,OOOl 100.0 40.6 37.3 7.3 4.9 9.6 '0.4 
50-64 55,300 100.0 39.0 38.7 8.3 3·0 10.8 '0.4 65 and over (42,000) 200.0 ·42.4 35.8 7.2 J..8 12.6 '0.2 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (162.900) 100.0 35.4 38··7 7.2 6.4 22.0 0.4 
Victimized (94, 700) 100.0 44.5 31.7 6.6 8.8 8.2 '0.1 

NOlE: Data based on question 9a. Det-ail may not add to total because at:' rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population. in the group. 
Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample c.~ses, ·is statistically unreliable. 



Table 3. Comparison of neighborhood crime with other metropolitan area neighborhoods 

Table 3. Cooperison of neighborhood crime with other metropolitan area neighborhoode 

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

Much more More About Less Much less 
Population charscteristic Total. dangerous dangerous average d~erous dangerous 

All persons (257,600) 100.0 1.0 5.6 45.7 36.1 10.3 
Sex 

Mal.. (118,000) 100.0 1.1 5.3 43.6 37·7 11.2 
Felllal.e (139,700) 100.0 0.9 5.9 47.6 34.8 9.5 

Race 
,/hite (150,000) 100.0 1.2 5.9 40.7 38.4 12.3 
mack (93,300l 100.0 0.6 5·0 53.8 31.9 7.3 
other (14,300 100.0 '0.2 5.9 45.6 38.9 8.0 

Age 
'1.1 16-19 rO,900l 100.0 8.0 44.4 35.9 9.8 

20-24 35.700 100.0 '0.7 7.4 44.0 37.8 8.7 
25-34 53.700! 100.0 1.1 5.5 44.9 36.3 10.8 
35-49 50.000 100.0 '0.5 4.7 46.4 35.4 11.8 
50-64 (55,300) 100.0 1.1 4.8 1i5.3 37.8 9.8 
65 and over (42,000) 100.0 1.3 4.9 48.7 33.1 10.0 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (162.900) 100.0 0.8 4.6 46.6 36.2 10.6 
Victimized (94,700) 100.0 1.3 7.3 44.3 36.0 9.7 

NOTE: Oata based on question 12. Detail may not add to total because of rOunding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
l.Estimate, based on about 10 or f'ewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table 4. Place of residence of persons committing neighborhood crimes 

Table 4. Place of residence of persons canmitting neighborhood crimes 

(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and OV!'I') 

No neighborhood People living Equslly 
Population characteristic Total. crime here Outsiders by both Don't know 

All persons (257,600) 100.0 2.6 16.8 41,·9 7.4 27·3 
Sex 

Mal.e (118,000) loo.O 2.5 16.8 46.6 8.5 24.6 
Femal.e (139,700) 100.0 2.8 16.8 43.5 6.5 29.5 

Race 
Vlhite t50, 000) 100.0 1.8 l5.7 48.4 5.7 27.4 
mack 93,300! 100.0 4.0 19:2 38.7 10.4 26.6 
other 14,300 100.0 2.4 12.5 48.6 5·9 30.4 

Age 

16-19 ro, 900 ~ lOO.O 2.0 26.5 43.0 10.9 17.2 
20-24 35,700 100.0 1.3 24.7 39.4 7·7 26.0 
25-34 53,700 100.0 1.9 21.2 41.4 8.2 26.2 
35-49 ?O,ooo? 100.0 3.l l5.7 48.6 ',.2 24.3 
50-64 (55,300 100.0 2.8 11.6 46.0 7.5 31.2 
65 and over (42,000) 100.0 4.3 8.0 49.2 4·5 33.0 

Victimi:zation experience 
Not victimized (162.900) 100.0 3.2 l3.4 45.8 7·2 29.4 
Victimized (94,700) 100.0 1·7 22.8 43.3 7·8 23.6 

OOTE: Data based on question 9c. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures:in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
l.Est1mate, "based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Not available 

1.4 

1.3 
1.4 

1.4 
1.3 

'1.3 

' 0.9 
1.3 
1.3 
1.2 
1.2 
2.0 

1.3 
1.4 

Not available 

l.O 

1.0 
l.O 

0.9 
1.2 

;'0.2 

'0.4 ;.~-..':,~ 

0.9 
l.2 
1.0 
0.9 
1.0 

l.O 
0.9 



TableS. Change in the chances of being attacked or robbed 

Table ,. Change in the chances of being at-tacked or robbed 

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

Population charact.eristic Totel Going up Same Going down No opinion Not avei.lable 

All persons (257,600) 100.0 63·7 26·7 5.2 4·1 
Sex 

Mele (lla,ooo) 100.0 58·9 31.1 6.1 3.5 
Femele (139,~00) 100.0 67·7 23.0 4.4 4.5 

Race 
White (150,000) 100.0 68.4 23.6 4.1 3.6 
mack (93,3ool 100.0 57.7 30.1 7·3 4.1, 
Ot.her (14,300 100.0 53.0 37.1 2.9 7.0 

Age 
3.4 16-19 f20'9oo~ 100.0 52.a 32.9 10.7 

20-24 35, 700 100.0 60.5 29.1 6.2 4.1 
25-34 53, 700 100.0 62.7 2a.9 5.5 2.6 
35-49 (50,000 100.0 65,2 26.0 4.3 ~.o 
50-64 (55,300) 100.0 6S.3 22·9 3.8 4.7 
65. and over (42,000) 100.0 65,3 24 • ., 3·9 5.5 

Vic;timization experience 
61.5 Not victimized (162,900) 100.0 27·13 5.2 5.1 

Victimized (94,700) 100.0 67.5 24·9 5.0 2.4 

Nom: Data based Dn question 15a. Detail. may- not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
l.Estimate, based on zero Qr on"d~out 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

0.3 

0.3 
0.3 

0·3 
0.5 

'0.0 

'0.1 
'0.1 
'0.3 
'0.5 
'0.3 
'0.5 

0.4 
'0.2 

Table 6. Seriousness of crime problem relative to what newspapers and television report 
Table 6. Seriousness of the' crime problem relative to what newspapers ~d television report; 

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

Populatton characteristic Totel Less ~erious Same Hare serious No opini.on 

All persons (257,600) 100.0 a.a 47.8 37·6 5.4 
Sex 

Mele (lla, 000) 100.0 10.a 46.8 37.0 4.9 
Femele (139,700) 100.0 7·~ 4a.6 .38.0 5.8 

Raee 
White ~150.ooo) 100.0 9.6 46.6 .3~.G 5.4 
mack 93,3ool 100.0 7.8 47.4 38.7 5.4 
Ot.her 14,300 100.0 6.6 62.1 25.8 5.2 

Age 

16-19 to'900~ 100,0 ll.O 44·7 39.4 4.5 
20-24 35, 700 100.0 12.7 44.3 37.'3 5.0 
25-34 53,700 100.0 U.5 48.1 34.8 5.~ 
35-49 t5O,000? 100.0 8.5 48.9 37.9 4.3 
50-64 55,300 100.0 5.6 48.4 40.4 5.3 
65 and over (42,000) 100.0 5.4 49.6 36.3 7·9 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (162,900) 100.0 8.2 50.0 35.0 6,2 
Victimized (94,1oo) 100.0 9.S- 43.9 42.0 4.1 

NOm: Data based on question lSb. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
1Est.5Jnate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is stat;i.sti.cally unreliable. 

\J 

Not available 

0.5 

0·4 
0.5 

0.4 
0·7 

'0.2 

'0.3 
'0.7 
'0.4 
'0.4 
10,3 
0.8 

0.6 
'0.3 

~~~;-



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

Table 7. Feer of going into parts of the metropolitan erea during the day 

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

All pe:sons (;257,600) 100.0 15.9 so. a 3.3 
Sex 

Male (118,000) 100.0 12.5 65.3 2.2 
Female (139,700) 100.0 18.8 77-0 4.2 

Rac .. 
,/hite (150,000) 100.0 18.8 77.1 4.1 
mack ~93,300l 100.0 11.3 66.S 1.9 
Other 14,300 100.0 16.3 60.6 3.0 

Age 
3.;3 

"->9 (~''"'l 
100.0 13.8 83.0 

20-24 r5,7oo 100.0 12.8 84.4 2.9 
25-34 53,700 100.0 13.8 83.6 2.6 
35-49 50,000 100.0 16.9 60.0 3.l 
50-64 55,300 100.0 18.8 77-8 3.4 
65 and over (42,000) 100.0 ~,7.6 78.0 4.5 

Victimizatio";l experience 
Not victimized (l62,900) 100.0 14·5 62.2 3.3 
Victimized (94,700) 100.0 18.4 78.4 3.1 

NOTE: Data based on question 13a. DetaU may- not add to, total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses -rerer to -papulation in the group. 

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

Table 8. Fear of going into parts oJ: the metropolitan erea at night 

(Percent distribution 6f responses for the population age 16, and over) 

Population, characteri:;;tic Total Yes No 

All persons (257,600) loo.O 25.8 62.8 

Sex 
Male (ll8,ooo) 100.0 25.5 67·1 
Female (139, 700) 100.0 26.1 59·2 

Race 
Hhite r50, 000) 100.0 - 27·9 59.3 
Illack 93,3oo~ 100.0 23.3 67;4 
Other 14,300 100.0 21.4 69~2 ' 

Age 
16-19 (20,900 100.0 27.9 63.7 
20-24 r5' 700 100.0 25.9 63.8 
25-34 53,700 100.0 26.9 64.6 
35-49 50,000 100.0 28.0 61.4 
50-64 55,300 100.0 27·2 59.4 
65 and over (42,000) 100.0 19.1 65.4 

V~ct.imizati..on experience 
Not victimized (162,900) 100.0 22.8 65.8 
Victimized (94,700) 100.0 3l.;1 57·7 

Not available 

l1.4 

7.4 
14.7 

12.8 
9·4 
9.4 

8.4 
10.3 

8.5 
10.6 
13.4 
15." 

ll.4 
ll.3 

NOTE: Data based, on question 13b. Detail may- not add to total. because of rounding. Figures 
in, parentheses, rer~r to population. in -the grQup. -
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Table 9. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day 

Population characteristic 

"ill persons (257,600) 
Sex 

Male (ll8, 000) 
Female (l39, 700) 

Race 
WP.ite (150,000) 
mack ~93,300~ 
Other 14,300 

Age~ 

16-19 (",.9001 
20-24 r5,700 
25-34 53,700 
35-49 50,000 
50-64 55,300 
65 and over (42,000) 

Victimization ~erience 
Not victimized (162,900) 
Victimized (94,700) 

Table 9. Neighborhood saf'ety when out alone during the day 

(Percent distribution of ,esponses for the population age l6 and over) 

Total Very saf'e Reasonably saf'e Somewhat unsaf'e 

lOO.O 45.i 43.4 8·4 

lOO.O 58.4 35 .• 2 4·7 
lOO.O 33.8 50.3 U.5 

lOO.O 45.0 42.3 9.2 
100.0 45.6 44.6 7.3 
lOO.O 42.2 46.8 7.6 

100.0 53.l 40.3 4.4 
100.0 53.4 39.0 5.2 
100.0 54.8 38.3 5.0 
100.0 46.6 44.2 6.9 
100.0 39.0 45.9 ll.9 
100.0 27.6 5lo0 14.4 

100.0 44.5 44.l 8.4 
100.0 46.0 42.2 .8.4 

Very unsaf'e Not available 

2.8 0.4 

lo3 0.4 
4.0 0.4 

3.2 0.4 
2.l 0.4 
2.6 10.7 

2.0 10.1 
2.1 10.3 
lo6 10.3 
l.8 10.4 
2.8 10.5 
6.3 10.6 

2.5 0.5 
3.2 10 • .3 

NOTE: Data based on question llb. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer~to population in the group. 
lEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically ur~e~ble. 
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Table 10. NeighborhOOd safety when out alone during the day 

Table 10. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the d~ 

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

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

Sex and age 
Male 

16-3., 1',9001 100.0 71.7 26.3 11.0 11.0 10.0 
20-24 16,100 100.0 69.2 2,(.6 1.9 10.8 1 0.6 
25-34 26,100j 100.0 68.3 28.3 2.1 10.8 10.5 
35-49 23,400 100.0 58.5 35.8 .3.9 1.3 10.4 
50-64 25,600 100.0 51.0 40.8 6.6 11.1 10.5 
65 and over (16,800) 100.0 36.0 49.2 11.5 2.9 10.4 

Female 
16-19 ~ll'ooo) 100.0 36.4 52.9 7·5 2.9 10.3 
20-24 19,600) 100.0 40.3 48.4 7·9 3.3 10.2 
25-34 27,600) 100.0 42.1 47·7 7·8 2.3 10.1 
35-49 ~26,600~ 100.0 36.1 51.5 9.6 2.3 10.5 
50-64 29,800 100.0 28.7 50.2 16.5 4.2 10.4 
65 and over (25,200) 100.0 22.0 52.2 16.4 8.6 10.8 

Race and age 
White 

16-19 (8,900) 100.0 52.9 40.8 4·2 11.8 1 0.4 
20-24(19,000) 100.0 55.9 36.8 5.7 11.3 10.3 
25-34 (29'700~ 100.0 ,9.3 34.6 4.6 1.2 10.2 
35-49 (25;200 100.0 48.3 42.5 6.8 2.4 '0.0 
50-64 (34,500) , 100.0 39.2 44·7 12.5 3.2 10.5 
65 and over (32,800) 100.0 27.3, 50.1 14·9 7.0 10.7 

mack 

"'-19 r~'OOI 
100.0 52.8 39.6 5.2 12.5 10.0 

. 20-24 13,800 100.0 49.8 43.5 4.0 2.6 10.2 
25-34 2l,400 100.0 50.6 41.4 5.6 2.0 10·4 
35-,49 2l,500 100.0 46.3 44.7 7;0 11.2 10.9 
50-64 18,400 100.0 39.1 47.9 '10.8 1.8 10.3 
65 and over (7,800) 100.0 27·9 .54.4 12·7 4.5 1 0.4 

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



Table 11. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day 

Table 11. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day 

(Percent distribution o~ responses for the population age 16 and over 

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

Race, sex, and age 
White II 

Male 
10.0 16-19 ~3.900) 100.0 70.0 2$.4 11.6 10.0 

20-24 9,100) 100.0 70.1 26.$ 11.7 10.7 10.7 
25-34 (15.100~ 100.0 68.6 2$.0 2.6 10.6 10.2 
35-49 ~12.200 100.0 59.6 35.1 3.$ 1105' 10.0 
50-64 15.$00) 100.0 51.1 39.$ 6.$ 11.6 10.6 
65 and over (12,$00) 100.0 34·2 50.$ 11.7 2.$ 10.5 

Female 
16-19 ~5. ooo~ 100.0 39.4 50.6 6.2 13.1 10.6 
20-24 9.900 100.0 42.$ 45.9 9.4 11.9 10.0 
25-34 (14,600) 100.0 49;$ 41.5 6·7 11.8 1.0.2 
35-49 (13,000) 100.0 37.$ 49.5 9.5 3.2 10.0 
50-64 (18, 700) 100.0 29.1 48.7 17.4 4~5 10.3 
65 and over (20,100) 100.0 22.8 49.7 16.9 9.7 10.$ • 

Black 
Male 

16-19 (5,300~ 100.0 72.9 24.6 10.6 11.9 .10.0 
20-24 (5,$00 100.0 66.2 30.1 12.1 11.1 10.5 
25-34 (9.$00) 100.0 70.2 26.3 11.6 10.9 10.9 
35-49 ~9.700~ 100.0 5$.7 35.1 4.3. 11.3 10.6 
50-64 $,600 100.0 51.5 41.7 6.1 10.3. 10·3 ,~. 

65 and over (3,200) . 100.0 41.5 42·6 12.0 14.0 10.0 
Female 

16-19 (5.3005 100 •. 0 32.7 54.5 9·$ 13.1 10.0 
20-24 ($,000 100.0 37.7 53.3 5.3 13.7 10.0 
25-34 ~11,600) 100.0 33·9 54.3 .8.9 12.9 10.0 
35-49 11, $00) 100.0 36.0 52.6 9.2 11.1 11:1 
50-64 (9,$00) 100.0 2$.3 53.3 14.9 13.1 10.3 
65 and over (4,600) 100.0 1$.5 62.7 13·2 l./i.9 1.0.7 

NOTE: Data based on question llb. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures. in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample:cases. is statisticallY unreliable. 
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Table 12. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night 

Table 12. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night 

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

Population characteristic Total Very safe Reasonably safe Scmewhat unsafe Very unsafe 

All persons (257,600) 100.0 12.$ 33·9 24,3 28.6 
Sex 

Male (llB, 000) 100.0 21.1 43.2 21.5 13.$ 
Female (139,700) 100.0 5.7 26.l 26.6 41.l 

Race 
White t01ooO) 100.0 12.1 3l.0 24.9 31.6 
mack 93,3oo~ 100.0 14.4 3B.0 22.2 24.$ 
Other 14,300 100.0 $~9 3$.2 31·7 21.1 

Age 

'~19 r~l 
100.0 17.7 39·0 23·4 19.5 

20-24 35,700 100.0 16.1 38.2 24.B 20.8 
25-34 53,700 100.0 18.2 4Q.0 23·1 18.3 
35-49 50,000 100.0 14.3 37·0 25.l 23·0 
50-64 55,300 100.0 8.9 3l.3 25 • .3- 34·3 
65 and over (42,000) 100.0 3.9 20.0 23·4 52.1 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (162,900) 100.0 12.2 34.9 24.3 28.1 
Victimized (94,700) 100.0 13;8 32.3 24.2 29.4-

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

Not available 

0.4 

0.4 
0.4. 

0.4-
0.6 

10.2 

10.4 
10.2 
1.0.5 

0.6 
10;2 
10·7 

0.5 
0.3 



Population characteristic 

Sex and age 
Male 

16-19 (9,900) 
20-24 (16,100) 
25-34 t6'100~ 
35-49 23,400 
50-64 25,600) 
65 and over (16,800) 

Female 
16-19 ~li,OOO) 
20-24 19,600) 
25-34 (27,600) 
35-49 ~26,600) 
50-64 29,800) 
65 and over (25,200) 

Race and age 
White 

16-19 r9OO) 20-24 19,000 
25-34 29, 7001 
35-49 25,200 
50-64 (34, 500 
65 and over (32,800) 

mack 
16-19 10'5001 20-24 13,800 
25-34 21,400 
35-49 21,500 
50-64 18,4(0) 
65 and over (7,800) 

NOTE:: Data based on question lia. 

Table 13. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night. 

Table 13. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night 

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

Total Very safe Reasonably safe Somewhat unsafe 

100.0 30.6 48.5 15.5 
100.0 28.3 48.1 17.3 
100.0 27·9 50.3 15.6 
100.0 22.3 45.1 21.4 
100.0 14·1 40.4 26.8 
100.0 6.9 26.1 30.4-

100.0 6.1 30.4 30.5 
100.0 6.0 30.0 31.0 
100.0 9.0 30.2 30.2 
100.0 7.2 29.8 28.5 
100.0 4.5 23·4 24.1 
100.0 1.8 15.8 lS.7 

100.0 18.1 35.5 24·8 
100.0 15.0 37·0 25.3 
100.0 19.6 3S.8 24·1 
100.0 14.5 34.3 26.S 
100.0 8.7 28.9 25.8 
l00·P 3.9 18.8 23.0 

loo.(i 18.0 40.9 20.8 
100.0 18.1 38.7 23.5 
100.0 17·4 40.9 21·4 
100.0 15.5 40.6 21.2 
100.0 9.1 35.3 23·7 
100.0 4·0 24·3 22.9 

Very unsafe 

5.1 
5.9 
5.6 

10.6 
18.5 
36.2 

32.4 
33.0 
30.3 
33.9 
47·9 
62.8 

20.9 
22.7 
17;3 
24.1 
36.4 
53.5 

20.0 
19.4 
19.2 
21.8 
31.8 
48.3 

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

Not available 

10.3 
10.4 
10.6 
10.5 
10.2 
'0.4 

10.6 
10.0 
10.3 
10.7 
"0.1 
10.9 

10.7 
10.2 
10.1 
10.4 
10.2 
10.S 

10.3 
10.2 
li.o 
10.9 
"0.2 
"0.4 



N 
W. 

Population characteristic 

Race, sex, and age 
White 

Male 
16-19 '3,900) 
20-24 !9,lOO) 
25-34 15,1(0) 
35-49 12,2(0) 
50-64 15,800) 
65 and over (12,800) 

Female 
16";19 (5,000) 
20-24 !9'9(0) 
25-34 14,600~ 
35-49 13,000 
50-64 18,700 
65 and over (20,100) 

mack 
Male 

16-19 15,3
(0

) 20-24 5, 800) 
25-34 9'8OO~ 
35-49 9,700 
50-64 8,600 
65 and over (3,200) 

Female 
16-19 (5,300) 
20-24 (8,000) 
25-34 ~ll,6(0) 
35-49 ll,800) 
50-64 9,800) 
65 and over (4,600) 

Table 14. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night 

Table 14. Neighborhood sal'ety when out alone at night 

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

Total 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

'.i 100.0 

Very sal'e 

33.0 
24.1 
28.2 
21.9 
13.6 

7·2 

6.3 
6.6 

10.8 
7.5 
4.7 
1.8 

29·2 
34.0 
29.1 
25.4 
14.7 
16.9 

6.ll 
6.5 
7.6 
7.4 
4.2 
2.1 

ReaGonably sal'e 

42.6 
49.3 
47.6 
41.9 
38.6 

. 24.0 

29 •. 9 
25·7 
29.8 
27.1 
20.7 
15.5 

53.4 
46.7 
53.7 
48.5 
44.6 
35.8 

28.5 
32.8 
30.1 
34.1 
27.0 
16.4 

Sanewhat unsal'e 

19.7 
19.4 
18.2 
23·7 
28.1 
30·4 

28.9 
30.6 
30.3 
29.6 
23.9 
18.3 

ll.4 
13·4 
ll.9 
16;9 
23.8 
24.9 

30.3 
30.9 
29.5 
24·7 
23.7 
21.6 

Very unsal'e 

13.9 
6.8 
6.0 

12.0 
19.5 
37.9 

34.3 
37.1 
29.0 
35'.5 
50·7 
63.4 

6.0 
5.3 
3.8 
8.6 

16.6 
32.4 

33.9 
29.7 
32.3 
32.8 
45.1 
59·5 

NOTE: Data based on question lla. 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. . , 

Not available 

10.S 
10.3 
10.0 
10.5 
10.2 
.10.5 

10.6 
10.0 
10.2 
10.2 
10~2 
11.0 

10.0 
10.5 
11.6 
"0.6 
10.3 
10.0 

10.6 
10.0 
10.6 
11.1 
10.0 
10;7 



Table 15. Neighborhood dangerous enough 
to consider moving elsewhere 

Table 15. Neighborhood dangerous enough to consider moving else\'1here 

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

Population characterist,ic Total Yes No Nol; available 

All persons (136, 800) 100.0 22.1 75.6 2.3 

Sex 
Hale (41,900) 100.0 25.1 72.3 2.5 
Female (94,900) 100.0 20.7 77.1 2.2 

Race 
White (65,OOOl 100.0 24.6 73.0 2.4 
mack (44,100 100.0 18.5 79.3 2.2 
Other (7,600) 100.0 14.5 83.0 12.5 

Age 
16-19 tOOO) 100.0 19.3 77-8 12.8 
20-24 16,300 100.0 27.5 70·9 11.5 
25-34 22, 400 I 100.0 23.5 ~d 2.2 
35-49 (24,100 100.0 23.5 2.4 
50-64 (33,200 100.0 21.4 75.5 3.0 
65 and over (31,800) 100.0 18.5 79.6 1.8 

Victimization eXperience 
Not victimized (85~ 7(0) 100.0 17.6 79.8 2.6 
Victimized (51,000 100.0 2905 68.6 1.9 

NOTE: Data based on question 11c. Def..ail may not add to total because of . rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 

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

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

Table 16. Li.mi tation or ,:e in activities because of fear of crime 

(Percent distribution of l·v:.ponses for the population age 16 and over) 

Peoele in ~neral Feoele in neighborhood Personal 
Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available Total Yes No Not available Total Yes No 

All persons (257,600) 100.0 86.7 12.1 1.2 100.0 66.1 29.2 4.7 100.0 52.1 47.4 
Sex 

Hale (ns, 0'Xl) 100.0 85.5 13.3 1.2 100.0 65.5 30.4 4.1 100.0 42.0 57.6 
,Female (1'.1'1,','00) 100.0 87.8 n.o 1.2 100.0 66.7 28.2 5.2 100.0 60.7 38.9 

Race /' 
White t5O,000) 100.0 88.2 10.6 1.2 100.0 67.7 27.0 5.,3 100.(1 53.2 46.5 
mack 93,300l 100.0 83.9 14.8 1.3 100.0 64.0 32.4 3.6 100.0 51.0 48.3 
Other 14,300 100.0 89.1 10.0 '0.9 100.0 64.2 31.2 4.6 100.0 48.5 51.5 

Ag6 

~T"" 
100.0 82.0 17.0 '1.0 100.0 62.5 35.5 2.0 100.0 42.4 57.4 

2n ·24 35,700 100.0 83.2 15.8 1.0 100.0 60.0 34.9 5.1 100.0 43.6 55.9 
2:~ -34 53, 700 100.0 84.8 14·7 0.6 100.0 60.6 33.0 6.4 100.0 46.0 53.6 
35-49 50,000 100.0 86.7 12.1 1.3 100.0 68.5 27.5 4.0 100.0 50.5 48.7 
50-64 55,300 100.0 90.9 7.8 1.4 100.0 71.2 24.7 4.1 100.0 60.0 39.8 
65 and over (42,000) 100.0 89.2 8.8 2.0 100.0 70.7 24.2 5.l 100.0 63.7 35.9 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (162,900) 100.0 86.6 12.0 1.4 100.0 65.5 29.9 4.6 100.0 51.1 48.5 
Victimized (94,700) 100.0 86.9 12.2 0.9 100.0 67.2 28.0 4.8 100.0 54.0 45.6 

Not available 

0.4 

0.4 
0.4 

0.3 
0.7 

10.0 

10.1 
10.5 
10.5 
0.8 

10.2 
1.0.4 

0.5 
0.4 

NOTE:: Data based on questions 16a, 16b, and i6c. t"t~il may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to populatiop. in the 
t",l'1;lUp. 

'" Estitnate, based on zero or c;m about "10 or .fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

." ...... ::-... , ,;. ·· .. r:·-



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

Table l7. Personal limitation or change in activities because o£ rear o£ crime 

(Per~ent distribution o£ responses £or the population age 16 and over) 

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

Sex and age 
Male 

16-19 (9,900) 100.0 31.3 6a.7 10.0 
20-24 ~16,100) .100.0 30.4 6a.s 3.o.a 
25-34 26,100) 100.0 34.3 65.2 10.6 
35-49 ~23'400~ 100.0 39;4 59.5 11.1 
50-64 .25,600 100.0 52.6 47.4 10.0 
65 and over (16,800) 100.0 5a.9 ,41.1 10.0 

Female 
16-19 (ll,OOO~ 100.0 52.5 47.2 10.3 
20-24 (19,600 100.0 54.4 45.3 10 • .3 
25-34 ~27,600~ 100.0 57.1 42.6 10.3 . 
35-49 26,600 100.0 60.2 39.2 10.6 
50-64 (29,800) 100.0 66.4 33.3 10.3 
65 and over (25,200) 100.0 66.9 32.5 10.6 

Race and age 
White 

16-19 (a, 900) 100.0 40. a 59.2 10.0 
20-24 r9'000~ 100.0 44.6 54.7 10.6 
25-34 29,.700 100.0 42.3 57.4 10.3 
35-49 25,200~ ·100.0 49.9 49.6 10.5 
50-64 34, 500 100.0 60.a 39.2 10.1 
65 and ov.er (32, aoo) 100.0 65.9 33.9 10.2 

mack 
100.'0 ~43:"6 0 ~".- '~56;'i:""="'='~=~" -Y'6;3~~~' 16';'19' ,10; 500 ~ 

20-24 (13, aoo 100.0 40·9 5a.7 10.4 
25-34 ~21'400~ 100.0 52.4 46.9 10.7 
35-49 21,500 100.0 50.4 4a.3 11.3 
50-64 (18,400 100.0 59.4 40.3 10.3 
65 and over (7,aOO) 100.0 . 56.6 42.2 11.2 

NOTE: Data based o~ question 16c. Detail may not add to total because' o£ roundi~~. Figures 
in parentheses re£er to population in the· group. 

1Estimate, based on' zero Or on about 10 or £ewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

'-.;O-~""'=::;;_~.;=:~-'O-.-.--=---=-_"".,:;":;;..--=:--~~-;::---------::--
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Table 18. Personal limitation or change in activities 
because of fear of crime 

Table la. 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 avail"ble 

Race, sex, and age 
White 

Male 
16-19 p,900~ 100.0 28.4 71.6 10.0 
20-24 9,100 100.0 33·7 65.6 10.7 
25-34 ~15'100~ 100.0 32.a 67,2 10.0 
35-49 12,200 100.0 39·2 60.1 10.a 
50-64 (15, aoo ·100.0 52.1 47·9 10.0 
65 and over. (12, aoo) 100.0 61.6 28•4 10.0 

Female 

16--1' j"'XJO l 100.0 50.6 49.4 10.0 
20-24 9,900 100.0 54.7 44.7 10.6 
25-34 14, 600 ~ 100.0 52.1 47.3 10.6 
35-49 13,000 100.0 59·9 39.9 10 •. 2 
50-64 18, 700) 100.0 68.2 31.6 10.2 
65 and over (20,100) 100.0 68.7 31.0 10.3 

mack 
Male 

16-19 rOll 100.0 32.2 67.a 10.0 
20-24 5,aoo 100.0 24.6 74.4- 11.0 
25-34 9,aoo 100.0 36.9 61.6 1,1.6 
35-49 9,700 100.0 39.2 59.1 11.6 
50-64 a,600. 100.0 52.5 47.5 10.0 
65 and over. (3,200) 100.0 52.5 47.5 10.0 

Female 

16-19 r'3CXl~ ,100,0 54.9 44.5 ~0.6 
20-24 a,ooo ·100.0 52.a 47.2 10.0 
25-34 ll,600~ 100.0 65.6 34.4. 10.0 
35-49 ll, BOO 100.0 59·7 39.3 11.1 
50-64 (9,800) 100.0 65.4 33.9 10.6 
65 and over. (4,600) 100.0 59·4 3a.5 12.0 

NOTE: Data based on question 16c. Detail may not add to total becaUse of rounding. 
in parentheses re.fer to population in the gr.oup: 

Figures 

1Estimate, based on zero' or on about 10 or fewer sample' cases, is statistically unrel:Uible. 

.~\ 

" 
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Table 19. Most important reason for selectins\present neighborhood 
~ i 

Table 19. Most important. reason for sele~t.i~ .pr~sent neighborhoOd 

(percent distribution of answerS by househald ):'esp~ndents) 

Always lived in Ne;,ghborhood Sare fran Lack of Characteristics other end 
Household characteristic Tota:t neighborhood characteristics Good schoals crime cho.ice Right. price Location of house not. available 

All househal.ds (76,000) 100.0 3.5 17.4 1.6 3.1 10.7 17. 2 25.5 13.6 7.4 

Race 
White t,3OOl 100.0 4.1 16.6 1.4 3.5 7. 2 16.7 30.1 13·3 7.2. 
mack 30,200 100.0 2.6 18·7 1.7 2.6 15.9 18.3 18.0 14.5 7.7 
other 3.400) 100.0 '3.2 16.3 '3.8 '3.4 9.6 13.1 34.4 9.6 • 6·7 

Annual family incan. 
Less thpn $3,000 (13.900) 100.0 3.6 13.1 2.3 2.5 14.4 19·5 23.9 12·5 8.2 
$3,000-$7,499 120,600) 100.0 3.0 15·7 '0.8 2.1 13.9 21.9 2.4.7 10.1 7·9 
$7;500-$9,999 9,000) 100.0 4.4 14·3 1 1.3 6.0 9.6 18.5 26.1 14.4 5·3 
$10,000-$1:4,999 ~14,3OO) 100.0 3.3 20.2 '1.3 4.0 9.2 15·4 25.8 14.1 6.9 
$15,000-$24,999 8,600) 100.0 '3.4 12.0 .12.2 12.7 4.3 14.4 . 26.2. 18.9 6.0 
$25,000 or more (2,700) 100.0 '2.0 24·2 '4.6 10.8 '1.8 '6.4 37.2 16.4 • 6·7 Not available (6,800) 100.0 4.6 21.3 '2.3 1 3:1 10.3 7·7 24.0 16.8 9·7 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (44

j 
0(0) 100.0 3.5 17·9 1.8 3.0 11.l 16.7 25.4 13.9 6.6 

Victimized (31, 900 100.0 3.4 16.8 1.4 3.2 10.3 17.8 . 25.5 13.2 8.4 

NOTE: Data based on question 2a. Detail may not add to tota:t because of rounding. ~igures in parentheses refer to households in the group. 
lEst"imat.e, based on about 10 or rewer sample cases., is statistically unreliable. 

Table 20. Most important reason for leaving former r~sidence 

Table 20. ~05t important reason for ~eaving former residence 

(Percent distribution .of answers by bousehald respondents) 

Living Influx other 
Characteristics Wanted better Nanted. cheaper arrangements of bad Neighborhood and.liot 

Household characteristic Total Location or house house house Forced out changed elements Qroime characteristics available 

All househalds (76,000) • 100.0 19.0· 1;3.0 16.2 7.8 7.4 16.8 1.1 3·3 6.2 9.2. 

Race 

White ~42'300~ 100.0 22.6 12.3 15.2 8.1 6.6 15.7 1.2 3·1 5.8 9.;3 
mack 30,200 100.0 13.2. 13.9 11\.5 7.5 8.5 18.3 1.0 3.8 6.9 8.5 
other 3,400) 100.0 25.0 14.,3 9.0 • 7.4 '6.8 17·5 • 0.7 '2.3 '3·5 13·7 

Annua:t family incane 
12.5 10.6 5.5 10.1 Less than $3,000 (13,900) 100.0 ;1.9·0 11.5 9·9 11·4 15.2. 4.2 

$3,000-$7,499 120,6(0) 100.0 19.2 12.9 12·4 9;2 7.8 18.3 1.4 3.8 5.4 9.4 
$7,500-$9.999 9,0(0) 100.0 18·7 10.5 18.9 9.3 6.0 16.9 '1.3 4.1 7.0 7.3 
$10,000-$14,999 tilt 300) 100.0 18.0 1;3.7 18.4 4.9 6.1 19.5 '1.4 4.0 6.7 7.1 
$15,000-$24,999 8,600~ 100.0 16.0 17·0 23.9 .3.8 4.4 14.8 '0.6· '2.1 6.4 9.4 
$25,000 or more 2,700 100.0 29.4 14·0 23 •. 9 '-1.0 12.0 17.2. }1.0 '0.0 '4.,3 17.0 
Not available (6,800) 100.0 20.7 12·7 19.4 6.1 5.9 12.1 • 0.9 '0.4 7·9 13.9 

Victimi~atipn exPerience 
Not victimized (44

j 
000) 100.0 19.4 14.0 17.5 8.2 7.5 15.9 1.1 2.5 5.2. 8.9 

Victil1dzed (31,900 100.0 18.4 11.6 14.5 7.3 7.2 18.2 1.1 4;5 7·5 . 9.5 

NO'l'E: Data based. on question 4a. Detail may not add to total because. of rounding. Figures in;. parentheses refer to households in the group. 
ioE"stimate, based on zero or on abo1:lt 10 or"fewer semple cases, is stati5ticall)"·unreliabl~. 



N 
00 

Household characteristic 

All households (50,700) 

Race 
White p2, 7oo~ 
mack 16,200 
Other (1,800) 

Annual family incane 
Less than $3,000 (8,100) 
$3,000-$7,499 (13,600) 
$7,500-$9,999' (5,700) 
$10,000-$14, 999 ~10, 300) 
$15,000-$24,999 6,300) 
$25,000 or more (1.900) 
Not available (4,700) 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (26)800) 
Victimized (23,900 

NOTE: Data based, on question Sa. 

Table 21. Whether or not there are undesirable 
neighborhood characteristics 

Table 21. Whether or not there are undesirable neighborhood characteristics 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

Household characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

All households (133,300) 100.0 3B.0 61.6 0.3 

Race 

White t'7OO~ 100.0 1,1.0 58.6 0.4 
mack 47,600 '100.0 34.1 65.7 '0.3 
Other 5, 900) 100.0 30.0 70.2 '0.0 

Annual family incane 
Less than $3,000 (22,400) 100.0 36.2 63.4 '0.4 
$3,000-$7,l.99 p6,500~ 100.0 37.1 62.5 '0.3 
$7,500-~9,999 14,500 100.0 39.7 60.3 '0.0 
$10,ClOO-$14,999 ~24,6oo~ 100.0 41.9 5B.0 '0.1 
$15,000-$24,999 15,900 100.0 39.6 59.9 '0.4 
$25,000 or more (5,400) 100.0 36.0 63.6 '0.6 
Not available (14,100) 100.0 33.4 65.6 '0.9 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (83)700) 100.0 32.0 67.5 0.4 
Victimized (49,600 . 100.0 4B.1 51.7 '0.2 

NOTE: Data based on question ,a. 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 22. Most important neighborhood problem 

Table 22., Most important neighborhood problem 

(parcent distribution of answers by bousehold respOndents) 

Environmental Public Inadequate Influx of 
Total Traffic, parldng problems Crime transportation schaa1.a, shopping bad, alements 

100.0 9.7 26.B 2B.0 2.3 2.B 6·7 

100.0 9·7 24.2 30.7 2.4 2.4 8.2 
100.0 9.9 32.4 23.0 2.1 3.8 4.0 
100.0 'B.l 25.1 24.8 11.7 '0.0 '3.0 

100.0 6.2 26.5 31.4 '1·7 '2.5 9.0 
100.0 7.1 26.4 31.7 '1.2 2.8 9.5 
100.0 13.4 29.3 24.6 '3.5 '3.0 '2.0 
100.0 13.7 25.9 26.4 11.7 2.9 6.6 
100.0 11.3 28.5 23.9 .13.0 '3.3 '4.1 
100.0 12.4 27., 20.2 '9·8 '1.6 '2.6 
100.0 7.2 25.2 28.4 '1.9 '2.1 ',.3 

100.0 9·5 29.2 22.3 2.9 3.6 7.8 
100.0 10.0 24.2 34·5 1.5 1.8 5;4 

Problems with 
neighbors 

15.5 

14.6 
15.6 
30.9 

14.8 
13.9 
18.4 
15.0 
17.7 

'13.0 
16.9 

16.2 
14.7 

Detail may not ,add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to householdS in the group. 
lEstimate, based on. zero or on about 10 or fewer sample case,s:, is statistically ~eliable. 

Otheraitd 
not available 

B.2 

7.8 
9 •. 1 

16.7 

7·9 
7·4 
,.9 
7.9 
8.1 

'13.0 
12·9 

8.5 
8.0 



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

Table 23. Whether or not i:ood shopping done in the neighborhood 

(Percent distribution oi: answers by household respondents) 

Household characteristic Total. Yes No Not available 

All households {133 ,300) 100.0 77·2 22.2 0.6 

Race 
White t,7°Ol 100.0 82.2 17·2 0·7 
mack 1,7,600 100.0 68.2 31.3 '0.5 
other 5,900) 100.0 83.3 16.7 '0.0 

Annual i'end.ly incane 
'0.0 Less than $3,000 (22,400) 100.0 73.2 26.8 

$3,000-$7,499 P6,5ool 100.0 76.6 22.5 0.8 
$7,500-$9,999' 14,500 100.0 76.6 23.0 '0.4 
$10,000-$14,999 f24,6ool 100.0 78.0 21.4 '0.6 
$15,000-$24,999 15,900 100.0 80·4 18·9 '0.7 
$25,000 or more (5,400) 100.0 83.0 17·2 '(l.O 
Not evailable (14.100) 100.0 78.8 20.1 '1.1 

Victimization experience 
Not vic;imized (83~ 700) 100.0 78.1 21.4 0.5 
Victimized {49,6oo 100.0 15.8 23.6 0.6 

NOTE: Data b~:9ed on question 68. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in p~~~heses refer to households in the group. . 

lEsti.mate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sB'Ilple cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table 24. Mos,! important reason for not doing major food shopping in the neighborhood 

Table 24. Most important reason for not doing i:ood shopping in the neighborhood 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

Household characteristic Total No neighborhood stores Inadequate stores High pri~es Crime 

All. households {29, 600) 100.0 28·7 33.8 24.6 1.8 
Race 

Whi te ~13, 700 l 100.0 27.4 31.8 21.8 2·9 
mack 14,900 100.0 30.3 35.6 26.6 '0.9 
other (l,ooo) 100.0 '21·5 33·9 33.8 '0.0 

Annual family incane 
'1.0 Less than $3,000 (6,OOO) 100.0 24.6 32.8 17.2 

$3,000-$7,499 ~,200l 100.0 27·0 33.6 30.7 '2.1 
$7,500-$9,999 ,300 100.0 31.2 32.4 25.8 '0.9 
$10, OOO-$l4, 999 ~5'300l 100.0 33.9 35.2 24.6 '1.1 
$15,000-$24,999 3,000 100.0 30.6 32.9 25.6 '1.7 
$25,000 ,or more 900J 100.0 31.3 38.2 '25.3 '5.2 
Not available {2,800 100.0 27·2 35.0 19·1 "4.6 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (17 ~ 900) 100.0 31.9 33.6 22.6 '0.8 
.Victimized {11,700, 100.0 23.8 34.1 27.6 3.3 

NO'IE: Dat.a based on question 6.a. Detail may not add to total., because of ,rounding. Figures in parentheses re:t;'er' -to households in the group_ 
lEstimate, based· on zero ~r on about 10 or l"ewer sample cases, 1.s stati~cally Uhre1iab1e .. 

Not available 

11.2 

16.1 
6.6 

10.1 

24.5 
7·0 
9.6 
5.1 
9·3 

'0.0 
14.1 

11.1 
11.2 

<~ '.: 
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Table 25. Preferred location for general merchandise shopping 

Table 25. Preferred location for general merchandise shopping 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

Suburban or 
Household characteristic Total neighboI'hood DOI'mtown 

All households (133,300) 100.0 46.5 50.2 

Race 
11h:ite F9, 7(0) 100.0 48.9 47. 6 
mack 47,600) 100.0 42.9 54.0 
other (5,900) 100.0 42.8 54.9 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (22,400) 100.0 39.3 57.6 
$3,000-$7,499 (36,500) 100.0 45.3 52.4 
$7,500-$9,999 (14,500) 100.0 52.0 44.8 
$10,000-$14,999 ~24,600) 100.0 52.5 44.5 
$15,000-$24, 999 15, 9(0) 100.0 46.9 49.6 
$25,000 or more (5,400) 100.0 42.2 50.4 
Not available (14,100) 100.0 45.7 48.6 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (83)700) 100.0 45.4 51.3 
Victimized (49,600 100.0 48.2 48.3 

Not available 

3.3 

3.1 
2.2 
3.2 
2·9 
3.5 
7.4 
5·7 

3.2 
3.4 

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

lEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cas'~:?~ is statistically unreliable. 



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

Table 26. Most important reason tor usually doing general me~chandise shopping in the suburbs (or neighborhood) or downtown 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

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 Bet tel' prices location, etc. not available 

Suburban (or neighborhood) 
shoppers 

ft.ll households (61,900) 100.0 9·0 1.3 45.2 J9.0 2.0 '0.2 8.1 n.o 4·2 
Race 

l'ihite P9,000) 100.0 n.o 1.3 44·7 16.9 2.9 '0.2 5.5 13.0 4·4 
mack 20,400) 100.0 5.5 1.5 44·7 23.2 '0.1 '0.3 13.5 7.5 3.6 
other (2,500) 100.0 16.9 '0.0 57·7 16.3 '2.4 '0.0 '4.3 7·6 '4·8 

Annual fa'llily incane 
Less than $3,000 (8,800) 100.0 5.3 '2.0 52.8 14.3 '0.6 '0.0 n.3 7.3 6.3 
$3,000-$7,499 f16, 600) 100.0 6.3 2.4 48.8 16.7 1.9 '0.5 10·4 9·1 3.7 
$7,500-$9,999 7,500) 100.0 8.0 '0.8 49.9 15.9 '1.5 '0.0 7.2- 13·3 '3.4 
$10, 000-:$14, 999 (12,900) 100.0 10.8 '0.2 42.0 22.9 2.3 '0.2 6·7 n.5 3.4 
$15,000-$24,999 (7,500) 100.0 13.4 '1.1 36.3 23.6 '3.2 '0.4 6.0 10.6 5·2 
$25,000 or more (2,300) 100.0 17. 8 '0.0 32.1 27.8 '1.2 '0.0 '2.1 18.9 '0.0 
Not available (6,400) 100.0 10·7 '0.9 41.8 18.2 '2.4 '0.0 5.5 15.0 5.4 

Victimization experience 
'0.4 7.6 Not victimized (38,000) 100.0 8.4 1.7 47·8 18.4 1.6 10.3 3.9 

Victimized (23,900) 100.0 10.1 '0.7 41.1 19.8 2.5 '0.0 8.9 12.1 4.8 

Downtown shoppers 

All households (66,900) 100.0 0.5 3.8 32.6 36.1 0.6 10.1 10.4 13·4 2.6 
Race 

White ~37'900~ 100.0 ' 0. 7 4.9 33.4 32.9 0.8 '0.1 8:8 15·3 3.0 
mack 25,700 100.0 ' 0.2 2.1 30.7 40·3· '0.1 '0.0 13.3 n·3 2.1 
Other 3,300) 100.0 '0.0 13.4 38.4 40.4 '0.7 '0.9 16.1 1·4 12.8. 

Annual family incane 
Less than $3,000 (12,900) 100.0 10.0 3.8 32.6 36.1 '0.6 '0.1 10.4 13·4 '1.9 
$3,000-$7,499 ~19,200) 100.0 '0.7 5.7 33.6 35.4 10.9 '0.2 10.2 10.6 2·7 
$7,500-$9,999 ,6, 500) 100.0 '0.9 '2.7 35.4 36.1 10.0 '0.0 10.7 13·7 '0.4 
$10,000-$14,999 to, 900) 100.0 '0.4 '1.7 30.5 39.6 '0;3 10.0 10.1 13.6 3.8 
$15,000-$24,999 7,900~ 100.0 '0·9 '1.0 32.8 34.1 '0.6 'C.O 12.3 15.6 '2·7 
$25,000 or more 2,700 100.0 '0.0 '1.8 34.9 34 .. 7 '0.0 '0.0 11.8 24·7 '2.2 
Not available (6,800) 100.0 10.0 '3.7 30.5 33.8 '0·4 10.0 9.3 17·7 4.5 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (43)000) 100.0 '0.6 4.1 32.4 35.8 '0.3 10.1 9·8 14·1 2·7 
Victimized (24,000 100.0 '0.3 3.2 32.9 36.6 '1.0 10.0 11.5- 12.0 2.4 

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

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

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

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

Population characteristic Total More Same Less Not available 

All persons (257,600) 100.0 15.1 47.1 37.5 0.3 

Sex 
Male (118,000) 100.0 16.5 48.5 34.9 10.2 
Female (139,700) 100.0 14.0 45.9 39·7 0.4 

Race 
White t50, 000 ) 100.0 15.3 4S.1 36.4 0.3 
mack 93,300~ 100.0 15.2 44.3 40.1 10.3 
Other 14,300 100.0 13·3 55.1 31.5 10.0 

Age 
42.6 10.3 16-19 (20,900) 100.0 30.7 26.3 

20-24 p5'700~ 100.0 24·1 35·7 40.1 10.2 
25-34 . 53,700 100.0 20.9 3S.8 39.9 10.4 
35-49 (50,000 100.0 10.1 52.0 37.6 10.2 
50-64 (55,300) 100.0 6.9 57·4 35.4 • 0.2 
65 and over (42,000) 100.0 3·4 56.0 40·4 ·0.2 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (162,900) lOO.O 13·2 51.1 35.5 0.3 
Victimized (94,700) 100.0 18.6 40.2 41.0 10.2 

NaI'E: Data based. on question Sb. Detail may not add to total because of rounding • . Figures 
in parentheses ·refer to population in the group. 

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



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

Table 28. Most important reason £or increp3ing or decreasing the £requency with 
which persons went out £or evening entertainment 

(Percent distribution o£ responses £or the population age 16 and over) . 
Type of change in £requency Places to Own Transpor- Activities, Want to, other and not 
and population characteristic Total Money go, etc. Convenience health tation Age Family etc. Crime etc. available 

Persons going out more often 

All persons (39,000) 100.0 17·9 17·5 3.0 1.4 3·1 
# 

9.4 16.3 • 8.2 0·9 17. 5 4;9 
Sex 

Male (19,500) 100.0 21.1 13.4 3·4 :1.1.1 3.2 11.1 14.0 9.2 :1.0.3 19·5 3.7 
Female (19,500) 100.0 14.8 21. 5 .2.7 1.6 2·9 7·7 18.6 7·1 :1.1.5 15.4 6.2 

Race 
White (22,9oo~ 100.0 20.9 16.8 3.2 :1.1.1 3.4 7·1 19.6 7·4 :1.0.8 15.7 4.0 
mack ~14' 200 100.0 14.6 17.3 2.3 ,:1.2.0 2.7 13.0 ll.2 9.4 :1.1.1 20.4 5.8 
other 1,900) 100.0 16.7 26;7 :1.6.6 J.Q.O :1.1.7 :1.10.2 lJ1f·9 :1.8.1 :1.0.0 16.6 :1.8·9 

Age 
16-19 ~8,9OO) 100.0 8.1 18.4 :1.0.7 :1.0.0 7·7 32.6 4.6 6.3 :1.1.1 14.7 5·7 
20-24 8,600) 100.0 23.2 20.8 :1.1.8 J.Q.O 3.7 5.5 10.6 9·5 10.0 22.], :1.2.9 
25-34 ~ll'200) 100.0 26.6 16.3 5.2 :1.0.9 10.3 10.6 . 21.0 9.0 10.6 15.6 4.0 
35-49 5,100~ 100.0 19.6 14·7 14·3 14·9 11.8 :1.0.6 23·0 7.6 10.0 16.7 6.9 
50-64 3,800 100.0 17.4 14·4 13.5 :1.3.3' 10.0 11.7 32.4 17.5 10.0 22·4 17.6 
65 and over (1,400) 100.0 12.3 116.8 13.2 14·7 14.5 19.4 120.2 :1.9·], 113.5 1ll.4 14·2 

Victimizatipnexperience 
Not victimized (21 400) 100.0 ]'7.8 16.3 2.9 1.5 3.2 9.9 15.8 8.4 10.6 ]'7.8 5.7 
Victimized (17,6oo~ 100.0 18.], 18.8 3.2 11.2 2.8 8.7 17.0 7·9 11.3 17.]' 3.9 

Persons going out less often 

All persons (96,600) 100.0 24.9 5.1 1.3 6.4 2.3 7·4 14.8 9.]' 14.8 8.3 5.7 

Sex 
Male (41,],00) 100.0 29.1 3.2 1.2 6.3 2.6 8.8 12.2 10.6 n.8 8.4 5.7 
Female (55,500) 100.0 21.7 6.5 1.4 6.5 2.1 6.3 16.7 7·9 17·1 8.2 5.'/ 

Race 
White (54,6'00) 100.0 24.9 5.5 1.2 6.8 2.4 8.4 12.8 8.8 ]'6.7. 6.6 5.9 
mack p7' 500) 100.0 25:6 4.5 1.5 5.9 2.1 6.1 17·3 9.0 1,1.7 1,0.8 5.5 
other 4,5~) 1,00.0 18.8 15.7 11.4 14.7 12.1 16.0 17.0 13.3 ~~r8.3 8.5 14·2 

Age 
16-19 (5,500) 100.0 21.2 16.0 10.0 1.1.], 14.6 11.7 ]'7·3 9.2 6·4 12.9 9,7 
20-24 t4, 300) 100;0 33.0 5.0 :1.1.7 :1.0.9 2.6 10.9 19.0 16.0 6.0 9.]' 5·7 
25-34 21,4oo~ ],00.0 31.2 4.5 1]'.0 11.1 2.2 1.8 25·7 14·4 4.3 8.2 5.6 
35-49 18,800 100.0 33.8 3.4 2.8 3.0 1.8 4.8 13.2 8.6 12·7 9.8 6.0 
50-64 (19,600) 100.0 20.2 5.0 10.5 10.8 1.6 9.5 9·7 5.8 21~.8 8.0 4·2 
65 and over (17,000) ],00.0 6.7 4.4 11.0 18.0 2·7 22.2 4.2 10.8. 29.1; 4.9 6.0 

Vic Hmization' experience 
Not victimized (57,800) 100.0 21·9 5.0 1.2 8.5 2.1 9.0 16.5 7·8 15.1. 7·5 5.3 

w Victimized (38,800) 100.0 29.3 5.4 1.4 3.2 2.5 5.1 12.2 ll.O 14.4 9.5 6.2 w 
NOTE: Data based on question 8b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. figureS in parenthese.s· refer to population in the grQup·. 

1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or £elqer samp],e cases,. is statistically unreliable. . . 
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Population characteristic 

All persons (183,300) 

Sex 
Male (89,600) 
Female (93,1.00) 

Race 
White ~1l0, 700) 
mack 62,700) 
Other (10,000) 

Age 
16-19 (18, 900) 

25-34 46,600 20-24 r2, 000 ~ 
35-49 36,200 
50-64 32,300) 
65 and over (17,200) 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (110, 900) 
Victimized (72,400) 

Table 29. Places usually visited fOI' evening entertainment 

Table 29. Places usually visited 1'or evening entertainment 

(Percent distribution 01' ~esponses 1'or the population age 16 and over) 

Total Inside city Outside city 

100.0 59.? 21.1. 

100.0 58.? 21.3 
100.0 60.8 22.1 

100.0 56.0 24·7 
100.0 67.1 16.0 
100.0 54.8 25.0 

100.0 70·4 16.5 
100.0 55.6 24.8 
100.0 52.5 26.0 
100.0 59.0 22.6 
100.0 63.7 18.9 
100.0 69.4 13.8 

100.0 62.4 18.5 
100.0 55·7 26.7 

About equal 

18.4 

19.9 
17·0 

19·3 
16.6 
19·9 

13.0 
1,9.3 
21.4 
18·3 
17.2 
16.8 

18·9 
17.6 

NarE: Data based on question 8d. Detail may not add to total because 01' rounding. Figures in parentheses re1'er to population in the group. 
'-Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or 1'ewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Not available 

~0.2 

~0.1 
~0.2 

10.1 
10.3 
~0.3 

'-0.0 
'-0·3 1-/. 

~0.2 
~O.l 
10.2 
'-0.0 

10.2 
10.0 
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Table 30. Most important reason for usually seeking evening entertainment inside or outside the city 

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

(Percent distribution, of responses for the population age ~6 and over) 

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

Persons entertained inside city 

All persons (109,500) 100.0 68.9 0.7 0.7 3·9 13.0 2.1 8.7 2.0 
Sex 

Male (52,'600) 100.0 69.8 0.8 ).0.4 4.3 13.3 2.2 7·4 1.8 
Female (56, 900) 100.0 68.0 0·7 0·9 3·5 12.8 2.0 9·9 2·3 

R&c~. 
White (62,000) 100.0 68.7 1.0 0.8 3.0 14.8, 1·7 8.0 2.0 
mack (42,000) 100.0 68.7 "0.2 ).0.5 4.9 10.6 2.8 9. 8 2·4 
O~her (5,500) ],00.0 73.2 ,. 0.6 "1.2 5.7 10.9 "0.0 8.0 ).0.6, 

Age 

16-19 r3,3ool 
100.0 67.4 ,. 0;0 "1.2 4.9 4.5 ).1.9 17.9 22.2 

-20-24 17, 800 100.0 71.1 "0.3 1.0.2 5·9 . 12.5 2.0 6.4 ).1.6 
25-34 24,400 100.0 68.9 1.5 "0.3 5.5 14.7 1.3 6.0 1.9 
35-49 2l,400 100.0 69.4 " 0.9 ).0.6 2·7 15·9 2·7 5.1 2.8 
50-61.. (20,600) 100.0 69.4 "0.3 "1.4 2_2 .14.0 2.4 8.4 1.8 
65 and over (12,000) 100.0 65.8 "0.8 10.8 11.3 12.8 12.2 14.4 11·9 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (69,200) 100.0 68.2 0.9 0·7 3.6 ' 13·4 2.l 9.1 2.l 
Victimized (40,300) 100.0 70.1 ). 0·4 "0.7 4·4 12.4 2.0 8.0 2.0 

Persons entertained out~ide city 

All persons (39,800) 100.0 10.l ,. 0.5 3.9 15.9 50.8 1.0.6 l.4.l 4.1 
Sex 

Male (19,lOO) 100.0 10.5 ). 0.6 4·4 14.8 52.l ). 0.3 13.4 3.9 
Female (20,700) 100.0 9.7 "0.3 3.5 ' 3,6.9 49·7 ).0.8 14.7 4.4 

Race 
vlhi te t7, 300 ~ 100.0 ll.O "0.3 4·5 14.6 51.9, ).0.6 13.4 3·7 
mack 10,000 100.0 8.2 ).1.0 3.4 18.5 50.3 ).0.6 12.1 5·9 
other 2,500) 100.0 ). 7·7 "0.0 ).0.0 20.3 41..8 "0.0 29·1 "1.2 

Age 
l4.9 l1.0 16-19 P,lOO) loo.O "2.0 29·l 35.0 "0.0 23.1 ).4·8 

20-24 7,900) 100.0 1O.:j. ). 0·4 4.3 20.9 49·31 lO.8 11.5 "2.6 
25-34 t~'lOO) 100.0 12.6 ). 0.2 ). 2.3 16.2 54.9 10.8 9.2 3.8 
35-49 8,200~ 100.0 10.2 1.0.S 4·1 1l.S 55.4 1.0.0 13.6 4·1 
50-64 6,100 100.0 8.9 ). 0.5 5.7 ' 9.0 47·3 ).1.1 20.2 7.2 
65 and over (2,400) 100.0 l6·9 ).0.0 18.2 ).12.3 49·5 ). 0.0 2l.7 "1.3 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (20)500) 100.0 10.2 ). 0.5 3.1 15.1 49·8 ). 0.3 . 17·0 4.1 
Victimized (19,400 100.0 10.0 ). 0.5 4.8 1.6.7 52.0 ). 0.8 lLO 4.2 

IN NOTE: Data based On question 8e. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. figures in parentheses refer to populaf.ion in the group. VI 
).Estimate, based Oll zero or Oll about 10 or fe\'/er sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

,) 
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Table 31. Op,inion about local police performance 

Tab1.e 31. Opinion about local police performance 

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

Population characteristic Total Good Average Poor Don't k .. 101. Not available 

All persons (257,600) 100.0 41.5 39.5 11.4 7.3 0.3 

Sex 
Male (ll8, (00) 100.0 40.6 41.1 12.5 5.6 10.2 
Female (139,700) 100.0 42·4 38.1 10.4 8.8 0.3 

Race 
White ~150,OOO) 100.0 50.6 34.2 7.8 7·0 0.3 
mack 93,300) 100.0 27.1 47.6 17.9 7·3 10.2 
other (14,300) 100.0 40.1 42.4 6.5 10.7 10.2 

Age 
56.6 16.9 10.1 

16-1, (20, '001 100.0 20.5 5.9 
20-24 r5' 700 ' 100.0 27.9 45.0 18·4 8·3 10.3 
25-34 53,700 100.0 29.0 46.9 15.9 7.9 10.3 
35-49 50,000 100.0 43·5 40.1. ll.O 5.2 10.3 
50-64 55,300 100.0 53.6 32.8 6.0 7·4 10.2 
65 and over (42,000) 100.0 61.4 25.0 4.5 9.0 "0.2 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (162,900) 100.0 44.2 ,,:S.5 8.9 8.2 0.3 
Victimized (94,700) 100.0 37.0 41.2 15.7 5·9 "0.2 

NOTE: Data based on question 14a. Detail may not aud to total because of rounding. figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
"Estimate, based on about 10 or f"wer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



Table 32. Opinion about local police performance 

Table 32. Opinion about local police performance 

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

Population characteristic Total Good Average Poor Don't know Not availl91e 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~--
Sex and age 

Male 
16-19 !9'900) 
20-24 16,100) 
25-34 26'100~ 
35-49 23,400 
50--64 (25,600 
65 and over (16,800) 

Female 
16-19 (11,000) 
20-24 (19,600) 
25-34 (27,600) 
35-49 (26,600) 
50--64 (29,800) 
65 and over (25,200) 

Race and age 
White 

16-19 ~8'900) 
20-24 19'OOO~ 
25-34 29,700 
35-49 (25,200 
50-64 (34,500) 
65 and over (32,800) 

Black 
16-19 (10, 500 ) 
20-24 (13,800) 
25-34 (21,400) 
35-49 (21,500) 
50-64 (18,400) 
65 and over (7,800) 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
].00.0 
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 

21.8 
25·7 
29.7 
43.6 
52·4 
60.3 

19.3 
29.8 
28.3 
43.3 
54.6 
62.1 

26.9 
32.9 
35.2 
54.5 
62.0 
66.4 

14.0 
19·4 
19·7 
30.1 
39.0 
42.4 

55.7 
48.5 
47·0 
39·0 
35.3 
28.0 

57·4 
42.2 
46.7 
41.1 
30.6 
23.0 

55.4 
45.8 
43.3 
32.9 
26.8 
22.2 

56.5 
44.5 
52.0 
48~7 
42.7 
36.7 

18·7 
18.5 
16.0 
12.2 

7·3 
6.3 

15.3 
18.3 
15.8 

9.9 
4.8 
3.3 

10.8 
12.9 
12.8 

7.6 
4.4 
3.3 

17.9 
23.7 
27·2 
21.7 
15.3 

9.3 

3.5 
7·1 
7.0 
4.9 
4.8 
5.2 

8.0 
9.2 
8.7 
5.3 
9.7 

11.5 

6.6 
7.8 
8.3 
4.6 
6.5 
8.0 

5.8 
8.8 
6.3 
5.7 
8.7 

10.2 

NOTE: .Data based on question 14a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the grouP. 
1. EstJ.mate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable .• 

I .~ ...... 

10.3 
10.2 
10.2 
1 0.3 
10.1 
10.2 

10.0 
1 0.5 
1 0.4 
1 0.3 
1 0,3 
10.1 

"0.3 
1 0.7 
10'.4 
"0.4 
"0.3 
"0.1 

"0.0 
"0.0 
"0.3 
"0.2 
"0.2 
"0.4 
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Table 33. Opinion about local police performance 

Table 33. Opinion about local police performance 

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

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

Race, sex, and age 
White 

Male 
16-19 (3,9oo~ 100.0 2$.4 57.4 11.2 12.3 10.$ 
20-24 ~9,loo 100.0 30.9 50.7 22.4 5.7 10.3 
25-34 15,lOOr 100.0 34·1 45.9 23.6 6.2 '0.2 
35-49 ~12,2oo 100.0 54.7 3L3 9·4 4·4 '0.2 
50-64 15,$00 100.0 63.3 27.0 5.4 4.3 ' 0.0 
65 and over (12,800) 100.0 63.8 25.7 5.6 4.9 10.0 

Female 
16-19 (5,000) 100.0 25.7 53.8 10.6 9·$ 10.0 
20-24 ~9,900) 100.0 34.6 4L4 13.4 9.7 10.9 
25-34 14,600) 100.0 36.2 :"0.7 1<;.0 10.4 10.6 
35-,49 (13,000) 100.0 54·4 34.4 5·9 4.$ 10.5 
50-64 (1$, 700) 100.0 6LO 26.6 3.6 8.3 10.5 
65 and over (20,100) 200.0 6$.1 19.9 loS 10.1 10.1 

Black 
Male 

16-19 (5,300) 100.0 15.0 53.3 2t>.9 ~4·8 10.0 
20-24 ~5,$00) 100.0 16.2 44,6 29.6 9.6 10.0 
25-34 9,800) 100.0 22·7 48.9 21.0 7.0 10·3 
35-49 (9,700) 100.0 29.3 4$·4 15.9 6.1 10.3 
50-64 ($,600) 100.0 34.3 4$·7 lL5 5.1 10.3 
65 and over (3,200) 100.0 5Ll 33.9 10.0 11,..1 lL9:-\ 

Female 
16-19 (5,300) 100.0 13.0 59·7 20.6 6.$ 10.0 

20-24 rOOO) 100.0 21.$ 44.5 25.5 $.2 10.0 
25-34 11,500) 100.0 17·2 54.6 22.3 5.7 10.3 
35-49 11,800) 100.0 30.9 49.0 14.7 5·4 10.0 
50-64 9,800) 100.0 43.3 37.4 7·4 22.0 10.0 
65 and over (4,600) 200.0 36.3 38·7 10.3 14.7 10.0 

NOTE: Data based on question 14a. Detail may-not add to total because of rounding. Figures _in parentheses refer to population in '~he group. 
lEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fe\~er sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

~- [) 
._.",)\.~._,_""""","-,--,.,<-~ ... ,._,_._ ,..~_~ •. -"-...·,.~ __ •. _·."-u'" •• •· _""'_"". 



W 
\0 

Table 34. Whether or not local police performance 
needs improvement 

Table 34. Whether or nof;. local police peri'ormance needs improvement 

(PGrcent distribution of responses tor the population age 16 'and over) 

Population characteristic Total Yes No 

All persons (238,100) 100.0 85.l 12.4 

Sex 
/>·.1 ~ (lll,200) lOO.O 85.4 11.9 
FemUle (126,900) lOO.O 84.8 12·9 

Hace 
White ~139'OOO) 100.0 8).5 13.S 
BLacK 86,300l 100.0 87·2 10.3 
other 12,800 100.0 87·5 11.4 

Age 
6.6 

16-l9 ~19'6001 100.0 90.8 
20-24 32,600 100.0 89.5 7.9 
25-34 49,300 100.0 89.5 7·3 
35-49 f47,300 100.0 85·9 n.6 
50-64 51,100 100.0 80.3 17.6 
65 and over (38,200) 100.0 77.9 20.0 

Victimization experience 
Not victim:lzed (149,100) 100.0 84.1 13.6 
Victimized (89,000) 100.0 86.8 10.5 

Not available 

2.5 

2·7 
2.3 

2.6 
2.5 

'1.2 

2.6 
2.6 
3.1 
2·5 
2.1 
2.1 

2.4 
2.7 

,,"'OTE: 'Data based on question 14b. Detail may not add to total because of rOunding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 

l.Estimate, based on about 10 at fewer sample cases, 'is statistically unreliable. 

Table 35. Most important measure for improving local police performance 

Table 35. Most important measure for improving local. police performance 

(Percent d;i.stribution ~f responses for the popolation age 16 and over) 

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

Most important measure (158,000) (77,200) (80,800) (88,400) (61,100) (8,600) (23,700) (23,500) (37,100) (33,000) (31,400) (19,400) 

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 
Personne~ l;'esources 

Total 29.2 2S.) 30.0 36.1 17·9 37.5 15.2 19.8 23.1 29.8 36.4 49. 1 
Mare p::Ilice 23.7 22.2 25. 2 30.0 13·7 30.4 12.2 13.6 15.4 24.7 31·7 45.1 
Better training 5·4 6.1 4.8 6.2 4·2 7.1 3.0 6.2 7.6 5.1 4.7 4.0 

Operational. practices 
Total 1(2.4 40.1 

Focus on more important 
44.8 38.8 4S.0 41.1 4S.e 44.4 43.2 42.4 41.8 35.6 

duties I etc. 9·4 10.6 8.3 10·4 8.4 6.0 13.3 12.4 12.4 9.2 5.5 3;8 
Greater promptness, etc. 16.2 14.6 21·7 11.8 27.6 18.1 23.2 19.4 16.1 19.6 17.8 12.0 
Increased traffic control 0.8 0·7 0.9 0.9 0.8 10.0 10.4 10.6 0.9 10.3 1·4 11,.3 
More police certain 

areas, tiJnes 14·0 14.2 13.9 15.6 .11.2 17,1 11.8 12.1 11.7 13.3 17.0 18.5 
Community relations 

i2.2 Total 19.0 20.8 17·2 13.2 27.8 1,.8 27.0 27.2 24.3 18;4 ,.4 
Courtesy, attitudes, etc. 15.1 17·0 13.4 11.2 21.2 12.4 21.6 21.1 19.1, 15.0 10.0 4.2 
Don't discriminate ).8 3.8 3.9 1·9 6.7 13.4 5.4 6.1 5.2 ~·4 2.1 n.2 

other 9.4 10.8 S.O 11·9 6.3 5.6 9.1 8.5 9.4 9.4 9.6 9.9 

NOTE: Data based on quest.ion 14b. Detail. may not add to total because of rounding~ Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
l.Estirnate, based on zero Or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is stat.istically unreliable .. 

Victimization. experience 
Not 
victimized Victimized 

(95,400) (62,600) 

100.0 100.0 

32.0 24.9 
26.7 19.2 

5.3 ;.7 

40.4 45.5 

7.9 11.7 
18.4 1S.0 
0.6 1.0 

13.5 14.8 

19.3 18.5 
14.8 15.7 
4.5 2.8 

8.3 11.0 

J 



Table 36. Most important measure for improving 
local police performance 

Table 36. Most important measure i:or improving local police peri:ormance 

(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 (6,700) 100.0 14.1 50.2 30.2 10.0 
20-24 ?O, 900) 100.0 19.9 38.5 31.9 9.7 
25-34 18,500) 100.0 22.3 39·2 26.1 12·4 
35-49 (15,900) 100.0 28·4 40.2 20.3 11.0 
50-64 (15,900) 100.0 35.4 41·8 12.2 10.6 
65 and over (9,100) 100.0 49.3 34.4 6.4 10.0 

Female 
16-19 ~6'7oo) 100.0 17.0 49·4 25.0 8.5 
20-24 12,600) 100.0 19.8 49·6 23·1 7·4 
25-34 t8,6oo~ 100.0 23.8 47.0 22.6 6.6 
35-49 17,100 100.0 31.1 44.6 16.5 7·8 
50-64 15,500) 100.0 37.5 41·7 12.1 8.6 
65 and over (10,300) 100.0 49.0 36.8 4.4 9.8 

Race and age 
White 

16-19 (5,600) 100.0 19.1 53·4 18.0 9.5 
20-24 r2, 600 ~ 100.0 24·7 42.8 20·7 11.8 
25-34 20,000 100.0 27.7 39.1 20.6 12.6 
35-49 16,loo~ 100.0 36.8 37·8 12.4 13.0 
50-64 19,100 100.0 44.2 37.5 7·1 11.2 
65 and over (15,100) 100.0 52.4 32·4 3.7 11.4 

mack 

. ~~=~ ~~:~og~ 100.0 9.6 45.4 35.3 10.0 
100.0 11,7 48·7 35.4 4 •. 2 

25-34 15,5oo~ 100.0 15.0 49.3 30.1 5.5 
35-49 ~15,OOO 100.0 22.5 46.1 26:0 ,.4 
50-64 11,000) 100.0 21.7 49·2 21.2 7.9 
65 and over (3,600) 100.0 31.4 50.8 12.5 5·3 

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

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



Table 37. Most important measure for improving local police performance 

Table '37. Most important measure for improving local police performance 

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

Personnel Operational corrununi ty 
Population characteristic Total resources practices relations other 

Race, sex, and age 
White 

Male 

16-'9 !,,700l 100.0 lS.3 59.0 14·7 :l.S.l 
20-24 6, 400 100.0 26.3 3S.0 22.7 13.1 
25-34 10, 700) 100.0' 24.S 37·7 22.0 15.6 
35-49 S,loo~ 100.0 34.2 36.2 15.0 14.5 
50-64 9,500 100.0 41.S 3S.4 7.S 11.9 
65 and over (6,900) 100.0 52.2 30·7 5.2 11.9 

Female 
16-19(2,800) 100.0 19.5 4S.6 20.9 11.0 

20-24 r' 200) 
100.0 23.0 4S.1 lS·4 10.4 

25-34 9''3oo~ 100.0 31.0 40.6 19.1 9.2 
35-49 S,loo 100.0 39.4 39.2 9.9 11.4 
50-64 9,600 100.0 46.7 36.6 6.3 10.4 
·65 and over (S,200) 100.0 52.4 '33·9 :1.2.3 n.3 

mack 
Male 

16-19 r'7oo~ 100.0 :1.6.7 41.3 39.9 12.1 
20-24 3,800 100.0 10.1 40.1 44.S :1.5.0 
25-34 7,000 100.0 16.1 42·4 33.4 S.O 
35-49 6,900) 100.0 22.7 43.4 27.S 6.1 
50-64 (5,700) 100.0 23.7 47.0 20.2 9·1 
65 and over (1,70~) 100.0 31.5 51.2 :1.11.3 :1.6.0 

Female 

16-'9 !,,400l 100.0 12.S 49.~ 30.1 :1.7.'7 
20-24 5,300 100.0 12.9 54. 2S.7 :l.3.S 
25-34 S,500J 100.0 14.3 54.S 27·4 3.5 
35-49 s,ooo 100.0 22.5 48.2 24.4 4.9 . 
50-64 5,300 . 100.0 1,9.6 51.4 22.4 6.4 
65 and .river (1,900) 100.0 30;9 50.5 113.4 :1.5.2 

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

Figures 

:l.Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistica~unr.eliable. 



Appendix II 

Survey instrument 

Form NCS 6, the attitude survey instrument, con­
tains two batteries of questions. The first of these, 
covering itemsl through 7, was used to elicit data 
from a knowledgeable adult member of each house­
hold (Le., the household respondent). Questions 8 
through 16 were asked directly of each household 
member age 16 and over, including the household 
respondent. Unlike the procedure followed in the 
victimization component of the survey, there was no 
provision for proxy responses on behalf of in­
dividuals who were absent or incapacitated during 
the interviewing period. 

Data on the .characteristi~s ()f those interviewed, 
as well as details concerning any experiences as vic­
tims of t.he measured crimes, were gathered with sep­
arate instruments, Forms NCS 3 and 4, which were 
administered immediately after NCS 6. Following is 
a facsimile of the latter questionnaire; supplemental 
forms were available for use in households where 
more than three persons were interviewed. Fac­
similes of Forrris NCS 3 and 4 have not been in­
cluded in this report, but can be found in Criminal 
Victimization Surveys in Oakland, 1977. 
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O.M.B. No. 41·S72052· Acoroval Exolres June 30 197 
FOR ... NCH HOTICE - Your report to the Census Bureau 1s confidential by law (Trtle f3, U.S. 
t'J·1.·13.1 

Code). h Jn2ly be 'seen only by sworn Cens.us. employees an.d may be used only for 
statistical purposes. 

U.S, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE A. Conlrol number 
SOCiAL AND ECONoMIC STAjlSTICS ACMINIST~ATloN 

BUREA.U OF' THE CENsuS 

HA TlOHAL CRIME SURVEY PSU : Serial : Panel lHH 1 Segmenl 
I I I I 
I I I , 

CENTRAL CITI ES SAMPLE I I I I 
I I I I , I : I 

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 

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

@ 10 Location - closer to jot', family, friends, school. shopping, etc., here 
20 House (apartment) or property characteristics - Site, quality t 

C. Reason lor noninlerview yard space, etc. 

~ 10TYPEA 'Jl 20TYPE B ,0TYPE C 30 Wanted better ho\.lsing, (l.wn home 
• 0 Wanted cheaper housing 

@ 
Rate of head sO No choice - e\'t{ited, building demo\lshed, condemned, etc. 1 nWhlle 
2[] Negro 6 CJ Change In lIt;ing "arrangements - marital .status, ..... anted 

to live alone, ~tc. 
'C1Other. 70 Bad element moving In 
TYPEZ y. eO Crime In old neighborhood, afrard 
Interview not obtained for - 90 Didn't like neighborhood characterrstics - environment, 
Une number problems with neighborS, etc. 

@ '00 Other - Specify 

@) (11 more than Dna leas on) 
b. Which reason would you say )'las the most Important? 

@) @) Eoter }tem number 
@) 5a. Is Ihere anything YOU don't like about Ihis neighborhood? 

CENSUS USE ONLY @ 00NO-SKIP r06a 

@) j@ I@ I@ * yes - Whal? Anything etse? (Mark all that apply) 

1 @ I 0 TraffiC, parking 
20 Environmental problems - trash, nOise, overcrowding, etc. 

HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDE QUESTIONS 30 Crime or' fear or crime 

Ask only househofd respondent 40 Publ it transpOrlatlon problem 

Belore We get to Ihe major portion ollhe survey, I would like to a~k 
50 Inadequate schools, shopping facilities, etc. 
60 Bad element moving In you a lew questions telated to subjects which seem to be 01 some 
70 Problems with neighbors, characteristics of neighbors concern 10 people. These questions ask you what you Ihink, whal 

you leel, your aii;:~~es and opinions. 80 Other - Spaclty 

I. HoW long have you lived at this address? (fI mOle than one answer) 
@ 10 Less than 1 yea< } b. Which problem would you say is Ihe most serious? 

201 ... 2 years ASK 2a @) cnter Item number '03-5 year< 
40 More than 5 years - SKIP to 5a 6a. Do you do your major lood shopping lo~ this neighborhood? 

2a. Why did you select Ihls particular neighborhood? Any other reason? @) 00 Yes - SKIP ro 7a • 

" * 
No - Why nol? Any other reason? fMa,k all Ihal apr-h.1 

@) (Ma,h all that apply) 
@) l 0 No stores In nelghborhood, others more convenient 

1 r-~ Neighbolhood chalactelistic'S - type of oe{ghoolS, enviconment. zOStoresln nelghbor)1ood lnadequ.te, plefers (bellerj -. streets, parks, etc~ 
stores elsewhere 2:: Good scnools aO High prices; t9mmissary Qr px. cheaper 

3D Safe from crime 40 Crime or fear of crime 
.; 0 Onty plate housing CQUId. be found. lack, or Choice ~,~'O Othel- Spac/(y 
5 CJ Price was right 

(II moto rnan one roason) • 6:~ Location - close to jOb, famity. h(~nds. school. shopplng, etc. 
b. Which reason would you say is the most Important? 7::: House (apartment) or property characteristics - size, ql.lalltYJ 

@ • yard space, elc. Entor item number 
8 ::}Always lived in thiS nelghbo(hood 7a. When you shop for things other Ihan lood, such as clolhlng 3nd genetal 
9 =1 OttLer - specify merchandise, do you USUALLY go 10 surburban or neighborhood shopping 

@) 
cenlers or do you shop "downlown?" 

Clf mOre 'f!an one ,cason} 1 0 Surburban or neig~borhood 

@) 
b. Which reason would you say was Ihe mosllmportant? 200owntown 

Enler flem number * b. Why is Ihat? Any olhet reason? (Mark 811 that apply) 

3a. Where did you live belote you moved here? @> I 0 B~tter parking, less traffic 

@ I Cl OutSIde U.S. } SKIP to 4a 
20 Better transportation' 
.0 Mor. convenient 2 [~1Inside limits of this city 
40 Setter selectfon, more stor,cs, more chOice 3=! Somewhere e\se in U.S. - SpeCify, 
50 Arrald of crfme 

State 60 Store hours better 
70 Better prices 

County 
B 0 Prefers (bctt~() stores, location, selvlce, employees 

b. Old you live inside the limlls 01 a city, IOWn, village, elc,? 
90 Other - Speclly 

@) (II motO than one ,eason) 
1l: ~ No c. Whieh~ one would you say is the moslimporl;lnt reason1 

@) 
2; :}ves - Enler name 01 city, (own, etc., @ enter Hem number I I II I I • iNTERVIEWER - campie,e 'Interview with household respondent, 

beginning with Individual Alt./tude~ Quest/ons. 

4~ 



INDIVIDUAL ATTITUDE QUESTIONS - Ask each liousehold member 16 or older 

KEYER - BEGIH HEW RECORD CHECK. Look at lla and b. Was box 3 or 4 marked In either item? 
@ Line number IName ITEM B DYes -ASKflc ONo- SKIP 10 12 I 

11 c. Is the neighborhood dangerous enough to make you think seriously , 
8a. How often do you go out in the evening for enterlalnmenl, such as 

@) 
about moving somewhere else? 

to restauranls, thealers, etc.? 00 No - SKIP to 12 

@) 10 Once a week or more 402 or 3 times a year * Yes - Why don'l you? Any olher reason? (Mark a/l that apply) 
20 Less than once a week- .s 0 Less than 2 or 3 Urnes a @ 1 0 Can'l afford to 50 Pia" to move soon more than once a month year or never 

20 Can't find other housing 60 Heal.lh or age 3D About once a month 
3D Relatives, friends nearby 70 other - Specify)! 

b. Do you go 10 these places more or less now than you did a year 40 Convenient to work, etc. 

@ 
or two ago? 
, 0 About the same - SKIP to Check /lem A (If more than one roason) 

28 Moro} Why? Any olher reason? (Mark all that applyl 
d. Which reason would you say is the most important? 

* :3 Less @) enter item number @) '0 Money situation 70 Family reasons (marrrage, 12. How do you Ihink your neighborhood compares with others in this 
:2 0 Places to go, people children, parents) 

metropolitan area in terms of crime? Would you say it is-to go with eO Activities, job, school @l , 0 Much more dangerous? 40 Less dangerous? 30 Convenience 90 Crime or fear of crime 
aD More dangerous? 50 Much less dangerous? 40 Health (own) 100 Want to, like to, enjoyment 
3DAbout average? 50TransportaUon r1OOlher-speclfY)' 

13a. Are there some paris of this metropolitan area where you have a sOAge 
reason to go or would like to go DURING THE DAY, but are afraid 

(If more than one roason) to because of fear of crime? 
c. Which reason would you say is the mosl imporlanl? @) oONo Yes - Which section(s)? 

@) Enter Item number 
@) 

CHECK • Is box. 1 t 2, or 3 marked In 8a? ....-Number of spec/fla placE's menfioned 

ITEM A DNa - SKIP to 9. DYes -ASKed b. How aboul AT NIGHT - are there some parts of tMs area where you have a 
d. When you do go ouUo restauranls or theaters in the evening, is it reason to go or would like 10 go but are afraid to because of fear of crime? 

usually In Ihe city or outside 01 the city? @ OONo Yes - Which seclion(s)? 
@) r 0 Usually In the city 

20 Usually outside of the city @) .-
3D About equal - SKIP ro 9a ~Number 01 speclllc places mentioned 

e. Why do you usually go (outside the city /in the city)? Any other 14a. Would you say, In general, that your local police ,are doing a good 
* reason? (Mark aff that apply) job, an average job, or a poor job? 

@) 10 More convenient, familiar, easier to get there, only place available @ 1 o Good 3Opoor 
20 Parking problems, tratric aD Average 40 OOI'!!t know - SKIP to 15a 

3D ToO much crime in other place 
* b. In whal ways could they improve? Any other ways? (Mark al/ th.t apply) 

40More to do @ 1 0 No improvement needed - SKIP to 15a 
sO Prerer (beller) facfllUes (restaurants. theaters, etc.) 20Hire more policemen 
60 More expensive In other area 30 Concentrato on more important duties, serious crinle, etc. 
70 Because of friends, relatives 40 Be more prompt, responsive, alert 
eO other - Spaclty 50 Improve training, raise qualifications or pa'l, recruitment policies 

(/I morc than ona reason) sO Be more courteous, improve attitude, community relatIons 

f. Which reason would you say is the most Importanl? 70 Don't discriminate 

@) Enter lIam number 
eO Need more traffic control 
90 Need more policemen of particular type (fMt, car) in 

9a. Now I'd like to get your opinions about crime In general. certain areas or at certain times 
Within the past year or two, do you think Ihat crime in your 100 Don't know 

@ neighborhood has increased, decreased, or remained aboul the same? 
11 0 Other - Spec Ity 345 10 Increased 40 Don't know - SKrp to c 

20 Decreased 50 Haven't I ived here (If mOls than ona way) 
30same -SKIP to c that long - SKIP ro c c. Which would you say is the most important? 

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

@) oONo Yes - What kinds of crimes? 15a. Now I have some more queslions about your op&nions concerning crime. 

IT] 
Please take this card. (Hand respondent AWtude FlaShcard, NCS-574) 

@) 
Look at the FIRST sel of statemenls. Which (fIe do yo. agree with mosl? 

c.-How about any crimes which may be happening in your neighborhood - 10 My chances of being attacked or robbed hilve GONE UP 
would you say they are committed moslly by the people who live In the pa$t few years 

here In Ihis neighborhood or moslly by outsiders? 20W chances of being attacked or robbed have GONE DOWN 
@ 10 No crimes happening 3D Outsiders 'n the past few years 

tn neighborhoOd 40 Equally by both 30 My chances of being attacked or robbed haven't changed 
20 Peopte living her. 50 Don't know 'n the past few years 

lOa. Within the pasl year or two Go you think thai crime in the United 
40 No opinion 

States has Incr~}~d'decreased' or remained abo~}he same? b. Which of the SECOND group do you agree with most? @ , 0 Increased ASK b 3D Same SKIP to l1a @ 1 0 Crime is LESS serious than the newspapers and TV say 2oDocreased 40 Don't know 
20 Crime is MORE serious than the newspapers and TV say 

b. Were you Ihlnking about any specific kinds of crimes when you said 3D Crime Is about as serioUS as the newspapers and TV say 

@) 
you think crime In the U.S. has (Increased/decreased)? 40 No opinion 
CONo Yes - What kinds of crimes? 

16a. Do you think PEOPLE IN .GENERAL have limited or changed their 
In activities in the pas I few years because Ihey are afraid of crime? 

11a. HoW safe do you feel or woold you feel being out alone in your @ ,DYes 20No 

@ 
neighborhood AT NIGHT? b. Do you think that most PEOPLE IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD have limited or 
1 OVery safe 3D Somewhat Unsafe 

@) 
changed Iheiractivities inthe past few years because they are afraid of crime? 

20 Reasonably safe 40 Very unsafe 10yes 'ONO 
b. HalV about DURING THE DAY - hoW safe do you feel or would c. In general, have YOU limited or changed your aclivitles In the pasl few 

@) 
you feel being oul alone In your neighborhood? 

@ 
years because of crime? 

t OVery safe 3D Somewhat unsafe 10Yes 20No 
20 Reasonably sare 40 Very unsafe ~ INTERVIEWER - contlnoe Inrervlew wlrh this respondenr on NCS-3 

Page 2 
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Appendix III 

Technical information 
and reliability of the estimates 

Survey results contained in this publication are 
based on data gathered during early 1974 from per­
sons residing within the city limits of Oakland, in­
cluding those living in certain types of group quar­
ters, 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 sample 
were eligible to be interviewed. 

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

Sample design and size 
Estimates from the survey are based on data ob­

tained from a stratified sample. The basic frame 
from which the attitude sample was drawn-the 
city's complete housing inventory, as determined by 
the 1970 Census of Population and Housing-was 
the same as that for the victimization survey. A 
determination was made that a sample 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 victimiza­
tion sample, the city's housing units were distributed 
a!TIong 105 strata on the basis of various charac­
teristics. Occupied units, which comprised the ma­
jority, were grouped into 100 strata defined by a 
combination of the following characteristics: type of 
tenure (owned or rented); number of household 
members (five categories); household income (five 
categories); and race.of head of household (white or 
other than white). Housing units vacant at the time 

of the Census were assigned to an additional four 
strata, \'1here they were distributed on the basis of 
rental or property value. A single stratum incorpor­
ated group quarters. 

To account for units built after the 1970 Census, a 
sample was drawn, by means of an independent 
clerical operation, of permits issued for the con­
struction of residential housing within the city. This 
enabled the proper representation in the survey of 
persons occupying housing built after 1970. 

In order to develop the half sample required for 
the attitude survey, each unit was randomly assigned 
to 1 of 12 panels, with units in the first 6 panels being 
designated for the attitude survey. This procedure 
resulted in the selection of 5,824 housing units. Dur­
ing the survey period, 841 of these units were found 
to be vacar:t, demolished, converted to nonresiden­
tial use, temporarily occupied by nonresidents, or 
otherwise ineligible for both the victimization and 
attitude surveys. At an additional 262 I.\nits visited 
by interviewers it was impossible to conduct inter­
views because the occupants could not be reached 
after repeated calls, did not wish to participate in the 
survey, or were unavailable for other reasons. 
Therefore, interviews were taken with the occupants 
of 4, 721 housing units, and the rate of participation 
among units qualified for interviewing was 94:7 per­
cent. Participating units were occupied by a total of 
8,601 persons age 16 and over, or an average of 1.82 
residents of the relevant ages per unit. Interviews 
were conducted with 8,187 of these perso~s, result­
ing in 1t response rate of 95.2 percent among eligible 
residents. 

Estimation procedure 
Data records generated by the attitude survey 

were assigned either of two sets of final tabulation 
weights, one for the records of individual respond­
ents and another for those of household respondents. 
In each case, the final weight 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 following steps determined 
the tabulation weight for personal victimization data 
and were, therefore, an integral part of the estima­
tion procedure for attitude data gathered from in­
dividual respondents: (1) a basic weight, reflecting 
the seleCted unit's probability of being included in 
the sample; (2) a factor ,to compensate for the sub­
sampling.of units, ~ situati}n that arose in instances 
where the interviewer discovered many more units at 
the sample address than had been listed i~ the decen­
nial Census; (3) a within-household noninterview 

u 
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'adjustment to account for situations where at least 
- one but not all eligible persons in a household were 

interviewed; (4) a household non interview adjust­
ment to account for households qualified to partici­
pate in the survey but from which an interview was 
not obtained; (5) a household ratio estimate factor 
for bringing estimates developed from the sample of 
1970 housing units into adjustment with the com­
plete Census count of such units; and (6) a popula­
tion ratio estimate factor that brought the sample 
estimate into accord with post-Census estimates of 
the population age 12 and over and adjusted the 
data for possible biases resulting from under­
coverage or over coverage of the population, 

The household ratio estimation procedure (step 
5) achieved a slight reduction in the extent of sam­
pling variability, thereby reducing the margin of er­
rorin the tabulated survey results. It also compen­
sated for the excl usion from each stratum of any 
households already included in samples for certain 
other Census Bureau programs. The household ratio 
es~imator was not applied to interview records 
gathered from residents of group quarters or of units 
constructed after the Census. For household vic­
timization data Cand 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 on a half sample) into accord with data from 
the victimization survey-Cbased on the whole sam­
ple). This adjustment, required because the attitude 
sample was randomly constructed from the vic­
timization sample, was used for the age, sex, and 
race characteristics of respondents. 

Reliability of estimates 
As previously noted, survey results contained in 

this report are estimates. Despite the precautions 
taken to minimize sampling variability, the estimates 
are subject to errors arising from the fact that the 
sample employed was only one of a large number of 
possible samples of equal size that could have been 
used applying the same sample design and selection 
procedures. Estimates der!'_'ed from different sam­
ples 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 interviewers. 

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 
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precision with which the estimate from a particular 
sample approximates the average result of all possi­
ble samples. The estimate and its associated stand­
ard error may be used to construct a confidence in­
terv".l, that is, an interval having a prescribed proba­
bility that it would include the average result of all 
possible samples. The average value of all possible 
samples mayor may not be contained in any particu­
lar computed interval. However, the chances are 
about 68 out of 100 that a survey-derived estimate 
would 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 
difference would be less than 1.6 times the standard 
error; about 95 out of 100 that the difference would 
be 2.0 times the standard error; and 99 out of 100 
chances that it would be less than 2.5 times the 
standard error. The 68 percent confidence interval 
is defined as the range of values given by the esti­
mate minus the standard error and the estimate plus 
the standard error; the chances are 68 in 100 that the 
average value of all possible samples would fail 
within that range. Similarly, the 9S percent confi­
dence interval is defined as the estimate plus or 
minus two standard errors. 

In addition to sampling error, the estimates pre­
sented in this report are subject to nonsampling er­
ror, chiefly affecting the accuracy of the distinction 
between victims and nonvictims. A major source of 
nonsampling error is related to the ability of re­
spondents to recall whether or not they were vic­
timized during the 12 months prior to the time of in­
terview. 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, perhaps, the socio-demographic charac­
teristics of the respondent. Taken together, recall 
problems may result in an understatement of the 
"true" number of victimized persons and house­
holds, 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 vic­
tims and nonvictims, these would not have affected 
the data on -personal attitudes or behavior. 
Nevertheless, such data may have been affected by 
nonsampling errors resulting from incomplete or er­
roneous responses, systematic mistakes introduced 
by interviewers, and improper coding and process-



ing of data. M any of these error!: also would occur in 
a complete census. Quai'ity control measures, such as 
interviewer observation and a reinterview program, 
as well as edit procedures in the field and at the 
clerical and computer processing stages, were 
utilized to keep such errors .at an acceptably low 
level. As calculated for this survey, the standard er­
rors partially me~3ure only those random nonsam­
piing errors arising from response and interviewer 
errors; they do not, however, take into account any 
systematic biases in the data. 

Regarding the reliability of data, it should be 
noted that estimates based on zero or on about 10 or 
fewer sample cases have been considered unreliable. 
Such estimates are identified in footnotes to the data 
tables and were not used for purposes of analysis in 
this report. F"r Oakland, a minimum weighted esti­
mate of 300 was considered statistically reliable, as 
was any percentage based on such a figure. 

Computation and application 
of the standard error 

For survey estimates relevant to either the in­
dividual or housellOld respond~nts, standard errors 
displayed on tables at the end of this appendix can 
be used for gauging sampling variability. These er­
rors are approximations and suggest an order of 
magnitude of the standard error rather than the pre­
cise error associated with any given estimate. Table I 
contains stand~rd error approximations applicable 
to information from individual respondents and Ta­
ble II gives errors for data derived from household 
respondents. For percentages not specifically listed 
in the tables, linear interpolation must be used to ap­
proximate the standard error. 

To illustrate the application of standard errors in 
measuring sampling variability, Data Table I in this 
report shows that 80 percent of all Oakland resi­
dents age 16 and over (257,600 persons} believed 
crime in the United States had increased. Two-way 
linear interpolation of data listed ill' Table I would 
yield a standard error of about 0.5 percent. Conse­
quently, chances are 68 out of 100 that the estimated 
percentage of 80 would be within 0.5 percentage 
points of the average result from all possible sam­
ples, i.e., the 68 percent confidence interval associ­
ated with the estimate would be from 79.5 to 80.5. 
Furthermore, the chances are 95 out of 100 that the 
estimated percentage would be roughly within 0.9 
percentage point of the average for all samples; i.e., 
the 9'5 percent confidence interval would be about 
79.1 to 80.9 percent. Standard errors associated 
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with data from household respondents are calcu­
lated in the same manner, using Table II. 

In comparing two sample estimates, the stand­
ard error of the difference between the two figures 
is approximately equal to the square root of the sum 
of the squares of the. iitandard errors of each 
estimate considered sephrately. As an example, 
Data Table 12 shows that 21.1 .percent of males and 
5.7 percent of females felt very safe when out 
alone in the neighborhood at night, a difference of 
15.4 percentage points; The standard error for each 
'estimate, determined by interpolation, was about 0.7 
(males) and 0.4 (females). Using the formula 
described previously, the standard error of the 
difference between 21.1 and 5.7 percent is expressed 
as ..j(0.7)2 + (0.4)2, which equals approximately 
0.8. Thus, the confidence interval at one standard 
error around the difference of 15.4 would be from 
14.6 to 16.2 (15.4 plus or minus 0.8) and at two 
stan'; _:d errors from 13.8 to 17.0. The ratio of a 
difference to its standard error defines a value that 
can be equated to a level of significance. For exam­
ple, a ratio of about 2.0 (or more) denotes that the 
difference is significant at the 95 percent confidence 
level (or higher); a ratio ranging between about 1.6 
and 2.0 indicates that the difference is significant at 
a confidence level between 90 and 95 percent; and a 
ratio of less than about 1.6 defines a level of confi­
dence below 90 percent. In the above example, the 
ratio of the difference (15.4) to the standard error 
(0.8) is equal to 19.3, a figure well above the 2.0 
minimum level of confidence appJiedin this report. 
Thus, it was concluded that the differencehe!ween 
the two proportions was st-~istically significant. For 
data gathered from household respondents, the sig­
nificance of differences between two samj)le esti­
mates is tested by the same. procedure, using stand­
ard errors in Table II. 
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Table I. Individual respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages 

Table I. Individ\Ul.1 respondent data: Stendard error approximations for estimated percentages 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Base of percent 1.0 or 99.0 
Estimated ~rcent of answers bl individual re~ndents 

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

100 6.1 9.6 13.4 18.4 26.5 30·7 
250 3.9 6.1 8.5 11.6 16.8 19.4 
500 2.7 4.3 6.0 8.2 11.9 13.7 

1,000 1.9 3.0 4.2 5.8 8.4 9·7 2,500 1.2 1.9 2.7 3.7 5·3 6.1 
5,000 0.9 1.4 1.9 2.6 3.8 4.3 

10,000 0.6 1.0 1·3 1.8 2·7 3.1 
25,000 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.2 1.7 1.9 
50,000 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.2 1.1. 

100,000 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 
250,000 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 
500,000 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0·4 0.4 

1,000,000 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 

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

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

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

(68 chances out of 100) 

Estimated Eercent of §;nswers bI household resQondent.s 
Base of percent 1.0 or 99.0 2.5 or 97.5 5.0 or 95.0 10.0 or 90.0 25.0 or 75.0 50.0 

100 5.2 8.2 11.5 15.8 22.8 26.4 
250 3·3 5·2 7·3 10.0 14·4 16.7 
500 2·3 3.7 5.1 7.1 10.2 11.8 

1,000 1·7 2.6 .3.6 5.0 7.2.. 8.3 
_'·;"o .• __ ~= 

2,500 1.0 1.6 2.3 3.2- . 4.6 5·3 
5,000 0·7 1.2 1.6 2.2 3.2 3·7 

10,000 (l.5 0.8 1.1 1.6 2.3 2.6 
25,000 0.3 0.5 0·7 1.0 1.4 1·7 
50,000 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.7 1.0 1.2 

100,000 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.8 
250,000 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.5 

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

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

Annual family income-Includes the income of 
the household head and all other related 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 perso •. Includes at­
tempted assault with or without a weapon. Excludes 
rape and attempted rape, as well as attacks involving 
theft or attempted theft, which are classified as rob­
bery. 

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

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

Community relations-Refers to question 14b 
(ways of improving police performance) and in­
cludes two response categories: "Be more courteous, 
improve attitude, community relations" and "Don't 
discriminate. " 

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

Evening entertainment-Refers to entertain­
ment available in public places, such as restaurants, 
theaters, bowling alleys, nightclubs, bars, ice cream 
parlors, etc. Excludes club meetings, shopping, and 
social visits to the homes of relatives or acquain­
tances. 

General mercnandise shopping-Refers to 
shopping for goods other than food, sucn as clothing, 
furniture, houseware:;, etc. 

Head of hOl!Sli1hold-For classification purposes, 
only one individual per household can be the head 
person. In husband-~vife hous.eholds, the husba .. nd. ar­
bitrarily is con$idered to be tile oeqg.!n 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 sepa­
rat~ living quarters meeting either of the following 
criteria: (I) Persons, whether present or temporarily 
absent, whose usual place of residence is the housing 
unit in question, or (2) Persons stayingin the housing 
unit who have no usual place of residence elsewhere. 

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

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

Household respoi1dent-A knowledgeable adult 
member of the household, most frequently the head 
of household or that person's, .3pouse. For each 
household, such a person answers the "household at­
titude questions." 

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

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

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

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

Measured crimes-=Fof the purpose of this 
repo'rt, the offenses are rape, personal robbery, 
assault, personal larceny, burglary, household lar­
ceny, and motor vehicle theft, as determined by the 
victimization component of the survey. Includes 
both completed and attempted acts that occurred 
during the 12 months prior to the mouth of inter­
view . 

. Motor vehicle theft-Stealing or unauthorized 
taking of a motqr vehicle, including attempts at such 
acts. Motot vehicles Include automobiles, trucks, 
motorcycles, and any other motorized vehicles 
legally allowed on public roads and highways. 

NE:!igh/:lorhood-The general vicinity of the res­
pO!l4el1fs dwelling. The bO lll1claries of a neighbor­
hood define an area with which the respondent iden­
tifies. 

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

persons not categorizedas"victimized" (see beiow) 
are considered "not victimized." 

OUender-The perpetrator of a crime. 
Operational practices-Refers to question14b 

(ways of improving police performance) and in­
cludes four response categories: "Concentrate on 
more important duties, serious crime, etc."; "Be 
more prompt, responsive, alert"; "Need more traffic 
control"; and "Need more policemen of particular 
type (foot, car) in certain areas or atcertain times." 
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Personal larceny-Theft or attempted theft of 
property or cash, either with contact (but without 
force or threat of force) or without direct contact be­
tween victim and offender. 

Personnel resources-Refers to questior. 14b 
(ways of improving police performance). and in­
cludes two response categories: "Hire more police. 
men" and "Improve training, raise qualifications or 
pay, recruitment policies." 

Race-Determined by the interviewer upon ob­
servation, and asked only about persons not related 
to the head of household who were not present at the 
time of the interview. The racial categories dis­
tinguished are white, black, and other. The category 
"other" consists mainly of American Indians and/or 
persons of Asian ancestry. 

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

Rate of victimizatiofl-See "Victimization rate," 
below. 

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

Series victimizations-Three or more criminal 
events similar, if not identical, in nature and incur·· 
red by a person unable to identify separately the 
details of each act, or, in some cases, to recount ac­
curately the total number of such acts. The term is 
applicable to each of the crimes measured by the vic­
timization component of the survey. 

Suburban (,)r neighborhm $hopping areas~ 
Shopping centers or districts either outside the city 
limits or in outlying areas of the city near the respon­
dent's residence. 

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

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

~==~_._;~ aff~ct(ld .hQw:eho!d .. 
Victimization rate-For crimes against persons, 

the victimization rate, a -measure of occurrence 
among population groups at risk, is computed on the 
basi$ of the number of victimizations per 1,000 resi­
dent population age 12 and over. For crimes. against 
households, victimization rates are calculated on the 
basis of the. number of victimizations per 1,000 
households. 
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Victimized-For the purpose of this report, -per­
sons are regarded as "victimized" if they meet either 
of two criteria. (I) They personally experienced one 
or more of the following criminal victimizations 
during the 12 months prior to the month of inter­
view: rape, personal robbery, assault, or personal 
larceny. Or, (2) they are members of a household 
that experienced one or more of.the following crimi­
nal victimizations during the same time frame: bur­
glary, household larceny, or motor vehicle theft. 
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