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Preface

Since carly in the 1970%, victimuzation surveys have
been carricd out under the National Crime Survey
(N€'S) program to provide insight into the impact of
crime on American socicty. As onc of the most ambi-
ttous efforts yet undertaken for filling some of the gaps
in crime data, the surveys, carried out for the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) by the
U.S. Burcau of the Census, are supplying the criminal
Justice community with new information on crime and
its victims, complementing data resources already on
hand for purposes of planning, evaluation, and analy-
sis. Based on representative sampling of housecholds
and commercial establishments, the program has had
two major eleigents, a continuous national survey and
separate surveys in 26 central cities across the Nation.

Based on a scientifically designed sample of housing
units within each jurisdiction, the city surveys had a
twofold purpose: the assessment of public attitudes
about crime and related matters and the development
of infotmation on the extent and nature of residents’
experiences with sclected forms of criminal victimiza-
tion. The'attitude questions were asked of the occu-
pants of a random half of the housing units selected for
the victimization survey. In order to avoid biasing re-
spondcnls‘hnswers to the attitude questions, this part
of the survey was administered before the victimiza-
tion questions, Whereas the attitude questions were
‘asked of persons age 16 and over, the victimization
survey applied to individuals age 12 and over. Because
the attitude questions were designed to elicit personal

. opinions and perceptions as of the daté of the

intérview, it was not necessary to associate a pa rticular’

" time frame with this portion of the survey, cven though

some queries made reference to a period of time pre-
ceding the survey. On the other hand, the victimization
questjans -referred to a fixed time frame—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, per-

. sonal robbery, assault, personal larceny, burglary,

household larceny, and motor vehicle theft. In addi-
tion, information about burglary and robbery of busi-
nesses and certain other organizations was gathered by
means of a victimization survey :of commercial estab-

~
hshments, conducted separately from the houschold

sunvey. A previous publication, Crimmmmal Vicimmica:
ton Surveys in New Orleans (1977), provided compice-
hensive coverage of results from both the houschold
and/ commercial victimization surveys.

Attitudinal information presented in this report was
obtained from interviews with the occupants of 4. 918
housing umts (9,301 residents age-16 and over). 0196.5
pereent of the units chigible tor mtervicw  Results of
these interviews were inflated by means of a multistage
weighting procedure to produce estingates applicable
to all residents age 16 and over and to demographic
and social subgroups of that population. Becausc they
derived from a survey rather than a complete census,
these estimates are subject to samphngernor. Theyalso
are subject to®esponse and processing crrors. 1he
effects of sampling crror or variability can be accu-
ratcly determined in a carcfully designed survey. In this
report, analytical statements involving comparisons
have met the test that the differences cited are cqual to
or greater than approximately two standard crrors; in
other words,ghe chances are at lcast 95 out of 100 that
the differences did not result solely from sampling
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 1 of this report arc
organized in a sequence that generally corresponds to
the analytical discussion. Two technical appendixes
and a glossary follow the data tables: Appendix 11
consists of a facsimile of the survey questionnaire
(Form NCS 6), and Appendix 111 supplies information
on sample design and size, the estimation procedure,
reliability of estimates, and significance testing; it also
contains standard error tables.

IMPORTANT

We have provided an evalualion sheet at the end of this
publication, it will assist us in Improving future reparts if yoy
complete and return it at your convenience. It Is posiage-
paid and needs no slamp.




. ]
“~
A}
( - Contents /
. -
Page
¥ Preface .. ... o i
, - Crime and attitudes ..o oo oo |
\‘k N . . )
Summary ..o Mo poo
. . o Crime trends ... /.. \ .................... % 6
P - U.S. crime trends ..., e | 6
. Neighborhood crime trends ............. \‘ 6
Who arc the offenders? ... .. ... ... 16
. Chances of personal vicumization ... .. . li 6
¢ Crimeand the media ... .............01 7
Fear of crime ...... ... ... .. ... e \ 8
) Crimc as a deterrent to mobility ., ........ \ 8
Neighborhgod’saf\cly e 8
S Crime as a cause for moving away ........ \ 8
: ) Crime as a cause {or activity . :
‘ modification ...... ... oo ., |9
' »> i
Residential problems and lifestyles ........ .. V)
Neighborhood problems
) , ) and selecting a home ,.............. N )
o Food and merchandise shopping . .
. . Praclices ... e 10
Entertainment practices ............... . N
Local police performance “................... 12
. Are they doing a good, average,
v . or poor-job? ....... e Lo 12 .
_ _ How can the police im/)rove? el 12
\ ‘ : Appendixes
I Survey data tables ...................... 13
. IL. Survey instrument ......... A 47
LR , 111, Technical information and reliability
' of the estimates ............ ............ 3l
Sample design and size ................ 51
" - Estimation procedure ......, PR
v © Reliability of estimates . _,.......... cee 52
' ' Computation and application . :
. o ' of the standard error .......... ceeaay 53
y ) - Gloss&}?y e e . 1.
E: L - User evalugttion ................... e .. 57
: _ !
- ' 7 - N v
7 ] -~ : )
lr‘ﬁ‘§’:%m¢5“%§:¥.ﬂﬂ‘?}".ﬁ- ‘v-..jﬁ_k:v;.";_(."‘nr".“.;\':"'.‘.”;"_i ew Wiregwre Tl e W R Totoan R I . x i e e v




Ve

-

ERIC.

Charts _ S

Puge
A. Summary findings about crime trends ...l 4
B. Summary findings about fear of crime ... ... 4
C. Summary findings aboup residential problems ........ bt
. Summaty findings about police performance ... b
Tables
Appendix |
Crime trends A
. Direction of crime trends in the United States .. ... H4
2. Dircction of crime trends in the neighborhood ... 14
3. Comparison of neighborhood crime with other
metropolitan area naghborhoods .. ..o oo 15
4. Place of residence of persons committing
neighborhood erimes ... ool - 15

5. Change in the chances of being attacked or robbed . 16
6. Seriousness of crime problem relative to what

newspapers and television report .o 16
Fear of crime
7. Fear of going to parls of the metropolitan nrea
during the day ...... [ 17
8. Fear of going to parts of the mctropolitan area
at night ...... et iee e et S 18
9. Neighborhood safety when out alone during
the day ..... N e 19
10. Nclghborhood safety when out alone durmg
the diy oo s e 20
i 1. Neighborhood safety when out alone durng
theday ......... T 21
12, Neighborhood safcty when out alonc at night ...... 22
13. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night ...... 23
14. Neighborhood safety when out alone at nights...... 24
15. Neighborhood dangerous enough 10 consider
MOVINgG Clseghere ... oo 25
16. Limitation or change in activities becytise of fear
O CTIMC oo vttt et iiesveraesaeaatatecanranassnraensssan 26

17. Personal limitation or change in activitics because
of fear of crime
18, Personal limitation or change in activitics because
of fearof crime .............-. Cieeraeas W veasnadn 28

Residential problems and lfestyles

19. Most important reason for selccting present

neighborhood ....... N P 29
20. Most important reason for lcnvmg formcr
TeSIdENCE ... ovv v i ittt e e 29
' 21 Whether or not there are undcsirablc .
neighborhood characteristics ....vvvvisvveiiidinniiinny 30

22 Most important neighborhood problem ........... 3}
- 23, Whether or not ma)or food shopping done :

“in the neighborhood . .-... Ceresaeaet e e 32
24, Most important reason for not domg major food

shopping in the neighborhood .......,..vvvtee . 3
25. Preferrcd locnion for general merchandise

SHOPPINE «.overivrereerithvaniniveenens .

26. Most imponnm reason for usually doing gencral
merchandise shopping in the ‘Yuburbs (or nclghborhood)
or dowstown ....... T U PR PRR R

27 Change i the trequency with which pessons went owt
for ('\'(‘-ning cntcrunnment Yo
28 Most impottant reason for increining on decreasing

the frequency with which persons went out lor evening

COMEPIIMINCNT o oo oo e e e e e e et e e 17
29. Places usually visited for evening entertainment ... W8
. Most important reason for usually seching evening
entettmmment mside ot outside the ety .o 9
I ocal polue performance
1 Opiuon about lacal police perlormance ... 4o
12 Opinion about local pohee pertormance .. oo
1). Opinion about loeal police performance ........... 42
34. Whether or not loeal police performance needs
mprovement ... S T 41
35, Most important measure for improving local pohice
PEROTIMINCE - Lo AR}
16, Most impostant measure for improving local pohee
pefonmance oo e A
37. Most importunt measure for improving local pnhu
POfONUINEE Lo i 40
Appendix 1t L{ \\
1. Individual respondent data: Standard crr K )
approxamations for estinuted pereentages .. - ool S
It. Houschold respondent data: Stundard crror
uppro.\ima(mns for estimated perecentages ..o 5S4
N .
»
1
,
’
®
~
° M \ '
Lo
\ -
e



AL 03 ISR T

Crime and attitudes

the 1960's. the President’s Comnussion on
Law E&torcement and Admimstration of Justice
observed that *What America docs about crime
depends ultimately upon how Americans sec crime.

The lines along which the Nation takes specific
action against crime will be those that the public be-
licves to be the necessary ones.™ Recognition of the
importance of socictal perceptions about crime
prompted the Commission to authorize several public
opinion surveys on the matter.! In addition to

Durnin

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, circumstances engendering

Nfear for personal safety, members of the population
rclatively more intimidated by or fearful of crime, and
the effectiveness of criminal justice systems. Based on a
sufficiently large sample, moreover, attitude surveys
can provide'a means for examining the influence of
victimization cxperiences upon personal outlooks.
Conducted periodically in the same arca, attitude
surveys distinguish fluctuations in the degree of public
concern; conducted under the same procedures in
different areas, they provide a basis for comparing atti-
tudes in two or more localities. With the advent of the
National 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.

Bascd on data from a 1974 attitudinal survey, this
rcport analyzcs the responses of New Orleans residents
to questions covering four topical areas: crime
trends, fear of crime, residential problems and lifestyles,
and local police performance, Certain questions, relat-
ing to houschold activities, were asked of only one
person per houschold (the “household respondent™),
whereas others were administered to all persons age 16

~and over (“individual respondents”), including the
~ houschold respondent. Results were obtained for the

total measured population and for several demographic

and social subgroups.

President’s Commiission on Law Enforcement and Administra-

tion of Justice. The Challenge of Crime in a Free Soclery. Washing-

_ton, D.C: US. (:overnmcm Prinling ({ﬂ]cq‘ lehruary 1967, pp.
49-53.
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Conceptually, the survey incorporated questions
pertaining to behavior as well as opimion. Concerning
behavior, for example, cach respondent for a house-
hold was asked where its members shopped for food
and other mcrchnndfsc. where they lved before
moving to the present neighborhood, and how long
they had lived at that address. Additional questions
asked of the household respondent were designed to
clicit opmions about the neighborhood n general,
about the rationale for sclecting that paftrtular com-
munity and leaving the former residence, and about
factors that influenced sho;?(ng practices. None of the
questions asked of the hodischold respondent raised
the subject of crime. Respondents were free to answer
at will. In contrast, most of the individual attitude
questions, asked of all houschold members age 16 and
over, dealt specifically with matters relating to crime.
These persons were asked for viewpoints on subjects
such as crime trends in the local community and in the
Nation, chances- of being personally attacked or
robbed, neighbotrhood safety during the day or night,
the impact of fear of crime on behavior, and the effec-
tiveness of the local police. For many of these ques-
lions,'rcsponsc categories were predetermined and
interviewers were instructed to probe for answers
matching those on the quéstionnaire.

Although the attitude survey has provided a wealth
of data, the results arc opinions. For example, certain
residents may have perceived crime as a growing threat
or ncighborhood safety as deteriorating, when, in fact,
crime had declined and neighborhoods had become
safer. Furthermore, individuals from the samc'ncigh—
borhood or with similar personal characteristics
and/or expericnces may have had conflicting opinions
about any given issue. Nevertheless, people’s opinions,
belicfs, and perceptions about crime are important be-
cause 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 experiences
and attitudes is a recurring theme in the analytical
section of this report. Information concerning such
cxpericnces was galhercd with separate question-
naires, Forms NCS 3 and 4, used in administering the
victimization component of the survey. Victimization

survey results appeared in Criminal Victimization Sur-

veys in New Orleans (1977), which also contains a de-
tailed description of the survey-measured crimes, a dis-
cussion of the limitations of the central city surveys,
and facsimiles of Forms NCS 3 and 4. For thé purpose
of this report, individuals. who were victims of the
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following crimes, whether completed or attempted,
during the 12 months prior to the month ot the in-
terview were considered “victimized™: rape, personal
robbery, assault, and personal larceny.. Similarly,
members of households that experienced one or more
of threc types of offenses —burglary, houschold
larceny, and motor vehicle theft—were catcgorized as
victims. These crimes are defined in the glossary.
Persons who experienced crimes other than those
mecasurcd by the program, or who were victimized by
any of the relevant offenses outside of the 12-month
reference period, were classificd as “not victimized.”

Limitations inherent in the victimization survey—that

may have affected the accuracy of distinguishing
victims from nonvictims--resuited fr/om the problem
of victim recall (the differing ability of respondents 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 sustaincd 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 impor-
tant to explore the possibility that being a victim of
crime, irrespective of the level of seriousness or the {re-
quency of occurrence, has an impact on behavior and
attitudes. Adopting a simple dichotomous victimiza-
tion experience variable--victimized and not victim-
ized—for purposes of tabulation and analysis also
stemmed from the desirability of attaining the highest

- possible degree of statistical reliability, even at the cost

of using these broad categories. Ideally, the victim
category should have distinguished the type or serious-
ness of crimes, the recency of the events, and/or the
number of 6ffenses sustained .2 Such a procedure seem-

number ‘of sample cases on_which estimates were
based, however, such a subcategorization of victims
would have weakened the statistical validity of com-
parisons between the victims and nonvictims.

.2Survcy resufts presented in this report contain attitudinal data

BN

" furnished by the victims of “series victimizations” (sec glossary).
. . T - ’ . o 3.
. . %
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ingly would have yielded more refined measures of the .
~effects of crime upon attitudes. By reducing the



wonicn were much more hkely than men to have ex-
pressed fean of personalsatety whenalone in the neigh-
borhood at mght. OMder persons were nsore inchmed to
have said they restiieted theu activities because ol

i summary cnime, and whites rated pohee performance as good
/ . - relatively more often than blacks.

Despite the large number of New Orleans residents
\\'h_n’*xmcvd apprehension over thenr chances of being s
1obbed o1 attacked, ctime or the fear of crime did not I
CMCTEE as @ Major reason for moving to oraway tronta

" ncighborhood or as aninfluence over shopping and en-
tertainment practices. Only about 7 percent of all per-
sons had entertained notions of moving away because v
of crime, and a nominal percentage identified crime as
their  neighborhood’s  most  serious  problem.  In
general, issues relating to convenmienee, location, the
environment, jobs, and traffic were far more important
than crime to New Orleans householders, s

When the survey focused specifically on the subject
of crime, however, a considerable proportion of resi-
dents expressed fear for their own safety or for that of
others. Forinstance, more than4.in 5 persons felt that
crime had mncreased nationally or that people generally
had limited their activities because of crime. The vast
majority of persons said that crime was as serious as
portrayed by the media, if not more serious, and only ) .
about half of all residents felt safe in their own neigh- B
borhoods when out alone at night. Most residents,
however, did not sccmwl'o hold the pohee accountable N
for their concerns about crime, as approxamately 8 of )
cvery 10 persons felt that-the local force was perform- s

v ing pcceptably. In fact, certain of the indications of
personal concern over crime did not appear to be well N
founded, since 94 percent of the residents stated that
their neighborhoods were either as safe as other parts
of the metropolitan arca, or less dangerous, and 82 per-
cent of those who expressed fear for personal safety did
not consider their vicinity dangerous cnough to
- consider moving away.

Attitudes were not greatly influenced by experience
with criminal victimization during th¢ year preceding
the survey. Although there was a slightly greater ten-
deney for victims to think that crime had increased
both nationally and in their neighborhood, that parts
of New Orleans were unsafe, and that crime or other

e T A,

problems existed within the neighborhood, many . -
response dilferences between victims and nonvictims ‘ -, -

were marginal, if they existed at all. Generally, there ‘

was a greater degree of attitudinal contrast on the basis -,

of personal characteristics, including age, sex, or race,
than there was between victims and nonvictims, Thus,

Bie & R
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Chart A. Summary findings about crime trends
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Crime trends 5

5

This section of the report deals with the perceptions
of New Orleans residents wlth respect to nattonal and
community crime trends, ‘personal safety, and the
accuracy with which newspapers and television were
thought to be reporting the crime problem. The
findings were drawn from Fables | through 6, found in

Appendix L. The relevant questions, appearing in The

facsimile of the survey instrument (Appendix 1), are
9a, 9¢, 10a. 12, I5a, and 15b; each question was asked
of persons 16 and over. :

U.S. crime trends

The vast majority of NewWOrleans residents (86 per-
cent) felt that crime.in the Unitwd States had increased
in the last year or two. Eight percent believed thatit re-
anained about the same, whercas only 2 percent stated
that it had increcased. Some 4 percent either did not
Know if a change had occurred or failed to respond. On
the whole, these proportions did not differ much, if at
all, within categories of age, sex, race, or victimization
experience.

Neighborhood crime trends

Opinions about change in the amount of neighbor-
hood crime differed noticeably from those expressed
about national crime trends. The single largest group
of New. Orleans residents (43 percent) felt that crime
had remained about the same, and about 6 percent
reported that it had decrcased. On the other hand,
approximately 37 percent, or fewer than half the
number of residents who said that crime had risen
nationally, believed that crime had increased in their
‘neighborhoods. A substantial number of rcspoqgcnts

(14 percent) had no thoughts on the matter, did not

answer, or had not lived in the community long enouﬁ
to form an opinion. Observations differed lit

“according to age, sex, or race of the respondents. Vic-

timization experience, however, was clearly related to
the feclmg that nelghborhood crime had increased,
Apprommately 44 percent of those victimized sald that
crime had risen, compared with 34 percent: among

"nonvictims.

Only about 6 pcrccnl of the city’s residents consnd-
ered their own nclghborhoods more or much more
hazardous than other parts of New Orlcans because of

L4 ¥
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- _crime, Mosg felt that their nmghborhoods were ‘avcragc '

~

- (39 pereent) or less dangerous (55) than others Rela-

tuvely more whites than blacks (63 vs A2 pereent) felt
thenr neighborhoods were dangerous, whereas blacks
were more likely to have thought that theirs were about
average (48 vs. 31 percent),

Who are the offtenders?

By a margin grcater than 3to 1, New ()IlL‘AIn\rl(‘\l-
dents bolieved that outsiders rather than persons hving
in the vicimty were responstble tor committing most
neighborhood crime. However, appm‘umulcly\‘l?.
percent of the population did not know the identity of
the offenders, 6 percent said. no crimes were taking
place in the ncighborhood, and answers were notavail-
able for 1 percent. Six percent attributed the commis-
sion of crimes cqually to neighbonng people and
outsiders. )

Opinions cancerning the perpetrators of neighbor-
hood crime varied little according to the sex or rage of
the respondent: However, victims were more inc’}}\_tﬁ‘
than nonvictims (21 vs. 12 percent) to blame neighbor-
hood tesidents for crime, and younger persons tended
to hold local 1esidents accountable more readily than
older ones. Thus, 22 percent of those age 16 24
attributed crimes to people living in their own nugh-
borhood, compared with 8 percent of those 50 and
over: This finding may be related to the tendency of
younger residents to be victimized by persons of-
similar age.' The respondent’s age did notappear to be
meaningfully related to the belief that crimes were
carried out by outsiders.

=3

Chances of personal victimization -

In order to assess pmccpuonwbout changes in the
probability of being robbed or attacked, survey par-
ticipants were shown a printed card and asked to
choose among a limited number of response cate-
goties, Slightly more than two-thirds stated that their
chpnces of being vncumucd had increased in recent
years, a finding not supported by the prevalence of
beliefs that one’s neighborhood was less dangerous
than eclsewhere and that ncighborhood crime cither
had remaincd “the same or had decreased. Approxi-

"mately one-fourth indicated that their likelihood of

being robbed or attacked _hrad remained the same,

¥ . T T TR

' .

'Among victimizations involving only one assailant, sume three-
fifths of personal robberics. as well as assaults. against persons age

1219 were perceived by victims as having been committed by

offenders age 12-20. Sec United States. Nagional Criminal Justice
Information and Statistics Service. Criminal Victimization Survey's
in New Orleans. Washington, D.C.; U.8. Governmem I’nmmg

" Office, 1977, Data Table 14, e
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whereas some 5 percent rcspundcﬂ that 1t had de-
creased. In mostinstances, attitudes did not ditfer sub-
stantially among the various population groups under
study. Forexample, women were only slightly more in-
clined than men to think their chances of being wvic-
timized had risen (70 vs. 66 percent) and less likely to
believe they had stayed the same (22 vs. 26). Whites
morc often than blacks sensed that thetr chances of
being robbed or attacked had gone up (73 vs. 63 per-
cent); otherwise, the responses of whites and blacks
were not substaggially different. Age was a factor
among persons 25-64, who were slightly more likely
than those outside that range to believe that their

chance of being victimized had gone up. Vic{ims were’

semewhat more apt than nonvictims to state that their
chances had gone up (72 vs. 66 percent).

Crime and the media >

When asked to evaluate the seriousness of crime as

rtrayed in newspapers and on television, some 46
pgccm of the population indicated that crime was
about as serious as reported by the media and 43
percent felt that it was even more scrious. Scven per-
cent of the residents concluded that crime was less
serious than depicted, and a total of 4 percent ex-
pressed no opinion of-declined to answer. In gencral,
attitudes reflecting the manner in which crime was re-
ported by the news media varied little according to age.
race, sex, or victimization experience of the respon-
dent, even though some of the differences were statisti-
cally significant. o

he,
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Fear of crime
\

Among other things, results covered thus far have
shown that many 1esidents of New Orleans behieved
critme had incieased over lhc“y(‘m's leading up to the
survey, and, inaddition, {cit then own chances of being
attacked or robbed had rise. Whether or not they

- fearcd for their personal safety is a matter treated in

"‘.V

this section of the report. Also examined is the impact
of the fear of crime gn activity patterns and on consid-
erations regarding changes of residence. Survey ques-
tions Ha, tlb, llc,213a, 13b, 16a, 16b, and 16c—a)l
asked of persons age16 gnd over —and Data Tables ¥
through 18 arc rcfcrcngi\:d here. :

Crime as a deterrent to mobliity

As a measure of the influence of crime on everyday

life, residents were asked if there were certain parts of

New Orleans that they wished or needed to enter
during the day, but avoided because of crime. Somc 81
percent of the residents expressed no rescrvation about
such travel. Abou\:p percent were fearful, and pre-
dictably, those victimized during 1973 werk more likely
than nonvictims to feel inumidated (21 vs. 14 percept).
Even among those wicmized, howcver, a clear
majority (77 peggent) were not afraid of moving about
during the day. Although there were statistically
significant diffegences between the responses of males
and females, as" well as between those of blacks and
whites, these variations were not large, and the pattern
of answers according to age group was also relatively
stable.

Concerning the reluctance to move gbo(n the city at
night, 23 percent of New Orleans residents communi-
cated fear of crime, with a substantial majority (70
percent) indicating they felt secure in visiting any
section of the metropolitan arca at night when the need
or wish arose, Few substantial response differences ap-
peared between whites and blacks, females and males.

ickimized residents voiced fear relatively more often
than nonvictims (29 vs. 21 percent). With the notable
exception of those age 65 and over, attitudes about
visiting parts of New Orléans at nighy were not
markedly differentaccording to age level. Members of
that senior4most group were less reluctant than indi-
viduals in any younger age group to express fear about
going to other parts of the city at night—a situation

that may have stemmed from a lack of interest in going

to places away from home.*

* ' .

Nelghborhood safety

Au drerwhelmmng majonty of persons (8K péreent)
smd they felt, or would fecel, \'r'_\' o1 rcasonably sate
when out alone in therr neighborhood durning the day.
In contrast, only 8 percent expressed some degree of
fear tfor personal safety. Males were somewhal more
likely than females to feel very or reasonably safe O
vy, 84 pereent), whereas the elderly (ape 65 and over)
felt relatively less seeure than persons age 1664, Vie:
timization cexpegicnce had no meanmgtul etfect on
responsc. )

. Far more pcople (47 vs. 8 percent) cxpressed rescr-

( vation about being qut alone in their neighbarhood at
night than during the day. Whereas 88 percent felt
reasonably or very safc during the day, 53 percentcon-
sidered themselves secure at might. Among respond-
ents who felt somewhat or very unsale when out alone
at night, women outnumbered men by a wide margin
(61 vs. 28 percent), with differences cvident between
the proportions for matching age groups of each sex.
In fact, whereas a majority of males (71 percent) con-
sidered themsclves safe, the oppogite was true for
females.

Persons age 35 and over gencrally considered them-
selves less secure than younger ones. Thus, 61 percent
of persons in each of the three age groups between 16
and 34 fclt safe when alone in the neighborhood ‘at
night, compared with 55 percent for individyals age
35 49,47 percent among those persons 50 to 65,and 35
percent for those 65 and over. Like the findings for
daytime safety, victimization experience contributed
little to the molding of attitudes: about 54 percent of
nonvictims felt safe, compared with 51 percent of
victims, a
difference.

Crime as a cause for moving away

New Orleans residents who expressed some degree
of fear for personal safety when ‘out alone in the

. vicinity of their homes either during the day or night

were asked if the neighborhood was dangerous enough
to cause them to think seriously about moving clse-
where, Despite the substantial proportion of residents
who vbiced concern about safcly, particularly at night, -

82 percent of the members of this group did not

consider their neighborhoods to be sufficiently

It should be emphasized that respondents werd not quericd
regarding all parts of the metropolitan area but only about those
they needed or desired 10 ewter. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that
high-risk places, those most highly feared, were excluded from con-
sideration by many rcspopdcms.' Had the questions applied wi-
-conditionally 1o all sectors of the area, the pattern of responsc no
doubt would have differed. :
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perilous to think of moving. Sixteen percent had con-
templated moving, and responses were unavadable for
the remaining 2 pereent,

Despite their relatively low concern about neighbor-
hood safety, males were slightly more inclined than
females (19 vs. 15 percent) to have considered moving
The difference between blacks (20 percent) and whites
(12) who contemplated moving was also statistically
significant, and victimized residents were more than
twice as likcgy as nonvictims to have thgught seriously
about moving elsewhere (25 vs. 11 percent).

4

Crime as's cause
for activity modification

With regard to restrictions or changes in activity

causc of the fear of crime, the position of New
Orleans residents generally paralleled that concerning
the issue of crime trends, i.c., the belief that the impact
of crime was greater upon persons other than their
neighbors and themselves. About 17 in 20 residents
believed that people in general had modified their
activities because they were afraid of crime. Asked if
people in their own neighborhood had done so, 62 per-
cent responded affirmatively, and the proportion di-
minished further when the subjects were asked if they

had personally altered their activities because of crime. -

About half said they had done so. o

Clrtain djfferences emerged depending on the indi-
vidual's sex, race, age, or victimization experience. For
example, 59 percent of all females said they had
changed their activities for fear of crime, compared

P‘

-with 41 percent of all males, Among blacks and whites,

a smaller difference was evident: 57 percent.of blagcks
said they had modified thein personal activities, coge-
pared with 47 percent of whites. As with previous re-
sponses concerning neighborhood safety, the propor-
tion of persons indicating a limitation or change in
activitics appecared to increase with age, from 38
percent among the 16-19 age group to 58 percent
among those 50 and over, although differences
between' percentages fdr the intervening groups were
not necessarily significant. ‘ )

This observation is somewhat misleading sinice only thése who
.exprassed fear, were asked the question, Thug; only 28 percent of all

. thales responded, contrasted with 6) percent of allfemales. Asa pro-

portion of the total population age 16 and over, 9 percent of females

‘ | " “and $ percent of males had thought of moving, . .

3 Y
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Residéntial problems
and lifestyles

Fhe imtinl attitude survey questions were designed
to gather informationnbout certain specific behavioral
practices of New Orleans houscholders and to explore
perceptions about a wide range of community prob-
lems, onc of which was crime. As indicated in the section
entitled *Crime and Attitudes,” certain questions were
asked of only onc member of cach houschold, known
as the houschold 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 personad lifestyle, also are
examined in this section; the relevant gquestions werg
asked of all houschold members age 16 and over,
including the houschold respondent,.and the results
are displayed in Data Fables 27 through 30. As can be
secn from the questionnaire, and unlike the procedure
used in®developing the information discussed in the
two preceding sections of this rcpofl, the qucstions
lhx scrved as a basis for-the topics covered here did not
redeal to respondents that the develppment of data on
crime was thec main Purposic of the survey.

_ Neighborhood problomi —

and selecting a hor‘he‘

About 52 percent of New Orleans householders had
lived at the same address for a period not exceeding 5
years, Respondents for this group were asked the most
important reason for selegting their neighborhoods.
Forly-ci'ghl percent regarded the location and chat-

Jﬂ\actcristics of the area, including the quality of schools,,

as main considerations. Tlfirty-sgvcn percent indicated
that the price-had been_right, that the dwelling’s char-
acterisics appealed to them, or that the neighborhood
was the only place where housing could be found, In
contrast, only abott 2 percent cited safety from opime

- as the main reason they moved to the neighborhood.

“Victimization experience -or incomo level did not
markedly affect the pattern of regpbonses, except that
familics with annual incomes of 1€ss than $3,000 were

“much more likely than those earning $15,000 or more

(28 vs: 4 percent) Lo have identified lagk of choice.as the

" main reason for: settling in the -neighborhood.
. Similarly,”blacks twere about three times ds apt as’

whites to have mentioned Inck ot chowee (22 vs 7
percent) nvd less likely to have picked ancighborhood
on the basis of 1ts location (18 vs 35 pereent)

Asked about the most important reason for leaving
their former place of residence, two-thirds of these
same houschold respondents (i.c., those hving at the
same nddress tor 5 years or less) mentioned the unde-
siability ot the previous dwelling ar neighborhood,
the need tor a more convement tocation, or the desire
tor better or moie attordable housing. A nommal pra-
portion 3 percent  cited crime in the old neighbor-
hood as the prevailing reason for moving away.

ANl houschold respondents were asked if there was
anything they disliked about their ncighborhoods.
Sixty-cight pereent had no complaints, aind 31 pereent
cited onc or more causes for dissatistaction. Although
tew differcnces were evidentaccording to income level,
crime victims voiced gencral discontent appreciably
morc often than nonvictims (41 vs. 26 percent), and
relatively more blacks than whites (34 vs. 29) were dis-
satisfied. Regurding the most scrious neighborhood
problem, those who expressed dislikes identified cnvi-
ronmental issucs, such as trash, noisc, and overcrowd-
ing as most bothersome (36 percent); problems with

«ncighbors and the influx of bad elements were cited by
about 24 pereent; and 9 percent listed traffic and
parking as the main-difficulties. Some 17 percent—-or
about 5 percent of il houschold rcspondc?ns~_~in )-
cated that crime was their |)I“IIIIC concern. Amo(:gg
those who said crime was the worst problem, there
were no significant response differences according 0
*race and few appreciable ones ac(oss income categories,

wcxcept that members of families having annual
incomes of less than $3,000 were the most likely to have
been troubled by ncighborhood crime.

Food and merchandise | N
- shopping practices .

¢ Sixty-nin¢ percent of New Orleans household re-
spondents said they did their major food shopping in
ncighborhood stores; the bulk of the others said they
shopped clsewhere. Although the choice of shopping -
sites differed relatively little according to the respond-
ent’s income level or victimization experience, blacks
were slightly less disposed {than whites to do their
major food shopping in the neighborhood (63 vs. 74 -
- percent). Persons who'indicated that food shopping
was done outside their own vicinity were asked about
the reasan for doing so. Fifty-nine percent cited the un-
availability orinadequacy of neighborhood stores;and
32 percent said higher prices in local shops prompted
them to buy elsewhere. Only about | percent of the re-

spondents specifically mentioned the influence of
) M
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crime ot the fear of cnme m\'r shopping habits

Coupled  with questions about tood shopping,
houschold 1espondents were ashed where they pur
chased clothing and general merchandise  from sub.
urhan or ncighborhood centers, on the one hand, o
from downtown shops. on the other  Forty-nine
pereent smd they usually shopped in suburban or
ncaighborhood stores and 48 percent mentioned down-
stores

town a statstically msignthcant ditference

Vicumizaton expenence seemed to be only marginally

relnted to choice of shopping sites, but some interest-
ing contrasts. surfaced among houscholds differcnu-
ated cither by race or income. Blacks were more apt
than whites to shop downtown (59 vs. 39 percent),
whereas whites preferred sububan and neigfyborhood
stores (58 yvs. 3B). Members of familics with annual
wcomes of less than $3.000 were far more hikely than
those carning $15.000 or more to shop downtown (63
vs. 27 percent).

Houschold respondents were asked about rcasons
why they preterred shopping for general merchandise
i one arca as opposed to another. Both groups of
shoppers cited convemence as the single most im-
portant attraction. A small proportion (2 pereent) of
suburban or ncighborhood shoppers mentioned erime

as the reason for not patronizing downtown stores.
/

Entertainment practices

A bricf group ()l’)qucslions concerning recreation
and entertatnment was admimstered to all household
members age 16 and over, including the houschold
respondents. Asked if they went o restaurants,
theaters, and other places for evening entertainment
mmore or less often than in the recerfl past, 46 percent of
Necw Orleans residents rephied that the frequency had

‘remained about the same, 38 percent said they went

out less often, and 15 percent indicateq they went out
more often. Differences between the responses of men
and women were small, as were those for blacks and
whites. Persons who had been victimized were-more
likely than nonvictims to indicate that they went out
both more and less often—a contradiction attrib-
utable, in part, to the greater proportion of nonvictitns
who said they had not changed their frequency of en-
tertainment. As might be expected, young persons (age
16 -19) were far more likely than those age 65 and over
to have mcreaséd their usc of entertainment facilities
(46 vs. 4 percent).

Among those who had restricted their entertainment
activities, 14 percent identified crime as the major
reason for doing so. Residents who patromzcd enter-
tainment facilities at least once a month were asked
about the gcncml location of such placcs Elghty-lhrce

g . : .

U

pereent ol this subgroup nsually frequented restan-
tants and theaters witlhun the aty, compared with
about 8 pereent whortcgularly went to places outside of
New Orleans. Asked toexplain their preference for one

site aver another, 9 pereent of those who went out of

the city alluded to the problem of crime downtown

o1 both groups, however, personal convenience and a

prelerence tor facihities ranked  av the  maom
attractions.
. \
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Local police performance
' .

Followmg the scries of questions  concerning
ncighborhood safety and crime as a deterient to
personal mobility, individdals age 16 and over were
asked 1o asscss 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, denved from survey questions 14a and
l4ly, contain the results on which this discussion is
based.

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

Provided that ratings of “average” and “good” can
be construed to signify approval, then the vast
majority (83 percent) of New Orleans rdsidents were
satisfied with the performance of their police. Some 12
percent gave a rating of “pour.” There were no
appreciable differences between the percentages of
males and females, or of victims and nonvictims, who
rated the police as average. Black or younger residents
(age 16--34) were more apt than white or plder ones,
respectively, to have rated police performagee as
average. Whereas older persons (age 35 and over) rated
the police as good more freely than younger residents,
the latter gave relativoly more ratings of dverage or
.poor, a pattern that tended to apply regardless of sex
or race. In addition to these response differences
refated to age, cvaluations the police varied
markedly depending on the respondent’s race. For
example, whites were about twice as likely blacks to
rate the police workias good (55 vs. 28 percent),

 whereas blacks were far more likely to characterize it
" “as poor (19 vs. 7 percent). Pergons not victimized by

crime in the previous year were mofg. inclined than
victim$ to evaluate police performance as good and
less likely to classify it as poor.

How can the police improve?

‘Persong who rated the quality of police services were
“askedl for suggesfions that might improve  the
effectiveness of the force. Although most residents
offered a variety of. recommendations, about 1l

percent said that no improvement was needed. There -
was no significant difference between the proportion

‘of males. and females who 3aw no need for

#54'*{nclined than blacks to have said that no changes were
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required. Residents age 35 and over were somewhat
mote likely than younger ones to see no need for
umprovenynt.

Of persons who offered opinions as to how the
police might improve, 46 percent singled out measures
relating to the adequacy of personnel resources (rc.,
the need ®for additional, better tramed. or
gqualificd personnel). Some 36 percent desied changes

morc

in the opeiational praosees of the force, and about 12
pereent altuded to needed®nprovements in the hield of
community relations.®

In general, recommendations congcrnifig police
improvement varied little between mn‘{qs and females
in matching age categorics. Disregarding gender,
however, opinions as to how the police force could best
improve differed substantinlly according to age level or
race. By a margin of about 2 to 1, whites were morg
inclined than blacks to have preferred improvements
in the area of personnel resources, whereas blacks were
about three times more likely to have suggested
improved Commginity relations.

With respect to the population’s age, older persons
were more apt to have expressed a preference for hiring
additional polict officers. Only 22 percent of persons
age. 16-24 cited this measure, compared with 53
percent among thdse age 65 and over. In contrast,
younger persons tended to. singie out community
relations as the area most in need of upgrading.
Whereas only about 3 percent of residents age 65 and

over advocated better police-community relations.

roughly 1 in 5 persons age 16-24 shared that belief.

“

P

SFor the purposes of this discussion, the cight specific response,

items covered in Question 14b were combined into thrge categories,

as follows: community relations: (1) “Be morg courteabs, improve

attitude, community relations” and (2) "Don 't discriminage.” Opera--.

tional practices: (1) "Concentrate on more important dwlics, scrious

‘erime, otc.™; (2) “ Be more prompt, responsive, alert™; (3) " Need more.
u\nﬂ;xyﬂrol‘ﬁ and (4) “Need more policemen of partichilar type -
1

(footfTar) in cerlain areas or at certain times." And, personnel re-
sources: (1) **Hire more policemen® and (2) “lmprove training, raise

qualifications or pay, mcruen policies.™ ~ ‘.

AN
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Appendix |
Survey data tables

The 37 statistical data tables in this appendix present
the results of the New Orleans, attitudinal survey
conducted early in I974 They are organized topically,
generally pnrnllclm{lhc report’s analytical discussion.
FFor each subject, the data tables consist of cross-
tabulations of personal (or houschold) characterisuics
and the relevant response categories. Fora given popu-
lation group, each table displays'the peréent distribu-
tion of answers to a question,

All statistical data generated by the survéy are
estimates that vary in their degree of rehability and are
subject to variances, or crrors, associated with the fact
that they were derived from a sample Survey rather
than a complete cnumeration. Constraints  on
interpretation and other uses of the data, as well as
guidclincs for detgrmining their reliability, are set forth
in Appendlx I, As a general rule, however, estimates

bascd on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases

have been considered - unrcliable. Such  estimatds,
qualificd by footnotes to the data tables, were not uscd
for analytical purposes in this report.

Each data table parenthetically displays the size of
the group for which a distribution of responses was
calculated. As with the percentages, these base figures
arc cstimates. On tables showing the answers of

individual lcspondtms (Tables 1-18 and 27-37). the

figures reflect an adjustment based on anindependent
post-Census cslumlc of the city's resident population.
For data from household respondents (Tables 19 - -26).
the bases were generated solely by the survey itself.
A note beneath each data table identifics the
question that served as sourc® of the data. As an

cxpedient in preparing  tables, certain  response

categories were rewordod and/or abbreviaitd. The
guestionnaire . facsimile . (Appendix 11) should be
consulted for the exact wording of both the questions
and the response catcgo[ics For questionnaire items
that carried the instruction “Mark all that apply,”
thlueby enabling a_respondent to furnish more than a
single answer, the data tables reflect only the answer
deugnu(cd by the respondent as beigg the most
im orlanl one rather than all answers gQth—

#U stk data tables were used jn preparing the
“Crun ends” section ‘of the report. Tables 7-18
relate 0 thertopm}’ear of Crime™; Tables 19~30 cover
“Residential Problqme and Lifestylés™ and the last
seven tables display information concerning “Local
Police Performance.”

o~
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T-&o 1. Direction of crime trends in the United States
(Percent distribution of responses for the populstion age 16 and over)
Population charecteristic Total Incroaped ‘Sumo Decrensed Don't know Not avallsable
* A1) persons (107, 600) - 100.0 86.5 g1 1.9 3.3 0.3
Sex R
Nale (177,700) 100.0 85.8 ‘' 8.8 2.1 3.0 0.3
Pomale (229,900) 100.0 87.0 7.6 1.7 3.5 0.2
Race R
White 227.5003 ' 100.0 87.6 7.6 1.9 1.1 0.2
Black (179,400 100.0 85.1 a.7 2.3 3.5 0.3
Other 7005 100.0 7.1 5.9 111.5 111.5 . 0.0
Age ’ \
16-19 (44,000 . 100.0 80.9 13.1 3.2 : 2.6 30.3
20-2, (57,900 : 100.0 84.5 10.0 r 3.0 20,1
25-34 (71,300 100.0 86.7 8.3 1.7 3.1 10.2
35-4,9 (81,500 100.0 89.2 6.2 1.6 - 2.6 10.9
50-64 (90,100 100.0 88.9 6.4 1.4 3.0 30.2
65 and over (62,800) 100.0 84,.9 7.5 1.7. 5.5 10.4,
Victimization experlience '
Not victimizéd (27),600) 100.0 - 86.2 8.0 1.8 5 3.7 0.3
Vigtimirzed (133,-8005 . 100.0 «  87.0 8.2 2.1 2.5 10.2
- ] .
. NOTE: Data based on juestion 1,9. Detsil may not add to’'total bocause of rounding. Figures in paronthoaeu rafer to populst.io;: in the group.
: 1Estimate, based on gero or on-sbout 10 or fewer glnple caseo, 1s statintically unreliable.
1
- | - *
Table 2. Direction of crime trends in the neighborhood
.(Porcent distribution ef “responge¥ for the population age 16 and over) .
6 N - .
g : Haven't lived.
i - Population ohnnotoristic * Total Increased Same Decrossed here that long Don't know Not svailatfle
:1 AL peraona (407,600) 100.0, 6.9~ 1834 5.6 5.2 . 8.6 0.3
X ¢ . ° .
Malo (177,700) " " 100.0 374 8.3 o 5.9 5.6 7.5 0.3 f,
- Pemals  (229,900) . 1000 . 36.5 h3.5 5.3 5.0 9.4 0.3
) R.c. : 'Y .
"’ 'hi“ 227"5(» ! 100-0 3606 “001 ‘. lo-l{ ,,506 9.0
; Bleck 179,400 100.0 37.3 42.6 L] 7.1 4.7 Z.?
. Other (700) . , - 100.0 7.9 . 9.8 0.0 35.7 316.8 '
" A‘. F‘f . . . ‘\. v . ) } .
© o 20-2, (57.900) ! 100,0 4.1 - K1:8 3 10.4 7.1
25-34 (71,300 . 100.0 - 3.8 2.5 5.0 8.5 9.0
35-29 81,500) 100.0 39.9 43.0 5.6 A4.Q 7.1
5 90, 100 . 100.0 38.4 4.0 5.5 2.8 8.9 .
65 and over’ (62;800) 100.0 3,.8 a45.5 1..1( 2.1 13.1 \
Viotimigation experience SRR - . : : : &
" Not victimimed (273,800) T 100.0 ¢ I S 46.2 - 53 _ 4.9 9.7
| Viotimined (133,80) . .. . 1000, - g a8 6.1 5.9 6.2

T

‘ hom tht.a- based on quntion 9.. Dotail my not ndd to t,otnl beo.un o!‘ roundw H..uron "An pn‘enthouoa nror to populnt.ion 1n the group. 7
{ ‘Betiuto, buodon loro or on nhout. 10 or fewer’ nlrp,lo .canes is atntistically unrelilble .

Q ‘ . - ,




| ' .
Table 3. Comparison of nelghborhood crime with other metropolitan area neighborhoods

(Porcont distributlon of responses for the populstien sgo 16 and ovor) PR
A s

Much r;\ore More About. . loss Much loss '
Popuht.ion charactoristio Total dangerous dangoroys - avorago dangerous dangerous . Not available
A1l persons (1,07,600) 100.0 1.1 L6 .7 L0.1 1.6 . 1.0
. 1
Male (177,700) 100.0 0.9 4.7 36.6 40.2 16.8 ' 0.7
Pemale (229,900) 100.0 1.3 h.Yh 0.2 39.9 12,9 1.2
Race
227,500? 100.0 0.7 4.2 31.3 Ly .) 18,5 ' 1.0
79,400 100.0 1.7 .2 18.1 ,.6 9.6 ! 0.9
5 100.0 20.0 0.0 123.3 58.1 118.6 20,0
X i
44,000 : % " 100.0 1.3 5.4 b2.7 36.6 3.2 i 10,9
57,900 100.0 1.1 6.3 L0.4 37.8 13.6 0.7
71,300 100.0 . 1.6 4.3 39.5 40.1, 14.0 i 10.2
35-49 (81,500 100.0 1. 4.5 38,0 L0.2 15.5 : 0.7
566, (90,100 100.0 1.1 3.6 36.7 1.1 16.6 i 1.0
65,und over (62,800) 100.0 - 10,5 Lo 37.0 12.5 13.1 ; 2.0
{lotimiration experience ' N ‘
victimized (273,800) 100.0 . 0.6 to3.8° 38,7 41.1 1.6 i 1.1
Viftimized (133,800) 100.0 2.1 63 - - 386 37.9 15 ] 0.7
l)i:l Data based on question 12. Detail ‘y not add to total bocsuse of rounding. Figuroo in parontheses rofor to pOpuI.t.ion in the gl oup{. A
timate, based on sero or on sbout 10 or rower samplo cases, is statlistically wWhreliable. f
’ H
}
Table 4. Place of residence of persons commmlno neighborhood crlmoo i
(Porcent distribution of responssa for the population age 16 and’ over) ;
N A . i
(w
No noighborhood , Peoplo 1living Equally l
Popuhtion chlrﬂctoristic Total crime ! here ‘ Outsidors by both Don't know - 'L Not aveilible
) An persons (407,600) © 100,0 6.0 15.1 %9.9 6.3 2.1 o7 °
Sax o ' ' WY o
Nale (17‘1.700) : 100.0 OT 154 51.3 7.3 19.8 0,7%
Pemale (229, 900) 100.0°77 6.3 . 14.8 h8.7 5.5 2.9 0.7 |
Race | ' : S . _—
White (227,500 - .7 100.0 - 6 14.1 51.6 by 22,9 0.6
" Black (179,400 -7 100.0 5.0 16.3 47.7 8.7 21.0 0.9
Other~ (700} - 100.0 20.0 15.6 218.6 35.7 31001 2.0
16-19 Iy ;000 100.0 31, 21.5 5504 8.0 11,2 20.9
. 57,900 . 100.0 4.3 22.1 45.8 7.7 19.7. 10,4
25—31. 714300 _ 100.0 ; Leb 21.1 45.9 6.6 2.5 30.5
35-49 (81,500 , 100.0 5.8 13.9 . 50.9 6.5 22,37 0.7
50-6, (90,100 100.0 7.9 9.7 52.6 5.8 23.0 1.0-
65 snd over (62,800) 100.0 8.7 6. 48.9 4.1 31.1 0.7
‘Victimdsation exporiomo _
Not victimimed (273,800) 100.0 s 6.9 12.2 50.0 6.3 - 23.8 0.8
. Victinized (133,800 800) . 100.0 - 4.0 0.9 - l9s 6% 186 0.6

70‘10171 9o Dotnl »my not udd to total becsuse of rounding. . Figuren 1& panmt.houroa”rofer to population 1n7t.ho jroup. -
aobut 10 or fewer umplo caaea, is atut.:lst.icully unrel ble, -
T ’ AR LS BRI 4

*
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AEstimate, based on se
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Table 5. Change in the chances of being attacked or robbed

(Percont distribution of responses for the population age 16 and ovor)

Populstion characteristic ‘ Total Going up ] Sume Going down No aplinion Not avallible
Al persons {1,07,600) v 100.0 - 68.3 23.7 hT 2.9 0.3
Jex
Male (177,700) 100.0 66.2 26.1 5.2 %2 0.2
Pemalo (229,900) 100.0 70.0 21.9 L2 1.5 0.4
Race - 4 - ~
White 227.500; 100.0 72.8 21.3 3.3 2.0 0.2
Black 79,400 100.0 62.8 (R6.8 6.4 3.5 0.5
Other J / 100.0 135.1 TENT 111.7 15.8 10.0
Ago -
16-19 (44,000 100.0 57.6 30.7 8.7 2.5 30.6
20-2, (57,900) - - 100.0 / - - - 6bh.4 1222.3 5.6 2.2 204
25-3,  (71,300) 100.0 71.1 .3 4.6 1.8 10.2
35-49 (81,500) . 100.0 7.4 20.5 4.0 1.9 10.2 -
50-64 (90,100 100.0 73.5 20.7 2.9 2.7 20.2
65 and over (62,800) . 100.0 62.5 25.8 hohy 6.9 20,5 -
Victimisation oxporionco - .
Not victimized (273,800 _ 100.0 66.5 25.2 Loy 3.4 0.4
‘Victimized (133,800) - 100.0 72.1 20.7 5.2 1.9 10.1
NOTE: Data based on quoution 15a. Detail may not add to total bocause of rounding. Figurea in parentheses refor to population in the group . o0
" 3Eatimate, based on rero or on sbout 10 or fewer samplo cases, is statistically unrelisble.
“ rd
Table 6. Seriousness of crime problem relative to what newspapers and television report
) (Percent “distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over)
Population charascteristic ) * Total Less serious Same More serious No opinion Not availsble
" All persons (407,600) - ' 100.0 6.9 né.ly h2.6 39 ' 0.5
: }
Male (177,700) 100.0 = 8.9 47.3 40.5 3.0 0.3
Pomalo (229,900) ° 100.0 5.4 L5.7 L. 2 h.2 0.5
. Race
«__White 227,500; 100.0 8.5 45.9 . L1.6 3.6 0.3 .,
"Black (179,400 T i ) 100.0 K9 47.0 43.8 3.7 Y 0.6
~ Other 7005 . 100.0 . 25.9 146.8 ’ 1354 111.9 ¢ 0.0 ,%
- . . WS LR
-A‘. .' LS ."A“r‘
- 16~19 (44,000 100.0 8.9 49.7 38,2 2.8 * ;“ . ’l‘oig‘ T'ﬁg
20-2, (57,900 100,0 8.5 47.8 40,8 2.6 =»,3;§;.,1';\*o Y,
%.25-3, (71,300) . 100.0 * 8.6 48.8 40,2 2.1 AE Yo %63, ;0
3 9 (81,500 100.0 5.2 46.0 L5.7 2.6 lo.5%
90,100 . . 100.0 6.0 43.0 46.9 3.8 0.4
and over ~ (62,800) L 100.0 5.6 L5.5 39.8 8.4, 0.9
Vi tlilqtion expérience _ .

&t victimized (273,800) : 100.0 6.4 48,2 © .. 40.8 hed > 0.6
“Vlotinined (133. 5 100.0, .80 42.6 . 46.3 - : 2.8 0.3 .
uon """ + ‘Daté based on zaumon 155, Detall may not #3 to total because of mmdimxi Figures in perentheses rofer to population in the grovp. L

‘iltinlo. b“od on sgero or on gbou‘t, 10 or !‘owor sample claea, ia statisticelly unrelisble. ‘

y | S 24




Tablo 7. Fear of going to parls of the metropolitan area
during the day

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

A

b Popul'lltion characteristic ' - Total Yes 4, No Not available
’ " A1l persons (407,600) 100.0 16.3 81.2 - 2.5
- Sex
‘ Male (177,700) . 100.0 14,1 83.7 2.2
Female (229,900) 100.0 18,1 79.2 2.7
" Race- - ' _ :
\ . White 227,500; 100.0 17.9 79.3 2.8
" Black (179,400 : 100.0 1.4 83.5 2.1
' 3 Other 7005 _ 100.0 . b4 93.6 10,0
Age , '
16-19 (44,000 ~100,0 13.4 83.9 2.7
20"210 57'9m 100.0 1(3o3 8‘4'3 zoh "
25-34 (71,300 . 100,0 16.6 - 82,0 1.4
35249 - (81,500) ' ‘ , 100.0 19.0 78.8 2,2
50-64 (90,100 ; : 100.0 18.5 9.9 : 2.7 .
65 and over (62,800) 100.0 1.4 3.7
~Jictimization experienc ) :
Not victimized (273,800) - 100,0 - 14,1 &34l 2.5
. Victimigzed (133,800) ' 1000 20,9 . 76.6 2,5

" - Y NOTE: Data based on question 13a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figurea s
T ‘ Y . 'in parentheses refer to papulation .in the group. S
{- YEstimate, based. on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelhblo.
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Table 8. Fear of gaing:to parts of the metropolitan area at night

(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and QVGV) '
. !

Populotion characteristic Total Yes No .u'A . Not \ava%.lablé
A1l persons (407,600) 100.0 23.4 69.7 6.9
- Sex - .
Male (177,700) ) 100.0 22.0 73.7 L.l
Female (229,900) 100.0 2.6 66.6 - 8.8
Race - N ' .
White 227.,500;, o 100.0 2.6 8.1, 7.0
Black. (179,400 oo 100.0 22.0 71.3 6.7
Other {700)  100.0 10.0 87.7 112.3
Age ° : N o
o 16-19 (44,000 100.0 23.3 71.3 5.3
T 20-2, (57,900 ST 100.0 27.0 66.4 6.6,
. : 25234 (71,300 - . 100.0 25.8 69.3 4.9
. C 35-49 - (81,500 . 100.Q 25,7 66.8 7.4 -
S T 5060 90,100 1Q0.0 22.9 68.9 ' 8.1, -
~ e 65 and pver (62, 800) 100.0 15.3  76.9 7/9/‘
Victimizution experience ' : '
Not victimize; .(273,800) 100.0 . 20.5 72.9 , 6.6
v1ct1myzed (¥33,800) 100.0 Qh o, 631 7.5

‘ NOTE Dqta based on, QueatiOn 13b. Detail ‘may not add to total because or rounding. Figuroa ;
~4n parentheses :refer to population in the group. ) N
’Est. te, based on zero orion about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreiiable. :

e L B
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P
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Table 9. Neighborhood sefaty when out alone during thy day

w ) . ‘e “a . . '1‘ <
et ‘ " (Porcent distribution of responses Tor tho population ege 16 and over)
‘;!;opulufion clmraétoriutié N Tot,al"' Very aarq . Roasonably anre . Somowhdt unsafo } \'pry unSa!‘d ' N:t available
‘* ALl peroons  (407,600) 100.0 T " 6.5 WS S ¥ % 0.4
Sex . . . R - _
Malé  (177,700) ©100.0 59.8 o T33.9 « heb e 1.4 ¢ 0.4
“Pemale. (229,900) 4 . 100.0 36.1 47.5 . 11.7 4.3 0.4
. inite 227.50.03 | S 100.0 5205 . " 36.9 . 8.0 . Yoo2.2 : 0.4
Black (179,400 100,0 : 38.8 . W7ol 93, N o b1t . 0.4
Hther 700) 100.0 MY . 46,8 \r N 25.5 4 .. 10.0! A 10.0
'16-19. (44,000 100.0 - « 55,5 35.7 . , a8 1.6 10,4
20-21," (57,900 100.0 53.4 38.8 I s 16 p C 10.3
25-34 (71,300 “ . 1000 - _,5?1 40.2 n 58 1.8 ' 10.Q
35-49 (81,300 . PE‘\ 100.0 L6.6 h2.8 , ) LS toaq : Q.3
50-61. 190,100 o N 100.0 - 42.1 43.3 . io,.a i 3.9 20,4
65 and over (62,600) , 100.0 33 5.6 - 13.8 v 6, e ©, 10
yiotiqnnt,ion oxpor:.onco . . o , o S R i S
lot. victimiked (273,800 . 100.0 46,0 42,3 ' . . 8.4 ’ 2.8 - 0.4 ,".,
*Vietinized (133,800) o el g . 399 o BE 3.6 . . 20,3
NOTE: lhh bl‘ on question 11b, Deteil rnay not add to total hecasuse of rounding. Figures in parentheses refetto pdpuhtion in thé groupr © v
- ‘htiutol bauod on rsro or on about 10 or fewer nrrple caqpa, 1s stutistically unreliable. , A, Nt .
I ‘ . ~ . : ' A3 < - L - o ) ' . .
R \ L ) : - t : -
_._‘. .." - ’% ] . & - N . o
. AN R : . -
e ) , . } 3 : . .
§ \ - . "
A - . . - )
v 4 r R
T . A L . g
. ‘.' ) . - . "\. B * .




Population characteristic

- Sex srd “tge
Male
16-19 (21,900
20-24, (25,800
25-34 (32,800
35-49 (34,700
© 50- 39,900

65 and over (22,700)
male .

1619 (22,200

20-%4 (32,100

25-34 (38,500

35"'&9 "061m

50-64 (50,200

65 and over (I.O,‘}OO)
Race and age '
1 White &

1619 (18,900

20-24, 3111;00

.25-3h (36,800

L .50‘2,‘ prapredd

Black

65 shd over k1.900) .
16-19 (25,100) '
202, (26,500),

C Y 253, (34,400

35'. 9 som
' va N

Table 10.. NelghBorhood safety when out alone during the day

(Porcent distribuldon of responses for the population age 16 gnd over)

Reasonably aafo Somewhat unsafe Vory unpafe Not availab
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Table 11. Nelghborhood safety when out alone during the day -
L] . .
. (Porcent distribution of responses for the population itgo 16, and ovor) ( R
?qulntion characteristic Total Vory safo ' ) ' Reagonsbly aafe ’ Somewhat unaafo Vory unpafe Not available
Mos, aox, and agoe )
1 ¥hite ' : o _
: Male . : - \ - *
T 1619 103200 100.0 v Thed 22.9 - 2.2 0.4, 10,0
20-24 (153,400) . . 100.0 78.3 19.4 1.4 . 10,3 19,60
: 25-34 (19,100 160.0 72.6 X 25.5 1.4 30,5 .0
i 35-49 (19,900 100.0 64,.9 313 ’ 2.5 111 NNo.2
: 50464 (24,800 100.0 60.2 31.7 6.7 1.1 0.4,
1o 65 and over (14,800) = 100.0 - 13.7 : L2.8 10.4 32.2 . 20.9 “
! PFemale N : o
ir - 16-19 (8,800) 100,0 b9 3,8 9.2 *1.0 %0.0 ‘
1 2002, (16,000 < 100.0 16.4 i, 8 . 6.9 31.7 10.)
25~34 7,700 : 100.0 51.6 H.2 6.5 9.7 0.0
35-49 (23,100 100.0 43.5 Lh.9 8.7 2.7 20.2
50-64, (30,800 100.0 h 38.1 42.9 1.4 L.> 10,3
65 and over {27,100) 100.0 31.3 15.5 15.7 6.2 % Mg
i Black . ‘
Hale .
16-19 (11,700 : 100.0 60.0 « 6.7 ) 11,1 1.1 3.1
20-24 (10,400 100,0 59.8 36.4 ' 3.8 10.0 0.0
25-3, (13,600 100.0 . 58.4 + 36.4 Lol 31.0 *0,0 « p
- 35-49 (14,700 100.0 55.0 37.0 : 5.5 1.7 20.9
50-64 ~ (15,000 _ . 100.0 42,9 . 47.8 5,5 3-§ 20,6 .
65 and over (7,900) 100.0 - 33.6 18.5 ©11.4 6. 0.0
i Pemle _.
16-19 (13,400 100.0 37.4 L5.0 . 13.8 . 3.4 10.3
2024, (16,100 100,0 . 32,6 52.8 : 10.4 3.9 % 20.3
25435, (20,800 100,0 . 29,5 » 55.1 : 10.9 45 * 20.0 .
35-49 (23,500 . . 100.0 : 28.9 54.1 12,2 4.6 20,2
. 0-64 (19,300 100,0 2.2 & 55.4 12.4 7.5 20,5
“ &% and over (13,000) o 100.0 .57 W7y 15.4 10.3 *0.7 :

" AFatimate, based on zere or on sbout 10 or fewor ssmple cases, im stetistically pnreliahle.

‘EMC ‘. N c. . ) . .' ) ) X

N
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
A

OTE s Dnh based on question 11b. Detail méy not add to total bscause of rounding. f-‘iguma in parentheses rofer to population in the group.
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Table 12. Nelghborhood satety when out alone.at night _
\ 9
N y, . _ *(Porgent dintribvbion of rosponses for the population ag‘ollb and over) .
poi — . : - . ] - | W —_
Population ohlrlct.oristic _ -° . .. Total . Vory safe Roansonably safe Somowhat unsafo © Vory unnafe *. Not available
All persons (407,600) ' 100.0 1.5 : 38.2 21.7 25.1 . 0.5 '

Sex .

Mals (177,700) . 100.0 . 23.4 hW7.9 17.1 10.9 0.6

Pemale -(229,900) 100.0 - £.6 30.8 25.1 36.0 0.5
B“!‘ ¢ < . . 4. l g ’

J White (227,500 R \ ) 100,0 16,0 38.8 - 21.2 v 2.4 0.6

- Black (179,400 100.0 12.5 37.5 22.3 .12 0.5 -

1 Other (700 100.0 - 124.0 /1.0 223.0 312.0 490.0
16-19 (44,000 100.0 18.2 43.3 20.5 N 17.6 0.5
20-24 (57,900 100.0 17.0 .1 21.1 ! 17.4 10.3
25-34 /(71,300) - : 100.0 18.7 42.5 19.8 18.9 10.1
35~49 \(81,500 .Y 100,0 15.2 39.9 21.2 3.2 0.5
50-21.. 90,100 . . 100.0 11.0 35.6 23.6 - 29.4 0.5

| 6% and over (62,800) % 100.0 8.9 . 2.2 Gy o 22.9 . 40,6 1.4

Victdmization experience ' 2 . ' i
“-Nob victimized (273,800) - - 100.0 14.1 39.1. 21.4 .5 0.6

., Victimized (1_33-.8005 100,0 oL 153 5.9 22.2 _ .2 0k

ﬁﬁ; Dn;.-n ba.uc-l' 0-1-1 quést.ion lla. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in pm;cnt.houea refer to population in ths g'rouﬁ.; R -\-_-

Sgatimate, based on wero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, 1s statistically unreliable. ° :

v
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o - Table 13. Neighborhood ufoly wheri out alone at night .
(Porcoent dlstrlbution of responses for the population ugo 16 snd ovor)
Population chnractoriatic - Total Very safe - Reasonably safe Somowhat ungafo ‘Vory wneafo Not available
nd ago . o ! . . L
\% : ’ ’ , ' ‘ >
1619 (21,900 _ 100.0 27.2 S51.6 ) 16.2 4.6 0.,
20-24 25,% e 100.0 30.4 55.8 10.2 - 3.2 - %0.5
25-3, (32, : 100.0 29.3 51,3 M3.1 6.1 20.1
35-49 (34,700 100.0 2.2 _ 5051, 16,2 8.7 10,5
50-64 (39, 100.0 17.4 L4.8 21.7 15.2 0.8
65 and ovor' (22,700) 100.0 12.8 7 32.1. , 25.1 28.7 *1.0
l'bul,o “ - B
619 (22,200 Y 100.0 9.3 " 0! a0 904 20,6
! ﬂ; 32 im 100,0 6-3 31|~ ,‘\.l\ , . .9 v, 28,9 ,'0.1
35-31, 38, 500 100,0 s 9.8 . 35.0 . R5.5 29.7 . %0.1
-35-49. (46,800 - 100.0 ¢ 8. 32.2 W, 25.0 3359 10.5
.« 50-6) (5Q,200 100.0 © 5.8 28, N 25.0 40,6 0.2
65 and over (40,100) 100.0 -~ 6.7 2.7 A ¢ 21.6 W74 1.6
Race and age . ’ ' ) ' : -
White N ’ \ '
16-19 (18,900 100.0 . 2.5 . L7 } 18.9 ) 139 20,0
20-2, (31,400) * 100.0 18,9 .8 X 20.2 15.7 20.4
25"'3‘. : 36,@ : . 100.0- 23.1 .“ : ‘ L .' ' "'(-. I.lnl' . o "::‘ 18»’6 h 13»8 i 0.0
35—#9 hz. ' * 100,0 .-18.5 Sy BRIy 21.1 19.1 0.3 .
50-64 (55, 100.0 2114 A T Z A 22.6 28,1 0.6
'~6_5 and over (1.1 900) 100,0 L 8.3 28, 23,2 40.2 1.9 .0
"B Yaok ' " o
16-19 (25,100 100.0 14.9 h2.1 . 217 20.3 0.9 «
20-; 26,500 100.0 14.9 3.4 ’ : 22.0 19.5 20,2
25~ 3, 400, 100.0 14.0 K0. 5 . 21.0 2.3 20,3
35-49. (38,200 ‘ ~100.0 1.4 38,6 . 214 27,9 *o.;
50-64 (34,300 _ 100.0 10.2, 32.8 25.2 ‘ - 31,6 20,
- 65 snd over (20, 900) _ 100.0 99 s %5 . Rz M.y 0.8
: Dda bauad on queahioh 11!; Debnﬂ m}r hot. »dd to total becuuao 01‘ rvuhcling. Figuroa 1n purantheseb reror t.o popul-t,ion ih the - group. B
Estimate, baued on zero or on about 10 or fowor uampla caoony jg statlstleally unrolia&le. ]
o
. o
) v
ot A4 N
: t . . \
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. Table 14. Nelghborhood satety when out al at night
| | - ‘ )
) i (Porcant distribution of rosponsan for the populstlon sge 16 Aul ov:;r)
Popnllut;n characteristic Total Very safe RoaaonabLly eaflo Somewhgt unaafe ) Vory unsnfa \ Not avallable
Race, sex, and age . . '
white " . o
. Hale . ) . . o *
. 16-19 (10,200 100.0 3.7 : 47.7 14,2 L YA ) 20.0
0-2, (15,400 100.0 32.7 54l . 9.0 3.6 *0.6
\ -3 (19,100 100.0 13.8 La.7 13.4 5.1 20.0
4 3549 (19,900 100.0 26.1, 50.5 16.4 ‘ 6.8 10,0
50~ 2,800 100.0 19.1 6.0 19.4 14.5 20.9
65 and over (14,800) 100.0 11.9 3.9 9.8 8.2 *1.2 <
Peamale ' \
16-19 (8,800) 100.0 ) 83 41.3 A.2 s f 20.0
. 20-2 1&.000 100,0 5.6 35.8 30.9 .4 20,3
25-3 17,700 100.0 11.6 39.8 2.3 < 2. 20.0
15-49 ;%.g l%og 13.7 33-9 25.1 29.7 :0.6
58:21. 100. 5.1 30.3 25.2 39.0, 0.3 .
&5 and over (27,100) 100.0 6.3 . 22.1 ,23,0 16.7 . 1.9
Black . .
Nale B :
1619 (11,700 100.0 ) 2.7 ’)5.0( 17.9 5.6 10.8
20-2, (10,400 100.0 7.1 58 a0 - 115 2.6 20.4
25-3 . (13,600 13.0. 22,6 55.2 12.8 9.1 20,3
Jm 14, 700) . 100.0 21.5 R, 501 15.8 11.4 31,2
b} 15,000 . 100,0 4.4 . 42.9 - 25.6 16.5 _*0.6
85 and over  (7,900) 1@\) o U 21.7 . a7 29.6 20,6 _
& © ~ Temle ‘ : 1 - : -
16519 (13,400 100.0 9.9 .9 25.1 3.2 1,0
20-2 (16,100 100.0 . 7.0 33.7 28.9 . 30.4 %0,0
25-3, (20,800) W " 100.0 8.3 30.9 0.4 " .3 20,2
35-19 (23,500 _ 100,0 5.1 3.4 . 2.9 38,2 20,3
50~ 19,300 .100.0 6.9 A9 2.8 13.4 10,0
. . 65 and over - (13,000) 100.0 142 . s 2 <189 18,6 *1,0
ml‘- Data based on qdestion 11a. Detsil may not sdd to totpl ba&o of rounding. Flgures in paranthesss refer to pophlation in the group. '
. ¢ 'Estimate, based on zero or op about 10 or fewer ssmplo cases, Lo Wtatistically unreliable. \ N ’ . o ’
N » - “ 0 :
. . . M \ . , o
i . N - '
. 1\ * . . .
b .
' A . o &
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Table 15. Nelghborhood dangerous enough
to consider moving eisewhere >

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

» .

Population characteriut:lc 'Tot\al Yoo T Noo ! Not ava;ilablo
. Al porsqng (191.6“)) T 100-.0 Y15.9 | 82,5 . 'v 1, 6
t - Sex . : ‘ ’ \ -
: - Male (50,300) ~ 100.0 8.7 - 79.6 1.7
Female (141,300) - _ . 100.0 - £15.0 83.5 1.5
«  Race ‘ . . : A
white (101,900) 100.0 -1 12,3 - 86,2 ) 1.5
Black (89,500) o .. 100.0" 20.1 78.3 1.6
Other 13(_)0) . ~100,0 30,0 1100.0 : 10.0 -
Age ' ' . ' » o
16—'19 17'(m ! 1(X).0 * 1‘}.6 S+ 81.3 1}01
20-24 (22,500 100.0 . 19.0 79.7 11,
25-34 (27,800, . " 100.0 22,4 755 , ° 2,0
3549 (36.400) ‘ 100.0 = 19.9 78.6 1.5 >
o 50-64 (47,900) & 100.0 13.9 84.8 B
N . 65 3nd over (40,100) «  100,0 o1 90,2 : 10,7
’ Victimization oxmrionce - ' %‘ S “
Not victimised (126,300) *100.0 Co11.2 87.4, . 1.
Vidtimized (65.300) - 100.0 . 25.1 73.0 % © L8

mm? Datn based on ueation 11c‘thuil may not add, to totnlxbecauae of rg\md:!.ng. Figures '
in parbntheses refer to population in the groups .
‘Estimat’! based on zero or on about 10 or' fewer sample cases, isa stqtistically unr'ol:hble.'

* ®
[ ;
f s ' ) \ .
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. Table 16. leltatloh or éhango_ in activities because of fear of crime

! ‘ {Porcent distribution of responses for the population ngo|16 and over)
* . '_Poople in People in noishborhood . \ Porgo ngl -
Population characteriatic tal Yas No Nol availeble Totgl Yeo No + Nol avallable Total Yas Not available
All persons (407,600) W— 6.2 12,6 1.2 100.0  61.7 3.5 o LY 100.0 510 k8.5 F 0.5 .
Sex ] ) : ,
Melo (177,700) 100.0 857  13.1 Co1a 100.0  60.7  35.2 bl 100.0 41,07 58.% 0.5
Fomele (229,900) ) 1000 #6.5 12.2 1.2 100.0 62.4 32.1 5.5 100.0 58.7 40.7 0.6
Rece : : s . - ,
White 227,500; : . 100.0 . 86.7 12.1 1.2 100,0  59.1  35.6 5.0 100.0 = 46.6 52,8 ° 0.6
Bleok (179,400 100.0  85.5  13.3 1.2 100.0 © 65.0 .30.7 4.3 100.0, 56.6  42.9 -o.g
Other (700). ' 100.0 as., *6.1 5.5 100.0  *1,6.8 11.7 7 15,5 100.0  *j1.1 58.9 20,
‘ ’ ' 4. .
A , , .
526-19 44,000 100.0 80.3 19.2 10,5 100.0 - 58.3 39.3 2.1 100.0  38.0 61.4 0.6
20-2, (57,900 100.0 .01.8 17.2 1.0 100.0 5.6 K. 4.2 100.0 41.3 56.1 - 20,5
- 25-34 (71,308 ) 100.0  84.7 14 0.8 100.0 .. g(,.o 39.2 4.0 100,0  47.2 52.7 - 20.1
35-49 (81, 500 100.0  89.1 9.7+ 1.2 ,100,0 5.8  29.3 4.9 100.0  54.8 L. 7 0.5
50~64 (90,100 100.0 . 90.7 8.1 1.3 1Q0.0 67.0 27.9 5.2 100.0 58.3 - h1.3 20,4
- 65 and over (62,800) 100.0  85.8 12,0 2.1 100.0  63.9  29.1 6.9 $00.0  57.9  41.0 1.1
Victimization oxperienco ‘ o ' .
_-Not victimized (273,800) - 10,0 85.6- 13.1 14 100.0  60.3 3.7 5.0 100.0  LB.7  50.7 0.6
Victimized (133, eooS 100.0 875 11.6 oy 10,0 645  31.0 6 100.0  55.6 B0 0.l

s

!D'Et lhh based dn questlions 16., 16b, und 16¢. Detall may not sdd to total because of rounding: Figures in arentheses rofer to population in the group.
3Bst1mlt.o based on rero or on sbout 10 or fower sample cases, is atatistically unroliable. % lﬁ » * - .
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Table 17. Personal limitation or change in activities
‘because of fear of crime

‘r . (Percent dis}fibution of responses for the populalion ago 16 and ovor)
Population characterdstic Total Yea No ’ Not, avallable
Sex and age
Male ' ( . :
16~19 , (21,900 100.0 28. 4 40.8 10.8
2024 * (25,800 100.0 25.9 -73.6 20.5
. 25-34 (32,800 100.0 ©37.1 62.9 20.0
35-49 (34,700 100.0 45.0 54.6 - 20,4
50-64 (39,900 - 100.0 50.1 LY. 4 .20.6
65 and over (22,700) ¢ . 100.0 53.9 h5.3 10.8
Female .
16-19 (22,200 100.0 37.6 52.0 20.4
: : 2 (32,100 100.0 53.8 L5.7 20.6
\ ’ 25-%4 (38,500 ‘ 100.0 55.7 TN} 20.2
35— 46,800 _ ) 100.0 6%.0 37.4 20.6
50-65 (50,200 ! 100.0 5.8 34.9 10,3
65 and over (4O, 100) 100.0 60.1 . 38.6 1.3
Race and age '
White _ . : :
16-19 (18,900) % 100.0 32.5 - 67.3 20,2
x20-24 (31,400 100.0 36.0 63.0 *1.0
25-34 * (36,800) - 100.0 38.7 61.1 ° 10,2
) - 35-49 (42,900 ) , 100.0 < 474 © 52,1 0.5
< 50-64 (55,600 . ' 100.0 55.0 TN 20.3
\ 65 and over (41,900) 100.0 " 56.0 « 43.0° 1.0
Black . . :
16-19 (25,100 100.0 42.2 56.9 20.9
20-24 (26,800 100.0 47.6 52.4 20,0
25-3L4 (34,400 . 100.0s 56.2 43.8 20,0
35-49 (38,200 . 100.0 63.1 36.3 20.5
- 50-64 (34,300 100.0 : 63.9 35. e 0.5 4
; 65 and over (20,900) ¢/ 100.0 61.8 36.8 (\ .4

NOTE: Data based on question 16c. Detail may not add to total because ) rounding. F‘igures
in parentheses refer t6 population in the grqup. _
v ‘Estimate, ‘based gn gero or on about 10 or fewer zample cames, is statl tically unreliable.

. :l * q |




~

-

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

-
f

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

e

_ , :
Population characteristic \» Total " Yes No Not available
Hace, sex, and age

white \ ’
Malo :
16~19 (10,200 , 100.0 24.3 75.3 20.4
20-24 (15,400 100.0 20.5 78.6 20.8
25-3t (19,100) « . 100.0 30.4 69.6 20.0
35-49 (19,900 «' 100.0 37.5 62.3 20.2
50-64 (24,800 100.0 5.2 54.3 20.6
65 and over (14,800) 100.0 19.9 49.2 20.9
Fomale .
16-19 (8, 800) 100.0 ¢ . 42.0 58,0 - 20.0
20-24 (16,000 _ 100.0 < 50,8 48.1, 1.1
25-34 (17,700 100.0 47.6 51.9 20.5
- 35-49 (23,100 “ 100.0 55.9 43.3 ;20.8
50-64 (30,800 100.0 62,8 37.0 20.1
65 and over (27,100) 2 100.0 59.4 '39.6 }1.0
Black
Male . :
16-19 (11,700 100.0 31.9 67.0 21,1
o 20-24 (10,400 _ 100.0.. 33.5 66.5 20,0
’ 25-34 (13,600 . , 100.0 L6.4 53.6 20.0
35-49 (14,700 100.0 55.4 Lh.1 20.6
, 50-64 /(15,000 100.0 58.3 41.1 20,677
- 65 and over- (7,900) 100.0 61.5 38.0 20.5
Female
)
16-19  (13,400) 100.0 51.2 4,8.1 20,7
20-24 (16,100 100.0 56.7 43.3 10.0
~25-34 (20,800 . -7 100.0 62.7 37.3 20.0
35-49 (23,500 . 100.0 68,0 3.5 2Q.5
50-64 (19,300) - 100.0 68.3 31.3 20.4
65 and oyer (13,000) . 100.0 62,0 .. 36.0 22,0

NOTE: Data based on question 16c. Deball may not add to total because of rounding. Figures
if' in parentheses refer to population"in the group.
}Estimate, -based on gero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable

T I [
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Table 19. Most important reason for selecting present neighborhood
“ (Percont distribuliqQu of answewy by housohold resvondonls)
Alwuyé' 1ived In Nolghborhood Safa from Leck of . Charactoristics Other and ‘
L Housohold characteristic Total nulghhorhuod characlertstlice Goud srhooln ~')'i_um choted IHKhl price {.oent hf“ of* house not available
A1l hougelinlds (100, 500) 100.0 6.l 19.1 KA 2o 1,4 TN S7.0 1007 TGl
R;ICO |
White '.).'3.7003 100.0 N6 1 1 . A 10,1 . 1. bl
Dlack (47,500 1.0 L. IRAA 1.} S S 1.1 i, “0.R
. Other (3400), , 100.0 0.0 > 2301 o 0.0 L2 10.0 Y, 2 121.3 0.0
-','T_-'Ammal ramily income : ~ - ! ‘
. Loos than $3,000 (25,000) 100.0 6.5 . 134 L P 1.6 7.7 10.9 25.0 7.9 Y 5.5
$3,000-%7,199 EM) 300) 100.0 7.0 20.0 '1.0 3.1 13.2 10.3 26.4 - 149 5.2
. $7.500~39,992 9.)?0 100.0 Ly , 19.1 . LN PN 9.8 9.7 3.6 11 .4 7.1
= $10,000-%14,,999 (1).000) 100.0 5.3 -23.7 2.2 ¢ 3.0 7.0 9.4 28. 4 13.9 7.1
$15.000-321,.999 0.200; 100.0 X0 264 62 LA Yih 9.0 A9 1.4 8.0
£25,000 or more (3,300 100.0 L 2.0 V2.4 L Y6 Y39 6.7 15.9 LA
Not svailabla (9,200) 100.0 7.0 16,7 LAY} LS 12.4 6.6 270 15.9 7.3
! Vietidizatlon oxpurlonce . i , - ,
Not ylctlmized (64,200) { 100.0 6.7 18.3 \ 2.0 2.6 4.7 9.3 27.3 13.1 5.9
Victimized (36,300) - 100.0 5.1 20.5 2.9 3 14,.0 10.1 26.5 1.8 6.8
' NOTE: Data bnsod on quoaliort 2a, Datadl may nol add.to,lotal booguse of rounding. Figurea in paronthoses rofor to honscholds in tho group.
gt nate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewor sumple cases, ls statiatlcully unrel ahlo
'l ! o l \\
Table 20. Most Important reason for leaving former residence
1.- ' (I‘orconl.,ld’iut.rlbut.ion ol anpwers by houuehold respondents)'
] ] Living influx Othar *
* ) . . Characteristics Wanted botter' Wanled cheapor - Q\r‘r‘angnmont;kb of bad « Neighborhood and not
Household characteristic * Total 'Ljocal.ion_ ‘of house house . house . Fox‘c;od out. changed : olemonts Crime charectoristics aveilable
A1l housoholds (100,5 100.0 21.9 l‘-'} 16.7- 5.8 7.5 15.4 REY; 2.8 .3 6.8
Race _ '
white ‘(52,700 ¢ 100.0 30.8 15.8 12.3 hedy 5.9 14,3 2.7 2.0 he2 7.5
Black (47,500 100,0 12.2 19.0 2.5 7.3 9.2 16.1 10.6 3.7 hoh < 0.0
Other (X400) 00,0 10.0 111.8 1331 . 1.4 122.3 121.5 10,0 10.0 10.0 / 10.0
Annual family incolme )
Less than $3,000 (25,000) 100.0 19.2 1h. 13.0 10.4 10.2 18.0 1.4 3.5 3.1 6.4
$3,000-37,499 Ezl) ,300) 1,88.0 19.9 19.0 16.3 6.3 8.3 15,2 11.2 29 5.0 . 5.9
$7,500-39,999 . (9,500) 100.0 21.0 16.7 18,2 4.3 5.2 19,4 0.9 2.1 5.7 6.2
' $10,000-$14,999  (16,000) 100.0 22.3 18.2 22.4 M7 L9 . 1.4 2.5 1.8 5.1 6.8
$15,000-324,999 8.200; 100.0 32.2° 16.7 19.8 L1y, Yy 8.0 13,5 11,0 13,2 9.1
$25,000 or more (3,300 100.0 13,1 19.5 13.5 .0 8.4 19.9 10,0 13,6 17,2 4.9
. Not availsble (9,200) 100.0 22.8 17.9 o 154 6.1 < 71 , 122 12,0 .2 12,2 9.9
: Victimisation oxporionce < : T ' . :
e Not victimized (64,200 100.0 22.1 17.1 16.2 5.9 8.5 4.8 1.6 2.5 4.1 — 7.2
37 Viotinized (36,300) 100.0 21.6 17.6 177 5.6 5.8 15.8 19 ) 3.3 b 6.1
DTE: Data based on question Aa. thil may not add to Lotal bocause of rounding Figures in parontheses xofer Lo households in the group. —
l: lC *Babimt.o, based on gero or on about, 10 or fewor sample cases, i3 atatistically unreliable \ .
. ‘- .. . . . v P ) e “




Table 21. Whether or not there are undesirable
neighborhood characteristics

(Percent distribution of answers by household reﬂpondents)

N

Household characteristic ' Total Yes - No Not available

P — - — - - l\

A1l househol@s (193,900) 100.0 31.1 68.1 : 0.6

Race b ' ' )
White, , {109,300) - ©100,0 29.0) 70.1 0.6
Black: (84,000) 100.0 33.8 051 0.4
Other (500) 100.0 122.0 178.0 10.0

Annual family income . '
leos than $3,000 (16,900) 100.0 29.8 g9.8 204 -
$3,000-$7,499 (567800 100.0 31.6, 68.1 10.3
$7,500-$9,999 17,300 100.0 33.1 65.9 11.0
$10,000-$14,999 27.1003 ' 100.0 32.3 67.0 10.
$15,000-$24,999 (17,500 100.0 31.0 68.6 10,
$25,000 or more , 800 100.0 27.9 7.6 0.4
Not available (19,500) , 100.0 ' 30. 4 68.1° 1)

Victimization experience .
Not victimized (132,400) 100.0 - 26.4 72.9 0.7
Victimized (61,500) 100.0 - L1.1 58.6 g 10.3

—F .
"NOTE: Data based on question 5a. Detall may hot add to total because of rounding. Figures
in parentheses refer to households in the group- f
}Estimate, based on zero Qr on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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. X . Table 22. Most important nelghborhood problem
.‘ ' o - : ) ' (Porcont distribution of answers by houschold’ respondents)
. . e o " Environmontal Public Inadequate . Influx of ) Problems with Other amd
- HoMsehold characteriatic - f"""mpa] Trafrid, parking probloms ‘ Crime transportstion schools, shopping ULad eolementa neighbors not. available
' - - £ - - - -1 T 2
Al1* households  (60.200) : 100.0 8.6 16.1 17.1 2.9 1.8 ¢ ) 8.1 . - i6.3 R
Race - ) R ) ) - o AN .
White. 31._7oo; : 100:0 . 10:7 . 7.9« '183 2.7 2.1 T3 , . 166 9.5
e Black (28,400 _ 100,00 - 6.2 YR 15.8 3.1 1.4 3. 16.Q 8.8
. ', Other (2100) _ I' w00 0 303 10.0w  _134.6 20.0" 1311 < 18.0 10.Q 10.0
' Annual “femily incomo . 3% o . : . . ; - ‘ e~ -
T Le&ssthan $3,000 (14,000) }}25&100.0_. ) 5.9 36.7 3.1 !1.3 11.7 - 7.0. 6.6 . ;.5
- $3,000-$7,499 %18,000) e 100.0 8.5 .1 19.9 2. 12,0 8.9 18.1 X
' $7,500-89,999 ~(5,700) ©100.0 . 9.4 36.8 a1 2.2 10.0 12.2 15.9 7.5
B $10,000-$14,999 (8, 800 100.0 7.9 48.1 L10.6 23,2 10.0 5.8 .. 155 v 8.8
- ’ $15,000-824,,999 (5,400 + 100.0 9.4 30.8 - T12.9 1.8 12,0 . 9.6 > _17.1 - 13.4 -
" . $25,000 or more (2,400 < 100,0 20,1, 26.2 18.0 L1641 4.9 4,9 19.8° - 9.8
I Nol available (5,900) S oLa00.0 9.7 ¥ L2 12.2 i 77 1.3 . Y .8
‘- . Victimization axporience oy e T - s : L - ! D Te !
.+ Not victimized (34,900) :. ‘ 100.0 . “Be1 50,8 .- 14,8 2.7 2.1 . 84 B 1.0 " 9.0
e Victimized (25._3_00}.. . C ¢ 100.0. 9.2 - T29.6 R0 Y 3.4 .4 . 8.0 18,9 . 9.3
l MOTE: Data based on questlion ”5»1. ’ Detall may mot add to:tolal bLecauso of rounding. -Figuroa in parentheses refer to hougeholds in the group. . .
YEstimate, "based op zaro or o aboul 10 o fewer panple cases, is stalislically untoliable. _ : :
; . < s . . ‘ _
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. " Table 23. Whether or not major food shopping |
- ' . done in the nelghborhood P

-

)

A

(Percent distribution of answers Ly housghold re&bonaﬁnts)
31 h

Household characteristic .: Total Yes No . Not available
A11 households (193,900)]‘" : 100.0 69.1 30.1 0.8
Race ' : -
White §109,300) 100.0 73.6 25,73 1.1
Black (8/,000) 100.0 63.3 36.1, 19,y
Other (500) 100.0 *70.0 }24.0 18.0
-Annual family income ' 5 ‘ o"*4~w
Less than $3,000 (46,900) 100,0 (? o3 " 31 193
$3,000-%7, 4,99 §56,8003 - 100.0 68.0 31.7 20.14 -
$7,500-$9,999 (17,300 - 100.0 69.3 30.2 20.4
$10,000-$14,997 §27,1oog 100.0 69.6 - 29.5 20.9
$15,000-$24,999 (17,500 100.0 70.6 29.3 20,2
$25,000 or more (8,800) 100.0 77.9 21.2 10.9
Not. available (19,500) 100.0 70.9 27.7 1.3
Victimization experience )
Not victimized (132,400) 100.0 o 69.7 29.4 0.8
Victimized (61, 500) . 100.0 67.8 31.5 0.7

ey

NOTE: Data based on question 6a._ Detail may not add Lo total because of rounding. Figures
in parentheses refer to households in the group.
YEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. . )
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Table 24. Most lmporlant*ré’ason for not doing majoy food shopping in the neighborhood

‘

.

(Percent dislribution of snswers by ho;laohold resporklonts)

X
Total

Hoﬁsehéld characterlstic Ne nefghborhood stores Inuda-qua\.e stores High prices Crlmo Not avalleble
ALl households (58,1400) *100.0 25.1 , 3.0 32.5 1.4 7.2

Raco )
¥hite 27.700? 100.0 25.9 -, 3h.1 29.8 2.3 .8
‘g:..ek 30,500 100.0 23 33.8 .9 10,5 .5

“Other ~(*100) 100.0 ° 133.3 . 133.3 133.3 10.0 10.0

‘Annusl femily income . ‘ : : . - -

.. Lems then $3,000 (14,700) 100.0 . 18.4 31.1 38.3 11.6 10.7
$3,00Q-37,499 8,000 100.0 28.8 33.7 30.7 11.1 5.6
37, 500-390999 (4, 200) 100.D 25.8 . 38.8 26.9 11,5 15.0
$10,000-$14,999 (&,000) 100.0 2643 ’ 28.7 38.6 10.5 5.8
$15,000-8$24,999 (5,100 .+ 100.0 26.6 36.9 30.5 224 14.3
'$25,000 or mpre (1,900 100.0 25.9 . 37.3 28.1 16.5 12.2
Not available (5.&09) 100.0 26, 14 L2.1 - 20.3 10,0 11.1

Victimirat{on experience . . , . ‘ .

Mot victimized (39,000) 100.0 rEy & 26.8, 33.6 . 32.2 10,9 6.5

. Vigtinined (19,400) oo Bd o s 3.8 5 33.0 2.3 8y

T - "l, A X : ft it

NOTE: Data based on question 6h. Detail may not add to t 4), because of rounding. Fifurea in parentheses refer to houscholds in the group.

}Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fgwer sample ‘cdbes, 'l statisticslly uprollable.
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Table 28. Preferred location for {wnoral merchandise shopping

g

>
1

2\

A\

(Percent distribution of answers by househbdd rospondents)
L 4

by

Suburban or

Household characteristic _ Total r\ neighborhood DAhtown Not available
A1l households (193,900) 100.0/ 49.1 L7.8 3.1 ‘
Race. t”
White (109,300) 100.0 57.8 38.9 3.k
Black " (88,000) * 100.0 37.9 59.4 “ 2.7
Other (500) 100.0 M45.5 *54.5 0.0
, Annuel family income ¢ | | g "
Less .than $3,000 (46,900) m 1%0.0 34.2 . \ 62.8 3.1
$3'(m"$7ll+99 §56’8m 1m-0 1}3v9 5309 202
T $7,500-%9,999 (17,300 ' . 100.0 Shohy 4o 43.3 2.3
$10,000-$14,999 (27,1 ; 100.0 63.8 - 32.1 h.1
$15,000-824,999 (17 ' & 100.0 73.9 2.9 *1.2
.- $25,000 or more (8,% 100.0 64.14 31.3 22.3
"’ Not available (19,5 100,0 L5.4 47.8 6.8
Victimjzation experience '
Not imized ~ (1324,00) 100.0 L7.2 49.7 3.2
Victimiged - ?61{500) 100.0 53.4 43.8 2.9
NOTE: -l_)gt;a based on question 7a. ﬁOJa;&l may not add to total because of rounding. Figui-ea
in parentheses refer ﬁ' househdYds in the growy.
‘Estimate, baged on zero ddn about 10 or fewer mample cages, 1s statistically unrdliqb;e.__
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Tablo 26. Most important réason for usually dolng genoral merchandise shopplng
in the suburbs (or nelghborhood) or dowhtewn
\ - -
' (Percent. distrintYon of answern by hounehold respordonts)
Type of shopper amd Betigr Bottor More Betior nelaction, Crime in Bettor Prefor sloren, Ouwry uxlh“—?
houachold characterjotic Total parkls \trnnnport.nlk\n convenlenl moro nlorves other locatipn  store hours - Batter pricen lecation, etc. not avallable
:klb\lrbd {or ne lghbol'h(md) ™ '
Allll ;:hmn (94,200) 100.0 16.8 13 55.8 &7 Lod 1.0 5.7 6.0 A Lol
Ve te (63,200 00,0  20.0 1.3 5.3 2.8 1.0 2.0 61" L3
" Peck (31,000 + 100.0 10.6 2.0 Dol M 1.1 11,4 5.9. 3.8
1200) . 100.0 0.0 '0.0 P 0,0 0.0 0.0 '0.0 ‘0.0 10,0
wal Tamily income < - : .
Loss than $3,000 (16,000) 100.0 5.1 3.9 5.9 "M, '0.8 13.7 6.9 5.0 °
$3,000.47,499  (4,900) 100.0 16.3 1.9 b.¢ (U Y, [N A 5.8 . 3.2
$7,500-39,999 (9 I.(X)} 100.0 17.8 "3 6.9 Vil 1L 6.1 5.2° & 130
w\ $10,000-814,99% 17,0&;; 100.0 220 "Y0.9 6.1 12,3 0.7 " 3.0 5.3 L.}
15,000 324,999 {13, 100.0 21,3 Vi ~ 6.y Joh LR 12,0 5.0 3.4
- 5,000 ox ‘more 5,800) 100.0 22,9 0.0 16,2 LF NG 20,7 0.0 6.9 ‘2.1
r NAt avalladle (8,900) 100.0 17.1 1.0 S0.5 . N 10.5 iy 6.9 .9
X Vic setion experience !
Not)victiminea (62,400) 100.0 6.7 1.5 56.3 7.3 2,4 N 6.0 3.8
Vightimined ()2,&005 100.0 17.1 2.1 55.0 5.5 . 2.2 .1 . 6 4.7
Downtowm shoppera )
All householda (92,700) 100.0 0.6 . j 1 3.9 L1 10.1 11.1 0.4 }.4
Raco S - o ’ .
White 1.2.500{ - . 100.0 - %07 T 110 43.9 N 2.3 20,2 5.7 1,1 3.5
Black (49,900 100.0  10.5 5.5 34,6 31.6 0.1 15.7 9.8 3.6
Other (*300) 108.0 0.0 LR TR B 5.9 10.0 10,0 Q.0 | 0.0 20.0
Annual femily income \ - ML
Lens than $3,000 {29,400) 100.0  20.1 7.4 .7 30.8 0.1 16,2 9.3 3.7
T $3,000-87,499 230 +600) * 1000 0.9 9.4 39, 2.0 10,1 \2.4 9.8 3.6
$7,500-49,99 (7,500) 100.0 0.5 10.2 39.0 28,9 10.0 8.5 9.3 33,
$10,000-$14,999 (8,700 100,0 2.8 9.4 37.7 30,0 LTSN 5.3 11,1 Al.8
$15,000-324,9%9 “(4,400 100.0 2.0 50 49.2 29.1 10.0 4.3 1.6 25,0
$25,000 or mors (2,700 100.0 0.0 1,5 41,3 36,6 10.0. 11,5 17.7 1.4
Not evallable (9,300) 1.0 0.0 Hé 45.9 3.7 10.07 20.9 3.6 15.0 L.h
“Victimisstion oxperience * *
Not victimised (65 aoo) 100.0 0.6 " 9.2 39.¢ 26.4 0,1 10.6 10,7 10.5 2.7 -
 Victinlved (26,500 00,0 0.7 7.6 3.8 30,8 20.3 20.4 TR 10.2 3.3 3
\ ')&)ﬂx Data based on quuh.lon 7b. Dauu may not add to toul because of rounding. Flgures in parenthos!!s xot‘or to houaeholds iy the group ) ,¢ I
‘gstimate, Lased on wero or on about 10 or fewsr sasple aasens, is statisticelly unrellsbls. : ’ v
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. , . Table 27. Change In the frequency with which persons

Q - ! we for svening entertainment
: . (

"~ ]
(Pcr(‘(‘nt distmbut‘ 1 of rosp‘ons(.‘s_ for the population age 16 and over)

X Population characteristip* Total . More jSaule Less Not available
\, A1l persons (L07.60(_)) Yot 7100.0 .15.0 "46.3 38.3 0.4
o . \ \’ ' ¥
Sek :
Male (177,700) 100.Q 16.9% 46.6 36.3 ' .0.2
. Female (229,900) Ny 100.0 13.6 1,6.0 39.9 0.5
Race’ . _ 4"!
"+ White (227, 500; 100.0 16.2 48.8 34.8 0.2
Black (179,400 100.0 13.6 ‘k3.0 L2.8 0.6
Other 7005 i 100.0 LY WA "70.5 123.1 & 20.0
Age > ] .
16-19 (44,000 100.0 L6.1 27.9 <« 25.6 20.4
20-24 (57,900 ' 100.0 20.9 36.5 42.3 20,2
25-34 . (71,300 ' 100.0 16.3 39.3 L3.9 *0.5
35-49 - (81,500 : 100.0 10.3 51.14 37.9 20.5
50-64 (90,100 : 100.0 6.9 55.2 37.5 20.3
65 and over §62 800) 100.0 L.2- 56.5 38.8 20.5
Victimization e)cperience ’
~ Not victimized (273,803) 100.0 13.0 49.2 37.3 0.4
Victimized . (133 8005 : 100.0 19.2 40.2 40.2 0.4

[

NOTE: Data baped on question 8b. Detall may not add to total because of rounding. Figures
o ' in pargntheses refer to population in the group.
S oo . MEstimate, basged on zero or bn about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliamble.
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) J able 28. Most important reason for increasing or decreasing the frequency,
‘ ' ~‘wlth which persons went out for evening entertainment
L, /
L 1 .
’ {Percent diatribution of responses for the populatlon age 16 and ovor) -
Type of chango in froquency Placoes Lo Own Trenspor- Aclivities. Wanl Lo, Othor and-not
and population charscteristic Total Money go, otc. Convonionce health tatlon | Age Family olc. Crimo (\Lc. avallablo
i . i L 3

H

Persons going out more ofton

A1l persons (61,7300) 100.0 13.2 19.4, 3.0 1.1 1.6 12.6 14:9 8.y ~10.3 18.0 5.8
3ex x < . \
Male (30,000) -100.Q, 16.9 16.2 3.3 20.6 2.5 13.1 12,9 9.2 20.6 2.0, T LT
Femalo ~(31,300) , 100.0 9.6 224 3.5 1.7 0.8 12.1 1.8 . 7.8 0.1 16.1 " 6.9
Race . ‘
White 36.800§ . 100.0 1.2 19.0 3.0 1.3 1.4 12.5 18.3 8.3 30.1 16.0 5.8
Blsck (24,400 ' 100.0 11.7 19.7 PR 0.8 2.0 12.8 - 12 8.9 0.7 21.1 6.0
Other (*100) . 100.0 0.0  *100.0 10.0 10.0 Y0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 30.0 -
Ago
16-19 (20,300 : 100.0 4.6 2.5 ’1.1 10,0 2.0 33.8 4.1 7.2 30,0 19.9 5.9
20-24 (12,100 100.0 19.6 2.8 3.0 0.3 13,2 bl 10.8 7.6 20.0 20,2 6.5
25-34 (11,600 100.0 23.9 19.3 L.6 0.0 0. 1.1 18. 4 7.9 S30. 18.3 5.3
35-49 (8,400 100.0 17.7 10.4 5,1 12,0 20,5 20,5 32,9 12.9 1.5 11.8 .7
50-64 (6,300 100,0 7.9 11.9 6. 23,5 1. 20.7 35.1 / 7.0 . 0.7 15.7 9.8
65 and over (2,700) 100.0 1.7 16.9 5.0 210.0 1.7 6.9 19.1 == *1,.8 X0.0 17.0 6.8
, Viotimization experienco _ . .
Not victimized (35,600) 100.0 12.7 17.3 5.2 1.7 1.9 13.2 17.0 9.3 10,4 17.0 5.0«
Victimired (25,700) - 100.0  13.8 22,2 2.3 0., *.3 0 1.8 144 7.5 0.3 19.5 6.1y
Persons golng out less often |
., ALl persono  (156,100) 100.0 la.z 3.1 1.2 9.5 1.1 7. 189 113 T 1.7 9. 6.2
Sox
Hale (6?.1.002” 100.0  §0.8 2.7 1.4, 7.9 1.2 8.3 14.9 15.2 10.7 11.0 5,8 -
remale (91,700) . 100.0  16.4 3.9 A Y105 (1.0 6.3 2.7 8.5 15.9 8.2 6.4
1 Race ' N : » :
¥ White 79,2003 100.0°  17.0 3.5 0.8 10.1 1.0 9.0  20.2 11.8 12.3 b 5.9
Black (76,700 100,0° 19.4 3.4 1.6 8.7 1.2 5.2 17.6 10.7 15.3 10.4 6.5 .
Other (>200) 100.0 0.0, +0.0 0.0,  *z6.1 20.0 0.0 2.3 9.6 10.0 20.0 10.0
Age ’ .
16-19 (11,300) % - . 100,0 21.3 7.8 *.9 1.2 Vvo.8 10. 8 19.1 16.7 8.3 14.9 7.4
20-24 (24,500) 100.0 19.2 6.1 20.7 0.9 1.8 3 25.3 19.2. 8.4 10.7 L
_25-30,  (31,300) " 100.0 25.2 3.3 1.5 *1.1 20.6 2. 30,2 12.8 9.9 8.7 5.6 :
35-49 (30,900 100.0 244 1.2 .1 5.1 1.0 4.0 19.5 10.9 1.4 10.3 . 1S i
5064 (33,800 100,0 12.9 3.5 1.3 15.6 1.1 10.0 1.9 9.7 18.5 8.9 6.7
65 and over (24, 400) 100,0 6.1 LI .9 29.6 *1.3 23.8 6.9 1.6 19.2 5.9 3.2
Victimization oxperienco ,
- Not victimiged (102,200) 100.0 17.4 3.3 1.3 10.9 1.2 8.7 18.7 9.8 13.1 9.5 6.1 3
Victimized (53,900) 100.0  19.7 3.7 1.1 6.7 0.9 \ L2 19.3 14.0 15.0 9.1 6.4,

: " X
NOTE: Dets bssed on question 8b. Detail may not add Lo tolal bacsuae of rounding. Flgures lu parentheses refor Lo populatlon in the group.
" AEstimate, based on zdro or on about 10 or fewer sample cages, is stallsticelly unreliable.
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, Table 29. Places usually visited for evening ont‘nammont -
(Porcent distribution of responsgs for the population age 16 awd over) A
Population characteristic ) Total ¢ Inpglde city lOu!,ulde city About, \qunl Not availub-le
A1 porsona® (263,000) 100.0 _ 82.8 8.2 8.8 . 0:2
Sex t )
Male (128,600) ’ 100.0 82.3 8 i 9.2 .4 ‘o 10.1
Foma (134,400) . 100.0 83.2 8 8.5 20.2
Race '
Whitp 161.6003 100.0 -, 77.3 11.3 11.2 20.2 °
Black (101 ;00 T 100,0 1.5 3.2 5.1 20,1
Other (3400 . 100.9 289.5 110.5 0.0\ 10.0
: i
Age . ’ §
16-19 (38,800 100.0 90. 5 5.8 4.6 10.1
20-2 (50,600 100.0 84.0 7.3 8.6 10,2
25-3% {57,400 100.0 83.2 . 9.4 7.4 10
35-49 (52,400 100.0 . 79.5 8.2 12.1 10,
. 50-64 (46,100 100.0 78.3 10.9 10.6 20/2
.65 and over  (17,700) , 100.0 82.6 7.7 9.2 3.5
Victimiration exporience
-+ Not vletimized _gégb.um) v 100.0 83.6 8.0 8.1 S . 20,2
“Victimized (96,600) 100.0 81.h : 8.5 10.1 ' 20.0 .
K)'lf: b.ta based on quoht.ion 8d. Detail may not add to total becaugse of rounding. Figurds in parentheses rofer to population in Lhc‘x\ group,
3 Eatimato, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer ssmple cases, lo statlstically unreliable. \
N ) ' . ” ) %
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Table 30. Most important reason for usually seeking evening entertainment inside or outside the city _ /
(Percent dist¥ibution of responses fbr the populetion age 16 and over) . -.\‘.
Type of place and popu- Convenience, Pavrkling, Crimo in ‘Moga I’x'(){cr Othor aren Frionds. — Othor and
lation gharacteristic Total elc. Lraffic alhor plece to do facllitien more axpenalive rolst iven ﬂ not, avnllub_lo
' 2 _..—u—_l-\._...-_._ —————e. L,
Poraons entertsained innido city . :
A1l persons (217,800) 100.0 56.8 ! 0.8 0,9 9.1 200 AR ' n.Y o
Sox '
NaYe (105,900) 100.0 56.6 1.1 ~0.8 10.3 19.5 1.0 8.3 2.4
Pemale (111,900) ) 100.0 - 57.0 0.5 . 1.0 8.0 21.0 0.8 y.1 ' 2.0
Race / . ‘
White (124,900) 100.0 ° ' 51.8 0.9 0.5 9.1  26.6 0.4 8.1 2.5
Black (92,300) 100.0 63.1, 0.7 1.4 9.2 11.8 1.6 2.6 2.3
Other  (*400) N 100.0 188.0 20.0 20.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 312.0 10.0
Age '
16~19 3';.1(-( 100,0 56.9 20,5 1.2 13.2 10,8 11.0 13.6 g8
20-24 (42,500 100.0 59.1 0.2 . 0.6 11.8 17.7 0.9 8.1 1.5
25-34 (47,800 \ 100.0 54,7 0.9 0.9 1.1 22.3 1.0 7.1 2.0
35-49 (41,700 100.0 57.7 20,4 10.8 6.8 23.9 1.1 . 6.2 3.0
50-64, (36,100 100.0 56.8 1.6 1.2 5.9 } 25.0 10.6 . 7.5 2.3
65 and over (14,600) 100.0 51,.0 12.2 10,3 12.1 22.2 20.6 1,.8 1.8
.Victimigation expox‘ienco ’ ‘
Not victimized t; +200) 100.0 56.7 G 9 0.7 9.3 19.9 0.6 9.5 £
v Victimized (78,0600 100.0 57.0 0.7 1.1 8.8 21.0 1., 7. 2.5
Parsons entertained outside city _
All persons (21,600) $100.0 274, 7.2 8.7 6.0 29.6° 2.9 12.4 5.8
§
X ] ' . \
golhle (10,700 . 100.0 27.0 7.4 . 7.6 7.0 Q7,1 22,5 12.3 8.9
-~ Temale (10,%00) ‘ 100.0 27.8 6.9 9.8 5.9 32,0 " - 13,2 12.5 12.8
Race
White é18.300) 100.0 26.2 8.3 8.8 5.8 10,7 2.9 " 11.9 8.0
‘Black (3,300) 100.0 33.3 11.3 4.3 16,7 23.9 22,6 15.9 .3
. Other (17) . 100.0 %100.0 20.0 10.0 10.0 20.0 10.0 « 10,0 ° 10.0
Age N .
16-19 (1,900 100,0 116.9 17,1 2.9 .19.6 216.7 LTI 35,5 2.5
20-24 (3,700 ' 100.0 29.6 18,3 18,5 17,2 21.7 \ 22.3 19.9 2.4
5-3 (5,400 « 100.0 28.6 8.2 10.9 16,6 3.9 1.6 16.6 12.8
549 (4,300 . - 100.0 | 26.9 3.1 26.1 26,11 36.1 13,2 r6.2 1.4
50-64 (5,000 < 100.0, 31.2 8.1 8.9 13,6 30.3 11..’ S T 4,0 \
&5 and over (1,400) 100.0 9., ¢ 16,6 3.7 L 1237 " 20, 29.8 23.2°
Victimization oxperlence . - “
Not victimized (13,/,00) 100.0 30.1 Tl 6. 5.6 28.0 A2.6 1.2 5.8
Victimizod (8,200 100.0 23.1 . 6.9 !12.5- 6.6 32.2 3.2 9.6 6.0
NOTE: Dats based on q\.mstion 80. Detall moy not add to total WQ of r undlng. Figuros In parentheses refer Lo population in the grbup.
Z Fewer than .50 persons. ¢ .
‘Est;lmnte. based -on zero or on ubout 10-0:‘ {ower sample cua’o, 1s statistiically unreliable. \ ! 2
ERIC v " 19
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Table 31. Opinion about iocal police performance .
. A
(Percent Qietribution of responses for tho populatlon age 16 and ovor) ., . - B
] ' L SN
Population characteristic Total Good Average 4 Roor Don't know -~ Yot svailsble
A1) persons (407, 600) 100,0 - 43.1 40.3 . \ 1/2.1. . 3.9 ’ ~6.3
Sex ~ .
Wle (177,700) 100.0 42.3 1.1 13.7 2.8 0.2
Pomale (229 900) 100.0 13.8 (396 11.4 5.8 - 0.3
Rece.- - M . (
te 227.5003 100,0 5h.9 3,6 7.1 31 0,2
Blpok (179,400 100.0 . 28.1 L7. / 19.1 5.0 ’ 0.3
Other  (700) 100.0 bs2.§ 224 1.9 5.5 e T
Age ' ' ;
16-19  (44,000) - , 100.0: 2.2 51.4 20.4 3.7 20,3
20-24 (57,900 A 100.0 A h 50.3 20.8 4.0 30,5 !
™e5-3,  (71,300) o 1&0 30.0 L8.7 18.3 2.9 10.2
33:22 81,500 1000 45.5 K.2 . 9.8 3.1 20,4
L1 90, 100 100.0 57.0. 32.3 6.5 4.0 10.1
65 and over (62,0800) 100.0 65)5 23.8 4.3 6.2 20,2
¥iotimisation oxparionco - - - _ . o
Not victimized (273,800 100.0 46.0 39.3 10.3 4.2 . \ 0.3
. Victdmized (13,800) 1000 ™ 37.3 12.3 , 16.8 351\ 0.2
ﬁ_)ﬂa Data based on quntionrlla.\petau Hot add to total because of rounding. hgurea in parentheses roror to population the group.
3Estimmte, based on about 10 or fewer aan:a‘ig cases, is statistically unreliable.
N ~ !
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Table 32. Opinion about local police performance

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

Populat lon characterlstic Total Good Average l’oo‘ Don't know \ Not, uvpilablo
Sax sand age - = . -
Male N . e 1-
- . 16-19 (21,900 100.0 N 26,6 49.9 20.8 .6 10.0
: 20-24 (25,800 100.0 .6 L9.5 2210 “3.5 ; 10.1
¢ 25-34 (32,800 100.0 30.5 46.2 L 20.4 2.7 " 10.1
35-49 +{34,700 M00.0 48.6 8.8 9.9 2.6 -> - 0.1
50-64 (39,990 100.0 53.7 36.14 6.9 2.7 10,3
65 and over (22,700) 100.0 64.7 27.3 5.1 2.5 = . 2.
Femalo N
1619 (22,200 100.0 21.8 52.8 0.0 PY L8 20,6
- 20-24 (32,100 100.0 2.3 50.9 19.7 : D% 20,7
25-34 (38,500 100.0 29.6 %, 50,8 16.5 3.0 ", 19.2
) 35-49 (46,800 100.0 L3.2 ha.9 9.8 * 3.5 20,6
50-64 (50,200 - 100.Q 59.7 29.1 6.2 . 5.0 . 20,0
65 and over (1,0,100) 100.0 . 66.0 21.8 3.8 8.3 10.1
Race and ago .
White . -
16-19 (18,900 100.0 39.7 RN 7.8 1241 10,0
20-24 (31,400 100.0 31.9 50.6 13:1 3.9 0.4
25-34 (36,8600 100.0 42.0 43.6 11.5 2.9 10.1
waei35-49 (42,900 100.0 59.4 32.3 5.7 2.1 < 20,4
50-64 (55,600 100.0 65.2 28.2 3.6 2.9 10,1
' 65 and over (141,900) 100.0 72.2 19.6 3.6 h.3 20,2 o~
" Bleock . R ¢ ' .
ar 16-19 (25,100 *100.0 ' 12.6 53.6 28.4 5.0 30,5 .
20-24 (26,500 100,0 15.7 49.9 29.7 4.1 30.6
25~34  (34,400) -~ 100.0 17.1 5h.1 N 2.9 . 10.3
35-49 (38,200) . 100.0 29.8 51.4 (AN . .2 V20,2
50-64 (34,300, 100.0 43.6 39.2 11.2 5.8 10,2
65 and over (20,900) 100.0 52.1 32.2 5.6 9.9 20,2 .

M)!{t Data -bund on question 14a. Dotail mey not add to total becauge of rounding. Flgures in
I} Eatimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fower sample cases, is statistically unrelisble.

A

~ %

parentheses refer to population in the group.
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Table 33. Opinion about local police performance

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

Population charncﬁzriul,lc Total Good Avoragoe ) I'oor Don't know Not avallablo
Race, sox, and age wd
White - N v
Male . . ‘
16-19 (10,200) ° 100.0 Lisohy L4.9 9.4, 1.3 - . 9.0
20-%, (15,400 100,0 29.3 52.7 14.3 34 - 20.3
25-34 (19,100) * 100.0 40.5 42.1 14.2. 3.24 . 00 -
35-49 (19,900 100.0 61.8 30.6 5.8 1.6 10,2
50-64 (2,800 100.0 61.6 31.4 5.0 1.8 10,2
65 and over (14,800) 100Q.0 70.0 . 22.0 5.9 11.5 20.6.
Fomale 3 -
16-19 (8,800) 100.0 34.2 52.5 10.3 13,0 20.0 ¥
20-2 (16,000 100.0 A 4,8.7 11,9 bl : 10.6
25-3, (17,700 100.0 43.5 45.2 8.6 2.5 . 0.3
35-49 (23,100 .0 57.h N 33.7 5.7 2% 0.6
o 50-64 (30,800 00.0 / 68.2 257 2.8 3.7 & 10.0
65 and over (27,100) 00.0 73.5 18. 2.4 5.9 . 20.0
Black /
Male /
16-19 (11,700 100.0 11.2 Y] 30.8 3.8
20-2), (10, 4,00 7 100.0 17.8 Lh.9 33.1 23,7
25-34  (13,600), 100.0 1604 51.9 29.2 22,1
> 35-49 (14;700 100.0 % 30.7 50.2 15¢1 4.0
50-64 (15,000 100,0 40.4 44.9 10.1 4.0
‘ 65 and over (7,900) 100.0 .y 5h.8 37.2 13,8 2.2
Fomale ik
16-19 (13,400 1 188.0 13.8 53.0 26.3 6.0
20-2, (16,100 - 100.0 14.3 53.1 27.5 Lok
25-34 {20,800 100.0 17.6 55.5 23.2 3.4
35-49 (23,500 100.0 29.3 52.2 13.9 4.3
50-6, (19,300) . . 100.0 6.1 ; 34.8 . 12.0 7.1
65 amd over (13,000) 100.0 50.5 . 29.2 6,7 13.3

?DI!: \JDuta based on question 14a. 'Datluil lwy‘hot add to total becauase of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to populgbio’n in the group. 7

1y -?l»l;at,.inito, bazed on mero or on about 10 or fewer sample casesn, is statistically unrveliable. . . ' .
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Table 34. Whether or not local police performarice ‘
' needs improvement
-~ . » /
l (P_QML distribution of rosponsos' for the populatlion age 16 and over)
haracteristi ~ Total Y N N i B
%Populat?orx charactér at, ¢ | o u_ es 0 “ ot avsilable )
A1l persons (390, 500) 100.0 86.3 1.2 2.5 N
Sex .
Male (172,400) - 100.0 85.8 11.1 3.1
Female (218,100) - 100.0 86.8 11.3 1.9,
Race . . ": . ‘ . \ .
White 220'000%; 1QQ.0 - y Bl.h '13.0 2.6
Black (169,800 1000 ___.-~ 88.8 8.9 , 2.3
OtHer 7005 i 100.0 93.8 26.2 -10.0
Age oy . - N ‘u \ v
16-19 (42,300 \ 100.0 . 89.4 8.0 2.6
20-24 (55,300 » _ : -100.0 » 89.5 8.0 2.5
25-34 (69,100 100.0 90.3 7.2 #% 2.4
35-49 (78,600) B 100.0, 87.0 10.7 2.4
50-64 (86,400 ‘ 100.0' 83,4 13.8 2.8
© 65 and’over (58,800) . * 100.0 79.7 18.@3 2.0.
Victimization experience < ..
Not victimized (261,500) - 100.0 85.6 ° 12.3 2.1 '
Vict:lmizedﬂ(129 000) <L 100.0 87.7 9.1 3.2
NOTE: Data based on question 14b." Detail may Mo total because of rou}\i_n@‘ gures
" in parentheses refer to population in the group.
‘Estihmte, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample capes, is statisbically \mreliable.'
/‘ ) : ’ ) N ] -
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‘ Table 35. Most important measure for improving
-7 .
local police performance
4
v . - i R . . R
. " Ad o . - - f\.
. ' - T, (Percont’ distiribution of responses for Lhe populatlon sge 16 and ovor) -
A
. Sox ) ) Raco - Ago Victimlzatlon experlence
: ) M A . ) ‘ AT Nol
porsons Hale Famale White ¢ Black Other 16-19 20-21 253 35-49 50, 64 over vicbimized ViclLimieed
Mozt lmportsnt measure (280,800)  (130,400) (150,400) (155,600) (124,700) (500)  (30,500) {(44,200) (55,100) (58,800) (59,600) (34,700) (183 ,300) (97,600)
© Total 100.0 1000 - 100.0 10010 100,0 w000 100 0,0 1000« 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0
Personnel resourcos . . .
Total : 6.2 7.5 45.0 588 30.4 172,9 28.3 = 33.4 1.9 18.7 57.1 61.2 L8.5 L1.8
Nors police 35.0 3544 3.7 3.3 Uy 172.9 2L.8 - 21,6 27.6 15.9 L4647 52.9 7.4 30.4
‘Bottor Lraining ’ 11,2 12§ 10.3 5.4 5.9 10.0 6.5 11.8 14.3 12.8 10.4 8.2 11.1 11,4
A N ) . v . - 2 < .
o Operatiora} practices . . L
. Total * R 35.6 32,6 LD 28.7 [AS] 1271 W7 40,1 36.5 35.4 30.7 29.5 . 34.5 37.6
. Fpcus on more important .
duties, eic, 9.6 10.4 8.9 9.1 10,3 18,3 1.8 1.7 < | 9 P . oo 6,1 5.4 9.7 10.J,
Greater promptnass, otc. 11,1 8.0 13.8 5.8 ¥7.8 10,0 16.5 12,2 11,7 10.9 8.2 9.7 10.3 12,6
Jnereased traffic control 0.6 O.h 0.7 0.7 o4 10,4 0.3 1.1 0.7 BRItALY 10.5 20,1 0.5 07
More police cexrialn ’ N .
. - aposs, times . 14,3 13.7 14,.8 ~ 13.0 15.8 18.3 13.1 13.1 13.0 15.3 15.8 R V% B (PR - 14,0
" Community relations - ' ’ . ) RS » '
Co Total R 11,7 - 13.3 10.3 5.8 19.0 10.0 . 2.2 19,2 .7 9.1 63 32 . -10.8 - 13.4
n Courteay, atyitudes, stc. 8.0 8.9 7.3, he < 12,2 190,0. 12,3 13.1 10.9 6.1 heb 2.2 6.9 . 10,1
8 Don't discriminate T3 I 3.0 1.1 6.9 10.0 8.9 6.1 3.8 2.6 L7 Lo 3.8 Y 3.
. N . . . > .
., Other . b 6.6 6.4 6.7 - 63 10.0 5.8 7.3 6.9 6.8 5.9 .- 61 6,2 7.1
s i N N
- NOTE: . Data based on question 14b. Dotall may not add to totlal bocauge of rounding. Figures in psrentheses refor to population in tLhe group. -
. ' ‘MEstimate, bassd on zgro or on about 10 or fower sample caseg, iz statistically unreliable. . : R
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’l Table 36. Most important measure for improving
local police performance

P

9{1’

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

Ty

Total

Personnel °

Operational

Conmunity

. Population characteristic resources + practices relat.jong Mher
Sex and age )

Male . .
16-19 (15,600 100.0 29.7 42.1 23.1 5.1
20-24 (19,400 100.C 3.0 36.2 22.1, 7.4
25-3L (26,100 100.0 45.8 3178 15.9 6.6
35-49 (25,900) . 100.0 51.2 C_ 31 . 10.1 7.0
50-64 (28,400 100.0 57.8 ‘ . 28.1 7.2 6.8
65 and over (15,100) 100.0 60.9 . 30.7 . 3.4 5.0

Female . , * ’

16-19 (14,900 100.0 26.8 7.0 19.1 . 6.6

20-24 (22,800 100.0 - 33.0" . 43.3 16.5 7.2

25-3L (29,100 100.0 38.1, - 4,0.8 ° . 13.6 7.3

35-49 (32,900 100.0 146.8 38.8 ™ 8.3  o. 6.2

50-64 (31,200 . 100.0 56.5 .33.0 : 5.4 5l

65 and over (19,600) 100.0 61.4, —- 28.7 2.9 7.0
Race and age .

White .

16-19 (12,600) . . .100.0 - 38.6 L5. 0 . 11.5 L.5
20-24 (22,200 , < 100.0 L5.1 - 36.0 11.0 .4

- 25-3L4 (28,100 ) " 100.0 55.0 29.8 8.0 7.2
35-49 (31,100 - *100.0° 61.9 25.9 - L.8 7.0

, 50-64  (37,600) ' +  100.0 67. 23.7 2.9 6.0
65 and over’ (m;um) 100.0 . 68.14 23.3 21.5 6.6

Black : , _ "

"16-19 18 000 Loy 100.0 21.2 Wb 3 " 28.0 6.6 .
20-24  (219,9Q0) . *\. 100.0 20.2 Lh.h 28.1 7.1
25-34 “(27,000) ' ¥4 100.0 280 43.7 21.7 6.6
35-49 (27.500 100.0 33.6 6.4 13.9 6.1
50-64 (21.900 100.0 39.7 L2.1 12.1 " 5.7
65 and over = (10,40Q) . % 100.0 4.0 Lh.1 7.0 4.9

" NOTE: Data based on question 14b.
T in parentheses refer to population in the group.

Detail may not add

to total because of rounding.

1Estlmate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cgses, is statlstically unreliable.
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Table 37. Most important measure for improving local police performance

SIS ) :
i, (Percont distribution of responses fqr the population age 16 and over)
Personnol Operational Cofpunity
(\ Popule tion characteristic Total resources practices reldtions Other
Race, sex, and age -
Whit.e )
Male -
16-19  (6,900) 100.0 - 39.5 L1.7 13.7 15,
Jho20-21 éll,uooi 100,0 L.l 3.7 12.9 8.3;
) 25-3L (15,000 : 100.0 53.6 29.7 8.7 7.3
35-19 glh,BOO _ 100.0 62.1, 3.3 5.1 8.8
50-64 (17,800) 10Q.0 67.5 23.1 2.9 6.5
65 and over (10, 14g) 100.0 67.8 2.1 2.3 5.8
Female /
S 16-19  (5,700) 100.0 7.4 9.7 8.4 2.1
o 20-24 élo,soo 100.0 LO. 5 37.6 9.0 6.9
: \ : . 25-3L (13,100 100.0 56.1 30.0 7.1 6.1
: : y " 35-49  (16,200) 100.0 61.3 28.2 4.3 6.2
C\T50-6L (19,800 <1000 47.3 2.2 2.9 5.6
65 and over (14,000) " 100.0 69.0 ) 22.8 ’1.0 7.3
" Dlack )
Male . //
16-19 e,yoog 100.0 « 22, Oxe L2 30.6 5.0
20-24 (8,000 ) 100.0 19.3 38.0 36.0 6.6
25-31 100.0 34.8 3.7 v 25.8 L.7
35-49 100.0 35.6 ge;9 16.6 5.9
\ ‘ 50-0l, 100.0 41.7 D2 14.7 T4
65 and 100.0 - h6.7 by .0 15.9 213,
Female ,
- 16-19 , 100.0 20.4 46.0 25.4 8.1
20-2, 100. Q' 20.7 48.6 23.3 7.4
e 25-34 100. L 230 L9.8 18.9 7.9
35~49 , 100.0 32.3 - 49.3 - 12.1 6.3.
£O~Qh 11,400 . ~100.0 37.8 L8.3 _‘9.8 4.1
5 and over (5,500 100.0- 414 bly. 2 7.9 26,1,

NOTE: Data based o question 14b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures
in parentheses refer {0 population in the group. 4
 Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Appendix it

Survey instrument

Form NCS 6, thc atttude sugvey instrument,
contains two batterics of questions, The first of these,
covering iterus | through 7, was used to elicit data from
a knowledgeable adult member of eachhouschold (i.c.,
the housc¢hold respondent). Questions 8 through 16
were asked.dircctty of each houschold suemberage 16
and over, including the houschold wéspondent. Unlike
the procedure followed in th€ victimization kom~
ponent of the survey, there was no provision for proxy
responsesion behalf of individual§ who were ab enl or
incapacitated during the ic)_lcrvic\'vi'ng period.

Data on the characteristies of, thosc interviewed, as
wellas details congerning dny expetignees as victims of
the measured criics, were gathered _\\}ilh scparate
instruments, Forms NCS*3 and’j4, which were
administered immediately hnger NCS 6. Following isa
facsimile of the latter questionnaire; supplemental
forms werc avallable for use in houscholds where more
than three persons were interviewed. Facsimiles of
Forms NCS 3 and 4 have not been included in this
report, but can be found in Criminal Victimization
Surveys in New QOrleans, 1971.
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rono BCS 4 NOTICR - You ¢oport 10 1he Cansut Butemy Is contidential by law (Vitle 11, U S,
e L odel It mey, ha ssen waly Iy seven Ceasas smplo; @08 acd 8y ba e anly T
Maniatic sl puipotes
b~ — - —_ ~
Y. DranyMERY QF COMRMERCK A. Conlig! numbal -
VOQCHIAL AND SCONOMIC S1AY Y IEY ADMININYRAYION
BURME AL OF 1% 7 SIS
S f et s
PSU L Sennal ' Panel I + Segmen)
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY . ) : )
+ 1 .
CENTRAL CITiES SAMPL' - . ) ) 1
U S . s e o
ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE
A
B, Name of hodsehald head - s+ Qa. Why did you leave thargl_Any other 1823007 (Adin atl that apply)
] Jlecation  deses to ﬁﬁ, tamily, frignda, schoul, shopping. aiC., bere
N 1‘] "wuu (apartmel} of propatly Charatledislics - siTe, Quatily,
€. Resson Tor nonmlerview yMd space, elg.
V[ TTYPE A » ? re o sioTVPI C 3{ 1 Wsnted baller housing, own home
’ 4{ 'Wanted cneaper houswng
Roce of Mad
@ ol jwhte 8] [Heetnce  svicted, buitding demolisbad, condemned, etc.
2, iNego 6| | Change in Living aiangementy  marsal v1alys asanted
o lo hive aloae, el
3 T0tber 7! ll)ul slament moving in
Tvre Z . n{ ] Came m o1d naighborhood, atcard
iaterview not eblstadg for - M o[  10idn’1 tihe neighborhood characteristics — environment, -
Line numbet problems with neighbors, ete.
- : 10{ 10w - Spectty
@ et Lottt vt \\ — B e T T———————— Lo T _:;*«
@ . “\ {1l mUig than One reason} .
Eaashenaiialinigs b. Which eason would you say was the most important?
@ . - - w e eeem e e L 11@E 2@ UMD

CENSUS USE ONLY

SRR (’:L')‘ o

@ D)

®

52, 1 thare mything you don't 1ike aboul this nelghborhood?
No  SNIP v e
N Ves - What? Anything else? (atasn att that appty)

@ N s Fratfic, patkang
LI

| Livvironmental problems - lLuash, noise, OverciOwding, elc.

HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDE QUESTIONS
Ask anly household respondant

3! 1Ciume of fasr of Liinw
4! 7] Public ttanspoitslion podlem
5 'inadequsle sNn0Ols, ShOpRIng facilities etc.

Before we gt to the major poition of the sutvay, | would like to ask
you & few questions releted to subjects which seem 10 be of some
orn to people. These questions stk you what you think, what

yoll feei, youwr stlitudes and opinions.
1. How fong have you lived af tiys sddress?
Vo 'Less than ) year .
~. 2 |1-2 yaann ASK 2a !

307 ]3-8 yeans 'Y

4.7 |Mote than b years - SKiP 1058 ©

6! 00 eloment moving In
7 Problems with neaghbors, charagtensstics of neighbors
‘ ;) Othet

{1 mote 15an ane anaw el
. Which pioblem would you say is the most serious?

SSPRCHY Ll e e -

o

i s eaee EDIL Hl#m QUMDY

62, Do you do your major food shogping In this mled?

Why 44 you salect Wis paiticular naighborbood? Any other reason?
(Mnlh all that applys

,

@ ;

V. Nuighborhopd chattlenistcs ~ type ol nou;hbou enyitpnmant,
st thb paths, otc. m&‘}

Good sxchools
Sate liom crime N i
Only place housing (ould e fouMt, jack ol choca ~
_Pace was cght
Lo_;auon - close 1o job, famity, fueends, schoot, shopping, etc.

f ‘House (apartmeall of wropeily characleristics ~ size, quahty,
« yard space, alc,

8 "'Always Jived in this ne1ghhorhood
. “Olhac ~ Specily

)

(1 more ma.n one (oA
b, Which reason would you say was the most important?

0n) .

P e ——

.
Enle: Hem tunder

[ - BKIP 10 1a
Why not? Any othes teason? (sarh atr 1het apply)
'No slores 10 neighborhopd, Others more COnvement

'Stores in neighborheod inadequite, prefecs (Uetten)
2MOeY Rlpewiaie

: b
())2) 7 2
thigh Pruces, comnissary o PX (heapoc

3
4 'Clune o fom of Crime
%' Othel - Specily

{1t anne ihan one easonl

Which 102500 would you gy i3 the most impoitant?
i Enter tem pumber

b.

ot A = R

T
merchandise, do you USUALLY gotos
centers o do you shop *‘downiown?'

11| Subwban o1 neighborhood
z; | Downtown
'h’ s lhl" Any olhet f'llonY Py "t that nm-m

32, Wheve did yeu five defore you maved here?
1 Outside U.S,
h EKIP 10 40
2. Inside Himia-of ths oty
B hett ala .S, ~ Specity
3 ‘somew ] c’cupUS . }H{c )F
- - {
" : o~ State
" ’ .
Couuly

[ % Dld you Ihre inside \he llnll: of acity,; |oun. vllhp. elc.?

PO

2 "Yes - Entor Ay of Cliy, 10an, #ic.
Fom ™

|1 Balter packing, tass tiathic
zi | Betled ransporiatidn
2! | Moia convenient
4.7 ! pett selection, more 3tores, more choice
8, JAteard of crime
6} . ] S1010 iowis better
71 18tter prices
8 ! Pislais (better) stores, 10Cation, sevice, employees o
9 Other — Specity . =

v

(1T more than one eaxon) T
€. Which one would you say is the most impottant reason?

C Bnl0s 1Hen) Numbs

e 2 49 o e e s

When you shop for things othet than food, such as clothing and general
ﬂl utLurhn or neighbothood shopping

D) E[Z]TT‘L : A

INTERVIEWER ~ Complele interview with idusoholt respontent, |
baginning with Indivitiunl Atitlte Questiqns,

e ‘?\‘f
%
98,



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

)

0

342

)

6D

4 INDIVIDUAL ATTITUDE QUESTION
~ wevem - afGiN NEw RECORD

Ve numbies Name

[ S _—
¥ How often do you g0 dul in ' nwﬂu lu Mhﬂllnﬂ'nl lu(h "

{0 restaurants, thapters, otc.?

Vi JOxe 2 weeh o1 move al J7 003 times 2 year

8{ lless thn2 o 3 limey &
yeat o naver

2{ )Ulena thea once a week
mote Lhan oic e & month

s \AImu! once a moath

b. Do you ‘olo thqse placet more o less now than you did ¢ yes
o two age?

1 PADOut e Vi BRIP G0 (e h Tiem A

2 H
s } Why? Any olbet (€21007 (Akain ast tnat apyiy s
v, lewy
v ey Vituation 1710 amily 1easons (mateiage,

2! | Ptaces to go, prople Childeen, patenta)

0 g0 with o |Acuwities, job, achool
3{ jConvenience 9] JCume o1 tass of crime
Al ] esnn owm

sl ) Yiansportation

10[ _ | Want 1o, hke 1o, enjoyment
Vil A Other - Speciry »
o' Age

I anx® TApa 0nd RaSIA)
¢ Which (eas00 would you say is the most imporiant?

[ ——— 1] T] e ,,wmw

CH[CK ----- 1 _l.ho- 1,2, )} ml-hul n 81'
ITEM A

| _)No - sxiP 10 ve (. Fyes - Asx o

X m’rm 0 g0 out to ieslawants of Bheaters Tn The evening, fs T 7
usually in the city o outside of the city?
Vi Jusuatly e cily
2[ Tusually owtside of the city

3; ]Abom -qu‘l ::(u' 10 o.-

¢ Why do you mnlly [ {outside the clly 4n the tlly)’ Any othes
F0RSONT (Mark mit (Dl apply )

1 e conveaiet, famtbias_easiar to get Lhwre only Mage avarlalie
2{ | Paking problems, tattic

3 ] Voo much crtma i other place *

al 1Moe to do,

8{ ] Prefer (bettar) facilitien (restaurants, theaters, wic.)
of lMore engenaive tn other aes

H moee than pne renBoi} l

7] | Because of {{lends, relatives
. Which reason would you say is the most important?

ol !(mm Spectty |

- . Loner stem muntre, o

- e, Tn the nol

- . PR

§ - Ak each household mambear 186 o0 oldar -
CHLCK Lok al 11a and b Was hos 3 0r 4 maghent 10 oilher 1lam?
1ITfm 8 | 'ves ABK 'n TR TV

whoad deagerous enough to mahe you think serlousty
about moving somowhers elae!
3 of INo sNrP 1012

.
@ Y| ) Cant stford to ol {an 190 move 300n
a[ 1Can't find other housing of )teaitn o age

30 jRelativey foeody neatby ¢ Pty -

4l [Conventont 1o widh, el

Spe oy

¥

ML L LI vy o) '

d Which res10n would you say ts thé most importaat?

Q“) F ot tan ounbe

i metr 1an aeoa In teems of colme? Would you say s -

Q@ v [Much mive dangeious? A JLess dangerous?
2| | Mere dangerous? of "1 Much {egs danperous?
3] About sverage?

Yer  Why don't you? Any olher l'.lu (ABA ATL (hat appiy)

17 How do you think your melghborhood compares with others In this

132, Are there some pasis of Nlﬁnalbpollhn 8196 whete you have 2
1eas0n to go of would Iike to go DURING THE DAY, but me afiaid
1o becsuse of fear of crime?

(%) o o ver  Whith section(s)?
(’}_7) <~_~w‘~'— ‘;’—;‘—;;’T{“rlwu n—nm;npa -

0%) o Im s - Which section(s)?

b. How about AT NIGHY — sre thete some paets of this srea where yeu Nn ]
reas00 B0 go of would like bo go but e ofrald to bacause of fear of crime?

Q’!) e Nombe: oI spactlic praces menloned

142, Would you say, in geneial, that your locel police se doing a good
. job, an average job, or & poos job?
Q_ag) Vo Gowd 3! iPoo

2] ]Average

(@ 1{ ]| No improvement needad ~ $XIP v (3
2{ " Hire mote policomen
)! ]Couun(ul- on mote !oportanl dutses, serious Ciime, olC.
4| | Be more prompt, respuative, dleit

6! }Bc mose comleous, imove attilide, comyminity 1efationy
20 1 0owt disciiminate
0] | Need more tralfic contiot

QL : Noed inaie policemen of pacticulam type (100t ¢ A1) 0

@

G

L _ o
% Now I'd like |o M your opinlons sbout cvlcn ln al.
Within the past year.or two, do you think that Ctime in your
neighborhood hes increased, decreased, of mnlnod about the same?
1{ ") intransed 4| _JDon't wnow - SKIP 10 ¢
2] Decreased s{ ] Haven't 1ived hare
3! |Same - SMIP to ¢ Hwt g - SNIP 0 (.

certain dreas of at certain times
10 ] Dot kiow

vi| T} Otner - Spacify

4f |00n thnow ~ SMIP (O 1m

' b. In whal ways twld Ihry Iwmn? Any othei Ways? (Atara arf thar appiyl

5| ]Im;uove training, 18130 Qqualifications ‘o hay_1eCiultment poticies

{1 more than o8 way)

. Which would you say is the mosi impoiiant?

~

. Wers you thinking aboul say l"("l?illﬂl of crimes when you sald
you think crime In your nelghborhood has (increased ‘decreased)!
o' jNo ves — What kinds of ctimes?

-4

M7 e

o

How shoul any cllnu which may be nln:. your nelghborhood -
would you say they are committed most people who live
here [n this nalghbothood or mostly by euhldm? -
1} "] No crimes happening 3{7 Outsiders
In astghborhood 417} Equsliy by ol
2[7 } People liviog hete | 5[ Don't know

(”f’) - L ntwe tten b

15

Now | have some more Questions sbout yows opinions concerning crime.
Please ake this cad. (riand resnondent Atllivce 7 Inancaid, NUS-574)
Look al the FIRSY set of stalements. Which one do you agree with most?

' (“’) V[T ] My chances of being attacked o cobbed have GONL UP
1 {he past few yaaix

2[ 1My chances Of being sttacked o tobbed have QGONEL DOWN
in the past few yoars

!‘] My chances of being attacked of 10bbod haven't changed
in the past lew years

105, Within the past year of two do you thirsk thal crime in the United

States has increased, decreased, of remained wbout the same?
v Tincreased ASK D 3{ (Same”

: . SKIP 10 114
2 1Decrenswd . 4[ | DoA't know

b. Ware you (hinking about any spacific kinds of crimas when you sald
you thikk crime in the U.S. has (increased/decreased)?

o INe Yes ~ What hinds of crimes?:,

[T

VU P St

4] | Nofupinien

b. lhlch of tho SlCOND group do you mu wllh most?

()64) Vi 1Crime iy LESS serrous thap (e newspapess aml TV say
2( JCrme 13 MORL serious than the vowspapess and 1V say,
l[ ]Lllm. Is about as verioss as the mwwu)c(ﬁ!lxl TV say
4L } No opinion

16s. Do you think PEOPLE IN GENERAL have limited 0i changed theis
activities In the past fow years because they me alraid of crime?

). How safe do you lul of would you ho| Being oul atone In your
salghborhood AT NIGHT?
v{_]Vay sate 3{ '} Somawhat unsate
ZL Jmnmnbly sale 4[ JVuy umale

. How ehout DURING THE DAY - bow sl do;ou fesi of would
you feel being out alone in your ndighberhood

() Somewhat uneate

A ) Very unuale

V2] Vety sate
2{7) Reasonably sefe

@ 1{_lYes 24 )No L

o

2| INo

) 1 ve

)

years becaute of crime?

@ 1L ] ves 2{_]No

Do you think I'hal moat PEOPLE ni THIS NEIGHBORHOOD havo limited o1
changed their acllvities inthe past few yesrs because they are aliaid of crime?

In penaral, , have YOU limited o0 th.lnl!d yow ‘activities in the Dul‘v\ o

—

! INTERVIEWER - Continue interview with thi respondent on NCS-J

——
rOMM HC-8 (12T

e

Page 2
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Appendix I

Technical Intormatlon
and reliability of the estimates

Survey results contained in this pubhication are
bascd on data gathered during carly 1974 from persons
the city hmts of New Orleans,
hving m certiun types ol group

residing within
mchiding  those
quarters, such as dormitonies. roommg houses, and
rchigious group dwethngs. Noniesidents of the ity
icluding tounsts and commuters, did not fall within
the scope of the survey. Similarly, crewmembers of
merchant vessels. Armed Forees personnel hving in
{nhlmy barracks, and mstitutionahized persons, such
as conrectional facthty mmates, were not under
consideration. With these exceptions, all persons age
16 and over hving in units designated for the sample
were chigible to be interviewed.

Each interviewer’s first contact with a unit selected
for the survey was tn person, and, if it were not possible
to sceure interviews wath all ehgible members of the
durimg  the matial visit, anterviews by

thereafter. Proxy  re-

g

houschold
telephone  were
sponses were not permitted for the attuude sifivey.
Survey records were processed and weighted, yiclding
results representative both of the city’s population as a
whole and of various sectors within the population.
Because they are based ona sample survey rather than
a complete enumceration, the results are estimates,

pcimissible

Sample design and size

Estmates {rom the survey are bascd on data
obtained 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
magde that a sample roughly half the size of the
victimization samplec would yield enough attitudinal
data on which 10 base relinhle esumates. For the
purpose of sclecting the victimization sample, the city’s
housing units were distributed among 105 strata on the
basis of various characteristics. Occupicd units, which
compmcd the majority, were grouped into 100 strata
'defined by a combination of the following character-
istics: type of tenure (owned or rented);. number of
houschold members (five categories);
income (five catagorics); and race of head of household
(white or other than white). Housing units vacant at
the time of the Census were assignedyo an additional
four strata, where they were distributed-on'the basis of
rental or property value. A smglc stratum incorpo-

raidd group quafters.

IR A i Toxt Provided by ERIC
P .

houschold

-—

To account for units bule after the 1970 Census, a
sample wis dawn, by means of an independent
clenical operation, of pernnts issued tor the construe
tion of residentinl housing within the city. s enabled
the proper representation in the siivey of peisons
occupying housing built after 1970, l

In otder to develop the hall sample required tor the
athtude
Foot 12 pancls, with units i the fust 6 pancls bemng

SUrvey,

designated for the atpitude survey. This procedure 1e:
sulted in the sclection of 6.075 housing units. Duning
the survey period, 977 of those units were found to be
viacant, demolished, converted to nonresidential use,
tempotanly occupicd by nonresidents, or otherwisce
inchigible for both the victimuzation and attitude
swrveys. At an additional 180 units vistted by in-
terviewers 1t was impossible to conduct intervie ws be-
causc the occupants ¢ould not be reached after
repeated calls, did not wish to participate in the survey,
or weye unavailable for otherreasons. Thereflare, inter-
views were taken with the occupants of 4,918 housing
units, and the rate ofparticipation among units
qualiticd tor interviewing was 96.5 pereent. Participat-
ing units were occupicd by a total of 9,778 persons age

16 and over, or anaveragebfabout two rcsidcms of the
relevant ages per unit. Interviews. were conducted with

9,301 of these persons, resulting in a response rate of
95.1 percent among chgible residents.

Estimation procedure

Daja rccords generated by the attitude survey were
assigned either of two sets gf final tabulation weights,
one for the records of individual respondents and
another for thosce of household respondents, In cach
casc, .the final weight was the product of two
clements- -a factor of roughly twice the weight used in
tabulating victimization data estimates and a ratio
estimation factor. The following steps determined the
tabulation weight for personal victimization data and
were, therefore, an integral part of the estimation
procedure for attitude data gathered from itdividual

respondents: (1) a basic weight, reflecting the sclected

unit's probability of being included in the sample; (2) a
fackor to compensate for the subsampling of units, a
silu}&ion that arosc in instances where the interviewer
discovered many more units at the sample address than
had been histed in the decennial Census; (3) a within-
houschold noninterview adjustment to account for
situations where at least one but notalleligible persons
in a houschold werg interviewed; (4) a household
noninterview adjustment to account for houéeholds

qualified to participate in the survey but from whichan'

interview was not ebtained; (5) a_household rapo
) ' \4
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cach unmit was randomly avagned to-
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estimate factor for brinping estimates developed from
the sample of 1970 housing umits into adpistment wath
the complete Census count of such uats, and (o) a
populatcn ratio estimate tactor that brought the
sample  ostimate  nto - accord with post-Census
estiimates of the population age 12 and over and
adjusted the data for possible brasgs resulting from
undercovernpe or overcoverage of liv population
Fhe household ratio estmation procedure (step 9)
achieved a shight reduction i the extent of samphng,
vauabihty thereby teducing the margm of crror mthe
tabulated survey vesults. ttalso compensated for the
exclusion stratugm
already mcluded in samples for certmin other Census

from cach of any houscholds
Bincau programs. The houschold vatio estimator was

not apphed  to nterview  vecords gathered trom
restdents of group quarters or of units constructed
after the Census
(and uljludc data trom houschold respondents), the

final wdight incorporated all of the steps deseribed

FFor houschold victimmzation data

above except the third and sixth.

I'he ratio estimation factor, sccond clement of the
final werght, was an adjustment for bunging data from
the attitude sutvey (wlach, as idicated, was based ona
hall  samplc) nto with data from  the
victimization survey (based on the whole samplce). This
adjustment, required because the atiitude sample was
randomly constiucted trom the victimuzation sample,

aceord

was used for the age, sex, and race charactensties ol

respondents.

Rellabllity of estimates

a

As previously noted, survey results contained in this

report are estimates. Despite the precautions taken to
nmimmize  samphng ariability, the cstimates
subject 1o ertors anising from the fact that the sample
cmployed was only one ol a large number of possible
samples of cqual size that could have been used
applying the same sample design and sclection
procedures. Estimirtes dgrived from different samples
may vary somewhat; lhg' also maysdiffer from figures
developed from the average of alyﬁossiblc samples,
dven it the surveys were administered with the same
st‘hcd{llcs, instructions, and INCrvicwers.

The standard error of a survey cslinmlg Is a measufe
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
approximates the average result of all possible
samples. The cstimate and its associated standard
crror may be used to construct a confidertte interval,
that is, an interval having a prescribed probability that
it would include the average result of all possible
samples. The average valuc of all possible samples may

are

52 ‘ .

'

orrmay not be contamed i any paotncular computed
mterval However, the chiances ase abont 6K out ol 100
that nosanvey dernved estimate would dilfer trom the
average tesuit of all possible samples by less than one
standard crror Sl ly, the chances are about 90 gut
ol 100 lp{u the ditferences would be less than Lo times
the standaad error: about 95 ont of 100 that the

S difterence would be 2.0 tunes the standacd errors and

99 out of 100 chances that 1t would be fess than 25
nmes the standard error The o8 percent conhidencee
mtcival is defined as the range of values given by the
cestimate nunus the standard crror and the estumate

plus the standard error: the chances are 68 in 100 that

- the average value of all possible samples would fall

withm that 1ange. Snnikuly. the 95 pereent conhidence
mterval s dehmed as the estimate plus or s two
standard crronrs,
In addition
presented in this report are subject to nonsamphug,

to samplng  crvor, the  cstimates
crror, chiefly aftecting the accuracy of the distinétion
between victims and nonvictims. A major sougee of
the abihty  of
not they were

months prot to the time ol

nonsamplhing  error s aclated  to

respondents to recall whether or

victmuzed durng the 12
interview, Reseltreh onrecall indicates that the abihty
to remember a cnime varies with the tme iterval
between victimization and interview, the type of crime,
and. perhaps, the socio-demographic charactenstics of
the respondent. Taken together, recall problems may
result m an understatement of the “tue’™ humber of
victmuzed persons and houscholds. as defined for the
purpose of this report. Another source of npnsamphng
error pertainimg 1o victimization qxpcricpscc imvolves
tclescoping. or bringing within the appropriate 12-
month referencg period victimizations that oceured
before ot after the close of the penod.

» Although the problems of recall and telescoping,
probably weakened differentiation  between
victims and nonvictims, these would nor have atfected
the dal on personal attitudes or behavior. Neverthe-
less, such data may have beenaffected by nonsampling
crrors  resultng or crroncaus
responses. systematic mistakes introduced by inter-

the

from incomplete
viewers, and miproper coding and processing of data.
Many of these errors also would occur m a complete
census. Quality control measures, such as intervicwer
observation and a reinterview program, as well as edit
procedures in the field and atthe clericaland conmputer
processing stages, were uiilized to keep such errors at
an acceptably low level. As caleulated for thes survey.
the standard errors. partially mcuS\_l.'n; only those
random nonsampling crrors ansing from responsc and
interviewer errors; they do noty howeyer, take into
account any systematic biges w the data, - 7



Regarding the rehiability of data it showld be noted
that cstunates based on zero ot onabout 10 o1 fewe
Such

ostumates are wlentihed m tootnotes 1o the data tables

sample cases have heen“considered anichable
and were not used for purposes ol analysis i this
report. For New Orleans, a0 nummum  weighted
cstimate of 400 was considered statistically rehable, as
wits any pereentage based on such a hpuie.

Computation and application
ot the standard error

For survey estimatesielevant to cither the individual
o1 houschold respondents, standard crrors displayed

on tables at the end of this appendix can be used foy

gauging sampling  vanabihty,  These crrors are
approxmations and sugpestan order of magnitude of
the standard crror ,{mh(r than the precise enor
assoctated with any given estimate. Table 1 contains
standad error approximations applicable to informa-
tion from individual respondents and lable 1 gives
crrors for data denved from houschold respondents.
For pereentages not spectfically histed i the tables,
hucar iterpolation must be used to uppm.\'nn;u.c the
standatd ¢rror.

Lo allustrate the appheation of standard crrors i
measuring sampling variability, Data lTable 1 in thys
report shows that 86.5 percent of all New Orleany
residents age 16 and over (407,600 persons) believed
cnime m the United States had mereased. F'wo-way
linear nterpolation of data listed in lable | \\ould
yield a  standard  crror of about 0.3

¢ Consequently, chances are. 68 out of 100 that the
 estimated percentage of 86.5 would be within 0.3
percentage points of the average rosult {ram all
pusstble - samples; jic, the 68 percont confidence
\mlcnvdl associated, with the Lxunmu would be fiom'
86.2 to 86.8. Furthermore, the chances are 95 out of
100 that the estimated pereentage would be roughly
within 0.6 pgreentage points of the average for all
samples: 1.e., the 95 pereent confidence interval wo

be about 859 to 87.1 percent. Standard crrors
assodiated with data from houschold respondents are
calculated in the same manner, using Fable 11

puum

In comparing two sample estimates, the standard
error. of the difference between the two figures is

approximately equal to the square root of the sum of

the squares-of the standard. errors. of cach estimate
considered separately—As an cxample, Data Table 12
shows that 23.4 percent of males and 7.6 percent of

- females (elt very safe when out alone in the neighbor-
~ hood at night, a dl“ClCllL of 138 pereentage points,
The stahdard errof for cach estimate, dclcrmmcd by
interpolation,.was about 0.6 (males) and O.3 (females).

.ERIC | L

Usimg the tormula desenibed previousty, the standmd
crror of the ditterence between MVdand 76 pereent s
0y,
Ihus, the contidence mtenval at one stand

cnpressed as y (06)° which cquals appros
mately 07
ard crror around the difference of 15 8 would be trom
[y 1 to 16.5 (158 plus o mmus 0 7)and at two stand-
atd crrotsfrom 14 410 172 Thevato of a difference to
isxtandard crror defimes a value that can be equated to
a level ol sipmhcante, 1o example. a ratio ot abowt
20 (o1 more) denotes that the diflerence s sigmbicant
at the 95 pereent contidence level (or lngher), a matio
ranging between about 1.6 and 2.0 indicates that the
difference is significant at u confidence level between
90 and 95 percent; and a ratio of less than about 1.6
defines a level of contidence below 90 percent In the
above exandple, the ratio of the difterence (15.8) to the
standard error (0 7) isequal to 22 6 a higure wellabove
the 2.0 mmmmum level of contidence applicd 1 this
report. Thus, Wt was concluded that the difference
between the two proportions was 'statistically signifi-
cant. For data gatheied from houschold respondents,
the significance of differences hetween two sample
estimates s tested by the same procedure, using stand-

ard errors i labte 11 \

' .

\
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} Table |. Individual respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated po‘agrentages

. ’ (8 chiangen out of 1Q0)
f\ I',:-Lin.nL'vgn-rrrnl, of ancwer s by bndividua! vespondent - ‘
Rase o peres ! T 0 L0 O R A 0o s 0 L0 (- 00 e e PG 0.0
100 7.0 . 10,9 15,2 S0 0.1 35.0
2450 L.h 6.9 9.6 13.3 19.2 2241
500 . . _3-1 ll-q f.’.n 9.1. l}-'}‘ l')-6
1,000 - 2.2 3,5 4.8 6.6 9.6 11.1
1.4 Sl 5.0 h.2 6.1 7.0
1.0 1.5 .\ 2.2 3.0 5.3 4.9
0.y . 1.1 ' b A 5.0 3.5
L0 ul (S 1.0 1.4 1.9 2.2
), (R 0.4 vy (R (AR 14 1.6
0.0 0, s 0. ¢ 0.7 1.0 1.1
Yy Y-l (VA U § 0., Ul 0,7
0.1 v 0.2 0.2 0.3 Q.1 0.5
The standard errors in Lhds table ave applicable to Information in Data Tables 1-18 and 27-37.
a.
Table 11. Household respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages '
(68 chances out af 100) y

\, botimated percent of answers by houschold reaspondenta
Baste of percent 1.0 or 99.0 2.9 or 97.5 5.0 or 95.0 ° 180 or 0.0 25.0 or 75.0 50.0
100 . ) 6.3 , 9.8 P R 8.9 . 27.2 . 31.5
250 ' 4.0 6.2 8.7 1.9 .. 19.9
500 2.¢ . ' R A 8.4 12.2 1hel
1,000 ' - 2.0 3.1 il? 3 6.0 8.0 10.0
2,500 o 2.0 2.7 1.8 5.5 6.3
51 000 0.9 L R . 2.7 39 I
IO'O(X) \ \ A i 0'6 “ 1 : o 1.0 -" ' N o Lk 1'9 2'7 3'1
25,000 , Co S St 0.6 0.9 @ 1.2 1.7 2.0
50,000 - R 0.3 = L0 A VA 0.8 1.2 1.4
100,000 0.2 0.3 ) 0.4 0.6 0.9 .. 1.0
250, 000 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 L 0.4 Q.0

NOTE:  The standard ol'rd&'s‘ in this table are applicsble to information in Data Tables 19-26,
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Glossary

Age—Thce appropriate age category is determined
by cachrespondent’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 unut. Covers the 12
months preceding the interview and includes wages,
salaries, net mcome from business or farm, pensions,
interest, dividends, rent, and any other
monctary income. The income of persons unrelated to
the head of houschold s excluded, !

Assault—An unlawful physical attack, whether
aggravated or simple, upon a person. Includes
attempted assault with or without a weapon. Excludes
rape and attempted rape, as well as attacks involving
theft or attempted theft, which are classified as
robbery.

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

Central city—The largest city of a standard
metropolitan statistical arca (SMSA).

Community relatlons—Refers to question 14b
(ways of improving police performance) and includes
two responsc categories: *Be more courteous, improve
attitude, communny rclauons and “Don’t discrimi-

h!

form of

Cinate.” "

Downtown ohopplng area—The central shoppmg
district of the city where the respondent lives.

Evening entertainment—Rcfers to entertainment -

availablc in public places, such as restaurants, theaters,
bowling alleys, nightclubs, bars, ice cream parlors, ctc.
- Excludes club meetings, shopping, and social visits to
the homes of relatives or acquaintances.

- General -merchandise shopping—Refers to
. shoppmg for goods other than {aod, such as clothmg.

‘ _'furmturc\ housewares; etc.- - Lot

“only one individual: per: househbld can ‘be’ \lhé head
person, In" husband-wife' ‘households, -the - Kishg)

arbitrarily is considered to be the tiead. In o hcr"

households, the head person is the individual so
‘regarded by its members, generally, that person is the
chicf breadwinner.
~ Household—Consists of the occupants of separate
- living quarters meeting-either of the following criteria:

‘Head of houuhold—For clasatﬁcaqon purposes,

Ve

;

L 2
l;

(1) Persons, whether present or temporartly absent,
whose usual place of residence 1s the housig unit m
question, oc (2) Persons stayving m the housimg unit
who have no uwsual place of residence ehsewhere,

Household attitude questions—Itcms | through
7 of Form NCS 6. For houscholds that consist of nrore
than one member, the questions apply to the entire
houschold. -

Household larceny— | hett or attempted theft of
property or cash from a residence or ats immediate
vicinity. Foreible entry, attempted foreible entry, or
unlawful entry are-not involved.

Household respondent—A knowledgeable adult
member of the houschold, most {requently the head of
houschold or that person’s spouse. For cach
houschold, such a person answers the “houschold
atiifude questions.”

Individual attitude questions—Iliems 8 through
16 of Form NCS 6. T'he questions apply to each
person, not the entire household.

Individual respondent—Each pcrson age 16 and
over, inclyding the houschotd respondent. who partici-
pates in the survey, All such persons answer the
“individual attitude questions.™

Local pollce—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 houschold’s groceries.

Measured crimes—For the purposc of this report,
the offenses ate rape, personal robbery, assault,
personal larceny, burglary, houschold larceny, and
motor vehicle theft, as determined by the victimization
component of the survey. Includes both completed and
atu,mptcd acts that occurred during the 12 months
prior to the month of interview.

Motor vehicle theft—Stcaling or unauthorized
taking of a motor vehicle, including attempts at such
acts. Motor vehicles include automobiles, trucks,
motorcycles, and any other motorized vehicles legally
allowed on public roads and highways.

Neighborhood—The general vicinity.
respandent’s dwelling, The boundarices of a nelghbor-
hood ".defin¢ an area with Wthh the rcspondcm

) |dcni|fnq.s B :

NonVlbtlm—~§¢.c “Not v:cunlned.'.' below.

- Not v'eilmlzcd-«-}'or lhc purpose-of -this report, -
persohs not catcgorlled as“victimized” (see below) are’
considered. “n lcumlzed

Offender—Th¢ perpetrator of a crime.

Operational practices—Refers to question 14b
(ways of improving police performance) and includes
" four response categbrieS' "ancemrates ‘on more
important duties, serious cnmc etc.™ “Be more



prompt, responsive, alert’”; “Need” more tralfic
contiol; and “Need more pohcemen of partuicular type
(foot, car) in certan areas or at certam times

Personal larceny— Theft o1 attempted theft of
property or cash, cither with contact (but without force
or threat of force) or without direct contact between
victim and offender.

Personnel resources—Rcfcrs to question 14b
(ways of improving police performunce) and includes
two response categories: “Hire more policemen™ and

“lmprove traming, raisc  quahlications  or pay.
" recruitment policics.” ' _

Race—Dectermined by the interviewer upon obscr-
vation, and asked only about persons not related to the
head of household who were not present at the time of
intcrvicw. The racial categories distinguished 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
u\/pc (without force) is excluded. Includes both
heterosexual and homosexual rape.

Rate of victimizatlon—Sce “Victimization rate.”
below.

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

Series victimizations—Three or more criminal
events similar, if not identical, in nature and incurred
by a person unable to identify separately the details of
each act. or, in some cases, to recount accurately the
total number of such acts. The term is applicable to
each of the crimes measurcd by the victimization
component of the survey.

Suburban or nelghborhood shopping areas—
Shopping centers or districts cither outside the city
limits or in outlying arcas of the city ncir the
respondent")resiancc. o

Victim—See “Victimized,” below.

Victimization—A specific criminal act as itaffects a
single victim, whether a person or houschold. In
criminal acts against persons, the number of

*victimizations is determined by the number of victims
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 on the basis of
the number of victimizations per 1,000 resident
population age 12 and over. For crimes against
houschords, victimization rates are calculated on the

56 : } y

basis ot the numbcer of victmizations per 10O
houscholds.

Victimized— 1 o1  the
personsare tegarded ay"vicunuzed it they mecterther
of two criteria. (1) They personally expenienced onc or
morc of the following crimmal victimizations during
the 12 months prior 10 the month of mterview: rape,
personal robbery, assault, o1 personal laiceny. Or, (2)
they are members of a houschold that expenenced one
ot more of the followmg cnmuntal victimuzatons
duning the same time frame burglary, houschold
larceny. or motor vehicle theft.

purpose  of this report,

[
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