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• 
INTRODUCTION 

On May 22, 1978, the Midwood Kings Highway Development 

Corporation received a grant award from the United States De-

partment of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

(LEAA) to conduct a Community Anti-Crime Program in our a:-ea. 

The LEAA's stated objective for this type of program reads 

liTo assist community organizations, neighborhood groups and in-

dividual citizens to become actively involved in activities de-

signed to prevent crime, reduce the fear of crime, and contribute 

to neighborhood revitalization. 1I 

In order to implement the reduction of the fear of crime, it 

was necessary to establish the initial levels of fear present in 

the community at the start of the program." This report deals 

in detail ~'ith the prevalent attitudes in the Midwood section of 

Brooklyn, N.Y. in June and July 1978. Forthcoming reports will 

deal with shifts in attitudes by conducting identical surveys on 

an annual basis. 

One of the necessities of conducting such an in depth survey 

is availability of computer hardware and sofbvare. Vie had no 

funds available for this project in our original grant award. We 

therefore approached Brooklyn College of the City University of 

New York in July of 1978 with the completed questionnaires and 

asked their assistance. In August, they accepted but required us 

to reduce the data to cards on our own. This was done manually 

and was completed in October 1978. In May 1979, we were finally 

notified that personnel was available to write the programs 

necessary. The data was run beginning May 22, 

in programming and computer time \vere waived. 
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\1e now hilve firm commitments from Brooklyn College for 

"the swift completion and processing of our first follow-up 

survey, which should be conducted in July 1979 and ready for 

pUblication by August. 

We have directed many of our program components toward 

effecting the perceptions of crime and relative safety. It 

will be helpful to us, to not only gauge our impacts, but to 

be able to see where W3 must refine and concentrate our efforts 

where necessary. 



I. DEMOGRAPHICS 

1) Sex: 

2) Race: 

Male: 47% 
Female: 53% 

White: 
Black: 
Other: 

75.8% 
15.6% 

8.6% 

3) Occupation: 
Unemployed (includes retirees) 
Housewife 
Student 
Blue Collar 
Clerical 
'l'echnical 
Professional 
Managerial 

4) Income (annual) 
Under $2000 
2000-2999 
3000-5999 
6000-9999 

10000-14,999 
15 / 000 + 

5) Household Size 

. 6) Age 

One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
Five + 

65+ 
45-64 
44-25 
24-15 
Under 15 

7.8% 
11. 7% 
15.6% 
20.01; 
14.5% 
25.5!ci 

9.4% 
20.3Z; 
24.9% 
23.6% 
21.8% 

22.0% 
20.2~o 

37.3% 
17.1% 

3.4% 

16.1% 
25.7% 
15.1% 

7.0% 
6.5% 
4.2% 

15.1% 
7.8% 

Conclusions: The demographic data of those surveyed closely 

matchc~s the overall make-up of our community. The figures relate 

a midrUe class community \vi th a 24 % minority population. The 

sample population is typical of a residential conununity, many 

people who do not work (retirees, housewives), people who are 

approaching the upper age brackets in large numbers. This middle 

class transitional commullity is subject to pressures of problems 

on t:he eldC!rly, of crime, and of sufficient income to "escape" 

these pressUl7es if necessary by moving, a choice \va have 



discouraged them from making. 

II. A'rTITUDES 

7) Within the past year or two, do you think that crime 

in your neighborhood has increased, decreased, or remained about 

the same: 

51. 4% 
9.9% 

23.9% 
9.4% 
.15.5% 

Increased 
Decreased 
Same 
Don't Know 
New Resident - Don't Know 

Public perception relative trend in this area is obvious. 

It reflects a negative outlook further explored in other ques-

tions. 

11) Within the past year or two, do you think that crime 

in the United States has increased, decreased, or remained about 

the same? 
69.1% 
10.9% 
10.6% 

7.5% 

Increased 
Decreased 
Same 
Don't Know 

It is interesting to note that almost 18% of the surveyed 

population considers the national picture worse than the local 

one; and that the bulk of the "switch" (13%) comes from those who 

considered that crime in the area had stabilized. It must be 

assumed that this portion of the population considers our area 

substantially better off than the nation as a whole. 

10) How about any crimes which may be happening in your 

neighborhood - \vould you say they are commi ted mostly by the 

people who live here in this neighborhood or mostly by outsiders? 

14.1% No crimes happening in neighborhood 
10.9% People living here 
33.3% Outsiders 
24.7% Equally by both 
16.4~ Don't Know 



Considering the experiences of local police, that the 

majori ty of crimes in this area are comnu.tted by local resi-

dents, it is interesting to note that only 10.9% of those 

surveyed perceive the situation correctly. We do not con-

sider this particular bit of misinformation as needing 

correction, however, since we would prefer to increase Answer 

#1 as opposed to Answer #2. 

14) How safe do you feel or would you feel being out 

alone in your neighborhood during the night? 

11. 2% 
34.8% 
33.0% 
19.7% 

Very Safe 
Reasonable Safe 
Somev.'ha t Safe 
Very Unsafe 

The almost 50-50 split bebveen those· on the "positive II side 

and those on the "negative" side of this question is inconsistent 

with other measures of attitudes. We had expected a greater per-

centage of those surveyed to feel "very unsafe" at night due to 

the great tendency of this community to exhibit behavioral 

patterns typical of fear of nighttime crime. Stores close 

early, parks and streets empty out, people become generally 

Inore defensive in their behavior. Perhaps they were unwilling 

to admit their fears openly for the questionnaire - but a majo-

rity (52.7~) still significantly felt less then reasonably safe 

out at night .. 

15) How safe do you feel or would you feel being out alone 

'in your neiqhborhood during the day? 

33.6'1, 
36.7% 
19.5% 

7.3% 

Very Safe 
Reasonably Safe 
Somewhat Safe 
Very Unsafe 

lIere, ClS expected, Lhe overwhelming majority fe.cls no 

qunlms about dClytime activity in the araa. 



18) How do you think your neighborhood compares with 

others in New York City in terms of crime? Would you say it 

is 

13.5% 
14.5% 
33.8% 
30.1% 
6.2% 

Much n~re dangerous 
More dangerC'ufl 
About average 
Less dangerous 
Much less dangerous 

28% of the sample population felt that this area is more 

or much more dangerous than the rest of the city. This is 

significant in that considering the prevailing impression of 

New York City as a high crime area, it was not expected that 

such a SUbstantial portion of the population would consider 

Midwood as worse. 

24) Which of the following statements do you agree with 

the most? 

41.3% My chances of being attacked or robbed have 
gone up in the last few years. 

15.1% My chances of being attacked or robbed have 
gone down in the last few years. 

20.9% My chances of being attacked or robbed have 
not changed in the past few years. 

22.6% No opinion, Don't know. 

A major perceptual question as to trends in crime rates, 

41.3% see the situation as it actually stood with increasing 

crime rates. Perhaps the 22.6% no opinions reflect new 

arrivals or people unwilling to state (as above question #14) 

any fears on this subject. 

25) Which of the following statements do you agree with 

the most? 

23.8% Crime is less serious than the 
newspapers and TV say. 

24.0% Crime is more serious than the 
newspapers and TV say. 



38.6% Crime is about ns serious as the 
newspapers and TV say. 

12.0% Don't Know. 

This question merely surveyed the publics perception of 

media crime reporting, and the rather even distribution of re-

s~onses shows no particular ambivalence toward the media. 

21) \vould you Suy in general, that your local police arc 

doing a good job, an average job, or a poor job? 

?~9% 
39.1% 
31. 8% 

8.4!b 

Good 
Average 
Poor 
No opinion 
No response 

'1'he 31.8% 

~~. 8% 

:r:esponse "Poor" reiJ.ecJ,s a significant citiz0n dissati-

faction with police performance which has been evidenced to us 

repeatedly throughout program implementation. 

22) In what ways could they improve? 

7.0% 
43.2!ci 
19.2!ti 
17.8~ 
1. 4% 
1. 9~ 
3.0~ 
4.3~ 
2.2~ 

No improvement needed 
Need more police 
Patrol lOore 
Be more prompt 
Improve training 
Raise qualifications 
Raise pay 
Be more courteous, concerned 
Don't discriminate 

The three areas cited most often for imp=ovemcnt in police 

performance are closely related. The need for marc police mnn-

power is traditionally cited by the NYPD to improve response 

time (promptness) and to expand patrol. It is significant to 

note however tlwt 37.0% of respondents felt that these two C<lte-

gories (putrol & promptness) could be improved without an in-

creuse in manpov.JCr. 

23) Which of the reasons above (question 22) would you say 

is most important? 

. - ---.-.., 



20.6% 
19.8% 
15.9% 
14.3% 

7.7% 
5.8!i. 
5.5% 
5.2% 
5.2% 

Patrol more 
Need more police 
De more courteous, concerned 
Be more prompt 
Hore training 
Don't discriminate 
No improvement 
Raise qualifications 
Raise pay 

It is inte~esting to note the realignment of answers sim-

ply by asking the respondent to prioritize the list. 23.4% of 

those surveyed shifted their answer from more police to other 

categories. This shows a significant lack of confidence in 

the NYPD standard line - "We need more cops". Perhaps without 

a conscious decision, people are refuting, as are crime statis-

tics, the axiom that quantity equals quality. This is en-

couraging in that it seems to indicate an opening in attitudes 

and perceptions which may allow further accurate pictures to 

enter. 

III BEHAVIOR 

19) Are there some parts of New York City you would like 

to go during the day, but are afraid to bf3cause of cri"me? 

57.7'£, 
34.0% 

8.3% 

No 
Yes 
No response 

The key to this question lies in the phrase "you would like:, 

to go to". Those surveyed were not asked about the city as a 

whole. We were seeking behavioral changes caused by perception 

of crime. Few residents w(tnt under any circumstances to pay a 

visit to our tra ditional hiyh crime areas. But if they 

altered their behavjor - to not go Lo a particular. museum, re-

staurant, etc. - as 34.0% stated - it reprosents a significant 

change. 
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20) Are thete some parts of New York City you would like 

to go during the evenin~ but arc afraid to because of crime? 

47.0% 
45.4% 

7.6% 

No 
Yes 
No response 

Similar to question 1119 (above), we targoted the behaviori:1.1 

alteration. A full 10% of respondonts shifted down to fear of 

nighttime crime. Should we consider the economic impact a10110 

of 45.4% of a middle class community not going to plClces in the 

evening which they would otherwise .like 1:'0 go" we. be9in to 

appreciate. th~ importance of perception of crimo to tho future 

of our city. 

16) Is the neighborhood dan9crous enough to make you think 

seriously about moving elsewhere? 

59. O~d 
l7.4Zi 

7.8fd 
7.5% 
3 .l~, 
3.4l, 
1. 9% 

No 
Yes, but can't afford to 
Yes, bu·t can't find ot.her housi1llJ 
Yes, but relatives or friends nearby 
Yes, but convenient to work 
Yes, plan to move soon 
Other r(>,asons 

41% of respondents considered crime sel"ious enowrh to con-

sider moving. The uprooting of n family is one of the most 

serious behavioral changes one can make, implIcting 110t only UlO 

family itself but the community which the family lcnves. Hupid 

turnover of apartments and housing stock is a fatal sign to any 

trau i tionally s table community. He must reverse t.his p<lrticular 

att:it.ude since tho reasons cited for staying arc t('nuous at 

best. Perhnps more siSlnificunt thun uny other finding in the 

questionnaire, we must wntch future surveys very carefully to 

sec i.f uny elf theso behaviornl indi cators bave reversed. 

thcil: (leti vj tics in l:hc P.:lst few yC'ars because they arc .:l£raid 



of crime? 

66.7% 
20.7% 
12.6% 

Yes 
No 
No response 

See conunents below (Question 28) 

27) Do you think people in this neighborhood have limited 

or changed their activities in the past few years because they 

are afraid of crime? 

72.6% 
24.4% 

2.9% 

Yes 
No 
No response 

See conmlents below (Question 28), 

28) In general, have you limited or changed your activities 

in the past few years because of crime? 

55.1% 
42.8% 

2.1% 

Yes 
No 
No responses 

These last three questions point out several interesting per-

ceptions of the behavioral patterns of others, as well as direct 

evidence of behavioral change by the majority of respondents. 

22.1% of "No" respondents changed their answers to "Yes" (if the 

ratios base of response La Question 28 is held as a constant) 

over the three questions. People perceive others as having done 

more than themselves to restrict their activities vis-a-vis 

crime. They perceive the neighborhood as being untypjcally 

affected in relation to people in general. This would appear to 

point to an unwarranted negativism related thr.ough comments like 

"everybody in Hidwood is living behind barbed wire". 'rhe speaker 

almost universally exempts himself and his immediate acquain-

tences, but is sincere in his belief that others are doing so. 

It is still significant to note that 5.5% of respondents 

openly admit to restricting their activities in reaction to 



criminality. the word "limited" in the question puts a 

psychological connotation on the question different than, for 

i.nstance, a person who joined a. civilian patrol, \·Jhich is an 

ex.pansion of activity rather than a limitation. 
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LEAA C~JME SURVEY OS/22/79 
"-' 

FIL.l:: L.EAA tCREATION DATE :: OS/22/19) PI~LTE5T 

L 
Xl st:.x 

ReLATIvE A DJUS (1:.0 CUM 
A1350LUlt: FREQ FRC:::O t=Rt.Q 

CATEGORY LAHEL CuDt:: FREO (PC, ) (peT) (peT) 

MALE 1 • 181 4'1.0 47.0 47.0 
\... 

FE MALt:: 2. 204 ~.j.O ~3.0 100.0 

,0 ------ ------ ----
TU1AL 38b 100.0 100.0 

ME AN 1.530 STD EFW 0.025 MED J AN 1.556 
MJDt::: 2.000 510 OEV 0.500 VAR1ANCF:: 0.2t.0 
KUR1OS1~ -1.9')6 SK£::'WNI::5S -0.1~0 RANGE. 1.000 

"- MINIMUM 1.000 MAXIMUM 2.000 

VALID CASES 38~ MISSING CASt:.S 0 

, 
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-:- LEAA CRIME SURVEY 
O~/22/79 l.-

FILE LEAA (CREA TlON DATE = OS/22/7Y) PRt::lE51 

...... 
! 
'- X2 RACE 

\.. 

H£:.LArlVE AOJUS I t:.D CUM 
ABSOLUTE FI~EQ FRLO FREO 

CATEGORY LABEL COOl. FkEQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 

WHITE 1. ~92 7~.8 75.M 75.tt 

BL.ACK 2. 60 1'J.6 15.6 91.4 0 
OTHER 3. 3.:1 8.6 fI.6 100.0 "--

------ ----- ------
TUTAL 3~~ 100.0 100.0 

...... 

MEAN 1.327 STO D~R 0.032 MeDIAN 1.159 
MODI:. 1.000 STD DEY 0.627 VARIANCE 0.3')3 
fWRTOSIS 1.678 SKEWNES!;, 1.72<) RANGE 2.000 
MINIMUM 1.000 MAX I r..,UM 3.000 

V .... LID C.ASt:.S 385 M15~INb CA5ES 0 
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LEAA CRIME SURVEY 

FILE LcAA lCREATION DAlE -

X3 OCCUPATION . 

CATEGORY LABEL 

UNeMPLOYED 

H\JU5f:..WIFE 

STUDENT 

~LUL:.COLLAR 

CLEf~ ICAL 

TECtiN I CAL 

PRot= f:..S S I DNAL.. 

MANI\GE RIAL 

MEAN 

/oliO 0'= 

KURTOS I S 
MINIMUM 

3.8t>3 
2.000 

-1.134 
1.000 

VALID CAS~S 382 

CODE 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

o. 

TOTAL 

STD eRR 
~lD DE V 
SKEWNESS 
MAX lMUM 

MISSING 

OS/22/79) 

A~SOLUTE 

FRL::Q 

62 

99 

58' 

27 

2!;' 

16 

58 

30 

7 

3 
------

38b 

0.12t> 

2.441 
0.542 
c..t.ooo 

CASES 3 

RLL"TIVL:: AOJUS rl:.:b 
FRE.O FRE.O 
(PCY) (PCT) 

16.1 16.2 

25.7 ':.5.9 

15.1 15.2 

7.0 7.1 

bOot> 6.:> 

4.2: 4.2 

15.1 1~ .2 

1.8 7.9 

1.8 1.8 

O.ti MISSING 
---- ---
100.0 100.0 

MElHAN 
VAl-< I A Net:. 
RANGE 

CUM 
FRCO 
(PCT) 

42.1 

64.4 

70.9 

75.1 

90 .. 3 

98.2 

100.0 

100.0 

.3.017 
5.95°, 
8.000 

OS/22/79 

! , 
t 
I 

\ 
t , 
I 
);1 
II 
II 
I 
I 
1 
I 
( 



OS/22/79 

~O ""..5. AN 4.070 STO t::Rk o.oat Mt::l>IAN 4.149 
MODE 6.000 sro L)CV 1.ob2 VARIANCE 2 .. 764 
KURTOSIS -0.8t)~ SKE WNt:.5S -0.211 RANGt:; 7.000 
MINIMUM 1.000 t-1AX I MUM 6.000 

VALID CASES 370 MISSING CASL:S H) 
.~ 

• 



LEAA CRIMt SU~VEY OS/22/79 
.,-. 

FILl:: LCAA (C~EAllON DAlE : OS/2~/7~) PRETEST 

'-
HOUSEHOL.D SIZE 

Rt:.LATIVr: ADJU5Tt:.D CUM 
AI;lSULUTE rREU F~I::~) FRLO 

CA n.: GO~Y LA~EL CODE FREQ (PCT) (PC.T) (PCT) 

I • 36 <).4 9.4 9.4 

TWO 2. 7f:i ;:':.3 20.3 29.6 

THReE 3. 96 24.9 24.9 54.5 

FOUR 4. 91 23.6 23.6 78.2 

FIVE + 5. 84 21 .. fl 21 .8 100.0 
------ ---_._- ----

TOTAL .J8t> 100.0 100.0 

~~AN 3.283 STD ERR O.06t> MI:.DIAN 3.::H8 
MODf: 3.000 ~TD Dt.V 1.269 VARIANCE 1 .. 610 
KURTOSIS -1.039 Sr(E Wt\.'E.SS -0.175 RANGE 4.000 
~INIMUM 1.000 MAXIMUP4 5.00v 

VALID CASES 3~~ M 15S INb CASt:.5 v 



UEAA CR1ME SURVEY 0':../22/79 

·.) 
FILE LE.AA (CREATION DATE = OS/22/79) J.lRETEST 

-' 
X6 AGE 

RE.LATIVE AO.lU5 rED CUM 
AllSDLUlE FREO FREU FREQ 

coot:::. FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 

1 • 84 21.8 22.0 22.0 

2. 77 2(,.0 20.2 42.3 

3. 142 36.9 37.3 79.5 

4. 65 I 16.9 17.1 96.6 

5. 13 ;,j.4 3.04 100.0 

o. 4 1.0 MISSING iOO.G 
----- ---- ------

TOTAL 385 100.0 100.0 

STO ERR 0.057 MLOIAN 2.708 
STD DEli 1 .. 10l) VARIANCE 1.231 
SKEWNESS 0.024 RANGE 4.00(' 
MAX H~UM 5.000 

MISSING CASES 4 

• 
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Lt:.AA CRIMI;; SUf~VEY 

FIL~ L.EAA (CREATION DATE = OS/2~/7~) 

X7 RECENT CRIME RATE 

CATEGORY LAOEL 

INCREASeD 

OEC~EASEO 

OONT KNOVf 

NElli RESIDENT 

MEAN 
I-4lJnt:;: 

KURTOSIS 
MINIMUM 

VALID CASES 

2.075 
1.000 

-0.633 
1.000 

Ab50LU11:. 
CODc FHEU 

1 • 

2. 

3. 

4. 

~. 

TOTAL 

5TD ERR 
S TD /)1::' V 
SKEwNC.55 
MAX I MUM 

19b 

38 

92 

30 

~l 

------
~8~ 

0.065 
1 .271 
0.775 
baOOO 

MISSING eA5L!:> 

Rt:LATIVI:. 
F~EO 

(peT) 

t.l.4 

9.9 

2.j.9 

9.'4 

~.~ 

------
100.0 

Al)JUS"ll::O 
FRLQ 
(peT) 

bl.4 

9.(} 

2~.9 

Q.4 

<-;.!:> 

------
IvO.v 

Md) JAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 

CUM 
FR[O 
( Pc. "( ) 

94.5 

100.0 

1.4-'2 
1 .61 7 
4 .. 000 

• 
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LEAA CRIME SURVEY 

FILE LEAA (CR£A lION DA TI:. := 

X8 SPECIFIC CRIME RATI:. 

CATt:GORY LAdEL 

NO 

YES 

MeAN 
NODI.:. 

KURTOSIS 
MINIMUM 

VAL 10 CA5t:S 

1 • ~'J5 
1 .. 0 00 
2.579 
1.000 

383 

coot:. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

o. 

TOTAL 

SID l:-RR 

srD UEV 

SKI:.WNESS 
MAX IMUM 

MISSING 

ABSOLUTE 
FREO 

202 

146 

2S 

8 

2 

2 
------

3b!:> 

0.O3~ 

Q.749 

1.419 
!l.000 

CASES 2' 

PRt;.TESl 

Rt.LATIvt: 
FI<EQ 
(P<'; T ) 

02.5 

3-'.9 

6 .. 5 

2.1 

0.0 

0 .. 5 
-----
100.0 

AO.1US TED 
FREU 
(peT) 

52.7 

38.1 

6.S 

2.1 

0.5 

MISS!NG 
-----
100.0 

ME 01 AN 

VARIANCE 
RANGE 

CUM 
FRI:.:O 
(peT) 

52.7 

90.9 

100.(; 

100.,0 

1 .. 448 

0.561 
4.000 

- ~ ----~---- . ~ 

CS/22/79 

1 
f, 



LEAA CRIME SURVEY 
05/~2/79 

FIL..E: L..t.AA ( CREATION DAlE. = OS/2~/79) PRETEST 

L 
XIO WHO COMMITS CRIME 

RCLATIVl:: A[)JUSlf::O CW~ 
ABSOLUTE FRE(~ FREO FREQ 

CATEGURY LAl:IEL.. CODE t=Rt::O (PCT) (PCT) (peT) 

N:l CRIM[;.S 1 • 54 14.0 14.1 14 .. 1 

L..IVINu HERE 2. 42 10.9 10.9 25.0 

OJlS IDER 3. 128 33.2 3.3 .. 3 58.3 

EQUALLY 4. 95 24.7 24 .. "/ 83.1 

OONT KNOW 5. 63 16.4 16.4 <j9.5 

8. 2 0.5 0 .. 5 100.0 

o. 1 0.3 MISSING 100.0 
------ ------ -----

lOlAL 380 100.0 100 .0 

'-
MEA"I J.211 STD t:.HR 0.000 Ml::D I A N 3.2!:>0 
,",ODE 3.000 STD I}EV 1.291 VAf.<IANCE 1.666 
KUf.tTO~lS -0.045 SKE WNt.:: s::; -0.03<) RANGE 7.000 0 MINIMUM 1.000 MAX 1 MU~ 8.000 "."," 

VALID CA.SES 3(;)4 MISSING CASr.S 1 
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LEAA CRIME SURVEY o b/22/ 79 ,-
FILE LEAA (CREAl ION DATt:. = OS/22/7') Pf~E.TEST 

"-
Xli US CRIME RATE 

~ '-, 

i Rt:.LAIJVt: A (}JUS1I:.D CUM 
~ AB~(JLUlt: FREO FREO FRE.Q 
~ '- C.ATE GORY LABEL CODc FREU (PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 

II INCr-lEASEO 1 .. 266 b(';.l 69.1 69.1 

I DECREASED 2. 42 10.9 10.<) 80.0 :! 4) 
SAMI:. 3. 41 10.6 10.6 90.6 , '. 

I 
CONT KNOW 4. 29 ./ • t> 7.b 98.2 

" 

" b. 1 1 • 8 1 .8 100.0 
------ ------ ----

'I TOTAL 385 100.0 100 .0 
.~ 

'~ Fo(t:AN 1.621 STD t:.RR 0.054 Mt:,D IAN 1 .. 224 

i MODe 1.000 STD ot:v 1.059 VAkIANCl: 1 .121 
KURTOSIS 1.240 SKEillNESS 1.5!::>8 RANGE 4.000 

'f MINIMUM 1 .. 0t}0 MAXlr.t.UM 5.000 

:1 VALID CASES 385 MISSIN(. CASL:S 0 
.:& G ~> 



--
LEAA CRIME !:)URVEY 

Ob/22/7<; 

FILE LEAA (CRE.A Tl ON DATE ;. OS/22/7,,-,) PRETESf 

'-
X12 US SPECIFIC CRIMES 

--
Rl.LA T I Vt:: ADJUS1!:.D CUI., 

AHSOLU1E FfU::O FfU.O f- ~~!:':Q 
"- CATEGORY LABEL C.UDE rREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 

NO ) . 20~ !:>4.3 !:>4.6 !:>4.6 

YES 2. 143 37.1 ::n.:.:; 91.9 Q 
3. 16 4 .. 2 4.;> 96.1 

'-

4 .. ( 1 .. 8 1.8 97.~ 

e.. ~ (J.b O.s 98.4 

7. 0.3 0.3 98.7 

8. !:> 1.3 1 .. 3 100.0 

c. 2 0.5 1101 JSSING 100 .. 0 ------ ----- ------
TOTAL 385 100.0 100.0 

t) MEAN 1.640 !:)Tl) !:.RR 0.O~4 MI:.L}JAN 1.416 . '~: M(Joe 1.000 5TD DEV 1.056 VA~IANCE ) • ) 16 KURTOSIS 17.41U SKt::WNESS ::i.5 7.1 RAf'.;GE ;'.000 MINIMUM 1.000 MAXIMUM 8.000 

VALID CASES 383 MIS~ING. CA5E!:) C.' 

• 



Lf.AA CRIME SUt<VEY 
O~/c2/79 -- . 

FILE. Lt;.AA (c'REA Tl 01'4 DAlE .: O~/22/7'J) I~Rt:Tt:.ST 

--- Xl4 SAFt::. AT NIGHT 

...... 

Rt-LAT I Vt:. AUJUSILO CUI'! 
A i:l!::.OLUTL F- ret: (} H<E,) FREO 

'- CA TE Gl,)~y L.AI3EL (.JOt:. t; R£: Q 'P<':T) (PCT) (PCl") 

\fc"-_~y SAFL 1 • 4.i 11.2 1 1 .? 1 1 • 2 
'-

Rt:.A5 0"'A8 L)' SAf-E 2. 134 34.8 34.0 46 .. 0 Q 
SOM~WHAT SAFE 3. 121 33.0 ,j3.0 79.0 

VERY UN!:.AFE 4. 76 19.1 19.7 98.7 

5. 1 0.3 0.3 99.0 

6. <:? O.b O.S 99.5 

8. 2 o.!:> o .. .:> 100.0 
------ ----- -----

TOTAL 38t> 100.0 100 .0 

I MEAN 2.673 STD ERR ".U~3 MCDIAN 2.622 
MUOE 2.000 ~TO DE V 1.03l' VAh'IANCE 1.07~ 

<) KURT OS IS 2.()()9 SK.~WNtSS 0.77;! RAN(.;iE 1'.000 
MINlMUM 1.000 MAXIMUM e.oov 
VALID CASES 385 MISSING CASES 0 



Lt::AA CHIME SURVI:::V 
OS/22/79 

FILt:.. LEAA 'C.REA 11 ON DAlL = O~/22.11'J) t~ht-_ TE S 1 

Xl:' SAFE IN DAV 

...... 
RLLA T I VL AI)JUS 1 fD CUM 

AUSULU1C t- f<t..Q F}~ba I-RI-O 
CAl::GDRY LAHEL C.OOL FRCU (I-iCT) (P C1 ) (PC.T) 

VE~Y SAFE 1 • 12~ 33.0 33.6 33.6 
'-

HEASONAULY SAFE 2. 141 :So.o .36 • of 70.3 0 ' ' 

$OMt:..WHAT SAFE 3. 7':> 1~.':> 19.~ £.19.8 

VERY UNSAFE 4. 2b 1.3 7.3 97.1 

':>. " c.e O.e 9-'.9 

6. 5 1.3 1.3 <)9 .. 2 

7. :i 0.8 O.M 100.0 

c. 1 ~' .... 1 ,.IlSSlNG IvO.O 
'1 ------ ------ ------
a 1 {j I AL 38~ IOv.o 100.0 :1 

I MEAN 2.I:!v 5TO LRR o .0 b (i Mi-DIAN 1 • <)47 C L !~ 

~i)OI~ 2.0(,0 !.:>TD (>Lv 1.13-. VA~IANCE 1 .. 2!~b I 

1 KUKTOSIS 2.514 SKf: w",'€:: ~S 1 .::::HJ 3 RANGE 6.0CO 

~ 
MINIMUM 1.000 MAX 1 MUt .. 7.000 

VAL 10 CASES 3ti~ ~]SSlNG C.A$LS 1 



OS/22/79 

, 



1 
1--
'} 

i 

1 

-'-
.'-

' ..... 

LEAA CRIME SURVEY 

FILl:. LEAA (CREATION DAlE = OS/22/79) Pf<1;,1ESl' 

Xl7 REASON FOR MOVING 

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 

CATL:GORY LABEL 

N.) 

YeS CANT AFFORD 

YES C~.NT .=1 ND 

YES RELA TI (lNS Nt::.\R 

YES CONVE:NIENT 

YES SOON 

OTHER 

MEAN 
MOC'C 

KURTUS IS 

MINIMUM 

VALiD CASES 

4.021 
2.000 

-1.255 
1.000 

380 

A8SULU1E 
eOOE FRr::::a 

1 • 41 

2. J 1 a 

3. 6~ 

4. 34 

5. 13 

b. 5 

7. 13 

8. 93 

o. ~ 

------
TUTAL 385 

srD ERR 0.133 
STD OEV l::..bC2 
SKEWNESS 0.599 
MAXlt-1UM 8.000 

"41 S5 ING 'CASES 5 

FRt: <1 
(PC1) 

12.2 

2£1.6 

16.9 

B.tI 

.j.4 

1.3 

3.4 

24.2 

1.3 
------
100.0 

FREQ 
(peT) 

12 ~4 

28.9 

17.1 

£1.9 

3.4 

1 .. 3 

3.4 

24.5-

MISSING 
-----
100.0 

~'ED J AN 
VAR lANCE 
RANG!:: 

FRI:Q 
(peT) 

12.4 

41.3 

67.4 

70.8 

72.1 

75.5 

100.0 

100.0 

3.008 
6.770 
7 .. 000 

OS/22/79 
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~ 
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! 

I '-
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? 
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" 

'-
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j 

'-

LEAA CRIME SURVEY 

FII..t: I..EAA (CREAl ION DAlE =-

X18 NEIGHBORHOOD 

CATt::~ORY I..AbEI.. 

MCUH MO~E DANGEROUS 

MORt: OANGERDU~ 

.t.t:lDUT AVERA<.E 

I..ESS DAN(:.EROUS 

~CH I..ESS 

MEAN 
MUDl 
KURTOSIS 
MINIMUM 

DANGt:.ROUS 

3.081 
3.VOO 
0.794 
1 .. 000 

VAL I [) CAS=:S 

VS CITY 

CODE. 

1 • 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

T01Al.. 

STD U.!R 

!:>TD l)t: V 

5KEWNE$S 
MAX I MU>t 

MlS~lNG 

OS/22/79) 

ABSOLUTt:: 
f' I·U:' W 

52 

50 

1"30 

11 b 

24 

3 

2 

2 
------

385 

0.063 
1.234:' 
0.21 t) 

8.000 

CASt.~ 0 

~)RL lEST 

Hl:LATIVt:. A[lJUSl t::D 
FRt::.O FRt.U 
(PCT) (peT) 

13.5 13.!:> 

14.5 14 ." 

33.8 33.1::i 

30.1 .30.1 

6.2 6.2 

o.u O.d 

o.t> O.t> 

o.~ o.~ 

------ -----
100.0 100.0 

Mt:: 0 1 A N 

VARIANCE 
f<ANGE 

CUM 
Fr<Eu 
c r-Cl ) 

13.5 

28.1 

01.8 

q 1.9 

90.2 

99.0 

99.:'-

100.0 

:1.1tJ(J 

1.t>17 
7.000 

O!;)/22/79 



Q 
.... -

LEAA CRIM~ SURVEY 

FILE LEAA (~REATION DATC = Oo/~~/(~} 

X19 CITY CRIME DAY 

CATEGORY LABEL 

YeS 

MCAN 
MlJOt 
KURTOSIS 
MINl~U"" 

VALID CASES 

1 • 5'. (,) 
1. COO 
4.130 
1.000 

CODE 

1. 

2. 

:"i. 

4. 

!:>. 

T01AL 

~TO tRR 

STD f)t V 

~Kt::WNE~S 

MAX 1 t~"" 

M15S1NG 

ABSULU1E 
FRt.:.(J 

.. ) ..... ";. '"-, ... 

131 

23 

:; 

4 

------
.. :H;~ 

o • \} 3 (j 

0.700 

1.701 
!:>.OO() 

CASt::' ;;) 

OS/22/7~ 

pm::Tt::.~T 

RI:LA1IVL Ai.lJUSTLl> C lJ?-1 

Ff.<CO rrH:O f'RLCi 
(peT) (peT) (PC1) 

57.1 ';-J7.7 57.7 

34.0 :';4.0 'J 1 .. 7 

0.0 a .. O 97.7 

1.3 1 .. 3 99.0 

1 • C 1 .0 100.0 
------ -----
10U.O ]00.0 

Mf:..GIAN 1.367 
VA~ IANU:: 0.5-/2 
RANGE: 4.000 



LEAA CRIME SURVEY 
OS/22/79 

FILE LEAA (CREATION DAlE = 05/~2/7Y) I-'RETEST 

)(2.0 CITY CRIME NIGHT 

I<t: LA I J vt. ADJUSTeD CUM 

A£'~ULUTE (~RCU FI-<t::..u FRLQ 

CATLG.<lRY LABEL COUl:. fl~EO (PCT) (PCl) (PCT) 

NO 1 • If>.O 4b.R 4",.'.0 47.0 

YES 2. 1 -(4 4:::.. 2. 4~ .4 92.4 

0 'I 
~ .' 3. 1t-> .j.9 3.9 96.3 

I 4. 5 1.3 1.3 97.7 

5. 3 0.8 O.b Ye.4 

~ o. .3 
'1 

0.8 0.6 99.2 

1 
7. 2. o.t> o .~, ~9.7 

'. , 
9~ 0.3 0 .. 3 100.0 

O. 2 o.t> MISSING 100.0 

------ ----- ----
TOTAL 3b5 100.0 )00.0 

G 
:\ Mt:AN 1 .69tl STO t.RK 0.041) Mt::LJiAN 1.566 

1 
MODI::. 1.000 STO [)tV 0.90~ VARIANCe 0.925 

KUklaSI~ 15 .. 190 S,(,!::WNt:.SS 3.183 RANGE 8.000 

~ 
MINIMUM 1.000 MAX 1 MUM 9.000 

VALID C A St::.S 3b3 MISSIN(' CASES ~ 

~ . 
t 

1 
I 



UEAA CRIME SURVEY OS/22/79 

FILE Lt:.AA (CREAl ION DA1~ : 05/~2/7~) Pt<f::.TEST 

X21 CITY POLICE RATING 

Rf.LA1IVc.. AOJU$n"D CUM 
A(j~OLUlc FREO t-fH:O .- t-Rt:O 

~ CAT~~ORY LABEL COOl:: Fht:.Q (peT) (PCT) (PCT) 

GOOD 1 • 12 lb.7 18.9 18.') 

AVC::RACE 2. 14'} 3() .. 7 39.1 ~8.0 

~. ! 21 ~!.4 31.8 89.8 

OONT t<.NQW 4. 32 8 • .3 8.4 ge.2 

5. 2 (J.t> O.h SlU.? 

6. 3 O./j o.!; 99.5 

8. ::! (,.5 O.t> 100.0 

o. 4 1.0 Ml~SlN<" 100.0 
,---_.-- ------ ------

TOTAL 3et> 100.0 100.0 

"- MEAN 2.375 STU t:.kf-ol O.O~.3 MLDIAN 2.~9~ 

::.TO l>I::V 1 .O3:~ VARIANCE 1 • 0 (~7 

SKt:WNc~S 1.21b RANGE 7.000 0 
MUO:: 2.000 
KURTUSIS 4.299 

",- MINIMUM 1.000 MAX J MUM 6.000 

VALID CASES 3tH MISSING CASt;~> 4 

.... 



T 
"- . 

1-

LC~A CRIME SURVEY 

FILl:. LEAA (CREATION DA1L = 0~/22/79) 

IMPkOVE POLICE 

CATEGORY LAbEL 

/'00 1 MPRJVEMENT 

MDR~ POLlCE 

MORt:: P~TROL 

MORE P!-(O~PT 

IMPF:OV[ TRAINING 

RAISE QUALIFICATIONS 

RAISE PAY 

MORt: COI\ICERN 

DONT DISCRIMINATE 

MEAN 

fIotODI:: 
KU...tTOSIS 
MINlfIotUM 

3.154 
2.000 
2.09d 
1.000 

VALID CASf:S 370 

A8SULUTE 
C OOE FREO 

1 • 26 

2* 16C 

3. 71 

4. 66 

!:>. !:> 

6. 7 

7. 1 I 

!;l. Ib 

9. tl 

O. I!::> 
------

TOTAL 385 

S10 I:.kR, 0.O9() 
5TO DE"V 1.ti!::>4 
SKEIIINf::S,S 1 .,,6 I .3 

MAX I MUM 9.000 

~ISSING CASe.~ l~ 

PHL1EST 

RLLATIVt: 
FI~LQ 

(PCT) 

b.t; 

41.6 

lA.4 

17.1 

1.3 

1.6 

2.9 

4.2 

2. 1 

3.'.1 

-----
100.0 

A ()JU~! I:-.D 
FRI;:C) 

O.)CT) 

1.0 

43.2 

19 .. 2 

17.ti 

1 • .., 

1.9 

3.0 

4.3 

2.2 

~lSSlNG 

---,---
100 •• 0 

MeDIAN 
VA~IANC~ 

RANGE 

CUM 
FfH:Q 

(PCT) 

7.0 

t>0.3 

69 .. t> 

07.3 

utl.6 

90.!:> 

<)3.t> 

97.b 

100.0 

100.0 

2.494-
3.437 
8 .. 000 

• 

0" 

O~1'22/79 

~ 
~ 
~ 
I 

~ 

~. 
I' 
~ 

I: 
l-

f' 

f 



- "-

U::AA CRIME SUfWEV OS/22/79 -, 
flLlZ LE:AA. ( C!-lt;. A T1 0 N DATE: :- Ct>/~~/7'.i) P~Ll[ST 

'- X23 IMPORTANT Put. I Ct:- 1 MPROVt'.;.MENT 

Rt-. LA T I VE. A(').JU~Tt-D CUM 
Al1~OLU1~ ff~EO FRCO FHfQ 

CATCGa~y LAllEL COOt:; FkEu (PCT) (PCl ) ( PC 1 ) 

00 IMPROVEMENT 1 • £<!u b.2 b.t> b.t> 

"-
MaRC POLICE 2. 72 lB."! 19.H 2b • .j 

0 
r.t.l RE. PATROL 3. 7t> 19.5 20.6 45 .. 9 '-

~RE PHOMPT 4. 52 1.3.b 14.3 60.2 

I"'~R UVE lRA II'U NG 5. 2tl 7.3 7.7 b7.l:.I 

RAI~t:: aUALIFICA.TIONS b. 19 4.9 t>.2 73.1 

RA.1SE PAY 7. 19 4.9 b.2 7~. :~ 

MOR~ CONt.l:.J.<N tl. btl ~!) • 1 15.9 44.2. 

1 
DONT DISCRIMINATE 9. 21 b.~ t).~ 100.0 

O. 21 b.b MISSING 100.0 
··1 ------ ------ -----i 0 T01AL 1 ,.', .j8b luO.O 100.0 J 

] MEAN 4 .. 49" ~TD I:J.<R O.l~e Mt.OIAN 3.788 

l M~()t: 3.000 ~TD l)€V "=:.451 VAI~ (AN<..t:: 6.008 

1 

t<.U~l OS) S -1.10$3 ~I<.L WNL~S v.41l1 !-lANG£: 8.00(, 
MINIMUM 1.000 MAXIMUM' 9.000 , 
VALID CASES 364 MISSING CASI.:.S 21 

• 



., 

I) 

LEAA CRIME SURVEY 

FILl:. LEAA (CREATION DAlE ~ OS/2~/74) Pf.lt:.Tt:.ST 

X24 CHANCES OF CRIMI::: 

CATEGURV LAt:lEL 

CiiANCES lP 

CHANCES DOWN 

O1ANCE5 SAME 

DONT KNOW 

/'IE AN 
MOD!'; 
KURTOSIS 
MINIMUM 

VALlO CASES 

2.488 
i.COO 
2.437 
1.000 

3f:l3 

COOl:. 

1 • 

2. 

3. 

4. 

o. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

o. 

lUTAL 

STD ERR 
5TO UEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAX 1 f"\UM 

MISSING 

FI 1::. LJ\ T I VC ADJUS T E.O 

A6~OLU1E "'REO f-RCO 

FREQ (PCT) (PCT) 

158 .Ql.O 41.3 

58 10,,1 15.1 

80 20 .. fi 20.9 

53 13.tl 13.8 

1 1 2.9 2.9 

5 1 .. 3 1.3 

C 1.6 1.6 

t; 2.1 2.1 

4 1 .. 0 1 .0 

2 0.5 MISSING 

------ ------ -----
385 100.0 100.0 

0.069 MED IAN 
1.751 VAR lANCE 
1.495 RANGE 
9.000 

CASE5 2 

OS/22/79 

CUM 
FRFQ 
(PCl) 

41.3 

56.4 

77 .. 3 

91.] 

94.0 

95.3 

96.9 

99.0 

100.0 

100.0 

2.078 
3.067 
8.000 

~ 



i _t_ 

I' 
,~ '. 

I ~' 

LEAA CRIME SURVEY 

FU.I;; LE.AA CC.R~ATION DATE :. 05.122.17Y) P~t.Tt::.Sl 

OS/22.179 

, ~ 
)(.25 CRIME SERIOUSNESS 

-I 

'-
Rt:LATJVf ADJU51E.D CUM 

ABSOLUTE f"RLli "':RCC) FRlU 
',. CATt::GORY LABEL c..CJOE F Rt.:.u (PC1) (PC 1 ) (peT) 

LESS SER ll.lUS 1 .. 91 23.b 23.b 23.ij 

MORE SI::R lOUS 2. 9~ 23.9 24.0 47.8 

ABOUT SAME 3 .. 148 3t1.4 ::S8.6 86.4 

DONT KNOW 4. 4«:> 11 .. 9 12 .. 0 98.4 

~. 2 0.0 o.~ 99.0 

8. 4 1 .. 0 1 .0 100.0 

o. 2' O.~ MISSING 100.0 
------ ----- -----

TOTAL 3e5 100.0 100.0 

MEAN 2.467 STD t:.RR O.O~y MEDIAN 2.557 
w.lOr:: 3 .. 000 STD Ot::V J.14(> VARIANCE 1.3J2 

(;) KUR1O~IS 3.958 SKE WNt:.SS I.O~2 RANGE 7.000 
~INJMUM 1.000 MAXIMUM 8.000 

VALID CASES 383 MISSING CASES 2 

• 
.. 
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LEAA CRIME SURV~Y 

FILE LEAA (CREATION DATL = O~/22/79) 

X2b AC.T IV 1 TV CHANGES 

CATEGORY LABEL 

MeAN 
MUOE 
KURTOSIS 
MINIMUM 

VALID CASES 

• 

1.549 
1.000 

12.558 
1.000 

381 

Cuo!:. 

1 • 

2. 

3. 

4. 

H. 

o. 

TOTAL 

srD lRR 
STD DL:V 
SKEwNESS 
MAX I ~UM 

M J SSlNC:. 

AE:i!:>OLUH: 
f-REQ 

2~4 

79 

26 

19 

3 

4. 

------
:.Hb 

0 .. C52 
1.00t) 
2.917 
&.000 

CA~E~ 4 

OS/22/79 

PRE: TEST 

KtLATIVC A lJ J U~, , f'D CUM 
FRl:(~ FRt..() FRl-Q 
(~CT) (PCT) (PCT) 

66.0 bb. -, 0.6.7 

20.5 20.1 87.4 

b.tl 6.~ 94.2 

4.9 5.0 99.2 

(j.fi o.e 100.0 

1.0 MISSING 100.0 
----- ------
100.0 100.0 

MLOlAN 1.2~O 

VA~IANCE 1.017 
RANGE 7.000 

• • 



LEAA C~IME SU~VEY OS/22/79 

FIL~ LEAA (CREATION DAT~ ; OS/2~/79) PRETEST 

N~lGHaORHOOU ACTIVllY CHAN~~S 

RFU~TIVL A(lJUSTt:.D CUM 
Ar:lSOLUTE Ff.lt:O F R E<) FRLO 

"- CATEGORY LAOEL CODE FREO (PCT) fPen CPCT) 

YES 1 • 27H 72. ? 72.0 72.6 

"-
l\O 2. 94 24.4 24 .~ 97.1 

(3 ''i.l:· 

\- 3. tf 2.1 2. I 99.2 

8. ::l o.e 0 .. 8 100.0 

'-
o. £' o.~ MI!>SlNG 100.0 

------ ------ -----
"- TOTAL 38!.:> 100.0 100.0 

'- Mt::.AN 1.342 STD CRR 0.03<.:1 Mt:DIAN I.leg 
MLJD-: 1.000 STt) I)€V 0.77:1 VA~ 1 A /'Io/('E 0.597 
KURTOSIS ~l.517 SKeWNESS 5 • .54 .. RANGE 7.000 

'- MINI~UM 1.000 MAX IMUM 8.000 

VALID CA&:S 383 MISSING CASES 2 

0 

" 
, 

• .. • 
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1 

LEAA CRIME SURVEY 

FILl:. LEAA (CREATION OAT~ = Oo/22/1y) 

X28 PERSONAL ACTIVITY CHANGES 

CA TE GORY LAtiEL 

YES 

r.£AN 
MOO~ 

KURTOSIS 
MINHIUM 

1.t>14 
1,.000 

.$0.149 
1.000 

VAL 10 CA Sl:.S 381 

II • 

AASOLUTt:.: 
COOl:. FREQ 

1 • 210 

2. 16,j 

3. 2 

4. .3 

7. 1 

8. 2 

O. 4 
------

TOTAL 385 

STU f:RI~ 0.040 
S'rD OCV 0 .. '/80 
SKEWNESS 4.200 
MAX I MUM b.OOO 

MISSJNG CASES 4 

PI~E TES 1 

R~LATIVE ADJU~r~D CUM 
f-RE(} 
(PCT) 

54.5 

42 ... 3 

0.5 

O.A 

0.3 

0.5 

1.0 

-----
luO.O 

F I~ E(J 

(PC 1 ) 

55.1 

42.13 

O.t> 

o .E3 

0.3 

0 .. 5 

MISSING 
----
100.0 

M[OlAN 
VARIANCE 
~ANGE 

FREQ 
(PC T ) 

5t>.1 

98.4 

99.2 

99.5 

100.0 

100.0 

1.407 
0.608 
7.000 

OS/22./79 

II • 
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