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‘Since early in the 1970’s, victiuization 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: . » » e
- was obtained from interviews with the occupants of

. 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- -

,éﬂsus are supplying the crrmmal justice: commumty

with new information on crimé 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,

Basedona screntlﬁcally designed sample of hous-
ing units within each jurisdiction, thecity surveys
hag, |
titutfes 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 intet- -
-~ view—and respondents were asked to recall detajls

‘~concermng their experiences as victims of one or -

- 'more of the following crimes, whether completed or:
attempted rape, personal robbery, assault, personal

larceny, burglary, household larceny, and- motor

'-‘,vehlcle theft In addition, information ‘about bur-
~.glary and robbery of busmesses and certain other

- twofold purpose: the assessment of public at-

orgamzatlons wa° gathered by means of a vnctlmlza- o g
tion ‘survey_. of’ commercxal establishments;
~ ducted separately from the housshold survey. A pre- '
-~ vious publication, Criminal ‘Victimization Surveys in o
Pittsburgh (1977), prov1ded comprehensive coverage . -
.- of results from both the household and commercral E

con-‘i .

victimization surveys, : :
Attitudinal information. presented in- thls report’

4,952 housing units (9,433 resrdents age 16" and -

'kover) or 95.8 percent of the units eligible for inter-

view. Résults of these interviews were mflated M)

means of a multistage weighting procedure to pro- o

'luce estimates applicable to all residents age 16 and

‘over and to demographic and social subgroups of

that populatlon Because they derived from a‘survey
rather than a complete census, these estimates are
subject to samplmg error. They also are sub)ect to
response and processing errors. The effects of sam-
pling error or variability can be accurately deter- k
mined in a carefully desrgned survey. In this report,

~analytical statements involving - comparisons. have

met the test that the differences cited are equal toor

~greater than approximately two standard errors; in o
- 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 zero or on

‘about 10 or fewer sample cases were considered
unreliable and were not used in the analysrs of - i

survey results:
The 37 data tables in Appendrx I of this report

are- organized. in a sequence that generally corre-" !

sponds to the analytical discussion. Two technical -
appendixes and a glossary follow the data. tables:
Appendix II consists of a facsimile of the survey.
questionnaire (Form NCS 6), and Appendrx I11 sup-
plies information on sample design and size, the -

“estimation procedure reliability- of estimates, and v o
srgmflcance testmg, it also contams standard error .«

tables. ~ »

_IMPORTANT -

We have provided an evaluation form at the end of this

-~ publication, it will assistus in improvmg future reports if you :
complete and return'it at your convemence It is a self—mai!lng g
form and needs no stamp
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‘Crime and attitudes

‘During the 1960’s, the President’s Commission on .

. Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice ob-
" served -that “What America does about crime de-

pends ‘ultimately upon how Americans  see
crime.. .. The lines along which the Nation takes

- specific action against crime will be those that the
~ public-believes to be the necessary ones.” Recogni-
~tion of the importance of societal perceptions about

crime prompted. the Commission: to authorize

several public opinion surveys on the matter.! In ad-
dition to measuring the degree of concern over

crime, those and subsequent surveys provided infor-
“mation on a variety of related subjects, such as the

manner in which fear of crime affects people’s lives,
circumstances engendering fear for personal safety,
members of the. population relatively more intimi-

* dated by or fearful of crime, and the effectiveness of

criminal’ justice systems. Based on a sufficiently
large sample, moreover, attitude surveys can pro-

- vide a means for examining the influence of vic-
timization ‘experiences upon' personal -outlooks.

Conducted  periodically in the same area, attitude

. surveys distinguish fluctuations in the degree of

- public- concern; conducted under the same pro-

- cedures-in different areas, they provide a basis for

- the advent of the National Crime Survey (NCS)

comparing attitudes in two or more localities, With

program, it'bécame possible to conduct large- scale
attitudinal surveys addressing these and other issues,

. .-thereby enabling individuals. to participate in ap

praising the status of publrc safety in their com-

. munitiés,

Based on data from a 1974 attitudinal survey, this

“report analyzes the responses of Pittsburgh residents

to. questions covering four topical areas: crime

. trends, fear of crime, residential problems and

- lifestyles, and local police perfdrmance Certain
were
. asked of only one person per household (the “house-
: hold respondent’), whereas others were ad-

questions, relating to household activities,

. ministered to all persons age 16 and over (“in-

_dividual respondehtsf’), including the household re-
Results were obtained for the total -

spondent.

" 'measured populatron and for several. demographrc

and social subgroups.

: lPrésrdent’s Commission . on" Law -Enforcement. and Ad‘-k
mmrstrauon of Justice. The Challenge of Crimé in a:Free Society,
Washington,; D. C.i'US. Government Prmtmg Off”ce February

1967, pp. 49-53.

Conceptually, the survey incorporated questxons

~pertaining to behavior as well as opinion. Concern-

ing behavior, for example, each respondent for a
household was asked where its members shopped for
food and other merchandise, where they lived before

moving to the present neighborhood, and how long

they had lived at that address. Additional questions.
asked of the household respondent were designed to
elicit opinions about the neighborhood in general,
about the rationale for selecting that particular com-
munity and leaving the former residence, and about

“facrors that-influenced. shopping practrces None of

the questions asked -of the househoid* respondeit p

- raised the subject of crime. Requndents 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 effectiveriess 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 provided. a

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

ple, certain residents may have perceived crime as a
growing threat or neighborhood safety as deteriorat-
ing, when, in fact, crime had declined and neighbor-

~hoods had become safer. Furthermore, individuals g

from the same neighborhood or with similar per--

_sonal characteristics and/or experiences may have

had" conflicting - opinions about -any. given issue.

: ‘Nevertheless, people’s opinions, beliefs, and percep-

tions about crime are important. because they may -
mﬂuence behavior, bring about changes in certain
routine activities,

_measures, or result in pressures on‘local authormes

to improve police services.

The relatronshrp between victimization ex- ‘

periences and attitudés'is a recurrmg theme' in the

" analytical section of -this report, Information con:
cerning such.experiences was gathered with separate:

questlonnarres Forms NCS 3 and 4, used in ad-

-ministering the victimization compon}enit of the

survey, Victimization survey results appeared ‘in

-Criminal ‘Victimization Surveys in Pittsburgh (1977), =
“ which ‘also contains’ a. detailed -description of the =
sus ‘(ey measured crimes, a discussion of the limita- .
: trons of the central c1ty surveys and facsrmlles of L

affect household - security L



Forms NCS 3 and 4. For the purpose of this report,
individuals -who were victims of the - following
crimes, whether completed or attempted, during the
12 months prlor to the month of the interview were
considered “victimized”: rape, personal :robbery,

assauit, and personal larceny. Similarly, members of-

» households that experienced one or more of three
_types of offenses——burglary, household larceny, and
motor vehicle theft—were categorized ‘as victims.
These crimes are defined in the glossary. Persons
'who experienced crimes other than those measured
by the program,.or who were victimized by any of
the relevant offenses outside of the - 12-month

‘reference period, were classified as “not victimized,”
‘Limitations- inherent in the victimization survey—

that may have affected the accuracy of distinguishing
~ victims from nonvictims—resulted from the
~problem of victim recall (the differing ability of 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
Iocal matters. ‘

Despite.the dlfﬁcultles in dlstmgulshmg precxsely :
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 pr -
“the frequency of occurrence, has an impact on
"behavior and  attitudes.
. dichotomous victimization ‘experience variable—
_victimized and not victimized——for purposes of

Adopting “a simple -

tabulation and analysis also stemmed from the

‘desirability of attaining the highest possible degree
- of statistical reliability, even at the cost of using
‘these broad categories. Ideally, the victim category

should have distinguished the type or seriousness of
crimes, the recency of the events; and/or the number ..
of offenses sustained.2 Such ‘a procedure seemingly -

“would have yielded more refined measures of the
- effects .of crime upon attitudes. By reducing the

number of sample cases on which estimates were’
based, however, such a subcategorization of victims
would have weakened the statistical validity of com-

_-parisons between the victims and nonvictims.

28urvey results presented in this report contain. attitudinal
data furnished by the victims of “series victimizations” (se¢
glossary). : .



- they denied that they had done so. A majority felt -

- | Summary
-
i e

Although persuaded that their own chances of

becoming a victim of crime had jAcreased during the

past few years, the residents of Pittsburgh bélieved:

that others ran a greater risk than they did and that

other neighborhoods were less safe than their own.

They were far less likely to think that neighborhood
crimehad risen than they were to believe that crime

had increased nationally, and fewer than 1 in 10 was -
of the opinion that their own neighborhood was less
'safe than others. Roughly four of every five felt that
ﬁpéSplg in general had limited their activities because

“of a fear of crime, but by a margin of about 3 to 2

very safe when out alone in their neighborhood dur-
ing the day, and most felt at least reasonably safe
under these circumstances at night. Although more

apprehension was shown about movement in the

metropolitan area at night than during the day, most
residents of the city had not been deterred from en-

tering those areas to which they needed ot desired to

go either during the day or at mght Furthermore,

crime or the fear of crime was not a' major factor in -

determining where the city’s inhabitants chose to
live, shop, or spend their evenings out. Only about 1

in 10 was dissatisfied with the performance of the.

local police, although most admitted the need-for

improvement, especxally in the deployment of
.officers in certain places or at certain times:

" In general, crime or the fear of crime had had a
greater effect on the opinions of women than men,

‘the elderly than the young, and the victims of crime

than the nonvictims. Women, the elderly, and the

victimized tended to be somewhat more apprehen- . -

sive about crime and more cautious in their reaction
to it, but the differences were not always great.

Moreover, there were notable exceptions. For exam-~
“ple, the elderly were less apprehenswe than most.

younger persons about moving ‘around the
metropolitan area at night, the victimized felt no

more unsafe than the nonvictimized when out ajone -

in their own neighborhood at night or during the

day, and young women generally were no more fear--

ful than elderly men. .
White residents of Plttsburgh were less llkely than

* their black counterparts to have limited their ac-

- tivities because of crime or to feel unsafe when out
alone in their own neighborhood: during the day or =
at night. They also were more inclined to rate the .
performance of the local police favorably. Paradox-
ically, however, whites were more likely than blacks -

to believe their chances of being victimized had gone
up.
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Cnme t‘rénd.s’- :

- This section of the report deals with the percep-
- tions of Pittsburgh resndents with respect to n? (1onalﬂ
and community cnme 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 1 through 6,

found in Appendix I. The relevant questions, ap-

. pearing in the facsimile of the survey instrument
: (Appendix II), are 9a, 9c, 102, 12, 15a, and 15b;

: each question was asked of- persons age 16 and over.

U.S. crime trends

Roughly three. of every five res1dents of Pitts-

“ burgh, 1rrespect1ve of age, race, sex, or victimization

experience, felt that crime was on the increase in the
.~ Nation, Cverall,

63 percent believed that the

. volume of crime in the United States was greater

- “were a bit more likely than younger persons to see
.. trime as rising, but there was little difference of
: opmron on this point between males and females or -

than it had been 1 or 2 years earlier, 22 percent

thought it was about the same, and 9 percent held the

.belief that it had declined. The remaining 6 percent
-~had no opinion’ on the matter. Women 'in general
‘were somewhat more. likely than men to feel that

crime was on the rise; but the difference was not
large. Nor was there any suggestion that those who

had been the victims of crime held substantrally'
--different views on the subject than those who had not~

been victimized.

Neighborhood crime trends

~ fact,
‘neighborhoods to be about the same as they had been

" Fewer than half as many persons who thought that

_crime had increased nationally held the opinion that

crime was on the rise in their own neighborhoods. In
48 ‘percent judged crime levels in  their

1 or 2 years earlier, 10 percent felt that crime had
declined, and 12 percent either had not lived in the

neighborhood long enough to form an opinion or

had no.view on the subject. Persons age 35.and over

between: blacks and whites. Black residents of the

. city, however, were somewhat more persuaded than -

" whites that crime in their neighborhood had
i declmed The greates&_dxspanty in attitudes toward
”.nelghborhood crime trends was between those who-
~had been the victims of crime and those who had not.
-’Whereas 26 percent of the latter felt that crime had'

R s

_increased in their own neighborhood, 38 percent of .
 the former. subscribed to this view,. suggesting that
1 victimization experienct influenced opinions- about -
" crime in'the local setting.
- such experience had litti
- national crime trends. f‘?.;\

As noted earlier, however,
‘1mpact on opmlonsh about

Although ‘some 3 of every 10 resrdents of Pitts--
burgh felt that crime had increased in their own
neighborhood, fewer than 1 in 10 were of the opin-
ion that their neighborhood was more of much more

- dangerous than others in the metropolitan area. In
" assessing neighborhood safety, the vast majority

regarded their neighborhood as either average (45
percent) or less or much less dangerous than others
(47 percent). White residents; however, were more
likely than blacks to consider their neighborhoods
less or much less dangerous than others (50 vs. 35
percent). A large majority of both the victimized and
the nonvictimized viewed their neighborhood as no
worse and perhaps better than others in terms of

,'safety,' but those who had been the victims of crime

were somewhat more inclined than those who had
not to describe. their neighborhood as. more
dangerous. :

}Who are the offenders?

Roughly two of every five Pittsburgh residents
believed that outsiders were responsible for most of
the crime in their neighborhood, compared with
about one in four who viewed neighborhood resi-
dents ‘as the principal culprits, and 8 percent who

assigned the blame equally between the two. Of the

remainder, 20 percent did not know who was chiefly

- responsible, and 4 percent did not respond because - -

they denied the:existence of crime in their own
neighborhood. Outsiders were blamed more than

- neighborhood residents by both victims and nonvic-
~ tims alike, but victims were more likely than nonvic-

tims to have mentioned neighborhood residents as:
the offenders and less likely to have had no opinion
on the matter. Younger persons, i.e., those under age
25, shown by the Pittsburgh victimization survey to
have experieniced violent crime at a rate higher than .

their elders, also were more apt than-older resldeptsg .
to blame neighborhood inhabitants for the crimein .
_their areas. Thus, 37 percent of those in the 16— 24 e
age group, compared with 17 percent of those age 50 C
and over, held the opinion that local residents were
responsible. Blacks tended to blame outsiders less»

often ‘than did whites; they also were more likely
than whites to consider both neighborhood people -

‘and outsnders equally responsnble
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o ?Ch'a'nees‘i of pérsonal victirnization

Approxlmately 5 1 percent of the re51dents of ‘
Pittsburgh sensed that their own chances of being at-
tacked or robbed had increased during the past few -

- 'years, an opmlon somewhat at odds with their views

on crime and safety i in their own nelghborhoods By

contrast, only 9 percent believed that the probability -

of their being victimized had gone down, 37 percent

- concluded that it was about the same, and 3 percent
- ’had no opinion on the subject. Even though 46 per-

cent of all black residents judged their chances of

being victimized as greater than before, blacks were

somewhat less pessimistic than whites on this score.
Men also were less pessimistic than women Whereas
relauvely more women than men (57 vs. 43 percent)
believed that they were more vulnerable to vic-
txmlzaz*xon than before, more men than women held

the opmlon that their chance< had remained the

5 same or declmed Persons who had been wctlmlzedz

“were slightly more pessimistic ‘about _their chances - L
~than those who had not. Personsage 16—19 were the -
" most optimistic of all age groups, even though some =~
39 percent of them felt that the probabtllty of thexr :

bemg vxctlmlzed had mcreased

VCrlme and the medla

About one of every eight resndents of Pnttsburgh

thought that the news media overplayed the serious-
ness of crime, whereas some 37 percent felt that
crime was more serious than described by :

" newspapers and television. An additional 48 percent

o belxeved that the media’s coverage of crime ‘was in -

proportion to its seriousness; 4 percent had no opin-

ion. By and large, response differences among the
various populatlon groups examined were msubstan- o

tial.-




- Fear of crime

{5

- Among other things, results covered thus far have

‘ shown that many residents of Pittsburgh believed
~grime-had-increased.over theyears leading up to the

survey, and, in addition, felt their own chances of

being attacked or robbed had risen. Whether or not

they feared for their personal safety is a matter

treated in this section of the report. Also examined is -

the impact of fear of crime on activity patterns and
on considerations regarding -changes of residence.

‘Survey questions 11a, 11b, 11c, 13a, 13b, 16a, 16b,
and 16c—all asked of persons age 16 and over—and -
-Data Tables 7 through 18 are referenced here.

_Crime as a deterrent tevmobitity

Despite feeling that their chances of being at-

~tacked or robbed had increased, the residents of

Pittsburgh had;,ffhot been deterred by fear of crime

. from moving dbout the metropolitan area as the oc-

casion warranted, When asked if they were afraid

k : because of crime to enter some parts of the area
“where they needed or desired to go, relatively few

answered affirmatively. In fact, 82 percent ex-

pressed no:fear of such movement during the day

and, although more apprehension was shown about

- nighttime travel, a substantial number of persons (64

percent) was not afraid to enter these areas after

- dark. The corresponding affirmative answers were
17 percent and 30 percent. Women were somewhat’

more fearful than men, and crime victims ‘more so
than nonvictims, about entering some parts of the

' ‘metropolitan area at night, but attitudes toward -
.- daytime travel did not vary much by sex or by vic-
‘timization experience. Whites were a bit more ap-

prehensive than blacks about both daytime and
nighttime movement, although again the differences
in opinion were not great. The very young (16-19)

= and the elderly (65 and over) were among the age
~ groups least likely to have expressed fear of entering
~ some parts of the metropolitan area at night.3

- 3lt should be noted that the, source questnons for data covered

in this section. (Questions.13a and 13b) referred to places in the

. metropolltan area where the ‘respondent needed or desired to."
““enter, Thus, if isTeasonable to assume that high risk places, those -

“most hlghly feared; were excluded from consideration by many

" respondents. Had the g x/esuons applied unconditionally to all

- sectors of the area, the pattern of responses no doubt would have

i Jeen dlfferent

Nelghborhood safety

. The overwhelmmg majority” of Plttsburgh § resi-
i dents 93 percent) felt very or reasonably safe when
out alone in their. nelghborhoods during the day. A
much smaller majority (56 percent) also felt at least -

- reasonably safe under these circumstances at night,
' As these figures imply, roughly six times as many

persons were appreliensive about being out alone at

- night as during the day. Attitudes about neighbor-
hood safety also varied according to the respon-

~ dent’s age, sex, or race, but they were little affected

by prior victimization experience.
In general, the older the respondents, the more

likely they were to' be concerned about being out

alone in the neighborhood either during the day or -

- at'night. This held true for both men and women and

for both blacks and whites. Among the elderly, 13
percent felt somewhat or very unsafe whén out alone

~during the day, and the proportion rose to 64 per-

*"cent at night, In contrast, only some 4'percentbof

~ those under age 35 had qualms about their safety
- during the day; about one-third were uneasy about

being out alone at night. The degree of apprehension

about being out alone in the neighborhood at night .

alsovaried by age: alarge majority of the elderlyad-

¢ mitting to unease reported that they felt very unsafe,

whereas most of those under age 35 felt no more

, than somewhat unsafe,

Irrespectrve of age, women were more apt ‘than

-men to be anxious when out alone in their neighbor-
.. hoods at night. Whereas 23 percent of the males felt

somewhat or very unsafe, the proportion for females
was 60 percent; among women age 65 and over, a
clear majority felt very unsafe. In general, women

- also were more likely than 'men to be apprehensive

. about being out aione during the day. For women

under age 35, however, this fear was no more pro- .
nounced than that among men dage 65 and over:

In relative terms, fewer blacks than whites felt -
very “or reasonably safe when out alone in their
neighborhoods at mght There was little difference -

“between the races with respect to daytime safety,

~although’ fewer blacks than whites felt very safe., -

Within both the black and white communities, age

~and sex conditioned .opinions on neighborhood :

safety‘in a manner similar to that for the populatlon

. as a whole.

The greater ‘Unease felt by the elderly than the

. young and by women than men reflected factors f’
. other than the actual experience of these groups with

personal crimes of violence or theft. Victimization



rates for 1974 showed that the elderly resrdents of

~-the city were victimized at only some one-sixth the

- rate for persons under age 35. Women had a rate

« personal crimes of theft. Only within the black com-

munity did there appear to be a correspondence be-»

tween' the rate of victimization and opinions about

personal safety when out alone in the neighborhood
either during the day or at night.

Crime as a cause’
for moving away

Although voicing a substantial level of concern:

“about personal safety when out alone in their

neighborhoods, particularly at night, most residents

..of Pittsburgh were not disturbed to the point -of

thinking seriously about. moving. Some 44 percent of

* the city’s inhabitants felt somewhat or very unsafe

when out alone in their neighborhoods either durmg

the day or at night, but fewer than one in five of these

persons had seriously considered moving elsewhere.

Among all residents, including those who did not"

regard their neighborhoods as unsafe, only 8 percent
had given serious thought to moving.4 Biacks who
believed their neighborhoods to be unsafe were more
likely than their white counterparts to have thought
seriously about moving. Victimized residents who

4As shown in Data Table 15, males appeared to be slightly
more likely than females to say they had thought about moving.
The observation is somewhat misleading, however, because the
source question was asked only of persons who said they felt un-

'safe during daytime and/or nighttime, Totaling 44 percent of the
‘ ‘releévant population, individuals who were asked the question jn-

cluded 23 percent of all males, contrasted with 60 percent of all

females, Thus, 8 percent of the total population age 16 and
over—including 5 percent of males and 9 percent of females—

said they had seriously considered moving,

v regarded their nenghborhood” as unsafe were the B

most likely of all to have given serious thought to

" moving; in relative terms outnumbermg their non- :
_about half that of men for personal crimes of "~
~“violence and approxrmately 15 percent lower for

victimized counterparts by about two to one in this.
respect. Even so, 71 percent of these victimized per-
sons did not consider their neighborhoods

- dangerous enough to warrant moving.

Crime as a cause

for activity modification

When asked whether people had limited - or
changed their activities during the past few years
because of a fear of crime, roughly four of every five
residents of Pittsburgh believed that such had been .

. the case for people in general. However, fewer than

three of every five were convinced that this was true

of people in their own neighborhoods; and fewer

than two of every five admitted ‘that they had -
modified their own activities because ‘of crime.
These findings paralleled those about crime trends
nationally and in the neighborhood and provided
further evidence that city residents were persuaded

* that the impact of crime was more serrous for others .

than for themselves, o :
Women were more likely than men and blacks
more likely than whites to have reported that they

had limited or changed their activities because of a - .
. fear of crime. In addition, relatively more blacks

than whites were convinced that persons in their own
neighborhoods had altered their activities. Not only -
were persons age 35 and over more likely than those
younger to have admitted a change in their activities,
but they also were more inclined to feel that persons
in their neighborhoods and persons in general also
had done so. Young, white males were the least apt
to have indicated a change in personal activities, and
black females age 35 and over were the most lrkely,
to have so reported.

i3
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k’tRes'idential’ prdblems and lifestyles

: moved during the 5 years preceding the survey men-

The - initial attitude survey questlons were

desxgned to gather information about certain specific =

~behavioral practices of Pittsburgh householders and
to explore perceptions about a wide range of com-
munity 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 respon-

dent. Information gathered from such persons is’
L 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 questlohnalre and unlike the pro-
cedure used in developing the information discussed
~ in the two preceding sections of this report, the ques-
‘tions that served as a basis for the topics covered
here did not reveal to.respondents that the develop-
- ment of data on crime was the main purpose of the
survey. ' . ‘ A

Neighborhood problems
. and selecting a home:
Although 8 perc’ent of the household respondents

in Pittsburgh cited crime as the most important
: problem in their neighborhood, safety from crime

had not been a major determinant in selecting that -

" neighborhood as a place of residence. Nor had fear
-of crime loomed large as a reason for movmg away
‘ from their former neighborhood.

About 44 _percent of the city’s householders had

. movedat some time during the 5 years preceding the
survey. Among this group, only 1 percent specified

- safety from crime as the major reason for selecting
- their new place of residence. In contrast, 40 percent

cited location, and another 12 percent mentioned
neighborhood characteristics; 15 percent indicated
that the neighborhood was the only place where
,.housmg could be found. Blacks were about three
7 times as lnkely_ as whites to have specified lack of

choice, and they were less -apt to have chosen a
- neighborhood on the basis of its location.

10

Only a handful of the householders who had

tioned crime as the most important reason for mov-

“ing from their former neighborhood. Much more

commonly cited were location, the need for larger or
smaller accommodanons the de51re for better hous~
ing, etc.

Among all household respondents in the city,
roughly two-thirds had no complaint about their
neighborhood, while the rest advanced one or more
reasons for dissatisfaction. Although few differences

~ were noted by income level, victims of crime were -

more likely than nonvictims (47 vs. 32 percent) to
have expressed dislike about certain neighborhood
conditions, and relatively more blacks than whites

" (45 vs. 34 percent) had reservations on this point.

The most serious problem, cited by 29 percent of the

.respondents. who felt their neighborhood had un-

desirable features, was environmental in nature—
concerning trash, noise, overcrowding, etc. Crime
was the principal grievance of 22 percent; problems .
with neighbors -were mentioned by 17 percent.

. Among those naming crime as the most serious

neighborhood problem, only minor response varia-

" tions emerged between blacks and whites. Members
~ of families with annual incomes of less than $3,000

were, however, more likely than more affluent resi- -

- dents to be troubled by crime. Victims of crime also

were- somewhat more concerned ' than nonvictims
about crime in their neighborhoods. ‘ ‘

Food ‘and} merchandise

-shopping practices

[The Pyittsburgh survey showed_ that city residents-
had not been deterred by crime from shopping

~wherever they wished. About one-fourth of the
. household respondents indicated that their major
food shopping took place away from their neighbor-:

hood, compared with three-fourths who patronized-
nearby markets. Fear of crime, however, was rarzly

; advanced as a reason for not shopping in neighbor-

- hood food stores. Instead, the unavailability or in--

. adequacy of neighborhood stores or the high prices

.-charged therem were the main reasons given for
shopping outside the nelghborhood In relative

 terms, blacks were more predisposed than 'whites to

. do their marketmg outside the nelghborhood but
their reasons for so doing were largely the same as ™~ .

those of the population at large and were not
basically shaped by fear of crime. Fear of crime.



' T'iél.éyéd:virtuélly no role in determining whether re-
-spondents shopped for clothing and general

- merchandise in downtown or suburban stores, Those -

' who chose suburban locanons most often cited con-
“venience as their reason for so domg, while those

who did their shopping in the downtown district

listed better selection, more stores, greater conven-
ience, and better transportation -as:their rationale.

. Blacks were more likely .than whites to do their

general shopping downtown, but the reasons had lit-
~tle to do with fear of crime. Although victims of
crime tended to prefer suburban over downtown
stores and nonvictims the reverse, fear of: crime
again was a negligible factor in the choice. Fewer
than 1 of every 100 victims who indicated a pref-
erence for suburban shopping cited fear of crime in
the downtown area as a motivating reason for that
preference

Entertainment practices

“The survey showed that only some 3 of every 100
residents of Pittsburgh had limited their entertain-
ment pursuits because of a fear of crime. About one-
third of the city’s inhabitants indicated that they

were going out in the evening: for entertainment, .
~ such as to restaurants or theaters, less oftén than they

had 1 or 2 years earlier; and 1 of every 10 of those
who had curtailed their activities attributed this cut-

back to a fear of crime. However, about half of the

respondents indicated no.change in the frequency of
their evenings out, and some 17 percent reported -
they were going out more often. Even among those
‘who had curtailed their actlvmes, such factors as fi-

' nances, famxly responmbxlmes jobs, ‘school,

and

“health were as important or more lmportant than
Ikcrlme in accountmg for the curtallment of evenmgs L
:-out on the town. :

Fear of crime had more 1mpact on the entertain-

- ment pursuits of persons ageé 50 and over than on ‘

_younger persons. But, even among those older per-- .
- sons, a majority had not curtailed their activities; of -

. age and health (for those 65 and over) were more:
‘important deterrents to going out than crime; ;
“©Crime also had little influence on where city resi--
. dents customarily spent their evenings out. Rougbly -
three-fourths of the respondents reported that they
‘usually patronized restaurants and theaters in the
city, some 16 percent stated they normally went out- -
side the city, and the remainder answered that they =

those who had, finances (for the 50—64 group) and

divided their patronage between. city and suburban

~ establishments. Fewer than 1 percent of those who

sought their entertainment in the city and only 3 per- -

cent of those who habitually left the city on their
evenings out mentioned fear of crime in the other
locale as a reason. for so doing, Much more com-

monly cited reasons among those going outside the -
- city were convenience, better parkmg, and better'

fac11mes




Loeal policye”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 lmproved“Uata Tables 31
through 37, dérived from survey questions 14a and
“14b, contain the results on whxch this chscusswn is
’ based

~ Are they domg a good,
average, or poor job?

Overwhelmingly, the residents of Pittsburgh en-
dorsed the performance of their local police, 45 per-
cent describing that performance as
another 39 percent rating it “average.” By contrast
11 percent assessed the performance as “poor.” The
remaining 4 percent had no opinion on the matter.
Confidence in the performance of the -police was
shown to increase with each successive age group to
the point where, relatively speaking, about twice as
many persons age 65 and over as those in the 16—19
age group felt that the police were doing a “good”
job. Whites and persons who had not been the vic:
tims of crime were more positive in their assessments
than blacks and crime victims, even though a ma-
jority of blacks and of crime victims gave the police
marks of “‘good” or “average.” In fact, a majority of
each sociodemographic group under study rated
police performance as average or better. ‘Black
females in the 20—34 age groups and black males
‘age 25—34 ‘were the most likely to have described
that performance as “poor”; white males and
females age 35 and over were among the least likely.

Degspite their endorsement of the performance of
the local -police, the residents of Pittsburgh, by a
~ ratio greater than 4 to 1, were of the opinion that im-
provement of that performance was still needed. In

general, blacks, the young, and the victimized were .

somewhat more persuaded than whites, the elderly,

good,” and.

and the nonvictimized of the necessity for improve- S
.- ment, although' the differences were not great.

How can the police improve?

Regardless of sex, race, age, or victimization ex-
perience, most. Pittsburgh residents who believed

" that improvement in the local police was warranted

mentioried operatlonal practicesas the area’in Wthh
betterment was most needed.S Altogether, 57 per-
cent of the city’s residents cited this area, 27 percent
named the area of personnel resources, 10 percent
mentioned the area of community relations, and the -
remainder listed othér, miscellaneous areas. Blacks

~were more inclined than whites 10 give priority to

community relations over personnel resources, and
this also held true when the opinions of those under
age 35 were compared with those age 35 and over.
Generally speaking, attitudes about areas of police

- improvement did nét vary much by the sex or vic-
_timization experience of the respondent.

The need for assigning more personnel of a par-
ticular type to certain areas or at certain times, a
measure within the area of operational practices,.
was more commonly cited than any other specific
measure, again-irrespective of sex, race, age, or vic--
timization experience. The second most frequently
expressed specific need was for a larger police force.
Among blacks and ‘among persons under age 35,
however, an expansion in the force was not con-

" 'sidered substantially more important than the need
for greater courtesy on the part-of the pohce and for

improved community relations.

SFor most of this discussion, the eight specific response items - - ..

covered in Question 14b were combined into three categories, as
follows: community relations: (1Y *Be maore 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 traffic control";, and (4) “Need more policemen of '
particular type (foot, caz) in certain areas'or at certain times.”
And; personnel resources: (1) “Hire more policemen” ‘and. (2)
“Improve training, raise quahﬁcauons of eay, recruumem
polrcres




,""“‘Appondixvl SR
‘_‘,Survey data tables

The 37 statlstical data tables in thls appendrx pre-

e Sent the results of the Prttsburgh attitudinal survey -
v conducted early in 1974. They are -organized
topically, generally parallelmg the report’s analyti-

“cal discussion. For each subject, the data tables con-

sist of cross-tabulations of personal (or household)

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

Al 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 derlved from a sample survey

rather than a complete enumeration. Constraints on

interpretation and other uses of the data, as well as

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

- estimates based on zero or onabout 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 -

NS

was calculated. /s with the percentages; these base @ -
' ',ﬁgures are estimates. On'tables showing the answers.

of individual respondents " (Tables 1-18 and
27-37), the figures reflect an adJustment based on, .
*an_independent post- -Census estimate of the city’s "

. resident population. For data from household re-

“ spondents (Table 19—26), the bases were generated, Sl

; solely by the survey itself.

A note beneath each data table identifies the ques- ‘.
tion that served as source of the data. As an expe- e
- dient in preparing tables, certain response categories - ’
were reworded and/or abbreviated. The question-

naire facsimile (Appendrx II) should be consuited
for the exact wording of both the questions and the

: portant one rather than all answers given.

: response categories. For questionnaire items that -
carried the instruction *Mark all - that apply,”‘ o

‘thereby enabling a respondent to furnish more thana -
single answer, the data tables reflect only the answer’j :

i designated by the respondent as being the most.im- - '

The first six data tables were’ used in preparing - :

‘th_e “Crime Trends” section’ of the report ,Tables,,' il
[ 7—18 relate to the topic “Fear of Crime”; Tables =

19—-30 cover “Residential Problems and Lifestyles™;,

§ and the last seven tables display information- con-
| :

cernmg' “Local Police Performance e




Table 1. _Di‘rec't;i‘on of Crime:ttendé ih“tlhe Un’itéd ;Sta‘tes_ijv i

(Percent d:.stributmn of responses for the- pcpulation age 16 and over)

Popdlation characteristic . . - Tobal " TIncreased - Same’ | Decreaséd Don't know - - Not availsble:
A1 persons . (358,100) - 100.0 o632 mLg o &7 60 03
Sex : : S v : ST R ' i -
Hale. (158,600) , 10050 60,0 23.5 o104 B, , 0.3
Female. (2oo 1oo) : : _ '100.0 5.6 . 20,5 R b 042 \
“White | (268,400) : 100,07 - 63,0 : 22,0 -1 EERR B9 s
Black (68,300) 1 ) 100.0 - 63,6 : 2.4 ‘ L 8u6 B Y A 10030
other. (1,900) : i00.0. 7 . <6740 113.9 L2548 o ,113.3-t - S0 20,00
Age . ' S : ) ‘ B St e ' o ,
16-19 (38,200, : 100.0 5941 “25-8 9.0 5.7 10,5
20-2), {}7,100) - 100,0 B8 26,3 SR NSO 3.6 10.2
25-3h {53,600) C 100,0 "t 21,9 L8 19 10,3
35-19 (67,800) , 100,0 L Glb 22.0. - 8.6 k5 10,3
50-64 (88,800 o 100,0 Bl : 19:6 - 10,0 5.8 10.1
%5 and over (63,200) , 100.0 - 62,5 19.0. S Y 10.7 . 10,4
Victimization experience . ; : R L ‘ : _ : ) O - o N :
“ Mot victimized (254,900) : " 100.0 62,5 5 T S 8.9 ; RO K . SR K. S
Victimized (103, 8005 :

100,00 " 6hB . ialg : 8.3 S : 20,2

NOTE:  Data based on question 10a.~ Detail may not add to total because of rounding.  Figures in parentheseﬂ refer to populatmn in ‘the group
1I:‘.st:Lmate. based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is stat:.stlcally unréliable. -

Table 2. Dnrectlon of crime trends in the ne|ghborhood

(Percent dietribut:.on of responses i‘or the. population age 16 ‘and mrer)

: ) : : Havenit lived : o o LR
- Population: characteristic ) - B Total - Increased Seme: . Decreased ¢ here-thab long’ Don't kmow . . - Nob available -

A1 ‘persons (358,700) 1000 1292 g o 28 gk T 0
Sex 8 » . . L o i R . S co ’ LA RS ER
Male (158,600) - » £o100,0 - 2749 U9u57 e 11GR T - LI AT, o SRR 0.3
Femsle (200,100) ©© . 1000 302 0 - MeS 9.7 w93 .oz
Race . ) S AR ; S N S o ‘ - “;/;) o
imite (283,400) ST 100000 ROk U940 LB 3.7 87 02
Black' 68,300) S T0100.0 0 L C28ak B RN TS P 3,6 6.9 : SAQ, 1
- Othier. (2,900) BEE 10040 2B20 200 LM 1943 SRR 2300
Mg T e o o ; L S L . :
6-19. (38,200) . - ST 00400 2.9, 5200 0 Igp. 520 10,3
: 20‘211' 1742003 " B Co 100L.0. U 25.9. - Wity ST eI0,00 T R 1004
-~ 25-34 (53,600 : 100,00 126,9 5043 O, e e g3 10,4,
35-49(67,800) - S e U 00,0 0 T B3R6R e WTes 10,5 W Sagd
5061, (88,800 S 100,00 L2950 UG T A8 e 1.5 LA
65 and over (63,200) ST 10030 8006 B3 0 0.6 20,2
‘Victimization experience | .. ..~ S T U E s B R R P E O R T e s Lo
“Not victimized  (254,900) 7 10000 2005 0805 L 207 [ B 06
Victimized (103,800 g00) o po 0300000 T 3BT 2l 9 7._ { 5 LA

NOTE Data based on: quest:.on 9a, Detall may not, add o total because of- round:l.ng. F:Lgures in paz;entheses refer to population :m the group
o 1Est1mate, ‘based on zZero- or.‘on about 10 or .t‘ewer sample: cases. is. statlstically unrel:\able.‘ - St :
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Table 3. Comparlson of nerghborhood cnme wrth other metropolltan area nelghborhoods

(Percen'b distribution of responses for the popilation age 16 snd over)’

Huoh Jk.:ess, L

S ST " Much more More Aboitt - Less- ‘ s s
Population characteristic Total ; dangerous .dangerous . -average . dangerous dengeroua Not available ' ' -
LA pers‘oiis (311&"-,700) 00,0 Pty 62 a7 3746 9.6 L 0.8%0 0"

Sex ST , o ‘ - r e o
Male (158 600) 100,0. - 0.8 643 41.3 3947 11,3 0.7

Female . (200, 100) - 1000 . Y TR 64l ok 36.0 8.3 0.8

Race’ - ; I R , :

‘White' (288,400) 10050 0.9 6.2 42,0 3947 10,5 0.8
Black - (68;300) 100.0 flz.2 buly 5640 . 29,0 545 0.9
. Other  (1,900) ¢ 100,0 T3 11.9. L8 37.1 13,9 10,0
;Age 3 ) “f A i : i : - : i ksl - T
- U16-19 7 (38,200 100,0 0.8 8.8 a3 : Bb.A 9uly 1044 -
2024 (47,100 100.0 o LL 9.7 R T 36 8.3 0.7
25231, (53,600). 100.0 1,0 7.1 4042 39.5 11,6 0.6°
35~49. 67,300 100.0 1.3 Bl L6k 3745 87 1.0
50-61, ’ 100.0 1,1 L6 S 38,7 "10.5 0.8
65 and over (63, 200) 100,0 - 1.4 LT - 46.6. ‘ 376 8.6 1.0

Victimization experience : . = ’ ‘ : : R 3 /

Not victimized  (25,900) 100.0 0.8 b9 Lhaly 38,7 0.4 N 0.8
Victimized (103,800} 100.0 1.8 9 . PENS 35,0 T ;

NOTE: Data based on question 12.

Table 4. Place of residence of persons commlttlng nelghborhood crlmes

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

Detail may not. add to total because of round:.ng Figures in parentheses refer to populatlon in the group
1Est1ma’c.e. based on.zero or on about 10 or- fewer sample cases, is statistically unrehable

’ ’ : No nen.ghborhood People l:wing . o Equally . : : : W
Population characteristic Total ~crime here Outsiders. by both - Don't Jmow Not available
“A11 persons (358,700) 100.0 kel 25,9 4143 R 20,0 0.7 .
sex. - ) . ) i
Male (158 600) - 100.0 . Lol 26.8 JAR,) 8.6 17.9 0.8
Female (200 100) 100,0 L7 25,1 41,0 649 21,7 0.7
Race : : L T
‘White - 288,1;00) ©100.,0 5.0 25.2 42,6 “baly 20,1 =~ 0.8
Black (68,300) 100,0- 1.9 29,0 36,1 13.0° 19,5 [ 0.5
Other, ,900) 100:0:" 17,7, 27,9 37.3 112,8 L Bhe3 10,0,
Age | 7 ; e i o . it L
16-19 * (38,200) 100.0 2,4 3845 40,7 849 “849 10,7
20-2L (47,200 100.0 3.0 36.3 3640 “643 17,8 - 046 -
25-3)°. (53,600). 100.9 24 30.8 38.1 8l 19,5 " 1,1
. 35-49 (67,800 100.0 3.8 27,1 - h0.T 9.3 1845 0.6
506l (88,800 71100:0 N-NA 19.8 - S B3.9 749 21,3 0.7 .
65 and- over - (63, 200) , 100,0 63 BEN kBl 5¢5 28,7 - 0:6°
Victimization experience . . PRI R S Lo g R '
Not victimized (254 900) 100,00 »'5.5 PR~y SR 241 7.1 21,8 7 0.8
Victimized . (103,800 S 1000 - ‘1.9 T 83,50 39k 9:0 157 045

NOTE " Data based o question 9e.

Detail may riot ‘add to total because of roundmg
1Est:.mate, based or: zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is stat:.stlca]ly ‘unreliable.

Flgures ins parentheses refer t0. populatlon in the group



- Race

Table 5 Change in the chances of bemg attacked or rcbbed S
‘ ; (Percent mstributlon of resporises for the - population age 16 and over), AR ; :
o Population characteris’qic o o Total o Going up ) * Same” : Gomg down . Ne opinion : P Not awailable
A11 persons  (358,700) ol 100.0 50,8 7.0 9.0 C 3.0 ' 0.2
“Mate - {158,600) S : ; 100.0 43.2 420 L 1.8 2.7 0.2
Fenmale (200 100) L 100.0 : 56,9 ‘ 32,9 6,8 SRR 1 S ; 0.2
White (288,400) o 100.0 E 52,0 36,7 R - 5 340 0.2
Black 68,300) ) 100.0 : 462 37T . 12,8 3.2 20.2
Other  (1,900) . : 100.0 , 35.2 - 19.3 : . 19,8 15,8 %0.0
Sge . : : . - PR .
16-19 238,2003 , 100,0 38.6 blis3 15.9 1,1 120,1
2055 (47,100 : ‘ 100.0 49.9 38.6 . T 903 1.9 10,3
25-34 - (53,600 100.0. 534 37.2 9.9 1.2 10,2 ¥
35-149 (67,800 S 100.0 - 55,2 36.0 6.9 1.7 10,2
50-64 - (88,800 . 100.0 - 53.6 34.8 - 8,7 247 10.1
: 65 and over (63, 200) s : : 100.0 48,0 353 862 Baly 10.2
Victimization experience . - o : S ’ ) .
Not victimized -(254,900) - e 1000 . 4847 I . -38.2 ; 0943 3.6 - G2
Victimized (103,800} S 10000 55.9 - 31 B 1.5 102
NOTE:r Bata based on question 15a. Detail day not add 10 total because of rounding. Figures in’ parentheses refer to ’,populatlon in the group.
1E:5‘0:.:113’:»3:, based on zero or on-about 10 or fewer sample cases, is stat:.st:.cally unreliable. .
Table 6. Serlousness of crime problem relahve to what newspapers‘*and telewsuon report
j‘} : o (Percent d:l.stributlon of responses far the populat:l.on age 16 and over)
Population charac'hez‘ietic‘ o Totel ) Tess sgerious ‘Baiie " More serious o No opinioﬁ Not a&f\a;uable
L persons (358,700) L1000 o dne e 3647 R T o
Sex . N : : N : ] ) : ) . SRR el
Male. (158, 600) S - 100.0° ~ R T Ch6e2 0 35,8 3.3 0.5
Female - (200,100) S 7110040 ) 9.8 : 48.8 R 3ok 346 0.k
" Race : : ‘ ‘ L : . .
" . White 288,AOO) i ; . 100.0- o 12.3 U HTW 36.6" 3 O
: B:Leck ,300) . :100.0 96 C 4846 S 375 3.8, 046
- other .900) g © o 7100.0 ‘ N 1 B . 51,7 324 110.0°%. 30,0
Age - Lt ! v g ' ’ SR : : < N
T 1619 (38, 200 S S0 100.0 N 15,3 7 51, 31.4 1,7 . 10,2
20-21, -+ (47,100 . ; o 100.0 : 12,9 : 50,5 L BkdT 1,2 0.6
25—31+ 53,600 - R 100.0 - 12,90 coh HTW2 372 - 2.4 TR0
35-19 (67,800} . - : 710040 LA . 463 O Y 2,6, R T WA
: 50— 88,800 -.100,0. . 11.3; S 1646 ) 2 3Be5 32 S0
+ 65 end. oyer (63,200) L .’100.‘01 R 9L LU kb3 35k PR X 0.6 .
Vic'b:m:.zatlon experience: T SR T ; ‘ e S S . ; e - .
_ Not:victimized (25h,900) 00,0 AL g 8.6 - T B8 T S e O T T O
- Victimized (103 1800) R 100,0" SHRTCI IO B R "45,3‘ ‘ w W3 e 1.7 AR St Qa3

"NOTE: Data based. ‘on. quest:.on 15b. Detajl nay not 2dd 4o total because of round.mg. Figures in parentheses rei‘er to population in the group

1Estlmate, based on Zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, ig statlstlcally unrel:.able. oy




Table 7 Fear of gomg to parts of the metropolltan area
: durmg the day ’

(Percent dlstrlbution of responses ‘for-the population age 16 and over)

. Popilation characteristic o . Total . Yes . No: © Not available
A11 persons  (358,700) 10050 17,0 00 8l - L2 -
Sex R : ! L . ‘
Mate . (156,600) : 1000 15.7. 83.3° 1.0
Female (200, 1oo) V v 100.0 17.9 8046 1.5
~‘Race ; ' e , ?
White zes,aoo) . 100.0 17.8 L8049 1.3
‘Black 68,300) ‘ © 100,0 13,1 85,8 1.1
’ Other ,900) 100,0 21,9 76.2 11,9
16-19 38,200 : : ] 100.0 S 1047 88.1 1.3
20-24 . (47,100) - : : 100,0 12,2 8649 1,0
y ; , 25-3) -{53,600 : 100.0 17.4 81,8 0.8
v : 35-49- (67,800) 5 ©100.0 21,8 77.0 1.2
. . 50-6 - (88, 800 100.0 19.5 7943 1.3°
65 and over ' (63,200) ) 100,0 15,2 0 83,0 1.8
Victimization experience - ) : . : . k )
Not victimized = (254,900) 1060 - 1641 32.7 R -
Victimized (103,800) ~ - . 100.0  19.0 79.6 21,3

NOTE: Data, based. on question iBa Deta:ll may not add ‘to total because of rcrund:mg " Figures
. in parentheses refer to population in the group.
1Es’(‘a.mate, based on about’ 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrellable,

Table 8. Fear of gomg to parts of the metropolltan area at night

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

‘Populatlon character:.stic ‘ . Total ; /‘ Yes No - Not avai‘l.able

"AI1 persons (358,700) S 10040, 299 6k 5.9

Male (158, 600) o 100,07 L R6e5 69,7 3.8

. , ) Female: (200 100) ] : : +100,0 - 7 32,6 60,0 7.5
S o : ’ Race . e S - _ ‘

i , L White - (288,400) 100,60 31.0 63.1 549

A R e . Biack - (68,300) o : S 100400 5.2 69.2 56
R : S : : Other _,900) ' 1000 297 62,4 17,9

: o Age S SO ‘ Lo ,
16-19 éae,zoo . L . 100.0 S 2649 67.9 7%

20-21, - (47,100)- : 100,0 - i 31,30 "63.6 Bl

. 25-3l, (53,600 A ) 100.0. B3k 6R49 346

3549 (67,800 : : .0100.0 32,7 .- 61,9 5uly

, - 50-6l- (88,800 ; : 100,0- . 32,0 616 Dely

5 s 65 and over: (63,200) e 100,07 = 2106 ”69 9 8.5

o o Victimization experience. o L e
" 'Not .victimized (254,900) . 100,07 2749 . 6549 642
0

V:.ct:i.mized (103,800)° : 10040 T 60,2

Data based on quest:.on 13b. Detazl may ‘not: add to total because of round:mg hgures :
) :mxarentheses refer to population in the group.
*Estimate, based on :about 10 or i‘ewer ‘sample cases, is statlstlcally unrellable
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Table 9. Neighborhood safeiy when out alone during the day

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

" Population cheracteristic ‘ Total Very safe: Reasonebly safe * Somewhat unsafe - Very unsafe Not available

A1 persons . (358,700) ‘ 100.0 . 57,1 358 b9 v 1,9 0.3
-Sex o Lo . ‘ : ‘
Male  (158,600) 100.0 ) 69.8 S 26,9 2,1 0.9 0.k
Female - (200,100). ~ ' 100,0. B PR R > 7.1 2.7 0.3
Race - . : ) ) ) . } . .
. White §2aa,uoo) : . 100.0 g 59. 343 Ly 1.7 0.3
Black (68,300) " R 100.0 kT3 , L4245 7.0 2.7 0.5
.Other . (1,900) 100.0 o 63.8 o 27.7 36,0 12,5 10,0
16-19 (38,200 © . 100.0 NN N . 29,2 2.3° 10,6 20,5
20-21, - (47,100 . 100,0 T ‘ : 30.2° 3.6 1.2 10,2
25-34 (53,600 ; . -100.0 65.3 Lo 31.2 i 2.7 0.5 2044
35-49 (67,800 L 100.0 . . YO S C37.1, : S b2 1.3 10,3
- 50-6L. " (88,800 : 100.0 S B3.E 38,1 " S UBLe 2.4 10,3
© 65 and over "(€3,200): : L1000 0T B33 4343 8.8 b2 10,4
Victimization experience i B . : o ) ‘ R . ‘ .
. Not victimized ~(254,900) - C 10048 BTN 3544 o L7 148 0.k
' Victimized (103,800) 0000 By 3k S R 21 10,2

NOTE: . Data based on question 11b. - Detail may not add to total because of rounding. ' Figures in parentheses refer to population in'the group.
"Estimate, based on zero or on:about 10 or fewer sample tases, is statistically unreliable.’ - S :
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Table 10 Nelghborhood safety when out alone durlng the day

(Percent distmbution of responses for the populatlon age 16 and over) .

Population characteristic Total Very safe - Reasonably safe Somewha‘o unsafe | Very unsafe Not- available
Sex and age
~Male ) S . o S
16-19° (19,400 100.0 77.9 ; 20,2 10,8 10,2 11,0
20-24 - (21,700 100.0 80.9 18,3 0.7 10,2 10.0
25-3L (24,300 100.0 - 76.8 21,3 ) 2049 2045 T10.5
35-49 §29 6003 100.0 68. 28.6 . 2.3 10,5 10,3
50—64 38,600 100.0 66.l; C 294 2.3 1.6 20,3
65 and over~ (25, ooo) 100.0 5442 39 1 , b6 1.8 - 10,3
Female - . . ) ; T ; _ : RN
16-19 . (18,700 100.0 56.6 38,5 3.9 ) 11,0 10,0
20-24 gzs,soo 100.0 50.9 5404 6il: L 2.1 20,5
25-3L (29,300 100.0 5548 39.3 . Ll : 10,5 10,3
35-19 €38 ,200 .100.0 48.3 - 43,8 : 5.7 1.9 - 10,3
50-64 (504200 100.0 4346 ka8 ) 8.2 S 3.1 20,3
65 end over (38,200) 100.,0 36.1 , 46,0 i 11,6 5.8 - 10.4
‘Race andage ) : ’
White P L ' .
16-19 (29,500 100.0 T 687 28,1 2.2 10,5 10,5
20-2 (38,700 100.0 .- 67,0 28.9 3.2 10,7 10.2
25-3% (42,500 100.0 68,0 20,1 ‘2,0 10,6 10,3
35-49 (51,600 100,40 60.8 L5 3.5 1.0 10,2
50-64 (73,h ) 100.0 56.0 3645 5.1, 241 10,3
65 and over -(52,700) 100.0 Lh.8 h2.7 8.1 Ll 10,4
Black ; ;
16-19 ' (8, 600; 100.0 63,0 32.8 32,8 10.9 Y 20,4
20-2l, (8,100 100.0 . 52,9 37k 53 3.9 10:5
25-34 (10,100 100.0. - 53k 40.5 Sely 10,0~ 20,7
35-49 - (16,000) *100.0 45.0 45,7 6.6 2,2 10,5
50-64. (15,200) . 100.0 - 41, 46.0 8.0 Le2 10.3
- 65 and over  (10,400) ‘ 100.0° " 35.8 46.6 12,5 4.8 10,k

NOTE: Data based on quest:.on 11b. Detail may not'.add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to populatlon in the group.
"Es‘blmate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statlstlcally un.rellable : 3




Table 1. Nelghborhood safety when out alone durmg the day

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

Population characteristic

Very unsafe -

Not available

Total - Very safe Reasonably safe Somewhat unsafe-
Race, sex, dnd age
White o

¥ale - S , : : o :
16-19 (14,900 - 100,0 78.2 20,0 10,5 20,3 *1.0
20-2); (18,300 100,90 82,2 17.0 1 10,6 10,2 10,0
25-3k (20,300 100.0 75,7 22,2 10,9 20,6 20.6
35-49° {23,700 100.0 70,9 25,7 1.9 10,2 20,3
50-6) - (31,9096 100,0 68,5 28,2 1.8 1,2 10,4
65 and.over- - (20,300) 100.0 56,2 38,0 bl 1.3 0.4

Female : S ) ’ :
16-19 gu;,éoog 100.0 59,1 36,2 3.9 10.8 .10,0
20-2L (20,400 100.0 5344 39.6 5.6 11,1 10.4

©. 253} (22,200 _--100.0 61,1 35.3 3.0 10,7 10,0
35-49 527,900 - 100.0° 52.3 41.0 4.8 1,8 10,1
50—64 414500 : 100,0 16,5 4249 77 2.8 10.3
65 'and: over (32,500) 100.0 37.7 4546 - 10,6 5.8 20

Black N

‘Male ¢ ) it ) D .

- 16-19 54,6003 100.0 7k 20,1 11,7 3040 10,8
20-2) {34100 " -100.0 72,2 26,6 Ps 21,2 30,0 10,0
25-3 3,400 ©100,0 82,5 16,3, 11,2 30,0 20,0
35-49° ,700 - 100.0 58,2 36.0 23,9 S - I 20,0
506 . (6,700 100.0 5647 34.8 5§ 13,6 10.0-°
65 and- over - (1“700) :100,0. 1546 438 6.6 1.0 - 10,0

Female - o - S
16-19 (1,100} 100,0 47.0 1740 25,0 22,0 10,0
20-2) (44900 100,0 Ji046. W3 8,0 6.3 10,8
25-3L (6,700 100.0 38.8: - 5256 oL 10,0 11,1
35-49 (10,200) 100.0 37.7 S51.1 8.1 - 12.4 0.8
50-64 (8,600 100,60 29.9 “Blab 104 47 10,5
65 ana over . {5;700) 100.0 27.7 48.9 - 17,3 15,4 10.8

NOTE: Data baged. on quast:.on 11b,

Deta:_'l. may not add ‘to total because of round:.ng
1Estlmzﬁ:e, based on zero or on-.about 10 or fewer sample cases, is stat:.st:.cally unrellable. w

Figures :m parentheses refer to populatlon in the group.~
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Table 12. Neighberhbod safety when out alpne atnight - :

y

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

o Population characberistic . Tot,ql Very safe’ . '“Reasonably safe Somewhatﬂunsa,fe ' .Very unsafe . Not.available v

AL persons - (358,700) 100.0 189 a2 20,9 2.6 Ou
Sex’ : : R ) . T ' . : . R : o S
. Male - (158 600) S 100,00 .. 31,3 456 L Ak 8.5 : O
~ Female (200 100) C L 10060 L 9.0 e 30.6 ¢ . “ %2.3 o 33.8 : o.g g
Race g ) ) : o : . R - 8 ) s
White- szae,uoo) g 100.0 1946 ) 381 20,7 . 213 10,3
“Black (68,300) v 100,0 T 15,6 © 33,3 21,9 : 28,7 0.6
Other (1 ,900) _ 100.0 30,3 45:0 L 15,8 ‘ 38,9 10,0
16-19 38 200) L 100,0 . 0 25,7 13.2 18.8 i 12,0 10,
20-2i, (17,100 . o 100,0. 23.5 40,2 21,0 1501 10,2
25-3) - {53,600, : £ 100,0 S 2k 43,7 . 18,8 13.0 10,4
35-49 (67,800 ~ , 100,40 19,4 38,8 . 23.0 18.5 20,3
50=6, . (88,800) - - . 77 -100,0 16.7. 35.8 20,8 26.), 0.3
65 and over - (63,200) - ) 100,0 o 945 26 L 21,8 41,8 0.6
o Vn.etmlzatlon experience o . . e sl : . E ) . . : o . T
, Not victimized = (254,900) 100,017 18,4 38,4 20,3 2208 ‘ S Oy
S I Victimized (103,800) 0.0 0 2000 Bl a0 : ‘ 203 .

NOTE: Da'ba based on questlon 1la. Detall may “riot add to total because of | roundmg. Figures in parentheses refer to populatn.on m the group. :
lEsh:Lmate, based oh 'zBro. Or on about lO or fewer sample casesy is statn.stn.cal_'l.y *mrel:.able : : .

e

g
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“Table 13. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night

(Percent d;stfibution of responses for the population age 16 and over)

Population characteristic P . Total - [ Very. safe Reasonably . safe Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe _“Not ‘available

Sex and age. '\1‘\. . ; .

Male - R N . : . . . »
16-19 519,400§ 100.0 37.9 51,2 7.0 3.1 20,8

o 20-2) - {21,700 10040 4039 9. 8.1 1.6 10.0
25-31 (24,4300 100.0 39.9 K75 10.3 . 2.0 10,3

35-49 (294600 1100.0 31.4 CHT.L 5 Y] 20,3
50-6k  "(38,600). 100,0 2649, 45.0 17.3 10.5" ©20.3
65 and ‘over™ (25,000) 100.0 16,4 " 35,0 23.2 242 - 10.8

Female ) : i : : - .
16-19. (18,700 100.0 12,9 349 30.9 21,3 10.0,
20-2), (25,500 : 100.0 8.7 32.3 32,0 265 10,40
.25-34 °{29,300). . - 100,0 11,1, 4045 25.9 22,1 10,4
35-49 (38,200 7 100,0 10,1 32u 29,6 27.5 20,4
50-64 (50,200 100.0 8.8 28.6 23.6 387 10,3
65 and over (38 200) 100.0 RS 20.5 20.8 53,07 " 10,4

Race and age ‘ : . : : L
16-19° (29,500) 100.0 27.2 42.6 L18.2 11,6 L A0u
20-2), (38,700 . 100.0 23.6. 41.6 20.8 13.7 20,3

“ 25234 (42,500) 100.0 . 2540 45.3 18,0 S 120 1044,
35-49° (51;600)" . 100.0. . 20.8. 40,1 - 22,7 1642 10,2. -
50-64 73.h00 ©.-100:0 17.5 371 2047 2. 10,3
65 and over - (52,700) ° ©100.0 9.7 26:9 22.3 407 SA0GL -

- Black ) - K S . ) ' ‘
16-19 8,600; 100.0 12045 45.1 C204L 13.6 10,4 -
20-2 (8,100 100,0. - .- 22,1 . 33.1 22.5. 22,3 11040
25-3) (10,100) 100,0 - 20.1 - 35.9 22,3 21,2 R0,
35-49 - (16,000 ! 100,07 ST 347 23.9 . 25.9 10,7 . -
- 50-64 “(15,200) . .100.0 . 125 29.5 21.7 35.8 10.5 -
65 and over {10,400) 100.0 8,1 2.2 19.2 47.3 11,100

NOTE: ~Data baged on questlon as De‘ba:.l may not add to total because of roundmg. F:Lgures in parentheses refer Jc.o populatlon dn the group.
3Estimate, based on: zero - or-on about 10 or Tewer sample cases, is statlstlca]ly unrellable : s s

X
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Table 14. Neighborhooa ~safeiy”when out alone at night

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

Population characteristic Total . Very safe - " Heasonably safe Somewhat unsafe " . Very unsafe " Not available
Race, sex, and age: : ’
White : ) .

Male : . . A - E
16-19 {14,900 : ) 100,0 i JA: R S 2.8 10,8
20-24 (18,300 s 100.0 E 40,3 53,4 6.8 RSV 20,0
25-3L - (20,300 i -100,0 . 39.4 1.7 10.4 2,2 10.4
35-49 (23,700 : < 7100,0 32,1 48,2 13.7 546 10,3
50-6k . (31,900 B 100,0 . 28,2 15.6 1645 Gk 0.4
65 and over (20,300) 100.0 < 16,6 2 37.1 123.7 22,1 20,6

Female . : . : : .
16-19 14,600; - . 100.0 12,5 36.7- 30 2 -20.6 10,0
20-2), {20,400 - © 100,0 8,6 32.8 334 8.7 10,5
2534 (22,200 100.0 119 3.1 25,0 19,7 10,3
35-49 - (27,900 : : 100.0 11,1 33.1 30.h 25,3 10,1
50-6k (41,500) -100.0 9k 30.6 23,9 36.0 10,2
65 and over (32,500) T 100.0 5¢ 20.5 214 " 52,3 0.4

Black : : : : .
., Male . o c i R . i g . L
T16-19 0 (4, 600 B 100.0 L2589 60.0 9.2 1.1 L1p,8 0

| 20-2l (3,100) - ST 110040 B - 38.4 - 16,0 2.3 10,0 .

,-25-3L (3400 o ©100000 4301 Chbay 9.3 T2 10,0 -
35-49 (5,700) ' 1C0.0 27.9. 42,5 A7 11.9 10,0
50=bl {6,700 o LT 1100,0. : 20,5 2.9 21,5 15.2 10.0

C - 65 and over: . {%,700) ¢ - 100.0 A5, 28,5 21,5 33.0 TA1,6
- Female : . L . : e
- 16-19 gg,i_oo ; . +100.0 - ST AL 28,6 32,9 T 240 - ~-10,0
i 202k (hy900) LT 10040 8.7 29.7 26.7 3449 T 10,0
25-5) (6,700) : S 100,0 "~ - 8.6 30,7 28.9 ; 31,3 - 0 20,8
35-49 - (10,200) -0 T 100600 T FaBn 73044 o 2k S "33.8° L2
50-6k. ' (8,600) : ‘ . ©300.00 63 19,1 S 2159 e 51.8 S e30,90
65 and over (5,700) . 100,07 2.2 20.6 ATk o 59.1 20,8

. NOTE:- Data based on questibn 11s,  Detail may not add £o,totall bgcauéje of‘founding. Figures in pére‘nt'heSSSZréférgto population in the group.
) *Estimate, based on zero. or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, 1s stapisbically‘kunreliabler R PR S S

"



o Table 15. Nelghborhood dangerous enough
- to consnder movmg elsewhere
B (Percen‘b d:.stribut:.on of responses i‘or the populat:.on age 16 and cver). -
: ‘”Population characteristic i Total Yes No * . “Not- ava:.‘l.able -
- - - "\:F
NN persons (156,800) - 1000 17. 80.8 » 1.8
. ; : : Sex : B - e . ot o R .
s e - Mele: - (36,200) S -100.0 23,0 Tha0 i D 2,6
S : = Female (120 600) - ‘ o : 100.0 © 156 ) 82,9 1.5
Race o S o o L
White (121,600) I R 100,0 . 15,8 82,2 .. 2.0
: - o Black 31“700) T ; 100.0. 22,6 - - 6.4, ; 1.0
o o . Other (500) : 100,00 1337 7.9 783
R : ' . e ‘ o ) Con
% 16-19 (11,800 ! v : 100,0 15,1 82,9 : 11.9
N L Sl 20-2 (17,200). RERSCREE 100.0 19.3 7847 200
R S = 253k (17,100} . . 100,0 22,5 . 75.8 . 31,7
. s 35-19 (28,200 S 100,01 -~ 18.3 Tone.e 2.8
50=64 7 (42,200 . ".100.0 ... 19.0 © 17943 1.7
65 and over (40,400) : 100,00 .. 1246 86,3 - 1.0
Victimization experience : . : S . o -
Not victimized (109,500). : 100,0 S 1249 85:3 . 1,8
- Victimized (47,300) . “100.0 - 2747 90.5 . - LT 1.8
- MOTE: :Data based on question llec. Detgil may not add to total because of round:mg Figures
in parentheses refer to population: in the. group. i
. *Estimate, based on'about 10'or fewer sample cases, is statlstlcally unreliable.
Table 16 leltatlon or change in actlvmes because of fear of crime
SRR 5 : (Percent distribution of responses for the populat:x.on age 16 and “over) o
‘ i PRI , i, ‘People __ie_neral . . People in neighborhood . * : _Persondl .. . .
" Population characteristic Total - " Yes No' = ~Not available ° Total Yes .~ No~ Not available - Total ': ' Yes. . No ' - Not available ' -
1T persons  (358,700) 1000 BL4 179 07 . 1000 - 57,6 k0.2 . 2.2 100.0 377 620 - 03
Male (153 600) ; ~-100.0 78,9 20.6 00T L1000 556 436 1.8 100407 127410 7244 Dty
Female (20G 100) ' 200,00 8345 A5.7 00 0.8 Ur 100,07 60,00 U37.50 o i2.50 0 10040 AGJI - 53T Lo
~ Race:. . C S : ' U e T e '
White " 288,400) 100,00 L B0.7 1847 0.7 . 7 1000 55,3 - 42.6 2,1 710000 035430 Blal 043
Black _ (68,300} e 100.0 849 Ikl - 1.1 .--100,0 67.8 . . 29.7 Rk 1000 48,0 51,8 - 062
Other (1,900). .~ . 100.0 ":58.3 9.8 11,9 © - 100,0 -36.h  €3.6 20,0 - 100:0% 32.2 . 67.8. 30,0
Piag '33-,200 R 100,0 . 7haL 2505 00,0 01000 48 98, o Lk 100,00 249 748 0.3 R
©20-2k" (47,100) 100,00 737 - 25.9 20,4 100,0 - 48T LB. 2,9 00100607 29,0 S 70,8 e R0 e e
o 25-3h. (53,600 . T 100000 TG o 28 10.3 .0 0100.0- 0 49.0. 49.0 2,0 . 17H100,07 3168 68,0 o0 30,20 e
73519 "(67,800) C100,008642 71343 0.6 100407 59,7 - 3846 17 210040, 70.37.9 0 6Ly5 006 R
50-64{88,800): 2100000 B2 0 12,0 0.8 . " 100,0- Bhb : 33.5 2,0 200:0 42,70 5742 0 0 10,1
,65 ahd ‘over . (63 aoo) S 2010040 7 8346, a8 1o60 710040 69 . 32,1 3.0 10040 A9.B K949 T 0Nk
" Victimizabion experience . T ot S S e T Lo R
‘Mot victimized (2544900 100,0 - BLib L Ag.5 00,9 T 100,00 56k 41.31 Ry S 100,017 3665 - 6302 i 0630 e T
! V:Lctimlzed (103,800 5 L1000 80,8 18,8 ’ uo.b‘_ ‘ . 100.0 o 69.6, 3.6 1.7 . .,100'.9 RN LT I L 10,2 0

U NOTE ‘Data based on questlons 163, 160, : and 16c. Deta:.l may B0t add £0 botal because of round:mg : F:.gures:m parentheses refer to popule.tion“ivn the group. .
ERIR 1Est1.mate, based on zero. or on about 10 or fower sample cases, 15 statlst:.cally unrel:table. SR e e T T i T T e
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Table 17 Personal Ilmntatuon or charge in actlvmes
because of fear of crlme ' :

(Percen’o distribution of responses for the populat:.on age 16 and over)’

Population characteristic : Total - Yeg - " No Not ava:lable
Sex and’ age )
Male . : T
16-19 (19,400 -100.0 14.3 83.3 1044
20-2. (21,700 ©-100.0 . 17.5 82.3 10.2
2534 {24,300 100.0 20,2 793 10,5
35-49 {29,600 100.0 29.0 70.3 10,6
5064 {38,600 100.0 31,9 67.9 10,2
65_and over. . (25,000) 100,0 41.1 58.3 10,6
Female o .
16-19 18,700) .100.0 33.8 66,0 0.2 -
202l (25,500 100.0 38.7 61.0- 10.3
25-34 (29,300 100.0 51.3 58.7 19,0
35-49 {38,200 100.0 b8 547 20,5
- 50-84 (50,200 100.0 51.0 48.9 10,1
65 and over (38, 200) . 100.0 55,5 4463 10,2
Race and age ‘ - :
¥hite . . S
16-19 (29,500 100,0° 2.5 7543 10,3
20-24 (38,700 100:0 27.2 72.5 .. 10,3
2534 (42,500 100.0 29.2 70.5 10,3
35-49: (51,600 100.0 32.2 67.2 0.6
50=6l 73,1,00 100.0 40,0 59.8. 10,2
65 and over (52,700) 100.0 487 509 . 10,4
Black . . . -
16-19- (8, 600; 100,0 26,6 73,0 10,4
20-2 (8,100 100.0 36.7 63,3 - 20.0
-25234 (10,100 100.0 423 5747 *0,0--
35-49 (16,000 .100.0 56,6 42.9 - 10.5 )
5064 15 200 100.0 5547 hhe3 10.0
65 and over - (10,400) 100.0 55,2 Lk L1030

NOTE: Data based on quest:.on 16c:
in parentheses refer to population in the group.

Detail may not sdd to total becausé of rounding. Figures. :

1Es'bn.mar(;e. based on- gero or on about 10 or i‘ewer sample cases, ig stat:.stlcally unreliable.

S
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Table 18. Personal limitation or change in actlvmes

because of fear of crime

(Percen'b distribution of responses i‘or the popula’olon age 156 and over)

Not available

NOTE: Data based on question 1bc.

‘Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

in parentheses refer to population in the group.

Figu.rés :

: "Est:unate, besed on zero or on about 10 or i‘ewer sample cases, is stat:.stlcany unrellable

sy g

LT

Popula’clon charactemstlc ‘Total Yes ; No
Race, sex, ‘and age
‘White :
‘Male © : . .
16-19° (14,900) . 100.0 15,7 83.7: 10,5 -
20-2), (18,300 100.0 15.8 8L 10,2
‘25-34 (20;300) - 100.0 20,0 7945 " 10,6
35-1;9 23,700 100.0 24.7 ha5 10,8
50-64 (31,900 : : 100.0 - 28.7 71.0 10.2
65 and over (20,300) - 100.0 . 39.7 5948 10,6
Female : R
16-19 (14,600 100.0 33.3 66,7 10,0
20-24" (20,400) 100.0 37 62,2 2044
25-34 (22,200 *100.,0 37.6 62,0, 10,0
35-49. {27,900 100.0 38.6 61,0 10.4
50-64 -+ (41,500 : 100.0 18.7 ‘5143 10,1
65 and over- (32,500) 100.0 Shel; 45k 20,2
-~ Black :
Male - . ’
16-19 . (4,600 100.0 18.3 81.7 10,0
20-24 (3,100 100.0 26,1 “73.9 i 20,0’
25-34- (3,400 100.0" 20,7 79.3 - - 1F 2040
35-19 (5,700 100.0 7.2 © 52,8 I 10,0
50=6L (64700 100.0 474 52,6 . Y 10,0
65 and over (4,700) ~ 100.0 48,0 51,2 .10.8
Female co
16-19 51,,100 100.0 35.8 D 63,3 - 10,9
20-24, - (4,900 *100.0 1345 5645 10.0 L
‘ 25-31 . (6,700 *100,0 5342 146.8 10,0 - -
] : ! o 35-49 - (10,200) 100.0 61,9 373 ‘10,8
B R T 5064 (& 600) 100.0° 6242 37,8 - 10,0
i : - 6 and over (5,700) 100.0° 61,1 38,9 10,0

L




(Percent d.lstr:.butlon of answers by household respondents)

Table 19 Most lmportant reason for selectmg present nelghborhood

Mlways Lived in  Neighborhood

Safe frqm Lack of

Characteristics ' ‘Other and

Household characteristic "Total - meighborhood characi;éristics Good schools - crime choice ngh‘b price’ Iocation of ‘house not available
. A1Y households' (77,300) = 100.0 i 84l 11,5+, 2.0 1.1 14.6 8. 9 39. 9 8.6 53 ..
Race ’ : ) : : . . : ‘

White (57,100 100.0 745 : L11.3 244 1.0 10.3 - 9.5 453 7.6 5.1

Black (19,500 100.0 10,1 ; .o 119 20,9 1,2 27.6 T 23.6 i KV 548

Other : (700) 100.0 10,0 ) 149 20,0 10.0 15,2 15,5 . '58.5 131.0 25,0
Armual family dincomie o : i : , . S '

Less then $3,000 (18,800) 100.0° “9.1 7.0 10,0 11,0 2.0 7. 42.3 6.0 3

$3,000-=$7,499 21,500) 100.0 8.7 13.8 Lk 11,2 1642 10,2 36,2 7.1 5.1

$7,5oo‘.;$9,999 8,600) 1000 10,1 8.0 10,8 11,2 10.3 11,4 9945 12.5 6,2

$10,000-$14,999 gn,soo) 100.0 6.6 13.2 2.8 10.7 7.8 10.3 2.7 9.3 6.6

$15,000-$24,999 6,200) 100.0 5:5 12.8 13,2 12,8 5.7 8.9 459 Geky 5.5

$25,ooo or more ~ (2,400) 100.0 5.9 16.5 15,9 - 11.5 0.0 16,0 © 4943 11,8 12.9

Not. available  (8,200) 100.0 6.8 146 5.9 10,0 141 5.5 33.6 1.4 7.9
Victimization experience . B ' ) : R . .

Not victimized  (51,600) 100.0 8.2 11.5 . 2.0 1,1 13.8 . 8.3 413 8.y 5

Victimized (25,700) 100.0 7.9 .4 2.1 10.0 16,2 10.3 7.2 2.9 5.
NOTE: - Data based on question 2a. Deta:n. may not add vo total becaise of rounding. F:_gures in paren’sheses refer to households in the group.

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

Table 20. Most unportam reason for leavmg former resldence
(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents)
. ’ : B Living - Infiux - Othr -+ :

: . S . - -Characteristics Wanted better ‘Wanter cheaper ' arrangements. of bad Neighborhood -.* .snd not " -

Household - characteristic Total  Location of house house house -~ Forced ‘out - changed elements  Crime characieristics | availubie™
MY households (77,300) 00,0 . 27.8 T A2 17 9.5 €179 0:6 . - 2.0 bl . 5.0

Race: : i ) A o Ll : . e :

U White (57, 1003 100.0 31,8 13,4 13.0 - Leb 7.6 18,7 0:8 1.6 b Lok
Black - (19,500 100.0- . - 16,1 16.8 1747 A 155 - 15,1 10.2 3wl B ed 6.0
Other -({700) 100.0 ~ 326.1 4.9 110.9 25,5 ‘15.5 "13_0.9 ; "310.0 20,0 10.0 ) 115.2

Aniual femily income: . } ‘ : ’ ; ‘ o ‘ ;

. Less than $3,000  (18,800) 100,0 .* - 40.5 8.3 8.3 6.6 11.7 L1247 10.6 2,1 %ie3 N
$3,000-$7;499. 521,500) 100,07 22,4 1.2 12.7 5ok 12,6 2004 0.9 2,8 540 beb

. ,$'7,500_$9,999 8, 100.0 23,1 15.% 18.6 Lk 6.9 - 22,3 10,4 11,2 13,2 kb
"$10,000-3144999 gllzéoo) 100.0 19.6 19.3 201, 12,5 Tob 21,5 - . 10,0 21,8, 5 3.8 - 3.5
$15,000-$24,.999 6',200% 100.0. 7 26,1 19,0 20.0 11,6 5.7 15.3 21,6 12,8° 13,9 13,7
$25,000 or more (2,400 100.0 31.2 24,1 A3 14,5 11,5 28,9 11,5 10,0 - 15,8 19,2
Not ‘available :(8,200) " -100.0 29.0 12,7 e300 4.2 7.5 18 CROWH 04k Leb 8.5

Victimization experience = = ) o R R o S : T
Not victimized (51,600) 100.0 28,2 .. hVV 14.5 5.0 . 8.6 17.6 S 10,6 2.0 3.9 5.2
vlctmized (25,700} - 1000 26,8 13.9 13,6 4.0 11,5 ;185 10,8’ 1.9 bk haly.

. NOTE:

Data base'l on question 4a.

Detail may ot add to total because of Tounding.

1Estmate based on zero or on about. 10 or fewer ‘sample cases, is. stat:.st:.cally unrel:.able.

;Lz“

F.Lgures in parentheses refer to households in the group.
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Table 21 Whether or not there are undesnable
nelghborhood characteristics

. (Percent distribution of answers by household ,res‘pondehts)

Not available

Household characteristic . ", ~Total ' Yes ) No
am households (175,300) ©100.0 T 360 63,7 T 0.3
Race R v B ' L : . ‘ S
White. 139 700) 100.0° 33.9 65.9 ‘ 10,2
Black - (34, 800) , 100.0 L7 5L ©20.6
;. Other (900) o - .100,0 *28,7 SRl 30,0
Anrmal family income : : : k
Less than $3,000 (33,800) - - 100.0 - 38.0 : 61.8 : 10.1
$3,000-37, 499 (46,900; . 100.0 35.2 6.2 10.5
©$7,500-89,999 (19,300 o 100.0 37.2 62.6 . 20.2
$10, 000-$1%, 999 232 3003 = 100.0 - 36,4, 63.3 S 30,2
;$15,ooo-$21+,999 15,500 100.0 -~ 39.4 60.6 10.0
$25,000.or more (5,500) . 100.0 © 30,9 68.5 0.7 -
Not available (22,000) .. *100.0 3L.4 68.2 , - 303
- Victimization experience : R ‘ B o
Not victimized - (127,700) 100,00 3 U 68.0° 0.3
Victimized & -(47,700) . -~ @ 100.0 S 473 B2 30.3

NOTE:  Data-based on questlon 55- Detail may not’ add to total because of rounding. Figures

in“parentheses refer to households in the group.
1Est1mate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases. is statlstlcally unrel:.able.

Table 22. Most lmportant nelghborhood problem

(Percent distribution of answers by hougehold respondents)

Household characteristic

Influx of

Problems with : Other and -

not available:

Race
White (47,300 ;
Black 2191500

Other (300)

»Armual family income
- ‘Less than $3,000 (12,900)

- $3,000-$7,499 . (16,500)
$7,500-$9,999  (7,200)
$10,000-814,999 (11,800}
$15,000-$24,999. - (6, 1003
$25,000.or mere . (1,700

- Not_mvailable (6 900}

» Victimization experience.

Not victimized = (40,500)
Victimized (22, 600) .

A1l households (63,100) .

Environmental Public Inadequat'e
Total -Traffic, parking  problems Crime: transportation - schools, shopping: bad elements neighbors
100.0 . 8.7 28,9 . 221 T3.2 5.8 oy
1000 103 . a5 229 35 5.3 8.0
100.0 C3.7 . 38,5 . 1909 2.5 7.2 8.6
100,00 0 MY . 313.8 315,5 10,0 3.2 313.3
100.0 3.7 iogls 27.9 0 192 U b 47
. 100.0. 8.7 29.% - 23.1 3.5 ‘5.5 9.1
100.0 19,7 29,9 18.9 13,3 23,5 6.3
100,00 9.8 : 29,2 18,9 3ih ‘B.6 . 7.0
100.0. 15.0 : 29.9 .. 18.6 13, 5.6 9.3,
'100.0 2145 29.1 19.2 B T 36,4 (310.5
100,07 7.9 26,2 21,2 23,9 33,5, 9.9
160,091 T 90,8 a0 3.8 SEE A 8.3
100.0 .9 w0 (2640 25.3 12,8 6.3. 6.5

16.5 7.1
17.6 6.6
13,1 8.5 "
4.7 214.8
18.7 7.9-
14.8 6,2
20,2 -8l
17.3 5.8
12.9 B T I
1310.5 15,80
15.9. 11.5
15.8 : g‘g

NOTE: . Data based on questlon 5a. - Detail may nct add-to total:because of raundmg., Figureé in parentheses refer. to touseholds-in the ‘groups’
1Esﬁs:Ln'mte, based on about 10 or fewer: sample cases, is stet;sblcally unreliable, R . B RN : N :
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Table 24. Most |mportant reason for not domg malor food shoppmg m the nelghborhood

T able 23 Whether or not ma;or food shoppmg“‘ -
‘ done in the nelghborhood 5o :

(Percent d:.s’cributlon of. answers by household responden’cs)

Not .available

in parenthesés refer to households in the group.
1Estmate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statlstlca]ly unrelleble.‘ i

(Percent dlstrlbutlon of answers by household respondents)

‘Hoesehold characteristic - Total Yes .
A1l households (175,300) 100.0 Ty 5 0.3
Race . . ~ . :
Whiste (139,700) 100.0 78.6: S 0.2
Black (34,800) 100.0 58.2 10,4
‘ Other (900). 100.0 - 75.9 } 3.0
Anqual i‘am:_'l.y income . RN y iR
- Iess than $3,000 (33.800) 100.0 71.8 27.6 10.6
$3,000-$7,499 éué 900; .100.0 73.0 26.7 %0.3
$7,500+$9,999 . (19,300) . ~100.0 73.3 - 26.6 30.2
$10, 000-$14,999 32,300‘% 100.0 75.6 280 20,0
$15,000=824; 999 (15,500 100,0 7649 22.9 0.2
$25,000 or more (5,500 100.0 [ 77.8 22,2 30,0
Not" available (22,000) 100.0- 78.9 20.7 10,3
Victimization experience o ) o '
Not victimized (127,700) 100.0 75.0 24,.7 . 0.3
Victimized (47,700) 100.0 731 26.6 0.3
NOTE: - Data based on question 6a: " Detail may, not add to total because of roundmg. Figures -

‘Household characteristic:

Total No nelghborhood stores ]’madequate stores g High prices Crime
A households' (ih,200) 100,07 ‘ - 29.4 10.8 2.0
Race : : i L
White' . (29,600) 100.0° '29.8 9.8, . 2.0 :
- Black Elz, ,400). 100,07 . ‘ 28.3 12,9 1.9 .0
Other: (*200) - 100,07 238,90 - 338.9" 222:2 .130.0 K0
Anmual family income S ' ' . S
. ‘Less than $3,000 " (9,300) $100.0 16.6 7o 11,2 40.2°
-$3,000-87, 499 512 600) 100,07 N 28.4 12.0 2.9 8.9
$7,500-$9,999 5,100) 100.0 : 35.9 13.5 12,0 1
$10,000-814,999 - (7,900) -- 100.0 37.8. 13.7 232.3 T
. $15;000-824,999 (3,600 100.0 35.5 ¥5.9 0.8 - *3,7
: 7. $25,000 or more - (1,200 1000 & 37 312.9 2.5 - 38,8 ¢
Not available (A,GOO) 100.0. 8 . 29.9 12.7 11.5 22.0
Vlctlmlzatlon experience ’ B g g . T ' ; '
Not victimized (31,500): 100.0 43.0 S8 10:9 1.4
Victimized (12,700) 100.0° 41.0 307 10.6 - 34

NOTE: Data based on guestion ba.

I

Detail may not add to total becanse-of ronnding.
: 1Est:unate, based on zero. or-on abouk 10 or fewer- sample casesy s stat:_stlca:l_‘l.y unrellable. .

Figures in parenthesas rei‘er to households dn. the group. : o

Not available
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Table 25. Preferred lbcaiion for general melfchahdise shopping

(Percent distribution of answers by househcid respbndent:.,s)

Suburban or

Household characteristic ] Total neighborhood - Downtown . - Not avaﬁable
Coan ho’usehold‘s "(175,300) - " 100.0 W3 T sam 3.0
" Race. o : SR S ; ,
2/ nite 139, 700) ‘ ' . 100,0 K62 508" 2.9
- Black  (3k,800) : 100.0. - 36.9 60.0 3.1
Other . (900) - L. 100-0 3312 ‘ -60.5 8.3
Annual family income S R Lo ' : : ' .
Less than $3,000. (33, 800) <’ 100.0 0.4 57.0" 2.6
$3,000-$7,499  (46,900) . 100.0 41.9 ~ 5641, 1.8
$7,500-$9,999 -(19,300) : 100.0 50.4 L8.5 31,1
$10,000-§14,999 Eaz 3003 100.0 5l.h, - 4L5.5 3.0
. $15,000<82%,999 - (15,500 ’ 100.0° =~ v+ T 45.0 50.2 4.8
$25,000 or more - (5,500) - 100.0 35.4 58.8 ©5,.7
Not available (22, ooo) G 00,0 AT o52.9 6.0
V:.ct:.mlzatlon experience B R e )
Not, victimized - (127,700) 100.0 41.8 - 55.2 3.0
Vietimized (47, 700) ' 100:0 - . 510 - 45.9 3.0

‘NOTE:v Data based on’'question 7a Deta:.l may not add o total because oi‘ rounding, Figures
: in parentheses refer” to households in the group. :
’-Estmte. based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statlstlcally unrel:Lable. o

2y
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rable 26. Most lmportant reason for usually domg general merchandlse shoppmg"
in the suburbs (or. nelghborhood) or downtown AR SRR R

(Percent distribution ‘of answers by household re‘spondgnts)

Type of shopper and - . ;‘Bettef Bebber . More : \\ Better selection, Crime in Better ) | Prefér stores. . Other and
household characteristic B Total  parking -transportation -convenient - ymore stores other location store hours Better pr:.ces location, ete.. not available .

Suburban (or nelghborhood)

shoppers . - ) “‘;; )
A1) households (77,700) 100.0 16.3 3.3 49.0 12.6 0.8 1.3 5.1 8.1 3.6
S b S ynite "64,6003’ ' .100.0 17.9 3.6 1.7 1.0 1L 4.8 7.9 3,3
: Black (12,800 : 100.0 . 8.1 1.7 16.7 0.0 31,1 6.8 8.8 5¢%
Other - (300) . 100.0 - *24.2 30.0 312.0 30.0 10,0 . 20.0 311.9 30.0
Anmual. family dincome :
Less than.$3,000 - (13,700) .100,0 3.6 6.0 . 58,2 9.2 10.3. . 0.5 7.8 8.6 5.8
$3,000-$7,499 219 600) .-100.0 16,3 3.2 KTl 12,9 3.1 1.3 7.2 8,2 2.5
$7,500-$9,999 ~ (9,700) 100,0- - 22.0 324 38.5 . 16.8 0.7 12,2 3,2 11.5 32,9
$10,000-$14,999 216 ,600) 100,0 . 21,9 . 32,3 L5.6 Y A 0.4 31,7 3.9 8.8 2.8
‘ ) $15,000-824,999 - (7,000) 100.0° . 22.4° 1.4 49.8 - 14.3 1.4 1.0 2.0 5.0 32,0
= : $25,000 or more ~ (2,000) 100.0 21.6 10.0 5ki5 *14.8 230.0 1.8 0.0 15,3 12,0
: Not available  (9,100) 100.0 © -13.2 46 53.8 10.9 2.5 1.1 b2 ~ b9 5.9
Victimization experience o ‘ : e : .
Not- victimized - (53,400) 100.0 16.6" 3.7 50.4 12.3 0.8 0 1.3 3,9 7.l = 3.5
Victimized = (2%, 300) .. -200,0.. - 15.6 2.3 45.8 13.2 0.9 - 1145 7.8 9.4 3.6
Downtown. shoppers ‘ o ) ‘ ; .
411 households (92 1+00) © 100000 0.1 ih6 * 35.9 30,7 10.2 0.3 0 5.8 9.5 2.9
Race . ; ' ) ' ¥ -
White %71 000) 100,0 0,5 16.8° - - 36.l 29.4 . 30,2 10.3 45 9.1 3.0
Black- (20,900, 100.0 . 0.3 7.3 33.7 : 35.1 30,1 ) 30.3 10.5 10.1 Y205
Other (500) 100.0 - 30,0 %61 26,8 - 133,1 120.0 - %0.0 6.8 2274 10.0
" Annual family income ) : ' ; ’ ’ . e : : : : ' oo
Less than $3,000 {19,300) 100.0 . 20.2 19.1 32.8 e8.8 0.0 0.2 7.1 8.7 3.2
$3,000-37,499 gzé hoo) 100,0°. *0.3 15.5 38.4 2744 30.3 . 10,2 7.1 8.7 2.2
$7,500-$9,999. (9,400) . .100.0 . 31,9 “13.5 35.8 32.6. 30,0 30,0 7 3.7 By 41
:$10,000-$14,999  (14,790) 100.0° - ¥0,5: 13.1° 34,0 Si 32,9 20,35 : 30.7 Clhaly 10.5 " 3.7
$15,000-$24,999  (7,800) 100.0 - ¥*0.0 7:9 39.6 39.0. - 30,0 .- %0.0 : 5.3 6.0 32.1
$25,000. or more. (3,300) 100.0. 10,0 . ¢ 33,3 33.2. . @ 10,6 . 30.9 C0,0 1.1 1k.3 *6.6
Not -available {11, 600) : 100.0 0.3 15,1 3hey 28.6 30,0 30.6 . 6.2 12.8 WA
Victimization experience .- %, R . B ‘ : o , ; ;
Not victimized ~ (70;500) - 100.0 0.5. 15.5 ] 36.1 30.0 30,1 0.3 5.1, 9%k 3.1
Victimized - (21,900) ©100,0. *0.3 11,6 346 - 32:9 S 0.2 *0,3 8.1 ; 9.6 2.2

NOTE:  Data based on question 7b.  Detail may not add“to total beéause of ‘rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to households :Ln the group.
"Est:u.mate, ‘baged on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, J.S statistically u.nrel:l.aL'Le.

e .




Table 27. Change |n the frequency wnth which persons
went out for evening entertamment

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

Populat,:.on characterlstlc S Total More Same Less Not' availeble

ATL persons (358,7,00) 10000 7. 149.3 33.4 0.2
Sex . B -
Male . (158, 600) ) . £ 100.0 17.1 50.5 . 32,2 . 0.2
Female (200 100) 100.0 173 0 k8. Bl AR o 55 |
Race . . : : o
White (288,400) : 100.0 A7 5043 31.8 0:2
Biack (68,300) - . 100.0 .6 - Lh.9 - 36k 10.2
Other 1,900) - A 100.0 © .0 2.1 52.3 - 35.5 0.0
Age : L . . i N . X . ;
16-19 (38,200 : 100.0 45.8 29, 24,7 0.3 v
20-24 - (47,100 100.0 28.L 3L.5 36,9 30.2
- 25=3L {53,600 : 100.0 20.5 . 143.0 36,3 - 10.2
3549 {67,800) T100.0 A8 55.9 31,7 20:1
50=6L (88,800 : 100.0° 8.5 58 1 33.2 10,2
. 65 and over (63, 200) R 100.0 boly 59,5 - 35.9 0.2
" Victimization experience: ) ‘ : . o
Not victimized ' (254,900) . . 1000 - 14.8. 52,1, 32.9 v 0.1
Victimized (103,800) - . . 1000 © . 226 k2.5 36 0.3

NOTE: Data based on question: 8b. Detail may not add. to totar’ be"ause of round:Lng. Figures
cdn parentheses refer: to: population in the group. -
1Es‘t‘.:xmeﬂ:e, based on zero or on about.- 10 or fever ‘sample cases, 1s statlstlcally unrellable.:
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Table 28. Most |mportant reason for mcreasmg or decreasmg the frequency;-».: ﬁ '
~ with whlch persons went out for evening entertamment ’

(Percent distribution of responses for the populatmn age 16, 'and.over)

Type of change in frequency S : Places to ‘ Own Transpor- Activities, - " 'Want to' Other and neb. .07 0
and population characteristic Total - Money. . go, ete. . Convenience health tation “Age Fam:ly ete, Crime . . etc. available - oy

Persons going out more often S
17.9

A1l persons (61,300) © 10000 is.o - 19.3 2.6‘ ’ 1.5 2.9 8.2 9.5 10,4 18,6 L2
Sex : i S U :
‘Male (27,100): 100.0 19:4, 16.2 © 2.8 1.1 he2 8.7 13.3 9.7 10.3 - 18.7 5.5
Fomale (34,20(‘) 100.0  11.5 21,7 2.k 1.8 1.8 7.8 21.5 9.3 0.k 1805 3.2
Race : : : : ' - o : - y
White (51, 100; : 100.0°  16.7 19.7 2.7 1.6 3.1 750 17.8 9.6 0 16.9 4O
Black (10,000 100.0 6.6 16 32,3 1,200 1.2 12,3 17.9 8.9 10.0 27.3 5.5
Other 1200) : 100.0 - 0.0 - %33.8 20,0 0.0 117.5 20.0. -331.9 *0.0 0 --%16.9 30.0
Age , s o L : ‘ : " o '
.16-19 (17,500 100.0 9.7 26.3 3.5 0.2 66 22,1 3.2 9.7 0.0 16,3~ 4.3
20-24 (13,400 100.0 - '20.6 2.6 3ol 10:6 32.0 7.3 10.6 9.0 10.0 17.0 429
25-34 . (11,000 g 100.0 . 24.3 13.6 32.h 11,0 10.7 310,00 © 26,3 6.7 30,75 20,4 4.0
3549 9,100; 100.0° - 12.9 13.1 22,6 11,7 3.3 20.8 3k 10.9 B AT, 5T R 4.2
5064 - (7,600 : o : \100 o} 9.0 12.3 13,5 33,5 31.0 10.0. - 30.7 9.5° ¥1,0 . 25.8 X3,6 -
65 and over (2,800) '100.0 -~ 6.9 10.9 . LY 19.7 12.7 .2 23,6 16.7 1.4 16,7 32,9 ®
"Victimization experience’ o . - L o ' . s
Not victimized (37,800) - 100.0- 15.7 18.6 2.9 1.4 2.6 7.8, 19,2 10.4 20.3 16.9 L3
Victimized (23, A_OOS 100.0  13.8 20.3 2.5 1.6 3.2: 9.0 7 - 15.8 - 8.1 10,5 21.3 bl
Persons going out less 6ften » : . - :
Al persons (119,900) 100.0 22,2 0 kl 0.8 © 1001 2.1 T4 o 16.9 13.0 10.1 8.4 . R v
Male ' (51,100) S 100.0 24.8 3.8 0.9 8.7 1.7 0 9.3 14.0 17.5 - 6.1 8.4 1.8
Female (68,800) - 100.0 - 20.2 43 0.7 11.2 2.k 6.1 . 19.1 L9.7 13.1 8.4 ka9
_Race . . ; L : ) -
White 91,6003 R 100.0 - 22.8 3.7 0.8 10.2 2.2 7.5 77 17.6 13.6 9.7 71 b9
Black (27,600, 100.0 - 20.4 5.7 20,8 10,0 - 1.7 7.3 14.0 10:9 11:6 - 13.1 b6
‘Other (700) : 100.0. 323.0 30.0 30.0 " 30.0 - 21004 35,2 kL. 311.2.0 7+ '%0.0 10.0 35,5
Age i ‘ R RN ) : T 5 C SR i . :
16-19 (9,400) : 100.0 - 17.% 9.3 o0 1.2 1,2 3,6 b6 37,7 3.6 - .10.6 12,3
20-24 (17,400) : 100.0 28,0 . 4.8 2.0 2.0 0.8 20,9 24,8 22.9 2.4 5.9 5.5
25-34 " (19,400 . : 100.0 .. 28.3 3.5 30,4 1.9 2,1 70%3,1 030,67 0 17.7 1.9 7.8 N
. 35+49 (21,500, : 100.0 . 30.3 3.5 10.5 5.5. 1.9 73,67 17.3. 0 11,1 8.4 - 11.6 6.2
- 50-6l (29,500 100,0- .- 21.0 3:9 10,9 13.6 2,9 - 9.9 - .11.3 6.7 15,9 8.7 T 501
65 and over (22, 700) : 100.0 8.5 2.7 0.3 27.0 2.6 2008 . T.00 - 3LO. o 19.6 6.7 3.8
Vlctn.m:.zat:.on experience ’ ' ' R : ‘ i o . ) a o
Not victimized (84,000): . - .100.0° - 20.7 3.8 .0 0.9 11.6 0 2,2 9.3 15,9 . a1.8. 77 10,370 8.6 49
Victimized (36, 0005 '100.0 - "25.8 4.8 0.k 6.6 1,9 3.1 .119.3 7 15:9 9.6 1.9 ki

NOTE: ~Data based on question 8b. ‘Detail may not add to total because of rounding. F:Lgures in parentheses refer to populatlon in the: group.
1’r.‘s{‘.:.mate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, s s'batlst:.cally unreliable.




; Table 29 Places usually vusuted for evenmg entertalnmem

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

"Populstion characteristic . Total . Inside city  Oubsido city - - About ‘equal . Not available |

ALL persons  (237,000) S w00 7616 . 10.2 10,1 e ‘1’
Male. (112,700) CoT 100.0 T72.4 1644 11.1 20.1
- Pemale (124, Aoo) : ©1100,0 L o7 - L : 15.7 9l 20,2
i . Race : R ) SR : :

g White (195,000) , R 100.0 B 70,7 R : 18.1 11.1 20,1
. Black (40,700} — 100.0 L S 8Tk o - 6.5 6,0 10.2
Other (1, 300) : 100.0 : 79:2 S %6.8 115.0 - *0.0
g16-19 34,200) L - 100.0 v 82,3 I 12 507 20,0
20~2 (43,000) - . o 100.0 BRI V5] o 1.6 8.2 30,0
o 25=3h (44,300) . L : 100.0" : : 7.9 - ; L1606 : 11,3 20,2
TN 35409 (47,300 : ©100:0¢ B R 7 P S 16,6 O R & 15 0.2
50-64 - (49,200 . 100.0 B 68.3 ; 18.8. c A 10,2
; 65 and’ over . (19,000) S ~+100.0 T3eb o R 0 9.9 *0.0

. Tictimization experierce . e Do . L ) 3 S : ‘ : .
‘Not victimized (160,300) .- 100.0 . 73.1 16.5 B 10,2 . 10.2
Vlctlmlzed (76,800) o S 100.0 . y e , : 15.1 . 1002 0 ‘ - 30,0

NOTE: ‘Data’ based on quest:.on 8d. " Detail may not add to total ‘because of roundlng. Figures in parentheses refer to.population :J.n the group.
1F.‘.si::u.mate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statlst:.cally unrellable. o
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Table 30 Most lmportant reason for usually seekmg evemng entertamment inside or outsude the cnty

(Percent dlstr:.butlon of responses ;f.‘or the poépulation age 16 and over) °

Type of pléce and, popﬁé

" Other and - .

Convenlence, | Park:mg, ‘ Crime in More . Prefer - Other area. - Friends: .
lation characteristic Total gte. " traffic - other place ~ ‘to do ,;'acﬂities - more expensive rel’atives‘ not available
Persons entertained inside eity =~ - . ‘ : o ’ ‘

AL persons (174,500} 100.0 63.0 0,9 il 741 17.1 0.8 8.8 2,1
Sex o . : : o
Male  (21,600) 100.0 - b5 1.3 0.4 7.1 16.5 0.9 7.2 2.0
- Female (92 900) 100.0° - 61.7 0.6 0. 7.2 17.6 0.7 9.6 22
Race . Da 3 . ‘
White 137,900) 100.0. 62.2 0.9 0.3 5 . 18.6 0.6 8.0 . 1.9
+ Black" (35,600) : L 100.0 65.8 1.1 0.9 5.7 11, 1.7 ©10.5; :3.0
Other - (1,000) - -~ ©100.0 70.3 13,5 30.0 )2 10,9 20.0 *11.2 20,0
Age - R R : s : ) IR on
16-19 (28,100 10040 67.1 10,5 30, 10.6 7.9 . 10,5 - - 10.8 1.9°
20-24 ° (33,200 100.0 . 59,8 0.6 ¢ . 30.3 11.3 18,1 30.8 6.8 2.3
25-3k {31,900 1000 59.0 10,6 0,0 - 8.5 21.7 1.0 Tily 1.9
35=49 . '33,700 100.0-+% 61.3 1.5 20:0 5.3 21,3 1.0 6.5 2.7
50-61, (33,600 100.0 67.8 L Ll *0.4 3.0 16.7 30,8 8.3 1.6
65 and over . (14,000) 100.0 6440 3,1 *1, 1.4 13.5° 10,6 . 116.0 el
V:Lct:.m:.zat:.on experience - R o v . ' ‘ v -
Not victimized (117, 200) 100,0 63.2 1.0 0.4 6.l 16.9 0.7 9.2 2.1
Victimized . (57,300) ©1100.0 (62,6 0.7 10.4 8.6 17.5 1.0 7.1 2
" Persons entertained outside eity. ’ ' _
ALl persons (38,100) 100.0 30,k 13.8 2.9 6.2 27.5 ©3.8 12.6 2.8
Male (18,500) 100.0 30.0 17.8 2.0 5.9 26,6 3.5 10.6 3.5
Female (19 600) 100.0 30.8 10,0 3.6 6.5 28,4 4.0 b b 2.1
Race ; ) . )
White 35 5400). 11000 .- 31.0 1441 3.0 6.2 26.3 3.8 12:7 2.9
Black ,600) 100007 21.6 18,9 *1.5 37.3 o bheb 13,1 11.6 ¥1.5.
Other  (*100) - 100.0 7.7 52,3 *0.0 0.0 10,0 0.0 10.0 *0.0
ke ‘ ‘ : . N L o SR Lo
16-19 ih;lOO 100.0° 31,0 755 TG ‘12.8 C 19 *3.7 20,2 23,4
S20-24 (64300 100.0 . 32.5 10.3 33,17 9.7 18,0 7.9 15.8 . 11.9
- 25=34 (7,400 100.0 27.7 15.1 I S 6.1 30.6 L5 9.5 32,0
35-49 {7,900 100.0 28,0 16.8 3,8 7.2 33.2 21,9 6.7 32,4
50~64 {9,300 - 100.0 28,9 14.7 32,0 2.4 - 33.1 - 12,5 L 32,8
- 65 and over (3 200) 100.0 42,1 15.6 0.0 0.0 18.1 32,4 15.6 36.3
Victimization experience : : i B : ) : . .
Not victimized . '(26,500) 100.0 33,0 14.3 1.8 5.8 CR6.7 2,7 - 13.5 2.2 .
© Victimized (11,6005 I 100.0 25 12.6 5.2 . F.2 0 29.5 6.2 - 10.4 B3

" NOTE: Data based on questlon Se.-

Detail may not add to total because of rounding.
1Es’r.:z.merhe, based on zero or.on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is sta’clstlcal_'ly unreliable.

Flgures in parentheses refer 106 populat:.on in the group
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Table 31. Opm|on about Iocal pollce performance L } T
: v(Percent distribution of v‘esponses for the population age 16 and " over) .
Populati&n. charactérist.ic. - . .Total E : Good Average 8 -Poor ': . Don't~kn'ow~f ! B R Not available.
M persohs (3ss ,700) L1000 0 53 39.0 o0 Sk o o o
Male (158, 600) ‘ ' 100.0 ‘ A5 -39.2 11,5 . 3. LT 0.
~Female (zoo 1oo) . 100,0 . hSaL P 38,9 o 10.6 : 5:2 N Sl 0,2
White 288,400) B 100.0 : 49.8 : 37.1 8:5 43 0.2
Black (68,300) - 100.0 - Ci 2643 473 CR1T “hes 30,2
Other. (1,900).°" . R 100.0 7.8 Bhel - 0 o k3 113,8 10,0
hge ‘ : k " o C o e )
. 16-19 (38,200) - L 10040 29k L 5h9 13,3 2.3 10,1
202}, (47,100} - Y 10040 31,3 48,5 15,2 ; 47 3042
25-3), (53,600 100,0 36,9 L5 : ih.2 S a2 0.2
35-49 {67,800} - L 100.0 L h50 416 . 10,7 : 2,5 7 " 10,3
50-6l (88,800 o 10040 : 5646 - Y30 8,9 0 4O © 04
&5 andover (63 200) - 100,00 T - 5742 27.0 g 7.1 L 8,3 S } A0 .
Vietimization experience O i e ‘ i L S y ' : ’
" Not victimized (254 900) A T 10040 *1;8.5 ) S . coBeg : 4.8 : 0,2
Vietimized (103,3005 100.0 T 36 N e % S 3.4 e 10,2

) M)'IE' Data based ‘on questlon 148.  Detail may not add to total because of round:mg. F:.gures 1n parentheses refer to population in the group.

1Est1mate, based on zero or on’ about 10 or feyer sample cases, ig stat:.st:.ca]ly unrelisbles’

Y




¥y

1 ' : . o o : :
‘Tabié 32. Opinion about local police performance

(Percent, distribu‘hibnkof'respon‘ses, for the population age 16-and aver)

Population characteristic Total Good . Average Poor Don't know ; Not available -~
Sex and age
Male » ) RS e o
16-19 (19,400 ‘ 100,0 29.1 53.4 15.9 "5 30.0
20-24 - (21,700 v 100.0 32.7 b8k 143 ha3 20.4
25-3. (24,300 100.0 38.2 42.9 13.8 Tk 10,3 -
35-149 - (29,600) . - ©7100.0. 46 51,1 10.3 1.8 30,17
50-64 (38,600) 100,0 " 56,9 30.4 9.8 2,8 10,0
65 and over .(25,000) 100,0 5840 27.7 7.8 5,9 30.3
Femele o . : .
16-19 (18,700) : -©100.0 29.8 5641 10.5 3.2: 10,2
20-2L (25,500) ~100.0 30.1 48,6 16.0 5,1 - 30,1
25-34° (29,300). ) 100,0 25,8 L4547 1.6 3.7 10,1
35-49  (38,200) - , 100.0 4346 42.0 11,0 3.0 1044
50-6 (50,200) 100.0 5604 3044 ~8.1 49 30.1
65 and over (38,200) 100,0 56.4 26.6 647 o098 0.2
Race and age : : . ‘
White IR E . ) !
16-19 - (29,500) - 100.0 - 321 T 5k 11.2 2,5 30,1
20-21, - (38,700) P -100.0 - © 3he8 48.0 12,3 . L5 20,3
25-34 - (42,500) - o 100.0 42,1 43.9 9.9 ‘ 4.0 i - 0.2
35-49 - {51,600 160.0 51,1 38.4 - 17 o o 2e5 - s 0.3
50-64. -(73,400) ) - 100.0 61,2 , 27:9 740 348, B o 0.1
&5 -and_over (52,700) 100.0 , 0.0 25,5 6.1 R o : 30,3
Black : . L - . v ; ; s :
16-19 8,600; i 100.0 . 2040 7.7 : 20.5 1,7 o 10.0
20-24 '(8,100 : 100,0- T13.9 - 51.4; ©29.9 S 4.8 : 30,0
25-3) (10,100 i 100.0 v © 146 W8 : 33.7 : . 3.7 S 20
35-49 (16,000} 100.0..- 2.5 -, L5245 20,3° L 02,5 g ©30.2
50-64 (15,200 X 100,0 - T3S : o h249 0 C 1705 L bWl : T 30,0
&5 and over  (10,400) " 100.0. S E3.5 o 33,8 : 12,6 9.3 : 20,8

NOTE: Déta based on question 1ka. Detail may not add ktok total because.of rounding.. Figures in parenthéeses ‘refer to population. in the group. :
1 Estimate; based on zero or on about 10 or"i‘ewer sample. cases, is statistiqa].’l.y jmreliable. : 3 Do . : - L

e

»
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-~ Table 33. Opinion about local police performance
(Percent distribution of responses for the population.age 16 and over) ,
Population characteristic. : ‘Total 7 Good oo Average Foor .« Don't know R Not “available:
Race, sex, and age
White - " :
Male ; g : : = : 7
16-19 " (14,900) : T 100,0 52.5 51.8 14,0 ‘31,8 30,0
20-24;, (18,300). R 100.0 35.5 46.3 - :13.3 baly 30.4 R
25-3L° {20,300 . C10060 12,3 42,5 10,5 Lok . 30:2 Ly
35249 (23,700 100.0 52,3 39.1 6.5 1,9 10,2
50-6l, (31,900 100.0 61,8 27.6 7.6 3,0 - 30,0
65 and over (20,300} - ' 100.0 61.6 25,5 6.2 6.5 30,2
Female ) R . s ‘ : ,
16-19 . (14,600)" , 100.0 31.8 56. 8.3 3.3 30.3
-20-2; * (20,400 L 10040 Bha3 19.6 115 ; L6 30,2
“ 2534 (22,200) * . S % 100.0 ©opl.8 45:1 2943 3.6 30,2
- 35-49 273900} 100.0 5041 - 37.8 8.8 2.9 - 130.4
‘50-64 '1(41,500 100.0- B0:6 28,1 6.6 Lebi 30.2
&5 end over . (32,500) Lo 100,00 59,0 - 25.6 6.0 9.1 0.4
Bl sok o . . . , '
Mele , v . ‘ , ‘ .
16-19 ga,éoo ‘ . -100.0 17,6 50.2 10,8 30,0
:20-2); - (3,100 ‘ 100.0 1.7 62,4 12.), 30.0
- 25-3k Ea,aoog 100607 .- '10.3 48.9 1,.8 1.2
35-49. (5,700 Sl 10040 22,5 50.8 0.6 10.0 ‘
50-64 (6,700) S 210040, :33.5 ¢ 4.3 32,0 *0.0 :
65 . and over (4,700) © 0. 710040 45.5 36.0 33,3 0.8 "
Female " .~ . : - S B . . S ¥
o 1619 (4,100) - S : 10040 22,8 5640 . 2.7 0.0
L a2 _24,9003 , 100.0 133 Sldhe5 buk . d.0,
Lot 25-3L - (64780 , e 10040 S T16,7 16.9 ;32 % 20,0
085549 (104200) 10050 - 25 53.5 23,5 C 0.
L 50-6l (8,600} . £ 100,00 - sy 38.3 1.8 ST ol
765 and dver. (5;700) S 100.0 DRSS 32.1 LU 2307
NOTE: - Daba based on gquestion 1ha,-. Detail may not add to total because 0f rouriding, . Figures in parentheseés T £: s

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

B




Table 34 Whether or not Iocal polrce performance ol
needs rmprovement o S
. , .
(Percen'b d:x.strlbution of responses for the. populab:l.on age 16 and over). }
UPopula’m.on charactenstlc .  oo Total ) Tes No 0 Nob aveilsble
ML persons ,(342,100) g 20000 808 a7 i,
Male (152,900) : ST 10040 810 . A0 T 2.0
Female (189,200) o X 100.0" 806 . FE Y £ R 1.6
. Race @ - B ' o L e
White 275,300) 1000 7942 19.2 - 1.6
Hlack {65,100} " U 100.0 . 87.3° 10,2 . - 2.5
- Other 1,600) : 0100400 9042 W3 V-
’Age R TI ' : e I . '
©T16<19 (37,200 sl 110040 -87.3. B 1.2
20-2k -(44,,800) . - : 100.0 87.2 10,2 ; 2.5
25-3k (51,200 : 100,0 8348 13.6 : 2.6
- 3549 (65,900) - - ‘ 100,07 -, gldy 17.2 1.3 -
50-6. (85,200 , ST 10040 76,7 214 1.9
65 and over (57,800) S 10040 Thely Uyl 1,2
. Victimization experience . . S oL SR . o
“ 7 Not victimized -(242;000) 100.0 7961 S A9 1.5
Victimized . (100, 100) = 100.0 85.0 12.5 ‘ 2.5

NOTE: - Data'based on.question 14b, - ‘Detail may not add to total because of roundlng. Figu.reskv
; - ‘in parentheses refer to population in the' group. E
L s "Estlmate, based -on about 10 or fewer: sample cases, is stat:.st:.cal'!_y unrehable.
. ) Ca
i \

Table 35 Most rmportant measure for |mprovrng Iocal pollce performance

{3y
(Percent distribution’ of ‘responses for the population age 16 and, over) L :
: _Bex ) : Race . : L g‘ e - Victimizabion ex_gerience
. R ALl i e ; i : : n 65 and ot :
: Lo : ] o persons . - ' Pemdle White " Hlack Other 35 l+9 : “viebimized Victmized
| Most important measure - (Ra00) (1oa.5oo) (123.000) (177,200} (48,900} (1,300) (25,400) (31 100) (36.500) (47,100) (53,500) (33,700) - (153;800) "~ (73,500)
Total . 1000 1000 © 0 100,0  100,0  100,0 100.0 . 100,0 ©100,0.  100.0  100:0 . 1000 1000 - 1000 . 100.0
Personnel resources E o S 3 i : . SRS y ; L S
Total 5 27.0 L0280, L 26,1 28.8 -7 20,1 31.1..1,. - 9.9 122,11 28,5 28,3 5. 28.7- 3043 2843 2Le2
More police . " .. E 22,0 CR241 -~ 21,8 237 16,1 - 28.8" 1644 15.9 2045 . RL9 25.2 28,37 23,8 18,2,
Better training . .50 5.9 ROE. T IR NN T MR %) 25,6 3.6 6,2 _8.0_’ o buh 3.5 2,1 R T -1\
. Operational practices.: : : o o BT e I o e ‘ ; ’ R, L . R
T Tobdl . 5 573 5545 o 058,87 BTG 5735640 - 16041 5641 1 52,6. 556k 59,6 .. 60,2 5Tely o 57-
‘Focus ‘on more :meortant ) ST : ! ’ s ) i ’ g . e
duties; etes - - . 6,0 o BT Selp i 640 6,0, 13,2 ... 106, 8,2 2 R 9 AECIR SN 9 B s
- - Greater. promptness, e’cc. 12,2 9.3 k.6 10.4 C18.8 25,67 7153 0 TG TN 13,6 0 1248 00 9,00 8,5 L 11,20
Increased traffic control 0,8 .- 1.0 0.7 049 0ok - 12kg A0 0L L2 1B L 08 20,6 0.9%
.- More police certain - : o S AR T e SRS L S
areas, times - ; . 38,3 38,6 CLBBY  B060 B2k IERS T 033,80 B, 30,1 7 36\.9 LN 48,0 39:6:
Comxmuﬂ:by relatlons L o ) i . v = B R A ke « o e
Total - BT e denet T 1000 8L 1B 3 168 165 1306 101 B8 3.8 9
Courtesy, atbitudes, ete. 8.3 8.8 8.0 6.8 L0 1302 12,0 AR kB0 T el 290 T
Don't discriminate . . . 207 - 2.0 CN240 LB R 3000 b8 1LY 22 21l LA 090 0 210
LOther "o ool ot B 5l TEBVL L BB B, 9,1 16.1;,‘ (Bl B2 5.3' '6;2 : 5.8 - 5.6 b8
vt S NQTE. Da'taAbased oni. queétlon lhb Detail: may not add'to total because oi‘ round:.ng. bl Figures in parentheses refer to populatlon in the group. T Gl .

’-Est:.mate, ‘based .on: 2gro. or on abcmt 10-or fewer sample cases; -is statlstn.cally unre.u.able. i




_ Table 36. Most lmportant measure for lmprovmg
- local pollce performance

' (Percent dz.strlbut:.on of responses i‘or 'bhe populatmn age 16 and over)

' - . Personriel COperational Community S

Population characteris‘bic R Fotal resources practices relations Other -

Sex ‘and ‘age :

‘Mdle S : : ’

16=19 " (13,500) "~ : 100.0 19,9 58,9 18.1 3.1
20-2) (14,300 100.0 25,0 52,6 17.0 - S5y
25-3L (16,600) - -..-100,0 31,6 48.7 13.8 5.9
35-49 gzo 1600 © 710040 ¢ - 31.2 5346 9.4 5.8
50-6L, {25,200 +:10040 28,9 . 58.2 6.3 6.5
65 and over (11,,200) ©100.0* 28.5 61,2 40 . a2

‘Female ; : s e = :
16-19- (11,900 C e 100,0 20,0 61,6 15.3 3.1
20-2L . (16,700 ’ 100.0 19,7 5942 1641 540
1 25-3) - (20,000): - 100,0 26,0 -~ 55.8 13,4 Aye8
35249 26,500 : L. 10040 2641 56.8 10,7 TGudy
50-614, (28,300 *100,0 ©28.7 60,8 5ok 5¢1
65 and over (19,600) 1000 0 31,7 594 - 3.6 5.2

.- Race and age ™ . : ) : : )

- ‘White i ] ' S : - :
16-19. §19,200 i : . 100.0 R1,6 - 60.8 A 3.1
20-2% (25,300) +.100,0'. ;2332 584k 13,4 5.0
25234 (28,300) £ 100.0 32,0 Tosly7 . 0 1045 5.8
" 35-49 (34,300 = -100,0 30.8 5562 i 7 7.0 7.0
5064 (42,800 100,0 3042 58,8 L6 v bely
65. and over (27,[;00) . ©:100,0. 31,1 - - . 59.8 3.0 641

Black o ) : ' o ; ’
~16-19 6,200 & 100.0 T 149 COET.6 D 2k 23,1
20-2}, " (5,600 ‘ 100,0 17.9 M9N 30,9 " 642
- 25-34° (7,600 . +.. 1000 1541 5645 255 22,9
:35-49 - (12, 600; : 100.0 21,8 - LB D AR L B0

" 50=6b, - (104700) : 57710060 ¢ V22 6330 10,9 i 347
65 and over S(6y300). 100,00 U 255t 63.2 , ~j7.4'>};; . o33,.8

NM‘E ‘Data based on quest:.on 1Lby Deta:.l may not add to total because of round:mg F.Lgures o

i in'parentheses refer .to population in the group.:
1Est:|.mate, based " on 10 or Tewer sample; cases, is statlstlcally unreliable.
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Table 37. Most lmportant measure for lmprovmg
Iocal pollce performance

(Pércent, distrlbutiqn of responses for theé popilation age '1’6‘ and, 9§ér)

’ . o .~ Personnel. Qperational Community k
Population characteristic o Total , -~ résources practices relations ' Other
~Race, sex,. and .age
White o ]
Male ' . : o : . ‘
16-19 (10,200} - 1000 20,8 61,0 S 15,5 SRy
20-24 (11,900) - 100.0.. 7 25,3 C 551 168 B9
25-34. (134500 e 100.0 33.9 LBy 110 6.7
- 35-49 (15,800 . 100,0 3344 53.1 Tk 1642
- 50-6L (20,200 100,00 0 30.30 - 572 5L by
65 and over (11,200) 100.0 274 63.1 3.0 by
" Female i : o SRS e
16=19 69 ,000) . 100,00 . 224 . 60.7 13.1 3.7 ‘ :
. 20~2 13,400; , 100,0 21.3 61,3 ¢ 12,3 Bl e
25-31, (14,700 100.0° - 30,3 N N 0.0 5.0
. 35"‘6 . 13,5% iz .V;,;H,Tw,:.:ﬂ,;:;.loo.o -‘ 28.7 o 57.1‘ . . 6.6 S 'Z..‘: P
50~64 (22 6005 100.0 30.1 » L8043 T g2 Sy
65 ‘and over (16 200) 100.0.. 33.8 ) 57.6 s 2.9 5,8
Black - :
Male ST ‘ ) .
16-19 (3,300 : 100,07 17.3° - 52,0 26.1 36
. 20=24 (2,300 100.0.. 2.6 3749 o 2943 38,2:
2534 (2,600) 100,0 17,6 52.1 30,3 " 30,0
35-49 (4,700 , ~100,0. 24,6 - Shaly 163 7 M7
50-64 (5,000) 160.0 22,3 63,00 dlah 13,2
65 and over (2,900) 100.0 35,3 55 CLAG Al
‘Female e ' . ) CU
16-19 - (2,900} : 100.0 2,5 63,9 i 22,2 N F R
. 20-2Y. (3,300) .. C 01004001343 ‘ L h9e8 3240 34.8
25-3L - (5,000) - - o 3004000 13,7 58.8 ~ 23ul M
35-49  (7,900) 100,00 20,1 56,1 0.2 w335 4
. 50-64 (5,700 T 10040 22,6 63.0 © 106 6 YN ; ‘ \
65 and over (3,400) = 10040 20,5 . - 69,6 17,1 12,7

NOTE: Data based on quest:.on 14b. - Detail may not. -add t0o total because -of ‘rounding. F:.gures
in parentheses refer to ‘population in the: group.
7Est:unate, based on zero or on"about 10 or’ fewer sample cases, is statistically unrehable

B




,Abpondlx no

Survey instrument

Form NCS 6, the attitude survey instrument, con- v

“tains two batteries of questions. The first of these,

~ covering items 1 through 7, was used to elicit data .
_ from a knowledgeable adult member of each 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 ’r’esporises on. beh’alf bo)f kirj-

. dividuals who were absent or 1ncapac1tated durmg'
 the interviewing period. . :
’ Data on the characteristics of those mtﬂ*fvxewed o

. as well as details concerning any experlences as vxc-; SR
" tims of the measured crimes, were gathered with sep- e
arate instruments, Forms NCS 3 and 4, which were.

administered immediately after NCS. 6. Followmg is

* a facsimile of the latter questionnaire; supplemental
- forms were available for use in households where -
- more than three persons were interviewed. Fac-
similes of Forms NCS 3 and 4 have not been in--
cluded in this report, but can be found in Criminal ..

Victimization Surveys in Pittsburgh, 1977. -
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SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMINISTRATION -

/NOTICE ~ Your feport to the ‘Cepsus. Bureau |35 confidential by Jaw (Title 13, US,
"Code), It may be “sean only by sworn Cansus employees and may be used. only for.
statistical purposes, .

U.S, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY
CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE .

A. Control number:

PSU Panel Segmenl - -

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE

B. Name of household head

*_ 4a, Why did-you leave there? -Any ofher reason? iaar ail that apply}

RS

COe®

C. Reason for noninterview
C ACTYPEA 7

Race.of head

1 [T white

2[ | Negto

a[]other

TYPE Z

Interview not obtalned for —
Line numbet

2(TvPEB  3(CJTYPEC

@

1} Location— closerto Job, family, friends, school, shopping, etc,, here

z{:| House (apartment) or property charactensllcs L size, quality,
yard space, etc. Y

SDWanted better houslng, own home
4[] Wanted cheaper housing
5[] No choice ~ evicted, bullding demolishad, condemn‘.d etc.

B |:] Change: in Hving: arrangements — marllal status, wanled
to live alone, etc, - . ;

7 [} Bad'etement moving in
&{_]Crime in old neighborhaod, affaid

9 [[] Didn't Jike nefghborhood characteristics ~ envlrnnment,
problems with neighbors, etc,

.10 ] Other = Specity

(11 more. than one. reason]
b Whlch reason would you say was the most Importanl’

Enter ltem rimber

CENSUS. USE. ONLY

. D No = $KIP to 6a

®

T B @ ®

®-®

HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDE QUESTIONS
Ask only household respondent

Before we get to the major portion of the survey, | would like to ask

yoita few questions related to subjects which.seem to be of some
concern ta people, These questions-ask you what you think, what
you: feel, your attitudes and opinions.
1. *How fong have you lived al this address?

1] Less than 1 year :

- 212 years
3[]3-5 years
4 [1More than § years — SKiP 6a a

ASK 25

| @ T Gl itei number

Sa. Is there anythlng you: don't like about lhls nenghborhood’

ves = What? Anything else?: (mark ail inat apply)
~ 3 (1 Tratfic, parking

2[_—_] Envunnmen!al problems - trash, noise, overcruwdlng, ete,
* 3[]Crime or fear of crime

4[] Public transportation problem -

s{) Inadequa(e schools, shopping facitities; e(c‘

6{ ] Bad efement moving in ’
* 7] Problems with neighbors,
- 8{C] other — Specify

i oh

istles ofv )

. (If more than one answer) '
b., Which problem would you say is the: most serious?

*

@

2a. Why did you select this particular nelghborhood" Any other reasun7
(Mark all that apply)

streets, parks; etc. .
2] Good schools ' ) e
a{"] Safe from crime :
471 0nly place housing could be found, lack of choice
5[] Price was right
;8 '—1 Lotation — close to’ job, tamily, friends, school, shopmng. etl:.

7 "'}Huuse {apartment). or property characlenshcs ~ size; qualny,
« yard space; etc.

8 {1 Always lived in. this neighborhood
51 Other — Specity. -

istics =~ lype of

@; [ No stores Tn i

§a, Bo you do.your major food shopping in this nemhbothood?
o[ JYes—sKIP to 7a
No'—Why not? - Any othér reason7 (Mark all that apply)
d; others more i

20 Stores. in neighborhdod. Inadequale, prefers (better)
stores elsewhere

3[ ] High prices, commissary or PX cheaper
4[] Crime or fear of crime’ i
5[] Other= Specity K

(if more ‘than one‘reason)
b \thch reason would you say is the mosl importanl?

Enler Hem nudibés - T

(I more than Von'g reason}
b. Which reason would you say was the most important?

Enter Item number

1 {7] Surbutban of nelghborhgod e
© 2] Downtowp ;
g~ Why-la-that?. Any othet teason? . (Mark.alt that epply)

‘.

3a: Where did you live before you moved here?
1 Duts}de 0.8, -

207} nside limits of thls r.lty)
‘3E]Somewhere else in U.S. ~ Specily~ -

SKiPto4a -

State

"oty

b, Did you live inside the limits'of a cily. town, village, etc.?

1{C1Ne

217 Yes ~ Enter name of clry, town, €16: 3

0

f
o
LT

7a.' When you shop for. things: other than food, such as clothing and general
merchandise, do you USUALLY go lo surburhan or nelghborhoud shopplng
centers or do you shop *‘downtown?"’

1] Better parklng, fess traffic
- 2[] Better tansportation BRI

3[] More canivenlent R ;
4[:| Better selection, more stores, more cholce e
s[] Afraid of cilme o

> 6] Stare hours }

7] Better price e
8] Prafars (batter)-storss, - service;
9 [] Other = Specity.

emplayées

) {11 more than one reason} .
¢, ‘Which ore would yuu say s the' mosl m\poxlanl reason"

Eiitor Item number .

INTERVIEWER Complele. Interview with household. respondent,

beglnnlng with Indlvldual Aultude Questlons,

i

s

e
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_ INDIVIDUAL ATTITUDE QUESTIONS ~ Ask edch household mémber 16-or older

KEYER « BEGIN. NEW RECORD

@ Line number iName

CHECK Look &t 114 and b: Was box 3o 4 marked in elther ltem?
ITEM B [CdYes—~Ask1re .- - ["]No—SKIP'to12 .

e, Ts the na’ﬂbrhood dangerous enogh to make you think seriously .

1 [J Moniey situation

|

. Ba, How often do you 80 out in the evening for enterhinment such as
to restaurants, theaters, etc.?

- 1{7] Once a week or more

2 [ }Less than once a week —
more than once a month

~3[] About once a month

4[ 712 or 3 times a year

5[ JLess than 2 or 3 times.a
~-year of nevef :

abost moving somewhere eise?
@ - o[:[Nu—sle 012"
¥ ‘Yes'~ Why don't you?- Any other leason’! (Mark all that apply)

@, : 1[JCan't afford to 5|:] Plan to-move seon
2[] Can't find ‘other housing -6 [] Health-or age

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

or two ago?
@ - t[T] Aboit the same ~ SKIP to Check ltem A

T 2 More 2 ' g
“ 3 Less Why? Any other reason? ‘(Mark all that apply) :

3{JRelatives, friends nearby = .7 [] Other ~ Specllyi
* 4[] Convenfent to work, etc. ’

(It more than ons reason)
d. Which reason would you say is the most important?

Enter Item number

7{] Family reasons

dren, parents)
2] Places to go, people . children,
D togowith. | a["J Activitles, job, sctiool

3[T] Convenience 9] Crime or fear of crime
4[] Health (own). 10 JWant to, Iike to, enjoyment
s[7] Transportation [ Jother - Speclly

6 Age : .

12. How do you think your nelghborhood compares with others ln thls
metropolitan area iri terms of crime? Would you say it is -

"1 [J Much more dangerous? a[”] Less dangerous? - .
2{_] Mofe dangerous? 5[] Much less dangemus?
3] About average?

13a, Are there somie paris of this metrupulllan area where you have a
reason to go or would Iike to go DURING THE DAY, but are afraid

{1t more_than one. ieason)
[ Vlhich reason would you say is the most lmporhnt'l :
Enier Htom numbor B

to because:of feai of crime?

- oo Yes - Which séction(s)?

CHECK- Is.box 1, 2, or 3 marked.in 8a?
ITEMA- [INo - skiP fo 92 3 Yes ~ ask sd

@ i e Number of specitic places méantionsd

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

d. When you do go out to restaurants or theaters in the evening, is it
- usually in the city or-outside of the city?

1] Usually In the ¢ity
2] Usually outside of the clty
3} Aboit eqiial, — SKIP to 9a

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

o[ No Yes — Which section(s)?

. e~ Number of specitic places mentioned

e, Why do you usually go (outside the city /in the clly)" Any other
b reason? (Mark all that apply) b
' 1 [C) More convenient, familiar, easier to gel there. only place available
2{"] Parking problems, traffic
3} Too much crime’ in ‘other place
a[ "I More to do
5[] Prefer (better) facilities {restaurants, theaters, etc.)
&[] More exgiensjve in other area
7] Because of friends, relatives

&[] Other —Spesify

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

1 [.]Good . 3] Poor

2] Average 4[] Don't know — SKIP'to 158

% "b, in what ways could they improve? Any othier ways? - (Mark.all that appiy}
1E0No improvement needed -~ SKIP to 15
2] Hire more policemen
3{"JConcentrate on' more important duties, serious. crimé, etc,
4[] Bewore prbmpt, responsive, alert
s} improve tralning; taise qualifications or pay, recruitment policies

" {18 more than one roason)
f. Which teason would you say is the most important? -

A —— Enrar ttam number .-

8] Be more-courteous, Improve attitude, :nmmunlty 1elallons
7] Don't discriminate.
8] Need more traffic control

: o{TINo

- 9a. Now 1'd like to.get your opinions about crime in general.
. “ Within the past year or. two, do you think that crime inyour
; neighborhood has increased, decreased, or remained about the same?
1 increased " 4[C]Don't kiow — SKIPto ¢ )
) 2{] Detreased 5[] Haven't lived here
“3{)Same — SKIP'to & that long — SKIP.to ¢

'9 [ Need imore policemen. of partlcular type {foot, car) in
ceftain areas or.at certaln times )

10 [] Den't know.
11 {7} Other. ~ Specify

(It more than one way}. "
€. Which-would you say is the most important?

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

yes « What kinds .of crimes?

g +—Enlarltemnﬁmbsr

15a, Now | have some more questions about your opinions. concerning crime.
Please take this card,. (Hand respondent Attitude Flashéard, 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
here:in this neighborhood or mostly by outsiders? .

1] No'erimes happening 3[7] Outsiders
. In neighborhood ' 4[] Equaliy by oth
2 D Peop!e living here [ Don't kniow

- - 'Look at the FIRST set of statements, -Which one do you agree with most?
1My chances of being attacked o robbed have GONE UP
in the past few years
"2 J My chances. of being attacked or robbed' have GONE DOWN
in the past few years

3 My charices of belng attacked or robbad haven't changed
in the past lew yeai

lﬂa. Within the past year or two do you.think that crime in the United
: . -States has increased, decreased; of remalned about the same?
' 1 [T} Increased asK b 3} Same”

p
2["]Decreased a[C] Doa't know } SKIP to-118

3 D No opinion

b, Which of the SECOND group do yoii agree with most?
1 [} Crime is LESS seriois than the newspapers and TV say
2{"] Crime Is MORE serious than the newspapers and TV say

b, Were you thinking about any speclllc kinds of crimes when you said
) you.think crime in the U.S, has (increased/decreased)?
‘ : oDNo S Yes -What Kinds of crimes?:

1

3] Crime is-about as serlous as the newspar,ers and TV say:
4[] No opinion

'lSa. Do you think PEOPLE. IN GENERAL have limited or.changed theit
: activities in-the past few years-because they are afrald.of crime?

@ ~1 A ] Very safe

112, How safe do you feel or would you feei belnl out alone in your.

- nelghborhood AT NIGHT?
S AT Very safe 3 D Somswhat unsale
2] Reasonably sate “a[7] Very unsafe

b How about DURING THE DAY — how sate do you feel. of wnuld
you feel being out alone in your neighborhood? ;

3] Somewhat unsafe

2("] Reasonably safe. - a7 Very unsate .

@“ 1 Jyes - c2[Ne

b. Do-you think that most PEOPLE. IN- THIS NEIGHBORHOOD have llmlted or
- changed theiractivities inthe past few years because lheyare afraid of cnme?

; 1] Yes . 2[}No .

c. In general, have YOU limited or chanied your achvmes in the past fcw .
years because of crime?

1] Yes 27 Ne

INTERVIEWER Continue lntarvlew wlth this respondan! on'NCS-3

I FORM NCS-8 (752573)

F'nr.e?. . . ; T

i

iy
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" military’ barra_cks
such as correctional facility inmates, were not under

Appendlx Ill

Techmcal mformatlon ;
and rellablhty of the estlmates

Survey results contalned in this- pubhcatton are

"based on data gathered during early 1974 from per-

sons resrdmg within the city limits of Prttsburgh in-

P

‘cluding those living in certain types of group quar-
~ters, . such - as dormitories,
religious group dwellings. Nonresidents of the city,
_including tourists and commuters, did not fall within
the scope of the- survey S1m11arly, crewmembers of

and‘_ mst1tut1onalrzed persons‘

consideration. With these exceptions, all persons age

- 16 and over living in units designated for the sample :

were ellglble to be interviewed.,
. Each

not possible to secure interviews with all eligible

members of the household during the initial visit, in-

‘terviews by telephone were permissible thereafter,

Proxy responses were not permitted for the attitude -
‘survey. Survey records were processed and

weighted, yielding results representative both of the

_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 enumeratron

the results are estlmates '

Sample design and size '

Estimates from the survey are based on data ob-
talned,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’ relrable
estimates. For the purpose of selecting the victimiza-

tion sample the c1ty s housing units were distributed -
~among 105 strata on the basis of various. charac-

feristics. Occupled units, which comprised the ma:

“jority, were grouped into 100 strata defined by a-
~ combination of the followmg characteristics: type of -
- tenure (owned or rented), number. of household
members (five categorres), household ‘income (five -
‘ categorles) and race of head of household (whlte or’
- other than. whlte) Housing umts vacant at the time
of the Census were assrgned to an addltlonal four-

rooming ‘houses, and. .

‘ interviewer’s first - contact with a umt,
selected for the survey was in person, and, if it were

‘ strata where they were dtstrlbuted on the basns of

rental or property value A smgle sttatum mcorpor- ‘
ated group quarters. - S
" To account for units built after the 1970 Census a .

- sample was drawn, by means of an 1ndependent N
" clerical - operation;, of permrts issued for ‘the con:
‘struction of: resndentlal housmg within’the ‘city. This

enabled the, proper representatron in’the survey of:
persons occupying housing built after 1970.

~"“In order'to develop the half sample requlred for .
the attitude survey, each unit was randomly assigned
~to 1 of 12 panels, with units in the first 6 pariels being
desrgnated for ‘the attitude survey. This procedure*
“resulted in the selection of 6,058 housing units. Dur-
"ing the survey period, 889 of these.units were found

to be vacant; demolrshed cénverted to nonresrden-

" tial use, temporarily oce upled by nonresrdents or
. otherwise ineligible for both the victimization and
~attitude surveys. At an add1t1onal 217 units visited

by interviewers it was impossible to conduct inter-

“yiews because the- -occupants could not be reached
“after repeated calls, did not wish to partrcrpate in the

survey, or- ‘were unavailable for other reasons.

- Therefore, 1nterv1ews were taken with the occupantsf
.of 4,952 housing units, and the rate of participation
. among units qualified for interviewing was 95.8 per-
* cent. Participating units were occupled by a total of -
9,992 persons age 16 and OVEr, or an average of two -

residents of the relevant’ ages per unlt Interviews

. were conducted with 9 433 of these persons result- o
vingina response rate of 94, 4 percent Jlmong ellglble' S
“resrdents L

&

Estimation procedure : , :
Data records’ generated by the attltude survey‘

‘were assigned -either of two sets of final tabulation
“Weights, one for the records of individual respond- .-
" entsand 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 tabulatmg v1ct1mrzatron data estlmates anda ratro" S
estimition. factor. The followmg steps determined -

~the tabulatlon weight for personalwctlmlzatlon data . 0 u
and were, therefore, an integral part of the estima-
tion procedure for attrtude data gathered from in- .
drvrdual respondents (l) a basic weight; reﬂectmgé' EA
-the. selected unit’s probabllrty of being included in . -
“'the sample (2) a factor to compensate for the sub—' s i
sampling of units, a situation that arose in instances -~ - =
‘where the interviewer. dlscovered many more units at

the sample address than had been listed in the decen-v .

mnial’ Census; (3) a wrthm-household nomntervrew
*f’.adjustment to account for srtuatrons where at lutst:‘ R

T = o
i

45 5




one but not all eligible persons in'a household were. -
mtervrewed (4) a household noninterview ‘adjust-

" _ment to account for households qualified to partici-

e

. pate in the survey but f
not obtained; (5) a household ratic estimate factor

f Yfor 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

_ estimaté into accord with post-Census estimates of
. the .population age 12 and over and adjusted the

" data for possible biases - resulting from under-

, estrmator was .not applled to . mtervxew records .
gathered from’ residents of group quarters or of units
constructed after the Census. For household vic-

caverage or overcoverage of the population.
~The household ratio estimation procedure (step
5) achieved a slight reduction in the extent of sam-

- pling variability, thereby reducing the margin of er-
“tor i 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

ttmlzatlon data (and attitude ‘data from.-household
respondents), the final welght incorporated all of the
steps described above except the third and sixth,
The ratio estimation factor, second element of the
final weight, was.an adjustm_ent for brlnglng data

frota the attitude survey (which, as indicated, was. -

based on a‘half sample) into accord with data from

“the vrctrmlzatlon survey (based on the whole sam- -

ple) This adjustment, required because the attitude
sample - was ‘randomly constructed from. the vic-
timization sample, was used for the age, sex, and
‘race characteristics of respondents L

Rehabmty of estimates :
As.previously noted, survey results contamed in

this report are estimates.' Despite the precautions

‘takento minimize samplmg variability, the estimates

‘are subject to errors arising from the fact that the

sample employed was only one of a'large number of

vpossrble samples of equal‘sxze that could have been .
used applying the‘same sample design and selection
procedures Estimates derived from different sam-.

- ples may vary sémewhat; they also may" differ from

. figures developed from the average of all possrble '

- 'samples, even if the surveys were administered with

- the same schedules instructions, and interviewers. ‘

The standard error- of a survey estimate is a-

..~ measure of the variation among estrmates from all,

i possrble samples: and is, therefore a gauge of the
precrslon with whlch the estrmate from a partlcular

rom which' an interview was -

Voo

» sample approxxmates the average result of all possr- L

ble samples. The estimaté-and its associated stand-

" ard error may be used to construct a confidence in-

terval, that is, an interval having a prescribed proba-
bility that“it would include the average result of all

‘possiblé samples.. The average value of all possible

samples miay 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

differencé would be less than 1.6 times the standard

- error; about 95 out of 100 that the drfference would

be 2.0 times the standard error and 99 out of:100- -

: chances that it would be less than 2.5 times ‘the-

standard error. The 68 pércent confrdence 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 plLS or
minus two standard errors,

Jn addition to-sampling error, the estimates pre—k{

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 1ndrcates 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 mvolves telescopmg, 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 telescopmg

tims and nonvictims, these would not have affected
the data.on personal attiudes or behavior. Neverthe-

“less, such data may have ‘been affected by nonsam-
' plmg errors resulting from’ mcomplete or erroneous
;'responses, systematic mlstakes introduced by inter-
viewers, and improper coding and. ‘processing of

 data, Many of these €rrors. also would -occur in a :

- probably weakened the differentiation between vic- =~ -
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_complete Census; Qualtty control measures, such:as
interviewer observation and a reinterview. program,

- as well as edit procedures in the field and at the
. clerical and computer processmg stages,
.- utilized to“keep such errors at an acceptably low,

level. As calculated for this survey, the standard er-

Wrors partrally measure only those random nonsam-’

‘pling errors arising from response and: mtervrewer

. -errors; they do not, however ‘take mto account any
' _systematic biases in the data. '

. Regarding the relrabrlrty of data, it should be

noted that estrmates based on-zero or on about 1Gor

fewer sample cases have been considered unrellable
Such estimates are identified in footnotes to the data
tables and were not used for purposes of analysis in
this report. For' Pittsburgh, a minimum weighted
estimate of 300 was consrdered statistically relrable
as was any percentage based on such a figure.

st

Computatron and apphc.at:on
of the standard error

.For survey estimates relevant to erther the in-

: drvrdual 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
magmtude of the standard error rather than the pre-

were”

- ples; i.e., the 68 percent confidence interval‘nyas‘socr-.
ated wrth the estimate would be from 62.7 to 63.7. "

Furthermore, the chances:are 95 out of 100 that the

. estimated percentage, would be roughly withinone
percentage point of the average for all samples; i.e., :

the 95 percent confidence interval would be about
62.2 to 64.2 percent. ‘Standard errors associated

with data’ from household respondents are “calcu=
" lated in the same manner, using Table 11. (} v
’ standard ,
error of the difference between the two figuresisap-. ... ...

In comparing iwo sample estimates, thé s

proxrmately 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 31.3 percent-of males and 9 0 percent‘

‘of females felt very safe when-out ‘alone in the

4"1 ors from 20.5 to 24.1. Theratio ofa drfference to. its. v‘
-standard erfor defmes a value thatcan be equated to -’

cisg error assocrated with any given estimate. Tabie I . -

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-

proxrmate the standard error. -
To illustrate the appllcatlon of standard efrors in

measuring sampling variability, Data Table 1 in this

report shows that 63.2 percent of all Pittsburgh resi-

"+ _.dents age 16 and over (358,700 persons) believed
crime in the United States had increased. Two-way*

. linear interpolation of data listed in Table 1 would

i  yield a standard error of about 0.5 percent. Conse-
“quently, chances are 68 out: of 100 that the estimated

percentage of 63.2 would: ‘be-within 0.5 percentage

points of the avera’geresultfrom all possible sam-

nerghborhood at’ night, a difference of 22.3 percen- . 0

tage points. The standard error for each estimate,

determined by .1nterpolatron was about 0, 8'(males) )‘
and 0.4 (females). Using the formula décribed

previously, - the standard error of the difference | ;
“between 31.3 and 9.0 percent s expressed as.-

V(0.8)2 + (0.4)2, whmr equals approxrmately 0.9.

Thus, the confldence interval at one standard error,,
. around the difference of 22.3 would be from 21.4 to"

23.2 (22 3 plus or minus 0.9) and at two standard er-

a level of significance. For example, a ratio of about

2.0 (or more) denotes that the difference is signifi-

cant at the 95 percent confidence level (or higher); a

ratio ranging between about 1.6 and 2.0 mdrcates“ k
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 |gvel of confidence below 90 per-
cent. In .the above example,

t024.8, a figure well above the 2 O minimum level of

- confidence apphed in this report ‘Thus, 1t wascon-.
“cluded that the difference between the two propor-
tions was _statistically srgmfrcant For data gathered R
from household - respondents, -the ‘significance of -
drfferences between two sample estimates is tested by

‘the same procedure usmg standard errors m Table €

rI

the ratro\ f the
drfference (22.3) to the standard error (0. 9)is equal_}( o
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(68 c).er. «es oub of 100)

) Egtimated percent of ‘answers by indi¥idus} respondents

Base of percent ) ’ 1.0 or 95.0 2.5 or 97.5 5.0 OF 95,0 10.0 or 90.0 25.0 or 75.0 “50.0
100 6.5 10.1 BTN 19.5 28,1 .0 32.5
250, ok B b 9.0 12.3 17:8 ~ 20.5
500 249 b5 K 6.3 8.7 12.6 1.5
1,000 /2.0 3.2 4.5 6.2 . 8.9 10.3
2,500 1.3 2.0 2.8 3.9 5.6 6.5
5,000 - 0,9 1.k 2.0 2.8 Lo 1.6
10,000 0.6 1.0 1. 1.9 2.8 ©3.2
25,000 Dok 0.6 0.9 1.2 1.8 2.1
50,000 3 - 0.5 0.6 0.9 1.3 <155
100,000 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.9 1.0
250,000 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.6.
500,000 01 0.1 ; 0.2 0.3 0.k 0.5
NOTE: - The standard errors in this teble.are applicable to n'.r;inrmation in Data Tab}.es 1-18 and 27-37. :
= Table II Household respondent data Sfandard er ror approxnmatlons for estlmated percentages
,’,1,57”‘:’ (68 charices out of 100)
v - ) : ; ; . ‘Estimated percent of answers by household reéspondents : . :
Base of percent : . “1.00r 99.0 - 3. 5 or 97.5 T 5.0 or 95.0 10.0 ‘or 90.0 25.0-or ’(5.0 i 50,0~
100" 5.7 / 9.0 . 12,5 17.2 2h.8° ' 28.7
250 3.6 5.7 .. L9 ~ 10.9 _45.7 18.1
500 2.6 i 4.0 5.6 7.7 1A 12.8
1,000 : 1.8 ;, 2.8 1.0 5ok 7.9 9.1 -
2,500 S Y 1.8 2.5 3. 5.0 5.7
5,000 0.8 W 1.3 1.8 2 “35 k1
10,000 0.6 L N 0.9 1.3 1.7 2.5 2.9
25,000 ol % 0.6 2.8 1.1 1.6 1.8
50,620 0.3 Yo 0.4 © 0.6 2.8 1.1 .3,
..100,000 0.2 e 0.3 0.4 0.5, - 0.8 0.9
250,000 0ul - \“ T ; 0.3 0.3 = 0.5 _ 006
NO'I‘E Tne s‘bandard errors in th:.s table are appl:.cable to\ :mi‘ormatlon in Data Tables 19—-26 R T ’ B T B : e Sr
’ .\\'\ : o }
s T\
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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,

- salaries, net income from business or farm, pensions,

“interest, 'dividends, rent, and any other form of

'monetary income. The income of persons unrelated '
- to the head of household is excluded.

Assault—An unlawful physical attack, whether
aggravated or simple, upon a person. Includes at-
tempted assault with or without a weapon. Excludes
rape and attempted rape, as well as attacks involving

- theft or attempted theft which are classrfxed as rob--

. : bery.

- Burglary—Unlawful or forcrble entry of a resi-
. dence, usually, but not necessarily, attended by

theft. Includes attempted forcible entry.

. Central city—The largest city of a standardk

metropolrtan statistical area (SMSA).

Community relations—Refers to question 14b

‘(ways of improving police performance) and in- " assault, personal larceny, burglary, household lar-

. ceny, and motor vehicle theft, as determined by the
- victimization component of the survey. Includes

cludes two response categories: “Be more courteous,

improve attitude, commumty relatlons” ‘and “Don t
* discriminate.”

-7 -Downtown shopping area—The central shop-
- ping district of the city where the respondent lives.
t Evening entertainment—Refers to entertain-
.~ -ment available in public places, such as restaurants,
. theaters, bowling alleys, nightclubs, bars, ice cream

parlors, etc, Excludes club meetings, shopping,and
~social visits to the homes of relatives or acquain- -

tances.

e " General merchandlse shoppmg—Refers to
L shoppmg for goods other than food, such as clothmg,

*furniture, housewares, etc.
" Head of household—-For classification purposes,

only one individual per household can be the head

person. In husband-wife households, the husband ar-
bitrarily is’ considered to be the head. In other
households the head person is the individual so

' “regarded by its members; generally, that person is
L the chief breadwinner.

Household-——Cgonswts of the occupants of sepa-

rate living quarters meeting either of the following -
. criteria: (1) Persons, whether present or temporarrly k
+ absent, whose usual place of residence is the housing

Lo anitin questlon or (2) Persons staying in the housing
i umtwho have no usual place of residence elsewhere

“motorcycles,
legally allowed on public roads and highiways.

Household amtude questlons—ltems 1 through
7 of Form NCS 6. For households that consist of
more than one member, the questlons apply to the
entire household. , »

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

Household respondent—A knowledgeable adult

B member of the household, most frequently the head
of household or that person’s spouse. For each
- household;such a person answers the “household at-

titude questions.”

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

Individual respondent——Each person age] 6 and
over, including the household respOndent who par- -

, trcrpates in the survey. All such persons answer the

“individual attitude questions.”
Local police—The police force in the c1ty where,

the respondent lives at the time of the interview.

Major food shopplng—-Refers to shopprng for

~the bulk of the household’s groceries.

- Measured crimes—For the purpose - of - this. .
report, the offenses are rape, personal robbery,

bothcompleted and attempted; acts that occurred
during the 12 months prror to the month of 1nter-
view.

Motor vehicle thet: -Stealmg or unauthorlzed
taking of a motor vehicle, including attempts at such
acts.- Motor vehicles include automobiles, trucks,
and - any other motorized vehicles

Neighborhood—The general vicinity of the res-
pondent’s dwelling. The boundaries of a neighbor-
hood define an area with which the respondent iden-
tifies. .

Nonvictim—See “Not VlCtlmlzed below,

Not victimized—For the purpose "of this report,
persons not categorized as “victimized” (see below) |

are consxdered ‘not victimized.” s

Offender—The perpetrator of a crime. k
Operational practices—Refers to question 14b

: (ways of lmprovmg police performance) and in-

cludes four response. categories: “Concentrate on
more important duties, serious crimes, etc.”; “Be.

" more prompt, responsive, alert”; “Need more traffic :

control”; and *Need more pollcemen of partrcular
type (foot car) in certaln areas or at certain times.”

9



Personal larceny—Theft or attempted theft of

property or cash, tither with contact (but without
force or threat of force) or,wnthout dtrect contact be-
tween victim and offender,

Personnel resources—Refers to questton 14b

(ways of improving police performance) and in-

cludes two response categories; “Hire more police-

men” and “Improve trammg, raise qualelcatlons 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 interview. The racial categories dis-
tmgutshed 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 wctmuzahon——See “Victimization rate,’
below.

Robbery—Theft or attempted theft, dtrectly from

a person, of property or cash by force or threat of
force, with or without a weapon. -

Series victimizations—Three or more crlmmal

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. neig'hborhood shopping areas— -
Shopping centers or districts either outside the city

limits or inoutlying areas of the city near the respon- :

dent’s residence.
~‘Victim—See “Vlctlmlzed ” below. ;
Victimization—A specific criminal ‘act as it R
affects a single victim, whether a person or house-
hold. In criminal acts against persons, the number of -
victimizations is determined by the number of vic-

tims of such acts. Each criminal act against a house-

hold is assumed toinvolve a single victim, the
affected household. k '
Victimization rate-—For crimes agamst petsons,
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 populationage 12 and over. For crimes against

households, victimization rates are calculated on the
basis of the number of vxctxmlzatlcms per. 1,000
households.

Vietimized—For the purpose of this report per-' e

sons are regarded as “victimized” if they meet either
of two criteria. (1) They personally experienced omne
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 crim-

* inal victimizations during the same time frame:; bur-

glary, household larceny, or motor vehicle theft.
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