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Preface 

Since early in the 1970's, victim.ization surveys 
have been carried out under the National Crime 
Survey (NCS) program to provide insight into the 
impact of crime on American society. As one of the 
most ambitious efforts yet undertaken for filling 
some of the gaps in crime data, the surveys, carried 
out for the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad
ministration (LEAA) by the U.S. Bureau of the Cen
sus, are supplying the criminal justice community 
with new information on crime and its victims, com
plementing data resources already on hand for pur
poses of planning, evaluation, and analysis. Based 
on representative sampling of households and com
mercial establishments, the program has had two 
major elements, a continuous national survey and 
separate surveys in 26 central cities across the Na
tion. 

Based on a scientifically designed sample of hous
ing units within each jurisdiction, the city surveys 
had a twofold purpose: the assessment of public at
titudes about crime and related matters and the 
development of information on the extent and 
nature of residents' experiences with selected forms 
of criminal victimization. The attitude questions 
were asked of the occupants of a random half of the 
housing units selected for the victimization survey. 
In order to avoid biasing respondents' answers to the 
attitude questions, this part of the survey was ad
ministered before the victimization questions. 
Whereas the attitude questions were asked of per
sons age 16 and over, the victimization survey ap
plied to individuals age 12 and over. Because theat
titude questions were designed to elicit personal opi
nions and perceptions as of the date of the interview, 
it was not necessary to associate a particular time 
frame with this portion of the survey, even though 
some queries made reference to a period of time pre
ceding the survey. On the other hand, the victimiza
tion questions referred to a fixed time frarr.~-the 12 
months preceding the month of interview-and re
spondents were asked to recall details concerning 
their experiences as victims of one or more of the 
following crimes, whether completed or attempted: 
rape, personal robbery, assault,· personal larceny, 
burglary, household larceny, and motor vehicle 
theft. In addition, information about burglary and 
robbery of businesses and certain other organiza
tions was gathered by means of a victimization 
survey of commercial establiShments, conducted 
separately from the household survey. A previous 

pUblication, Criminal Victimization Surveys in Wash
J ington, D.C. (1977), provided comprehensive 

coverage of results from both the household and 
commercial victimization surveys. 

Attitudinal information presented in this report 
was obtained from interviews with the occupants of 
4,676 housing units (8,156 residents age 16 and 
over), or 90.9 percent of the units eligible for inter
view. Results of these interviews were inflated by 
means of a multistage weighting procedure to pro
duce estimates applicable to all residents age 16 and 
over and to demographic and social subgroups of 
that population. Because they derived from a survey 
rather than a complete census, these estimates are 
subject to sampling error. They also are subject to 
response and processing errors. The effects of sam
pling error or variability can be accurately deter
mined in a carefully designed survey. In this'report, 
analytical statements involving comparillons have 
met the test that the differences cited are equal to or 
greater than approximately two standard errors; in 
other words, the chances are at least 95 out of 100 
that the differences did not result solely from sam
pling variability. Estimates based on zero or on 
about 10 or fewer sample cases were considered 
unreliable and were .not used in· the analysis of 
survey results. 

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

During the 1960's, the President's Commission on 
Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice ob
served that "What America does about crime de
pends ultimately upon how Americans see crime .... 
The lines along which the Nation takes specific ac
tion against crime will be those that the public 
believes to be the necessary ones." Recognition of 
the importance of societal perceptions about crime 
prompted the Commission to authorize several 
public opinion surveys on the matter.! In addition to 
measuring the degree of concern over crime, those 
and subsequent surveys provided information on a 
variety of related subjects, such as the manner in 
which fear of crime affects people's lives, circum
stances engendering fear for personal safety, mem
bers of the population relatively more intimidated 
by or fearful of crime, and the effectiveness of crimi
nal justice systems. Based on a sufficiently large 
sample, moreover, 'attitude surveys can provide a 
means for examining the influence of victimization 
experiences upon personal outlooks. Conducted 
periodically in the same area, attitude surveys dis
tinguish fluctuations in the degree of public concern; 
conducted under the same procedures in different 
areas, they provide a basis for com paring attitudes in 
two or more localities. With the advent of the Na
tional Crime Survey (NCS) program, it became 
possible to conduct large-scale attitudinal surveys 
addressing these and other issues, thereby enabling 
individuals to participate in appraising the status of 
public safety in their communities. 

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

Conceptually, the survey incorporated questions 
pertaining to behavior as well as opinion. Concern-

IPresident's Commission on Law Enforcement and Ad
mini~t,ration of Justice. The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, February 
1967, pp. 49-53. 

ing behavior, for example, each respond~ht for a 
household was asked where its members shopped for 
food and other merchandise, where they lived before 
moving to the present neighborhobd, 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 fotmer residence, and about 
factors that influenced shopping practices. None of 
the questions asked of the household respondent 
raised the subject of crime. Respondents were free to 
answer at will. In contrast, most of the individual at
titude questions, asked of all household members 
age 16 and over, dealt specifically With matters 
relating to cril11e. These persons were asked for 
viewpoints on subjects such as crime trends in the 
local comm unity and in the Nation, chances of being 
personally attacked or robbed, neighborhood safety 
during the day or at night, the impact of fear of 
crime on behavior, and the effectiveness of the local 
police. For many of these questions, response 
categories were predetermined and interviewers 
were instructed to probe for answers matching those 
on the questionnaire. 

Although the attitude survey has provided a 
wealth of data, the results are opinions. For exam
ple, certain residents may have perceived crim6,'as a 
growing threat or neighborhood safety as deti(rioJJt
ing, when, in fact, crime had declined and neig~bor
hoods had become safer. Furthermore, individuals 
from the same neighborhood or with similar per
sonal characteristics and/or experiences may have 
had conflicting opinions about any given issue. 
Nevertheless, people's opinions, beliefs, and percep
tions about crime are important because they may 
influence behavior, bring about changes in certain 
routine activities, affect household security 
measures, or result in pressures on local authorities 
to improve police services. 

The relationship between victimization ex
periences and attitudes is a recurring theme in the 
analytical section, of this r(!port. Information con
cerning such experiences was gathered with separate 
questionnaires, Forms NCS 3 and 4, used in ad
ministering the victimization component of the 
survey. Victimization survey results appeared in 
Criminal Victimization Surveys in Washington (1977), 
which also contains a detailed description of the 
surveY-:!l1easured crimes, a discussion of the limita
tions c;)the central city surveys, and facsimiles of 
ForI11s 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 prior to the month of the interview were 
considered "victimized": rape, personal robbery, 
assault, and personal larceny. Similarly, members of 
hOl,lseholds 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 sl'(vey
that may have affected the accuracy of distinguishing 
victims from nonvictims-resulted from the 
llrQblem of victim recall (the differing ability of re
spondents to remember crimes) and from the 
phenomenon of telescoping (the tendency of some 
respondents to recount incidents occurring outside, 
usually before, the appropriate time frame). 
Moreover, some crimes were sustained by victims 
outside of their city of residence; these may have had 
little or no effect in the formation of attitudes about 
local matters. 

Despite the difficulties in distinguishing precisely 
between victims and nonvictims, it was deemed im
portant to explore the possibility that being a victim 
of crime, irrespective of the level of seriousness or 
the frequency of occurrence, has an impact on 
behavior and attitudes. Adopting a simple 
dichotomous victimization experience variable
victimized and not victimized-for purposes of 
tabulation and &!l~lysis 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. 

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

Even though nearly half of all District of Colum
bia residents age 16 and over indicated they had 
limited or changed their activities because of crime 
in the years preceding 1974, most other indicators 
suggested that the threat of criminal victimization 
did not strongly influence personal lifestyles or 
mobility. For instance, motives other than minimiz
ing the threat of crime were paramount in selecting 
new neighborhoods, leaving old ones, and choosing 
shopping and entertainment locations, Summarily, 
these other considerations included matters of en
vironmental quality, housing conditions, and con
venience. Also, over 80 percent of the population 
evaluated police performance as at least average. 

Six in every 10 Washington residents thought that 
crime in the Nation was on the increase. When the 
interview focused on local crime, however, impres
sions were far different. Only 1 in 4 respondents 
thought that crime in their neighborhoods had in
creased, most rated the neighborhood crime situa
tion as no worse than average compared with the rest 
of the city, and fewer than half thought their per
sonal chances of victimization had increased, Nine 
in 10 residents said they felt safe when out alone in 
their neighborhoods during the day, and 6 in 10 so 
indicated about nighttime. 

Opinions on crime-related issues were not 
uniform across all sectors of the city's population, 
however. The differential effects of the threat of vic
timization were particularly apparent among 
women, the elderly, and recent victims. Women 
Were much more likely than men to have expressed 
fear of being out alone in their neighborhoods at 
night, to have indicated they had changed their ac
tivities because of crime, and to have thought that 
their chances of robbery or attack had increased. 
Older persons were much more likely than younger 
ones to have said that they were afraid to go out in 
their neighborhoods alone at night and that they had 
changed or limited their activities because of the 
crime threat. Differences between young and old in 
the evaluation of police performance also were quite 
apparent. Young persons were much more likely 
than older residents to have given the local police an 
overall poor performance rating. Although blacks 
and whites tended to agree on most survey issues, 
blacks were more likely than whites tohave said they 
changed their activities because of fear of crime and 
to have rated police performance as less than good, 

particularly in the areas of operational practices and 
community relations. 

Notwithstanding the relatively low level of con
cern about the threat of crime among the general 
popUlation, recent victimization experience was 
substantially related to some response items. One in 
every five respondents for victimized households 
who had expressed dissatisfaction with their 
neighborhoods said the most important neighbor
hood problem was crime, and victims in general 
were more likely than any other subgroup examined 
to have contemplated moving because of crime. 
Compared with nonvictims, victims also were more 
likely to have expressed fear of going to parts of the 
metropolitan area at night and to have rated their 
chances of victimization as higher than previously. 
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Chart A. Summary findings about crime trends 
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Chart 8. Summary findings about fear of crime 
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Chart C. Summary findings about residential problems 
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Chart D. Summary findings about police performance 
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(Table 31) 
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Crime trends 

This section of the report deals with the percep
tions of Washington residents with respect to na
tional and community crime trends, personal safety, 
and the accuracy with which newspapers and tel·evi
sion were thought to be reporting the crime problem. 
The findings were drawn from Data Tables 1 
through 6, found in Appendix I. The relevant ques
tions, appearing in the facsimile of the su!'vey instru
ment (Appendix II), are 9a, 9c, lOa, 12, I5a, and 
I5b; each question was asked of persons age 16 and 
over. 

u.s. crime trends 

Washington residents indicated a wiGespread but 
far from unanimous belief, at the time of the survey, 
that crime had increased in the United States over 
the previous year or two. Some 60 percent thought 
that crime had gone up; fewer, about 22 percent, 
believed that crime had remained at about the same 
level; and the smallest proportion, 8 percent, indi
cated that it had decreased. Ten percent didn't know 
if there had been a trend. 

Neighborhood crime trends 

In contrast, the modal (most common) response 
about crime trends in the neighborhood over the 
past year or two was that they had remained at about 
the same level (44 percent), although relatively 
more people believed that an increase (26) rather 
than a decrease (13) had occurred; 13 percent did 
not have an impression of the trend in neighborhood 
crime. 

Most residents (94 percent) rated their neighbor
hood crime problem as no worse than average in 
comparison to other parts of the Washington area. 
Contrasting with the 37 percent who believed their 
vicinities were less dangerous than others and the 12 
percent who thought they were ~uch less dangerous, 
only 5 percent suggested that their neighborhoods 
were more or much more dangerous. Although there 
were some statistically significant differences be
tween the responses of members of different groups 
who considered their neighborhoods either more 
dangerous or much more dangerous, the magnitude 
of variation was quite limited. Variations among 
responses to the effect that neighborhoods were less 
dangerous also were small, except among members 
of the two largest racial groups. Relatively more 
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whites (72 percent) than blacks (39) believed their 
communities were less or much less dangerous, 
whereas blacks were much more likely (54) than 
whites (24) to have felt that neighborhood crime was 
about average. 

Who are the offenders? 

The largest pi'Oportion of residents (44 percent) 
attributed most neighborhood crime to persons not 
living in the vicinity, 15 percent blamed neighboring 
people, and 12 percent cited both outsiders and 
nearby residents. More than 1 in 4, however, said 
they did not know where the offenders resided. 

There was some disagreement among population 
subgroups with regard to the place of residence of 
those committing neighborhood crime. A higher 
proportion of blacks than whites (18 vs. 10 percent) 
suggested neighborhood people were committing 
most crime, whereas whites were more likely than 
blacks (55 vs. 39 percent) to think that outsiders 
were the main perpetrators. Residents under age 35 
were more likely than older ones (19 vs. II percent) 
to have blamed neighboring residents, and persons 
age 65 and over were the least likely of any age 
group to have implicated their neighbors (7 per,· 
cent). Victims of crime, who might be presumed to 
have been more knowledgeable about the identity of 
offenders because of their involvement with crime, 
were more apt than nonvictims to have had an opin
ion about the residence of offenders-they identified 
both community people and outsiders relatively 
more often than did nonvictims. 

Chances of personal victimization 

Respondents were also asked about their percep
tions of any change in their chances of being at
tacked or robbed. Forty-two percent believed their 
chances had increased over the past year or two, and 
only 13 percent thought there had been a decrease. 
A larger proportion of recent victims (47 percent) 
than nonvictims (40) suggested that their chances of 
assault or robbery were up, and a substantiaily high
er proportion of females (47) than of males (35) 
asserted that their chances of attack were up. Rela
tive to other age groups,persons age 16-19 were the 
least apt to have thought that their chances of being 
victimized had gone up, whereas those age 20-24 
were most likely to have held that belief-an 
unusual contrast between the responses of the two. 
youngest groups. There was no significant difference 
between the overall proportion of blacks and whites 
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rating their chances of adack as having increased, 
although a nominally higher proportion of blacks 
be!ieved their chances had gone down. 

Crime and the media 

As an additional measure of perceptions about 
crime trends, respondents were asked to compare 
the seriousness of crime to coverage of the problem 
by newspapers and television. A higher proportion 
of persons accepted than rejected the accuracy of 
media interpretations of crime, although the 
difference was small (49 vs. 45 percent). Of those re
jecting media accounts, 36 percent felt that crime 
was more serious and only 9 percent thought it was 
less serious than reported. In general, there was little 
meaningful opinion variation among demographic 
groups, although blacks, by a fairly large margin, 
were more likely than whites (39 vs. 30 percent) to 
have indicated that crime actually was more serious 
than portrayed by newspaper and television report
ing. 
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Fear of crime 

Among other things, results covered thus far have 
shown that many residents of the District of Colum
bia believed crime had increased over the years 
leading up to the survey, and, in addition, felt their 
own chances of being attacked or robbed had risen. 
Whether or not they feared for their personal safety 
is a matter treated in this section of the report. Also 
examined is the impact of the fear of crime on ac
tivity patterns and on considerations regarding 
changes of residence. Survey questions II a, 11 b, 
llc, 13a, 13b, 16a, 16b, and 16c-all asked of per
sons age 16 and over-and Data Tables 7 through 
18 are referenced here. 

Crime as a deterrent to mobility 

Some five out of every six residents said they were 
not afraid of going to parts of the metropolitan area 
they had reason to visit during the day, compared 
with 68 percent who so stated about nighttime. This 
substantial difference between proportions of resi
dents who indicated they felt relatively safer during 
the day than at night held for each sex, race, and age 
group, as well as for victims and nonvictims. 3 

Some groups under study were less likely than 
others to indicate fear of visiting parts of the 
metropolitan area. Compared with their counter
parts, relatively fewer males, blacks, or persons not 
victimized expressed such fear, whether in a daytime 
or nighttime situation. There was, however, an in
consistency among persons distinguished by age. 
Whereas relatively more persons age 16-34 than of 
those 35 and over said they were not afraid of going 
to parts of the metropolitan area during the day (87 
vs. 81 percent), there was less difference of opinion 
between the two groups with respect to nighttime 
fear: 69 percent of those age 34 and younger claimed 
not to fear such excursions, compared with 67 per
cent of persons in the older age range, a nominal 
although statistically significant difference. 

Neighborhood safety 

Washingtonians reported their feelings about 
being out alone in their neighborhoods during the 
day and night by selecting one of four descriptors
very safe, reasonably safe, somewhat unsafe, or very 
unsafe. Nine out of ten residents said they felt 

lIt should be noted that the source questions for data covered 
in this section (Questions 13a and l3b) referred to places in the 
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reasonably or very safe out alone in their neighbor
hood during the day, and a majority responded in 
the same manner regarding night, although the pro
portion dropped to about 6 in 10. 

The proportions of respondents who said they felt 
very or reasonably safe during the day were high for 
all groups under study, ranging from 3 out of every 4 
black females age 65 and over to near unanimity 
among white males age 16-19. On the matter of 
daytime safety, intergroup response variations 
chiefly involved the "very safe" and "reasonably 
safe" categories. Black females were the 
demographic group least likely to report feeling safe 
during the day when out alone in the neighborhood. 
For matching age groups, lower proportions of black 
females than of each of the other three race-sex 
groups indicated they felt safe. 

The proportion of residents who said they felt 
very or reasonably safe when out alone in their 
neighborhoods at night was, as previously indicated, 
lower than that reported for the daytime. Moreover, 
there was a wider response diversity among 
subgroups that felt very or reasonably safe when out 
alone in their neighborhood at night than during the 
day. For example, roughly 9 in 10 males age 16-19, 
whether white or black, felt secure at night, com-. 
pared to about 3 in 10 white females age 65 and 
over. 

There were two other major differences in the dis
tribution of responses to the questions about daytime 
and nighttime neighborhood safety. Concerning 
nighttime, "reasonably safe" responses outnumbered 
"very safe" responses for all groups studied. Over
all, 43 percent said they felt reasonably safe, com
pared to only 16 percent who felt very safe. And, in 
contrast to information recorded about daytime, 
there were many subgroups for which a higher pro
portion suggested they felt either somewhat or very 
unsafe rather than reasonably or very safe at night. 

Age and sex were the demographic variables th~t 
most clearly differentiated respondents who said 
they felt secure from those who indicated they were 
at risk when out alone in their neighborhoods at 
night. Below age 50, far higher proportions of per
soos said they felt safe rather than unsafe. For per-

. sons age 50-64, there was no significant difference 
between the proportions who felt safe or unsafe, 
whereas the large majority of those age 65 and over 
indicated they felt threatened. Excluding persons 

metropolitan area where the respondent needed or desired to 
enter. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that high risk places, those 
most highly feared, were excluded from consideration by many 
respondents. Had the questions applied unconditionally to all 
sectors of the area, the pattern of responses no doubt would have 
been different. 
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age 25~34, there was a downward trend with in
creased age in the proportion of persons who said 
they felt safe. 

Whereas three-fourths of males reported they felt 
safe. at night, 46 percent offemales considered them
selves likewise, and the response differences between 
males and females held at each age level. Large pro
portions of both blacks and whites expressed a feel
ing of safety when out alone in their neighborhoods 
at night, and there was no significant difference be
tween the proportion of members of each race who 
felt secure. However, when specified by age, it was 
apparent that for both blacks and whites, the 
relatively high numbers of those who reported feel
ing safe applied only to persons under age 50, and a 
clear majority of members of each race over age 64 
actually said they felt insecure. Higher proportions 
of both victims and nonvictims said they felt safe 
rather than unsafe at night; and, as was true for the 
question concerning daytime safety, there was vir
tually no statistical difference between the propor
tions of nonvictims and victims who expressed a lack 
of security. 

Crime as a cause for moving away 

As another indication of the extent to which 
neighborhood crime caused fear, Washington re
spondents who had stated they felt somewhat or very 

. unsafe when out alone in the vicinity of their homes 
during day or night were asked whether the 
neighborhood was dangerous enough for them to 
consider moving elsewhere. Four out of five of these 
residents said they had not, whereas 16 percent sug
gested that danger from crime had made them con
sider moving. One-fourth of persons victimized in 
1973 had thought of moving because of crime; 
relatively more blacks than whites had done so. 
Neither sex. nor age of the residents differentiated 
meaningfully between persons, who had contem
plated moving and those who had not;4 

Crime as a. cause 
for activity modjfic~&~on 

The final measure of the extent of crime-induced 
fear was developed by a battery of questions about 
any perceived limitations or changes in tpe respond

r~: 
-~' 

4Asshown 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 42 percent of the 

ent's activities lirid in those of other individuals. 
About 83 percent of all persons age 16 and over 
thought that people in general were changing their 
activities because of crime, a.nd a smaller propor~ 
Hon, 61 percent, suggested people in their neighb()r~ 
hood were doing so. A third question in the series 
centered on the respondents personally, and the pro
portion of positive answers dropped even further
to 47 percent. 

More detailed examination of population 
subgroups revealed significant variations in propor
tions of those stating they personally had limited or 
changed their activities because of fear of crime, lind 
one ofth'e strongest determinants of such change was 
the age of the resident. Up to age 49, a majority of all 
respondents denied that crime was limiting or 
changing their activities; beyond that age, however, 
a majority indicated that it had done so. A general 
upward trend with age in crime-related changes was 
true for each of the four race-sex groups as well, 
even though statistical significance was lacking be
tween apparent differences for a few intermediate 
age categories. 

More than half (55 percent) of the city's females 
indicated changing qr limiting their activities, com
pared to a smaller proportion of males (37), These 
response differences between the sexes held for each 
age category except the eldest one; for black males 
and females age 65 and over there was no significant 
difference between the proportions of those report~ 
ing change. For whites of that age group, however, a 
somewhat higher proportion of females than of 
males said they had revised their activities. 

Overall, blacks were more likely than whites to 
have suggested that crime was limiting .personal ac~ 
tivity (49 vs. 42 percent). Comparing persons of op· 
po site sex, however,this difference applied only to 
those age 25 and over, excluding females age 65 and 

.---< 

over. 
With regard to victims and nonvictims, there was 

no significant difference between the proportion of 
each group who indicated that fear of crime had led 
to activity changes. 

r~levani population; individuals who were asked the question in
cluded 25 percent of all males. contrasted with 54 percent of all 
females. Thu$, 7 percent of the total population age 16 and 
over:""'including 4 percent of males and 8 percent of femalcs-.... 
said they had seriously considered moving; 
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Residential problems and lifestyles 

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

Neighborhood problems 
and selecting a home 

Only about 3 percent of household icspondents 
who had moved during the preceding 5 years to the 
address where interviewed cited safety from crime as 
the most important reason for selecting that 
neighborhood. The most often cited reason was ad
vantageous location-that is, nearness to a job, rela
tives, friends, shopping, or schools. Similarly, only 2 
percent said crime was the most important reason 
for leaving their former residence, and location 
again was the reason most often cited for having 
moved. With respect to those who said they were in
fluenced by crime into leaving the old residence and 
picking its replacement, there were no variations of 
consequence among the population groups under 
study. 

A majority of Washingtonians (65 percent) were 
satisfied with their community to the extent that they 
were unable to suggest features they disliked about 
it. Of those who indicated there were neighborhood 
problems, the largest proportion (37 percent) said 
environmental issues-such as trash, noise, and 
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overcrowding-were most important, and 19 per
cent, the second largest proportion, singled out 
crime as the major difficulty. Compared with any 
other subgroup, respondents representing victimized 
households were much more likely (48 percent) to 
indicate problems existed, and these persons' were 
also more likely than those speaking for households 
not victimized (25 vs. 16 percent) to have said crime 
was the most important community problem. So too, 
whites were more apt than blacks (22 vs. 17 percent) 
to cite crime as the most important issue, and of the 
six annual family income groups, those in the lowest 
category were most likely to have identified crime 
(29). 

Food and merchandise 
shopping practices 

Persons representing some 263,300 households 
were asked where they did their major food and 
general merchandise shopping. Seventy-two percent 
of these said they shopped for food in their neighbor
hood. Of the 28 percent of household respondents 
who indicated food shopping was done in stores out
side of the community, only 3 percent cited 
neighborhood crime as the most important reason 
for doing so, and the two most often cited reasons for 
traveling outside of the neighborhood were the lack 
or inadequacy of stores. In fact, crime was the least 
frequently given reason for not doing food shopping 
in the neighborhood, and variations in subgroup 
responses for the crime category were too small to be 
meaningful. By a small margin (51 vs. 47 percent), 
householders usually did general merchandise shop
ping in suburban or neighborhood areas rather than 
downtown. Only 2 percent of the household re
spondents who usually shopped in suburban or 
neighborhood areas cited crime downtown as the 
major reason for not shopping there. The number of 
those who shopped downtown because of crime in 
the suburbs or the neighborhood was too small to 
yield a statistically reliable estimate. Convenience 
was the overriding motive behind location 
preferences for general merchandise shopping. 

Entertainment practices 

All respondents age 16 and over were asked 
about the frequency with which they went out for en
tertainment and the location they generally chose, 
either in or outside the city. A majority of persons 
(55 percent) stated they were going out for entertain
ment about as much as in the past year or two, 
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whereas 31 percent suggested they were going out 
less often and 14 percent more frequently. For those 
reporting reduced entertainment activity outside the 
home, crime ranked as one of three most often men
tioned primary reasons; in fact, there was no signifi
cant difference between the proportion of persons 
who selected crime and those who gave personal fi
nances or family arrangements as the main cause. 
Personal characteristics or victim experience ap
peared to bear little if any relationship to the desig
nation of crime as the major reason for going out 
less. There was an obvious difference, however, be
tween persons under 35 and older ones. Only about 
8 percent of the younger age group cited crime as the 
major reason for reduced entertainment activity, 
compared with 1 in 4 persons 35 years and over. 

A large majority of residents, 3 out of 4, said they 
usually stayed in the city for entertainment, and 16 
percent stated they left the city about as often as they 
remained in it. For the 8 percent of city residents 
who chose suburban areas, the most readily offered 
reasons were a preference for facilities and conven
ience. Crime was cited as the paramount reason for 
not seeking entertainment in the city by about 14 

. percent of this group. The apparently large propor
tion of persons age 65 and over (24 percent) who 
said they relied on suburban entertainment facilities 
because of their fear of city crime did not differ sig
nificantly from the percentages for most other age 

. groups. 



Local police performance 

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

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

The largest proportion of Washington residents 
(46 percent) evaluated police performance as 
average, the second largest thought it was good (35), 
and only 12 percent said it was poor; 8 percent 
declined to comment. There was virtually no 
difference between ratings by males and females, 
and victims disagreed with nonvictims only in 
assigning a poor rating-15 percent of victims sug
gested police were doing a poor job, whereas 11 per
cent of the nonvictims thought so. 

The city'~ two largest racial groups, however, 
clearly differed in their evaluations. Whites were 
about twice as likely as blacks to rate police 
performance as good (54 vs. 26 percent), higher pro-

, portions of blacks having suggested the police were 
doing an average or poor job. This difference in the 
responses of whites and blacks extended to a number 
of the sex-age subgroups under study, suggesting that 
race was strongly related to judgments about police 
performance. 

Evaluations given by residents classified accord
ing to age also were well defined. Older residents 
were relatively more likely to give good ratings, and 
younger ones average or poor ratings. To illustrate, 
whereas only about 6 percent of respondents age 65 
and over said the police were doing a poor job, 
about 20 percent of youngsters age 16-19 so stated. 
Conversely, about half of all senior citizens assumed 
the police were doing a good job, and only 16 per
cent of the youngsters thought so. As age of respond
ents increased, there was a distinct rise in the pro
portion of "good" ratings and a tendency toward a 
decrease in "poor" ratings, although the latter pat
tern did not hold as uniformly as the former. 

Blacks age 16-34, whether male or female, were 
the individuals most likely to say the police were 
doing a poor job. About 20 percent of these persons 
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gave poor ratings, compared to only about 5 percent 
for their white counterparts. 

How can the police improve? 

Residents were asked to suggest ways in which the 
police could improve their performance, and about 
81 percent of the population had specific sugges
tions. By far the largest proportion of suggestions for 
improvement were in the area of operational prac
tices (56 percent). The remainder of the responses 
were nearly equally divided between matters related 
to personnel resources and community relations.5 
The specific recommendation most frequently given 
(21 percent) was to station more police in certain 
areas or at specific times; other relatively common 
suggestions were for police to focus on more impor
tant duties and for them to be more courteous or 
prompt. The least frequently expressed need was for 
increased traffic control (1 percent). 

Keeping in mind differences in the way the 
various groups under study assessed police perfor
mance, it is of interest to examine how opinions con
trasted regarding ways to improve the police. Whites 
suggested improving personnel resources propor
tionally more than blacks (26 vs. 17 percent), 
whereas the latter were more likely to indicate that 
operational practices and community relations 
should be upgraded. The preference for improved 
personnel resources by whites as opposed to blacks 
tended to apply irrespective of age, although not all 
of the apparent differences between age groups were 
significant. However, the higher degree of interest 
among blacks in improved operational practices 
centered on persons 35 and over. The relative 
difference between blacks and whites desiring better 
community relations was maintained at each age 
level, and the contrast was especially marked among 
young males; 38 percent of black males age 16-24 in
dicated community relations could be improved, 
compared with only 13 percent of white males of 
that age group. 

The relative number of respondents calling for 
improved personnel resources rose with the age of 
the respondent from 15 percent for 16-19 year-olds 

SFor most of this discussion, the eight specific response items 
covered in Question 14b were combined into three categories, as 
follows: commullity relatiolls: (I) "Be more courteous, improve 
attitude, community relations" and (2) "Don't discriminate." 
Operatiollal practices: (1) "Concentrate on more important duties, 
serious crime, etc."; (2) "Be more prompt, responsive, alert"; (3) 
"Need more traffic control"; and (4) "Need more policemen of 
particular type (foot, car) in certain area5 or at certain times." 
And persollllel resources: (I) "Hire more policemen" and (2) "Im
prove training, raise qualifications or pay, recruitment policies." 
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to 29 percent for persons age 65 and over, although 
not all apparent increases for intermediate age 
groups were significant. In contrast, the frequency of 
recommendations for improved community rela
tions diminished from a high of 29 percent for the 
youngest age group to 12 percent for the eldest, 
although here again not all step-by-step decreases 
were significant. With respect to those who cited the 
third area-operational practices-there was no 
particular correspondence with the respondents' 
age. 

Relatively more females than males (59 vs. 53 
percent) suggested improving police operations, 
whereas a slightly higher proportion of males than 
females (23 vs. 19 percent) believed better com
munity relations were needed. Concerning personnel 
resources, the response rates for men and women did 
not differ significantly. 

Victimization experience had little apparent 
effect over opinions about ways of improving the 
police. For example, there was no significant 
difference between the relative frequency with which 
victims and nonvictims cited the need for an im
proved personnel situation. And, victims were only 
slightly more inclined than nonvictims to indicate a 
need for the police to improve their relations with 
the public. 

Appendix I 

Survey data tables 

The 37 statistical data tables in this appendix pre
sent the results ofthe Washington attitudinal survey 
conducted early in 1974. They are organized 
topically, generally paralleling the report'sanalyti
cal discussion. For each subject, the data tables con
sist of cross-tabulations of personal (or household) 
characteristics and the relevant response categories. 
For a given population group, each table displays 
the percent distribution of answers to a question: 

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

Each data table parenthetically displays the size 
of the group for which a distribution of responses 
was calculated. As with the percentages, these base 
ngures 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 (Tables 19-26), the bases were generated 
solely by the survey itself. 

A note beneath each data table identifies the ques w 

tion that served as source of the data. As an expe
dient in preparing tables, certain response categories 
were reworded and/or abbreviated. The question
naire facsimile (Appendix II) should be consulted 
for the exact wording of both the q1.!estions and the 
response categories. For questionnaire items that 
carried the instruction "Mark all that apply," 
thereby enabling a respondent to furnish more than a 
single answer, the data tables reflect only the answer 
designated by the respondent as beingthe most im~ 
portant one rather than all answers given. 

The first six data tables were used in preparing 
the "Crime Trends" section of the report. Tables 
7-18' relate to the topic "Fear of Crime"; Tables 
19-30 cover "Residential Problems and Lifestyles"; 
and the last seven tables display information con
cerning "Local Police Performance." 
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Population characteristic 

All persons (532,800) 

Sex 
Male (230,600) 
Female (302,300) 

Race 
White 
Black 
Other 

(166,200) 
(359,100) 
(7,500) 

Age 
16-19 (50,400) 
20-24 (81,700) 
25-34 (120'500~ 
35-49 (113,700 
50-64 (100,200 
65 and over (66,500) 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (418,500) 
Victimized (114,400) 

Table 1. Direction of crime trends in the United States 

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

Total Increased Same Decreased Don't know 

100.0 59.8 22.1 8.0 9.5 

100.0 56.8 24.7 9.1 8.8 
100.0 62.1 20.1 7.1 10.1 

100.0 52·7 24·7 8.7 13.6 
100.0 63.3 21.1 7.6 7.4 
100.0 51.0 16.8 9,; 20.1 

100.0 60.9 23.9 6.9 7·7 
100.0 63.5 21.8 6.9 7.1 
100.0 60·5 24·3 6.9 8.1 
100.0 60.4 21.0 8.9 9.1 
100.0 57.2 21.4 9.8 11.0 
100.0 56.1 20·3 7.6 15.1 

100.0 59·0 22.0 7.9 10.5 
100.0 62.7 22.6 8.0 6.1 

NOTE: ~ta based on question lOa. Detail n~y not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table 2. Direction of crime trends in the neighborhood 

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

Population characteristic Total Increased Same 
Haven't lived 

Decreased here that long Don't know 

All persons (532,800) 100.0 25.6 43·7 13·2 4·2 13.0 
Sex 

Male (230,600) 100.0 25.1 44.9 14·7 3.8 11.2 
Female (302,300) 100.0 25.9 42.8 12.0 4.6 14.3 

Race 
White ~166'200) 100.0 22.6 44.6 10.5 6.8 15.2 BlECk 359,100) 100.0 26.9 43.5 14·5 3.0 11.8 
Other 7,500) 100.0 25.5 37.1 7·9 7.7 20.0 

Age 
16-19 ~50'400~ 100.0 25.4 44·1 13·8 4.6 11.9 
20-24 81.700 100.0 23·4 43.1 11.9 9.2 12.2 
25-34 120,500) 100.0 25.1 43.8 11.0 6.3 13.6 
35-49 ~1l3'700~ 100.0 25.5 44·5 13·3 3·3 13·1 
50-64 100,200 100.0 26.1 44·4 16.1 1.0 12.1 
65 and over (66,500) 100.0 28.6 41.6 13·8 0.8 14·9 f! 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (418)500) 100.0 24·4 43·8 13.6 4·1 13.9 
Victimized (114,400 100.0 30.0 43·5 11·7 4·9 9.6 

NOTE: Data based on ques;,;t:ori'9a. Detail may not add to total bec~useofrounding. 
lEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

F:i.gures in parentheses refertci population in the group. 

--

Not available 

0.6 

0.6 
0.5 

0 •. 4 
0.6 

12.6 

10.7 
0.7 

10.3 
0.6 
0.6 
0.9 

0.6 
0.6 

Not avail~ble 

0.3 

0.3 
0.2 

'0.3 
0.2 

'1.8 

'0.1 
'0.3 
'0.2 '" '0.3 
'0.3 
'0.3 

0·3 
'0.3 



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

(Percent distribution of re~ponses for the population age 16 and over) 

Much more More About Less Much less 
Population ch~racteristic Total dangerous dangerous average dangerous dangerous Not available 

All persons (532,SOO) 100.0 0·7 1,·7 44·4 37·2 12.2 O.S 

Sex 
Male (230,600) 100.0 0·7 3·S 43·5 37.S 13.5 O.S 
Female (302,300) 100.0 O.S 5·4 45.1 36.s 11.2 0.8 

Race 
"!hite ~166,200) 100.0 '0.2 3·5 23·5 48·5 23.7 0.7 
Black 359,100) 100.0 1.0 5.2 54·3 31.9 6.8 O.S 
other (7,500) 100.0 10.0 5.S 34·5 45.6 13.2 '0.8 

Age 
16-19 rO'400~ 100.0 1.1 4·4 4S·7 33·9 11.3 '0.6 
20-24 Sl,700 100.0 '0.3 5.1 45·4 37.2 11.5 '0.5 
25-34 120'500~ 100.0 0.6 5·1 45·0 35·7 12.5 0.5 
35-49 113,700 100.0 0.9 4·7 44·8 37·7 11.2 0·7 
50-64 (100, 200 100.0 0.6 4·1 42.1 3S.6 13.0 1.5 
65 and over (66,500} 100.0 0.9 '3.6 41.5 39.8 13.5 '0.7 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (41Sj500) 100.0 0·5 4.2 46.0 36.9 11.5 O.S 
Victimized (114,400 100.0 1.4 6.6 3S·4 38.4 14.6 0.6 

NOTE: Data based on question 12. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in payentheses refer to ,population in the gYoup. 
1ERt.imAt.e. hllRerl on zero or on ahout 10 or felier samole cases. is statistically unreliable. 

Table 4. Place of residence of persons committing neighborhood crimes 
(Percent distribution of responE~s for the population age 16 and over) 

No neighborhood People lilTing Equally 
Population characteristic Total crime here Outsiders by both I: Don't know Not available 

All persons (532,SOO) 100.0 2·4 15.0 43·9 11.8 25.S 1.0 
Sex 

Male (230,600) 100.0 2.3 1/~.4 45.7 12.8 23.8 1.0 
Female (302,300) 100.0 2·5 15.6 42.6 11.1 27.3 0.9 

Race 
White (,166,200) 100.0 3·0 10.0 54·8 4·3 27.0 0.9 
Black (359,100) 100.0 2.2 17·5 39·1 15.4 25.0 1.0 
other (7,500) 100.0 '2.6 .9.9 36.9 9·3 40·4 '0.9 

Age 
16-19 (50'400~ 100.0 2·4 21.6 44·9 14·4 15.6 1·1 
20-24 t1, 700 100.0 1.9 18.9 42.0 12.2 23.9 1.0 
25-34 120'500~ 100.0 1.7 IS.1 39.3 13·1 27.2 0.6 
35-49 113,700 100.0 3·4 14.4 44·1 12·4 24.4 1.4 
50-64 (100,200 100.0 2.1 10.8 47·0 10·5 28.7 0·9 
65 and over (66,500) 100.0 3.2 7·4 49.1 S·3 31.2 0.9 

Victimization experience " 
Not victimized (41Sj500) 100.0 2.6 13.5 42.9 12·7 27.3 1.0 
Victimized (114,400 100.0 1.6 20.9 47·7 8.S 20.3 O.S 

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



00 'Table 5. Change in the chances of being attacked or robbed 
(Percent distribution or responses ror the population age 16 and over) 

Population characteristic Total Going up Same Going down No opinion 

All persons (532,800) 100.0 41.8 39.9 12.9 5.1 

Sex 
Male (230,600) 100.0 35.3 44·0 15·4 4·9 
Female (302,300) 100.0 46.8 36.7 10.9 5.2 

Race 
~lhite (166,200~ 100.0 41.2 41·5 11.5 5.6 
Black (359,100 100.0 42·4 39.2 13·4 4.6 
other (7,500) 100.0 27.5 36.7 19.1 15.9 

Age 
36.2 16-19 rO'4oo~ 100.0 44·2 14.0 5·3 

20-24 81,700 100.0 45.5 38.9 11.4 3·9 
25-34 120'500~ 100.0 42.6 41.0 12.2 3·9 
35-49 113,700 100.0 41.4 40·3 13.1 4.6 
50-64 (100,200 100.0 41.3 38.2 15.0 5.1 
65 and over (66,500) 100.0 41.7 37.5 11.3 9.1 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (418)500) 100.0 40.4 40.0 13·5 5.8 
Victimized (114,400 100.0 47·1 39.6 10.7 2·4 

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

Not available 

0·4 

0.4 
0.3 

0.2 
0.5 

'0.8 

10·3 
'0·3 
'0.3 
0.5 

10·4 
10.5 

0.4 
10·3 

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

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

Population characteristic Total Less serious Same More serious No opinion Not available 

All persons (532,800) 100.0 9.2 48.9 36.0 5.3 0.7 
Sex 

Male (230,600) 100.0 11·4 48.2 34.4 5.2 0.8 
Female (302,300) 100.0 7.5 49·4 37·2 .5.3 0.6 

Race 
~lhite 1166,200~ 100.0 10.6 52·4 29.7 6.6 0.6 
Black 359,100 100.0 8.5 47·4 38.9 4·4 0.7 
Other (7,500) 100.0 10.1 39·9 34·2 15.8 '0.0 

Age 
16-19 (50'4oo~ 100.0 11.3 47.2 36.8 3.8 '0.9 
20-24 r1' 700 100.0 9.8 49.0 37·3 3.6 '0.4 
25-3h 12O'5oo~ 100.0 8·7 49·4 36.3 5.1 0.5 
35-49 113,700 100.0 9·7 49·7 34.8 4.8 1.0 
50-64 100,200 100.0 8.5 47·8 37·3 5.5 0.9 
65 and over (66,500) 100.0 7.7 49·3 33.2 9.2 10.6 

Victimization. experience 
Not victimized (418,500) 100.0 9.2 h8.9 35.5 5·7 0.7 
Victimized (114,400) 100.0 9.1 48.9 37.8 3.6 0.7 

NOTE: Data based on question 15b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to popUlation in the 
lEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fe~ler sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

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

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

All persons (532,800) 100.0 13.4 83.9 2.7 
Sex 

Male (230,600) 100.0 11.5 86.8 1.6 
Female (302,300) 100.0 14.9 81.7 3.5 

Race 
White ~166,2oo~ 100.0 16.0 80.5 3.5 
Black 359,100 100.0 12.1 85·7 2.2 
Other (7,500) 100.0 20.1 74·8 '5.2 

Age 
16-19 (50'400~ 100.0 9.0 89.0 2.0 
20-24 ~81'700 100.0 12.8 85.9 1.2 
25-34 120,500) 100.0 11.4 87.1 1.5 
35-49 ~113'7oo~ 100.0 13.4 84.4 2.2 
50-64 100,200 100.0 16.7 79.1 4.2 
65 and over (66,500) .100.0 16.3 78.1 5.6 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (418,500) 100.0 12.5 84.9 2.7 
Victimized (114,400) 100.0 16.9 80.4 2.6 

NOTE: Data based on question 13a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
:in phrentheses refer to population in the group. 

1EstL~ate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

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

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

All persons (532,800) 100.0 23.9 68.0 8.1 

Sex 
Male (230, 600 ) 100.0 21.5 73.7 4.9 
Female (302,300) 100.0 25.7 63.7 10.5 

Race 
White r66'2oo~ 100.0 25.7 63.3 11.0 
Black 359,100 100.0 22.8 70.4 6.8 
Other 7,500) 100.0 32.4 60.9 6.8 

Age 
5.2 16-19 ~50'4oo~ 100.0 22.9 71.9 

20-24 81,700 100.0 25.7 68.2 6.1 

25-34 ~120'5oo~ 100.0 25.7 68.9 5.5 
35-49 113,700 100.0 23.6 70.0 6.4 
50-64 100,200 100.0 24.5 63.2 12.3 
65 and over (66,500) 100.0 18.6 67.5 13,9 

Victimization experience 
7.6 Not victimized (481\500) 100.0 22.4 70.0 

Victimized (114,400 100.0 29.1 61.0 9.9 

NOTE: Data based on question 13b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 

Figures 

,~::; 

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

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

Population characteristic Total Very safe Reasonably safe Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe 

All persons (532,800) 100.0 45.4 44·7 7.2 2.4 
Sex 

Male (230,600) 100.0 56.3 37.6 4.5 1.3 
Female (302,300) 100.0 37.0 50.2 9. 2 3.3 

Race 
White (166,200) 100.0 61.2 32.5 4.6 1.4 
Black (359,100) 100.0 38.0 50.5 8.3 2.9 
Other (7,500) 100.0 45.9 43·7 6.8 11.8 

Age 
6.6 16-19 ~50'400~ 100.0 53.6 38.0 1,5 

20-24 81,700 100.0 49.0 43.0 5.3 2.3 
25-34 120'500~ 100.0 50.6 1.3.0 4·9 1.3 
35-49 ~113'700 100.0 45.0 45.6 7.4 1.8 
50-64 100,200 100.0 40·7 46.6 8.9 3.6 
65 and over (66,500) 100.0 32.9 50.9 11.1 4.7 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (418,500) 100.0 43.8 46.4 7.3 2.2 
Victimized (114,400) 100.0 51.0 38.8 6.6 3.2 

NOTE: Data based on question I1b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. 'Figures in parentheses :t:.efer to population in the group. 
lEstimate, based on about ,10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

"', 

Not available 

0.3 

0.3 
0.3 

10.2 
0.3 

'1.9 

10.3 
'0.5 
'0.2 
'0.1 
10.3 
10.4. 

0.2 
10.4 
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Table 10. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day 

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

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

Sex and age 
Male 

''-'9 r7°01 100.0. 64.8 30.3 3.8 '0.6 10.6 
20-24 32,500 100.0 61.6 33.8 2.9 '1.2 '0.6 
25-34 55 ,200 100.0 63.4 33.7 2.2 10.6 10.1 
35-49 51,lool 100.0 54.7 39.6 4.7 '0.9 '0.1 
50-64 42,200 100.0 49.0 41.6 6.6 2.6 '0.2 
65 and over (26,000) 100.0 41.9 47·3 8.2 2.4 10.3 

Female 
16-19 ~26'7oo~ 100.0 43.7 44.9 9.1 2.3 '0.0 
20-24 49,200 100.0 40.6 49.1 6.9 3.0 10.4 
25-34 (65,300 100.0 39.9 50.8 7.1 1.9 '0.3 
35-49 (62, 600l 100.0 37.1 50.6 9.6 2.6 10.1 
50-64 (58,000 100.0 34.6 50.2 10.6 4.2 '0.3 
65 and over (40,500) 1O<J.0 27.2 53.2 12.9 6.2 '0.5 

Race and age 
White 

16-19 
r,l00) 100.0 78.2 20.4 11.4 '0.0 '0.0 

20-24 26'3oo~ 100.0 69.7 25.6 2.6 '1.4 10.7 
25-34 38,200 100.0 74.4 24.0 1.6 '0.0 '0.0 
35-49 27,300 100.0 64.1 31.5 3.6 '0.7 '0.0 
50-64 (31,500 ) 100.0 53.2 38.2 6.5 1.8 10.2 
65 and over (33,900) 100.0 40.3 46.0 9.6 3.7 10.4 

Black 

"-'9 ("',900 I 100.0 48.1 42.0 7.8 1.8 '0.3 
20-24 54,100 100.0 38.9 51.7 6.6 2.8 '0.1 
25-34 ~79 ,800 100.0 39.3 52.1 6.4 1.9 '0.3 
35-49 ~84,200 100.0 38.7 50.3 8.6 2.2 10.2 
50-64 68,100 100.0 34.9 50.3 10.1 4.4 '0.3 
65 and over (31,900) 100.0 25.6 55.9 12.5 5.6 '0.4 

NOTE: Data based on question 11b. Detail m~y not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the. group. 
lEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

N 
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Population characteristic 

Race, sex, and age 
White 

Male 
16-19 !4.6OO) 
20-24 11,500 1 
25-34 19,000 
35-49 13,500 
50-64 (12,500 
65 and over (11,900) 

Female 
16-19 (4,600) 
20-24 !14'8001 25-34 19,100 
35-49 13,900 
50-64 19,000 
65 and over (21,900) 

Black 
Male 

16-19 119'000 
20-24 20,300 
25-34 35,100 
35-49 36,800 
50-64 (29,400 
65 and ~,er (13,600) 

Fe~~~t !~~:~ggl 
25-34 44,700 
35-49 47,500 
50-64 38,700 
65 and over (18,400) 

Table 11. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day 

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

Total 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100 a 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

Very safe 

87.4 
75.6 
80.7 
72 .7 
62.4 
52.4 

69.0 
65.1 
68.2 
55.9 
47.1 
33.7 

59.3 
53.2 
54.0 
48.0 
43.2 
34.1 

38.3 
30.2 
27.6 
31.5 
28.6 
19.2 

Reasonably safe 

12.6 
21.4 
18.1 
23.5 
31.7 
38.0 

28.2 
28.8 
29.9 
39.3 
42.5 
50.4 

34.6 
41.5 
42.0 
45.9 
45.8 
54.6 

48.3 
57.8 
60.0 
53.8 
53.7 
56.9 

Somewhat unsafe 

10.0 
'0.9 
'1.3 
'3.4 
4.3 
6.15 

'2.8 
3.8 

'1.9 
3.9 
8.0 

11.1 

4.7 
4.0 
2.8 
4·9 
7.6 
8.8 

10.5 
8.1 
9.2 

11.4 
12.0 
15.3 

Very unsafe 

'0.0 
'1.1 
'0.0 
'0.5 
'1.5 
'2.3 

'0.0 
11.8 
'0.0 
'0.9 
'2.0 
4.5 

10.7 
'1.3 
11.0 
11.0 
3.1 

'2.5 

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

Not available 

'0.0 
'1.0 
'0.0 
'0.0 
'0.0 
"0.6 

'0.0 
"0.5 
'0.0 
'0.0 
'0.3 
'0 •. 3 

10.7 
'0.0 
'0.2 
10.2 
'0.2 
10.0 

'0.0 
'0.2 
'0.4 
'0.1 
'0.3 
'0.7 



Table 12. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night 

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

Population characteristic TO'~al Very safe Reasonably safe Somewhat unsafe Ve~' unsafe Not available 

All persons (532,800) 100.0 16 .• 0 42 .5 22.2 19.0 0.3 

Sex 
Hale (230,600) 100.0 25.2 49.8 15.5 9.2 0.3 
Female (302,300) 100.0 9.0 37.0 27.3 26.4 0.3 

Race 
~lhite f166,2oo~ 100.0 19.3 38.6 23·9 17.9 '0.3 
Black 359,100 100.0 14·2 44·3 21.6 19.6 0.3 
Other (7,500) 100.0 27.2 42.6 16.3 13.8 '0.0 

Age 
' 0 .6 16-19 (50,400) 100.0 22.2 46.9 19.7 10.7 

20-24 (ffJ.,700) 100.0 17.5 46.8 20.2 15.4 '0.1 
25-34 (120,500) 100.0 20.6 46.8 19·9 12.6 '0.2 
35-49 (1l3'700~ 100.0 16.3 43.9 22.5 17.2 '0.2 
50-64 (100,200 100.0 10.6 39.3 25.3 24.3 '0.5 
65 and over (66,500) 100.0 8.8 28.8 25·7 36.2 '0.5 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (418,500) 100.0 15.4 43.5 22.3 18.5 0.3 
Victimized (114,400) 100.0 18.1 39.0 22.0 20.6 '0.3 

NOTE: Data based on question 11a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in p~rentheses refer to population in the group. 
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fe~ler sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



Table 13. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night 

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

Population characteristic Total Very safe Reasonably safe Somewhat unsafe Very unsaf'e 

1?ex and age 
Male 

16-19 ~23'700~ 100.0 35.5 52.2 9.1 12.0 
20-24 32,500 100.0 30.3 56.1 8.9 4.4 
25-34 f55 ,200) 100.0 31.9 51.3 1).9 4.7 
35-49 51,100) 100.0 24.2 52.3 15.6 7.8 
50-64 (42,200) 100.0 17.0 45.7 22.1 15.1 
65 and over (26,000) 100.0 10.6 37.9 26.3 24.7 

Female 

16":19 r6,700! 100.0 10.4 42.1 29.0 18.4 
20-24 49,200 100.0 9.0 40.6 27.7 22.6 
25-34 65,300 100.0 11.1 42.9 26.6 19.2 
35-49 62,600 100.0 9.8 37·0 28.1 24.9 
50-64 (58,000) 100.0 6.0 34·7 27·7 30.9 
65 and over (40,500) 100.0 7.6 22.9 25.:3 43.6 

Race and age 
White 

1.6-19 (9,100) 100.0 32.7 43.8 14·4 9.1 
20-24 (26,300) 100.0 21.2 44.6 20.6 13.2 
25-34 (38,200) 100.0 28.5 43.3 20.8 7·4 
35-49 (27,300) 100.0 20.4 43.1; 25.9 10.3 
50-64 (31,500) 100.0 11.4 37.4 26.6 24.1 
65 and over (33,900) 100.0 10.5 24.4 28.5 36.1 

Black 
16-19 (40,900) 100.0 19.5 47.9 20.7 11.2 
20-24 (54,100! 100.0 15.5 47.9 20.2 16·4 
25-34 (79,800 100.0 16.8 48.1 19.6 15.2 
35-49 ~84,200 100.0 14.5 44·0 21.7 19.6 
50-64 68,100 100.0 10.1 40·3 24.6 24.4 
65 and over (31,900) 100.0 6.9 33·4 22.9 36.3 

NOTE: Data based On question 11a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
lEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

I' - ;?---

Not available 

11.2 
10.4 
10.1 
10.1 
10.2 
10.5 

10.0 
10.0 
10.2 
10.2 
10.7 
10.5 

10.0 
10.5 
10.0 
10.0 
10.4 
10.6 

10.7 
10.Q 
10.2 
10.2 
10.5 
'-0·4 
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Table 14. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night 

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

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

Race, sex, and age 
White 

Male 
16-19 t,600) 100.0 46.0 44·2 19.8 1{l.0 10.0 
20-24 11,500) 100.:) 34.1 52.3 9.1 13.5 11.0 
25-34 19,000) 100.0 41.5 43.3 13.4 11.9 10.0 
35-49 (13,500~ 100.0 28.8 51.2 14.6 5·4 10.0 
50-64 (12,500 100.0 18.9 45.9 21.6 13.6 10.0 
65 and over (11,900) 100.0 13.2 33.0 29.$ 22·9 11.1 

Female 
16-19 t4 ,600) 100.0 19.5 43.4 19.0 1$.1 10.0 
20-24 14,800) 100.0 11.1 38.5 29.7 20·7 10.0 
25-34 (19,100) 100.0 15.6 43.4 28.1 12·9 '0.0 
35-49 (13,900) 100.0 12.2 36.0 36.$ 15·1 10.0 
50-64 (19,000) 100.0 6.5 31.8 29.9 31.1 10.6 
65 and over (21,900) 100.0 9.0 19.7 27.7 43.3 10.;' 

Black 
Male 

16-19 (19,000) 100.0 32.8 54.3 9.0 12.5 11.5 
20-24 (20,300) 100.0 27.7 58.3 9.0 5.0 10.0 
25-34 (35,100) 100.0 26.7 55.2 11.5 6.4 10.2 
35-49 (:36,800 ~ 100.0 21.9 53.0 16.1 8·7 '-0.2 
50-64 (29,400 100.0 16.1 45.8 22.3 15·7 10.2 
65 and over (13,600) 100.0 8.6 42.5 23.2 25·7 10.0 

female 
16-19 t21 ,900 ) 100.0 8.0 42.4 30.9 18.7 10.0 
20-24 33,800) 100.0 8.1 41.7 26.9 23.3 10.0 
25-34 (44,700) 100.0 9.1 42.5 26.0 22.1 10.3 
35-49 (47,500) 100.0 8.6 37.0 26.0 28.1 10.3 
50-64 (:3$,700) 100.0 5.6 36.2 26.3 31.1 10.7 
65 and over (1$,400) 100.0 5.7 26.7 22.7 44.2 10.7 

NOTE: Data based on question 11a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Fi~res dn parentheses refer to PQPulation in the group, 
lEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 15. Neighborhood dangerous enough 
to consider moving elsewhere 

(Percent dis+~ibution of responses for the population age 16 and over) 

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

All persons (222,300) 100.0 16.1 80.5 3.5 
Sex 

Male (58,100) 100.0 17·7 78.8 3.6 
Female (164,300) 100.0 15.5 81.1 3.4 

Race 
Whlte (70,000) 100.0 12.2 84.0 3.8 
Black ~150,OOO) 100.0 17.7 79.0 3.3 
Other 2,300) 100.0 30.6 66.7 12.7 

Age 

16-19 f15,700l 100.0 16.0 79.3 4.8 
20-24 29,500 100.0 17.0 79.1 3.9 
25-34 39,600 100.0 17.4 78.6 4.0 
35-49 (45,700 100.0 16.7 80.8 2.5 
50-64 (50,400) 100.0 17.5 79.4 3.1 
65 and over (41 ,400 ) 100.0 11.8 84.6 3.6 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (173,300) 100.0 13.7 83.0 3.4 
Victimized (49,100) 100.0 24.6 71.7 3.7 

NOTE: Data based on question l1c. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. , 

'Estimate. based on about 10 D.r fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table 16. Limitation or change in activities because 'of fear of crime 
(Percent distribution of responses for the population ~e 16 and over) 

PeoE!e in general Pe0E!e in ne~hborhood 
Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available Total Yes No Not available Total Yes 

All persons (532,800) 100.0 83.4 15.7 0.9 100.0 61.4 36.1 2.5 100.0 46.9 
Sex 

Male (230,600 ) 100.0 81.6 17.5 0.9 100.0 58.6 39.2 2.2 100.0 36.6 
Female (302,300) 100.0 84.8 14·3 0.8 100.0 63.5 33.8 2·7 100.0 54.8 

Race 
White ~166,2oo~ 100.0 84·0 14.8 1.2 100.0 56.7 38.8 4.5 100.0 42.4 
Black 359,100 100.0 83.3 16.0 0.7 100.0 63.8 34.6 1.6 100.0 49.1 
Other (7,500) 100.0 77.1 22.1 '0.8 100.0 50.7 45.8 '3.5 100.0 40.6 

Age 
(50,400) "100.0 16-19 100.0 78.1 21.1 10.8 55.9 42.2 1.8 100.0 30.4 

20-24 ~81'700) 100.0 81.9 17·9 10.2 100.0 55.8 41.9 2.3 100.0 39.2 
25-34 120,500) 100.0 81.5 17·7 0.8 100.0 54.1 42·8 3.0 100.0 37.4 
35-49 ~113 ,700 ~ 100.0 83.5 15.4 1.1 100.0 61.8 35.6 2.6 100.0 46,2 
50-64 100,200 100.0 88.5 10.7 0.8 100.0 71.0 27. 2 1.9 100.0 62.0 
65 and over (66,500) 100.0 85·1 13·4 1.5 100.0 70.5 26.5 3.0 100.0 64.6 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (418,500) 100.0 83.0 16.1 0.9 100.0 61.4 36.4 2.2 100.0 46.9 
Victimized (114,400) 100.0 84·9 14.3 0.7 100.0 61.2 35.2 3.6 100.0 46.8 

Personal 
No Not available 

52.6 0.5 

62.9 0.5 
44.7 0.5 

56.9 0.7 
50.5 0.4 
59.4 10.0 

68.8 '0.8 
60.6 10.2 
62.2 0.4 
53.2 0.6 
37.5 0.5 
34·9 '0.5 

., 
" 52.(, 0.5 

52·7 0.5 

NOTE: Data based on question 16a, 16b, and 16c. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
lEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases; is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 17. Personal limitation or change in activities 
because of fear of crime 

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

Population characteristic 

Sex and age (532 ,800) 
Male 

16-19 (23,700) 
20-24 (32,500) 
25-34 ~55 '2oo~ 
35-49 51,100 
50-64 4'2,200 
65 and over (26,000) 

Female 
16-19 (26,700 
20-24 149,200 
25-34 65,300 
35-49 62,600 
50-64 58,000 
65 and over (40,500) 

Race and age 
White 

16-19 19'100) 
20-24 26,300! 
25-34 38,200 
35-49 27,300 
50-64 31,500 
65 and over (33,900) 

Black 

16-19 140'9OO~ 20-24 54,100 
25-34 79,800 
35-49 84,200) 
50-64 68 , 100 ) 
65 and over (31,900) 

Total 

100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

Yes 

46.9 

20.8 
25.2 
27.6 
33.0 
54.4 
62.1 

38.9 
48.5 
45.7 
57.0 
67.5 
66.1 

30.0 
yf.9 
25.7 
34.7 
55.5 
60.4 

30.6 
38.9 
42.7 
50.3 
65.0 
69.0 

No 

52.6 

78.3 
74.4 
72.2 
66;3 
44.7 . 
37.6 

60.3 
51.5 
53.7 
42.4 
32.3 
33.2 

68.6 
59.6 
73.5 . 
64.1 
44.5 
39.0 

68.7 
61.1 
57.0 
49.2 
34.3 
30.6 

Not available 

0.5 

10.9 
10.4 
10.2 
10.7 
10.9 
10.3 

10.8 
10.0 
10.6 
10.6 
10.2 
10.7 

11.4 
10.5 
10.8 
11.2 
10.0 
10.6 

10.7 
10.0 
10.2 
10.5 
0.8 

10.4 

NOTE: Data based on question 16c. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 

'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 18. Personal limitation or change in activities 
because of fear of crime 

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

Race, sex, and age 
lI'hite 

Male 
16-19 (4,600) 100.0 25.1 74.9 10.0 

20-24 r1,5OOl 
100.0 25.7 73.1 11.2 

25-34 19,000 100.0 20.8 78.6 10.6 
35-49 13,500 100.0 27.4 71.6 11.0 
50-64 12,500 100.0 48.2 51.8 10.0 
65 and over (11,900) 100.0 53·4 46.0 10.6 

Female 

16-', r600J 100.0 35.0 62.2 12.8 
20-24 14,800~ 100.0 51.0 49.0 10.0 
25-34 19,100 100.0 30.6 68.4 '1.0 
35-49 13,900 100.0 41.8 56.8 '1.4 
50-64 19,000) 100.0 60.4 39.6 10.0 
65 and over (21,900) 100.0 64.3 35.1 10.6 

Black 
Male 

16-19 (19,000 100.0 19·9 79.0 11.1 
20-24 rO

,300 
100.0 25.0 75.0 10.0 

25-34 35,100 100.0 31.3 68.7 10.0 
35-49 36,800 100.0 35.4 64.1 10.6 
50-64 29,400 100.0 56.9 41.8 '1.3 
65 and over (13,600) 100.0 69.4 30.6 10.0 

Female 
16-19 t1,900 100.0 39.9 59.8 10.4 
20-24 33,800 100.0 47.2 52.8 10.0 
25-34 44,700 100.0 51.7 47.8 '0.4 
35-49 ~47 ,500 100.0 61.9 37.6 '0.4 
50-64 38,700 100.0 71.1 28.5 10.3 
65 and over (18,400) 100.0 68.7 30.6 10.7 

NOTE: Data based on question 16c. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 

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



Table 19 ... M()st im.Dortant reason for selecting present neighborhood 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

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

All households (141,200) 100.0 3.9 15.1 2.1 2.8 16.5 11.3 33.0 9.0 6.4 

Race 
White t'800~ 100.0 1.6 14.6 3.1 2.6 7.5 5.5 51.5 7.2 6.5 
Black 86,000 100.0 5.3 15.5 1.4 2.8 22.3 14.8 21.3 10.1 6.6 
Other 2,400) 100.0 '4.9 '12.2 '4.6 '4.6 '4.6 '14.1 47.8 '7.1 '0.0 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (19,000) 100.0 3.3 7.6 6.2 '1.8 24.3 10.0 35.1 4.0 7.6 
$3,000-$7,499 ~36,100~ 100.0 5.0 12.9 '1.4 2.6 22.4 15.0 26.5 8.3 5.8 
$7,500-$9 ,999 21,600 100.0 5.1 14.7 '0.5 2.4 16.1 15.8 32.0 9·0 4.3 
$10,000-$14,999 (27,000) 100.0 3.4 17.4 1.9 3.8 13.1 8.4 35.8 9.7 6.4 
$15,000-$24,999 (19,000) 100.0 '2.6 21.1 '0.9 3.2 9.0 9.8 33.2 13.0 7.3 
$25,000 or more (10,800) 100.0 '2.1 19.6 '2.0 '3.5 '4.6 '4.1 42.8 13.4 7.9 
Not available (7,700) 100.0 '4.4 15.3 '3.4 '0.8 17.3 7.8 36.8 "5.8 8.3 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (105,100) 100.0 3.8 15.2 1.9 2.6 16.8 12.5 31.4 8.9 6.8 
Victimized (36,100) 100.0 4.0 14.7 2.5 3.1 15.5 7.7 37.8 9.3 5.3 

NOTE: Data based on question 2a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figurec in parentheses refer to households in the group. 
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table 20. Most important reason for leaving former residence 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

Living Influx Other 
Characteristics Wanted better Wanted cheaper arrangements of bad Neighborhood and not 

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

All households (141,200) 100.0 27.3 12.7 16.5 4.5 6.2 19.1 0.8 2.3 3.7 7.0 

Race 
White ~52,8oo~ 100.0 45.9 8.2 9.5 2.5 4.6 15.4 10.8 1.5 3.5 8.1 
Black 86,000 100.0 16.0 15.5 20.9 5.6 .7.0 21.5 6.8 2.6 3.8 6.3 
Other 2,400) 100.0 26.3 111.7 112.2 '7.0 111.7 114.2 10.0 '7. 2 '4.9 5.1 

Annual family income 
'2.2 Less than $3,000 (19,000) 100.0 37.7 6.1 8.5 6.2 10.1 18.1 '0.3 2.7 8.0 

$3,000-$7 ,499 p6,100~ 100.0 23.4 13.0 16.1 5.9 7.6 20.1 '1.0 1.9 4.3 6.7 
$7 ,500-$9,999 21,600 100.0 23.2 13.3 18.2 ,.1 5.3 21.9 '0,3 2.9 2.4 7.4 
$10,000-$14,999 ~27 ,ooo~ 100.0 25.8 14.1 16.8 3.9 4.6 21.1 11.4 2.7 4.2 5.4 
$15,000-$24,999 19,000 100.0 27.0 14.7 20.9 '1.8 3.8 17,3 '0,3 '2.0 3.4 8.8 
$25,000 or more (10,800) 100.0 34.5 16.5 19.3 '1.0 '4.1 12.5 '0.5 '2.0 '3.7 6.0 
Not available (7,700) 100.0 27.6 10.9 17·3 '5.8 7;3 15.4 '1.5 '1.5 15.7 7.0 

Victimization experience 
6.9 Not victimized (105,100) 100.0 26.8 12.3 17.2 4.3 6.4 20.0 0.8 1.9 3.4 

Victimized (36,100) 100.0 28.9 13.9 14.5 5.2 5.5 16.3 '0.6 3.3 4.7 7.0 

NOTE: Data based on question 4a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to households in the group. 
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Household characteristic 

All households (91,400) 
Race 

White b2,200~ 
Black (57,900 
Other (1,300) 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (11,600) 
$3 ,000-$7 ,499 (22,300 ~ 
$7 ,500-$9 , 999 ( 11,900 
$10,000-$14,999 (16,900~ 
$15,000-$24,999 ~14'700 
$25,000 or more 8,400) 
Not available (5,700) 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (64,200) 
Victimized (27,200) 

Table 21. Whether or not there are undesirable 
neighborhood characteristics 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

Household characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

All households (263,300) 100.0 34.7 64.7 0.6 

Race 
White (93,100) 100.0 34.6 65.0 10.4 
Black ~166'700) 100.0 34.7 64.6 0.6 
Other 3,500) 100.0 36.7 63.3 10.0 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (31,100) 100.0 37.2 62.2 10.5 
$3,000-$7,499 ~66'400~ 100.0 33.6 65.9 10.5 
$7,500-$9,999 37,100 100.0 32.0 67.$ 10.2 
$10,000-$14,999 (52,700) 100.0 32.0 67.3 10.$ 
$15,000-$24,999 (37,$00) 100.0 3$.9 60.5 10.6 
$25,000 or more (22,100) 100.0 3$.0 61.$ 10.3 
Not available (16,100) 100.0 35.2 63.4 11.4 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (206,200) 100.0 31.1 68.2 0.6 
Victimized (57,100) 100.0 47.6 52.1 10.3 

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

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

Table 22. Most important neighborhood problem 

(Percent distribution of answers by householCl respondents) 

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

100.0 11.8 36.9 1$.5 3.2, 7·6 3.2 

100.0 18.5 27.8 21.5 2.9 7.7 3.2 
100.0 7.8 41.9 16.8 3.4 7.7 3.2 
100.0 126.5 138.8 117.1 10.0 10.0 14·3 

100.0 14.1 39.2 28.5 12.0 4·4 11.9 
100.0 7·1 35.7 21.5 4.0 6.1 4.2 
100.0 11.6 40.3 16.8 11.9 7.2 13.4 
100.0 14.1 36.7 16.5 3.7 9.8 12.6 
100.0 19.9 35.7 13.0 13.0 8.6 12.9 
100.0 18.1 33.3 11.1 14.6 11.1 12.6 
100.0 9.5 38.6 21.0 11·9 15.8 14.8 

100.0 11.0 40.1 15.9 3.0 7.9 3.2 
100.0 13.7 29.3 24.6 3·7 6.$ 3.2 

Problems ~Iith 
neighbors 

11.9 

9.4 
13.3 

113.3 

13.6 
14·3 
l).u 

9·9 
10.3 
11.9 
15.8 

12.2 
11.2 

NOTE: Data based on question 5a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to househOlds in the group. 
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unre11able. 

Other and 
not available 

7·0 

9.1 
6.0 

10.0 

6.4 
7. 1 
5·3 
6.8 
6.7 
7·3 

12.5 

6.8 
7.5 



Household characteristic 

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

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

Household characteristic Total Yes No 

Al,1 households (263,300) . 100.0 71•6 27.7 

Race 
Whi"..'· ~93,100) 100.0 n.8 21.4 
Black 166,700) 100.0 67.9 31.4 
other (3,500) 100.0 82.7 17.6 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (31,100) 100.0 72.4 27.0 
$3,000-$7,499 ~66'4oo~ 100.0 75.1 24.2 
$7 ,500-$9,999 37,100 100.0 71.0 28.6 
$10,000-$14.999 ~52'700~ 100.0 71.9 27.4 
$15,000-$24,999 37,800 100.0 67.9 31.2 
$25,000 or more (22,100 100.0 70.9 28.9 
Not !Wailable (16,100) 100.0 66.1 31.7 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (206,200) 100.0 72.9 26.4 
Victimized (57,100) 100.0 66.9 32.3 

Not available 

0.7 

0.8 
0.7 

'0.0 

'0.5 
0.8 

'0.4 
10.6 
'0.8 
'0.2 
'2.2 

0.7 
'0.8 

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

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

Table 24. Most important reason for not doing major foodshoppin9 
in the 'niiighborhood') 

(Percent distribution of anS~lers by household, respondents) 

Total No neighborhood stores Inadequate stores High price:; 

All households (72,800) 100.0 37.7 37.1 11.5 
Race 

White (19,900) 100.0 27.5 32.5 13.3 
Black (52,400) 100.0 41.6 39.0 10.7 
Other (600) 100.0 '36.1 118.7 119·4 

Annual family income 
:.\1.5 Less than $3,000 (8,400) 100.0 31.6 20.1 

$3,000-$7,499 ~16,000~ 100.0 40.0 32.3 13,,2 
$7,500- $9 , 999 10,600 100.0 39.8 38.0 12'!f 
$10,000-$14,999 ~14,500~ 100.0 38.9 42·7 7·9 
$15,000-$24,999 11;800 100.0 40.5 39.3 10.1 
$25,000 or more (6,400) 100.0 28.3 49·7 17·7 
Not available (5,100) 100.0 38.2 41.2 10.0 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (54,400) 100.0 39.7 35.5 10.6 
Victimized (18,500) 100.0 31.8 41.5 14·3 

Crime 

2.6 

4·4 
1.9 

10.0 

12.0 
12.8 
'3·3 
11.9 
12.2 
12.5 
'4.3 

3.0 
'1.5 

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

Not available 

11.1 

22.2 
6.7 

126.2 

34.7 
11.7 

6.5 
8.6 
7·9 

'1.9 
16.3 

11.2 
10.9 
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Table 25. Preferred location for general merchandise &hopping 

(Percent distribution of answers by housenold respondents) 

Suburban or 
Household characteristic Total neighborhood Downtown Not available 

All households (263,300) 100.0 51.1 46.8 2.! 

Race 
White ~93,100) 100.0 56.4 41.7 2.0 
Black 166,700) 100.0 48.4 49.5 2.1 
Other (3,500) 100.0 40.3 59.7 10.0 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (31,100) 100.0 39.7 58.6 1.7 
$3,000-$7,499 ~66'400l 100.0 42.5 55.5 1.9 
$7 ,500-$9,999 37,100 100.0 50.4 47.6 2.0 
$10,000-$14,999 ~52'700) 100.0 55.7 42.0 2.2 
$15,000-$24,999 37,8OOl 100.0 63.7 34.0 2.3 
$25,000 or more 22,100 100.0 63.2 34.7 12.0 
Not availabl6 (16,100) 100.0 48.8 49.1 12.1 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (206,200) 100.0 49.7 48.3 2.0 
Victimized (57,100) 100.0 56.2 41.6 2.2 

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

1Estimate, based on zero or on. about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 26. Most important reason for usually doing general merchandise shopping 
in the suburbs (or neighborhood) or downtown 

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents) 

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

Suburban (or neighborhood) 
shoppers 

All households (134,600) 100.0 14.5 2.5 40.7 20.1 2.1 1.1 6.8 6.7 5.4 
Race 

White ~52'5ool 100.0 13.2 2.6 48.0 15.1 2.9 '0.7 3.3 8.3 6.0 
Black 80,700 100.0 15.3 2.4 35.8 23.5 1.6 1.5 9.1 5.6 5.3 
Other 1,400) 100.0 '13.0 '0.0 51.6 '16.0 '0.0 '0.0 '7.7 111.7 '0.0 

Annual fa.lIily income 
Less than $3,000 (12,400) 100.0 5.6 6.1 49.1 17·4 '0.9 '0.5 9.7 6.5 4.3 
$3,000-$7,499 ?28,2ool 100.0 9. 2 2.4 45.2 17.3 . 2.8 '1.2 8.1 8.0 5.8 
$7 ,500-$9 ,999 18.700 100.0 12.5 '1.0 35.7 22.6 12.1 '0.0 10.1 7.9 8.1 
$10,000-$14,999 (29 ,400 ~ 100.0 17.9 2·4 35.4 21.7 1.7 2.0 6.6 6.6 5.6 
$15,000-$24,999 ~24,loo 100.0 17.8 2.2 42.0 20.7 2.4 '1.6 3.4 5.2 4.6 
$25,000 or more 14,000 100.0 20.0 '1.5 42.0 21.5 '1.5 '0.4 '2.9 5.9 4 • .4 
Not available (7,900) 100.0 18.8 12.6 36.4 19.0 12~7 '1.4 8.4 '5.7 '5.0 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (102,500) 100.0 14.9 2.7 41.4 19.4 1.8 1.3 6.1 6.8 5.4 
Victimized (32,100) 100.0 13 .. 0 '1.6 38.4 22.4 3.1 '0.5 9.1 6.3 5.6 

Downtown shoppers 

All households (123,300) 100.0 0·4 10.1 48.1 21.0 '0.4 1.3 5.9 8.0 4.8 
Race 

White (38,800 l 100.0 '0.6 8.7 51.2 21.6 '0.3 '0.7 2.5 10.6 3.9 
Black ~82,5oo 100.0 '0.3 11.0 46.0 21.0 '0.4 1.5 7.5 7.0 5.3 
Other 2,100) 100.0 '0.0 '2.9 72.5 '8.0 '0.0 '5.4 '8,5 '0.0 '2.7 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (18)300) 100.0 '0.) 12.8 48.6 17·7 '0.7 '0.6 9.7 5.0 4.7 
$3,000-$7 ,499 (36,900 100.0 '0.0 11.1 46.4 19.6 '0.6 '1.2 6.7 8.7 5.7 
$7 ,500-$9,999 (17,700) 100.0 '1.0 12.0 47·4 18.2 '0.3 '2.0 6.2 9.2 3.9 
$10,000-$14,999 (22,lOOl 100.0 '0.4 8.5 52.1 20.1 '0.0 '1.5 5.2 7.5 4.6 
$15,000-$24,999 (12,800 100.0 '0.4 7.3 46.4 29.4 '0.4 '2.1 '3.4 6.8 '3.8 
$25,000 or more (7,700) 100.0 '0.0 '3.6 46.3 29.1 '0.0 '0.7 '1.4· 14.6 '4.0 
Not available (7,900) 100.0 '1.4 10.6 49.4 21.7 '0.0 '0.8 '3.5 6.9 '5.6 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (99)600) 100.0 '0.4 10.3 4IM 20.2 '0.5 1.6 5.8 7.7 4.7 
Victimized (23,800 100.0 '0.5 9.3 44.4 24·3 '0.0 '0.2 6.4 9.6 5.2 

NO'lE: Data based on question 7b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to households in the group. 
'Est;imate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



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

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

Population characteristic Total More Same Less Not available 

Ail persons (532,800) 100.0 13.5 54.8 31.2 0.5 

Sex 
Male (230,600) 100.0 13.8 57·5 28.2 0.5 
Female (302,300) 100.0 13.2 52.7 33.5 0.6 

Race 
White (166,200j 100.0 14.7 59.7 25.3 0.3 
Black P59,100 100.0 12.9 52.6 33.9 0.6 
other '1,500) 100.0 13.0 52.5 32.1 12.5 

Age 
16-19 rO'400~ 100.0 31.8 44.2 23.7 10.3 
20-24 81,700 100.0 20.2 49.6 29.7 10.5 
25-·34 120,500 100.0 17.8 50.7 30.9 0.5 
35-49 113 '700~ 100.0 8.8 60.0 30.8 0.5 
50-64 (100,200 100.0 6.1 59.9 33.1 0.9 
65 and over (66,500) 100.0 2.5 60.0 37.1 10.4 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (418)500) 100.0 12.0 57.7 29.9 0.5 
Victimized (114,400 100.0 18.9 44.3 36.1 0.7 

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

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



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

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

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

Persons going out more often 
All persons (71,700) 100.0 14.9 24.5 3.6 0.8 3.3 7.2 13.3 7.6 '0.3 16.6 7.9 

Sex 
Male (31,800) 100.0 19.2 20.3 3.4 10.4 3.4 8.1 10.1 8.7 '0.4 18.1 7.8 
Female (40,000) 100.0 11.5 27·9 3.8 11.1 3.2 6.5 15.9 6.7 '0.2 15.4 8.0 

Race 
White ~24,5oo~ 100.0 16.8 33.2 6.0 '0.5 '1.4 12.0 10.9 9.0 '0.5 10.3 9.4 
Black 46,300 100.0 14.2 19·9 2.4 '1.0 3.9 10.0 14.6 6.6 '0.1 20.0 7.3 
Other (1,000) 100.0 '0.0 '24·9 10.0 10.0 '20.1 '7.0 114.0 120.2 '0.0 113.8 '0.0 

Age 
16-19 (16,ooo~ 100.0 5.3 25.1 '1.2 '0.0 4.5 28.1 6.4 4.1 '0.0 19.0 6.3 
20-24 f16,5oo 100.0 21.9 28.4 4.2 '0.4 3,7 '1.7 9.1 5.6 '0.4 17.8 6.9 
25-34 21,500 100.0 20.9 23.5 4.7 0.6 1.2.1 '0.3 12.7 10.2 '0.0 16.0 9.2 
35-49 (10;000) 100.0 13.5 20.7 '4.5 '1.3 '3.8 '0.6 25.5 6.4 '0.6 15.8 7.1 
50-64 (6,100) 100.0 '5.4 22.3 '3.3 '4.2 '2,1 1.2.1 24.3 10.6 '1.1 12.8 11.8 
65 and over (1,700) 100.0 '4.0 '23.8 '3.9 '0.0 '3.9 '8.1 '16.0 '23.9 '0.0 '8.4 '8.3 

Victimizat20n experience 
Not victimized (50,100) 100.0 14.4 23.2 3.9 10.6 3.7 7.7 12.8 7.4 '0.3 17·4 8.8 
Victimized (21,600) 100.0 16.1 27.6 3.0 '1.2 .2.4 6.1 14.6 8.0 10.3 14.8 5.9 

Persons going out less often 
All persons (166,300) 100.0 17.0 5.1 2.(1 7.1 3.1 7.0 15.8 9.8 17.1 6.8 9.1 

Sex 
Male (64,900) 100.0 20.4 3.9 2.3 5,6 2.8 7.4 12.8 12.6 14.6 8.5 9.1 
Female (101,300) 100.0 14.9 5.9 1.8 8.1 3.3 6.8 17.7 8.1 18.7 5.7 9.1 

Race 
White (42,100) 100.0 18.0 6.4 1.6 6.0 3.8 8.6 13.0 13·4 15.3 4.8 9.0 
Black ~121,8oo) 100.0 16.7 4.6 2.2 7.6 2.9 6.6 16.6 8.5 17.9 7.3 9.3 
Other 2,400) 100.0 '16.6 1.10.7 '0.0 '0.0 '0.0 '2.9 26.5 '19.0 '5.2 '13.9 '5·4 

Age 
16-19 l1,9oo~ 100.0 20.6 8.1 11.7 11.1 8.3 '3.4 12.1 16.1 10.11 7.8 .10.0 
20-24 24,300 100.0 21.8 7.2 '2.0 .11.1 4.4 '1.4 20.2 20.3 7.5 6.7 7.3 
25-34 37'2oo~ 1CO.0 21.0 8.2 1.9 1.4 2.3 1.$ 25.9 11.4 8.2 9.5 8.4 
35-49 35,000 100.0 19.0 3.h 2.7 6.h 2.1 2.6 17.2 8.9 19.6 7.6 10.4 
50-64 33,200 100.0 13.7 2.8 2.4 12.4 2.0 10.4 9.;: 5.$ 27.8 4.7 9.0 
65 and over (24,700 ) 100.0 6.3 2.5 10.8 18.3 3.6 24.1 4.9 10.8 24.8 3.8 10.0 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (125,000) 100.0 15.3 4.7 2.2 8.2 3.1 7·8 15.9 9.7 26.8 6.7 9.8 
Victimized (41,300) 100.0 22.2 6.3 1.6 3.9 3.2 4.8 25.4 10.4 18.0 7.1 7·2 

NOTE: Data based on question 8b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to ·population in the group. 
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 29. Places usually visited for evening entertainment 

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

Population characteristic Total Inside city Outside city About equal 

All persons (374,100) 100.0 75.9 7.6 16.4 
Sex 

Male (172,600 ) 100.0 75.8 7.1 17.0 
Female (201,500) 100.0 7":.9 8.0 15.8 

Race 
11hite (130,700) 100.0 79.8 8.5 11.6 
Black (237,900) 100.0 73.5 7·2 19.0 
Other (5,500) 100.0 85.1 12.4 12.5 

Age 
16-19 (46,200) 100.0 84.3 3.1 12.0 
20-24 (72,900) 100.0 79.9 6.3 13.8 
25-34 (101,200) 100.0 77·9 5.7 16.2 
35-49 (78'700~ 100.0 71.0 9.5 19·4 
50-64 (52,200 100.0 67.5 12.0 20.2 
65 and over (23,000) 100.0 72.8 12.4 14.8 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (288,200) 100.0 75.1 7.5 17.2 
Victimized (85,900) 100.0 78.4 7.9 13.6 

NOTE: Data based on question 8d. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
lEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fe~ler sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 30. Most important reason for usually seeking evening entertainment inside or outside the city 

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

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

Persons entertained inside city 

All persons (283,SOO) 100.0 54.3 0.6 0.5 11.4 19.7 1.1 9.1 3.3 
Sex 

Hale (130,800) 100.0 53.8 0.7 0.4 12.0 19.9 1.2 S.6 3.4 
Female (153,000) 100.0 54.8 0.5 0.6 10.8 19.5 1.1 9.5 3.2 

Race 
White f104,200~ 100.0 47.6 0.7 0.6 11.0 31.6 '0.2 5.5 2.9 
Black 174,900 100.0 58.0 0.5 0.5 11.7 12.7 1.S 11.3 3.6 
Other (4,700) 100.0 67.6 '0.0 '0.0 '9.4 14·7 '0.0 'S.3 '0.0 

Age 
16-19 t'900~ 100.0 61.0 '0.2 '0.2 12.5 9.6 1.6 12.0 3.0 
20-24 58,300 100.0 55.0 '0.3 0.9 13.1 19.2 0.9 7.7 2.9 
25-34 78,SOO) 100.0 51.9 0.6 '0.2 13.5 21.7 1.2 7.6 3.2 
35-49 (55,900) 100.0 51.7 '0.7 '0.5 10.5 23.4 1.4 S.S 3.1 
50-64 (35 ,200 ) 100.0 55.6 '0.7 '0.4 6.9 21.9 ).1.1 9.2 4.3 
65 and over (16,700) 100.0 54·5 '1.2 12,4 4.5 lS.0 '0.0 14.9 4.4 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (216,400) 100.0 54·4 0.6 0.6 11.4 lS.7 1.1 9·7 3.5 
Victimized (67,400) 100.0 54.2 '0.4 '0.3 11.4 22.S 1.2 7.1 2.6 

Persons entertained outside city 

All persons (2S,400) 100.0 23.3 7.8 13.7 4.S 27.5 '1.2 17.6 4.0 

Sex 
Hale (12,300) 100.0 23.6 11.1 12.3 6.S 27.1 '1.7 12.5 5.0 
Female (16,100) 100.0 23.1 5.2 14.9 3.3 27.S '0.8 21.5 3.2 

Race 
\'Illite f11,OOO~ 100.0 21.S 7·7 11.0 4.5 28.9 '1.2 19.8 5.:1 
Black 17,200 100.0 24.1 7.9 15.6 5.1 26.4 '1.2 16.3 3.4 
Other (1100) 100.0 '49.1 '0.0 '0.0 '0.0 '50.9 '0.0 '0.0 '0.0 

Age 
16-19 f1,400 ) 100.0 '31.9 '-4.8 'S.6 '3.8 '13.8 '0.0 '2S.6 lS.4. 
20-24 4,600) 100.0 23.1 '705 12.0 '7.3 23.2 '0.0 20.3 '6.6 
25-34 (5,SOOl 100.0 15.7 '6.7 10.1 '5.7 33.1 '3.4 23.1 '2.2 
35-49 F,500 100.0 26.6 9.3 11.0 '5.1 29.8 '0.0 16.5 '1.7 
50-64 6,300) 100.0 23.9 9.2 lS.3 '3.2 25.S '2.2 12.3 15.4 
65 and over (2,800) 100.0 25.2 '4.6 23·9 '2.5 27·7 '0.0 '11.2 14.9 

Victimization experience 
3.9 Not victimized (21,700) 100.0 23.3 S.7 13.5 4.2 26.9 '1.2 lS.3 

Victimized (6,Soo) 100.0 23·4 '4.8 14.4 '7.0· 29.5 '1.0 15.5 14·4 

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



Table 31. Opinion about local police performance 

(Percent distribution of responses for the populatio~ ag~ ]6 and over) 

Population characteristic Total Good Average Poor Do11't know Not available 

All persons (532,800) 100.0 34.5 45.6 11.8 7.7 0.4 "\ 
Sex H 

Male (4·30,600) 100.0 35.1 46.0 12.0 6.6 0,4 
Female (302,300) 100.0 34.1 45.3 11.6 8·5 0.4 

Race 
White (166,200~ 100.0 53.5 31.3 5.1 9.8 0.3 
Black P59,1oo 100.0 25.8 52.4 14·7 6.7 0.4 
Other 7,500) 100.0 32.2 36.5 20.0 10.5 10.8 

Age 
56.8 6.7 10.1, 16-19 ~50,4oo ~ 100.0 15.7 20.4 

20-24 81,700 100.0 27.6 49.4 15.8 6.9 10.3 
25-34 (120,5oo~ 100.0 30.7 48.8 13.9 6.4 10.3 
35-49 (113,700 100.0 34·5 4;.6 10.1 703 0.6 
50-64 (100,200) 100.0 43.8 39.5 7.6 8.7 10.3 
65 and over (66,500) 100.0 50.3 32.5 5.6 11.l. 10,5 

Victimization experience 
Not victimized (418,500) 10C.O 34.8 45·5 10.9 8.3 0.4 
Victimized (114,400) 100.0 33·4 45.9 14.8 5.5 10.3 

NOTE: Data based on question 14a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in p~rentheses refer to population in the group. 
1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 32. Op~nion about local police performance 

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

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

Sex and age 
Male 

16-19 ~23'700} 100.0 15.9 56.9 18.7 8.0 "0.5 
20-24 32,500 100.0 29.2 48.1 16.0 6.7 "0.0 
25-34 (55,200 100.0 32.4 46.2 14.9 6.3 "0.2 
35-49 (51,100) 100.0 35.9 46.9 9.7 6.6 20.9 
50-64 (42,200) 100.0 45.1 41.6 7.6 5.7 "0.0 
65 and over (26,000) 100.0 47.8 38.2 6.0 7.5 "0.5 

Female 
16-19 (26,700) 100.0 15.5 56.8 21.9 5.5 "0.3 
20-24 (49,200) 100.0 26.5 50.3 15.7 7.0 "0.5 
25-34 (65,300) 100.0 29.2 51.0 13.0 6.4 "0.3 
35-49 (62,600~ 100.0 33·4 48.2 10.3 7.8 "0.3 
50-64 (58,000 100.0 42.9 38.0 7.7 10.9 10.6 
65 and over (40,500) 100.0 51.9 28.9 5.3 13.5 10.5 

Race and age 
White 

16-19 19,100) 100.0 37·7 42.1 10.9 8.7 10.6 
20-24 26'300-! 100.0 43.1 42,3 4·5 ').4 10.7 
25-34 ~38,200 100.0 51.9 34.3 4.7 9.0 3.0.2 
35-49 27,300 100.0 55.7 29.3 5.2 905 10.2 
50-64 (31,500 100.0 59.1 26.0 4.7 10.2 '0.0 
65 and over (33,900; 100.0 60.1, 23.1 4.5 11.4 10.6 

Black 
"O.:} 16-19 

r'~l 
100.0 11.0 60.2 22.5 6.0 

20-24 54\100 100.0 19.9 .53 • .3 20.8 5.8 "0.1 
25-34 79,800 100.0 20.5 56.1 18.1 5·1 10((2 
35-49 84,200 100.0 27.6 5:';.17 11.6 6.4 0.7 
50-64 68,100 100.0 36.8 45.7 8·9 8.1 lOS '~< '-1 

65 and over (31,900) 100.0 39.8 4·2.7 9.!>- 10·5 10.4 

NOTE: Data based on question 14a. Detail may not add to total because cjf rounding. FigUres in parer;~hf:;es refer to population in the group. 
lEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



Table 33. Opinion aboui local police performance 

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

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

Race, sex, and age 
White 

Male 
16-19 (4,600) 100.0 42. 1 41.8 '8.8 '6.1 '1.2 
20-24 (ll,500~ 100.0 47.9 38.4 5.6 8.2 '0.0 
25-34 (19,000 100.0 50.8 35.6 6.2 7.1 '0.3 
35-49 ~13,500~ 100.0 57.3 27.8 4·9 9.5 '0.5 
50-64 12,500 100.0 60.0 28.2 4.8 7.1 '0.0 
65 and over (11,900) 100.0 60.8 26.5 5.9 6.2 '0.6 

Female 
16-19 ~4,600) 100.0 33.3 42.4 13.1 11.3 '0.0 
20-24 14, 800 ! 100.0 39.5 45·4 3.6 10.3 '1.2 
25-34 (19,100 100.0 53.0 32.9 3.3 10.8 '0.0 
35-~9 (13,900 100.0 54.2 30.6 5.6 9.6 '0.0 
50- 4 (19,000 100.0 58.6 21,.5 4.6 12.3 '0.0 
65 and ove~ (21,900) 100.0 60.2 21.2 3.8 14·3 10.6 

Black 
Male 

16-19 (19,000) 100.0 9.7 60.3 21.2 8.5 '0.3 
20-24 (20,300) 100.0 18.1 54.1 21.8 6.0 '0.0 
25-34 ~35,100l 100.0 22.3 52.2 19.3 6.0 '0.2 
35-49 36,800 100.0 28.1 54.0 11.L. 5.5 11.0 
50-64 (29,400) 100.0 39.0 47.3 8.6 5.2 10.0 
65 and over (13,600 ) 100.0 36.6 48.7 5.9 8.1, ]0.4 

Female 
16-19 t1'900~ 100.0 12.1 60.2 23.7 3.7 10.3 
20-24 33,800 100.0 21.0 52.9 20.3 5.7 10.2 
25-34 44,700 100.0 19. 2 59.1 17.1 4.3 10.3 
35-49 ~47,500 ~ 100.0 27.2 53.5 11.8 7.1 '0;4 
50-64 38,700 100.0 35.2 44.6 9.1 10;3 10.8 
65 and over (18,400) 100.0 42. 2 38.3 7·1 12.0 '0.4 

NOTE: Data based on question 14a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fe~ler sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 34. Whether or not local police performance 

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available 

All persons (489,800) 100.0 81.4 16.2 2.4 
Sex 

Male (214,500) 100.0 82.2 15.5 2.2 
Female (275,300) 100.0 80·7 16.7 2.6 

Race 
White (149,3oo~ 100.0 78·4 18.9 2.7 
Black ~333,800 100.0 82.7 15.0 2.4 
Other 6,700) 100.0 83.5 15.5 ' 1.1 

Age 
16-19 ~46,800~ 100.0 87.2 10.3 2.5 
20-24 75,800 100.0 84.0 13.2 2.9 
25-34 ~112,5ool 100.0 82.2 14.3 3.6 
35-49 104,800 100.0 82.9 15.2 1.8 
50-64 (91,100) 100.0 78.7 19.5 1.8 
65 and over (58,700) 100.0 73.2 25.0 1.8 

Victimizat~on experience 
Not victimized (382,000) 100.0 80.7 17.1 2.3 
Victimized (107,700) 100.0 83.9 12·9 3.1 

NOTE: Data based on question 14b. Detail m~ not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parenthes<'s refer to population in the group. 

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

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

Sex Race A~e 
All 
persons Male Female White Black Other 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 

Most important measure (328,000) (148,300) (179,700) (82,200) (241,300) (4,600) (34,700) (54,100) (78,200) (74,500) (56,300) 

To,al 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 . 100.0 
Personnel '",,:esources 

Tc.tal 19.4 20.0 18.9 26.3 17.1 16.8 14.7 16.2 17.3 19.3 23.1 
More police 13.0 12.3 13.6 18.1 11.3 14·2- 8.8 11.4 9.5 12.8 16.6 
Better training 6.4 7.6 5.3 8.3 5.8 '12.6 5.9 4.8 7·7 6.5 6.5 

Operational practices 
Total 55.9 52.7 58.6 51.9 57.3 

Focus on more important 
57·5 52.4 57.0 55.1 57.8 56.2 

duties. etc. 18.3 18.5 18.1 16.4 18.9 19.7 19:4 25.0 19.9 16.2 14.5 
Greater promptness, etc. 15.9 13·4 11·9 7.8 18.6 15.3 16.8 14.2 15.6 17. 1 17.2 
Increased traffic control 1.1' 1.2 1.0 2.6 0.6 11.3 10.5 10.7 1.5 1.2 1.1 
More police certain 

are as, times 20.7 19.6 21.5 25.0 19.2 21.2 15.6 17.1 18.1 23.3 23.3 
Community relations 

Total 20·7 23.0 18.7 13.5 23.1 18.2 29.0 22.9 23.3 18.8 17.0 
Courtesy, attitudes, etc. 16.6 18·4 15.0 11.7 18.2 15.3 22.2 15.7 19.2 15.4 15.2 
lion I t discriminate 4.1 4.6 3.7 1.8 4.9 '12,8 6.8 7.2 4.1 3.3 1.8 

Other 4.0 4.2 3.8 8.2 2.5 '7.4 3.8 3·9 4.3 4. 1 3·7 

NOTE: Data based on question 14b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 36. Most important measure for improving 
local police performance 

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

Personnel Operational Comnnmity 
Population characteristic Total resources practices relations other 

seX and age 
Male 

,,-" 1',.30°1 100.0 13.2 47.9 35.4 3.5 
20-24 22,100 100.0 14.6 51.5 2S.4 5.4 
25-34 36,500 100.0 19.6 4S.5 27.0 4.S 
35-49 34,2JO 100.0 20.3 56.s 19.4 3·4 
50-64 25,300 100.0 24.2 54.7 16.7 4·4 
65 and over (14,OOO) 100.0 2S.7 57·S 10.1 13·4 

Female 
16-19 

?S'4
00! 100.0 16.1 56.4 23.3 4.1 

20-24 32,000 100.0 17.3 6O.s 19.1 2.8 
25-34 (41,700 100.0 15.2 60.9 20.1 3.8 
35-49 (40,300 100.0 18.4 5S.7 18.2 4.6 
50-64 (31,000) 100.0 22.2 57·4 17.3 3.1 
65 and over (16,300) 100.0 29.5 52.3 13.2 5.0 

Race and age 
White 

16-19 (4,600) 100.0 26.7 49.7 11.2 12·4 
20-24 r4'lOO1 100.0 19.5 55.S 15.6 S.7 
25-34 21,000 100.0 20.S 54.0 17.0 8.2 
35-49 14,300 100.0 25.fS 52.3 13.7 8·3 
50-64 14,600 100.0 33.6 48.1 9.8 S.4 
65 and over (13,700) 100.0 34.2 49.0 10.7 6.0 

Black 
16-19 (29.900) 100.0 12.8 52.8 31.9 2.5 
20-24 (39, wo ~ 100.0 15.2 57.1 25.9 1.7 
25-34 ~55 ,500 100.0 16.0 55.9 25.4 2·7 
35-49 59,00O~ :00.0 17.5 59·2 20.2 3.1 
50-64 41,500 100.0 19.6 58.9 19.4 2.0 
65 and over ("-6,500) 100.0 24.9 59·4 12.7 12.9 

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

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

-, ;,' 



Table 37. Most important measure for improving 
local police performance 

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

Personnel Operational Community 
Population characteristic Total resources practices relations Other 

Race, sex, and age 
White 

Male 
16-19 (2,000) 100.0 31.5 48.8 '8·9 110.8 
20-24 (6,500) 100.0 18·9 57.6 14.3 9.2 
25-34 rO,8OQ) 100.0 21.0 50·4 20.2 8.1, 
35-49 6,900) 100.0 21.0 58.0 14.2 16.8 
50-64 6,200) 100.0 32.3 45.1 11.8 10.9 
65 and over (6,100) 100.0 37.7 47.3 10.5 '4.4 

Female 

'6-" 1"5001 
100.0 22.4 50.4, '13.4 113.8 

20-24 7,600 100.0 20.8 54.2 16.8 8.2 
25-34 10,200) 100.0 20.5 58.0 13.6 8.0 
35-49 7,400) 100.0 30.3 46.8 13.2 9·7 
50-64 8,400) 100.0 34.7 50.3 8.3 6.7 
65 and over (7,600) 100.0 31.4 50.5 10.9 7.1 

Black 
Male 

"'-" 1"''''' I 100.0 10.1 48.1 39.4 '2.4 
20-24 14,900 100.0 13.3 47.8 35.8 '3.1 
25-34 24,800 100.0 18.9 48.5 29.6 2.9 
35-49 ~26,800 100.0 20.1 56.3 21.0 2.5 
50-64 18,900 100.0 21.9 57.3 18.4 12.4 
65 and over (7,800) 100.0 21.6 65.6 10.2 12.6 

Female 

,,-" 1",700 100.0 15.3 57.0 25.1 '2.6 
20-24 24,100 100.0 16.4 62.9 19.8 '0.8 
25-34 30,600 100.0 13.7 61.8 21.9 2.5 
35-49 32,200 100.0 15.4 61.6 19·4 3.6 
50-64 22,600 100.0 17.7 60.2 20.4 1.1 .. 7 
65 and over (8,700) 100.0 27.9 53.8 15.1 ':1.1 

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

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



Appendix II 

Survey instrument 

Form NeS 6, the attitude survey instrument, con
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 responses on behalf of in
dividuals who were absent or incapacitated during 
the interviewing period. 

Data on the characteristics of those interviewed, 
as well as details concerning any experiences as vic
tims of the measured crimes, were gathered with sep
arate instruments, Forms NeS 3 and 4, which were 
administered immediately after NeS 6. Following is 
a facsimile of the latter questionnaire; supplemental 
forms were available for use in households where 
more than three persons were interviewed. Fac
similes of Forms NeS 3 and 4 have not been in
cluded in this report, but can be found in Criminal 
Victimization Surveys in Washington, 1977. 
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O.M.B. tlo. 41-572052' ADo/oval E!1!lles June 30 1914 
FO.'" NCH NOTICE - Your report to the Census Bureau Is confld.,nttal by la ..... (Title 13, U.S. 
(1·~·131 

Code). It may be seen on'y by sworn Census employees and may be 'Used only fot 
statistical purposes. 

u.s. OEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE A. Control number " SOCIAL AND ECONOM'C STATISTICS ADf,tINISTRATlON 
aUREA.U OF' fHE C:£NSUS 

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY psu 1 Serial I Panel lHH I Segmenl 
I I I I 
I I I I 

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

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 

B. Name of household head * 4a. Why did you leave there? Any olher reason? (Mark a/l Ihor apply) 

@ 10 Location - closer to job, family, frlendst school, shopping, etc., here 
zD House (apartment) or property characteristics - size, quality, 

C. Reason lor non interview yard space, etc. 

~ lOTYPEAl" 20TYPE B 30TYPEC 3DWanted better hOusIng, own home 
40 wanted cheaper housing 

@) 
Ri'lc~ of bud sO No choice - evicted, building demolished, condemned, etc. 'OWhite 

6 D Change In I iving arrangements - marital status, wanted 20Ne&I. to Bve alone, etc. 
3D Other 70 Bad element moving In 
TYPEZ, 80 Crime in old neighborhood, alrald 
Interview not oblalned for - 9 D Didn't like neighborhood characteristics - environment, 
Line nomber probtems with neighbors, etc. 

@) (, 100 Other - Specify 

@ (If more than one reason) 
b. Which reason wouid you say was the most Important? 

@ --.---- @) Enter Item nlmber 
@ Sa. Is Utere anyUting you don't like about this neighborhood? 

CENSUS USE ONL Y @ COtlo-SKIP 106a 

@) I® I@) I@) * Yes - What? AnyUting etse? (Mark all 1001 apply) 

1 @ , 0 Traffic, palklng 
20 Environmental problems - trash, noise, overcrowding, etc. 

HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDE QUESTIONS 30 Crime or fear of crime 

Ask only household respondent 40 Public Iransportatlon problem 

Belole we get to the Ill.iu, portion 01 Ute survey, I woutd like to ask 
50 Inadequate schools, shopping lacl/illes, etc. 

you a lew questions related to subjects which seem to be 01 some 60 Bad element moving in 

concern to people. These questions ask you what you think, What 7 0 Ploblems with neighbors. characteristrcs of nelghbols 
yoU leel, your attitudes and opinions. B 0 Other - Specify 

I. How long have you lived at (his address? (If more than OI'Ie answer) 
@ , 0 Less than 1 year} b. WhiCh problem would you say is the most serious? 

201-2 yeaTS ASK 2. @) Enter Item ",umber 303-5 yealS 
40 MOle than 5 years - SI(lP 10 t;a 6a. Do you do your major food shOPPing In Utis neighborhood? 

2a. Why did you select this particular neighborhood? Any other teas on? @ 00 Yes - SKIP 10 7B 

* " 
No - Why not? Any olher reason? (Mark a/l Ihal apply) 

@) (Mark a/l Ihal apply) 
@) 10 No stores In neighborhood, others more convenient 10 Neighborhood characteristics - type of neighbors, environment, 

20Stores In neighborhood Inadequate, preters (better) streets, parks, etc. 
stores elseWhere 

20 Good schools 30High prices, commissa!}, or P)( cheaper 
30 Safe hom crime 40 Crime or fear o( crime 
40 Only place housing could be found, lack of choIce sOOther - Specify 
sO Price was light 

(If more than one reason) .60 Location ... close to job, family, friends, school, shopping, etc. 
b. Which reason would you say is the most important? 70 House (apartment) or property characteristics - size, quaHty, 

@) . yard space, etc. Enter Item number 
aOAlways liVed in this nel&.'"dlhood 7a. When you shop (or Utings oUter Uta" food, such as cloUting and general 
90 other - Speciry merchandise, do you USUALLY go to surburban' or neighborhood shopping 

@) 
centers or do you shop "downtown?" 

(If more than onfl reason) , 0 SUIbuiban or nelghbolhood 

@ 
b. Which reason would you say Vias the most important? 20Downtown 

Enter /tem number * b. Why is that? Any other reason? fMark 011.1001 apply) 

3a. Where did you live before you moved here? @) , 0 Be«er P31klng, less traffic 

@) '0 Outside U.S. . } SKIP 10 4a 
20 Batter tr.nsportatlon 
30 More' convenient _C}lnside limits of this clly 
40 Better selection, more stores, more choice 30 Somewhele else In U.S. - speolry , 
sO Afraid of crime 

State 60StOI. hours better 
70 Better prIces 

County B 0 Prefers. (better) stores, 10ca~io~, servIce, .I;!mployees 

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

@) (If more than one teason) 
,[lNO c. Which one would you say is Ute most important leason? 

, 

(ill) 
2 [1 yes. - Enter name of city, rown, etc.)! @ Entsr Item number I I I I I I .~ INTERVIEWER - comple'o In'o,vlow wllh housohold.respondent. 

beginning wllh Individual Attlfude Ouostlons, 
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INDIVIDUAL ATTITUDE QUESTIONS - Ask each household member 16 or older 

KEYER - BEGIN NEW RECORD CHECK. Look at lla and b. Was box 3 or 4 marked In either Item? 
@ Une nurOO"r fNaroo ITEM B o Yes - ASK lie ONo-SKIP to12 , 

11 c. Is Ihe neighborhood dangerous enough \0 make you Ihlnk seriously 
8a. How oile,n do you go out in Ihe evening for entertainment, such as @ about moving somewhere else? 

to restaurants, theaters, etc.? 352 00 No - SKIP to 12 

@) 1 0 Once a week or more 402 or 3 times a year " Yes - Why don't you? Any other reason? (Mark all that apply) 
20 Less than once a week - 50 Less than 2 or 3 tlmas a @) , 0 Can't afford to 50 Plan to m~ve soon more Jhal1 once a month year or never 

20can't find other housing sO Health or age 3 0 About once a month 
30 Relatives, friends nearby 70 other - Specify IF h. Do you go to Ihese places more or less now than you did a year 40 Convenient to work, etc. 

@) 
or two ago? 
, 0 About the same - SKIP 10 Chack lIam A (If more than one reason) 

20 More} Why? Any other reason? (Mark all that apply) 
d. Which reason would you say is Ihe most important? 

" 30 Less @) Enter Item nl.K7Jber 
@ , 0 Money situation 70 Family reasons (marriage, 12. How do you Ihlnk your neighborhood compares with others in this 

20 Places to go, people children, parents) 
metropolitan area in terms of crime? Would you say It Is -to go with eO Activities, Job, school @) I 0 Much more dangerous? _ 0 Less dangerous? 

3D Convenience 90 Crime or fear of crime 
20 More dangerous? 50 Much less dangerous? 40 Health (ownl 100 Want to, like to, enjoyment 
30 About average? 50 Transportation \1 0 other - SpecllYj? 

13a. Are Ihere some parts of Ihis metropolitan area where you have a SOAge 
reason to go or would like to go DURING THE DAY, but are afraid 

(II more than one reason) to because of fear of crime? 

@) 
c. Which reason w,ould you say Is Ihe most important? @ oONo Ves - Which section(s)? 

Enter /tern number @) 
CHECK • Is box 1,2, or 3 marked in 8al -+--NumbBr 01 specific places mentioned 

ITEM A ONo-SKIP t09a OVes -ASKed b: How about AT NIGHT - are there some parts of this area where you have a 
d. When you do go out 10 restaurants or Iheaters in the evening, Is it reason to go or would like to go but are afraid to because of fear of crime? 

usually in Ihe city or oulslde of the city? @ OONo Ves - Which secllon(s)? 
@) , 0 Usually In the city 

20 Usually outside of the city @ sOAbout equal-SKIP to 9a -+--Number 01 specllfc places mentioned 

e. Why do you usually go (outside the city tin Ihe clty)? Any other 14a. Would you say, in general, Ihat your local police are doing a good 

* reason? (Mark all that 8pply) job, an average job, or a poor job? 
@ 1 OMo~e convenient,famlliar,easler to get there,only place available @ I o Good sO Poor 

20 Parking problems, traffic 20 Averago _ 0 Don't know - SKIP to 158 

sO Too much crime In other place 
* b. In what ways could they improve? Any olher ways? (Mark all that apply) 

_OMore to do @) , 0 No Improvement needed - SKIP to.15a 
sO Prefer (betterl facilities (restaurants, theaters, etc.) 20 Hire more policemen 
60 More expensive In other ~rea 3D Concentrate on more important duties, serious crime, etc. 
70 Because of friends, relatiVes 40 Be more prompt, responsive, alert , 
eO Other - SpecllY sO Improve training, raise qualifications or pay, recruitment policies 
(If more than one (88sm) 60 Be more courteous, improve attitude, community retatlons 

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

@) Enter (tern number 
eO Need more tralllc control 
90 Need more policemen of particular type (foot, carl In 

9a. Now I'd like 10 get your opinions about crime in general. certain areas or at certain times 
Within the past year or two, do you Ihlnk thai crime in your 100 Don't know 

@ neighborhood has increased, decreased, or remained about the same? 
I' 0 Other - Speclly 345 , 0 Increased 40 Don't know - SKIP to c 

20 Decreased 50 Haven't I ived here (II more than one way) 
30same - SKIP to c that long - SKIP 10 c c. Which would you say is Ihe most important? 

b. Were you Ihlnklng ahout any specific kinds of crimes when you said @) Enter Item number you think crime In your neighborhood has (increased/decreased)? 
@) oONo Ves - What kinds of crimes? 15a. Now I have some more questions about your opinions concerning trime. 

III Please take this card. (Hand respondent Attltuda FlaSl>cerd, NCS·574) 

@ 
Look at the FIRST set of statements. Which ooe d9 you agree with most? 

c:How about any crimes which may be happening in your neighborhood - to My chances of being attacked or robbed have GONE UP 
would you say Ihey are committed mostly by the people who live In the past few years 

@) 
here In Ihis neighborhood or mostly by outsiders? 20 My chances of being attacked,or robbed ~ave GONE DOWN 
, 0 No c,lmes happening sO Outsiders In the past few years 

In neighborhood _ 0 Equally by both 30 My chances of being attac:lOd or robbed haven't changed 
20 People living here 50Don't know In the past few years 

lOa. Within the past year or two do you Ihlnk that crime in Ihe United 
40 No opinion 

States has Incr~ed' decreasedr or remained abO:}he same? b. Which of the SECOND group do you agree wllh most? @ I 0 Increased ASK b 30Same SKIP to II_ @) I 0 Crime Is LESS serious than the newspapers and TV say 200ecreased _ODon't know 
20 Crlma Is MORE serious than the newspapers and TV say 

b, Wel~ you thinking about any specific kinds of crimes wnen you said 3D Crime Is about as seriouc. as the newspapers and TV say 

@) 
you think crlnie In the U.S. has (Increased/decreased)? 40 No opinion 
cONO Yes - Wha.t kinds of crimes? 

16a. Do you think PEOPLE IN GENERAL have limited or changed their 
III activities in Ihe past few years because they are afraid of crime? 

11a. How safe do you feel or would you feet being out alone in your @ 'OVes 20No 
neighborhood AT NIGHT? b. Do you Ihink that most PEOPLE IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD have limited or @ 1 OVery safe 30 Somawllat unsafe 

@) 
changed Iheiractivlties in the past few years because they are afraid of crime? 

20 Reasonably ~"fe 40 Very un •• fe 'OVes 20No 
b. HnY! about DURING THE DAY - how safe do you feel a! would c. In general, have YOU limited or changed your activities In the past few 

@ 
you feel being out alooe In your neighborhood? 

@) 
,ears because of crime? 

1 OVery safe sO Somawhat unsafe 'OVes 2oNo 
20 Reasonably safe iO Very unsafe ~. INTERVIEWER - ContInue Interview with Ihls ,aspondent on NCS-iJ 

Page 2 
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Appendix III 

Technical information 
and reliability of the estimates 

Survey results contained in this publication are 
based on data gathered during early 1974 from per
sons residing within the city limits of Washington, 
D.C., including those living in certain types of group 
quarters, such as dormitories, rooming houses, and 
religious group dwellings. Nonresjdents of the city, 
including tourists and commuters, did not fall within 
the scope of the survey. Similarly, crewmembers of 
merchant vessels, Armed Forces personnel living in 
military barracks, and institutionalized persons, 
such as correctional facility inmates, were not under 
consideration. With theee exceptions, all persons age 
16 and over living in units designatf" for the sample 
were eligible to be interviewed. 

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

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

tained from a stratified sample. The basic frame 
from which the attitude sample was drawn-the 
city's complete housing inventory, as determined by 
the 1970 Census of Population and Housing"':"'was 
the same as that for the victimization survey. A 
determination was made that a sample roughly half 
the size of the victimization sample would yield 
enough attitudinal data on which to base reliable 
estimates. For the purpose of selecting the victim iza
tion sample, the city's housing units wer~ distdbuted 
among 105 strata on the basis of various charac
teristics. Occupied units, which comprised the ma
jority. were grouped into 100 strata defined by a 
combination of the following characteristics: type of 
tenure (owned or rented); number of household 
members (five categories); household income (five 
categories); and race of head of household (white or 
other than white). Housing units vacant at the time 

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

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

In order to devdop the half sample required for 
the attitude survey, each unit was randomly assigned 
to 1 of 12 panels, with units in the first 6 panels being 
designated for the attitude survey. This procedure 
resulted in the selection of 5,862 housing units. Dur
ing the survey period, 717 of these units were found 
to be vacant, demolished, converted to nonresiden
tial use, temporarily occupied by nonresie.ents, or 
otherwise ineligible for both the victimization and 
attitude surveys. At an additional 469 units visited 
by interviewers it was, ;dpossible to conduct inter
views because the occupants could not be reach~d 
after repeated calls, did not wish to participate in the' 
survey, or were unavailable for other reasonS. 
Therefore, interviews were taken with tbe occupants 
of 4,676 housing units, and the rate of participation 
among units qualified for interviewing was 90.9 per
cent. Participating units were occupied by a total of 
8,484 persons age 16 and over, or an average of 1.8 
residents of the relevant ages per unit. Interviews 
were conducted with 8,156 of these persons, result
ing in a response rate of 96.1 percent among eligible 
rl ;idents. 

Estimation procedure 
Data records generated by the attitude survey

were assigned either of two sets of final tabulation 
weights, one for the records of individual respond
ents and another for those of household respondent!>. 
In each ca:5e, the final weight was the prqduct of two 
elements---a factor of roughly twice the weight usea 
in tabulating victimization data estimates and a ratio 
estimation factor. The following steps determined 
the tabulation weight for personal victimj:?:~tion data 
and were, therefore, an integral. part of tlie:~~stima
tion procedure for attitude data gathered ffb:n)n
dividual respondents: (I ) a basic weight, reflecting. 
the selected unit's probability of be(dg inclUded "in 
the sample; (2) a factor to compensate for the sub-. 
sampling of units, a situation that arost("in instances 
where the interviewer discovered many more units at 
the sample address than had been listed in thedecen
nia! Census; (3) a within-household noninterview 
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adjustment to account for situations where at least 
one but not all eligible persons in a household were 
interviewed; (4) a household noninterview adjust
ment to account for households qualified to partici
pate in the survey but from which an inter.view was 
not obtained; (5) a household ratio estimate factor 
for bringing estimates developed from the sample of 
1970 housing units into adjustment with the com
plete Census count of such units; and (6) a popula
tion ratio estimate factor that brought the sample 
estimate into accord with post-Census estimates of 
the population age 12 and over and adjusted the 
data for possible biases resulting from under
coverage or overcoverage of the population. 

The household ratio estimation procedure (step 
5) achieved a slight reduction in the extent of sam
pling variability, thereby reducing the margin of er
ror in the tabulated survey results. It also compen
sated for the exclusion from each stratum of any 
households already included in samples for certain 
other Census Bureau programs. The household ratio 
estimator was not applied to interview records 
gathered from residents of group quarters or of units 
co!"structed after the Census. For household vic
l.,nization data (and attitude data from household 
respondents), the final weight incorporated all of the 
steps described above except the third and sixth. 

The ratio estimation factor, second e1r:.ment of the 
final weight, was an adjustment for bringing data 
from the attitude survey (which, as indicated, was 
based ona half sample) into accord with data from 
the victimization survey (based on the whole sam
ple). This adjustment, required because the attitude 
sample was randomly constructed from the vic
timization sample, was used for the age, sex, and 
race characteristics of respondents. 

Reliability of estimates 
As pr~viously noted, surv(!y resu!t& contained in 

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

The standard error of a survey estimate is a 
measure of the variation among estimates from all 
possible samples and is, therefore, a gauge of the 

precision with which the estimate from a particular 
sample app",oximates the average result of all possi
ble samples. The estimate 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 or" all 
possible samples. The average value of all possible 
samples mayor may not be contained in any particu
lar cpmputed 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. Sirnilarly, 
the chances are about 90 out of 100 that the 
difference would be less than 1.6 times the standard 
error; about 95 out of 100 that the differen~e would 
be 2.0 times the standard error; and 99 out of 100 
chances that it would be less than 2.5 times the 
standard error. The 68 percent confidence interval 
is defined as the range of values given by the esti
mate minus the standard error and the estimate plus 
the standard error; the chances are 68 in 100 that the 
average value of all possible samples would fall 
within that range. Similarly, the 95 percent confi
dence interval is defined as the estimate plus or 
minus two standard errors. 

In addition to sampling error, the estimates pre
sented in this report are subject to nonsampling er
ror, chiefly affecting the accuracy of the distinction 
between victims and nonvictims. A major source of 
nonsampling error' is related to the ability of re~ 
spondents to recall whether or not they were vic
timized during the 12 months prior to the time of in
terview. Research on recall indicates that the ability 
to remember a crime varies with the time interval 
between victimization and interview, the type of 
crime, and, perhaps, the socio-demographic charac
teristics of the respondent. Taken together, recall 
problems may result in an understatement of the 
"~rue" number of victimized persons and house
holds, as defined for the purpose of this re;-- 1rt. 
Another source of nonsampling error pertaining to 
victimization experience involves telescoping, or 
bringing within the appropriate 12-month reference 
period victimizations that occurred before or after 
the close of the period. 

Although the problems of recall and telescoping 
probably weakened the differentiation between vic
tims and nonvictims, these would not have affected 
the data on personal attitudes or behavior. 
Nevertheless, such data may have been affected by 
nonsampling errors resulting from incomplete or er
rc,neous responses, systematic mistakes introduced 
by interviewers, and improper coding and process-



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

Regarding the reliability of data, it should be 
noted that estimates based on zero or on about 10 or 
fewer sample cases have been considered unreliable. 
Such estimates are identified in footnotes to the data 
tables and were not used for purposes of analysis in 
this report. For Washington, a minimum weighted 
estimate of 500 was considered statistically reliable, 
as was any percentage based on such a figure. 

Computation and application 
of the standard error 

For survey estimates relevant to either the in
dividual or household respondents, standard errors 
displayed on tables at the end of this appendix can 
be used for gauging sampling variability. These er
rors are approximations and suggest an order of 
magnitude of the standard error rather than the pre
cise error associated with any given estimate. Table 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
proximate the standard error. 

To illustrate the application of standard errors in 
measuring sampling variability, Data Table 1 in this 
report shows that 59.8 percent of all Washington 
residents age 16 and over (532,800 persons) 
believed crime in the United States had increased. 
Two-way linear interpolation of data listed in Table 
I would yield a standard error of about 0.5 percent. 
Consequently, chances are 68 out of 100 that the 
estimated percentage of 59.8 would be within 0.5 
percentage points of the average result from all 
possible samples; i.e., the 68 percent confidence in
terval alisociated with the estimate would be from 
59.3 to 60.3. Furthermnre, the chances are 95 out of 
100 that the estimated pen:entage wC'uld be roughly 
within 1.0 percentage point of the average for all 
samples; I.e., the 95 percent confidence interval 
would be about 58.8 to 60.8 percent. Standard er
rors associated with datil from household respond-

ents are calculated in the same manner, using Table 
II. 

In comparing two sample estimates, the standard 
error of the difference between the two figures is ap
proximately equal to the square root of the sum of 
the sc\uares of the standard errors of each estimate 
considered se"parately. As an example, Data Tab1e 
12 shows that 25.2 percent of males and 9.0 percent 
of females felt very safe when out alone in the 
neighborhood at night, a difference of 16.2 percen
tage points. The standard error for each estimate, 
determined by interpolation, was about 0.9 (males) 
and 0.5 (females). Using the formula described 
previously, the standard error of the difference 
between 25.2 and 9.0 percent is expressed as 
V(0.9)2 + (0.5)2 , which equals approximately 1.0. 
Thus, the confidence interval at one standard error 
around the difference of 16.2 would be from 15.2 to 
17.2 (16.2 plus or minus 1.0) and at two standard er
rorsfrom 14.2 to 18.2. The ratio ofa difference to its 
standard error defines a value that can be equated to 
a level of significance. For example, a ratio of about 
2.0 (or more) 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 indicates 
that the difference is significant at a confidence level 
between 90 and 95 percent; and a ratio of less than 
about 1.6 defines a level of confidence below 90 per
cent. In the above example, the ratio of the 
d' .lerence (16.2) to the standard error (1.0) is equal 
to 16.2, a figure well above the 2.0 minimum level of 
confidence applied in this report. Thus, it was con
cluded that the difference between the two propor
tions was st~tistically significant. For data gathered 
from household respondents, the significance of 
differences between two sample estimates is tested by 
the same procedure, using standard errors in Table 
II. 
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Table I. h,dividual respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages 

(68~l'hances aut af 100) 
" . 

~~timated Eercent af answers br individual resEondents 
Base af percent 1.0 ar 99.0 2.5 ar 97.5 5.0 ar 95.0 .10.0 ar 90.0 25.0 ar 75.0 

100 8·7 13.6 19·0 26.1 37·7 
250 5.5 8.6 12.0 16.5 23.9 
500 3.9 6.1 8.5 11.7 16.9 

1,000 2.'( 4.3 6.0 8.3 11·9 
2,500 1.7 2.7 3.8 5.2 7.5 
5,000 1.2 1.9 2.7 3·7 5.3 

10,000 0.9 1.4 1.9 2.6 3.8 
25,000 0.5 0.9 1.2 1·7 2.4 
50,000 0·4 0.6 0.8 1.2 1.7 

100,000 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.2 
250,000 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.8 
500,000 0.1 0.2 0.3 0·4 0.5 

1,000,000 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 

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

Table II. Household respondent dala: Standard error approximations for e$J~mated percentages 

(68 chances aut af 100) 

Estimated Eercent af answers br hausehold resEandents 
Base af percent 1.0 ar 99.0 2.5 ar 97.5 5.0 or 95.0 11).0 or 90.0 25.0 or 75.0 

100 7·4 11.6 16.2 22·4 3': 3 
250 4·7 7.4 10.3 14·1 20.~ 
500 3.3 5.2 7.3 10.0 14.4 

1,000 2.3 3.7 5.1 7·1 10.2 
2,500 1.5 2.3 3.3 4·5 6.5 
5,000 1.0 1.6 2.3 3·2 4.6 

10,000 0·7 1.2 1.6 2.2 3.2 
25,000 0.5 0.7 1.0 1.4 2.0 
50,000 0.3 0.5 0.7 1.0 1.4 

100,000 0.2 0.4 0.5 0·7 1.0 
250,000 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 
500,000 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.5 

NOTE: The standard errars in this table are applicable to. informatio.'!J. in Data Tables 19-26. 

.~ _.,._li· __ ... ___ · ... ' ____ iii . ...... ______ .~ ~--. ""'"--... ---. ..:.....~ -'~ 

50.0 

43.6 
27 .. 6 
19.5 
13.8 
8.7 
6.2 
4.4 
2.8 
1.9 
1.4 
0.9 
0.6 
0.4 

50.0 

37.3 
23.6 
16.7 
11.8 
705 
5.3 
3.7 
2.4-
1.7 
1.2 
0.7 
0.5 
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Glossary 

Age-The appropriate age category is determined 
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 ag
gravated or simple, upon a person. Includes ah 
tempted assaults with or without a weapon. Ex
cludes rape and attempted rape, as well as at
tacks involving theft Dr attempted theft, which 
are classified as robbery. 

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

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

Community relations-Refers to question 14b (ways 
of improving pDlice performance) and includes 
two response categories: "Be more cDurteous, 
i.mprove attitude, community relations" and 
"Don't discriminate." 

Downtown shopping area-Th~ central shopping 
district of the city where the respondent lives. 

Evening entertainment-Refers to entertainment 
available in public, places, such as restaurants, 
theaters, bowling alleys, nightclubS, bars, ice 
cream parlDrs, etc. E~cludes club meetings, 
shopping, and social visits to the homes of rela
tives or acquaintances. 

General merchandise shopping-Refers to shopping 
for gDods other than food, such as clothing, fur
niture, housewares, etc. 

Head of hOllsehold-Forclassification purposes, 
only one individual per household can be the 
'head person. In husband-wife households, the 
husband arbitrarily is cDnsidered to' be the head. 
In other households; the hda person is the in
dividual so regarded by its members; generally, 
that person is the chief breadwinner. 

Household-Consists of the occupants of separate 
livjng quarters meeting either of the following 
critefia: (1) P~rsons, whether present tlr tem
porarily absent., whose usual place of residence 

is the housing unit in question, Dr (2) Persons 
staying in the hDusing unit who have no usual 
place of residence elsewhere. 

Household attitude questions-Items 1 through 7 of 
Form NCS 6. For households that consist of 
more than one member, the questions apply to 
the entire household. 

Household larc:eny-Theft or attempted theft of 
property or cash from a residence or its immedi
ate vicinity. Forcible entry, attempted forcible 
entry, or unlawful entry are not involved. 

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

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

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

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

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

Measured crimes-For the pur.pose of this report, 
the offenses are rape, personal robbery, assault, 
personal larceny, burglary, household larceny, 
and motor vehicle theft, as determined by the 
victimization component of the survey. Includes 
both completed and attempted acts that occur
red during the 12 months prior to the month of 
interview. 

Motorvehlcle theft-Stealing or unauthorized t~k
ing of a motorvehicJe, including attempts at 
such acts. Motor vehicles include automobiles, 
trucks, motorcycles, arid any other motorized 
vehicles legally allowed on public roads and, 
highways. \~j 

Neighborhood-The general vicinity ofthe respon
dent's dwelling. The boundaries of a neighbor
hood define an. area with which the respondent 
identifies. . (-\ 

Nonvictim-See "Not victimizeC"'below. 
Not victimiz~d-For the purpose\i{this report, per

sons not categorized as "victimized" (see below) 
are considered. "not victimized." 

Offender:-The perpetrator of a crime. 
Operational practices-Refers to question 14!:> (wa.ys 

of improvrhg police performance) and includes 
four response categories: "Concentrate on more 
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important duties, serious crime, etc."; "Be more 
prompt, responsive, alert"; "Need more traffic 
control"; and "Need more policemen of particu
lar type (foot, car) in certain areas or at certain 
times." 

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

Personnel resources-Refers to question 14b (ways 
of improving police performance) and includes 
two response categories: "Hire mor.:: policemen" 
and "Improve training, raise qualifications or 
pay, recruitment policies." 

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

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

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

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

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

Suburban or neighborhood shopping areas-Shop
ping centers or districts either outside the city 
limits or in outlying areas of the city near the 
respondent's res,idence. 

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

single victim, whether a person or household, In 
criminal acts against persons, the number of vic
timizations is deti;:rmined by the number of vic
tims of such acts. Each criminal act against a 
household is assumed to involve a single victim, 
the affected household. 

Victimization rate-For crimes against persons, the 
victimization rate, a measure of occurrence 
among popUlation groups at risk, is computed 
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on the basis of the number of victimizations per 
1,000 resident popUlation age 12 and over. For 
crimes against households, victimization rates 
are calculated on the basis of the number of vic
timizations per 1,000 households. 

Victimized-For the purpose of this report, persons 
are regarded as "victimized" if they meet either 
of two criteria: (1) They personally experienced 
one or more of the following criminal victimiza
tions during the 12 months prior to the month of 
interview: rape, personal robbery, assault, or 
personal larceny. Or, (2) they are members of a 
household that experienced one or more of the 
following criminal victimizations during the 
same time frame: burglary, household larceny, 
or motor vehicle theft. 
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Dear Reader: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 
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The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is interested in your comments and suggestions 
about this report. We have provided this form for whatever opinions you wish to express about it. Please 
cut out both of these pages, staple them together on one corner, and fold so that the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration address appears on the outside. After folding, use tape to seal closed. No 
postage ~tamp is necessary. 
Thank you for your help. 

1. For what purpose did you use this report? 

2. For that purpose, the report- D Met most of my needs D Met some of my needs D Met none of my needs 

3. How will this report be useful to you? 

D Data source o Other (please specify) _____________ _ 

D Teaching material 
.. 

D RefereNce for article or report D Will not be useful to me (please explain) _--,'---___ _ 

D General information 

D Criminal justice program planning 

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

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

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

8. In what capacity did you use this report? 

o Researcher 

o Educator 

o Student 

o Crimin,,1 justice agency employee 

o Government other than criminal justice - Specify __________________________ _ 

o Other-Specify _______ ~ ____________________________ ___ 
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B. If you used this report as a governmental employee, please indicate the level of government. 

o Federal o City 

o State o Other - Specify 

o County 

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

o Law enforcement (police) o Corrections 

o Legal services and prosecution o Parole 

o Public or private defense services o Criminal justice planning agency 

o Courts or court administration o Other criminal justice agency - Specify type 

o Probation 

11. If you used this report as a criminal justice employee, please indicate the type of position you held. 
Mark all that apply. 

o Agency or institution administrator o Program or project manager 

o General program planner/evaluator/analyst o Statistician 

o Budget planner/evaluator/analyst o Other - Specify 

o Operations or management planner/evaluator/analyst 

12. Additional comments 
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