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Preface

Since early in the 1970, victimization surveys
have been carried out under the National- Crime
Survey (NCS) program to provide insight into the
impact of crime on American society. As one of the
most 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- com-
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 random 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 victimization questions,:

Whereas the attitude questions were asked-of per-
sons age 16 and over, the victimization survey ap-
plied to individuals age 12 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 mofor

vehicle theft. In-addition, information about burgia-
ry ‘and robbery of. businesses'and certain- other
organizations was gathered by means of a victimiza-
tion survey of commercial establlshments, con-
ducted separately from the household survey. A pre-

vious publication, Criminal Victimization Surveys in

Oakland (1977), provided cemprehensive coverage' .. -

of results from both the household and commercial
victimization surveys.

Attitudinal information presented in this report
was obtained from interviews with the occupants of
4,721 housing units (8,187 residents age 16 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- -
. pling error or variability can be accurately deter- .

mined in a carefully designed survey. In this report,
analytical statements. involving coriparisons have
met the test that the differences cited are equal to or
greater than approximately two standard errors; in
other words, the chances are at least 95 out of 100
that the differences did not result solely from sam-

pling variability. Estimates based on:-zéro or on,

about 10 or fewer sample cases were considered

unreliable and were not used in the analysns 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 Il consists of a facsimile of the survey
questionnaire (Form NCS 6), and Appendix I1I sup-

plies information on sample design and size, the
estimation ‘procedure, reliability of estimates, and
significance testing; it also contains standard error

~tables,

IMPORTANT

'We have provided an evaluation form at the &nd of this
publication, 1t will assist us in Improving future reports if you
complete and return it at your convenience, It is.a self-mailing
form and needsno 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 ultimately upon 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 same area, attitude surveys dis-
tinguish fluctuations in the dzgree of public concern;
conducted under the same procedures in different
areas, they provide a basis for 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 topical areas: crime
trends, fear of crime, residential problems and
lifestyles, and local police performance. Certain
questions, relating to household activities, were

_asked of only one person per household (the “*house-

hold - respondent™), whereas others were -ad-
ministered to all persons age 16.and over (“in-
dividual respondents”), including the household res-
pondent. Results were obtained for the total
measured populationand for several demographlc

and social'subgroups.

Conceptually, the survey. 1ncorporated questiens

lFresidems Commission. 'on Law Enforcement z\nd Ad-
‘minitration of Justice, The Challenge of Crime ini « Free Society.
Washington; D.Ct US: Gnvcrnmcnl Pnntmg Ottice, Fcbruury

1967, pp. 4953,

pertalmng to behavlor as well as opmlon Concern- :

f1nd1v1duals who ! were vnctlms ot the followmg

'mg 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 particularcom-
munity and leaving the former residence, and about
factors that influenced shopping.practices. None of
the questions asked of the household respondent:
raised the subject of crime. Respondents were free to
answer at will, In contrast, most of the individual at-

titude questions, asked of all household members

age 16 and over, dealt specifically with matters
relating to crime. These persons were asked for -
viewpoints on subjects such as crime trends in the
local community and in the Nation, chances of being
personally attacked or robbed, neighborhood safety.
during the day or 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 matchmg those

‘on the questionnaire.

Although the attitude survey -has prov1ded a

wealth of data, the results are opinions, For exam-

ple, certain residents may have perceived crime asa
growing threat or neighborhood safety as deteriorat-
ing, when, in faet, crime had declined and neighbor-
hoods had become safer, Furthermore, individuals
from the same neighborhood or with similac 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 actlvmes affect household security .
measures, or result in pressures on local authorities
to improve pollce services, - ,

The relanonshlp between vxcumnzatlon ex-:"

“periences and attitudes is a recurring thenie in the

analytical ‘section of this report, Information con-g ‘
-cerning such experignces was gathered with separate : o
questionnaires, Forms NCS 3 and 4, used in ad- ~* -
ministering the v:cumxzatlon component - of the. = = o

survey. Victimization survey results appeared in
Criminal - Vu'rumzanon “Sturveys ue Oukland (1977)
which also contains a. detailed d“scrlptlon of the -

survey- mcasured crimes;, a dxscusslon of the 'mlta- e

tions ‘of ‘the central city surveys, and. facsxmlids of -

Forms NCS 3 and 4, For the purpose of this report,




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 inthe 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 [2-month
" reference period, were classified as “not victimized.”
Limitations inherent in the victimization survey——
that may have affected the accuracy of distinguishing
victims from nonvictims—resulted from the
problem of victim recall (the differing ability of 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 nonvictims, it was deemed im-
portant to explore the possibility that being a 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 and pot victimized—for purposes of
tabulation and . nalysis 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 distiriguished 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, howéver, such a subcategorization of victims
would have weakened the statistical validity of com-
parisons between the victims and nonvictims.

- 28urvey resuits presented in this report contain attitudinal
data furnished by the victims of “series yictimizations™ (see
glossary), )



Summary

Four-fitths 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 chancesof 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 Oakiand
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 §
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-
cerried than nonvictims -about crime; although the
difference was not usually great.

The residents of Qakland 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; almost two
of every five, however, felt that crime was more
serious than reported in the media.
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Crime as portrayed
by news media

Chart A. Summary findings about crime trends

Direction Increased
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(Table 1) Decreased
Direction Increased
of neighborhood crime Same
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Chart B. Summary findings about fear of crime
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Crime trends

This section of the report deals with the percep-
tions of Oakland residents with respect to national
and community crime trends, personal safety, and
the accuracy with which newspapers and television
were thought to be reporting the crime problem. The
findings were drawn from Data Tables | through 6,
fourid in Appendix 1. The relevant questions, ap-
pearing ‘in" the facsimile of the survey instrument
(Appendix I1), are 9a, 9¢c, 10a, 12, 15a, and 15b;
each question was asked of persons age 16 and over.

"'U.S. crime trends

Four of every five QOakland 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; 11 percent judged that the level of
crime was about the same as it had been 1 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 nationally,
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 Tesidents (42 percent) than
blacks (33 percént) or “others”™ (36 percent) held the

view that crimie was up.3 Victimized persons also

"¥The term “others™ hus 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.

.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 considéred outsiders responsible
for neighborhood crime, a greater proportion of vic-
timized persons (23 percent) than nonvictims (13
percent) believed neighborhood tesidents to be the
culprits. There was-little difference in ‘opinion be-
tween men. and womien 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 bin 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 predictably, 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 guestion

‘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. Ca




Fear of crime

Among other things, results covered thus far have
shown that many residents of Oakland believed
crime had increased over the years Jeading 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 11a,11b, l1c, 13a, 16a, and
16¢c—all asked of persons age 16 and over—and
Data Tables 7 through 18 are referenced here.

' Crime as a 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 go but were 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 socipdemographic 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,

AU should be siressed that the source questions for data
~cavered in this: section (Questions. 13a and . 13b) referred to
places in the metropolitan area where the respondent needed or
desired to-enter. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that high risk
places, those most highly feared, were excluded from tonsidera-
tion: by many respondents. Had the questions applied uncondi-

tionally to-all sectors of the area, the pattern of responses no-

doubt would huve 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 #e¢lt 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
the women (68 percent) feit somewhat unsafe, or
more commonly, very -unsafe under these ‘circum-
stances. About 43 percent of those age 16—19 con-
sidered themselves sofmewhat or very. unsafe out
alone at night in the neighborhood, compared-with
76 percent of those age 65 and over. The percentages
of whites and “others™ who felt unsafe did not differ
significantly, but each of the figures was somewhat
higher than that for blacks. '



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.5 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 Qakland
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 c¢rime and its impact
were more intense about the abstract than about the
specific, ‘ ,
~. A higher proportion of women (61 percent) than

men: (42 percent) acknowledged 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.

5This abservation is somewhat misléading 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. As4 proportion of the total population age 16 and over,

‘14 percent of females and:9 percent of males had thought of b

moving,

It ap;‘)ea‘red‘th’at age. played a role in détermini‘n‘g
whether activities had been modified as the result of
a fear of crime: the older the individuals the more

- likely they were to have acknowledged 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 activities because of crime or a fear of
crime. Victimization experience had little impact,




Residential problems and IiEestyles

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 com-
murity problems, 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 of all household members age 16 and over, in-
cluding the household respondent, and the results
are displayed in Data Tables 27 through 30. As can
be seen from the questionnaire, and unlike the pro-
cedure used in developing the information discussed

" inthe 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 'prokblems
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 11 percent of all
. household respondents considéred crime to be the

most impJrtarit problem in their own neighborhood;

a roughly equal proportion mentioned environmen-

tal problems, such as trash, noise, overcrowding,
etc,, as the major neighborhood problem.

Among respondents for households situated at the

same  address for 5 years or less preceding the
_survey,b 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

place of residence. In fact, only 3 percent of the rele-

~vant househoid’ respondents advanced these reasons.
M uch more commonly specified as reasons for leav-
ing an old neig’hborhood were such factors as loca-

: r|Some 57 percent-of the surveyed households had bcen at'the

same. '1ddrcss S or fewer years,
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tion, the need for a larger or smaller dwelling, 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 3& 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 1, 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 out-
side their own neighborhood.

Whether shopping: for clothes or other items of
general merchandise took place in the downtown
area or in the suburbsalso was determined by factors

~other than crime. Only 2 percent of those who

customarily shopped' in the suburbs stated they did



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
entertainmert less often than 1 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 entertainmént, 38 per-
cent replied they were going out less often, 15 per-
cent indicated more frequent nights out, and the re-
mainder said there had been no change. Among
those going out less often, 15 percent attributed the
reason to crime. But an equal proportion cited
family responsibilities as -the reason, and ap even
larger proportion related it to finances, Womien
were more likely than men to have curtailed their
evenings out and also to have mentioned crime as

the reason for so doing., Victimizeéd persons were

more inclined than nonvictims to be going out less
often, but they were no mare or less likely than non-
victims to explain this curtailment as stemming from
a fear of crime. Among those going out less fre-
queritly, 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.of even-
ings out.

Crime or the fear of crime had not dxscouraged,

, clty residents. from. spending their - evénings out
- ‘wherever tliey chose. Roughly three of every five in-
habitants normally sought their entertainment in the
city, about one in. five customarily patronized
establishments outside the city, and the ‘remainder
divided their mghts out between places of entertain-

© ment in the city and outside. The overwhelmmg ma- -

jority of those seeking entertainment either in-the
city or outside based: their choice.on factors wholly

unrelated -to crime, Thus, only 4 percent of those. -

who spent their evenings out away from the city did:

so mainly because of crime.in the city.

1o




- Local police performance

Following the  series of questions concerning
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 11
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 & 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 -determinants shaping attitudes  about
police performance,

How can the police improve?
. "Even among those rating the local police per-
formanceas good or ayerage; 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-
timization 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 improvemeént, some 42
percent suggested the area of operational practices
as most in need of betterment, 29 percent cited per-
sonnel resources, 19 percent named community 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 needed,

7For.most of this discussion, the eight specific response items .
. covered in Question 14b were combined into three categories, as

follows: Community. relations: (1) *Be more courteous, improve
attitude, community ‘relations” and (2) “Don’t discriminate:"
Operational practices: (1) "Concentrate on more important duties,
serious crime, etc.”;(2) "Be more prompt, responsive, alert™ (3)
"Need more traftic control™; and (4) »*Need more policemen of
particular type (foot, car) in certain areas or at certain times."
And, Personnel resources: (1) “Hire more policemen” and (2)
“Improve  training, raise qualifications .or pay. recruitment
policies.”



Appendix |’

Survey data tables

The 37 statistical data tables in this appendix p'r'é-' ’

sent the results of the QOakland attitudinal survey
conducted early in- 1974. They are: organized

topically, generally paralleling the report’s analyti-
cal discussion. For each subject, the data tables con-
sist of cross-tabulations of personal (or household)-.
characteristics and the relevant response categories. -
For a given population group, each- table displays-

the percent distribution of answers to a question.
All statistical data generated by the survey are

estimates that vary in their degree of reliability and .

are subject to variances, or errors, associated with
the fact that they were derived from a sample survey

rather than a complete enumeration. Constraints on:

interpretation and other uses of the data, as well as

guidelines for determmmg their reliability, are set =~
forth-in Appendix III. As a general rule, however,

estiniates based on zero or.on-about 10 or fewer sam-

ple cases have been considered unreliable, Such esti-

mates, qualified by footnotes to the data tables, were
not used for analytical purposes in this report. -

‘Each data table parenthetically displays the size -

of the group for which a distribution of responses

was calculated. As with the percentages; these base
figures are estimates. On tables showing the answers -

of individual respgndents (Tables 1—18 and
27-37), the figures reflect an adjustment based on

an independent post-Census estimate of the city's
I resident population. For data from household re-.
~ '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 sotrrce -of the data. As an expe-

-dient in-preparing tables, certain response categories.
were reworded andfor 'abbrev,iated. The question-
naire facsimile (Appendix :11) should be consulted -
~ for the exact wording of both the questions and the

response categories.  For questionnaire items that

carried the “instruction -“Mark ‘all ‘that apply,”

thereby enabling a respondent to furnish more than a

- single answer, the data tables reflect only the answer
de31gnated by the respondent as being the: most im-

portant one rather than all answers given..

The first six data tables were ‘used-in preparmg

the “Crime Trends” section “of the report. Tables

7-18 relate to the topic “Fear of Crime”; Tables

1930 cover “Residential Problems and Lifestyles”;

and the last seven tables dxsplay information: con-ﬁr“f
ceriting “Local Polxce Performance., ' ,
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‘Table 1. Direction of crime trends in the United States

Table 1. Direction of crime trends in the United States

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

Population characteristic ) Total Increased Same Decreased Don't knew Not available
11 persons (257,600) 100,00 0.0 11.3 2. 5.9 0.5

Sex

Male (118,000) 100.0 78,1 12.6 3.3 5.4 0.7

Female (139,700) . 100.0 al. 10.2 1.7 6.0 0.4
Race : .

White ilso'ooo) ~100.0 79.7 1.4 2.6 5.8 o.

Hlack (93,300 100.0 a1.2 10.8 2.4 5.0 0.6

Other (14,300 100.0 5.4 13,[; 31.3 9.7 20.2
Age '

16-19 (20,900 . 100.0 76.3 12.3 3.6 5.3 0.4

20-24 535,700 B 100.0 . 79.4 12.6 0.2 5.6 0.k

25-34 (53,700 100.0 78.8 : 12.9 2.7 5.1 10,5

35-49 &50,000; . 100.0 80.8 11.4 2.0 5.2 0.6

50-64 (55,300 100,0 ) 81.2 9.4 2.7 6.1 0.6

65 -and over (42,000) 100.0 80.5 9.6 2,2 7.0 0.6
Victimization experience . ) . : .

Not victimized (162,900) 100.0 i 78.3 12.4 2.3 6.3 0.7

Victimized (94,700) 100.0 . 83.0 9.2 2.7 L7 0.3
NOTE: Data based on question lOé. Detail may not add to tobal because of rqﬁnding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in‘the group. :

3Estimate, based on about 10-or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. - . :

Table 2. Direction of crime trends in the neighborhood
- Table 2, Direction of ¢rime frends in the neighborhood
{Percent distribution of responses for the population dge 16 and over)
Haven't: lived :
Populabion characteristic Total Increased Same Decreased here that long Dontt kaiow Not -available
Al pers'onsv (257,600) ) 100.0 38.7 36.1 7.0 7.3 10.6 0.3

Sex : . S : . o

Male (118,000) 100.0 38.9 37.2 7.5 TL7ad " 9.0 30.2

Female (139,700) : 100.0 38.6 - 35.2 6.5 7.k 11.9 0.3
Race ‘ . ‘ . : .

White: (150,000) 100.0 42,3 3.2 5.6 7.2 10.4 0.3

Hlack §93,3CO . 100.0 33.3 - 39.2- 9.4 1.5 10,2 Gk

Other (14,300 - 100.0 36.3 A 5.5 6.9 - 15.0 10.0
Age : ‘ C

16-19 (20,900) : < 100,06 38.7 ’ 36.6 9.3 7.8 . 30.

20-24, %35.700% 100.0 3.0 31,3 5.0 16,9 ) 13.'37 103

25-34. (53,700 100.0 vo35.8 35.9- 5.6 11:6 21.0 10,2

35+49 250,000; -2 100.0 %0.6 37.3 7.3 4.9 9.6 10.4

50-64 (55,300 . S 100.0 - 39.0 38,7 8.3 3.0 10.8 20,4

65 and over (42,000) - . 100.0 kA 35.8 7.2 1.8 12:6 10,2
Victimization experience R : ) : B

Not victimized (162,900) ©+.7100,0 35.) 38.7 7.2 buly . 12.0 O -

Victimized (94,700) 100.0 5" 8.7 6.6 B.g 8.2 10.;.‘ ;

NOTE: Data based on question 9a. Detail may not add to total becél;\se of roundin, » Fi ares & : ion i
IEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statisticallygunrei:ig.:;ig.m parentiioses refer to'population in the group.




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

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

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

Much more More About Tess Much less
Population charscteristic Total dangerous dangerous average dangerous . dangerous Not available
A11 persons {257,600) 100.0 1.0 5.6 . L5.7 36.1 10.3 1.4

Mala (]J.B,OOO) 100.0 1.1 5.3 3.6 37.7 1.2 1.3

Female (139,700) 100.0 - 0.9 5.9 L7.6 34.8 . 9.5 1.4
Race

White (150,000) 100.0 1.2 5.9 40.7 38.4 - 12,3 1.4

Rlack (93,300; 100.0 0.6 5.0 53.8 3.9 7.3 1.3

Cther (14,300 100.0 0.2 5.9 45.6 . 38.9 8.0 *1.3
Age

16-19 20,900; 100.0 11,1 8.0 Ll 35.9 9.8 0.9 -

20-2% (35,700 100.0 0.7 Tk 14.0 37.8 8.7 1.3

25-34 (53, 7003 100.0 1.1 5.5 44,9 36.3 10.8 1.3

35-49 (50,000 100.0 *0.5 4.7 4.4 35.4 11.8 1.2

50-6 (55,300) 100.0 1.1 4.8 55.3 7.8 9.8 1.2

65 and over §42,000) 100.0 1.3 4.9 48.7 33.1 10.0 ~ 2.0
Victimization experience .

Not vietimized (162,900) 100.0 0.8 hb 16.6 36.2 10.6 1.3

Victimized (94,700) 100.0 1.3 7.3 4.3 . 36.0 . 9.7 1.4
NOTE: Data based on guestion 12. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.

3Estimate, based on about 10 or. fewer sample cases, is stabistically unreliable. ’

Table 4. Place of residence of persons committing neighborhood crimes
Table 4. FPlace of residence of persons committing neighberhood crimes
(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over)

’ No neighborhood People living . Equally o . 8
Population characteristic Total crime here Qubsiders by both Don't know. Not -available
AL1 persons .(257,600) 100.0 . 2.6 16.8 549 Th . 27.3 1.0

Sex . : ) .
Male (118,000} 100.0 :2:5 16.8 L46.6 : 8.5 24.6 1.0
Femsle (139,700) = 100.0 2.8 . . 16.8 43.5 6.5 S 29.5 1.0
Race ’ : ) . ’
White (150,000) 100.0 1.8 1B . 48.% 5.7 27,k 0.9
Black (93, 300 100.0 4.0 19.2 38.7 - 10.4 26.6 1.2
) Other 14,300 : 100.0 2.4 12.5 48.6 5.9 : 30.4 0.2
Age ‘ ‘ : : - L
16-19 (20, 900 100.0 2,0 26.5 43.0 10.9 17.2 0.4 =
20-24 35.700 100.0 . 1.3 24h.7 39.4 7.7 26.0 0.9
25-34 53,700 o 100.0 1.9 21.2 .4 8.2 26.2 1.2
35-49 100.0 3.1 15.9 48,6 12 243 1.G: .
50-61, (55,300 100.0 2.8 11.6 L6.0 1.5 3.2 0.9 -
65 ‘and over (42,000 100.0 4.3 8.0 £9.2 4.5 33.0 1.0: -
Victimization experience ) - .
Not victimized (162,900) 100.0 3.2 . 213. 1,, 45.8 7.2 29,4 1.0
Victimized '(94,700) . ) 1.00,0 1.7 22,8 | 43.3 7.8 23, O.

NOTE: ~ Data based on question 9c.. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to, population in the group.
YEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statmtica].]y unreliable. . : -

SI
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Table 5. Change in the chances of being aitacked or robbed

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

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

Population characteristic Total Going up Same Going down No opinion Not available
ALl persons (257,600) 100.0 63.7 26.7 ’ 5.2 41 0.3
Sex
Male (118,000} 100.0 58,9 3.1 6.1 3.5 0.3
Female {139,700) 100.0 67.9 23.0 Lok 4.5 0.3
Race )
White (150,000) 100.0 68,1 23.6 7% 3.6 0.
Black (93,300; 100.0 57.7 30.1 7.3 Lok 0.5
Other (14,300 100.0 53, 37.1 2.9 7.0 0.
Age )
16-19 (20,900 100.0 52,8 32,9 10.7 2.4 10.1
20-2) {35,700 100.0 60.5 29.% 6.2 41 30,1
25-34 (53,700 100.0 62,7 28.9 5.5 2.6 30.3
35-49 (50,000 100.0 65,2 26.0 L3 4.0 30,5
5064 (55,300) 100.0 68.3 22,9 3.8 ko7 0.3
65 and over (42,000) 100.0 65,3 24,7 3.9 5.5 20,5
Victimization experience .
Not. victimized (162,900) 100.0 61.5 - 27.8 5.2 5.1 0.4
Victimized (9%, 700) 100.0 67.5 ‘2.9 5.0 2L 10,2

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

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

Table 6. Sericusness of the crime prohlem relative to what newspapers and television repert i

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

Population characteristic Totel Less serious ) Same More serious No. opinion © Not available
M1 persons (257,600) 100.0 - g8 57,8 37.6 A 0.5
Sex . ‘ :
Male (118,000) . 100.0 10.8 ‘16.8 37.0 k9 0.5
Female (139,700) . ' 100.0 7.1 o 5B.6 38,0 7 5.8 0.5
Race R . .
White {150,000) 100.0 L 9.6 : 16.6 38.6 : L5 0.4
Elack 93,300; 100.0 7.8 7.4 38.7 ’ 5.k 0.7
Other (14,300 © 100.0 6.6 ) 62,1, 25.8 ' " 5.2 : 0.2
Age ' ‘ : i
16-19 (20,900 : : 100.0 11.0 3.7 39.4 b5 20,3
20-2k (35,700 . 100.0 ‘ 12,7 44,3 37.3 5.0 0.7
25-34. (53,700 100.0 ¢ 1.5 48,1 3h.8 5.1 10,4
35-49 ESO'OOO} S 100.0 T 8.5 48,9 37.9 4.3 *0.4,
50-64 (55,300 . 100.0 5.6 A3 [N 5.3 10,3
65 and over (42,000) 100.0 5.4 49:6 . 7.9 0.8
Victimization experience ‘ . . - .
Not victimized (162,900) 100.0 . 8.2 50,0 : 35,0 - 6,2+ i 0.6

Vietimized (94,700} ) 100.0 . 9.8 43.9 42,0 - 4.1 . 0.3

NOTE: Data based on question 15b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding,  Figures in parentheses refer io poiaulatién in the group. '
1Estimate, based on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases; is statistically unreliable. , . . .

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

Table 7, ‘Fear of going into parts of the metropolitan area during the day

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

Population characteristic . Total Yes ~ 'No Not available
A1L persons {257, 660) . 100.0 1 15.9 80.8 w3
Sex : .
Male (11g,000) 100.0. S 12,5 85.3 - 2.2
Female (139,700) 100,0 18.8 77.0 b2
Wtﬁ.te (150,000) 100.0 18.8 7.1 %
Hlack §93,3003 ’ 100.0 1.3 86.8 1.9
Other (14,300) - 100.0 16.3 80.6 3.0
Age N ; g
16-19 (20,900) ° 100.0 13.8 83.0. 3.3
20-24 (35,790) - 100.0 12.8 8l 2.9
25-34 {53,700 1m.0 13.8 83.6 . 2.6
35-49 (50,000 100.0 16.9 80.0 3.1
50-64, 55,300 1C0.0 18.8 77.8 3.4
65 and over (42,000) 100.0 17.6 78.0 L.5
Victimization experience ' X .
Not victindzed (162, 900) 100.0 1sa5° 82,2 3.3
Victimized (94,700) 100.0 18.4 78.% : 3.1

NOTE: Data based on question 13a. ~Detail may not add to total becatise of round:mg Figures N i
in parentbeses refer to population in the group. :

Table 8. Fear of going to pérts of tlte'metrdpolitan area at night

g

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

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

Population characteristic w0 Tobal C Yes No.. . Vol available i
AL persons. (257,600) . 100.0 25.8 62.8 R T < % .

Sex - : X : . ' o B
Male (118,000) . 100.0 2.5 67.1 Tl =
Female (139,700) T100.0 L 26 59.2 U7
eite 150,000) ' 10000 2709 5.3 . 1a.m
Hack 93,,3003 ) ) 100.0 23,3 670 Gy
Other (14,300 Y 100.0 211 69.2 " - 9.4

Age o e Seo S
16-19 (20,900 S0 100.0 27.9 63.7 g4
20-24 (35,700 - 1000 25.9 63,8 10.3 .
25.31 (53,700 » g 100.0 26.9 6.6 ‘8.5
35449 (50,000 ~ 100.0°° . '.28.0 61,4 10,4
50-6L. (55,300 - ©i0 00,0 27.2 59.4 v 13.4
65 and over (42,000) L “100.0 29:1 65.4 15,5 .7

o Victimization experience : ’ 9 L ’

Not. victimized (162,900) 100.0 2,8 65,8 1.4

" Victimized (94,700) 100.0 PR+ 56 57.7 ‘11.3

MNOTE: ' Data based on quest:.on iﬁb. Detail may not add to total because of round:.ng. ‘Figures.
in paren’cheses refer to population in’the! group. )
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Table 9. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day

Table 9. - Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day

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

Population characteristic ' Tobal Very safe Reasonably safe’ Somewhat unsafe Véry unsafe Not available

<A1 persons (257,600) .~ 100.0 45.1 B WA , 8.4, 2.8 0.4
Sex . . .
Male (118,000) ~100,0 58,4 i 35,2 . k7 1.3 R Y )
Female (139,700) - . - 100,0 . 33.8 . - . 0 50,3 » 11.5 : 4O A
Race : : . : L . . ‘
White. (150, 000) 100.0 45,0 C42.3 9.2 3.2 0.4
Hack 293, 3003 100.0 45.6° 1.6 7.3 2.1 0.4
Other (14,300 100.0 42,2 16,8 7.6 2.6 20.7
Age. ’ : . . “
16-19 (20,900 . .- 100,0 53.1 .. . © 40.3 Loy 2,0 10.1
20-24, (35,700 : 100.0 © 53 . 39.0 5,2 2.1 0.3
25-34 (53,700 : . : 100.0 ©5k.8 - 38.3 5.0 1.6 *0.3
35-49 (50,000 : 100.0 46,6 L b2 ) 6.9 1.8 20,4
50-64 (55,300 s 100.0 39.0 45.9 11,9 2,8 305
65 and over (42,000) 100,0 L27.6 51,0 .4 6.3 10,6
Victimization experience ' : i [E . : . : . : '
Not victimized (162, 900) : 100.0 b5 4.1 : 8 T 2,5 . 0.5

Victimized (94,700) , 100.0 4.0 Lok ; S Bk 3.2 , ST a3

NOTE: Data~ bésed on question 11b., Detail niay not add to ‘total becsuse of rounding, Figures in parenthesés refer. to pbpulatibh in the group. :
1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.  : - o . L

¢
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Table 10. Neighborhood safety whén out a}lona during the day

Table 10,  Neighborhood safety when ‘out alone during the day

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

availablg )

Population characteristic Total - Very safe Reasonably. safe Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe "Not
Sex and age
Male . A
16-19 (9,900) 100.0 - 7.7 26,3 11.0 11,0 - 30.0
20-24 (16,100 100.0 69.2 27.6 1.9 10.8 10,6
25-34 26 100 100.0 68.3 28.3 2.1 10,8 30,5
35=49 23,h00 100.0 58,5 35.8 - 3.9 1.3 < 30,4
50-64 (25,600 ) 1000 51.0 - 40.8 6.6 L.l 20.5
65 and over (16,800) 100.0 36.0 49.2 11.5 2,9 0.4
Female ) ) ‘ : : : B
16-19 (11,000) : ..100,0 36.4 52,9 7.5 2.9 30,3
20-2}, 19,600) 100.0 40.3 48,4 7.9 3.3 10.2
25-3l; +(27,600) » +100,0 542.1 7.7 7.8 2.3 0.1
35-49 ézé 600; ) 100.0 . -36.% 51.5 9.6 2.3 10.5
50-6;. (29,800 100.0 28.7 50,2 16.5 4.2 10,14
65 and over (25,200):- . . = 100.0 22.0 52,2 16.4 8.6~ 10.8
Race and age R S
16-19 (8,900) . .100.0: 52,9 40,8 b2 11,8 . 10.4
20-24(19,000) . .. ‘ 100.0 55.9 36.8 5.7 1.3 30,3
25-3k (29,7003 : S 100.0 59.3 3L.6 © L6 1.2 30,2
35-49- (25,200 _ ©71100.0 48,3 42.5 6.8 2.1 30,0
50-64 (31»,500) ' v 100.0 . 39,2 ¢ 1.7 12.5 3.2 10,5
65 and over (32, aoo) - ) 100.0 - 27.3 50.1 149 7.0 30,7
Hack - ‘ : B . : : SR
16-19 (10, 500 2 100.0 52,8 39.6 5.2 12,5 130.0 -
" 20-2), (13,800 ~ 100.0 49.8 13.5 S RO 2,6 20.2
25-34 (21,400 100.0 - " 50.6. K.k 5.6 2.0 0.4
35-49 (21,500 100.0 16.3 1.7 7.0 31, 2¢ S10,9 -
5061 (18, 5 400 , 100.0 39.1° 57.9 -10:.8 - hag 10.3
65 and over (7,800) : 100.0 27.9 . L5 0.4

=
T

1 &=
ool
N
-2

NOTE: - Data based on question 11b. - Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Flgures in parentheses ‘refer to populat:.on in the group

1Estimate; based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is stabistically u.nrel:.able

“
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" Table 11. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day

Table 11. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day

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

Pdpulation characteristic

Total Very safe - Reasonably safe Somewhat unsafe Very-unsafe Not available
Race, sex, and age
White

Male ) ;
16-19 53,900) 100.0 70,0 28.4 11.6 10.0 ¥0.0
20~24 (9,100) 100.0 70.1 26.8 31.7 0.7 10,7
25-34 (15,1003 100.0 68.6 28.0 2.6 10,6 10.2
35~49 §12, 200 100.0 59.6 35.1 3.8 1.5 10,0
50-64 (15,800) . 100.0 51.1 39.8 6.8 *1.6 20.6
65 and over (12,800) 100.0 34.2 50.8 11.7 2.8 0.5

Female : - .
16-19 55,0003 100.0 39.4, 50.6 4.2 3.1 30.6
20-24, (9,900 100.0 42,8 k5.9 9.4 21.9 10,0
2534 -(14,600) 100.0 49.8 1.5 6.7 1.8 30,2 -
35-49 (13,000) 100.0 37.8 49.5 9.5 C 3.2 10,0
50-61: (18,700) 100.0 S 29.1 L8.7 17.k . 2 K5 30,3
65 and over (20,100) 100.0 22.8 49,7 16.9 - 9.7 10.8

Black . . i :

Male : :
16-19 (5,3oo§ 100.0 72.9 2.6 10.6 11.9 0.0
20-2L (5,800 100.0 66.2 30,1 12,1 21,1 10,5
25-34 (9,800) 100.0 70.2 26,3 116 30,9 0.9
35-49 &9,7003 100.9 58,7 35,1 4.3, 11,3 - 10,6
50-61 (8,600 . 100.0 51,5 WhE 6.1 10,3, %0,
65 and over (3,200) - 100,0 4.5 42,6 12,0 4.0 10,0

Female ’ i : .

< 16-19 (5,300g 100.0 32.7 54,5 L 9,8 . 3,1 10,0
20-2k (8,000 100,0 37.7 53.3 " 5.3 23,77 10.0
25-3), En,éoo) 100.0° 33.9 54.3 8.9 122,9: 10,0
35-49 (11,800) 100.0 36.0 52.6 9.2 31,10 31,1
50-61. (9,800) 100.0° 28.3 53.3 14.9 -0 3301 %0.3
65 and over (4,600) 100.0 18.5 62.7 13.2 5.9 20,7

NOTE:  Data based on question 11b.’ Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

Figures in

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

‘parentheses refer 0 population in the group.
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Table 12. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night

Table 12, Neighborhood safety when out alone at night’

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

Population characteristic ‘ y Total Very safe Reasonably safe Somewhat tnsafe Very unsafe Not .available
A1 persons (257,600) 100.0 12.8 " 33.9 . 243 28,6 : . 0.4

Sex ’ :
Male (118,000) 100.0 B 2.1 £3.2 1.5 13.8 0.4
Female (139,700) ; 100.0 - 5.7 2.1 26.6 [Ny 0.k,

Race ' ’
White (150,000) ' 100.0 12,3 31.0 ) 24.9 31,6 0.4
Hlack 93'390§ ,7100.0 R T A ; 38.0 o 22,2 24.8 0.6
Other (14, 3Q0 ) . 100.0 8.9 - 3‘8.2 31,7 21'.1 20,2

Age o
1619 (20,900 100.0 17.7 39.0. . » 23.4 19.5 0.4
20-2), (35,700 . 100.0 16:1 38.2 ' 24.8 20.8 20.2
25-34 (53,700 100.0 18.2 40.0 23.1 - 18.3 30,5
35-49 (50,000) . ) 100.0 B ) CE7.0 25.1 23.0 0.6
50-6k (55,300 100.0 8.9 3t.3 25.3 34.3 +0.2

: 65 and over (42,000) 100.0 3.9 20,0 23,4 52.1 0.7

Victimization experience L T . . :
ot victimized (162,900} ; 100.0 : 12.2 34. 9 2L.3 28.1 - 0.5
Victimized (9%4,700) 100.0° 13.8 32,3 24,2 29.4 T 70,3

NOTE: 'Da’c,a based on question 1lla. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. ' Figures in parentheses refer to popillatibn in the group,
3Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. - S ’ —




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)

Population characteristic Total Very safe’ Reasonably safe Somewhat unsafe Very. unsafe Not available
Sex and age
Male
16-19 (9,900) 100.0 30.6 48.5 15.5 5.1 0.3
20-24 (16,1.00) 100.0 28.3 48.1 17.3 5.9 0.4
25-34 26,1003 100.0 27.9 50.3 15.6 5.6 10.6
35-49 (23,400 100.0 22.3 45.1 2. 10.6 20,5
50-64 (25,600) 200.0 14.1 404 26.8 18.5 20.2
65 and over (16,800) 100.0 6.9 26.1 30.4 36.2 10.4
Female
16-19 gll,ooo) 100.0 6.1 30.4 30,5 32.4 *0.6
20-24 (19,600) 100.0 6.0 30.0 31.0 33.0 30.0
25-34 (27,600) ] 100.0 9.0 30.2 30.2 30.3 20.3
35-49 526,600) 100.0 7.2 29.8 28.5 33.9 20,7
50-64 (29,800) 100.0 4.5 23.4 24,1 47.9 20,1
65 and over (25,200) 100.0 1.8 15.8 18.7 62.8 0.9
Race and age
White ) - s :
16-19 (8,900) , 100.0 18.1 35.5 2.8 20.9 0,7
20-24 (29,000 g 100.0 15.0 37.0 25.3 22.7 20,2
25-3 (29,700} - 100.0 ~19.6 38.8 241 17.3 20.1
35-49 (25,200 100.0 14,5 34.3 26.8 241 0.4
50-64 (34,500 . 100.0 8,7 28.9 25.8 36,4 30.2
65 and over (32,800) 100.0 3.9 18.8 23.0 53.5 1108
Hlack S
16-19 (10,500) - -100.0° 18.0 40.9 20.8 20,0 10,3
20-24 (13,800 100.0 18.1 38.9 23,5 19.4 20,2
25-34 (21,400 ~ 100.0 174 50.9 2.4 19.2 31.0
35-49 (21, 500 ) 100.0 15.5 40.6 S22 21,8 0.9
5064+ (18, 400) : 100.0 9.1 35.3 23.7 31.8 *0.2
65 and over (7,800) 100.0 4.0 24.3 22.9 48,3 *0ik

NOTE: Data based on queétion 11a. - Detail may not add to total because of. rounding.. 'Figures in parentheses refer to population in the gfo,up.

YEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 14. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night

Table 14. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night

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

Population characteristic ) Total Very safe Reasonably safe Somewhat unsafe. Very unsafe Not ~available
Race, sex, and age
White

Male : ’ ;
16-19 (3,900) 100,0 33.0 2.6 19.7 13.9 20.8
20-24, (9,100) 100.0 24,1 49.3 19:4 6.8 20.3
25-3) (15,100) 100.0, 28,2 47.6 18.2 6.0 10,0
35-49 12,200; 100.0 21.9 1.9 23.7 12.0 10,5
50-6L (15,800 100.0 13.6 38.6 28.1 19,5 10,2
65 and over (12,800) 100.0 7.2 " 24,0 30.4 37.9 10.5

Female ’ L ) : :
16-19 (5,000) 100.0 6.3 29,9 28.9 34.3 20.6
20-2k (9,900) 100.0 6.6 25.7 30.6 37.1. 10,0
25-34 (14,600 ~ 100,00 10.8 29.8 30.3 29,0 10,2
35-49"(13; 000 100.0 7.5 27.1 29.6 35¢5 c3g20
50-64 (18,700 - 100.0 b7 20.7 23.9 50,7 0.2
65 and- over (20,100) 100.0 1.8 15,5 18.3 63.4 T30

Hlack : ) : ‘

Male ~ : . L ) - :
16-19 (5,300) 100.0 29.2 53.4 1i.4 6.0 20.0.
20-24 (5,800) : 100.0 34.0 6.7 13.4 5.3 30,5 ¢
25-34 {9,800 100.0 29.1 53.7 11.9 3.8 31,6
35-49 (9, 700 - 100.0 25.4 L8.5 16,9 - 8.6 0,6
50-64 (8,600 100.0 4.7 hha6 23.8 16.6 30,3
65 and over (3,200) 100.0 16.9 35.8 24.9 32,4 20,0 4

Female : ) . .
16-19- (5300; : 100.0 6.8 28,5 30.3 33.9 *0.6°
20-24 (8,000 100.0 6.5 32.8 - 30.9 29,7 30,0
25-34 (11,600) 100.0 7.6 30.1 29.5. 32,3 . 30.6 -
35-49 (11,800) 100.0 oy 34.1 24.7 32.8 AL
50-64.(9,800) ) ©y 0 100.0 k2 27.0 23,7 45:L 0.0
65 and over (J4,600) i ‘1 100.0 2.1 1601 21.6 59.5 0.7

NOTE: 'Data based on question 1la. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. -Figures in parentheses refer to population‘in' the  group.
}Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.. ' g e
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Table 15. Neighborhobd dangerous enough
to consider moving elsewhere

Table 15. - Neighborhood dangerous enough to. consider moving elsewhere

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

Population characteristic Total Yes _ No Not available
M1 persons (136,800) 100.0 22,1 75.6 _ 2.3
e (43, 900) ’ 200.0 25,1 72.3 2.5
~ Female (9%, 900) 100.0 20.7 77.1 2.2
Race
White (ss,ooo; 100.0 24.6 73.0 2.4
Hack (44,200 100.0 18,5 79.3 2,2
Other (7,600) 100.0 145 83.0 12,5
Age
16-19 (9,000) 100.0 19.3 77.8 12.8
20-2% (16,300 100.0 . 275 70.9 11,5
25-3L, (22,400 : . 100.0 23.5 T3 2,2
35-49 (24,100 100.0 23.5 7%.0 2.5
50-64 (33,200 100.0 214 75.5 3.0
65 and over (31,800) 100.0 118.5 79.6 1.8

Victimization experience
Not victimized (85 700) 100.0

2.6
Victimized (51,000) 100.0

1.9

NOTE: Data based on quesf,ion lic. Detail may not add to total beca\me of .rounding. - Figures
in parentheses refer to population in the group.
1Est:unate, based on about 10 or fewer sample, cases, is statmtically ufreliable.
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Table 16. Limitation or change in activities because of fear of crime

Table 16, Iimitation oar ve in activities because of féar of crime

(Percent distribution of yeuponses for the populaticn age 16 and over)

People in general ) People in neighborhood Personal

Population characteristic Total ' Yes No . Not available Total Yes No Not available Tot al Yes - No Not available
" K11 persons (257;600) 100.0 - 86.7..0 121 - L2 100.0  46.1. ‘29.2 Ch 10007 B2 4Tk S0
Male (JJ.B,O’)O) ’ 100.0 85.5 13.3 1.2 100.0 65.5 30. 4 4.1 100.0 42,0 57,6 0.4
Female (" "19,700) 100.0 87.8 11.0 1.2 100.0 66.7 28.2 5.2 * 100,0 60.7 38.9 . 0.4
Race . . C - ’ . : i )
White (150,000} 100.0 88.2 10.6 1.2 100.0  : 67.7 27.0 5.3 100.¢°  -53.2 56.5 0.3
Hlack 93,300; 100.0 83.9 14.8 1.3 100.0 61,0 324 3.6 100.0 © .51.0 48.3 0.7
Other (14,300 100.0 89.1 10.0 10.9 100.0 64.2 3.2 4.6 100.0 48.5 51i5 30.0
Age ) . : . . . . . -
16-19 (20,900 100.0 82.0 17.0 1.0 100.0 . 62.5 35.5 2.0 100.0 k2.l 5k 0.1
2024 (35,700 . 1000 83.2 15.8 1.0 - 100.0 60.0 34.9 5.1 00,0 - 43,6 55.9 30,5
2:+3) (53,700 : 100.0 84.8 1447 0.6 300.0° " :60.6 33.0 6.4 200.0 - 46.0 53.6 L. 20,5
3549 50'000 100.0 86.7 2.1 1.3 - 300.0 - 68.5 27.5 4.0 100.0 50.5 48.7 0.8
50-64 (55,300 100.0 9.9 7.8 1.4 “100.0 n.2 2.7 bk 1.00.0 60,0 39.8 10,2
65 and over (42,000) 100.0 . 89.2° 8.8 2.0 100.0 - 70.7 24.2 5.1 100.0 - 63.7 - 359 10.4
Victimization experience ) . ) . . : |
Not victimized (162,900) 100.0 86,6 12.0 1.4 100.0 65.5 29.9 ) 100.0 - 5L.L 48.5 0.5
Victimized (9;700) 100.0- 8,9 12.2 0.9 100,0 . 67.2 28,0 L8 1000 © 54.0 458 0.l

MOTE: Data based on quest:.ons 162, 16b and ibe, . Dotail may not add to total because of rounding. . Figures in parentheses refer to population in the.
Sroup. - : )
*Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases,. is statistically unrel:mble i
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Table 17. Personal limitation or change in activities
because of fear of crime

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

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

Population characteristic Total No Not available
Sex and age
Male
16-19.(9,900) 100.0 68,7 20.0
20-2k glé ,100) .100.0 68.8 10,8
o e R g5
BLEE w0 E IR
over B LA .0 .
Pemal :
eilé-:is) (11, ooo% 100.0. 47.2 10,3
20-2;, (19,600 100.0 45.3 10.3.
25234 E27,6oog 100.0 42,6 20,3
. 35-49 (26,600 100,0 39.2 10.6
5064 (29,800) 100.0 33.3 0.3
65 and over (25,200) 100.0 32,5 10,6
Race ‘and age . ’
White : '
16-19 (8, 900) 100.0 40.8 59.2 10,0
- 20-24 (19,000 100.0 bha6 5h.7 10.6
25-3L (29,700 100.0 42,3 - 57k 10.3
35-49 25,2003 -100.0 49.9 49.6 30.5
50-64 (34,500 100.0 60.8 © 39,1 10,1
65 and over (32,800) 100.0 65.9 33.9 10,2
Hlack e . DA A
16519*\10;500) - 100,07 3.6 56,1 30,3
20-24 (13,800§ 100.0 50.9 58.7 10.%
25-34 ézl 4400 100.0 5240 46.9 10,7
35-49 (21,500 100,0 50:k 48.3 31,3
50-64 (18 400 100.0 59.4 40.3 30,3
65 and over (7,300) 100.0 56.6 42, 2y 1.2

NOTE: ‘Data based on ques’r.:.on 16c:
in.parentheses refer to population in the group.

Detail may not: add to total because: of roundmb

Figures

1Estimate, based on zero or-on about 10 or fewer sample cases, -is stat:.stlca]ly unrellable



Tabie 18.. Personal limitation or change in actlwtles ‘
because of fear of crime

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

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

Population characteristic Total ‘ Yes o Not availsgble
Race, sex; and age
White .

Male =
16-19 53',9003 . 100.0 28.4 71.6 10,0
20-24 (9,100 100.0 33.7 65.6 0.7
25-34, 215,100 100.0 - 32.8 67.2 0.0
35-49 (12,200 -100.0 - 39.2 -60.% 10.8
50-64. (15, . +'100.0 52,1 47.9 31.0.0
65 and over (12 800) 100.0 61.6 38.4 0.0

Female : 5 ‘
16-19 5,0003 100.0 50.6 b9k 10.0
20-24 (9,900 100.0 5k Lhe7 0.6
25-34 (14,600 100.0 52.1 47.3 0.6
35-49 (13,000 100.0 59.9 39.9 10.2
50-64, (18,700) 100.0 68.2 31.6 2 0.2
65 and over (20 100) C .. 100.0- 68,7 .. 31.0 3.0.3

Black , .

Male : , : : S :
16-19 (5,300 1000 32,2 67.8 0.0
20-24 (5,800 . - 100.0 2.6 (R 11.0
25-3% (9,800 -.100.0 36.9 61.6 11.6
35-49 (9,700 - '100.0 39.2 59.1 11,6
50-64 (8,600). : 100.0 52.5 7.5 1 0.0
65 and over (3,200) ; . .100,0 52.5 47.5 1 0.0

Female ) : R R :
16-19 (5, 30,0; . 7100.0 - 5ke9 L5 30.6
20-24.(8,000) ) -100.0 52.8 47.2 10.0
25-34 u,éoo; 100.0 65.6 3hly . 20.0
35-49 (11,800 : 100.0 ©59.7 39.3" 1l
50-64 (9,800) 100.0 65:4 33.9 10,6
65 and over: (4,600) 100.0 59 38.5 12,0

NOTE: ' Data based on question 16¢. Detail may not add to total becatise of round:mg Figures :
in parentheses refer to bopulation in the group
3Estimate, based on zero” or on about 10-or fewer sample cases, is statlst:.ca].‘l.y unrel:uable




Table 19. Most important reason for sele;évtin};{\’present neighborhood

Tatle 19. Most dmportant resson for selecting ‘p,ms/'ent neighborhood ) X .

(Percent distribution of ‘answers by househald respondents) :

Always lived:in Neighborhood Safe from Lack of Ghax?acteristicﬁ Other and

LT

Househald characteristic Total - neighborhood characteristics QGood schools crime choice Right price Location “of house riot available
A1: housebolds (75, 000) 100.0 3.5 17.4 1.6 3.1 10.7 17.2 2.5 13.6, 7.4
Race C ) .
Wiite z,2,3003 100.0 4.1 16.6 1.4 3.5 7.2 16.7 30.1 13.3 7.2
Black (30,200 100.0 2.6 18.7 1.7 . 2.6 15.9 18.3 18.0 iL.5 i
Cther (3,400) 100.0 13,2 16.3 13,8 13, 9.6 13.1 3.4 9.6 16,7
Anmual: family income : : Do
Less than $3,000 (13,900) 100.0 3.6 13.1 2.3 2.5 4.4 19.5 23.9 12.5 8.2
$3, 000-37, 499 220,600) 100.0 3.0 15.7 10,8 2.1 13.9 21.9 2.7 101 7.9
$7, 500-$9,999. (9,000) 100.0 Lok 14.3 - 1.3 6.0 9.6 18.5 26.1 hTA 5.3
$10, 000-31%, 999 21&,300) 100.0 3,3 20.2 11.3 4.0 9.2 15.4 25.8 kol 6.9
$15,000-$24,999 (8,600) 100.0 13, 22,0 12,2 12,7 5.3 kel 26,2 18.9 6.0
$25,000 or more (2,700} 100.0 12,0 C 2.2 T pb 10.8 1.8 14,1 37.2 16.4 t 6.7
Not available (6,800) -100.0 4.6 2.3 123 131 10.3 777 2.0 C116.8 9.7
. Victimization experience . R y
Not victimized (44,000) 100.0 3.5 17.9 1.8 3.0 1.1 16.7 25.) 13.9 6.6
Victimized (31,900) 100.0 3.4 16.8 1.4 3.2 10.3 17.8 i 25,5 13.2 [
NOTE: Data based on question 2a. -Detail may not add to totel-ﬁecause of rounding. Figures din parentheses refer to households in the group. . .- .
1Estimate, based on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelisble. : = ’
Table 20. Most important reason for leaving former residence
- Table 20. . Mosh important reésoﬁ for leaving former résidence
{Percent distribution of answers by hbusehold respondents) =
o R Living * - - Taflux - Gther.
: Characteristics Wanted better Wanted cheaper SN arrangements _of bad Neighborhood - - - and not .
Househald characteristic Total ~Location of house house house Forced out - changed ¢lements - Crime . characteristics.. available R
411 househalds (76,000) 100.0. 19,0~ 13.0 16,2 - 7.8 L 16.8 L1033 0 62 92
Race , ‘ : . . :
White 42,300; 1000 . 22.6 12.3 15.2 8.1 6.6 15. L2 3.1 5.8 9.
Black (30,200 100.0 13.2 -13.9 - 38.5 51 8,5 18.3 1.0 3.8 6.9 8.5
Gther (3,400) 100.0 - 25:.0 V) 9.0 /A 16.8 A5 20.7 12.3 13.5 13.7
Annudl family incame B . . - S : .
Less than 33,000 (13,900) 100.0. . 19:0 S 9.9 1Lig - 1205 152 10.6 k2 5.5 . 10.1
$3,000-87,49% 220,600) 100,00 19.2 12.9 S 9:2 7.8 18.3 1. 3.8 5.4 9l
$7,500-$9,999 (9,000) 100.0 © 18.7 10.5 18.9 9.3 .- 6.0 16,9 - ..-11.3 ) 7.0." 7.3
£10,000-514,999 (14, 300) 100.0 ~ -18.0. 13.7 18,4 49 6.1 19,5 A 4.0 6.7 7.1
$15,000-324; 999 8,6003 100.0 ~ 16.0" 17.0 23.9. 5.8 . 7% :3 20,600 112 b Nl
$25,000 or more (2,700) 100.0 © 294 14.0 23.9° 1.0 12,0 17.2 = *3,00.0 20,0 4.3 ?7.0
Not available {(6,800) 200.0 0.7 12:7 EECNE T 5.9 21 r09 | 10 7.9 13.9-
Victimization expérience : : Lo L ] S : g
Not. victimized (4%,000) 100.0 A9k 35,00 A7.5: 82 7.5 2159 1.1 2.5 5.2 8.9
| Victimized (31,9005 100.0 18.4 11.6 4.5 - 7.3 7.2 18.? l.lv : 4;5 5 7 9.5

¢

§o

R .. NOTE; Data based on question 4. Detail may not edd’to ‘total because of rounding.  Figures i p
N v - Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer semple cases, is sbabtistically unreliable.

arentheses

réfer Xo households in the groups
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‘Table 21. Whether or not there are undesnrable
neighborhood characterlstlcs

Table.21. Whether or not there are undesirable neighbm'hood characteristics

{Percent distribution of answers by household respondents)

Househeld characteristic Total Yes No Not availsble -

A1 households. (133,300) 100.0 . 38.0 ~6L6 : 0.3
Hace : . ’
White 79.7003 100.0 /1.0 58,6 0.4
Black {47,600 : ©100.0 34.1 65,7 10.3
Other. (5,900) 100.0 30,0 70.2 | : 10.0 . ]

Annual family income . ;o ‘
Less. than $3,000: (22, 400) ' .100.0 36.2 63.4 20,4 . ) :
$3,000-$7,499 236,5003 . 100.0 37.1 62.5 10.3 L S ’
$7,500-%9, 999 (14, 500 100.0 39.7 60.3 . 10,0 ° ) : .
$10, G00-$14, 999 Eza,éoog 100.0 1.9 58.0 10,1
$15,000-824,999 (15,900 100.0 39.6 . 59.9 : 0.4
$25,000 or more {5,400) 100.0 36.0 > 63.6 10.6
Not available (11,,100) 100.0 33,4 - 65.6 , 0.9

Victimization experience . . .

Not. victimized (83,700) 100.0 32.0 67.5 0.4
Victintzed (49,600) -, w00 . ks sy 102

NOTE: " Data based on question 5a. Detail may not add to total becsuse of rounding. Figures
in parentheses refer to households in the group.
1Estimate, based on. zero or.on abaut 10 or fewer sample cases, is statlstically unreliables

Table 22. Most important nelghborhood problem

Table 22.° Most lmportant neighborhood problem

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents)

Brvirorimental Publie TInadequate Influx of  Problems with Other and
Household characteristic . Total Traffic, parking  problems v Crime transpurtati‘on schodls; shopping - bad .elements neighburs_ not available
A1% househiolds (50,700) ©.200.0 2 26.8 ... 28.0 2.3 : : 2.8 6.7 -15.5 8.2
Race . . k X }
White 232.7003 100.0 9.7 242 30.7 2.4 2.4 8.2 1.6 7.8
Hiack, (16,200 . 100.0 9.9 32.4 23.0 2.1 3.8 S 4.0 15.6 9.1
Other (1,800) . 100.0 18,1 25,1 4.8 11.7 0.0 13,0 30.9 26,7
: Annual family incame . ) : E
Less than $3,000 (8,100) - 100.0 6.2 26.5 31k S1.9 12,5 9.0 14.8 7.9
$3,000-$7, 499 (13,600) 100.0 7.1 6.4 31.7 1,2 2.8 9.5 13.9 Tk
$7, 500-89, 999- (5, 700) : +100.0 13.4 29.3 24,6 13,5 13,0 12,0 18.4 5.9
$10,000-81%, 999 (10,300) 100.0 13.7 25.9 26.4 1.7 2.9 6.6 15.0 79
$15,000-$24,999 .(6,300) S 100.0 11.3 28,5 23.9 13,0 . 13,3 1.1 17.7 8.1
<+ $25,000 or more (1,9 ) 100.0 12.4 27.5 . 20.2 19,8 1.6 12,6 13,0 13,0
Not available {4,700) 100.0 7.2 25,2 28.4 “.9 2.1 5.3 16.9 12.9
Victimization expenence . : o
Not..victimized. (26,800 .. 1100.0 9.5 29,2 " 22,3 2.9 3.6 7.8 18,200 8.5 -
Victimized (23, 900) 100.0 10.0 2.2 34.5 ‘15 1.8 - 5.k U7 8.0

NOTE: Data based. on question 5a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. FJ.gures in parentheses refer to households in the group. . A o
1Estimate, based on zero or on .about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelisble, . . FE
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Table 23. 'W,hether or not myaior food shopping
done in the neighborhood

Table 23, ' Whether or not food shopping done in the neighborhood
(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents)

Household characteristic Total Yes No Not availshle
ALl households. (133,300) 100.0 7.2 22,2 0.6
Race
White (79, 7003 100.0 az.2 i7.2 0.7
Black {47,600 100,0 68.2 3.3 0.5
Other (5,900) 100.0 83.3 16.7 0.0
Annual family income i
Less than $3,000 (22,400) 100.0 73.2 26.8 0.0
$3,000-$7;499 - 236 5003 100.0 76.6 22,5 ,0.8
$7,500-59, 999 (14; 500, .. 100.0 . 76.6 23.0 0.4
$10, 000-514;, 999 éza,soo; 100.0 78.0 2.4 0.6
$15,000-$24, 999 (15, 900 100.0 80.4 18.9 19,7
25,000 or mere {5,400) 100.0 83.0 17.2 20,0
Not evailable (14;100) 100.0 78.8 20,1 a
Victimization experience. :
Not victimized (83,700) ) 200.0 78.1 214 0.5
Victimzed (49,600 '100.0 75,8 23. 0.6

NOTE: Data hased un: questioh’ 6a. Detail may not add to total because of rcund:ln,g Figures
in parentheses refer to households in the group.
1Estimate, ‘bssed on zero or on about 10 or fewsr sanple cases; is statistically unrelisble.

Table 24. Most impbrlant reason for not doing niajor food shopping in the neighborhood

Table 24. = Most important reason for not doing food shopping in the neighbarhood. ) RN
(Percent distiibutdion of ansWers by househald respondents)

Household characteristic ' Total No neighborhdod stores . ..Inadeguate stores High prites Crime Not available -
A11 households. (29,600) ©100.0 28.7 : 3.8 2.6 1.8 1.2
Race . . . e o o
White 213,7003 100.0 27,4 31.8 : : 218 2.9 16,1
Hlack {1,900 S 100.0 30.3 35.6 26,6 ~19,9 6.6
Other (1,000} ) 100.0 . oL C33.9 : 33.8° 20.0. 10,1
Annual family incoms . ‘ : :
Less than: $3,000 (6,000) 100.0 . 5 32,8 - 7.2 1.0 2.5
$3,000-$7, 499 g, ; 100.0 o 27.0 33.6 30,7 -° 13,3 7.0
$7 5oo-$9,999 300 100.0 . 31.2 32,4 . . 25.8 o 0.9 9.6
5, 3003 . 100.6 . 33.9 35,2 2.6 T ha 5.2 *
s15,ooo-sza.999 3,000, 1€0.0 30.6 32.9 ] 25.6 : 13,7 9.3
$25,000 or ‘mare (900 100.0.. - A3 . ) 38,2 , 25,3 ) 0.0
Not available (2,800) . ~100.0 SRR T . 35.0 ; . 19.1 .6, 11
Victimization experience AR . : i N
" Not victimized (17,900) 1000 31,9 B . 33.6 22,6 . 0.8 11,1
Victimized (11, 7003 - 100,0 23.8 : ) L 276 3.3 L2

NOTE: Data based on question 6a. Detail ma;y not add to total, because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to households in the groups .
1Egtimate, based .on zero or on dbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is stat.istically unreliable. !
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Table 25. Preferred location for general merchandise shopping

Table 25. Preferred lccation for general merchandise shopping

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents)

Suburban or

Household characteristic Total neighborhood Dovmtown .~ Not available'
A11 households (133,300) ©100.0 . K.5 50.2 3.3
Race : '
White 579,700) . 100.0 - 48.9 47.6 3.5
Black (47,600) 100.0 42.9 54.0 3.1
Other (5,900) 1000 42,8 54.9 12.3
Annual family income !
Less than $3,000 (22,400) 100.0 39.3 57.6 3.1
$3,000-87,499 (36, 500) 100.0 15.3 52.4 2.2
$7,500-$9,999 (14, 500} 100.0 52.0 44,8 3.2
$10 ooo-sla, 999 §21+ ,600) - 100:0 52,5 4.5 2.9
$15,000-$24,999 (15,900) 100.0 46.9 49.6. 3.5
$25,ooo or more (5,400) 100.0 2.2 50.4 Ty
Not available (14,100) 100.0 h5.7 48.6 5.7
Victimization experience .
Not victimized (83,700) 100.0 L5.4 51,3 3.2
Victimized (49,6005 100.0 48,2 48.3 3k

NOTE: Data based on question 7a.. Detail may not. add to total because of roundmg. Figures
in parentheses refer to households in the aroup.
1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample casts, is statlst:.cally unrel:.able. :
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Table 26. Most important reason for usually doing general merchandise shopping
- inthe suburbs (or neighborhood) or downtown

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

(Percent distribution of answers by household fespondents)

Type of shopper and Better - Better More Better selection, Crime in Bettef Prefer stores, ' Other and
household characteristic Total parking - transportation convenient more stores other location store hours . Better prices location, etc. not available
Suburban (or neighborhood) 4
shoppers
411 households . (61, 900) 100.0 9.0 1.3 L5.2 19.0 2.0 0.2 8.1 1.0 4.2
Race
White §39,ooo) 100.0 = 11.G 1.3 L7 16.9 2.9 10.2 5.5 13.0 Lok
Black (20,400) 100.0. 5.5 1.5 Wy 7 23.2 10,1 0.3 13.5 7.5 3.6
Other (2,500) 100.0 36.9 10.0 57.7 16.3 12,4 10,0 2%.3 7.6 1.8
Arinual family income )
Less than $3,000 (8,800) 100.0 5.3 12,0 52.8 14.3 10,6 10.0 1.3 7.3 6.3
$3,000-37,499 516,600) . 200.0 - 6.3 2.4 L8.8 16.7 1.9 0.5 10.4 9.1 3.7
$7,,500-$9, 999 (7, 500) 100.0 8.0 20,8 49.9 15.9 1,5 0.0 7.2 13.3 13,4
$10, 000-$14, 999 (12, 900) 100.0  10.8 20,2 42.0 22,9 2.3 20,2 6.7 - ‘1.5 3.4
$15,000-$24, 999 (7,500) 100.0  13.4 .1 36.3 23.6 13,2 20.4 6.0 10.6 5.2
$25,000 or more (2,300) . 100.0. 17.8 20.0 32.1 27,8 1.2 20.0 2.1 18.9 0.0
Not available (6,400) 100.0 - 10.7 20.9 1.8 18.2 2.4 20,0 5.5 15.0 5.4
Victimization experience .
Not -victimized (38,000) 100.0 8:4 1.7 47.8 18.4 1.6 10,4 7.6 10.3 3.9
Victimized (23,900) 100.0 = 10.1 0.7 5.1 19.8 2.5" i 8.9 12.1 4.8 -
Downtown shoppers : )
A1) househalds (66;900) 100.0 0.5 3.8 32.6 36.1 0.6 10.1 A0k 13.4 2.6
Race : ‘ } ‘ :
White 37,9003 100.0  %0.7 4.9 33. 32.9 0.8 0.1 . 8.8 15.3 3.0
Black (25,700 100.0. 0.2 2.1 30.7 40.3 . 1g.1 .- 0.0 13.3 11.3 2.1
Other (3,300) : 100,0 - .10.0 3.4 38.4 40.4 0.7 : 20,9 15,1 Tk 12,8
Annual ‘Tamily income e s ‘ i TS ! o
Less than $3,000 (12,900) 100.0 10.0 3.8 32.6 36.1 0.6 .. 0.1 10.4 13.4 .9
$3,000-87,499 (19,200) - 1lo0.0 10.7 5.7 33.6 35.4 : 0.9 . 20.2 10,2 10.6 2.7
$7,500-39,999 16,500) -100.0 . 0.9 - 2.7 35.4 36.0 : ~ 20,0 ;- 20,0 10.7 13.7 10.4
$10, 000~$14,999 (10, 900) 100.0 - 0.k 1.7 30.5 39.6 0.3 0.0 10.1 13:6- 3:8°
$15,000-$24,999 (7, 900 -100.0 0.9 13..0 32.8 : 34.1 0.6 6.0 - 12.3 15.6 12.7
$25,000 or more (2,700 100.0 20.0 1.8 34.9 34.7: . 0.0 . 0.0 1.8 2.7 2.2
Not available (6,800) 3 100.0 . 0.0 3.7 30, 83, . 0.4 .0 9.3 17.7: b5
Vietimization experience L : : v : : S : :
Not victimized (43,000) - 100.0 - 10.6 1% R 32,4 358 10,3 10,1 9.8 4.1 2.7
Victimized (21,,0005 100.0 Q.3 -, 3.2 32.9 36.6 ‘11,0 0.0 L 115 12.0 L2

NOTE: Data based oh quéstion 7b. Détail may not -add to total because of rounding. ' Figures in parentheses refer to households in the groiip.
1Estimate, based on zero or on &bout 10 .0r fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 2 3 :
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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’
AL 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 . ’ 0.2
Female (139,700) . 100.0 14.0 45.9 39.7 . 0.4
Race o '
White (150,000) - 100.0 15.3 58,1 36.4 . 0.3
Hlack 93,300; 100.0 15.2 443 40.1 10.3
Other (14,300 100.0 13.3 55,1 3L.5 +0.0
Age ' :
16-19 (20,900) . ©100.0 42,6 30.7 26.3 . *0.3
20-24 235,‘700 100.0 24,1 35.7 40.1 10,2
- 25-3L (53,700 : ) 100.0 20.9 38.8 39.9 . ook
35-49 (50,000 , 100.0 10.1 52.0 '37.6 0.2
50-64 (55,300) 100.0 6.9 574 35.4 19,2
65 and over (42,000} 100.0 ERA 56.0 40.4 10,2
Victimization experience ' : g :
‘Not victimized (162,900) 100,00 ©13.2 51,1 35.5 ~0:3
Victimized (94, 700) - 100.0 -~ 18.6 40.2 11,0 10,2

NOTE: Daté based.on question 8b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding; - Figures

\ in parentheses refer to population in the group., : . . .
Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable:
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Table 28. Most important reason for increasing or decreasing the frequency

_with which persons went out for evening entertainment

Table 28. Most important reason for incrersing or decreasing the frequency with

which persons went out for evening entertainment

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

Type of change in frequency ) Places to 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
A1) persons (39,000) 100.0 17.9 17.5 3.0 1.4 3:'1 2.4 16.3 « 8.2 0.9 17.5 4:9
Sex
Male (19,500) 100.0 21.1 13.4 3.4 1.1 3.2 11.1 14.0 9.2 10.3 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 1.5 15.k 6.2
Race :
White (22,9003 100.0- - 20.9 16.8 3.2 31,1 3.4 7.1 19.6 7.4 10.8 15.7. k.0
Black élh,ZOO 100.0 14.6 17.3 2.3 2.0 2.7 13.0 11.2 9.4 EXERR - 0.4 5.8
Other (1,900) 100.0 .36.7 267 26.6 10.0 3.7 10.2 4.9 18,1 0.0, . 16.6 18.9
Age o : " :
16-19 Es,9oo) 100.0 8.1 18.4 30.7 10,0 7.7 32.6 4.6 6.3 11,1 1h.7 5.7
20-24 (8,600) 100.0 - 23.2 20.8 1.8 10,0 3.7 5.5 . . 10.6 9.5 30,0 221 12:9
25-34 (11,200) 100.0 26.6 16.3 5.2 20.9 30.3 30,6 - 21.0 9.0 10.6 ‘15.6 4.0
35-4,9 5,1003 100.0 - 19.6 14.9 3.3 4.9 3.8 0.6 23.0 7.6 30.0 ¢ 16.7 6.9
50-64 (3,800 100.0 3.4 1y hy 33,5 3.3 10.0 1.7 32.4 7.5 30:0 22.4 17.6
65 and over (1,400) 100.0 32.3 16. 33.2 M7 .5 39,4 320.2 9.1 113.5 1114 1.2
Victimization experience : :
Not victimized (21,400) 100.0 17.8 16.3 2.9 1.5 3.2 9.9 15.8 8.4 10.6 17.8 5.7
Victimized (17,600 100.0 18.1 18,8 3.2 11.2 2.8 8.7 17. 7.9 1.3 17.1 3.9
Persons going out less often ‘
#11 persons (96,600) 100.0 24.9 5.1 1.3 6.4 2.3 ST 14.8 9.1 14.8 8.3 5.7
Sex s : B :
Male (41,100) 100.0. 29,1 3.2 1.2 6.3 2.6 8.8 . 12.2 10.6 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 5.9
Race. - . . e : ’ . .
White {54,600) 100.0 24.9 5.5 1,2 6.8 2.4 8.4 12.8 8.8 L 16.7. 6.6 5.9
Black E37,500) 100.0 25:6 4.5 1.5 5.9 2.1 bad 17.3 9.0 11.7 10.8 5.5
QOther 4,]500') 100.0 18.8 5.9 ‘11,1; .7 2.1 %.0 17.0 13.3 ,VJ_\.‘B.B 8.5 3.2
Age : ‘ . o T ’ . ""..:r :
16-19 (35,500) 100.0 . -21.2 16.0 30,0 11,1 .6 1,7 173 9.2 6.4 - 12,9 9,7
2024 (14,300) 100.0 33.0 5.0 1.7 30.9 2.6 . 0.9 19.0 16.0 6.0 9.1 5.9
25-3h 21,&003 100.0 31.2 4.5 1.0 .1 2.2 1.8 25:7 ool 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 0.5 10.8 “1.6 9.5 9.7 7 5.8 . 2h.8 8.0 LR
. 65 and over (17,000) 100.0° - 6.7 Lok *1.0 18.0 270222 4.2 30.8 29.1% - 4.9 6.0 :
Victimization experience . : ' : . Bt : . S
Not victimized (57,800) 100.0 - :21.9 5.0 1.2 Lo 8.5 2.1 9.0 .. 16.5 7.8 1510 7.5 5.3
Victimized (38,800) : 100.0 29.3 5.4 1.4 3.2 2.5 5.1 12.2 11.0 L 9.5 6.2

NOTE: : Data based on question 8b.

: ; Detail may. not add to total becaus,erbof rounding. Figures-in par‘enthese;sirei‘er to‘pdpulat:i..or‘x‘in t';he grQup'. :
*Estimate, based on zero or o about.l0 or fewer sample cases, is statistically -unreliable. : ' o S L
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Table 29. Places usually visited for evening entertainment

Table 29. Places usuaily visited for evening entertainment

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

Population characteristic Total Inside city Outside city About, equal * Not available
A1l persons (183,300) 100.0 : 59.7 = SRR 2 8.4 30.2
Sex i -
Male (89,600} ©100.0 58.7 21.3 119.9 10.1
Female (93,700) - 100.0 60.8 22.1 17.0 10.2
Race :
White §110,7oo) 100.0 56.0 24,7 19.3 0.1
Black (62,700) . 100.0 67.1 16.0 16.6 10.3
Other (10,000). 100.0 - 54.8 25.0 19.9 30.37 .
Age
16-19 (18,900) 100.0 70.4 16.5 13.0 30.0
20-24 (32,000 100.0 : 55.6 2.8 19.3 20.3
25-34 (46,600 100.0 52,5 : - .26.0 21,1 10.2
35-49 (36,200 . 100.0 59.0 v 226 18.3 20.%
50-6L (32,300) = - 100.0 63.7 . 18.9 17.2 10.2
65 and over (17,200) : 100.0 . 69.4 13.8 16.8 30.0
Victimization experience »
Not victimized (110, 900) ©100.0 ok 18.5 18.9 10,2
Victimized (72,400) 100.0 : 55.7 26.7 17.6 0.0

NOTE: Data based on question 8d. - Detail may not add to total because of round.:mg Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.

3Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrel:.able




Table 306. 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 16 and over)

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

Persons entertained inside city

A11 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 L.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
Race, - ’ ’ .
White (62,000) 100.0 68.7 1.0 0.8 3.0 148 1.7 8.0 2.0
Hlack. (42,000) 100.0 68.7 10.2 10.5 4.9 10:6 2.8 9.8 2.4
Other (5,500) 100.0 - 3.2 1 0.6 11,2 5.7 10.9 *0.0 8.0 10,6
Age - .
16-19 (13,300] 100.0 67.4 10,0 13,2 4.9 b5 11.9 17.9 2.2
20-2) {17,800 100.0 L1 +0.3 30,2 5.9 12.5 2.0 6.4 116
25-3% (24, 400 100.0 68.9 1.5 10.3 5.5 IhiT 1.3 6.0 1.9
35-49 (21,400 100.0 69.4 1 0.9 10.6 2.7 15.9 2.7 5.1 2.8
50-6£ (20,600) 100.0 69.4 0.3 1.k 2.2 _14.0 2.4 8.4 1.8
65 and over (12,000) 100.0 65.8 0.8 0.8 - 1.3 . 12.8 12,2 1.4 11.9
Victimization experience ‘ : '
Not victimized (69,200) 100.0 68,2 0.9 0.7 3.6 13.4 2.1 9.1 2.1
Victimized (40,300) 100.0 70.1 0.4 0.7 bk 12.4 2.0 8.0 . 2.0
. Persons entertained out.sidebcity ) '
A11.: persons {39,800) - 100.0 10.1 ¥0.5 .. 3.9 © 15,9 50.8 0.6 4.1 43
. Sex . .
Male (19,100) 100.0 10.5 ro.6 by 15.8 52.1 *0.3 13.4 3.9
Female (20,700) 100.0 9.7 ‘0.3 3.5 16.9 49.7 0.8 15.7 NA
Rdce ) ) ‘ . :
White 2.7,3003 100.0 11.0 >0. 4.5 14,6 51,9 30,6 b 3.7
Btack (10,000 100.0 8.2 3.0 3.4 18.5 50.3 0.6 12.1 5.9
Other (2,500) 100.0 ta. > 0.0 0.0 20.3 .8 0 29.1 1.2
Age : . -
16-19 %3,100) : 100.0 L9 *1.0 12,0 29.1 36,0 0.0 23,1 2.8
20-24 (7,900) 100.0 10,1 10,4 4.3 20.9 49.3 L 20.8. <11.5 12,6
25-34 (12,100) -~ 100.0 12.6 10.2 x2.3 16.2 549 10,8 9.2 3.8
35-49 8,2003 100.0 10.2 0.8 L 1.8 554 L X0.0. 13.6 4L
50-64 (6,100 100.0 8.9 0.5 5.7 . 9.0 473 11.1 20.2 7.2.
" 65 and over (2,400) 100.0 36,9 0.0 . 1 8.2 12,3 49.5 2 0.0 2 SR
Victimization experience : B : B ) . : ‘ :
Not vietimized (20,500) 100.0 10.2 20,5 - 3.1 15:1 49.8 - 20,3 0 L Ll 4.1
Victimized (19,4005 ©.100.0 10.0 10,5. kg T 1647 52.0 % 0.8 A0 b2

s€

NOTE: Data based on question 8e. Detail may not add to obal because of rounding. ﬁgkure“skin paréntheses refer to populaiion in the group.
*Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. Lo S

)
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Table 31. Opinion about local police performance

Table 31. Opinion about local police performance A

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

Population characteristic Total Good Average Poor Don't kaow : Not available
£11 persons (257,600) 100.0 11,5 39.5 Co1L. 7.3 0.3
Sex : .
Male (118,000) 100,0 %0.6 1.1 12.5 5.6 10,2
Female (139,700) 100.0 b2k 38.1 0.4 8.8 0.3
Race . - o
White §150 , 000) . 100.0 50.6 34.2 7.8 7.0 ’ 0.3
Hlack (93,300) : 100.0 ! 27.1 47.6 17.9 7.3 0.2
Other (11;,300) 100.0 40.1 0 2.4 6.5 10.7 0.2
Age
16-19 (20,900 . 100.0 20.5 56.6 16.9 5.9 FRQ,1
20-24 (35,700) 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 .20.3
35-49 (50,000 : 100.0 K3.5 ) 40,1 11.0 5.2 0.3
50-6, 55,300 100.0 5346 - - 32.8 6.0 Tk 3,2
65 -and over (42,000) 100.0 . 6Lk 25.0 he5 9.0 10,2
Victimization experience ' : - ‘ e
Not victimized (162,900) 100.0 bh.2 . 8.5 89 - 8.2 ) 0.3
Victimized (94,700) 100.0 37,0 mn.2 15.7 L0549 ’ L 0.2

NOTE: - Data based‘on queétlon 1ha. Detail ‘may not aad to total ‘because of rounding. - Figures in paren'bheses refer to populat:\.on in the group.
1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, - is 'statistically unreliable, ;
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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 ava:i.h(ble
Sex and age ) e
Male
16-19 (9,900} 100.0 21..8 55.7 18.7 3.5 1.0.3
20-24 (16,100) 100.0 25.7 58,5 18.5° 7.1 10,2
25-34 (26,100 100.0 29.7 47.0 16.0 7.0 10.2
35-49 (23,400 100.0 43:6 39.0 12.2 . b9 10.3
50-64 (25,600 100.0 52,4 35.3 7.3 4.8 0.1
65 and over (16,800) : 100.0 60.3 28.0 6.3 5.2 10.2.
Female )
16-19 511,000) 100.0 19.3 57:4 15.3 8.0 10,0
20-24 (19,600) 100.0 29.8 42,2 18.3 9.2 10,5
25-34 (27,600{ 100.C 28.3 46.7 15.8 8.7 0.4
35-49 (26,600 1.00.0 43.3 5.1 9.9 5.3 10.3
50-64 {29,800) 100.0 5.6 30.6 4.8 9.7 10,3
65 andover (25,200) 100.0 62.1 23.0 3.3 11.5 10,1
Race and age
White : -
16-19 (8,900) 100.0 26.9 554 10.8 6.6 0.3
20-2) (19,000 100.0 32.9 : 45.8 12.9 7.8 30.7
25-34 (29,700 ! 100.0 35.2° 43.3 12.8 8.3 0.4
35-49 §25,2oo 100.0 54.5 32.9 7.6 4.6 30,4
50-64 " (34, 500) 100.0 62.0 26.8 L.hy 6.5 10.3
65 and over (32,800) - - 100.0 66.4 22,2 3.3 8.0 20.1,
Hlack - .
16-19 (10,500) 100.0 : 14.0 56.5 17.9 5.8 0.0
20-21, (13,800; 100.0 19.% “hha5 -23.7 8.8 30.0
25-34 (21,400 100.0 0 119.9 52.0 27.2 6.3 10.3
35-49 (21,500) 100.0 30.1 487 2.7 5,7 0.2
50-64 (18,400) 100.0 39.0 . 42.7 15.3" 8.9 :o.z
65 and over (7,800) 100.0 2.4 36.7 9.3 10.2 e, 0.4

NOTE: - ~Data based on question lha. 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 casgs, is statistically unreliable. ’ B ; .
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Table 33. Opinion about iocal 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 (3,900; 100.0 28.4 57.4 11.2 12.3 10.8
20-2), &9,100 100.0 30.9 50.7 12,4 5.7 10,3
25-34 (15,100) 100.0 .1 45.9 13.6 6.2 10,2
35-49 §12, 200 100.0 54.7 31.3 94 bl 10.2
50-64 (15,800 100.0 63.3 27.0 5.4 4.3 10,0
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 9.8 19,0
20-24 é9,9oo) 100.0 . 34.6 IARPA 13.4 9.7 10.9
25-34 (14,600) 100.0 36.2 40,7 1z.0 10.4 10.6 :
35-49 {13,000) 100.0 : Shody 3.4 5.9 4.8 10.5 :
50-64 (18,700) 100.0 61.0 26.6 3.6 8.3 10,5 i
65 and over (20,100) 100.0 68.1 19.9 1.8 10.1 10.1
Riack :
Male . . ; -
16-19 (5,300) 100.0 15.0 53.3 26,9 14,8 0.0
20-24 gs,soo) 100.0 16.2 Lhib 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 48,4 15.9 6.1 10,3
50-44 (8,600) - 100.0 34.3 La.7 11.5 5.1 10.3
65 and over (3,200) 100.0 51.1 33.9 10.0 4.1 11.0.
Female . A
- 16-19 (5,300) 100.0 13.0 59.7 20.6 6.8 - 10,0
20-24, (8, 000) 100.0 - 21.8 L. 5 ‘25.5 8.2 1.0.0
25-3L (11, 500) 100.0 17.2 5L.6 122.3 5.7 30,3,
35-49 (11, 800) 100.0 30.9 L4 49.0 7 A 10,0
50-64 (9,800) ©1100.0°- 43.3 374 Tl 12,0 10.0
+65 and over (4,600) 100.0 . . .36.3 38.7 10.3 1.7 20.0

NOTE: ~Data based on question 1lha. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. . Figures in parentheses refer to population in ‘Ehe graup.

YEstimate; based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable:::
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Table 34. Whether or not local police performance
needs improvement

Table 34. Whether or not local police pérformance needs improvement

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No . Not. available
M1 persons (238,100) 100.0 85.1 120 2.5
Sex
KTz (111,200) 100.0 B5.4 11.9 2.7
Femule (126 900) 100.0 8h.8 12.9 2.3
Whi.te 139, 000) 100.0 83.5 13.8 2.6
Hlack (86,300 100.0 87.2 10.3 2.5
Other (12,800 100.0 87.5 i1l.h 11,2
Age .
1619 (19,600, 100.0 90.8 6.6 2.6
20-24, (32,600 100.0 89.5 7.9 2.6
25-34 {49,300 100.0 2.5 7.3 3.1
35-1,9 a7,300 100.0 85.9 n.6 2.5
0-6, (51,1 100.0 €0.3 17.6 2.1
65 and over (38,200) 100.0 779 20.0 2.1
Victimization experience .
Not victimized (149,100) 100.0 841 13.6 2.4
Victimized (89,000) 100.0 86.8 10.5 .27

NOTE: 'Data based on question b.  Detdil may not add to total because of rounding. -Figures
in parentheses refer to population in the group.
3Estimate, based on aboub 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelisble.

Table 35. Most important measure for improving lbcal-police performance

_Table 35. Most important measure for improving local police performance

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

Sex: . .__Race : :_Age 'V:.ctimizat:.on egerience
a1 g G and_~ Not
. persons =34, 35-49 ver wvictimized © . Victimized
Most important measure - (158,000) (77.200) (Bo 800) (88 I.DO) (61,300) (8 &o0) (13,700) (23.500) (37.100} (33,000) (31.wo) (19,400) (95400} (62,600)
Total . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10Q.0 1000 100.0 - .:100,0 100.0 100.0. .- 1000 100,0° 100.0
Personnel resources E . - . X .

-Total 29,2 28.3 30.0 36.1 17. 37.5 15,2 19.8 23,1 29,8 36,4 19,1 32,0 2.9
Mare police : 239 22,2 25,2 30.0 13.7 30,4 12,2 13.6 15.0, 28,7 31,7 451 26,7 19.2
Better training 5y 6.1 5.8 6.2 402 7. 0 6.2 7.6 5.1 L7 4.0 5.3 5.7

Operational practices : - - . . : . - :

Total 2.4 40,1 - JYAR: 8 38,8 - 48.0 41,1 48,8 Wik 3.2 42 1.8 3546 K0k 4565
Focus on more important . . B . . . :

dutdes, etc. CEA 10.6 8.3 10.4 84y 6.0 133 124 12,4 9.2 55 3.8 7.9 ’ 11.7;
Greater promptness, ste. 18,2 1.6 21.7 11.8 27.6 18.1 23.2 19.4 18,1 19,6 - 17.8 12,0 18,5 . 18.0
Increased traffic control 0.8 0.7 0.9 . 0,9 0.8 20.0 0.4 10,6 0.9 10.3, p YA 11.3 0.6 < 1.0
‘More police certaifi . L ) : . [ .

areas, times 14,0 14.2 13.9 15.6 1.2 17,1 11,8 12,1 . 11,7 13.3 17.0 18,5 13.5 1.8

Community relations - . o . Sl T - S 2 ' S R

Total . 19,0 7 20.8 17.2 0 - 13.2 27.8 15.8 270 2.2 2.3 1804 12,2008, ‘19,3 8.5 ¢
Courtesy, attitudes, etec. 15.1 17.0 134 i1.2 21,2 12,4 21,6 21,1 19,3 15.0 10.0 42 18- - 15,7
Don't discriminate 3.8 3.8 349 1.9 6.7 13,4 5l 61 . 5.2 A 2.1 21,2 PR 2.8

Other C 10.8 8.0 11.9 - 6.3 5.6 9.1 8.5 9 94 946 9.9 g 8.3 11,0 .
NOTE: Data based on quest:.on 14b.  Detail may not add to total because of 1 Figures-in psrentheses refer to population m the greup. ‘ '

. MEstimate; based on zero or on aboub 10-or fewer sample caseés, is statisticnlly Warelistle,
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Table 36. Most important measure for improving
" local police performance

Table 36. Most important measure for improving local police performarce

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

Personnel Operational Communi.ty
Population characteristic Tobal resources practices relations Other
Sex and age

Male
16-19 (6,700) : 100.0 14.1 50.2 : 30.2 10.0
20-2k glO, 900) - 100.0 19.9 38.5 31.9 2.7
2534 (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 1.8 12.2 10.6
65 and over (9,100) 100.0 49.3 bl 6.4 10.0

Female ’ : '
16-19 Eé, 700) 100.0 17.0 L9.4 25.0 8.5
20-24, (12,600) 100.0 19.8 49.6 23.1 7.4
25-34 18,6003 100.0 23.8 47.0 22.6 6.6
35-49 (17,200 100.0 3t.1 L6 16.5 7.8
.50-61, (15,500) 100.0 37.5 41.7 12,1 8.6
65 and over (10,300) 100.0 49.0 26.8 by 9.8

Race and age '

White )
16-19 (5,600) 100.0 19.1 53.4 18.0 9.5
20-24 (12, 6003 100.0 24.7 42.8 20.7 11.8
25-34 (20,000 i ©.100.0 27.7 39.1 20.6 12.6
35-49 (16, 100; . '100.0 36.8 37.8 12.4 13.0
50-64 (19,100 ) 100.0 Ly.2 37.5 7.1 11.2
65 and over (15,100) 100.0 52,4 32.4 3.7 114

Black ’ : :
16-19 7,100 : } 100.0 9.6 L5.4 35.3 10.0

| 20-2k 9,000 . 100.0 12.7 L8.7 35.1 4.2

5—3A 15, 500 100.0 15.0 49.3 - 30.1 5.5
35—49 15 OOO 100.0 22.5 46.1 26.0 5.4
50-61, | 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.v Figures
in parentheses refer to population in the group.
1Est1mate, based on about' 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrellab.Le.
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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)

Population characteristic

Perscnnel Opérational Communi by
Total resources practices: ~  relations Other

Race, sex, and age

White

Male
16-19 2,700;
20-24 (6,400
25-34 (10,700)
35-49 (8,100
50-64 (9,500
65 and over (6,900)
Female
16-19 (2,800)
20-24 (6,200)
25-3L (9,300
35-49" (8,100
50-64 (9,600, :
65 and over(8,200)

Hlack

Male
16-19 (3,700
20-24 (3,800
25-34 (7,000
35-49 (6,900)
50-64 (5,700)

65 and over (1,700) .

Female

16-19 3,4003
20~24 (5,300
25-34. (8,500
35-49 (8;000
50-64," (5,300

65 and over (1,900)

100.0 18.3 59.0 147 18,1
100.0 26.3 38,0 22.7 13.1
100,07 2.8 37.7 22.0 15.6
100.0 34.2 36.2 15.0 14,5
100.0 1.8 38.4 7:8 11.9
100.0 52,2 30.7 5.2 11.9
100.0 - 19.5 18,6 20.9 11.0
100.0 23.0 48,1 18.4 10.4
100.0 31,0 40.6 19.1 9.2
100.0 39.4 39.2 9.9 1.k
100.0 46,7 36.6 6.3 10.4
100.0 52.4 33.9 12.3 11.3
100.0 26.7 41.3 39.9 12
100.0 10.1 S 40,1 448 15
100.0 16.1 h2.4 ‘33.4 8
1.00.0 22,7 L34 27.8 6

1 100.0 23.7 47,0 20.2 9
100.0 -~ 3L.5 51.2 111.3 16
100.0 . 12,8 49.2 30,1 3q
100.0 12.9 5h. o287 33
100.0 4.3 54,8 270 3.
100.0 22,5 48.2 2.l L
100,0. - 19.6 5.4 220 6
100.0 309 50.5 11354 15

MEonnd oRFOOR

NOTE: Data based on question b, -

Detail may not add to total because of rounding. 'Figures” ’

in parentheses refer to population in the group. - : o
1Estimate, based on about 10 or ‘fewer sample cases; is statist;icau,y unrelisble.



Appendix l

Survey instrument

Form NCS 6, the attitude survey instrument, con-
tains two batteries of questions. The first of thése,
covering items 1 through 7, was used to elicit data
from a knowledgeable adult member of each house-
hold (i.e., the household respondent). Questions 8
through 16 were asked directly of each household
member age 16 and over, including the household
respondent, Unlike the procedure followed in the
victimization component of the survey, there was no
provision for proxy responses on behalf of in-
dividuals who were absent or incapacitated during
the interviewing. period.

Data on the.characteristics of those interviewed,
as well as details concerning any experiences as vic-
tims of the measured crimes, wére gathered with sep-
arate instruments, Forms NCS 3 and 4, which were
admiinistered 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 intérviewed. Fac-
similes of Forms NCS 3 and 4 have not been in-
cluded in this report, but can be found in Criminal
Victimization Surveys in Oakland, 1977,
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ropm NCS6

13272

Code).

NOTICE ~ Your report to tke Census. Bureau is confidential by law (Title 13, U.5.
{t may be seen only by sworf Cénsus employees and may be usad only for
statistical purposes,

U.5, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC'STATISTICS AGMINISTRATION
BUREAL OF THE CENSUS

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY
CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE

A. Control number

Segment

p=-4
=

PSU . i Serial Panel

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE

B. Name of household head

®

@©REE

C. Reason for noninterview
1ITYPEA 2

Race of head
1{7 1 White

2" [Negro
3{_]Other
TYPEZ

interview not obtalned for —
Line number

2[JTYPEB  3[JTYPEC

4a, Why did you leave there? Amy othet reason? (mark ait that appiy}
1{"] Lecation - closer to job, family, friends, school, shopping, etc.; here

2] House (apartment) or property characteristics — size, quality,
yard space, elc,

3[IWanted befter nousing, own hame
4[] Wanted cheaper housing
s{"}No choice ~ evicted, building d

6] Change in living arrangements ~ marital slatus, wanled
to live alone, etc.

7{"} 8ad element moving in
& {1 Crime in old neighborhgod, afraid *

d, etc:

o [T} pidn't fike hood chi Istics — envlio t
problems: with neighbors, etc, K
101"} Other - Speclly

{1f more than one reason)
Which reasen would you say was the most important?

=

Entor Itém number

®

Is there anything you don't like about this neighbothood?

5a.
o} No ~ SKIP ta 6a
CENSUS USE ONLY DYes — What?: Anything else? (Mark ail that apply)
] J@ } 3 [ Traffic, parking
d 2["} Environmentat problems ~ trash, noise, overcrowding, ete,
HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDE QUESTIONS 3] Crimé o fear of crime
Ask only household respondent 4] Public transportation problem
Belore e get to the major portion of the survey, | would like fo ask SE]] g\:: Z‘::m f::: oll 5 f"f’ aping facilities, etc.
you a few questions related to subjects which seem 1o be of some & ment moving 'n - .
concern to penple. These questions ask you what you think, what 7 {7} Problems with neighbors, istles of
you {eel, your aititudes and opinidns, 8] Other — specity
+ How long have you lived at this address? (if more than one answer)
+[_Jless than 1 year b, Which problem would you say is the moslserlous"
2{_J1-2 years ASK 22
37135 years ——— . Enter item number
6a. Do you do your major lood shopplng In this nelghburhuud’

4{"}More than 5 years ™~ SKIP fo 5a

A

@

@

2a. Why did you select this particular neighborhood? Any other reason?
(Marh all that apply)
‘ ! Neighborhood chasactetistics — type of geighbiars, eaviroament,
T streets, parks, etc.
277 Good schoots
3"} safe from.crime
4[_1Only place housing could be lound, lack of choice
s} Price was right
.60 Location - close o job, family, friends, school, shopping, ete.

1chse {apartment) or praperty characteristics — sfze, goality, @

"+ yard space, et¢,

®0® ®

of ] Yes ~ sKiP to 72
No.~ Why not? Any other reason7 {Mark atf thaf appivy
1 {7 No stores in neig d, others more I

2"V stores ih neighborhvod inadequate, prefers {better)
stores elsewhere

3 High prices; commissaty or PX cheaper
4[] Ctime or feas of crime -
{71 Othet — Specily

(11 more than one reason)
Yiich reason would you'say is the most important?

Enler Item number

&

81 Always lived in this neighborhood
8 ' Qther — Specity

tif more ihan one reason) ’ : ,

b, Which reason would you say was the most important?

Enter llem aumber

@

32, Where did you live before you moved here?
1 {2} outside U.S:

{TYnside Hmits of this city

3 iSomewhere else in US. = Spccuy;,

SKIP to da

State

Tounty
b. Did you live inside the fimils.of a city, town, wllage, etc.?
117N

2t _}Yes — Enter name of clty, lown, e:c.? :

7a, When you shop for things. other than food, such as clothing and general
merchandise, do you USUALLY:go to smbu:ban of rieighborhoad shopping
centers or do-you shop *downtown?”

1 7] Surburban or neighborhood

2] Downtown

o

Why is that? Any other reason? (Mark alt that apply}

@ 1 [] Batter parking, less traffic

2[} Better transpotation:

a{ ] More convenlent

4[] 8etter selection, more stores,. mare cholce X
s{_JArrald of crime

6] Store hours better

7] Better prices . :
a[:] Prefers (bette) sfores, (ocation, setvh:e, employees
5] Other —~ Spacity

(It more than one reason) .
¢. Which. one would you say:is the mosl impo;laql reason?

Entar {lem number )

|N TERVIEWER ~ Gomplele inferview with household respondenl,f
beginning with lndlvldual Attllude Quesllans.
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INDIYIDUAL ATTITUDE QUESTIONS ~ Ask each hHousehold member 16 or older

KEYER - BEGIN NEW RECORD

CHECK Look at 11a and b.' Was box 3 or 4 marked In elther item?

@ Line numher - iName
I

ITEM B [JYes - AsK 11 N0 —sKIP to 12

11¢; Is the neighborhood dangerous enough to-make yous think seriously

‘ 1{7Once a week or more

8a, How often do you go-out in the evening for entertainment, such as
to restaurants, theaters, etc,?

4{"12 or 3 times a year

2[7] Less than once a week— 5[} Less than 2 or 3 times a
more than once a month year or never

3{"} About once a month

about moving somewhere else?
oTINo'~ $KIP fo 12
* Yes — Why don't you? Any other reason? (Mark alt that apply)
@ 1D can't afford to 5{"] Plan to move soon

2[TJCan't find other housing 5[] Health or age

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

or two ago?
-1 ] About the same ~ SKIP to Chack ltem A
2[Jmore o
y [ Less Yhy?- Any other reason? (Mark all that applyj
1[I Money situation 71 Family reasons (marriage,

hildren, parents)
2{"]Places to go, people ¢ g
0 togowith 8{TJActivities, job, school

3{7] Conventence 8[JCrime or fear of crime
4] Health {own) 10} Want to, like to, enjoyment
5[] Trans portation 11 {"}other -—Speclly7

s[JAge

3 Relatives, friends nearby 7] Other ~ Speclly7
4"} Convenient to work, etc, .

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

@ — o Enler item number -

12, How do you think your neighbothood compares with others in this
metropolitan area in terms. of crime? ‘Would you say it is -
s (T Much mote dangerous? a[7] Less dangerous?
2{_1More dangerous? 5[ Much less dangerous?
3{"JAbout average?

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

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

[Pe———{ [T [ T

to because of fear of crime?

o[Ine Yes - Which section(s)?

CHECK Is box 1, 2, or 3'marked in 8a?
ITEM A [ No - skiP 1o 98 [ Yes —asK ad

@ e ———Nurmber of specific places mentioned

b. How about AT NIGHT ~ are there some parts of this area where you have a

d. When you do go out to 7estaurants or iheaters in the evening, is it
usually In the city or outside of the city?

1 [T} Usually in the city
2[Tj Usually outside of the city
3] About egual — SKIP 1o 9a

teason to go or would [ike to go but are afraid to tecause of fear of crime?

a[Jne Yes — Which section(s)?

- ~a—Number ot specitic places mentioned.

e. Why do you usually go (outside the city/in the city)? Any other
reason? (Mark all that apply)
1 [T} Mote convenient, familfar, easier to get there, only place available
2{T] Parking problems, traffic
37} Too much crime in other place
4 JMare to do
5{T] Prefer (better) facilities (restaurants, theaters, etc,)
6 [ More expensive i other area
7] Because of friends, relatives
8] Otier ~ Specity,

14a. Would you say, in general, that your local police are doing a good
job, an average job,.or a poor Job?

1 2] Good 33 Poor

2 Average 4[] Dor't know —~ SKIP to 15a

% b, In what ways could they improve? Any other ways? (Mark all that apply)
1 ] No improvement needed ~ SKIP to 15a :
2{"J Hire more policemen
z[jt:nncentrato on more important duties, serlous crine, efc.,
4[] Be more prompt, responsive, alert
SD Improve training, raise qualifications or pay, recruitment policies

{1t more than ona reason) .
f. 'Which reason would you say is the most impottant?

—viiu.. Enter ltem.number

&[] 8e more courteous, improye attitude, community relations
7{_J on't discriminate

&[] Need more traffic control

g [ ] Need more policemen of patticular type (foat, car) in

9a, Now 1'd like to get your opinions about crime in general.
Within the past year or two, do you think that crime in your
nelghtochood has. increased, decreased, or remained about the same?
. 1 D Increased ) [:] Don't knaw — SKIP to ¢
2{" Decreased . _ 5[] Haven't lived here
3] same.~ SKIP toc that long ~ SKIP tac

certain areas or at certain times
16 [ ] Don’t know

117 Other — Specity

(M more than one way)
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 (i d/d d)?

o[_JNo

Yes - What kinds of crimes?

R U

15a. Now [ have some more questions ahout your opfnions concerning crime.
Piease take this card, (Hand respondent Altitude Flashcard, NCS-574)

c-How about any crimes which may: be happening in your neighborhood -
would you say they are committed mostly by the people who live
fiere i this neighborhood or mostly by outsiders?
1 ] No erimes happening 3[] outsiders
In neighborhood 4[] Equally by both
2] People living here 5[] Don't know

Look at the FIRST set of statements. Which orie do you agree with most?
1[JMy chances of being attacked or robbed have GONE UP
in the past few years
zDMy chances of being attacked or robbed have GONE DOWN
in the past few years

3[:] My chances of being-attacked os robbed haven’t changed
in the past few years

10a, Within the past year or two do you think that crime in the United
States has increased, decreased, of remained about the same?

1] increased a7 same }smP o 118

2[ 7] Decreased 4[] Don't know

a [} No opinien

b. Which of the SECOND grotip do you agree with most?
1 [T} Crime is LESS serlous than the newspapers and TV say
zEl Crime is MORE serjous than the newspapars and TV say

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

o[t Yes — What kinds of crimes?

a[T] Crime is about as Serious as the newspapers and TV say
4[] No opinion

16a, De you think PEOPLE IN‘-GENERAL have limited or changed their
activities in the past few years because they are afraid of crime?

@ © ) Very safe

1a. How safe do you feel or would you feel being out alone in your
nelghborhood AT NIGHT? .
[T very safe 3{7] Somewhat unsafe
2{7] Reasonably safe 4[] Very unsafe

b. How about DURING THE DAY — how safe do you feel or would
you feel being out alone in your neighborhood? ’

3] Somewhat unsafe

- 2["] Reasonably safe

1[Tdyes 2 INo

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

@ 1 yes 2(INo

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

1 [Tl Yes 21N

INTERVIEWER — Continue Interview wlih this respondent on NCS-3

4[] Very unsafe

FORM NCS-6 (7-2-73)

Page 2



Appendix it

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 possibie 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
city’s population as a whole and of various. sectors
within the population. Because they are based on a
sample survey rather than a complete enumeration,
the results are estimates.

Sample design and size

Estimates from the survey are based on data 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
among 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, vhere 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 independént
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 vacaut, demolished, converted to nonresiden-
tial use, temporarily occupied by nonresidents, or
atherwise ineligible for both the victimization and
attitude surveys. At an additional 262 units 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, ot an average of 1.82
residents of the relevant ages per unit. Interviews

-were conducted with 8,187 of these persons, result-

ing in a response rate of 95.2 percent among elxgxble
residents,

Estimation procedure

Data records-generated by the attitude survey
were assigriad 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, a situdtian that arose in instances

where the interviewer discovered many more units at

the sample address than had been listed in the decen- ,
nial Census; (3) . a thhm household nomntervnew-
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;"’i_(f’adjustment to account for situations where at least
" one but not all eligible persons in-a household were
interviewed; (4) a household noninterview adjust-
merit 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 overcoverage of the population,

The household ratio estimation ;Srocedure (step
5) achieved a slight reduction in the extent of sam-
pling variability, thereby reducing the margin of er-
ror in the tabulated survey results. It also compen-
. sated for the exclusion from each stratum of any

households already included in samples for certain
other Census Bureau programs. The household ratio
estimator was not applied to - interview records
gathered from residents of group quarters or of units
constructed after the Census.. For household vic-
timization data (and attitude data from househeold
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 (based on the whole sam-
ple). This adjustment, required because the attitude
sample was randomly constructed from the vie-
timization sample, was used for the age, sex, and
race characteristics of respondents.

Reliabilily 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 deried 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

‘ thc 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-
tervai, 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 may or may not be contained in any particu-
lar computed. interval. However, the chances are
about 68 out of 100 that a survey-derived estimate
would 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 cut of 100
chances that it would be less than 2.5 times the
standard error. The 68 percent confidence interval
is defined as the range of values given by the esti-
mate minus the standard error and the estimate plus
the standard error; the chances are 68 in 100 that the
average value of all possible samples would fall
within that range. Similarly, the 95 percent confi-
dence interval is defined as the estimate plus or
minus two standard errors.

In addition to sampling error, the estimates pre-
sented in this report are subject to nonsampling er-
ror, chiefly affecting the 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. Many of these errors also would occur in
a complete census. Quality control measures, such as
interviewer observation and a reinterview program,
as well as edit procedures in the field and at the
clerical 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 measure only those random nonsam-
pling 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 applicaticn
of the standard error

For survey estimates relevant to either the in-
dividual or household respondents, 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 ]
contains standard 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 1 in this
report shows. that 80 percent of all Qakland resi-
dents age 16 and over (257,600 persons) believed
crime in the United States had increased. Two-way
linear interpolation of data listed in Table I would
yield a standard error of about 0.5 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 95 percent confidence interval would be about
79.1 to 80.9 percent. Standard errors associated

with data from household respondents are calcu--
lated in the same manner, using Table 1.

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 standard errors of each
estimate considered separately. 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 - G4  (females). Using the formula

- described previously,. the standard error of ‘the

difference between 21.1 and 5.7 percent is expressed
s +/(0.7)2 4 (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) arnd at two
stan'.cd errors-from 13.8 to17.0, The ratio of a
difference to its standard error defines a value that
can beequated 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 applied-in this report.
Thus, it was-concluded that the difference between
the two proportions was st-tistically significant. For
data gathered from household respondents, the sig-
nificance of differences between two sample esti-

“mates is tested by the same procedure, usmg stand-

ard errors in Table 11,
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Table l. Individual respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages

Table I. Individual respondent data: Stendard error approximations for estimated percentages
(68 chances ocut of 100)

Estimated percent of answers by individual respondents

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 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 14
100,000 0.2 0.3 .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 ;01 0.2 0.3 0.3

NOTE: The standard errors in this table aré applicable to information in Data Tables 1-18 and 27-37.
Table ll. 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 percent of snswers by household respondents

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.Y
250 3.3 5.2 7.3 10.0 14k 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,

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 0.5 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 .5

NOTE: The standard errors in this table are applicable to informstion in Data Tables 19-24.
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Glossary

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

Annual family income—Includes the income of
the household head and all other related persons
residing in the same household unit. Covers the 12
months preceding the interview and includes wages,
sdlaries, 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 relatiocns—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. entertaiii-
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 merchandise shopping—Refers to
shopping for goods other than food, such as clothing,
furniture, housewares; etc.

Head of housshold—For classification purposes,
only one individual per household can be the head
Eerson , In hushand-wife households, the husband ar-

itrarily s cotisidered to be the head. In other

households, the head person is the individual so
regarded by its members; generally, that person is
the chief breadwinner.

Household—-Consists of the occupants of sepa-
rate llvmg quarters meeting either-of the following
criteria: (1) Persons, whether present or temporarily
abscnt, whose usual place of residence is the housing
unit in question, or (2) Persons staying in the housing

unit who have no usual place of residence elsewhere. -

Household attitude questions—Items 1 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,

Househoid respondent—A knowledgeable adult
member of the household, most frequently the head
of household or that person's spouse. For each
household, such a person answers the “househoid at-
titude questions.”

Individual attitude questions—Items & through . .

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

Individual respondent—Each persons age 16
and over, including the household respondent, who
participates in the survey. All such persons answer
the “individual attitude questions.”

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

Major food shopping—Refers to shopping for
the bulk of the household’s groceries: ‘

Measured crimes—For the purpose of this
report, -the offenses are rape, personal robbery,
assault, personal larceny, burglary, household lar-
ceny, and motor vehicle theft, as determined by the
victimization component of the survey. Includes
both completed angd attempted acts.that occurred
during the 12 months prior to the month of inter-’
view.

Motor vehlcle theft—Stealing or unauthorlzed
taking of a motar vehicle, including attempts at-such
acts. Motot vehlcles include automobiles, trucks;
motorcycles, and any other motorized vehicles
legally allowed on public roads and highways.

Neighborhood—The general vicinity of the res-
pondent s dwelling. The bounidarieés of a neighbor-
hood define an area with whlch the responden; iden-
tifies.

Nonvictim—See “Not victimized,” below,

Not victimized—For the purpose of thxs report,

“ persons fot ‘gategorized as*vicumized” (see Bélow)

are considered *not victimized.” . .
Offender—The perpetrator of a crime.
Operational practices—Refers to question 14b

(ways of improving police performance) and ‘in-

cludes four response categories: ‘‘Concentrate on

more important. duties, serious  crime, etc,”; “Be
more prompt, responsive, alert”; “Need more traffic

_control”; and “Need more policemen of partxcular o
type (foot, car) in certain areas or at certain times."
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Personai larceny—Theft or attemipted theft of
~ property or cash, either with coatact (but without
force or threat of force) or without direct contact be-
tween victim and offender. '
Personnel resources—Refers to question 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 victimization—See *“Victimization rate,”
below.

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

Series victimizations—Three or more criminal
events similar, if not identical, in nature and 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 or neighborhood shopping 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.

Victimization—A. specific criminal act as it
affects a single victim, whether a person or house-

-hold. In criminal acts against persons, the number of
victimizations is determined by the number of vic-
tims of such acts, Each criminal act against a house-

hold is assurned. to involve a smgle rictim, the

_affected hmmphnld e e

Victimization rate—~For crimes against persons,
the victimization rate, a-measure of occurrence
among population groups at risk, is computed on the
. basis-of the number of victimizations per 1,000 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. (1) 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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