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Since e Iy mthe 19707, \'u'lun\Q:lum St \(‘): have
been carnied out under the National Crame Survey
(NCS) program to provide ansight into the tmpact of
crimo og.American socicty. As one of the most ambi-
trous cttorts yet undertakeh for Nihing some of the gaps
o cnme data, the suiveys, cagiied out tor the faw | n-
torcement Assistance Adnumistration (1'E AA) by the
LS. Bieamr oY the Censué, are supplymg the crinunal
justice community with ngv information on crime and
tts viclums, complementing data resources already on
hand for purposes of planning, evaluafion, and analy-
sis. Based on represchtative sampling of houscholds
and commercal estabhshments, lllckp{m rram has hagd
two major clements, a contimuous nZIlI(HS‘LM'JFW-Y?ﬁ(l(l
separate suryeys i 26 central cities across the Nation.

Based on a scienofically designed sample of housigg
units within each jurisdiction, the city surveys had a
twofold purpose: the assessment of public attitudes
about crime and related matters and the dcf\"clopmcn.l
of information on the extent and nature of residents’
expeniences with selected forms of evimmal victimiza-
ton. | he attitude questions _.wcrc,nskcd of the® oceu-
pants of a random half of the housing units sclected for
the victimizafion survey. In order to avoid biasing re-
spondents’answers to the ayitude qucslion.s, this part
of the survey was administered before the victimiza-
ton questions. Whereas the attitude questions were
asked of persdns age 16.and over, the victimization
survey applhied toindividuals age 12 an(roycr. Because
the attitude questions were designed to elicit personal

opinions and perceptions as of the ‘date of the .

interview, it was not necessary to associate a particular
time frame with this portion of the syrvey, even though
sohe quenes made reference twva period of time, pre-

ceding the survey. On the other hand, the victimization
Jquestions referred to a fixed time frame - the 12

months preceding the month of interview—and re-
spondents were asked to recall details concerning their
expcrie\nccs as victims of one or more of the following
crimes, whether completed or attempted: rape, per-
sov:l\ robbery, assault, personal larceny, burglary,
howcehold ln.r'ccny; and motor vehicle theft. In addi-
tion, information about burglary and robbery of busi-
nesscs and certain other organizations was gathered by
meang of a victimization survey of commercial estab-
lishmqgts, conducted separately from the household

L}

stvey A pievious pubhication, Crinnrnagl l'u-lmu:u'\

non Survevs e Mam (1977), provided comprehen
s coverage of resalts trom both the hbuschold and
commercml victimization sutveys g

LAtttudinal information presented i this report wins
obtained ftom mterviews with the occupants of 4 929
honsig umits (2.0650 1esdents age 16 and over), 019773
pereent of the umits chgible Tor internview Results of
these mterviews were mflated by means ot a multistage
waghting procedure to produce estimates appheirble
to all residents age 16 and over and to demographic
and social subgroups of that population. Beeause they
denived from a survey vather than a complete census,
these estimates are subject to samphngcrror. They also
iuft/xul)u‘(;l to tesponse and processing cerrors. Fhe
citects of samphing crtor or vatability can be acent
rately determined i a carefully designed survey. la this
report, analytical statements involving comparisons
have met the test that the dilferences aitedare cqlm' to
or greater than approximately two standard errors: in
other words, the chances ate at least 95 out of 100 that
the differences d 1wt result solely from samphing
varability. Estmates 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 are
organized in a sequence that generally corresponds to
the analytical discussion. Two fechnical appendixes
and a glossary tollow the data tables: Appendix 11
consists of a facsimile of the survey questionnaire
(Form NCS 6), and Appendix 11 supplies information
on sample design and size,” the estimation procedure,
rehiability of estimates, and significance testing; it also
contains standard crror tablds, | .

»

mPorTAN)

We have provided an evaluation sheet at the bnd of this
publication 1t will asgist us ih improving future reponts if you
complete and relurn it al your convenience. 11 1s postage-
paid and needs no stamp
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Crime and attitudes

Durning the 1960’s, the President’s Comnmussion on
Law Enforcement and Admimstration of Justice
observed that “What Amcricap docs about crime
depends ultimately upon how Americans see crime.

.. The lines along which the Nation takes specific
action against cnime will be those that the public be-
licves to be the necessary ones.™ Recognition of the
importance of socictal perceptions about criume
prompted the Commission to authorize several public
opinion surveys on the matter.! In addition to
measuring the degree of concern over crime, those and
subsequent surveys provided information on a variety
of related subjects, such as the manner in which fear of
crime affects people’s lives, circumstances engendering
fear for personal safety, members of the population
relatively more intimidated by or fearful of crime, and
the effectiveness of criminal justice systems. Based onw
sufficiently large sample, morcover, 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-scalc attitudinal surveys
addressing these and other issues, thereby enabling
individuals to participate in appraising the status of
public safety in their communities.

Based on data from a 1974 attitudinal survey, this
rcport analyzes the responses of Miami residents to
questions covering four topical areas: crime trends, fear
of crime, residential problems and lifestyles, and local
police performance. Certain questions, rclating to
household activities, were asked of only one person per
houschold (the “houschold respondent™), whercas
others were administered to ali persons age l6and over
(“individual respondents™), including the houschold
respondent. Results were obtained for the total
measured population and for several demographic and
social subgroups.

1President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra-
tion of Justice. The Challenge of Crime in a Free Sociery. Washing-
ton, D.C.: U.S. Goxcrnmcm Printing Office, February 1967, pp.
49 53,

Conceptually, the survey mcorpomted questions
pertmmimg to behanvior as well as opron. Concernmng
behavior, for example, cach respondent for a house-
hold was asked where its members shopped for tood
and other merchandise, where they hived before
movtag to the present neighborhood, and how long
they had hved at that addiess. Addional questions
asked ot the houschold tespondent were designed 1o
cheit opinions about the neighborhood in general,
about the ratonale for sclecting that particular com-
munity and leaving the former residence, and about
factors that influenced shopping practices. None of the
questions asked of the houschold respondent 1mised
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, neighborhood satety 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-
tions, responsc categories <were predetermined and
mterviewers were instructed to probe for answers
matching those on the questionnaire.

Although the attitude survey has provided a wealth
of data, the results are opimons. For example, certain
residents may have perceived crime as a growing threat
or ncighborhood syfety as deteriorating, when, in fact,
crime had declined and ncighborhoods had become
safer. Furthermore, individuals from the same neigh-
borhood or with similar personal characteristics
and/or expericnces may have had conflicting opinions
aboutany given issuc. Nevertheless, people’s opinions,
beliefs, and perceptions about crime are important be-
cause they may influence bchavior, bring about-
changes in certain routine activities, affect houschqld
sccurity measures, or result in pressures on local
authoritics 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
experiences was gathered with scparate question-
naires, Forms NCS 3 and 4, used in administering the
victimizatipn component of the survey. Victimization
survey results appeared in Criminal Victimization Sur-
veys in Miami (1977), which also contains a detailed
description of the survey-measured crimes, a discus-
sion of the limitations of the central city surveys, and
facsimiles of Forms NCS 3 and 4. For the purpose of
this report, individuals who were victims of the follow-
ing crimces, whether completed or attempted, during



the 12 months prior to the month of the interview were
considered “victmmzed ™ rape, personal gobbery,
assault, and personal larceny. Similarly, members of
houscholds that expericnced one or more of three types
of offenses  burglary, houschold larceny. and motor
vehicle theft were categorized as victims. These
crimes are defined in the glossary. Persons who expen-
enced crimes. other than those measured by the pro-
gram, or who were victimized by any of the relevant
offenses outside of the 12-month reference, period,
were classificd as “not victimized.” Limitations in-
herent in the victimization survey—that may have
affected the accuracy of distinguishing victims from
nonvictims — resulted from the problem of victim re-
call (the differing ability of respondents to remember
crimes) and from the phenomenon of telescoping (the «
tendency of some respondents to recount mcidents
occurring outside, usually before, the appropriate time
frame). Moreover, some crimes were sustained by vic-
tims 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 cxplore the possiblity that being a victim of
crime. irrespective of the level of seriousness or the fre-
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 ahalysis also
stemmed from the desirability of attaining the highest
possible degree of statistical reliability, even at the cost
of using these broad cmcgorics: Ideally. the victim
category should have distinguished the type or scriouss:
ness of crimes, the recency of the events, a{ld/or'thc
number of offenses sustained.2 Such a procedure scem-
ingly would have yiclded more refined measures of the
effects of crime upon attitudes. By reducing the*
number of sample cases on which cstimates were +
-~ -¥ased, however, such a subcategorization of vic(ims'{

w

would have weakened the statistical validity of com- N
parisons between the victims and nonvictims. \ / '
N
»

P

Survey results presented in this report contain attitudinal data
furnished by the victims of “series victimizations” (sce glossary).

2 . o
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Summary

Most residents of Miami shared the behef that crime
in the Nation had increased during the year or two
prior to the survey and that their chances of falhing
victim to violent attack had also risen Fanthermone,
when asked to assess the inpact ot crime on personal
activity, more than three fourths sad tear of attack
had affected American lives.

Miamians appeared to be less conccrned about
crime in: their own neighborhoods. Only about one
fourth believed crime to be on the incrcase in the
vicintiy of their homes, and most regarded the neigh-
borhood as safer than others in the nwtropohtan arca.
In addition, fewer than | in § household respondents
identified cnime as the most serious neighborhood
problem. Given such opinions, it is not surprising that
nearly all residents said they felt at least reasonably
safe when out alone in the neighborhood during the
day. However, the hours after dark appeared to cause
greater insecurity: 38 percent of the people felt at least
moderately unsafe at night. As for the perpetrators of
ncighborhood crime, outsiders were more frequently
blamed than neighboring residents.

Queried about the cffect of crime on their own lives,
fcwer than half of Miami’s residents said they had
limited or changed thetr activities. And whenitcame to

specific acitivities such as dining out or going to a

theater, crime or fear of crime was rarely mentioned as
an important consideration. Furthermore, crime was
not the major reason given for moving from an old
neighborhood, selecting a ncw one, or shopping at a
particular location,

Opinions about crime were generally homogeneous
across all sectors of the population, although there
were often differences in the strength of viewpoints. To
illustrate, most individuals, regardless of their race or
experience with crime, believed their neighborhood to
be safer than others in the Miami area, yet whites or
nonvictims were more likely than blacks or victims to
share this belief. Similarly, men or younger persons
tended to feel more secure than others when out alone
in the neighborhood, and-nonvictims were more likely
than victims to hold outsiders responsible for neigh-
‘borhood crime. :

*. - Local law enforcement authoritics were judged to be

‘good or average by a majority of the population,

'

4 A

Nevertheless, it was the consensis that police services
could be npgraded. mamly by increasmg the size of the
police force or by better deployment of available per-
sonnel. Compared with the total population, blacks
were more likely to give the police poor ratings and to
call tor improvements i communty relations

11 |



Chart A. Summary findings about crime trends
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Chart B. Summary findings about fear of crime
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' | C_har; C. Summary findings about rosldanﬂal problems
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.Crime trends - o

&

This scction of the report deals with the perceptions

- of Miami residents with respect to nnhonnl and com-
munity crime trends, personal snlcty and the accuracy
with which newspapers and television were thought to
be reporting the crime pmhlcm Lhe tindings were
drawn from Data lables l lhrough 6, found in Ap-
pendix 1. The relevant questions, appearing in the fac-
"simile of the survey instrument (Appendix L) are 9a,
9c, 10a, 12, 15a, and 15b; each question’was asked of
persons, ngc 16 and over. ° BN

~

u. 8. and nolghborhood crime trends

Mosl residents of Miami age 16 and over believed’
crime was on the upswing tlhwoughout the United
States. Seven-tenths of the population said that there
.had beenan increase incrime in the year or two priorto ,
‘thé survey. 16 percent believed crime remained about
the same, and § perctnt suggested it was onthe decline.

- Of the remainder, 9 percent did not have an opmnion,,

and fewer than| percent did not respond. When asked
about the the.dircction of crime in their own neighbor-
hoods, people were somewhat less concerned. Those
who believed nmghborhood crime was on the increasc
comprised a much smaller proportion of the popula-
tion (27 percent) than for the question on national
crime, whercasa much larger number (45 pcucn() be-
lieved there was no change. As before, however, few
persons (7 p(:rcent) thought cnmc was on the dcclmc

A sizeable number of pcrsonsdld not know or declined '

to respond because thcy were relative newcomers 10
the neighborhood.

Opinions about national and local crime trends.

showed little variatipn among persons of different sex
or age. As for race, Backs were morc apt than whites to
regard crime as a wing threat to the local commu-
nity. There were ff addition, noticeable differences of
opinion between individuals who had fallen victim toa

personal or household crime during the 12 months

Icadmg up to the interview and ghose who had not. Vic-
tindized mdtvnduah were more likely than nonvictims

to believe crime had incréased, both in the Nation (76

vs. 68 percent) and in the nc&ghborhood (37 vs. 25 per-

. cent),
That residents tcndcd to rcgard their own vicinities
as relatively secure agamst crime was further |llu§

i

anl

v .
, tiated when they were asked to compaie neighbor-

hoods within the Miann metropohtan area Sixiv-iwo
pereent ol the populace belicved then own communm
ties to be less or much less dangerdus than othersan the
ey, 31 pereent regirded them as average, and only 6
pereent considered them to be more or much more
dangcrous. The modal (most common) response was
“less dangerous” (46 pereent), whereas the most un-
common was “much more dangcious™ (1 pereent).
There were hllll\\lltll“\’ sngmhunm vafations i they
distribution of responses for diffrént types of individ-
uals. however, in no group was the proportion of
persons who pereeived ‘their noighborhoods as worse
than average grcater than H pereént the higae apph-
cable to vicumized indiyiduals. 4 hus it appeared that
fow people felt so.cndangered in their own comnilimi-
ties -that they rated them as less secure than others.

Differonces of opinton were more likely to hnvc(,«'

involved the “about avérage,” “less dangerous,” and
*much less dangerous™ categories. To illustrate, two-
thirdy of Miami's white population, but ouly two-fifths
of the black population, regarded their vicinilies as less
ar much less dangerous than others; blacks, on the,

other hand, had. a far higher proportion of “about . -

avcmgc * responses than whites (52 vs. 26 percent). In

_addition, persons age 35 and over, taken as.a group, or

those who had not béen vncunmcd 0 the preceding.
year were more likely thaa their counterparts to regard
their commumnities as less or much less dangerous.

.

~

Who are the offenders?

Along with questions concerning crime trends and
relative ncighborhood safety, Miami residents were
asked about the place of residence of offenders, specifi-
cally whether most nelgh‘borhood crigpes were thought
Yo be the work of pefsons living withth or outside the
vicinity. It.is important to note that a fairly large num-
ber of individuals, 16-pergent of the total measured
populmlon indicated lha; crimes werc not happcn—
ing in the neighborhood e»;%wmu,s persons over the age
of 34, &¢ nonvictims being more likely than others to
feel this way-—and 24 pereent did not know whom:to
blame. Forty-three percent of the residents, the largest .

* single group, stated that outsiders were the malgfac-
“tors, whercas 10 percent singled out neighborhood
" résidents, and 6 percent held outsiders and people from

the vicinity cqually responsible. Therefore, a majority .
of those persons who recognized the existence of
nelghborhood crime and had an opinion about the
identity of the perpetrators blamed outsiders, a finding
that held for all the measured subgroups.'Nonetheless,
persons who had firsthand experience as victims of

6
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crime, but were not necessarily victimized in the neigh -
bothood or had not necessanty scen the offenders,
blamed Tocal readents retatnely more often than
nonvicttms and were ess lthely to contend there was no
ctime in the neighborhood o1 to have no opinion on
the subject

Once-tourth of altblacks compated to only 6 pereent
o whutes, attnibuted nesghborhood cime to focal 1es
dents. Taken as a group, younger peisons (age 16 34
were much more likely than older persons to blame
community members. These relationships no doubt
rclate to findings of the victimization component of the
survey, winch deternmuned that blacks or younger per-
victinization crimes of

sons had hgher riates lon

violence (l_(’_', rape, robbery, and assault) than other

persons.?

Chances of personal victihization

When the issuc of personal vulnerability was raised.,
53 percent of the residents of Miani smid their chances
of being attacked or robbed had gone up over the past
few yours, 32 pereent felt the odds were about the same,
and-8 percent beligved the risk had diminshed.
Although the most common reply ap cach of the
mcasured spbgrmips was that personal vulnerahility
had increased, there wert vanations in the size of this
response. For example, 61 percent of all victims com-
pared with 51 -percent of nonvictims belicved then
chances of almc_k. had nsen. However, whites or
fcmales, groups with rclaﬁ'gly low viclumization rates
for personal crimes of violence, were more likely 0
perceive a higher level of risk than blacks or males,
groups with comparatively high rates of victimization.
Surprisingly, age did not appear to be related to per-
ceptions of personal vulnerability.

t
Crfine and the media .

In recent yedrs the public has become increasingly
critical of newspaper and television coverage of the
news. Critics have charged that newspapers and televi-
sion have portrayed Amcrican socicty only at its worst,
and that coverage is often distorted or one-sided. With
regard to the reporting of crime, however, Miami
residents were not overly critical of the media; half of
the population stated that the crime problem was
about as serious as portrayed by the newspapers and
television, 32 percent belicved the problem to be even
more serious than reported, and 11 percent suggested
its graWs had been .exaggerated by the coverage.

‘United States. National Criminal Justice Information and Sta-

- listics Service. Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 Amétican

Ciries. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, Junc
1975, p. 93.

J

¥

'Crlmo as a deterrent to mobliity

Fhese athitndes were generally homogencous, althongh
a shghtly ngher pereentage of victims or blacks, com-
parcd with pouvictmy ot whites, considered cinne a
more scrious problem than reported by the media.

'

Fear of crime

Among other things, I\Explls covered thus far have
shown that many residents of Miami beheved cnme
had increased over the years leading up to the survey,
and. moaddwon, feht then own chances of being
attacked o1 robbed had tisen Whether or not they
fcared for then personal safety s a matter treated in
this section of the report. Also examined is the impact
of the fear of crime on activity patterns and on consid-
crations regarding  changes of residence. Survey
questions Ha, b, tie, 13a, 13b_ 16a, 16b, and 16¢
albasked of persons age 16 and over  and Data Tables
7 through I8 are referenced here, '

v

Individuals were asked if there were certain aregs of
Miami whegg they had reason to go or would hike to go
but were afraid to do so because of crime. Seventy-two
pereent of the measured population stated that during
the daytime they were not afraid to travel to olh;r
arkas, and one-fifth expressed some apprehension.*

Time of day appeared to be animportant considera-
tion in assessing the danger of traveling to other neigh-
borhoods. When residents were asked about the eve-
ning hours, three-fifths of the population, a somewhat
lower proportion than was registered for the previous
question, said they did not fear moving about. This
disparity between responses for the daytime and night-
time questions held for all demographic subcompo-
nents and {or both victims and nonvictims.

Although the majority belicved there was little to
fear from traveling about the city in ¢ither the daytime
or at night, the proportion of persons who fclt this way
varied among the measured subgroups. The disparity
between racial groups was the most pronounced, with
blacks being’less fearful than whites of moving about
when the need or wish arose. Approximately 81 per-
cent of blacks, compared with 69 percent of whites,

*As indicated previously, respondents were not queried regarding
all parts of the metropolitan area but only about those they needed
ar desired to enter, Thus, it is reasonable to assume 1hat high risk
places, those most highty feared, were excluded from consideration
by many respondents. Had the questions applied unconditionally to

all sectors of the area, lhc patiern of responses no doubt would have -

differed. .
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stated they were not fearful during the daytime: tor
nighttime. the comparable figures were o8 and 59 per-
cent, 1espectively. Mep gave a somewhat higher pro
portion of *no fear” responses than women for both
day and mght, whereas nonvictims were shown™o be
tess fearful than victims only during nighttime. !
Among persons nnder age 65 there appeated to bea
greater rehuctance to ln\\-'cl to other neighborhoods
durng the day as age crensed, although statistical
significance was notalways forthcoming. Surprisingly,
however, the proportion of elderly persons (age 65and
over) who said they were not afraid to move about the
city during the day or at night was higher than the
nomt. That the eldérty showed evidence of bemng less
apprehensive than othersis quite remartkable in view of
the fact that they were generally considered to be more
fearful than younger people. The possibility exists that
this finding is an artifact of question design and not a
true indication of disparate attitudes ®As suggested
befare, the ncighborhoods under consideration were
those the respondent wanted or needed to enter, and it
is not unhkely that the arcas assessed varied with age.
Persons afe 65 and over may well have considered ouly
a few regularly visited neighborhoods which they re-
garded as safe, whereas younger persons may have
passgd judgment on a wider varicty of places.

Nelghborhood satety ,

An additional measure of the impact of ¢gme on
attitudes was obtained from a question concerying
personal safety within the neighborhood. During the
daytime, 51 percent of the residents belicved them-
selves to be very safe when out alonce in the local com-
munity, 40 pereent felt reasonably safc. 7 percent
somewhat unsafe, and only 2 percent very unsafe.

A general feeling of sccurity was in evidence for all the
identifiable subgroups, even -though the degree of

- safety perceived sometimes varied significantly. For
example, 62 percent of Miami's male population
considered themselves to be very ‘safc but only 43
percent of females felt the same way. By contrast, 45
percent of all women as opposed to 33 percent of men
felt reasonably safe; response differences between the
sexes existed for both races and most age groups.
Regarding age, sizeable variations were €vident only
between the youngest and oldest respondents. of
persons age 16-19, 54 percent felt very safe and 37
percent felt reasonably safe, whercas 88 percent of the
rewponses by individuals age 65 and over were equally
divided between those two categories. .

* As was the case with fear of traveling to other neigh-
borhoods, the |ﬁghnimc period caused greater fear of
attack than the daytime. Overall, 23 percent felt very

e
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Crime as a cause for moving away

Notwithstandig the fnct that many Minnn residents
questioned the salety of thaiwown ncighbothoods, pat
ticularly during nighttime, few individuals were so
concerned about crime that they serigusly thought
about leaving the arct Only 19 percent (%lhc residents
who felt at least somewhat unsafe citherin the day orat
mght (or both) consaidered moving somewhere clse.
Paradoxically. women or older individuals those who
were more likely to express nusgivings about the safety

- safe at might, 39 percent felt reasonably safc, 22 percent

somewhat unsafe, and.17 percent very unsafe. Perhaps
the most significant finding was that 38 percent of the
population, about four times the number recorded 1n
the pl}‘\'i()llﬂ qucslinn, considered their own neighbor-
boodd to be at least somewhat unsafe at night. Not un-
expectedly, a higher proportion of victims than non-
"\"/sl’ct,ims said they felt somewhat or very unsafc when
out nlone at night.

Roughly half of Miami's women, compared to only
one-fourth of its men, regarded the condition of their
ncighborhoods at might as somewhat or very unsalc.
The disparity between the sexes for those maintaining
they felt very unsafe was even more marked: 23 percent
of a1l women but only 8 percent of men ‘said they felt
that way. ‘ :

Although royghly comparable proportions of
whites and blacks felt cither reasonably safc or some-
what unsafe in their neighborhdods at mght, there
were differences of opinion involving the two alterna-

, tive responscs, i.e., the "very safe” and *very unsafe;’

categortes. *Very safe” responses were registered by 24
pergent of whites as opposed to 15 percent of blacks,
and these percentages were reversed for the “very
unsafe” category.’ At most age levels, thercfore, blacks
were more likely than whites to express somedegree of
insecurity about nighttime safety, and, conversely, less
likely to feel at least somewhat Secure. This pattern
maintained for females; among males of ecach race,
however, significant response differcnces existed only
for persons age 33 49 and 50-64.

Age by itself was not a particularly uscful indtcator
of response variability; only for persons age 65 and
over was there appreciable deviation from the norm.
of thfsc elderly persons, 48 percent felt at least some-
what unsafq when out alone in the neighborhood at
_night, compared to 38 percent for all persons
measured.

.

sFor the remainder of this topic, rcsﬁonsc;; of “very safe™ and )
“reasonably safe” werc combined and compared with the sum of
“somewhat nnsafe” and “very unsafe” answers.
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of then neighborhoods
vounger persons (age 16 34) to have considered relo
cating.® By contrast, blacks o1 victims of crine, groups
¢xhibiting relatively more apprehension than whites or
nonvictims, were also more hkely to have thought of
nmr_\'ing. In this regard, racial disparitics were the most
stuking: 29 percent of blacks compared with 16
percent of whites smid 1 move had been contemplated

were less apt than men o1

Crime as a cause
for activity modification 5
\;}umly must be

Although moving out ol a cor
regarded as a relatively drastic preventive meastre,
there e many other less extieme steps imdividuals
may take to reduce the threat of cniminal viciimization,
immcluding  modifications customary activities.
Residents were asked if they thought people in genceral
~or people in their own neighborhood had limited or
changed their activities in the recent past, or if they
themselves had altered then way of hiving because of
theur fear of enme. Some four-fifths of respondents
believed people in general had changed their livesinan
cffort to reduce a perceived threat. When asked tocon-
sider their ncighbors, however, a much smaller propor-
tion, 51 percent, felt there had been some change. Tlys
decline in the proportion perceiving change, as the
group in-question became more identifiable, appeared
to be consistent with findings from the previous section
which showed that Miamn residents believed crime to
be more of aproblem in the Nation as a whole thann

mn

their own communities. The trend was completed

when residents were asked to consider their own activ-
ity patterns; 45 percent said they had altered their life-
style because of fear of crime and 55 percent said they
had not. Thus, the results from this series of questions
show that ;csidqnls of Miami believed fear of crime
had a greater impagt on “others,” be they pc'&lc in
generdl or neighbors, than on themselves.’

The impact of fear of crime on personal activity

varicd among subgroups. Sex was possibly the most -

important variable in this regard; roughly half of all

*Bascd fn responses shown in Data Table 15, this obscrvation is
somewhaf mislcading because tie source question was asked only of
persons who said they felt unsafe during deytime and/or nighitime.

, Totaling tcent of the relovant population, individuals who were
asked the question included 24 percent of all males, contrasted with
50 percent of all females. Thus, 7 percent of the total population gge
16 and over ~including 6 percent of males and .8 percent of
females —said they had sertously considered moving.

]

:
H

'Similar findings were reported in. Garofalo, James. National
Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service. Public Opiioh
about Crime: The Attitudes of Victims and Nonvictims in Selected
Cities. ' £ '

-

women but only 37 percent of men sad they had
himited o1 changed theag nctivities heeanse of the fear of
cumic, with mgmhcuu“nllucuucs cansting at cach age
level. Furthermore, irrespectivg of age, white females
were more hikely than wiite males to have reordered
thetr activitics, but for blacks the differences were
statistically vahd only for persons i groups between
“the ages of 20 and 49 Compared with white 1esidents,
blacks mote¢ frequently changed therr activities in re-
action to fear of crime, a rejagionship that prevailed for
most age groups. And, although differences between
matching sex-age groupings were not always statisti-
cally significant_ 1t appeared that a higher proportion
of bluck males or females than then white counterparts
had altcied then personal acthivaties

Residentlal problems
and lifestyles

I'he initial atitude survey questions were designed

\/.

to gatherinformationabout certain specific behavioral

practices of Miami houscholders and to explore per-
ceptions about a wide range of community problems,
onc nféivhich was crime. As indicated in the scction
entitled “Crime and Attitudes,” certain questions were
asked of only one member of each household, 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 wer¥ based on survey questions 2a through 7b. In
~ addition, the responses to questions 8a through 8f,
relating to certain aspects of personal lifestyle, also are
examined in this scction; the relevant questions were
asked of all houschold members age 16 and over,
including the household respondent, and the results
aré displayed in Data Tables 27 through30. As can be
scen from the questionnaire, and unlike the procedure
used in developing the information discussed in the
two praceding scctions of this report, the questions
that served as a basis for the topics covered here did not
reveal to respondents that the development of data on
-crime was the main purpose of the survey.s .

Nelghborhood problems
and selecting a home

At the start of the survey, members of houscholds
situated at the same address 5 years or less were asked
what had been the reasons for leaving their former

9
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home and for moving into their present lgeation
Respondents who volunteered more than nm-‘*h\wﬂ
to cacl query were asked to pick the most immportant
onc. ForBoth inquiiies, crime was mentioned by only a
small number of respondents; 2 percent suggested that
time was the major reason they left thew former place
of tesidence and A percent snid safety from crime was
of prime consideration m selecting the present neigh-
bothood  Responses that nmught have tncorporated
concern over antisocial activities, such as “good
schools,” “neighborhood characterwtics ™ or “influx of
bad clements,” were also relatively uncommon. Factors
such as location and the chatactenstics of the old and
new dwetlings were much more rmportant considern-
trons

Ashed about conditions in the neighborhood, some
seven-tenths of all household respondents stated there
were no undesirable features, whereas 30 percentiden-
tified one or morc arcas of concern. Scventeen percent
ol persons in the latter group considered crime the
most serious issuc and afother one-fourth dentfied
matters possibly related to cume, such as problem
neighbors and the influx of an undesirable clement.
Envieonmental problems such as trash, noise, and
congestion were most botfiersome to 37 percent of the

respondents. )

( ; )

Food and merchandise
shopping practices - .

To yghost householders, food shopping surely must
rank adonc of the mostimportantactivities performed
on a regular basis. In response to a question concern-
ing major food shopping practices, some four-fifths of
the houschold respondents sni\d they shop '(.i in thewr
own communitics, and. 18 percent, including a dispro-
portionatcly large number of blacks, said they shopped
clsewhere. Crime or fear of crime was infrequently
cited as the major- reason for shopping outside the
neighborhood; more often than p . factors such as the
absence of neighborhood stores or their inadequacy
werd given as the most important reasons.

(l\s for other kinds of shopping, such as for clothing
and general merchandise, most respondents (67

- percent) usually prefcrred to go to neighborhood or

<

Q

suburban stores, whercas a minority preferred the
downtown area. Only 8 percent of the rcspondcnlsﬂ
who shopped in the neighborhood or went to the
subusbs did so primarily because they feared criminal
attack downtown. Convenience or hettet selection
were commonly cited as the major rcz‘(:)ns for choos-
ing a particular area. o~ :

’

R
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Entertainment practices

Questions  pertaimng  to
the frequency with which people went ont

cvemng ¢ ntatarnment
patteins
and the location of the establishments  werc ashed of
all respondcnts. Sixty-four percent of the popuiation
went out in theteve mng with the same regularity they
had a yeat o1 two previonsly, 26 pereent hind reduced
therr activities, and 10 percent went ot more ofteiy
1he most common teason given for curtmhng cvening
entertainment, accounting {for about one-fourth of the
total, was lack of moncy. About onc-tenth of the
residents who had cut back did so primanly becausc
they feared cnime; not surprisingly, ciime or fear of
crime was rarely cited as a reason for incrensing
actvitics. )

I'heaters and 1estaurants inside the city were pre-
ferred by three-fourths of the residents, whereas 14
percent said they went outside the city and 1.l percent
patromized cstablishments in both arcas. Some 14
pereent of those who went outside the city and far
fewer of those who remained in the city tited crime as
the major reason.

Local police performance

Following the series of questions concerning neigh-
borhood safetygnd crime as a deterrent to personal
mobility, individuals age 16 and over were asked to
assess the ovefall performance of the local police and
to suggest ways, if any, in which policc effectiveness
might be improved. Data Tables 31 through 37,
derived from survey questions 14a and 14b, contain the
results on which ghis discussion is based.

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

Ag¢dctermined by the survey, the public’s assessment
of the Miami police was positive, if not overwhelm-
ingly favorable. Some 43 percent of the mecasured pop-
ulation belicved the local authorities were doing a
good job and 37 percent an average job, whereas only
12 percent rated police performance as poor. This
finding appears to indicate that concern over rising

crime rates and increasing personal vulnerability had .

not translated into criticism of the municipal police.
But there were differences of opinion in this regard,
pacticutarly bétween the races. Whites exhibited a
much more favorable view of their local police than
blacks; nearly half of all whites said the police were
doing a good job, onc-third an average job, and one-

<
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tenth a poor job, whereas only onddourth of blacks
rated them as good. one-halt as averdge, and about
one hith as poor. With tew exceptions racial dispan
ues refmned - there significance across sex-age cate-
ROTICS

With respect to age, yOUNEer persons were maore

Jutcal ofthe pohee thanolder persons Of persons age

Voo |n‘\u'nl regarded police peddormance as
yod, 0 pereent as average and 1S percent as poor,
mong individuals age 35 and over the comparable
proportions were 48 32 and 11 As a rule.younger
persons of either race and sex were less favorably dis-
p"nscd toward the pohicethan other residents, but dif-
ferences were not ul\\kws statistically  sigmificant
becanse of the small size of the groups on which the
estinntes were bascd .

Although the relationship between citizen contact
with the criminal justice system and attifudes toward
the police was not directly examinyed, victimized indi-
vighuals, many of whom came mnto contact with lL\(‘
pohice as a result of then expenence with coime,
exhibited a lower opimon of the pohee than nonvic-
ums. Whereas M pereent of those affected by cnime
rated the police favorably, 46 percent of the nonvictims
responded in that fashion. In addition, victims were

somewhat more hikely than nonvictims to regard police

_performance as poot.

M ’

How can the police improve?

Irrespective of wha they thought of police pcrfornl—\

ance, Miami rcsidéx(ls were inclined to belicve Rglicc
cticctiveness could be improved. Onlfy 12 pereent of
indwviduals asked about ways to impyove the force
replicd that no improvement was needed. Blacks (8
pereent) er persons who had suffered a victimization
(10) were somewhat less likely than others to hold this
view’ ’

ing the most important way to upgrade police perform-
v . . *
ance, but only a few were regularly cited. The most fre-

quently voiced opipion was that more pplce were
necded (37 percent) and that addilibnn%cc should

b& used in certain arcas and at certain times of the day -

(19 percent). Othgr suggestions, each accounting for
roughly a tenth of the responses, included improving
responsivencss and placing emphasis on more impor-
tant duties, such as crime prevention,

'Y

»

A varicty of specific suggestions'were inade concern-,

Jecommendations that focused upon mproving
personnel tesowrees o operational practices acconnted
for some Ko percent of the vesponses ® Nine pereend of
the residents cited n heed for improving community
ielntions, and 5 percent had other unspeaticd re-
sponses Q
White and black resudents appeared to beat odds
aver the best way to upgrade pohice performance
Neatly halt of atl whites but only a fitth ot all blacks
constdered an increase i thegze of the local toree or
improvement in the quahty of personnel to be the most
important constderntions Blacks, by contrast, were
morce hikely than whites 1@ call for a change in opera-
tonal practiceyor for better community u‘lulm‘\.
Within the latter category, 1V pereent of blacks spe-
cifically mentioned the (Icvclnp%cnl of a more cour-
teous attitude and 9 percent felt the police should stop
discriminating: the corresponding figures for whites
were 4 and | pereent. I-'i.nnlly. persons age 35 and over
or nonvictims were mote hikely than younger petsons
or victims, respectively to regard improvementsrclat.
mg to personnel resources as cructal, but were less apt
to suggest measures concermng operational practices
or communtty relations.

*The cight specttic lcsp(;mc mems covered 10 Quesnion 14b were
Ammbined modhree catcgones, as follows  comnmuniiy relations
(&“Ik’ moic g mllvnustémplmc athtude. commumty relations " and
(HYDonY dideriminate ™ Operational praciices: (1) *Coneentrate on
more important dutics, serious crime, ctc " (2) "Be more prompt,
responsive, alert”, (3) “"Need more iraffic control™; and (4) “Need
more policemen of particular type (foot. car) in certain arcas or at
certain umes " And, personnel resources: (1) *Hue ndre policemen™

“and (2) “Improve lmmint;,aisc qualifications or pay, recruitment

pohicies ™
L J



Appendix {
\Suwey data tables ;

The 37 statistical data tables.in this n'ppcndi)\prcscnl
the results of the Miami attitudinal survey conducted
carly in 1974} They are prganized topically, generally
paratlching the teport’s analyucal discussion. For each
subjcct, the data 1ablcs consist of cross-tabulations of
personal (or houschold) characteristics and the rele-
vant response categorics. For a given populhtion group,
each table displays the percent distribution of answers
to a question.

Al statistical datd gencrated by the survey are est-
mates that vary in their degree of velinbility and are
subject to vartances, or errors, associated with the fact
that they were derived from a sample survey rather
than a completc enumeration. Constraints on interpre-
tation ang other uses of the data, as well as guidelines
for determining their reliability, are set forth in Appen-
dix 111 As a general rule, however, estimates based on
zero or on about 10 or fewer snmﬁlc cases have been
considered unreliable. Such estimates, qualified by
footnotes to the data tables, were not used for analyti-
cal purposedin this report.

Each data table parenthetically displays the size of
the group for which a distribution of responses was cal-
culated. As with the percentages, these base figures are
estimates. On tables showing the answers of individual
respondents (Tables 1-18 and 27-37), the figures
reflect an adjustment based on an ipd&pendent post-
Census estimate of the city's resident population. For
data from houschold respondents (Tables 19-26), the
bases were gencrated solely by the survey itself.

A note beneath cach data table ideéntifics the ques-
tion that served as source of the data. As an expedient
in preparing tables, certain response categories were
reworded and/ or abbreviated. The questionnaire fac-
simile (Appendix 11) should be consulted for the exact
wording of both the questions and the response cate-
gorics. For questionnaire items that carried the
instruction “Mark all that apply,” thereby enabling a
respondent to furnish more than a single answer, the
data tables reflect only the answer designated. by the

- respondent as being the most important -one rather

than all answers given.
The first six data tables were used in preparing the

" “Crime @rends” section of the report. Tables ,7-18

relate to the topic “Fear of Crime", Tables 19-30 cover
“Residential Problems and Lifestyles™; and the last
seven tables display infofmation concerning “Local
Police Performance.”

Merany
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/\ Yable 1. Direction of crime trends in the United States

(Percent distribution of responses {or the population age 16 .nd'ovcr)

IncroaBW .,

Population characteristic Total * Ssme Docroased Don't loow Not. available
Al persons (282, 800) 100.0 69.7 15.9 5.3 8.7 0.4

Sex t\ '

Nale (125,000) 100.0 69.2 6.8 6.2 7.5 0.3

Pemale (157,700) 100.0 70.1 . 5.1 4.6 9.7 0.5
Race T

White (226,600) 100.0 69.9 15.8 5.9 ‘ 9.1 0.

Black (54,200) 100.0 72,6 16. 5.0 6.0 ‘o.g

Other (2,000) 100.0 38.1 17. 26.0 38.8 '0.0
Age *

1619 (22,800 100.0 70.8 18.8 3.4 6.6 0.4

20-2} (27,900 100.0 * 72,9 16.0 4.8 ~ 6.2 20.1

25-3, (42,100 P 100.0 72,4 16.4 L5 6.5 0.3
;3549 (70,500 100.0 4 68.6 16.4 5.8 8.8 0.5

50-6 (67,700 100.0. ~ 68.7 15.2 6.7 8.9 0.5

65 and over (51,700) 10080 68.3 14.2 4.4 12.5 0.6
Victimization experience ;

Not victimized (225,100) 100.0 68.1 16.14 g b 10.0 0.4

Victimimed (57,700) 100.0 76.2 14.8 4.8 3.8, 0.4

NOTE: Deta based on question 10a. Detail may not add to total becauss of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.

‘bthato, based on serc or on sbout 10 or fewer eample cases, is statistically unreliasble.

- Ta\lc 2. Direction of crime trends in the nol&uborhood

-\ .

P

(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over) A
« ) : : Haven't lived
Population characteristic Total Increased Same D‘t“fd here that long Don't lotow Not availabl
7 N1 peraons (262,800) % 1008 27.2 M. 7 kY 7.9 12.8 0.2
Sex * B .
Male (125,000) . 100,0 26.6 46.6 8.1 7.6 10.9 20.2"
Pemale (157, 700) 100,0 27.7. 43.2 6.4 8.2 14.3 » 10,1
Race -
White (226,600) 100.0 25.3 45,6 6.4 ' 8.4 14.0 0.2
Wack (54,200) 100,0 35,8 )3 105 . ( 4.8 7.5 30,1
. Other (2,000) / 100.0 210.6 , Jﬁ'r-‘r %.0 . 32,0 20.7 20,0
: (d . " . _
. Meas 22,800 100,0 28.9 12,8 6.6 10,1 n.§ 20,1
20 (2 100.0 29.4 M. 6ob . 12,4 _ 1.7 30,0
25-34 (42,100 100.0 29.7 4.3 - 6.7 . 10.7 . 1.4 Y%
35-49 (70,500 100,0 25.7 46,2 7.5 9.0 11.4 10,2
50-84 (67,700 + g 100.0 2.0 48,0 8.0 5.0 12,9 30,1
© 65 and “ovex (51,700) ) 100.0 27.0 14.0 6.8 5.2 17.0 Qo3
Vigtimization experience - w. - : o
Mot ctms?fzzg,mo)' ) *100,0 24.7 W1, 6.9 : 8.1 14.0 0.2
~ Victimised (57,700 100.0 37.2 - 39.6 7.9 -~ 2 N X

NOTE: Data based on q’ﬁcition 9a, Detail may not sdd to total becauss of roundtng Figures in pars
1gstimate, based on tero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrellable.

~
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leloxs. Comparison of neighborhood crime with other metropolitan area neighborhoods

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

2,

e §

. Much more More About Less Much less
Population charecteristic Total dsngerous dangerous average dangerous ° dangerous Not. availsble
ALl persons (282,800) 100.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 45.6 16.5 1.0
Sex o - '
Mele (125,000) 100.0 1.1 i’ 5.1 29.7 45.5 17.7 0.9
Pemale (157,700) r 100.0 1.0 5.0 1.9 15.7 15.5 1.0
Race
¥hdte (226,600) 100.0 0.8 L.h 26.0 49.3 18.6 ‘0.9
Back 51..200) 100.0 2.0 7.5 51.5 0.2 7.8 1.0
Other (2,000) 100.0 20.0 26.0 34.7 AR 210.1 7.8
Age ) ' .
16-19 (22,800 100.0 1.6 6.1 32.5 42,9 . 16.2 20.9
20-2), (27,900 100.0 1.8 7.1 35.9 K5 £ 129 20.8
25-34 (42,100 100.0 1.1 6.7 38.2 39.6 13.4 1.0
35-49 (70, 500 : 100.0 0.7 3.9 28.2 L48.8 17.5 0.9
50-64, (67,700 _ 100.0 1.0 4.1 27.8 47.8 18.7 0.6
65 apd over (51,700) 100.0 _ 0.8 4.7 29.7 46.7 16.6 1.5
Viotimdsation experience : : - N ‘
Mot victimised (22; +100) . - 100,0 0.7 4.0 29.2 47.7 17.4 1.0
Votisised (57, .- 100.0 2.3 8.8 37.8 ) 37.4 12.7 1,0
mm Deta based on questien:12, Detail may not add €o total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in t.he group.
lbt.int.o, bassd an seroc ar on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is sgatistica‘lly unreliable. .
M ~
Table 4. Place of residence of persons committing neighborhood crimes
’ (Percent distribution of responses far the population age 16 and over) } N
. . ’ _ No _n;ighbcrhood People 1iving BEqually .- ’
Population characteristic . __Total. crime here Outsiders = by both © Don't know ... Not availstle
ALl persons (zaz,eoo) " 100.0 15.8 _ 9% 4 43,2 6.1 ' 2.3 0.8
Sex ' t :
Nale (125,000) ‘ 100.0 15.9 10.0 45.5 6.4 2.4 0.8
Female (157,700) 100.0 15.7 9.5 .5 5.9 26.7 0.8
wmte 226,600) ' ¢ 100.0 19.0 . 6.4 4.2 h.b 25,0 0.8
. Hack 51.,200) - 100.0 2,6 23,5 39.7 12.4 20,9 0.8
" Other (2, ooo) . *100.0 16.5 8.8 2.7 22,9 47.1 0.0
.“ _ - c. . ' - . L4
16-19 (22,800 ’ 100.0 131 .6 \ 43.8 8.4 19.8. \ 30,4
20--28 (27,900 100.0 11.5 6.7 .- 42.9 7.4 20.8 2.7
25-34 (42,100) . 100.0 9.8 16.5 40.4 6.9 25.8 20,7
35-49 (70,500 100.0 17.8 8.1 45.3 5.9 2.9 ) 0.9
50-64, (67,700 100.0 18.6 7.2 4.5 5.2 23.8 ot 0.8
65 and over (51 700) 100.0 17.8 "3.8 1.0 5.3 na 0.9
Victimization experience : ) ; : : o
Not vietimized (225,100) . 100.0 18.3 7.2 42. 5.8 25,5 * 0,7
‘Victimixzed (57,700) 100.0 51 19.5 46,2 . © 7.5 19.8 0.9

Q & based on quest.ion 9c. Detall may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in pm‘enthesen refer t.o population in the group.
EK ¢, based on sero or oh sbout 10 or fswer sample cases, is aut.ist.ica}ly unrelishle.
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Table 5. Change In the chancu ol be g attacked or robbed

(Percent distribution of responaes for the population

e 16 and over)

mltim characteristic Total Gaing up Same Going down No opinion Not available
Al persons (282,800) 100.0 53.1 2.3 8.1 6.3 0.3
Sex
Male (125,000) 100.0 49.8 35.7 8.9 5.3 0.3
Pemale (157,700) 100.0 55.8 29.5 7-5 7.0 0.2
Mace .
White (226,600) 100.0 5.1 .5 . 7.5 6.7 0.3
Mack 5:.,200) 100.0 49.7 35.4 10.7 4.0 10.2
Other (2,000) 100.0 3.6 38.7 7.3 19.4 0.0
Ige
116219 (22,600 100.0 46.0 38.4 9.5 5.6 }0.5
202 (27,900 100,0 53.6 35% 6.5 4.1 0.2
25-3% 1.2,100 —— 100.0 57.1 30. 8.2 4.5 30.1
2(5;21) 100,0 . 52,5 33.2 7.8 6.3 10,2
67.700 100.0 55.4 29.4 9.1 5.9 *0.3
65 and over (51,700) t100.0 50.6 32,1 7.3 9.7 0.3
viotimifation experience
Mot victimimed (225,100) 100.0 51.0 33.1 8.4 7.2 0.2
Victimised (57,700) 100,0 61.3 28.9 7.0 2.5 0.4
qlt Data based on question 15a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. H;\men‘i}l parentheses refer to population in the group.
Estimate, based on sero or “on about 10 or fewer ssmple cases, is statistically unreliabley N
. . . . . ‘ LI
‘Table 6. Seriousness of crime problem relative to what newspapers and television report
v i -
(Percent distribution of responses for the ;;opullt.ibn age 16 and over) !
Population characteristic Total . Lese serious . Seme Motre serious No.opinion Not. l\rd..lllblo
" ALl persons (282,800) 100.0 10.9 50.2 31.6 6.9 S 0.8
-
Male (125,000) 100.0 - 12.8 49.7 31.3 5.6 " 0.5 o
Pemale (157,700) 100.0 9.3 50.6 3.8 7.9 0.4
226,600) 100,0 11.8 49.5 -30.7 7.5 0.4
n.ck 54y 200) 100.0 6.6 53.6 35.5 3.7 0.6
r (2,000) . v 100.0; 14.8 38.2 27.8 19.3 0.0
M 1 (22,800 100,0 .12 ' 50.6 2.8 4.9 " don )
. 202k 3% 100.0 10.3 54.0 .5 4.0 30,2
28534 (a2, 100.0 11.4 50.2 33.3 4.8 20.3
35-49 (70,500 100.0 1n.7 - 50,8 30.6 6.6 V- 30.4
50-64 (67,700 100,0 11.1 - 48,2 ®m.4 7.6 0.7
65 snd over (51,700) 100.0 8.6 _49.8 30.5 10.6 0.5
Vloﬂltuum experience . : . .
Mt victimiged (223 100) 100.0 1.0 - 51.1 29.6 7.9 - 0.5
' “ncpnm (57, 700 100. 10.3 46.6 . 39.4 3. 0.5

m& Data bnod o quutdon 15b. Detedl may l}bt add to total booaun of rowxiing. Figures in parent.heaea refer to populut.:lon in the group.
. ‘Mi.uh, buod pn gu-o or on about 10 o fmr sample cases, is statistically unreliablo.
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Table 7. Fear of going to parts of the inétropolitan area during the day

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available
All persons (282,800) 100.0 20.0 7Y 5 8.5
Sex ) ' ‘ .
Male (125,000) 100.0 18.5 75.4 6.1
Female (157,700) 100.0 21.2 68.4 10.4
‘ Race ' '
White (226,600) 100.0 21.0 69.2 9.8
BRack (54,200) |, 100.0 16.1 80.8 3.1 .
Other (2,000) 100.0 11.9 85.1 3.0
Age . ) \ . .
16-19 (22,800) - ' 100.0 . 15.8 77.2 7.0
20-24 (27,900 : 100.0 16.0 7%.0 . < 8.0
25-34 (42,100 100.0 19.2 72.3 8.4
35-49 (70,500 . 100.0 23.4 68.6 8.0
50-64 (67,700 ' 100.0 22.7 67.5 9.8
65 and over (51,700) - 100.0 16.6 75.1 8.3
Victiinizgtion experience '
_Not vittimized (225,100) 100.0 19.6 n.7
Victimized (57,700) B 100.0 2.8 70.7

NOTE: Data based on question 13a. Detail may not add to totalr because of rounding.
in parentheses refer to population in the group. :
R ‘ Igstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

5
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Table 8. Fear of going to paﬁs of the metropolitan area at night

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

Population characteristic Total Yes No Not availahle
ALl persons (282,800) 100.0 25.0 . 60.8 1.2
Sex .
Male (125,000) =~ 100.0 25.1 , 03.6 114
Female (157,700) 100.0 25.0 Vo586 16.4
Race . - ¢ )
White (226,600) 100.0 25.3 59.0 15.7
Hlack (54,200) — 100.0 23.9 T 68.1 8.0
Other (2,000) 100.0 25\4 65.9 8.7
Age . ‘\ ]
16-19 (22,800 ~100.0 25.10 62.7 12.3
20-24 (27,900 100.0 26. 59.2 14.5
25-34 (42,100 100.0 26.: 59. 4 14.3
v 35=-49 (70,500 B 100.0 26.6 59.5 . 13.9
Vo 50-64 (67,700 . ©100.0- 26.2 158.3 15.6
- 65 and over (51,70Q) _ 100.0 19.7 67.0 13.3
ictimization experience :
Not victimized (225,100) 100. 23.7 62.2 14,2
Victimized (57,700) 100. 30.4 55.4  <_ 14.2

. E: Rata based on question’13b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures
> . .
in parentheses refer to population in the group. BT
“oFstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.




Table 9. Neighborhood safety when out alone during the day

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

qulit.ion characteristic Total Very .ufe Reasonably safe Somowhatj unsefe Very unsafe Not available
All persons (282,800) 100.0 1.2 39.5 - 6.7 2.3 0.3 ~
™ ’ 3 .

un. (125,000) 100.0 . 61 32.9 PO 40 1.0 0.3

Pemale (157,700) 100.0 :.2 L4y.8 8.9 3.3 0.2 .

Wiite (226,600) \ 10.0 ' 54.7 36, 6.5 2.2 0.3

Hlack (54,200) , 100.0 37.0 52.3 7.8 2.6 *0.3

Other (2,000) 100.0 33.4 57.8 o M Yok ¥ 0.0
Age : .

16-19 (22,600) . 100.0 55,0 36.7 " 7.1 1.8 Y04
* 20-24 (27,900) . 100.0 5hy7 39.3 Le5 1.% 20,0
+ 25-34 ' (42,100 “ 100.0 5%,9 39. ¥ 6.5 2.Y 3 0.1

3539 (70,500 -1-$\ . 100.0 35,3 3.9 5.5 2.2 30,3

s0-64 (67,700 e 100.0 - 49.6 40.5 7.4 2.2 20.2

65 snd over (51,700)° 1100.0 43.9 43.5 1 87 3.2 . 0.6
Victimization sxperience \ . { } ! :

"Not victimiszed (225,100) N 100.0 52.0 39.4 : 6.3 2.0 0.3

+ Victinised (57,700) Y 2 100.0 © 481 39.9 8.2 3.4 0.3
msrmn bnod on question, lllr‘.!ls Detail may not add to total becauao of rounding. I"igurou in parentheses refor to populauon in the" group.

’!atimate. bued on :oro or on &bout. 10 or fewer a-nplo cases, 15 statistically unreliablo :
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Ta%le 10 Nelghborhood salety when out alone during the day

-
{Percont dlatribution of responses I‘ox Lhe poptlation age 16 and over }
PQ\iltt.ion characteristic Total Very vafe ° Roqmonably m_uc . Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe . Not available
Sex W age : . T ) R P .
. Hele i ‘e N Lt
16-19 (10,300 : 100.0- 68.8 32,4 10.3 0.6
20-24 (11, 700) - - 100.0. 684 e 2.9 0.8 *0,0
25-34 (19,000 100.0 , 62.% -, 3.3 v 120.7 0.2
35-49 (32,500) ¢ 100.0 5.3 4.2 0.7 0.5
50-64 (29,900 100.0 0.6 R 0¥ A A WA "10.3
65 and over (21,700) 100.0 50.4 . 5.0 . . 0.4, -
Fewale . - -
1619 (12,500 ~ 100.0 4.8 .10.9 3.1 30.2
20-24 16,200 100.0 - .. Bh.7 5.7 2.0 30.0
25-34 (23,200 100.0 " 43.1 9.2 - W \ Y0.1
35-4%9 38,100 - 100.0 16.7 . 6.5 L3 0.1
50-64 (37, 900 100.0 : 41.0 9.8 . « 29 \ Jo.2
65 ad over (30,(200) ] 100.0 T39.3 N 11.3 : ~4.6 ~ .., .'o.8
Race and age Cwy - « s\ ! - A [
. Wnlte N A W
16-19 (16,500 -100.0 58.3 32.3 6.9 1.9. . 0.6
2, (19,700) - 100.0 61.3 33.3 4.0 1.5 U J.d
25-3 30,100 . 100.0 56.7 35.3 5.7 2.2 . 0.1 -
3549 55. ',55,; : e 100.0 - 60.9° 32.0 5.0 . .1.8 0.2
50-64 (58,1 ) , 100.0 v 524 38.1 - TS5 v S : 30.2
65 and over. (1.6 300) - 100.0 V4.8 4 L2.7 ¢ : 8.4 v, 3uh 0.6 .
m.ck - *~ ) . 4 T . ; A3
16-19 (6, 1003 : . .. 100.0 43,2 L7.4 ™ Lt 7.8, 11,6 0.0
2024 (7,700 ' N 10050 38.4 \ .Y 5.9 11.7 10.0
25-3 (11,6 : 100.0 39.8 , - 19.7 8.5 1.8 . oy
35-49 u., . 100.0 33.9 N 55.1 ; . 7.4 3.1 \ 20,
50-64 (9, Looz ’ 100.0 335 54.3 - S 1e2 I N 20.4
65 and over 5,200) .. 100.0 . 357 - . 7 50.1 N __'-1_1.2 - 12.4 . 2.6
mm Data bat¥d on quept.ion llb Detail may not add to ~’tot,d].'*be;auuc ol‘ xoundingl Figures 1n mpnhhuuep xe!’ex ‘to'popul.ation in t.ho groﬁp .
’bg.ixnte, based on zero & on sbout 10 or fewer samplo cases;vis sbatistically uﬁréliabl;p . N
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N Tablr 11. Nelghborhood safety when out alone during the day
- - . - . . . . -

. - _ {Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over) % '
Population churnc't.o;"‘la(t.ic : Total ) Very ﬁafo- ‘ Reasonsbly safo e Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe Not available
Race, sex, and age - \ ‘

’ te . , .

Male ,
~ 16-19 (7,300 100.0 7.3 20.2 1.7 20.0
© 20-2% (8,800). 100.0 . 73.0 -23.8 12.1 1.1
25-34 (13,600) ' 100.0 . .. 66.9 29.8 2.5 0.6
35-49 (26,000 100.0 70.2 25.2 3.8 > 20,4
50-64 (25,900 100.0 63.8 ¢ 30.6 4.3 1.1
. 65 end over-(19,300) 100.0 ~  52.3 .3 4.7 31,4
v Fomald ‘ N . ,
. 16-19 (9,200) 100.0 43.2 42.0 11.0 3.5
. 20-20 (10,900) 100.0 5.8 10.9 5.5 11.8
25-34 (16,500 . 100.0 © 48.3 39.9 8.3 3.4
_ 3549 (29,900 MOp o« v 52.9 37.9 6.1 3.0 .
50-62. (32, 200 ¢ 100,0 L3.3 Lh.d t 10.1 2,4
65 and over (27,000) _ 100.9 39.5 43.8 1.1 1.8

< . 0 -

Al ack A ’ . & N
+ Male e " i " : :

, -16-19 (2,960 , . ©100.0 % _ 8.5 | 46.2 -, 3.3 - 31.1
) 20-;3 2,800 : 100.0 52.9 L2.5 2.6 20,0
C125-30 (5,200 . 100.0 " 50,9 . 43.0 25,0 - n.d
. 35-49 (6,300 : 100.0 - 45.8 L5.3 © 6.0 1.9
50-64 (3,800 L ) 100.0. 40.6 49.5 25,7 33,2
, 65 epd over 2,200) . *100.0 _ 34.0 55.0 18,3 3.4
Y pggle . v ) . 8 . 6 2
g 6-19 (3 ' . 100.0 3 . 48, 1.0 2.0
W zo-zns:ggg - 200.0 - © 304 60.5 6.5 . N
o 25-3 6,400 - 100.0 30.9 55.0 1.2 - . a3
T 35-h9 7,200 . . 100.0 24,3 .0 C b9 _ . 8.6 NN
\ 50-64 (5,600) . PO / 100.0 ° .28,7 - . o516 . 8.2 5.5
65 and over (3,000) .5 - 100.0 36.9 46.6 13.3 13,2
. g T - B . . B3 : . :
~ WOTE: Data based on question 11b, Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures_in parerithases refer to population in the group.
y" based on tero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, io stat{stically unrveliable. - L - '
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: Table 12. Nolghboﬂ,\ood safety when out alone at night '
(Pexrcent dia_tribution of responses for the pop\‘xlauon age 16 and over)
P.opullbion characteristic Total' ’_Vary safe Reasonably safe Somewhat uns;fa . Very unsafe Not available
ALl persony (282, 800) 100.0 V22,5 ' 39.1 ) 2.5 ) 16.5 WA
Sax 4
- Male (125,000) -100.0 31,2 [YNA 16.1 ~ 8.0 0.3
Funalo (157,700) 100.0 15.6 : -9 . 25.9 23.2 0.4
Uhit.o 226 6(1)) 100.0 21;.3 . 39.0 21,3 15.0 0.4
m% 51.,200) . ~00.0 15. 38.9 22,5 23.0 * 0.2
. 2,000) 100.0 T 3127 5.6 23.5 Sox)2.2 0.0
. Asa :
16-19 (22,800 100,0 25,2 40.1 20.5 13.5 0.7
20-24 (27,900 100.0 23.6 h2.0 28.2 14.2 * 0,0
25-34 (42,100 100.0 2.5 43.3 19.0 15.9 2 0.3
35-49 (70, 500 100.0 27.1 39.0 2.7 ° 12.1 10,2
50-64 (67,700 100.0 R2.1 38.0 22.8 16.9 ' *0.3
45 .and over (51 700) 100.0 15.9 35.0 2.9 25.1 . 1.0
Viotimization experience ' ' - o
Mot viotimised (225,100) 100.0 23.5 40.1 21,2 14,9 0.4
Yetintised (57.700) 100.0 18.6 35.2, 23.0 22,9 ", 2 0.3
l()‘l‘!x Data based on question 1la. Detall may not add to ﬁobn bocnuac of rounding. Figures in parentheses rcrer Lo populstion in the group .-
) Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fower sample cases, is statistically unrelisble. & )
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Table 13. Neighborhood safety when out alone at night
, ) . s (Porent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over’) ' .
Population characteristic Total . Vory eafe h Reanonahl}y safo Somowhat unsafe Vory weafo Nob availsble
Sex and sge )

Male
16-19 (10,300 100.0 37.7 L5.3 12,8 3 3.0 3,2
20-2, (11,700 . : 100.0 36.7 L7.0 12.1 . f 4.2 £ 20,0
25-34 (19,000 : 100.0 30,6~ 50.5 : 12.1 6.5 0.3
35-49 (32,500 _ 100.0 36.6 42,3 - 15.4 ’ 5.0 Yo
50-64 (29,900) | \ 100.0 28.6 In Y1 18.1 9.3 ‘ofs
‘65 and over (21,700) ¢ 100.0 21,2 A1 2.4 ' 15.9 Yok

Fomale : ’ ]

1619 (12,500 : 100.0 14.8 35.9 26.9 22,2 *0,2
20-2 (16,2 . 100.0 14.1 38.1 26.0 Sk 0.0
25-3 (23,2 100.0 14.0 37.5 2.7 23.6 20,2
35-49 {38,100 100.0 18.9 36.2 27.0 17.7 20,2

* 50-64 {37,900 . 100.0 16.9 ' 33.5 26.5 22.8 ‘ovs
65 and\aover (30,000) 5 ‘100.0 12.1 30.7 20,1 11.8 Y1
Race and age

WNhite A -
16-19° (16,500 100, 0. 27.5 38.0 19.9 13.6 ‘0.8
20-24 (19,700 . - 100.0 26.3 42,8 17.6 » 13.2 30,0 -
25~34 €30,100 100.0 2.2 W34 19.3 12.8 *0.9

4 (58,100 : 100.0 23.6 38.1 22.9, 15.1 20,3
65 and over' (16,300) - ‘ 100.0 16.3 34.8 23.6 8.3 1.0

Back -~
16-19 6.1003 - - \gg.o 19.9 INY 22.3 13.1 30,0

« 20-24- (7,700 .0 . 174 39.9 25.9 17.0 20.0
25-3 11.600; , 100.0 4.6 13.1 . 18,2 24,0 0.2

3549 (14,100 100,0 * 15.6 35.4 26.5 22,5 20.0
gd—éh 9.1.002 b , 100.0 13.1 \ 35.9 22, 28.3 20,4
"+ 85 and over (5,200) , 100.0 12.0 36.8 17,1 R.9 ¥1,2

- — - - - - - - - = - - ry - - e —— -
NOTE: Data based on question lla. Dotail may not add to total bacause of rounding, Flgures in parcntheses refer to population in the group.
1Eatimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, in statistically unreliable. .
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Table 14, Nolghborhood safety when out aione at night

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

Population characteristic . Total Very safo Roasonably: nafe Somowhat, unsaflo Vary unsafle Not. available
Race, sex, and age
White

Nale
16-19 7.300; 100,0 . M.9 42.1 13.1 1.3 2.7

. 20-2 100.0 38.5 6.8 10. 5 4.1 20.0
25-34, 13,600 100.0 32.7 50.5 10.8 5.5 ‘2 0.4
3549 100.0 39.9 42,1 13.4 by 0.2
50-64 25 900 100.0 30.0 43.8 1.7 8.3" 0.2
65 and over (19,3 . 100.0 2.7 AN 2.9 4.5 0.3

Pemal e
16-19 (9,200) 100.0 15.9 3.8 25.1, : 23.5 20.3
20-24, (10, 900 100.0 16.5 19 6 -23.3 20.6 2 0.0
25-34, (16,500 100.0 17.1 37.6 26. 18.9 0.2
35-49 (29,900 ) 100.0 2.6 38.1 267{ 13.7 10.2
50-64, (32, . 100.0 16.4 . 33.6 27. '20. 5 0.4

~ 65 and over (27,000) ‘ 100.0 112.5 29.9 2.8 31.3 1.4

R ack i .

Nale - ¢
1619 (2,900 100.0 28.3 .51.6 12.7 A 1d.0
20-24 (2,800 100.0 30.6 49.1 15.8 . 4.5 0.0

$ 25-34 (5,200 100.0 25.1, M 50. 4 . 15.1 9.5 0.0
3549 (6,300 100.0 23.% 42.7 s 2.7 ) 10.1 20.0
50-64 (3,800 100.0 20.2 40.8 2.8 16.2 0.9
65 and over (2,200) 100.0 17.1 36.4 16.5 28.6 1.y ‘

Pemale . b »

16-19 (3,200 100.0 12.2 38.5 1.0 18.3 30.0
20-24 (5,000 100.0 9.7 .9 315 24.0 20.0
25-34 (6,400) - 100.0 6.1 37.2 20.6 7 35.6 20.4
35-49 (7,900) . " 100.0 9.3 29.6 28.7 32.4 N 30.0
50-64 (5,600 100.0 8.3 32.5 22.8 36.5 *0.0
65t and over (3,000) 100.0 18:3 37.0 17.5 36.1 1.1 .,

WOTE: Data based on question 1la. Detall may not add to total becsuse of rounding. Figures in plrent.heaen refer to population in the group.
} Estimate, baued on gerc or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, 1s atutisticdly unreliable
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Table 15. Nelghborhood dangerous enough to fonsider moving tluwhore
(Percent "digg.ribution of responses for the popylation age 16 ard over)

« Population characteristic Total - {es . No Notqi;vailable
° - —
A1l persons (108,800) 100.0 ©o18.8 ‘ 78.0 S22
Sex _ ' | \
_ Male (30,600) ' 100.0 23.7 - 73.2 J {3
" Female (78,300) ' +100.0 16.9 . 79.9 3.2
" Race . . > :
. white 83,000; 100.0 15.5 ° 8.5 3.0
_ Hlack (25,100 . 100.0 . 29.1 66.9 3.9
Other (700) . 100, ©. 1 329.0 7.0 \*0.0
Age ' ' o
~ 16-19 (8,000) A N 100.0 24..0 72.3 “ 33,7
e 20-2) (9,700) 1 . ,100.0 23.2 75.2 41,6
S 25-34J14, 800 . '100.0. . 25.1 70.8 4.1
. - 35-‘.9 2’{,@ - 1m00 2000 7707 203
50-64 (27,200 _ t 100.0 16.1  80.0 4.0
65 and over (25,100) o 100.0 13.4 83.5 3.1
Victimization experiencd R . '
5 Not victimized (82,000) - 100. 0, \ 16.5 * o 80.3 3.1
‘ Vigtimiszed (26',0003 100.0 25,6 .0 3.4

NOTE: Data baséd on queatidn 1lc. Detail may not add to total because .of roundin'g; ' Figu_res
2 in parentheses refer 'to population in the group.® '
‘Estimate, based 'on zero or an about 10 or fewer sgmple cases, is ‘statistically unreliable.
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Table 16. Limitation or change in activities b

use of fear of crime

(Porcent distribution of rosponses ler the population age 16 and over).

.
Population characteristic
N

) Pogplo in polalibopliood )
Tolal™ é‘qa & ﬁok avalTab] otal as o ot avallable Total

Yoo P‘?l"l!ﬁ(l)l!l

“Fol avallpble

ablo
.J ALl porsoms (282,600) 100.0 78.7 £20.2 1.1 100.0 51.4 16.0 2.7 100.0 W,.8 54.8 0.4,
A ) \
. Hale (125,000) 100.0 7.4 21.7 0.9 100.0  49.% L48.5 1.9 100.0 37.9 62.4 0.3
‘ifemlle (157,700) 100.0 79.8  19.0 1.2 100.0 52. 13.9 3.3 100.0 50.7  18.9 0.4
" Race " .
White (226 600) 100.0°  77.4 2.6 1.0 100.0  44.5 48.6 2.8 100.0 L2.7 57.0 0.3
Back 51.,500 100.0 85.1 13.7 1.2 100.0  63.8 .4 1.9 100.0 5.8 45.6 0.6
Other (2,000) 100.0 . 59.7 34.6 35,7 . 10Q.0  33.3 62.4 4.3 100.0 37.8  62.2 }o0.0
o i
1619 (22,800 . 100.0 75.7 23.2 1.0 100.0  48.1 49.4 2.4 1000 36.3 62.9 X0.8
20-@ (27,900 100,0 77.6 2.4 1.1 100.0  49.2  47.3 3.5 100.0 4.2 58.8 20.0
25-3 (42,100 100.0 8c.3 18.5 1.2 100.0 52.4 Li.7 2.9 100.0 .7 55.1 20.3
3549 (70,500 100.0 76.6 22.3 1.1 100.0  47.9 49.5 2.5 100.0 43.2.  56.4 0.5
50-64 (67,700 100.0 .4 17.9 0.7 100.0 53.7 43.8 235 100.0 47.1 52.7 20.2
65 and over (51,700) 100.0 78.8  19.7 1.4 100.0 54.6 42.7 2.6 100.0 L49.7  49.7 0.6
Vctimisation experience ( ' ‘ ! o
Not victimised (22;,100) 100.0 .4 2.5 1.1 100.0 * 49.6 , 47.9 2.5, 100.0 4.5 $6.1 O.h
Victiaised (57, 700 100.0 84,2 14.9 0.9 100.0 58.4 38.4 3.2 100.0 49.8  14,9.9 %0.3
~n

NOTE: Data based on questions 16a, 16b, and 16¢c. Detall may not add to total becausc o

&’ . .
’Dthnte, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases,

~

ty

ng. Figures in parentheses refer to popuhtion D e

1sa statlstlcaily unreliable. °
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Table 17. Personal limitation or change in actlvities because of fear of crime

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

Population characteristic Total Yés %} No Not available
!
Sex Eaﬁ( age ”
Male )
16-19 {10,300 100.0 "2 2 , 75.2 20.6
20-24 (11,700 100.0 31.7 - 68.3 *0.0
: 25-% 19,000 ' 100.0 * 35.8 63.7 20.5
g 32, 500 100.0 36.8 62.8 2.4
0-64 (29,900 100.0 39.6 60.1 20.3
65 'and over (21,700) _ 100.0 L5. 4 545 0.1
Female ‘ ’ .
16-19 (12,500 . 100.0 L6. 4 52.6 ¥1.0
20-24 (14,200) - o 200.0 48.0 52.0 30,0
25-34 (23,200 - . 100.0 51.9 4,8.0 30.1
35-49 (38,100 _ - 100.0 48,6 50.8 0.5
50-64 (37,900 . 100.0 52.9 46.9 20,2
< 65 and over (30,000) 100.0 52.9 L&.2 0.9
x Race and age
White ‘
16-19 (16,500 _ 100.0 33.9 65.2 20,9
20-24 (19,700 o 100.0 38.1 61.9 %0.0
25-34 (30,100 : 100.0 40. 8 59.1 20,2
35~-49 (55,800 100.0 . 39.3 d\ 60.2 20,5
50-64 (58,100 100.0 46.0 * A 53.9 0.1
65 .and over (46,300) : . 100.0 49.0° ~. 50.7 - 20.3
: ) ‘Hlack ’ h B
ot ‘ 16-19 6,100§ 100.0 43.1 56.3 *0.5
202k (7,700 100.0 49.3 - 50. 7 0.0
253 11,600§ 100.0 55,2 * L3 20,5
35-49 (14,100 100.0 - 58.0 . 1.8 - - o2
5081 (9,400) 100.0 S5k 3N 45.0 L 0.7
65-and over (5,200) e © 100.0 57.2 - - 39.9 v. 3.0

Yy

2

NOTE: Data based on question 160. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures
’ in parentheses refer to populat,;ttn in the group. : " -
YEstimate, bdsed on zero og on about 10 or fewer. sample‘—cagg s, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 18. Personal limitation or change In activities because of fear of crime
(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over)
< Population characteristic Total Yes No Not available
Race, sex, 3nd sge '
Whi te
Male ,
16-19 7,300; 100.0 19.8 o 1944 10.8
20-24 (8,800 100.0 29.8 70,2 10.0
W, 25-34 (13,600 100.0 32.1 67.4 20.4
35-49 (26,000 : 100.0 33.3 66.3 0.5
50-64 (25,900 100.0 38.8 61.0 ‘ 2
65 and over (19,7300) 100.0 Wy 1 55.9 10.0
Femal e -
16-19 (9,200) 100.0 L5.3 53.8 21.0
20-24 (10,900 100.0 L4.9 55.1 10.0
C @53k (16,500 100.0. 47.9 52.1 20.0
5-49 (29,900 100.0 N 54.9 0.6
50-64 (32,200 ; - 100.0 . 51.8 48.2 . 201 iy
65 and over (27,000 . 100.0 52.5 47.0 20.5
Y Black ’
' Male
16-19 (2,900 100.0 34.9 65.1 20.0
20-24 (2,800 100.0 37.4 - 62,6 20,0
, 25:34 (5,200 " 100.0 45.6 53.8 20.6
b 35-149 (6,300 . 100.0 50.5 49.5 . 10.0
- 50-64 (3,800 , , 100.0 46.9 ©5R.2 20.9
* 65 and over (2,200) 100.0 59.2 39.4 11.3
Female ’
16-19 (3,200 100.0 50.6 48,4 ' 11.0
20-24 (5,000 100.0 55.9 INRS} 20.0
. 25-34 (6,400 100.0 62.9 36.7 0.5
35-49 (7,900 100.0 63.9 35.7 0.4
( 50-64 (5,600 100.0 59.4 40.1 2.5
. : . 65 and over (3,000) 1100.Q, 55.6 ~40.2 ~ LN
¢ NOTE: Data based on question 16¢. Detail may not add to gotal because of rmkuﬁung. Figures .

N in parentheses refer to population in the group. | - )
¥E§timate,.based_on Zero or on ?bout 10 or fewer sample cases, 1s statistically unreliable.
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Table 19. Most imporiant reason for’selecting present neighborhood

\

P
’

(Porcent distribution of answers by houschold respondants )

>
-Ot,hmlhnd

Alvdays lived in  Neighborhood Safe from Lack of « Characteristics
Househald chardbteristic Total neikhbarhood charactoristics Good schoals crime choice Right price Location not svallablo
H at
All houscholds (75,400) 100.0 2.7 15.8 2.4 3.6 1/.3 13.9 32.7 2 5.1
Race : ’ .
White (59, 7003 . 100.0 3.3 16.6 ¢ .9 3.8 9.4 14.2 35. 2 5.2
Black (15,000 100.0 0.7 12.9 .9 2.7 33,5 12.1 2. .5 4.6
Other” 700) 100.0 10.0 ' LIV 0 12.9 Y181 ‘180 139, .6 8.8 .
Annmual famdly income ' ) : _ .
Less than $3,000 (14, 500) 100.0 2.7 12.5 oL 2.8 22.0 219.9 28.1 .7 L.8
$3,000-37,499 226 500 - 100.0 1.1 15.1 2.4 3.7 16.5% 15.1 30.8 7 L.k
$7, 500-%9, 999 (10, 500) 100.0 3.5 18.6 2.9 3.2 10.1 10.7 .8 2.2 4.0
$10, 000-31/,999 (12, 900) 100.0 1.6 17.0 3.4 L. 7 9 11.4 37.5 .0 5.4,
$15, 000-32,, 999 5,1.‘00; 100.0 3.1 17.4 12,2 3.0 5.6 1.7 39.4 .3 ¥s5.0
$25,000 or more (1,900 100.0 10.0 2.2 LN 13.8 6 5 Y3 L7.6 .5 8.
Not. available (3,000) 100.0 3.3 . 16.8 12,0 113.3 19.% r7.6 25.5% A 11.4
Vicqmiznuon experience - . ' o -
Not victimised (58,600) - 100.0 ., 2.8 15.7 2.7 3.3 13.9 S 14.8 32. .3 5.1
Victimized (16,800) 100.0 20, 16.2 N6 . W7 15.8 10,5 33.8 7 5.3
NOTE: Data based on question 2a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parenthoses xofm t.{} houscholds in the group.
1 Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, Is statistically unreliable. Y .
* ’ t [
P &
Table 20. Most important reason for leaving former residence
! (Percont distribution of answers b househald respondents)
o ‘ : ‘ ng Influx Other
Characteristics Wanted better Wanted cheaper :Egemonba of bad Neighborhood ard not
Househald c¢haracteristic Total- Location of house - house house q Forcoed out , echa Yd _ elements characteristics available
All households (75,400) 100.0 2.3 13.3 " 13.3 8.2 7.3 1_3\\1. 1.3 3.5 13.1
Race . .- ' ' ) ’ N )
Hhit.e 59, 700 100.0 25.6 14.1 13.4 8.1 5.8 12. 1.4 2.2 3.2 <1402
Black (15,000 "100.0 18.9 10.1 12.9 8.8 13.7 18.6 ‘0.& 2.7 5.1 8.3
Other (700) ~ 100.0  125.1 11,5 2147 .1 13,2, 1.3 0.0 0.0 12.9 Y26 .4
Annual family incame ¢ : - RO . .
Less than $3,000 (14, 500) - 100.0 22.9 9.7 6.4 is}p . 10.2 12.8 1.7 2.3 3.9 13.3
$3,000-37,499 (26, 500; 100.0 * 26.7 12.5 10.5 2 e 9.2 13.3 1.0 2.3 3.2 13.9
$7,500-39, 999 (10, 500 100.0 20.0 . __,18.1 17.4. 5.9 L.7 13.9 | .3 ,3:0 Ceh.2 11.6
$10, 000—811. 999 (12,900) 100.0 23.2 16.1 19.0 . 5.3 4.3 13.5 | Yo.9 1.9 ‘9.3 12. 4
$15, 000-8$24, 999 (5,400 N 100.0 23.1 13.9 , 20.6 5.7 12,6 15.4 s 2.2 12.2 4.4 9.1
$25,000 or more (1,900 , 100.0 30.0 7.3 23.9 1.3 13.7 15.1 0.0 1.3 2.5 ‘1.8
Not available (3,800) I . 100.0 = 27.1 11.6 11.9 .5 9.1 12.3 N.3 1.2 32.7 18.2
Victimization experience ) . N -
Not victimized (58,600) i} 100.0 2.1 14.0 13.3 8.5, 7.6 12.5 1.4 1.9 3.0 13,6
Victimized (16,800) . 1000 24.9 10.7 .13 6.9 6.4 16.7 1.0 3.4 5.4 1.4

NOTE: Data based on quoat.ion La.

Dotail may not add to total because of rounding.

Figures lu par ont.hese{ lofex to houacholds in the group

lEat.imqt.e, based on zero or on about 10 or feuex sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

* o
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Table 21. Whether or not there are undesirable nelghborhood characteristics
: v (Percent distribution ot answers by household respondents)
— _ : :
Household characteristic Total Yes " No Not available
!, M1 households (123,100) 100.0 30.4 69.2 0.4
{Race _ p ' ' '
x White 97,100§ 100.0 28. 14 71,2 0.4
'.1 Black: (25,300 100.0 38.3 61.1 10.5
Other (800) 100.0 216.7 83.3 10.0
?Annual family income .
¥ Less than $3,000 (23,200) \ 100.0 30.7 69.0 10.3
b $3,000-$7,499 éb,l 600; :100,0 s 29.4 70.0 10,5
s $7,500-$9,999 15, 800 100.0 25.9 g 73.6 10,5
¥ $10,000-$14, 999 21,200; 100.0 30.4 - 69.4 10,1
- $15,000-$24, 999 (10,200 100.0 38.1 61.3 10.4
, $25,000 or more (3,600) _ 100.0 35.4 4. 5 10.0
! Not available (7,600) 100.0 3.0 8.3 10.7
‘Victimization experience & . ”
§ Not victimized (97,000) 100.0 26.9 72.7 0.4
% Victimized “(26, 1005 100.0 - L3.2- 56.3 10.4

ﬁNOTE: Data based on question 5a. Detail méy not add to total becasue of rounding. - Figures
x in parentheses refer to households in the group.
* _1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fefjer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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(Parcent distribution of anawors by household respondents)

n

Table 22. Most important nelghborhood problem

Environmgyt al Public “Tnadequat.e Influwx aof Problems with Othor and
, Hiousehald characteristic Totol Mﬁ.c parking problems Crime transportation schools, shopping -bad elements nelghbors not avallable
A1l housohalda (37,400) 100.0 9.3 36.9 16.9 1.7 2.2 10.0 15.3 7.7

Race + m :

» White (27,600) . 100.0 11.1 31, 8 16.1 1.9 2.8 10.7 14.7 7-9
Black (9,700) 100.0 4.2 a 1 18.9 1.0 0.8 8.1 16.8 6.8
Other (3100) 100.0 10.0 BN SV L0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1208 Y15,

Annual femily Jnocome )

Loss than $3,000 (7,200) 100.0 12.8 37.3 22.2 1.9 12 10.6 15.9 5.9

i $3,000-37,499 ?2,200) 100.0 7.5 36.3 18.2 1.6 1.9 11.1 16.2 ¢ 7.1
$7, 50039, 999 (4,100) : 100:0 11.2 37.1 16.6 0.7 | 12.4 7.8 12,2 12.0
$10, 000-814, 999 (6, 400 100.0 13.4, 33.6 4.0 12,5 1.7 10.13 15.6 8.9
$15,000-3$24, 999. (3,:900) . 100.0 13.9 . 45.1 8.8 10.0 LW ‘7.0 15.2 Y67
$25,000 or more (1,300 100.0. . 21,2 33.7 LR} »0.0 15,5 Y10.8 13 \ 1 9.0
Not availsble (2,400) 100.0 Y 8. 35.4, 21.1 Y1.3 1.3 110.1 .8 Y6

Victimisation experience / b
Not victimired (26,100) 100.0 9.6 39.0 15,. 4 1.8 2.5 10.2 15.2 v 7.3
Victimired (11, 3005 : 100.0 8.k 32.0 22.8 *1.3 ; Y1.5 9,7 15.4 v 8.5

ll)l’m

Data Yased on question 5a.

Dotail may not add to total bocause of rounding.

Figures. in par

! gatimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, 1s statigtically unreliable.
i

EH

AN

b
Axthoaoa rofer to housoholda in the group.

Table 23. Whether or not malo\; food shopping donie in the nelghborhood

(Percent distribution o

answers by household respondents)

Household characteristic 'lxot,&l Yes No Not available . ‘L 4
A1l households (123,100) 100.0 8.3 18. 4 0.3
Race i N . ) g
White 97,100; ~L 100.0 86.5 13.2 0.2
Black (25,300 # 100.0 61.1 38.3 10,7
Other (800) 100.0 83.3 v 116.7 10.0
i Annuel family incame ) o
: _Less than $3,000 (23, 200) 1£,0 8.3 18.4 10.3
’ $3,000—$7,L.99 §u 6003 100.0 80.7 19.2 10.2
$7,500-89,999 (15,800 100.0. 8.9 17.8 10.3 i A
$10,.000-$14, 999 21,2003 100.0 8l,.1 15.7 10.2 ®
$15, 000-$24, 999 (10,200 100.0 79.0 ©20.4 10.4
$25,000 or more (3,600) 100.0 82.0 18.0 10,0
Not available (7,600) 100.0 78.4 20.2 11.3
Victimization experience e «
o Not victimized*(zg 000) + 100.0 | 39 82.4 17.2 10.3
— Victimized (26,1 3 100.0 ~ 76.9 22.6 10.4

Q‘i \ _'-4\, T

NOTE: Data.based on question ba.

Detail may not add to total because of- rounding. Figures

in parentheses refer to households in the group.
2 Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 24. Most important reason for not doing major food shopping in the neighborhood

{Percont distribution of anowors by houschold reapondenta)

a o ————

Household characteristic Tot al No nelghborhood atares - Inadequate atores High pricos (rime Pinl. available
A1 households (22,600) 100.0 ' 27.0.. ' T 0 9., 2.2 _ 10.7
Race ') ' ' £§~9" SRR - . , .
White (12,800 e 100.0 : o 39.6 -, YA 2. 13.7
Black gz 100.0 . 22’3‘}@{ ' - h2.6 '25.9 1. 'g ~ 2.0
Other (*100) ' 100.0 ' 1%60.7 10.0 '18.9 }20.3 '0.0
Annual femily income > ,
Less than $3,000 (4,300) 100.0 26.8 . ] .7 24.2 10.5 13.8
$3,000-%7,499 58, § 100.0 25.5 9.6 2.5 12.9 10.5
$7, 500-39,999 (2,800 100.0 21.2 51.2 1.0 11.8 '7.8
$10, 000-$14, 999 (3 300; 100.0 8. LYY 16.6 13.3, 10.0
¢+ $15,000-824,999 100.0 30.6 W14 110.5 2.9 18.6
'$25,000 or more 6¢ 100.0 . 514 T Y3p.0 13.7 . 0.0 10.5
< Not available (1,600 200.0 . .28 ' 36.8 2.3 *1.9 .6
Victimization experience o . ] : .
Not victimized (16,700) - 100.0 A7h 39.5 19.9 . 1.8 1.4
Victinized (53,900) . *100.0 26.0 * B 17.7 - 3.4 8:7
NOTE: Data based on guestion 6a. Detail may not add to total bocause of rounding. Figlres in parentheses rofer to houuoholdu in Lho group. . e
! Estimatoe, based on z6ro or on about 10 or fowor sample casesn, is ut.nt.istically unroliable. 3 - . N
Table 25. Preferred Iocatlon for qenerql énerchandlae shopplng " - '
(Pex'cent distribution 01‘ ‘answers by houseéhald respondentﬂs) S -
o o Suburban or ' _
Household characteristic o ' Total neighborhood Downt.own Not .available °*
All households (;23,100) B 100.0 67.1 : 31.1 - 1.8 ’
D Ra B e " : ' )
o ce ST o : _ X
T White 97,10_(); e W - %00.0 - n.a . 26.3 229
S Black (25,300)- ‘ : 1100.0 49.5 T h9.2 1.3
Other (800) : .100.0 58.9 ° 135.0 6.1
Annual family income =~ . - - _ e
Less than $3,000 (23,200) . “100.0 55.9 al.*a*‘-?-; L 2.8
. $3, 000-37, 499 él;l 600 - B ©100.0 - 63.6 35.2 \ 1.3
_ $7, 500-39, 999 (15,800 ' 100.0, 70. 4 - .28.8 10.8
I $10, 000-$14, 999 -(21, 2003 - - © .100,0 L% R r23.7 11,2 e
i?f S $15,(X)0—$21+,999 10,200) . .-~ © 100.0 vr o om98 . - 19,0 . 1.2 » é
" $25,000 or more 3,600) ' 100.0 72.6 2,6 . 15.8 o
e Not available (7,600) 100.0 72.6 2%y 4.0 !
s . Victimization experience _' ' - _ .-
Not victimized (97 ,”), - : 100.0 - 67.3 - _ 31.1 1.6 ;
~.  Victimized (26, 1oq) Ny v 100 665 . 3l 2.3
w_l‘E: Data baaed o qupgtion 7a. Detail mw not ad,d to t,otal because of ;;ounding Figures .
) 4n parenthsea refer té hous#ilds. in the grorup. e : p
‘l')timqte, babed on about 10+ or ,fewer sample cases, is atatistic&ly unreliable. S N .
L n\‘\- . . n cu . e
-h ., @ l-d_’v : \' P Loge 49 ' B ) - Ty
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" Table 26. Most Important reason for usually
in the suburbs (or neighbo

dolng general merchandisé shopping
) or downtown

(Percent dlutribuul of anowers by household re.ap(x\dcntn)

Type of ..hopper and

Detier solection, Crlme in -

Do.t.ter

. Botter Datter Hove . Prefer stores, Other and -~
- housshold char.ct.quat.it_:’ Total parking transportation cfmvenlent. more otores .other location store howrs ,Better prices location, etc. not aveilable
. e i ia
Suburban (or neighborhood)
shoppers 4 -
All houschalds (82,700) 100.0 11.6 2.5 8.4 12.5 7.7 1.2 5.9 7.1, 3.2
Race !
White (69, 700 100.0 12.6 2.6 L8.5 11.3 9.0 - 1.2 L6 7.0 3.2
Black {12, 500 100.0. 5.9 , 12.0 46.9 19.7 '0.8 < 1y 10.4 9.8 33
Other (500) 100.0° '5.6 '0.0 66.7 V5. '5.7 20.0 5.3 15.7 155 ¢
‘Annual femlly income . ) . .
Less than $3,000 (13,000) 100.0 4.9 3.7 35.6 7.7 . 6.3 ‘1.0 7.5 6.9 Lol
%3, 000-87, 499 izs.:.oo 100.0  10.3 2.3 53.8 10.5.F 6.7 . 1 0.9 5.7 6.6 Ik
47, 500-49, 999 (11,100 100.0 12.0 1.2 44,.9 16.9 1.6 10.9 6.2 7.2 30
310, 000-$14,999 (15,900) 100.0 15.9 2.0 L2.7 14.0 9.8 2,2 Lol 6.9 2.0
$15, 000-324,999 (8,100 100.0 15.8 1).8 38.7 15.5 1.1 11, L.8 8.3 1 2.1
$25,000 or wore (2,600 100.0 15.6 ' 0.0 374 23.5 LI A ' 0.0 109 15.5 V2.7
Wol available (5, 500) 100.0 12.8 Ya2.7 L85 10.9 6.1 Y 0.5 LIS 921 5.4
S Victimisation yxperience v i
Mot victimined (65,300) 100.0 11.4 2.9 L9.9 15.2 ) 7.8 1.2 5.4 6.7 3.4
N Victimized (17,1,(!)5 100.0 2.3 Y31 L2.7 1%.3 7.4 1 0.9 5.6 10.0 2.8
. . .
Downtown shoppers ! -
A11 households (38,300) 100.0 0.4 8.0 | .8 ® 2 '0.2 ' 0.4 17.7 8.9 2.5
; Race !
White (25,600 100.0 10.) 9.6 35.7 23.9 1 0.0 Y 0.4 17.4 9.5 3.2 v
Black (12,4 100.0 '0.7 L.k 32.5 .1 ' 0.6 Y 0.4 18.6 7.6 11°2
« Other (300) 100.0 ' 0.0 179 165.1 1 8.9 ' 0.0 1 0.0 0.0 18,1 1 0.0
Anpual family income T
Less than $3,000 (9,600) 100.0 '0.0 12,6 4.3 23.6 ' 0.0 1 0.7 21.0 5.9 11.8
$3, 000-87, 4,99 ilu&ggo) 100.0 0.4 6.7 .1 30.9 s #0.3 10.3 18.8 7.0 2.3
$7, 500-39, 999 (4,600) 100.0 *1.1 151 32,8 26.7 1 0.0 10.0 15.6 15.5 133
$10, 000-$14,999 (5,000 100.0 0.4 5.6 - .5 25.9 ' 0.4 Yo 15.6 13.6 1 3.2
315, 000-324,999 (1,900 100.0 1.0 1.8 NG 21.2 1 0.0 1 0.0 113.0 19.3 12,6
$25,000 or more 800; 100.0 10.0. 131 2.5 127.6 Y 0.0 1 0.0 131 114.8 ' 9,0
Mot available (1,800 100.0 10.0 18,4 . L3.9 26,3 1 0.0 1 0.0 Y13.0.° 12 1.1
Victimiecation experience . )
Not victimized (30,100) 100.0 10.3 8.1 35.5 25.1 2o YO 18. 4 9.1 2.5
Victimizeq (8,100) 100.0 0.9 6.7 32.) .S r—"'- ' 0.6 1 0.3 14,.9 7.4 Y2

NOTE: - ‘Data based on question 7b. Detajl may not add to Lotal because of rounding.

‘Estimn!.o, based on gzero or on about 10 or [ewer sample cases, i3 statistically unreliable.

'ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Figures in parunthoao.s rofer to households in the group.
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Table 27. Change In the frequency with which persons
went out for evonlng en ertalnn%nt ;

(Percent distribution of rosponscs for the populat On age 16 and over)

Population characteristic Total More _ \§§§ L' Less Not available
A1 persons (282,800) - 100.0 9.7 63.9 259 . 0.5
Sex - : o
Male (125,000) ] 100.0 10.1+ 65.1 24.3 0.5
Female (157,700) ' 100.0 9.5 62.9 27.1 - . 0.5
Race = '
White (226,600) . 100.0 9.2 67.4 . 23.0 0.5
Hlack (54,200) . 100.0 12,2 ~ 49.1 38.1 _ 0.6
Other (2,000) 100.0 1 Z"S 64.5 25.0 ﬂ-'\pu*_g__j
- ’g .
Age ° ' - : ( .
16-19 (22,800 100.0 ~  30.5 47.3 22.0 10.3
20-24 (27,900 ) .100.0 19.1 49.9 30.7 10.2
25-34 (42,100) 100.0 12.1 55.4 32.1 10.4 ¢
35-49 (70,500 é“ 100.0 8.7 67.2 23.5 0.6
50-64 (67,700 100.0 4.3 7.1 24. 4 10.2
) 65 and over (51,700) 100.0 2.2 7.5 25.1 1.1
i : Victimization experience ' :
Not victimized (225,100) ~100.0 8.6 67.2 - 23.6 0. ¢
Victimized (57,700) B 100.0 "14.0 51.0 34.7 10,3
NOTE: Data based-on question 8b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in
. parentheses refer to population in-the group. - ' \
- 1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer cample cases, is statistically unrediable. ) \\\\
A -
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Table 28.

N

Most im

rtant reason for increasing or decreasing the frequency
with which persons went out for evening entertainment

{

(Porcent distribution of responses for Lhe poiml ation ugé 16 and ovoer)

Typé of change Jn frequency Places to Cwn - Transpor- Actlvitles,
and population characteristic Total Mbney  go, ete. Convenlence  henlth tation Age Family etc.
Persons golng out more uftem .

All porsons (27,560) 100.0 15.3 15.8 3.5 L1 2.2 10,7, 16,2 8.2

Sex '\ ' '

Male "(12,600) 100.0 16.2 15.7 3.3 10.9 2.9 9.7 14.1 9.8
Fomale (14, 900) 100.0 14.5 15.9 3.7 LI V).6 116 18.0 6.8

Race .
white (20,000) 100.0 17.9 15.7 3.5 Y13 2.0 10.5 17.6 8.2
Back (6,600) . 100.0 9.0 15.6 LIRS LAY 12.8 11.6 12.0 7.9
Other (200) 0.0 1.0 Y 41,9 1004 3 0.0 2 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 119.7

Age .

< 16-19 (7,000 100.0 7.9 17.8 1 0.9 1 0.0 11.8 32.3 6.0 6.5
20-24 (5,300)., 100.0 18.1 20.3 12,2 1 0.0 2 4.1 7.4 1.7 14.1
25-3, (5,100 100.0 19.6 144 1 4.0 1 0.0 2 1.1 1.7 27.5 5.2
35-49 (6,200 100.0  20.3 13.2 . 1.2 1 0.5 11.9 1 0.9 20.4 7.7
50-64 (2,900 100.0  14.9 12.8 152 Y 5.0 r 2.2 1 2.0 20.0 1.8
65 and over (1,100) 100.0 2.6 1 10.7 10.0 110.8 12,6 210.2 1r15.6 15.2

Victimizat¥on experience . . .

Not victimized (19,500) - 100.0 15.8 15.1 3.6 1.5 2.2 10.7 16.3 7.3
Victimized (8,100) 100.0 14.0 17.6 1.3 1 0.0 1 2.2 10.8 15.9 10.3
Peraons going out less -often ) T ) .
All persons (73,200) 100.0 23.6 4. 3.5 1.9 9.1 3.5 6.9 17.8 10.3
- “ Do . !

Sex ~ : -3, ‘gj '\g‘

Male (30,400) 100.0  26.8 ’ %ﬁ§ 2.7 8.0 3.9 7.9 JIAR I 12.4
Female (42, 800) 100.0 21.3 3. 9578 1.4, 9.9 3.3 6.1 20.1 8.8
’ N 't‘-};‘{'};

Race “«

White (%52, 1003 100.0 24.7 %0 1.7 9.3 4.0 A7.5 16.6 10.7
Black (20,600 100.0 ,20.6 2.6 2.7 8.4 2.4 b5 20.8 9.0
Other (500) 100.0 Y 28.9 1 12.3 Y 0.0 1 6.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 112.0 1 29.3

ASQ . ” + '

T 16-19 5,0%; 100.0 | 19.Q 11.3 ~ 0.0 1 0.0 6.4 11.8 16. 4 27.8
20-2, (8,6 100.0 = 28.5% 5.3 11,0 11.3 L4 111 28.1 11.6
25-3, (13,500 . 100.0 0.6 4.3 3.8 2.8 2.7 0.4 28. 4 14.1
35-49 (16,600 * 100.0 - 33.2 + 3.0 2.1 3.9 Y 1.7 3.2 17.5 11.0
50-64, (16,500 100.0 ¢+ 21.5 1.9 X 1.8 10.1 4.0 9.3 14.7 7.8
65 and dver (13,000) 100.0 9.3 L Y YLy 29.9 4.4, . 20.8 4.6 111

. Victimisation experience 4 » '

. Not victimized (53,200) . 100.0  23.4 2.8 2.2 10.6 3.3 7.2 17.7 9.6

Victimized (20,000) 100.0' ., 24.1 5.5 11.2 5.1 4.0 5.9 “18.0 12.3

A

%

Want to,
Crime ele.
1.9 16.
11.2 17.
2.6 15.
1.7 13.
r 2.8 27,
1 0.0 2 0.
10.4 16.
11.8 17.
2 0.6 15.
1 2.8« 15.
1 2.0 17.
13.1 klb.
2.0 16.
31.9 17.
10.8 5
7.6 5.
13.0 5.
10.5 L.
11.8 9.
1 0.0 1 5.
1.3 8.
5.7 6.
6.4 4.
10.1 6.
15.8 5.
16.7 3.
11.0 5
10.1 6
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NOTE: Data based on question 8b. Dotail may not *add 't,é total betause of rounding.

Flgures in parentheses refer

‘Est.imnte, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases,-is statistically unreliable.
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to population in the group.
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Table 29. Places usually visited for evening entertainment N
? . " i =
{Porcent distribution of reoponsos for the population age 16 and od‘)
o 3 1,
Popul ation characteristic Totad ., Inaide city F " Qutside clty About equal *  Not svailable
Al persons (173, 500) W 1000 " 75.3 13.5 11.1 0.2
Sex
Maly’ (84, 300) S . 100.0 73.8 13.9 12.3 o - 2 0.1
redale (89,300) . 100.0 76.7 13.1 . 10.0 - / 1 0.3
* : . \ : a .
Wdte (140,900) { 100.0 .6 .3 - : 11.0 . 10.2
Hlack (31,700) .. 100.0 77 g‘ 10.3 1.5 x 10.3
' other (1,000) 100.0 - 12.6 N 211, : 20,0
Age - - . .
1619 (®0, 80O 100.0 5.7 13044 . 10.7 0.1
20-2 (24,600 73.6 : N 1429 12.2 0.
25—3#, 33,100 ' P T 741 15.0 . , lo.8 20.2
3 hS 100 > 78.3 10.7 10.8 0.2
74.0 )} 1.6 11.1 . %0.3
65 and wor (16 100) . \ 73.5 14.6 11.5 20,4
Victimisatiop experience R :
Not victisfized (131, 7007\\ . 1%\.0 . 76,4 12.1 11.4 0.2
Victimized (41,900) . 0 7n.6 : 17.9 10.3 - 10.2
NOTE: Data based on question 8d. Detad1 may not add to LoLal because of rounding. Figureés in parentheses refer to population in Lthe group. \
' ‘Eat.ilnto, baud on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample canoa, i's ut.at.lsucully unroliable. . :
[ e "
e Lo : /\ )
Wiy . w ¥ T -
. ' N \:‘
' 1}
AN » - . K o s . >
tN . 3 N .
Q N . * . : . s 44 . : \1
A B : o " : :
.t__v\;-_&uk"-ﬁ S L R ':““g('.w . E L .” . o " L. . ' ’
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Table 30. Most important reason for usuhlly seeklng evening enlertalnment inside or outside thecity - it

»
(Porcont xua!.xlbu!..lon of 1ooponacu for the population age 16 und over)

Type of place snd popu- : Coawonlonco, Parking, *Criine .ln Moxu Profer OLher areas Friends, Other and
lation characteristic Total atc. traffic other place Lo do focilttles more oxpennive relativen not nvullahl;.v
Persons ontortalned inslde clly \ N ) . ) !
ALl porpens {(130,600) 100.0 67.0 1.2 1.r L0 1.3 1.7 0.0 2. .
o N i . b
Jex ' ™~ » . .
Male (624200) 100.0 67.9 1.2 S L2 12.7 . 1.7 8.9 ) 2.0
Femalo ((8y/00) 100.0 66.2 1.1 1.8 3.7 12.0 1.6 1.4 2.2
Raco ¢ - .
White (}05,100) 100.0 66.5 Lok 1.5 3.4 13.2 1.6 10.1 2.2
Rack 100.0 - 68.7 Yo 1.5 6.5 8:7 1.8 10.6 1.9
. Other 100.0 80 0.0 LA Y 0.0 Y 9.6 >o.0 6.6 4 Y 0.0
Age - g
16-19 100.0 61.9 0.1 0.6 9.8 9.1 2., 16,1 1.5
20-2 100.0 67.2 0.5 135 AN 6.4 L 1o 2.8 8.4 2.2
25-34 100.0 671 1.3 r),2 4.8 13.0 1.9 7.9 2.9
v 3349 100.0 66.8 1.3 1.6 29 13.3 2.5 10.0 1.6,
50-64 - 100.0 69.6 1.6 2.2 20,6 13.8 0.7 9.5 2.2
65 and overy (11, 800) 100.0 68.8 12,0 1.8 1.3 11.1 10,5 11.8 2.8
Victimiration experionce = CLT
Not victimired (100,600) 100.0 67.0 1.2 1.7 9 . 11.8 1.7 10.4 " 2.3
Victimized (30,000) 100.0 67.2 -\ 1.1 0.9 0 1.1 1.5 9.7 1.4
Persons sntertalned ou!.nl?lc' city S \ . A M
ALl persons (23,400) 100.% 26.1, ey L2 5.7 33.2 N 12.5 2.7
Sex ‘ ~ ‘ L
Nale -1, 700) 100.0 26.0 ‘6.0 11.0 6.0 35.3 0.8 11.4 3.5
Female (11 700) . 100.0 26.8 2.7 ) 17.4 hody 3.2 _ 10.8 13.6 12.0
Race R - ’ .
White (20,100) 100.0 26.5 L5 16.2 L.8 3.8 2 0.6 12.8 2.7
Black (3,300) 100.0 25.8 21,7 ’1.8 1.6 L K1.3 1.9 11.0 12.8
Other ("100) 100.0 0.0 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 %100.0 20,0 J2o.o ¥0.0
Age - :
16-19 (2,800 100.0 36.0 10.0 *10.3 9.8 21.4 2.1 16.1 .90
0-24 (3,500 100.0 14.6 13,5 11.7 8. 42.9 22,5 .5 21,7 -
5-34 (5,000 - 100.0 28.6 »3.5 4.7 6.9 3.8 20.0 b2 L 2.2
35-49 (4,800 100.0 2.4 1.9 16.5 16.0 38.7 20.6 7.9 x2.9
50-64 (5,000 100.0 3.6 25,7 15.6 22.3 27.6 10.0 14.9 X2,
65 and ovex (2,300) 100.0 25.3 19.0 13.9 @& 21,3 30.5 10.0 1642 13,8
Victimization experience
Y Hot\victi’ued (15,900) ~ 100.0 30.2 5.7 13.6 L.2 30.9 20.6 12.3 2.6
Victimire (7,500 11000 18.4 31.6 15.4 9.0 38.3 3].2 13.0 LR

NOTE: Data based on quoat.ion 8e. Debnmg:y not add to tdtal bocause of rounding. Iigures in parentheses refer to population in the group.
A Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 fewer sample cases, is ntatistically unroliable. .
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k : Tabie 31. Opinion abqut local police performance

(Percent distridbution of responses for the populat.io;m‘u'ge 16 and over)

«

Population characteristic ' 0 Good Average [ roor Don't know Not available
\j11 persone (262,800) 100.0 + 434 %.8 T 2.2 7.0 0.5
Sex . ) \’ . .
Male (125,000) \ 100.0 13.9 8.6 . 12.2 4.7 ' 0.6
Female (157,700) © 100.0 43.0 : 35.3 € 12.3 8.9 0.5
Race *
White (226,600) o 100.0 k7.9 33.7 10.8 *_7.2 \ 0.5
Mack (54,200) 100.0 2.2 50.0 18.7 .S 0.8
Other (2,000) . . 100.0 61.4 28.2 22.6 A, 0.0
Age -
1619 (22,800 100.0 32.3 48.1 15.4 3 ﬁ 0.4
20-2,, (27,900 100.0 13.2 49.6 12.1 4.7 20.4
25-3, (42,100 100.0 %.7 , 42.7 16.0 6.0 ' 20.6
3549 (70, 500 100.0 L. 9 3.1 13.7 6.8 0.5
. 50-64 (67,700 100.0 49.9 33.4 9.7 6.4 0.7
65 and over (51,700) y 100.0 %0.6 28.0 9.3 1.6 20.4
Vigtimizsation experience . ’
Mot viotimined (22;,100) T 100.0 45.8 3.8 11.2 7.6 0.6
Victimised (57,700 ‘ ; 100.0 3.3 Ly, 16.2 - 4.8 20.3

— - £ ra
s+ Data based on question lha, Detall mey not add to total becsuse of rounding. Figures in parentheses refor to population in the group.
Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or-fewer semple cases, is statistically unreliable. ’
<y
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Table 32. Opinion about local police performance . ,
/ \ (Percent distribution of responses {or the populatlon sge 16 axd over) i
hal g +
_';Pqiulnt.im charactoristic ' - Total Good Average Poor Don't know ' Not available
’:3;; and age
* ‘Male
-16-19 (10,300 100.0 N4 51.1 14.5 22, 2.3
20-24 (11,700 100,0 33.3 50.5 12,4 2.9 - 10.8
25-3 (19,000 100.0 35.2 42.9 16.7 L6 20.6
35-49 (32,500 100.0 VW 36.3 13.1 5.3 20.6
50-64 (29,900 ] 100.0 51.0 34.9 9.6 } 3.6 20.8
65 and over (21,700) 100, 0 52.1, 30.7 9.4 w./ 7.3 30.3 .

Fomale :

- 16-19 (12,500 100.0 33.0 ) 45.7 16.1 4.7 *0.5
20-24 (16,200 100.0 33.1 48.8 11.8 6.0 20,2
25-34 (23,200 100.0 © 343 h2.5 /15,5 7.2 %0.5
35-49 (38,100 — 100.0 45.0 32.3 4.2 8.1 10.5
50-64 (37,900 - 100.0 49.0 32.2 9.7 8.6 ° 20.5
65 and over (30,000) 100.0 49.3 26.1 9.3 14.8 . 2.5

Rece and ago i

White R 5 .

'16~19 (16,500 100,0 39.2 y 43.8 12,2 4.3 20,5
'20-24 (19,700 100.0 3%.8 A\ B BN 10.7 g 4.6 30,6

v 25-34 (30,100 100.0 " 40.8 39:2 13.1 6.4 20,5

\ 35-49 (55,800 100.0 AR 31.3 12.3 . 6.9 0.4
50-64 (58,100 100.0 - 52.8 3.0 9.4 6.3 0.5
65 and over (46,300) 100.0 52,7 , 6.8 8.8 11.3 30,7

Hlack : *
16-19 6,100; » 100.0 12.6 . 60.2 2.6 12,6 0.0
20-24 (7,700 100.0 21,9 57.3 15.9 . 5.0 0.0
2534 11,6003 100.0 17.8 - 51.9 242 5.3 10.8
3549 (14,100) 100.0 27.1 , 46,1 19.9 b.h ) a2

v 5064 (9,400) - . . 100.0 32.3 : h7.8 11.8 6.7 ML ‘
65 and over (5,200) _ 100.0 32,6 ~ 37.7 14.3 14.0 2,3

NOTE: Data l;ased on question 14a. Detail may not add to to‘,t’.\l becaust of rounding. Figures in parentheses rofer to population in the group.
\"Eabimu!.e,- based on zero Or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statlstically unreliable. \
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Table 33. Opinion about local police pe;fonnanoo

(Porcent distribution of responsesa for the population age 16 and nvm?

{

/

Population characteristic Total Good Avaorage Poor / Don't know Not. available
Rece, sox, and sge J
White L.
Male
16-19 7,300? 100.0 40.4 Liy.8 1}.0 3. 2 0.4
20-24 (8,800 100.0 36.6 48.6 1.3 2% 1.1
25-34 (13,600 100.0 39.9 Al.5 13.9 4.3 *0.4
"35-49 (26,000 100.0 18.9 33.6 11.7 5.5 20.3
50-64 (25,900 100.0 53.5 33.0 9.3 3.5 20.6
65 and over §19,300) 100.0 55.1 28.1 9.4 7.1 20.3
Female
16-19 (9,200) 100.0 3’;.3 42.9 13.1 5.0 0.6
10, 9003 100.0 37.0 16.3 10.2 6.3 0.3
25 16,500) 100.0 Mn.6 37.3 4 12.5 8.1 0.5
IFA9 (29,900 100.0 49.3 29.3 12.9 8.1 *0.4
5064 (32,200 100.0 52.2 29.4 9 h 8.5 *0.5
65 and over (27,000) 100.0 51.0 25.9 8.3 1.4 *0.3
Bl ack
Male N
16-19 (2,900 100.0 28,5 66.7 23.8 1.0 20.0
20-24 (2,800 100.0 20.2 59.5 L 15:7 4.6 0.0
25-34, (5,200 100.0 21.4 47.3 2.6 25,5 21,2
35-49 (6,300 100.0 26.2 48.6 18.9 2 4.5 31.8
50-64 (3,000 100.0 .6 18.2 12.1 2.7 22,4, 4
65 and over (2,200) 100.0 3.7 50.4 9.7 3g.1 lo.o/
Female .
. 1619 (3,200 100.0 16.3 LT 25.3 )1 30,0
20-2), (5,000) | 100.0 22.8 56.0 16.0 r5.2 20,0
25-34 (6,400 100.0 14.9 55.6 23.9 5.1 0.5
35-49 (7,900 100.0 27.7 L4.0 19.6 7.9 20.7
- 50-64 (5,600 100,0 30.8 47.5 11.7 9.4 0.6
65 and over (3,000) 100.0 33.3 . 28.5 17.6 18.3 12.2

NOTE:

Data based on queat.ion 14a.

L

e

Datail may not add to total bocaune of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to populntion in the group.
xlatd.llt.e, based on xero or on about 10 or fewer aunple casesd, in atntiationlly unreliable.
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. . Table 34. Whether or not local police performance needs improvement

(Percent distribution of responses far the po?ulati_on ahge 16 and over) '
_—E_opulatim characteristic Total Yes - No Not avallable f

o R] person/sf-('zﬁ?l,l,oo)‘ _ ’ 100.0 ' 86.2 \ 11.7 2.1 R
‘Sex ' i -

. Male (118,400) 1100.0 86.5 11.1 ' 2.4

:» Female (143,000) -\,. 100.0 86.0 12.2 1.9
AU - i ‘ “ ' ' '
A¥nite (209,300) L ©200.0 . 855 12.4 . - 2.1

X JBuck gso,ﬁoo)(@)? 100.0 89.6 8.3 2.1 oo !

.. Other (1,800) 100.0 3.4 21.7 4.9 !

\Me l . »

"716-19 (21,800) Vi 100.0 88.14 . 9.6 2.1

iz 2024 (26,500 ' » 100.0 88.9 < 9.6 . 1.5 -
5534 (39,400 ; - 100.0 88,2 . 9.3 - 2. f -~ 5
‘,__::., 35"‘&9 65,‘4“) ] 1(X)-O : %08 11.1 . 2-. s
" “50-64 (63,000 ©100.0 8,.8 "13.0 Re2 ‘
65 and over (45,500) "~ 100.0 82.9. - 15.1 2.0 g
Victimization experience - * ;
.. Not, victimized (206,700) 100,0 85.8 12,2 2.0 .
Vic:timized (54,800) - 100.0 87.7 : 9.7 . 2.6 \
MNOTE{" ‘Data based on quéstion lhk. ‘:Detail may not -add to total bBecause of. rounding. pj_gurf s

i in parentheses refer to population in the group. : ' . ' :

1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, 'is statistically .unreliabl’é.
~ - / ) i
7 \ ' 2
6. 49 ' ‘
; . * . M \u,‘ [ ‘ ; “.;. .
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Table 35. Most Important measure for improving local police performange e
(l‘m'ru'n( distrilmtion of responnes for the population age 16 and over) v -4 "
2 . > et g
. Sex I . . Race Age k"’r Victimizatlon oxporience
/ M1 y - "65.and  Not
) perasons omal o Whits  Black Othor 16-19 20-24, %5-34 35-49 ~  50-64 over . vict od Victimised
Moot important measure (197,900) (94,(;00) (105 300) (158,000) (39,000) (900) (16,600) (20,600) (30,700) (5¥O0O0) (47,4,00) (31,700) (159,300) « (42,500)
Total 100,0 100.0 ' 100.0  ,100.0 100.0  100.0  100.0 100.0  100.0, 100.0 "+ 100.0 © 100.0 100.0 - 100.0
. Personnel resources ' ’ ! R
Total L2’ ISP L1.9 La.1 19.7 ka7 32.1 W7 35.5 hh .4 L7.6 49.1 45.0 NI v
More police 3T 37.4 37.3 heoh 16.6 4.7 13 8.8 27.6 39.9 h2.5 45.8 40.0 27.8
Botter training 5.1 h.8 h.6 { 5.7 — 3.0 10.0 5.8 6.0 7.9 L5 - 5.0 3.3 5.0 5.5
s Operational practices . f( - ] i
s - Total 43.3 41.6 L .7 h0.1 5.8 W7 h7.5 h5.0 . hh.9 L3.2 - N .__I,I{.B Ll.4 41.9 48.4 !
- Pocus on more important - - y ' . i
t duties, eotc, 11.8 11, 11.7 1,8 12,0 Y10.6 15.6 15.1 16.5 1{) 8 10.0 Tedy 11.0 4.9
 Oreater promptness, etc. .4 9.4 13,2 a,6 23,0 13,5 16,4 14,2 12.3 12,2 & 93 8.1 . 10.9 13,4 S | -
Increased traffic control 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.9 10.4 10.0 10.2 0.6 . 0.6 0.8 0.7 1.6 0.8 0.8
More polico cortpin ' . ] ‘
. areas, times 19.3 19.4 19.1 19.2 19.3 30,6 15.3 15,2 15.14, 19.4 21,0 2,03 19.2 19.3
A}
Community rdlations > : : .
Totsl , 9,0 9.7 8.4 5.8 ¢ 22,1 10,6 15.9 14.8 U1 7.5 5.2 4.9 8.1 12,6
Courtesy, attitudes, etc. 6.1 6.3 5.9 hob 13.2 13,4 10.8 Gh 8,8 4.9 3.9 L2 54 a.7
Don't discriminate 2.9 k" 2.5 1.4 - 8.9 17,1 502 5.3 5.4 2,6 1.3 10.7 2.6 3.9
Other, ) ©5.2 5eh 5.0 5.6 3.5 10,0 - L5~ 5 5.4 L9 5.9 LeS5 5.1 5.6
NOTE: Data basod on question 1l4b. -Tnil may not add to total because of rounding.,; Flgures in parentheses xorcx- Lo p ul}tion in the gx oup. R
‘Eatlmato, bn{d on on 7ego m on nhout 10 or fewer sample canes, is Kat.l-nicnlh unrellable. a-“i-‘
- -}. \’ .
N |
- s - )
A - C : ‘ ‘
o . v \ » ' : \
\ -

e Q- '-'f' »(. _ | . b ' . | ' - \
e o T a
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Table 36. Most important measure forn.improving local police performance

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

.. . Personnel” . Operational Community
Populatiorf characteristic Total resources  practices relations Other
Sex 4nd age ' -
Male - ol
16-19 e.ooog «100.0 36.3 451 15.4 13,1
_ 20-24 (9,100 100.0 37.8 39.2 16.9 6.1
25-3) (14,100 100.0 35.6 LB.9 ¢ 16. 4 6.2
35-49 (24,100 100.0 43.3 L2.5 9.1 - 5.1
50-61 (22,400 ) 100.0 L9.7 39.5 : 4.9 Fa 5.8
v 65 and over (14,900) 100.0 L7.6 h2.7 L2 T 5.4
Female -
16-19 (8,600) 100.0 28.0 49.5 16.6 5.9
20-24 (11,500 , 100.0 32.3 49.7 13.1 4.9
25-34, (16,600 100.0_ . 35.} 47.3 4213 \m
35-49 (26,800 100.07™ 45.5 43.8 6.1 L.7
¢ 50-64 (25,000 / 100.0 45.6 42,9 - 5.4 6.0
65 and over (16, 700) . 100.0 50,4 1,0.3 5.6 3.7
Race and age !
White .
| 16+19 (11,700 100.0 9.6 Lh.9 11.7 3.8
» ' 20-214, (14,800 % 100.0 39.9 3.6 10.4 6.1
25-34 (21,700 ;;.{\ioo.o Lly.5 41.1 -8.0 6.4
- 35-49 ao;}gg . #9700.0 50.4 39.7. L.6 5.2
50-64 (41 \ 100.0 50.6 39.2 3.7 6.4
o5 and over (28, aoo) 100.0 51.8 39.1 .1 5.0
Black .
16-19 (4,900 100.0 13.8 o 54.2 25.7 6.4
20-24, (5,700 100.0 20.4 49.9 25.7 LV |
25-31L (8,800 100.0 13.4 53.6 29.7 3.4
35-49 (10,600) 100.0 22.0 55,6 18.7 3.6
50-61, (6,000) 100.0 27.3 55,3 ) 15.4 ~ 12,0
65 and over (3,100) 100.0 22.8 64.1 . 12.2 . 11,0
NOTE: Data based on question 1ib. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures
in,parentheses ‘refer To population in the group.
) Y"Eatimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically un}eliaé!e. v
i ‘ N . . .'.
. : &
é‘*l 52 A
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. _ Table 37. Most important measure for improving | olice performance

(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 1% and over)

, ) Personnel Operational Communi ty
Po &ion characteristic \ Tot,a_l_ resources practices relationa Othor
Vd Ay - B ¢ ?
Race, sex, and age .
White ~ i
Male _
n 16-19 5,1,00; - 100.0 h5.7( 41.1 11.4 11.7
T 20-24 (7,100 100.0 .3t/ 39.9 11.7 7.1
N 25-34 10,100%/,, 100.0 L3.7 40.7 8.5 7.1
. 35-49 (19,200 100.0 48.4 Ly 2 5.9. 5.4
¢ v 50-64 (19,600 100.0 52,7 37. 3.4 6.2
" 65 and over (13,400) 100.0 50.4 49 t 40,2 3.6 5.9
o~ ‘Female
16-19 6,3003 100.0 34.2 14,8, 121 5.6
20-24 (7,800 100.0 38.7 47.0 &9.2 5.2
25-34 (11,600 100.0 45.3 41.6 7.5 5.6
, 3549 (20,900 100.0 52.3 39.2 EA 5.0
50-64 (21,700 100.0 L8.5 40.7 4.0 6.7
65 and over (15,000) 100.0 53.1 38.1 V h.7 4.1
Hlack S
Male .
16-19 (2, 500 —— 100.0 16.2 54.9 22.9, 35,9
20-2) (2,000 100.0 23.6 J. 3.9 3.9 13,6
"25-34 (3,900 ’ 100.0 14.0 45.3 &9 3.8
35-49 (k4,800 g 100.0 23.2 50.7 3 13,8
50-64 (2,700 100.0 28.3 52,2 16.2 13.3
65 and over (1,500) 100.0 319.3 67.6 11.0 12.1
Female . . :
16-19 2,1,00 100.0 1.1 53.2 v28.9 ° 36.8
20-24 (3,700 100.0 18.2 56.3 ~ 20.9 4.6
25-34 (4, 900 100.0 12.9 60.2 23.9 13.1
i 3549 (5,800 100.0 2.1 59. 15.6 33,4
i .50-64 (3,340 100.0 26 4 58.2 - 14.8 0.9
65 and over’ * (1,700) 1000 25\?;’\) 61.1 2 -0

*

N\

NOTE:

kY

e 2

Data baeed on question 14b.
in patentheses refer to population in the group.
* Estimate, based on zero’ or on about 10 or fewer sample cases,

-r

ot
IR

ol
7

Detall may not add to tot,alﬂbecause of rounding Figures

is sta&stically unreliable



AruiToxt provided by ERIC

4 - - o PN .

_ Adpendix # | \

Survey instrument

Form NCS 6, (hu attitude survey instrument, con-
tains two bl\llu’,[ﬂb of questions. The first of these,
-covering items 1 through 7, was used to clicit data from
a knowledgeable adult member of each houschold (¢,
the houschold tespondent). Questions 8 thyough 16
were asked directly of each houschold member age 16

.and. over, including the houschold respondent. Unlike

the procedure followed in the victimization compo-
nent of the survey, there was no provision for proxy
responses on behatf of individuals who were absent or

incapacitated during the interviewing period.

Data on the thllﬂ(.l('ll\ll(,\ of those mlc:vmwcd
well as details concerning any experiences as victings ol
the measured crimes, were gathered with scparate

Cinstruments, Forms NCS 3 and §. which were admin-

istered immediately after NCS 6. Following is a fac-
simile of the latter quulmnmulc supplemental forms
were available for use in householdsiwher ‘*mmc than

" three persons were intervicwed. Facsimilies of Forms

NCS 3 and 4 have not been included 1n this report, but
can be found in Criminal Victimization Surveys in
Miami, 1977. .

~
2

LS



00, N, 41 873032, Avmuy el Lapirer Jue 3 1374

YT L S R T S ST AR LIS TVY o

MU AL AL T s ATATATS oA

Ty SOy ST T Yory

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY

NHOTce
Canleld

omay be sewn anly by 8

Moo 1s contlidentipl by taw (Tidde 13, U1 S

et ensus ampiny ees 80 ey e et nndy Lo

sy seat anel M Segmenl

t CENTRAL CQITIES SAMIMLE
N ’ . .
ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE
it - .
* 0 tixme of hoyse !-uld h\a\' 4 Hy did you leave there? Any other teason? (Ab.n air tnat apypry)
) ' "lotationr  closer to job, Tamily, Tuends, u"-ool, shoppurg. «lc |, hare
e e e :'," House (3partment] o1 pioperty Chalatienstcs  yiZe, quabity,
_ C Reaven Lap uon nten oo yhd space, oh
Ql?) ) 1P A » : et g 3 et e 3 Wadled Letlermouiing, Gwn hone
: 4 wanted rhaoaper himsoug - '4
Ri3¢o of heng
(!”) . While S Noahmae  eviled huiliag (lr&u:-&hml_ «ondennted, an /
e n I hguge o Hiving anangrmeals Aretal slatiy | wanded
‘ New v Live stone, ete il
N Vtnee 4 Bad elemeal maving s
ez 7 8. Cinne 10 ol nerghhorhood, aliaids -
inteiview nol edtained lor - v, 1Dwn't ltke negtorhooy (hauclcrﬂ)cs . gnvionment,
. L 1ine number feoblemy with nerghtiors, el¢ . 1,
N - W0 Oihey 'mn(-lly T
6“’) ,u P ln‘\.\l‘ nne Taasnng '
Pk b Which reason would you say was the most important? 1
i) . _
( n’) ¢ ptes e l‘u\lbca
fis ——— e e e s o e o]
e ' ., S Iy !hﬂc mylhm‘ you don't Yike aboul Ihls mtghbmhooﬁ
- . v - onrom ”.) o No 1P tobe i .
N NLY Qe h .
CEMSUS USE O N Yer at? Anything clsc’ (ARich A 10 TIaT appty e
1 (‘— d Atk
@ ) l(]”) l@ l@ )19) . § Teatta, patk ng.
. 2 Lavironmental problemy  lrash, noise, ovesciowding, #1¢
. NOUSEMO‘;D ATTITUDE QUESTIONS R 3}_ Crime o1 teds of ctime N .
Ash only household !CSﬁOndcﬁl L} Publ trsnspoilation problom
~ [ Inadequate scnoots, shoppiyg acililies, ot )
Belose we get to the major portion of the survey, [ would {ike to ask ) atl Clement movsag
you a few questions related to subjects which seam lo b ot some .
concern |6 people. These questions ash you what you think, what ’ 7 ¥ Puobtean wath nerghbons. gpanacieossties of nerghbors
you feel, your atlitudes and opinions N Ofee spéd e ‘a
_ 1 Mow long have you lived al this addiess? ’ Lt i Tt e ARSI T - .
(no) ' Less Ihan ) yea b, \'Ihtch problem would you say (s the most smous’
. . 2 1-lyeas ASK o2 oy
- N 3. g yems N s Q’_P) _ e __ Coter Hem N
) 4 Muie than 5 years " SKIP st 6 00 you do your nh)o{ 1dod shopping in lhls nelghbohood?
< ():n) 0 "Yes- SKIPio7a

¢ |@

@

23. Why did you select this particular neighbothood? Any other reason?

(Alark 311 that appiyi R

1 Neighbortiood Chataclenstacs  type of negiliony, ¢nviroamenl,

strerls, parky, ete
L4
2 Good 3¢tionisy
) Saly frpm clhime

A Ouly ploce housing 1 duld hie found,| Tagk of énotee ‘
3 Price was right . . N
[ Location - glgde 10 job, family, ltrends, schiool, Shoppiag, ete.

7 House tapiarimentty of roperly chaactersties  saze, quatity,
. yard space_ elc, :

(] Alwayy bived i thas neightiorhood
Q QOther Spei oty

UUanpre than g @IS
b, Which reason would you say was the most important?

Lo nter e imbes

N No - Why nol? Any blher 1625007 ttars nrt thar appiy) »
@ 1 " 'No “luvn m mughbochnod ottis mgre convenient
2 "Stores s neightiochood madequate | prefdes flisiter)

@ — e Entor ttom L

stores eisewhera
3 Hugh prices | conumissazy on PN cheapet
a Crame or fedr of ctame
% )lll(‘l \pm iy

(1 np1e 1han QIN® 1@ARDN)

. Which feason would you say is'the most impostant?

or

)

RIS

2. Where did you live before you moved here?
1 Oulside U.S.
2 inswe heuts of tos Aty
h] Somewhere else i US - Spv(.lly?

L
SKIP to s

-

e State
[ (_uunly
b, Dld you Tive inside the Ilmils of 2 u!y. lown. vlllage efc.?

t No
Yes » Lnter panwe of cify, tann, @k ¥

[_I“H"IJ

@ 17 ' Swbarhan or neighbion houid
'

"S 1| Beller parking, tess tiaflic

Ta. Ihen you. shop Ioa things other than food, such as clothing and genesal
metchandise, do you USUALLY go o surbuiban or neighborhood shopplng
centers of do you shop '"downtown?" —

2. Quwntown

b. Why is that> Agy other reason? LM«:A wit usat vmv'H

2. | Better ranspartation
1 More (onvenient

" 1Balter selaction, moie stoies, more chioice

\ .

' VSt01e howrs beltet A . .

1 Aelter prices

'

3
4,
s Alad of crime
6
7
[N

! Prelets (haltes) slores, location, selvice, employoes
9 Qther ~ ')pm "y

. e maye— e

(II mme lluu; anp w.uolll
¢. Which one would you say is the most important reason?

e e v rrntmn e ernm L 1UE@ 3PN DUMbDOY

INTERVIEWER - Complele mierview willt household respondont,

begidning with Individun! Atilludo Quostions.
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|ND|V|DUA\L ATTHITUDE QUEBSTIONS - Ash each hnusehold membes 16 o oldes

nevyem RPGCIN Now RFCORD
Lone il :Nnn-o
() . .
i p—
83 How often do you g0 oul tn The evaning lov enlerlatnment, such ss
to restaviants, theaters, eic.? ~
@ 1] 1Once s woek o mote Al 12003 timey s you
2 ] Less thao once & week Bl JLess han 2 0 3 Limes 2

modg Mian v e A month year o pever

) lAhq{l pix ¢ A month

b Do you g0 to thess places moie o/ less now (han you did & yes

.- ot two ego!
Q"> v FABOIY e 3Ae - BRI I L hach Hiem A
7o Meme Why! Any other teasonl (¥ ail inal sy}
hd 3 Tten

)

o 1No - sXim 1o 12
* vos ~ Why don'l youl Amy other teason? (Aara att riar appty)
13) vi 1Cen't sitedd 4o 61 1Pan 10 move voon
ll 1Can’t find ot houaing ot Hesitn v age
3 Taties Dueids neady 7y Other  Apew .y ¥

CHICK Louk o1 11 soxt b Was hat Voan & mached s #ithes 11em”
1Tt 8 | Jves - ABA 114 1IN sAp g

11c is the nelghborhood dsnperous enough lo make you think seniously
aboul moving somewheie ajye’

OV T Comvement 1o nivh el

1t Ouve TDAD N realiv)
d Which resson would you vay Is the most impartant?
Latwt jtes nunder N

[ Famity rea30ny (maiiiage,
Chilgien, parents) \

CMoney dluation r}
L) 1Maces 1o go. pecprle

12.  How do you think rouv neighborhood compares with others in this
melropoliten siea in tesns 0f crime? Would you nsy M is -
v | 1ach mote dangeious? af ]Less dengeious?
7' IMora dengerous? - 4! MuCh less dangerous’
A _JAboul aveiage?

e e eimed

10 g0 wilh 6, |Atlivilies, job, school
3 1 Convenience 9l 1Crime o1 tear of Crime
4, THealth 1own) Vo IWant 1o, Like 1o, engOymeant
LX) K I Yiansposiation il JOuw  Spectty ¥
& Age

11 e [ v swasi)

. Which renson would you ssy It the most important?

)

@ ol The ves

i o Uoter ttmr nnbes
CHECK

tvbor 1,2, o0 ) mv‘&ﬂ
ITEM A { JNo - s’m 10 9a [ Jves - asx s

Y -
Q’ e N o apexcilic plﬁcu n—nluy-«y

d. When you 00 g0 oyl t0 restaurants o theaters [n the evening, Ts 1I
wsuaily in the cily o outside of the city?

0a) i

27 "Usustly oyladde of the Oty

i Usuatly o it Cily

3. | Aboul equatl  SKIP 1 va

e Why do you usually go (oulside the uly in the clty)? Any other

) Toason? (AMark atf ihat appiy)
Q_‘_’ 1 “Auu convemient tamftiar, edsia 1n gel there, O1ily place avaslabie

2( | Rarking probtems, tathic

3 1 7Too much crime in other piace

4! Moo to ve

B i Mieter (Detter) tacililies (1eatlaurants, hoaters, otc.}

6! 'More expensive m othel area

1! ! Because of neands, solatives

6! YOwer Speciy _ o _
T e 1han poe teadon

1. Which reason woul‘ you say is the most important?

G

o ilem numbes

039  ofim

@

[ Y Good * yi 'Pour
2t ]Awu” 4! 10Don't know - me o 10a
¢ b, in what ways could they impiove? Any other myﬂ tAarh alt that .m-:,;

@

92. Now 1'd like 1o get your opinions sboul Crime in 1al.
Within the past year or two, o you think that crime In your
~nelghborhood has Increased, decreased, o1 ramained about the same?

@ v, }incronsed ai lDon't hnow KPP lo v
2{_ jDecreared 8] ! Haven't lived here
3 Same SKIP that tong  SKIP o't 5

b. Were you thlnl\lng ‘about lny xpotmc Vinds of crimes when you sald
you think ctime in your neighborhood has (incieased decressed)?

‘) 'u_lrmhou Ihan o way}
e

132 Ate thera soms parts of this meliopolilan ares whete you have 8
198300 to g0 of would Hie to go DURING THE DAY, but are aliald
to because of tear of crime?

Which section{s)?

. How sboul AT NIGHT - are there 1ome pails of this area mn you hon »
102300 to 20 of would tike to go bul are alraid to because of fear of Crime?

s - Which seclion(s)? '

- p — Nuabe: 0f spetain ,mu 2 mentams

. 'ould you . |n pnull that oul tocal polm e do|u| 2 |ood
Job, an average jobd, of 2 poor |

[No 1mynovement needed - SXIP 10 15
2| [iie moie policemen

‘ 3! "] Contentiate on more 1owportant dultes. tenious Giime, elc.
4, | Ba m01e IOMDL, responsive, Alert
»{ 1limprove Wainmng, rarse quatihic alions or pay, e rurlaent POl ves
o! 1De nwre Comtesus, improve attitude, (OmmUmMIy rofatidny
1 fDen’t s ninate
0 }Need more tiaflic cOntrol
+ 9 |Need mote paliCeman of Darticular type tHool, Lar)

GUILAIL srea) Or At CEItaIN tines
10 {_ o™t know

v ]Qmer - Specty

¢. Which would you say is the most impottant?

byt tlgm nunbe;

(j;b) ol YNo T Yes - What kinds of crimey? .

[T -

c.'How aboul any crimes which may bo Inppmlnl in ye youl Mlﬂibomood
would yo‘ 13y they ate commitind mostly by the people who live
here in {his neighborhood or mostly by outsidms?
37 1{ 7] No crimes happening - 3171 0uvtatders
o n ueaghbolhaud ‘:‘ l Equsity by both
8] 100n"t know

2|} Peopln 1tving ere

10a. Within the pest yaar of wo do you thioh thal ciime®in the United
States has increased, decm:ed, oc remaimed about the same?

@ {7 ) ucreased “1Same

HE |Deunum A[ ] Don’1 know

b. 'm you Ihlnhlnl lbou! lny :peclﬂc ic Kinds of crimes whof?ou said
you think crime In the U.,S. hagMncressed /icmuqm

ASK b [GREL

152, Now | have some moie quesiions aboul yowr opinions conCernlng ctime.
Please tahe this Caid. jrranv ieaponvent Attitude F iashcarit, ACS 5741
Look at the FIRST set of siatements. Which one do you agree wilth most?
17 )My chances of being attacked o robied have GONE UP

In the past lew years

2] ]My chancet of being stiacked gf robbed have GONU DOWN

in the past tew years

3| | My chances of being attatked of robbed havan't Changed
T in the past few years

4| [No vpimon

b, Which®¥ the SLCOND group do you agree with most? f
v TCiime 1s LESS seriouy than the ogrspapes and TV say ;
1[_ 1Cyme 13 MORE seriout than the nevapapers amt Vv say $ v
307 Citme ts $b0ut a5 sefious A3 the nEwIPIDErs And ay

4"} no opraion \

Yu -

o[ }No nds of tiimes?

e 11

11a. How safe do yoo fesl o wouid you feel being out alone in your
reighbothood AT NIGHT?

171 very sate .
1{ ]Rnuon.ibly sate ‘l

b. How 4boul DURING THE DAY - how sals do you feel of would
you feal being oul alone in your naighbothood?

3] ] Somewhat unsafe
} Very wasate

@

@ 1{_Jvery sate 3| ] Somewhat unsate
#Y ] Reasonably sste A{" | Vary uhsate

@

162. Do you think PEOPLE IN GENERAL have limited ot changed their .
aclivilies n the past fow years because they are sitaid'p! crime?

l[ lves 2! TNu

. Do you think mll moﬂ PEUFLE IN TNIS NEIGNBORNOOD hl" limited or
change¥ thairaclivities inthe past few yeais becavse they ate alraid of crime?
] [ )\‘n l ' ‘ No . B
i pnml have YOU Timited of thmged 900« activities in the pm tew
yoors because of crime?
2{ " |No

1] ] Yes

INTERVIEWER ~ Continus lnterview with fhis (wspondent on NCS~3

oMM NCEd 17211

Page 2
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Appendix I

Technical information
and reliablility of the estimates

Survey results contmined i this pubhcation are
hased on data gathered dunmg carly 1974 from persons
residimg within the ety hinnts of Munn icluding
those bving i certinm types of group quanters, such as
domitorics, roomng houses, and rchgious group
dwellings. Nonresidents of the city, including tounists
and commuters, did not tall within the scope of the
survoy. Suntlarly, crewmembers of merchant vessels,
Ammead Forees personnel hiving in nuhitary barracks,

With
these exceptions, all persons-age 16 and over hving in
units designated -{or the sa"ﬁ\plc were chigible to be
interviewed. L

Fach intervicwers first contact with a unit sclected

facithity inmates. were not under consulde

. - .
and imstitutionahized persons, such av dorrectional
datlon

for the survey was in petson, and, if 1t were not possible
to sccure il\(lCI'\’lZ‘\\’,\ with all chgible members of the
houschold during the imtal visit, wterviews by tele-
phone were permissible thereatter. Proxy responsces
were not permitted for the attitude survey. Survey
records were processed and weighted, yielding results
representative both of the city’s population as a whole
and of variolis sectors within the population. Be-
causc they are hased on a sample survey rather thana
complete enumeration, the 1esults are estimates.

Sample design and size

Estimates from the survey \|)rc based on data
obtained from a stratified sample. The hnsic]fr mc
from which the attitude sample was drawn  the cuy’s
complete housing inventory, as determined by the 1970
Census of Population and Housing  was the same as
that for the victimization survey. A determination was
made that a sample roughly half the size of the victimi-
zation sample would yicld enough attitudinal data on
which to basce rchiable estimates. For the purpase of
sclecting the victimization sample, the aity’s housing
units were distributed among 105 strata on the basis of
vartous characteristics. Occupied units, which com-
prised 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): houschold in-
come (five categories); and race of head of houschold
(white or other than white). Housing units vacant at
the time of the Census were assigned to an additional
four strata, where they were distributed on the basis of
rental or property valuc. A single stratum incorporated

group quarters. 7 b
‘ :/ i
\

o \

~.

)
Toaccount for units bult atter the 1970 Censuas, a

Csample was drawn, by means of an imdependent clen

cal aperation, of pernnts issued for the constroction of
residentinl housing wathin the ¢ty Hhes enabled the
proper representation in the sutvev of persons occupy-
img housmp built ajter 1970,

In order to develap the halt sample u'qunm(lm the
attiitude survey each et was andomly asapned (ol
of 12 pancls, with umits e the fnst=tepancls hemg
designated for the attntude swivey. Tas procedure
resulied in the selection of 6,070 housig umts. Duning
the suevey penod, 1004 of these umits were found to be
vacant, demohished, converted to nonresidential use,
temporanly occupicd by nomesidents o otherwise
mchgible for both the
At an additional 137 anets visited by inter

vichmmzation and  atttude
SUIVCYS
viewers it was impossible to conduct intervicws beeause
the occupants ¢ould not be reached atter iepeated calls,
did not wish 10 participate i the survey, o1 were un-
aviglable for other teasons Therefore mterviews were
taken with the occupants of 4929 housing umts, and
the tate of participation among umts quahficd forin-
terviewing was 97,3 percent. Participating umts were
occupicd by a total of 9 909 persons age 16 and over,
or an average of two residents of the relevant chs per

L

persons, resulting in a response rate of 97.4 yercent

unit. Interviews were conducted with %650 o

among chigible residents.

Estimation procedure

Data records gencrated by the attitude survey were
assigned cither of two sets of final tabulation weights,
one for:the records of individual respondents and
another for those of houschold respondents. In cach
case, the final weight was the product of twosele-
ments- a factor of roughly twice the weight used in
tabulating victimization data estimates and a ratio est-
mation factor. The following steps determined the
tabulation weight for personal victimization data and

. were, therefore, an integral part of the estimation pro-

cedure for attutude data gathered from individual
respondents: (1) a basic weight, reflecting the selected
unit's probability of being included in the sample; (2) a
factor to compensate for the subsamphing of units, a
situation that arosc in instances where theanterviewer
discovered many morce units at the sample address than
had been listed in the decennial Census; (3) a within-

- houschold noninterview adjustment to account for -

situations where at least one but notal ehgible persons

in a houschold were interviewed; (4) a housch non-

interview adjustiment to account for houscholds"(]uali-\

ficd in the survey but from which an interview was not *

obtained; (5) a houschold ratio estimate factor for
.\ . - ’
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bringing estunates developed from the sample of 1970
houstng umits nto adyustment with the complete
Census count of such untts: and (0) a population ratio
cstimate tacto lhul\l)wughl the sample estinate imtao
accord with post-Census estimates of the poputation
age 12 and over and adjusted the data for possible
bia ?ﬂ'cwllmg from undercoverage or overcoverage
of the population

1 he houschold ratio estimation procedure (step d)
achicved a shght teduction i the eatent of samphng
varability, thereby reducing the margin of errorin the
mbulated survey 1esults. 1t also compensated for the
exchiston from cach stratum of any houscholds

already included m samples for certaan othen ("cnsus\

Burcau programs  The houschold ratio estimator wis

not apphed to mterview tecords gageeicd from res-
dents of group quatters or of umits fonstructed atter
the Census. For houschold victimmAtion data (and
attitude data from houschold respontlents), the final
weight l’ncnrpnmlc(l all of the steps deseribed above
cxcept the third and sixth,

L The 1ato estimation factor, speond clement of the
\I\l‘:\I weight, was anadjustinent Ii\{\ bungmg data from
e attude survey (\\'|,i(‘,|), as mdicated . was based ona
hall sample) into accord with data from the victinmza-
tion survey (based on the whole sample). This adjust-
ment, required because the attitude sample was ran-
domly constructed from the vicimization sample, was
used for the age. sex, ahd race charactenstics of
respondents,

Rellabllity of eﬂl’nalea

As previouslty noted, survey rcst;ills contained in this
report arc ostimates. Despite the precautions taken to
mimmize samphng  variabihty, the  estimated e
subject to errors ansing from the fact that the sample
cmployed wefs only onc ot a large number of possible’
sampleg of equal size that could have been used apply-
ing lhc‘Sumc sample design and sclection procedures.
Estimates derived trom different samples mn_\"_’\';uy
somewhat; they alsomay differ from figures developed
from the average of all possible samples. cven il the
surveys were administered with the samye schedules,
instructions, and intervicwers,

The standard error of a survey-estimate is a measure
of the vapnation amg)n'g estimates Irom all possible
sample¥rhd is, therefore, a gauge of the precision with
which the estimate from a particular sample approxi-
mates the average result of atl possible samples. The
estimate and its associated standard error may be used
to construct a confidence interval, that is, an interval

aving a prescribed pr(_)hnbil)'()’Uuu it would include
the average result of all possible samples. The average
’

S0

vtlne of all possible samples mav or may not be
contamdd m any partentar computed interval How

ever, the chances e about 68 out of 100 thata yun ey

derned estmate would ditter from the averapeiresult
of all possible snmples by less than one .\lnn(lam/cnm.
Similanly. the chances are about 90 out of 100 that the
difference would be less than 1.6 tmes the standard
crror, about 95 out of 100 that the difterence would be
20 tumes the standand cnrorand 929 out of TR chances
that 1t would be tess than 205 times the standard criog

Ihe 68 pereent conhidence mtenval s Cdetined as the
range of values given by the estimate nunus the
standard ervor and the estimate plus the standarnd
error; the chances are 68 i 100 that the average value
af all possible samples would fall wathim that range
Smularly, the 95 percént conhidence mterval s dehined
as the estimate plus or nunus two standard errors

In addition to sampling crror. the estimates pice-
sented in this report are subjeet to nonsampling crror,
chicfly affecting the accuracy of the distinction between
victims artd nonvictims. A majotr source of nonsam-
pling ciron s related to the abihity of respondentatoie:
call whether on not they were vicomuzed dunmg the 12
months prior to the ttme of mterview Rescarch on te-
cull indicates that the ability to remember a cnme
varics with the ime interval between victimization and
interview, the type of crime, and, perhaps, the socio-
demugraphic chinacteristies of the tespondent. Taken
together, recall problems may resultin an understate-
ment of the “true”™ number of victimized perisons and
houscholds, as defined tor the purpose of this report,
Another soutee of nonsamphng crror pertaming to
vptinization cxperience involves telescoping, or bring-
ing within the appropriate 12-month reference period
victimizations that oceurred before or after the close of
the penod. .

Although the problems of recall and telescoping
probably ®ciakened the differentiation between vie-
tms and nonvictims, these would ror have affected the
data on personal attitudes or behavior, Nevertheless,
such data may have been affected by nonsampling
crrors resultimg from aincomplete or erroncots 1e-
sponses, systematic mistakes introduced by mterview-
crs. and improper coding and processing of data.

Many of these crrors also would occur i a complete
“census. Quality control measures, such as interviewer

obscrvation and a remterview program, as well as edit
procedures in the ficld and at the clericaland computer
processing stages, were utihzed to keep such errors at
an acceptably low level. As caleulated Tor this survey,
the standard crrors partially measure only  thosce
random nonsampling crrors arising from response and

Cinterviewer crrors: they do not. however, 1ake inta

account any systematic biases in the data,

Q

. ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Q

"ERIC

B A .1 70x rovided by ERIC
g

Regardmg the rehibility of data, 1t should be noted
that cstimates based an zcro ar on about 10 or fewer
sample Such
cstimates are identified in footnotes to the data tables
and were not used for purposes of analysis in this
rcport. For Miami, a nimmmum waeighted cstimate of
as was 1l||_\"

cases have been cansidered unichiable

M0 was considered statistically ichable,
pereentage hased on such a higuee

Computation ahd application
of the stnndnrd error

Vor survey ostimates relevant to cither the indimvidual
ot houschold respondents, standard crrors displayed
on tables at the end of tus appendix can be used o
gauging samphpg varabihty. - hese errors arc approx-
imations WE®suggest an order of magnitude of the
standard crror rather than#he precise error associated
with any given cestimate. table T contams standard
crror approximations appheable to information from
mdimvadual respondents and Fable 1E gives crrors for
data derived from houschold respondents. For per-
centages not “speafcally hsted in the tables,
imtcrpolation must be used to approximate the stand-
ard crror.

To illustrate the apphication of standard crrors in
measuring samphng vanability, Data Table T in thus
report shows that 69.7 pereent of all Miami residents
age 16 and over (282800 persons) behieved erime inthe
United States had increased. Two-wy@hntar interpo-
lation of data hsted in Table | wou%cld a standard
crror of About 0.5 pereent. Conscquently, chances are
68 out of 100 that the estimated pcpcentage of 69.7
would be within 0.5 pereentage paé:'of the average
result from all possible samples; i.c., the 68 percent
confidence interval assogated with the estimate would
be from 69.2 to 70.2. Furthermore, the chances are 95
out of 100 that the estimated percentage would be

hnear

\'rT)ughly within one percentage point of the average for

all samples; ic.. the 95 percent confidence interval
would be about 68.7 to 70.7 percent. Standard crrors
associated with data from houschold respondents are
calculated in the same manner, using Table 1.

In comparing two sample cstimates, the standard
error of the difference between the two figures is
approximately equal to the square root of the sum of
the squayes of the standard crrors of cach estimate
considerey separately. As an example, Data Table 12
shows that 31.2 percent of males and 15.6 percent of
females felt very safe when out alone in the neighbor-
hood at night, a difference of 15.6 percentage points.
The standard error for each estimate, determined by
interpolation, was about 0.9 (males) and 0.6 (femalcs).

Using the tormula descnbed previousty, the stnndard
crror of the difference between V2 and 15 6 pereentas
expressed as 09 (0 a)Y. which equals approv
matcly 1.1 Thus, the conlidence interval at one stand-
ard crror around the difference of 15.6 would be from
14.5 to 16.7 (15.6 plus or munus |.1)and at two stand-
ardcnnorsfrom 1V4 10 17 8 The iatio of a difference to
s standard coran de 1“)( savalue that canbe cquated to
alevel of sigmihicance Far exampleoa atio of about
2 0 (o1 more) denotes that the difference is significart
at the 94 pereent confidence level (or hagher); a ratio
ranging between about 1.6 and 2.0 indicates that the
ditference 1s significant ar a confidence level between
90 and 95 percent, and a ratio of less than about 1.6
detines a level of confidence below ) percent. In the
above example, the tano of the ditferetice (15.6) to the
standard crror (1.1) s cqual to 14.2,a figure wellabove
the 2.0 mimimum level of confidence apphed in this
rcport. Thus, 1t was concluded that the difference
between the two proportions was statstically signifi-
cant bor data gathered from houschold respondents,
the sigmificance of diffevences between two sample
cstimates is tested by the same procedure, using stand-
ard errorsan Table 1L

»

LS

<

St



Table ). individual respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages

(60 chancos out of 100)

I  Epbimetod persont of sugyerg by Individupl pegpomdlonty o o s
a0 of porcent 1.0 or 99.0 2.5 or 97.5 5,0 or 95.0 ] 19,0 yp 0.9 2.0 ur 4.0 TR0
100 6.1 10.0 14.0 19.2 . 27.8 32.1
250 ' 4.0 6.3 8.9 12.2 17.6 20.3
500 2.9 L.5 6.3 8.6 12.4 14.3
1,000 2.0 3.2 Lol 6.1 p.a 10.1
2,500 . 1.3 2.0 2.8 3.8 5.6 6.4
5,000 0.9 Tehy 2.0 2.7 1.9 Wb
Y0, 000 0.6 1.0 1.4 1.y 2.8 3.2
25,000 0.1 0.6 0.9 1.2 . 1.8 2.C
50, 000 0.3 0.4 LT 0.6 0.9 1.2 Yok
100, 000 0.2 0.} .l b . 1.0
250, 000 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1, 0.4 u.b
500, 000 0.1 0.1 0.2 » 0.3 0.4 0.5
WOTE: The standard errors in Lhis table aro appliesble Lo {nformation In Data Tablos 1-18 and 27-37.
£
’ ~ v *
Table fl. Household respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages
) t
(68 chances out of 100)
] Eotimatod porcont of angworg L)humnohul,(l rogpodentp
Baso of porconl 1.0 or 99.0 2.5 or 97.5 _5.0cr 95.0 10,0 or 90.0 25.0 or 75.0 50.0 -
100 5.0 -~ 7.8 10.9 15.0 21.6 T 24,9
250 3.1 L9 6.9 / 9.5 13.7 15.8 -
500 2.2 3.5 4.9 6.7 . 9.7 S *11.2
+,Q00 1.6 2.5 3.4 - L7 6.8 7.9
2,500 1.0 > 1.6 2.2 3.0 , 4.3 5.0
5,000 \ 0.7 1.1 1.5 2.1 3.1 3.5 .
10,000 Q.5 0.8 1.1 1.5 2.2 2.5
25,000 0.3 Q.5 0.7 Q.9 1.4 1.6
50,000 Q.2 0.3 1 Q.5 0.7 1.0 1.1
100,000 0.2 0.2 : 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.8
, 250,000 } 0.1 0.2 - 0.2 ~ 0.3 0.4 0.5
NOTE: The standard orrorn in this table are applicable to-dnformation in Data ,Q#bloa 19-26. R
: . /0 ]
. \
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Glossary

Age— 1 he appropnate age category v determned
by cach respondent’s agé as of the last day ol the month
preceding the inteview.,

Annual family Income—Incindes the income of

the honschold head and all other related persons
restding i the same houschold umt. Covers the 1
months preceding the intervicew and includes wages,
salarnies,
imterest, dividends, rent, and
monctary income  The income of persons unrelated to
the head of the houschold s excluded.
Assgult—An unlawinl physical attack, whethe
aggravated ot stmple. upon a persons fnelndes
attempted assauttwith or withont a weapon Uxeludes

rape and attempted 1ape, as well as attacks involving

theft or attempted thelt, which arc classihed as
robbery.

Burglary—Unlawful o1 forcible entry of a rest-
denee, usually, but not necessanly, attended by thelt.
Inclugles attempted torable entry.

Central clty— 'he largest city of a standard metro
politan statistical grea (SMSA).

Community relatigns—Rcfcers to question 1db
(Wways of improving police performance) and mcludes
{wo response categories: “Be more courteous, improve
;mimdc_ community relations™ and U Don’t diserimu
nate.

- Downtown shopping area— The central shopping
district of the city where the respondent hves.

Evening entertalnment—Refcrs to entertainment
available in public places, such as restaurants, theaters,
fmwling alleys, mightcluls, bars, ice cream parlors, cte.
Excludes club mectings, shopping, and social visits to
the homes ol relatives or acquaintances?” T

General merchandise shopping—Rcfers to

shopping for goads other than food, suth as clothing,

-

furiiiture, housewares, -etc.

Head of household—I-or classification purposes,
only one individual per houschold can be the head per-
son. In husband-wifc houscholds, the husband arbi-
trarily is consideregs to be the head. In other
households, the hcad pcrson‘? the individual so
regarded by its members; gencrafly, that person is the
chief breadwinner.

Household—Consists of the occupants of separate
living quarters mecting cither of the following criteria:
(1) Persons, whether present or temporartly absent,
wi}‘osc usual place of residence is the housing unit in
question, or (2) Persons staying in the housing unit
who have no usual place of residence elsewhere.

L 4

nct meome from husnncs[ or farm, pensions,
dny othear form of

Household attitude questions—Itcms | thiough
Fat Form NCS 6 For households that consist ot more
than one member, the guestions .||»|»f\- to the entire
hoaisehold

Hou:qhold larceny— | heft o1 attempted thett ot
property «
vicity lmuhlv cntry, .mvmptml foreble entry, or

cash trom a esude nee ol s mmcedigte

mnliwinl entry are not involhved

Household respondent—A knowledgedble aduh
member of the household, most frequently the head of
houschold o1 that person’s spouse. For cach house-
hold, such o person answers the “houschold attitude
questions

Individual attitude questions—Iwcms X through
o of Torm NOS 6 FPhe questions apply 1o cach
person, not the entie house hold

individual respondent—tach person, ape 16 and
over, inirluding the houschold respondent, who particr-
pates in the survey. Al such persons answer the “indi-
vidual questions, ™

Local police— 'he pohice foree inthe aity where the
respondent hives at the time ol the mterview.

Major food shopping— Relers to shoppimg tor the
bulk of the houschold groceries.

Measured crimes—l-or the purposc of this report,
the offenses are rape, personal robbery, assault,
personal larceny, burglary, houschold larceny, and
motor vehielg theft, as deternuned by the vicimization
compdnent of the survey. Includes both completed and
attempted acts that occurred durmg the 12 months
priot to the month of interview.

Motor vehicle theft—Stcaling or unauthorized
taking of a motor vehicle, including attampts at such
acts. Motor vehicles include automobilgs, trucks,
motoreycley, and any other motorized vehicles legally
allowed on pubhic roads and highwuy?

Nelghborhood— 'he  genedl  vicigity  of  ithe
respondent’s dwelling. The boundarics of a neighbor-
hood define an arca with which the respondent identi~
fies. . ' ‘

Nonvictim—Scce "Not victimized,” below.

"Not victimized—For the purpose of this report,
persgns not categorized as vuhmmd (scc below)are
constdered “not victimized:’ :

Offender—T'he perpetrator of a crime.

Operational practices—Refcrs to question |4b
(ways of improving police performance) and includes
four response categories: “Concentrate on more
important dutics, scrious crime, otc.”? “Be more
prompt, responsive, alert”™; “Need more traffic con-"
trol™ and “Need more policemen of particular type
(foot, car) in certain arcas or at certain times.”



E
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Personal larceny— F'hoft or attempted theft of
property o1 cash, erther with contact (but without force
o1 threat of foree) or without duect contact between
victim and offendcr.

Personne!l resources—Rclers to question 14b
(ways of improving police performance) and includes
WO T1ESPONSC CRICROTICS. “Huce more pohecemen”™ and
“Improve traimng, rase qualifications or pay, recrit
ment policies.”™ -

Race—Dectermined by the interviewer upon obser-
vation, iind asked only about persons not related to the
head of houschold who were not prescnt at the ime of
interview. The 1acial categories distinguished  are
whitc, black, and other The eategory “other™
matnly of Amenican Indians and/ ot persons of Acaan

CONsIsts

ancestry.

Rape—Carnal knowledge through the use of force
or the threat of force, including attempts. Statutory
rape (without force) is excluded. Includes both hetero-
sexual and homosexunl @pe.

Rate of victimization—5Scce ™
below. )

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

Series victimizations—1Thice o1 more crumnal
events similar, if notidentical, in nature and incurred
by a person unable to identify scparately the details of
cach act, or, in some casc
total number of such acW/Kl'he term 1s appheable to
cach of the crimes measured by the victimization
component of the survey.

Suburban or neighborhood shopping areas’—

Shopping centers of districts either outside the ity

limits or in outlying arcas of the city ncar the respond-
ent’s residence.
‘Mictim—See “Victimized,” belpw.
‘Victimization— A'specific criminal act as it affects a

"smglc vigtim, whether a’person or houschold. ‘In

criminal hicts against persons, the number of victimiza-
tions is determined by the number of victims of such
acts. Each crimifial act against a houschold 1s assumed
to involve a single victim, the affected houschold.
Victimization rate—For crimes against persons,
the victimization ratc, 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 house-
holds, victimization rates are calculated on the basis of
the number of victimizations per 1,000 houscholds.
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Vicumization rate,”

to recount accurately the

[

ot this

Victimized— Lo the

persons are repatdedas “victimmzed Tt they mectaither

'Nlll\()\(‘ I("N)I|_
of two cntern (1) They personally expenenced one o
more of the tollowing crmunal victunzations during
“the 12 months prior to the month of INLCryicw: rape,

L\\ SO ()
they are members o a houschold that exper ienced one
the

. 3
dunng the same time frame
ceny, &r motor vehicle theft

’

/

personal robbery, assault, or personal liie

or muie ol tollowimg comnal vcthimizations

hurplary, houschold L
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Dear Reader: _

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is intagested in your comments and suggestions
about this report. We have provid his form for whatever opinions you wish to express about it. Please
cut out both of these pages, staple them together on one corner, and fold so that the Law Enforcemaent
Assistance Administration address appears-on the outside. After folding, use tape to seal closed. No
postage stamp is necessary. '

Thank you for your help

1. For what purpose did you use this report?

“x

2. For that purpose, the report-- [_) Met most of my needs [] Met some of my needs () Met none of my needs

3. How will this report be useful 1o you?

7/

[ | Dava source (] Oher {please specify) .

() Teaching mateninl — . -
’

[T} Referonce for article or report

AR 1Y Will fipt be u;r]ul 1o me {please explain)

(7] Generat information " * ' : C e i e

e St it

] Criminal justice program planning ¢ BN .

l _ *g 5

RS |

4. Which parts of the report, if any, were difficult to understand Pr use? How could thé'\‘l be improved?

oo vl ' i -t i

| % \

5. Can you point out specific parts of the text or table notes that are not clear or terms that need to be defined?

. - ‘Page 1




6. R'ro there ways this report could be improved that you have not mentioned?

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

. 8. In what capacity did you use this report? -

j -
o Edycator l

R I ik dqa or . & Vot - ! '
Y ) [J student .

O criminal justice agency smployes ‘. ' . . ST

0 Govunmu!-t other than eﬂmiml.lpmcc.- Specity f o - l' 4\

D) Other - Specify ' ' ‘

s
“Page 2
e 64 )

e A
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9. If you used this report as a governmental employee, please indicate the lavel of government.

[ ] Fedaral [ Ty

L] State ] othvar - Specity

N County e e - —
1—0|ryou -;nod t.h>is report as -n criminal justice agency an\;ﬂoﬁ:ﬁ, please indicate tﬁé m;:-t.(k)rr- |n_wl;|ch—yox| w.mﬂk_.m"

{J Law snforcement (police) {J corrections

0 LLegs! services and prosecution (J Parate -

[JJ public or privete defense services {Jcriminat justica planning agancy

[ ) Gourts or court administration (] Other criminal justica agency - Specify typa

[ ] Probation

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

] Agency or institution administrator - Program or projsct manager

{7} Ganerat program planner/evaluator/anatyst [ Istatistician

(] Budget plannar/avaluator/analyst & (] Other - Specily

] Operations or managemant planner/avalustor/analyst

12. Additional comments

"
™7

&

(M

' /

) 1 d-
ra
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Page 3
. -~
R .
5 53

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
v



' NCJ -46239
‘ SO NCS C-24

\ -
\«/_ | Sy
OPJ’IONAL » - _
ilmo o . Toiophona
- )

Number end strest ] ;

City | T State T Tz code .| "
T . (Foldhou).

A

- Enes m en o

U.8. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
Washington, D.C. 20531

POSTAGE AND FEES PAID
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

JUS-4386

Director, Statistics Division

National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service: -
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

U.S. Department of Justice '

Washington, D.C. 20531

: . (Fold here)




‘ .
H 8 \ - NCJ 46239

\ SO NCS € 71
]

‘ .

! NCJRS REGISTRATION -

)

1 . .

! The Natonal Criminnl Justice Roference Service (NCTRS) abstiacts documents published in the ¢riminal ﬁnlm‘ ticld  Persons

‘ who aro registered with the Reterence Sgvice aeceive unnumurm\-n y of documents o then stated fichds QU unterest and orde

: forms féttreo copios of TEFAA und NCHSS publicntions 1 vou ate g registered whth the Reterence Sei@ee and winh 1o be,

.' please provade your nmne and mmling addiess below and check the appropate boy

' . &

t

1 - \ -

: o -

! Name Yotaphono

] , L4

' . - ( ) {1 Ploase send me a
1 L oo e ) ’ NCJRS registration
! Number and street . . form.

] ¥

! : 1} Please send me the
1 ' - - . 1oporta listod

: City State 7P Codeo below

]

1 A JEETY

t . N -

1 W .

: {Fold hete)

‘-------——-——- ————————————— ———-—-——.—h_.ﬂ'—-i"h-q_;.v——'—--—————-—————--——-————————_----—.---

—

4
1

> v

[} r . :" '

: U.8. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE \

' Law Enforaéinent Assistance Administiagjon :

1 Washington, D.C. 20531 . N‘\ €_- ’ : '

3 . 8 P '

z 53 ' i ' ' POSTAGE AND FEES PAID

__: e , . U.Ss. DEPAHTMENI QF JUSTICE

T . : ' JUS-438 : -/

. : ]

3 . -
3 User Services Department 2 )
€ - \ © -/ . National Criminal Justice Reterence Service e
5 . Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
5D . U.S.. Department of Justice

| Box 6000 '

! s ‘Rockville, Maryland 20850

: : A

| .

) ™~

]

: S ’
[}

]
+---’-----‘---—-.---‘——-—_—-——--——-—--——---——--—--——---—------——--—--——-_—————-———r—————-ﬁ
! 4 (Fold here)

1 e

[}

[}

[}

: . _ .

; -~ H you wish to Teceive copies ol any ol the Natiomal Crimmal Justice Intormation and Statistics . -
! « Scrvice reports listed inside the front cover, please list them below and include yaur name and ad

! dress in the space provided above, K 1

' ' - ~

H Lo

) e ) N ) . ] _ B -
Vo % &

[

]

H L}

| W e e edm s e s ame meeemns s el e © e e Lo -

] -

]

: T

‘ - st

h e e e et e e o o o o - U U S

] Y 1

]

(

|

f —_— - o . *

] e A e i e o ® e e e

'

i

|

[}

. e e fa - A e emc e - re - A e e R T p—— —_— —-— - - - = - J— s

: - -

: -

'

|

\

N -
' 6 ¢ -
Q . . .
ERIC - ‘, .
' ’ -



National Criminal Justice information
and Statistics Service Reports

Single copies #rp avalable gt o chaige from the National Ciiminal
Justios Reterence Service, ‘o-cooo Rookville, Md. 20850. Multiple
copies are for sale by the niendent o Documents, U.S.
Government Printing Ottice, Washinglon, D.C.,20402.

" Natlonsl Crime Survey of victimizstion:

.

Criminal Victimfiation In the lﬂ\l}‘d stetes (nnnual)

Summary Findings of 197/ 78 Qhanges 1 Come and of Trands
Smeo 1973 NC.-61368

A Doscuption ol Trends fiom 1973 16 W77 NCY Hanin
1977 (hinat roport). NCJ 58725 -~ -
1976. NCJ- 49543 r
1975, NC.J-44593 A
1974, NCJ-39467 : -
1973, NCJ 14732

The Coet of Negligence: L os3es H1om
Burglanes NCJ 53527

Intimate Victims: A Study of Violenco Among Foands and
Retlatives. NCJ 62319

Criminat Victimizetion Surveys In ot
Boeton, NCJ-34818 New Orlesns, NCJ 34825
Buttelo, NCJ 34820 Osiland; NCJ- 34826 °
Cincinnaltli, NCJ»:MB\? Pittsburgh, NCJ-34827
Houston, NCJ-34821 ¢ San Diego, NCJ-34828
Mismi, NCJ-34822 Sam Fraricieco, NCJ-34829
MHwaukeo, NCJ-34823
Minnespolls. NCJ 34824

Criminal Victimization Surveys In
raport. Vvol ). NCJ- 18471

Public Attitudes About Crime: -
Boston, NCJ-46235 New Orteans, NCJ #6242
Byftalo, NCJ-46236 Oakiénd, NCJ-46243
Cincinnati, NC.*-46237 Pitteburgh, NCJ-48244

< Houston, NCJ-48238 gan Dlego, NCJ 46245
Miami, NCJ-46239 San Francisco, NCJ 46246 .
Milwaukes, NCJ-46240 Washinglon, 0.C. NCJ-4624(
Minneapotis, NCJ 46241 {tinal report. 13 vols )

Criminal Victimization Surveys In Chicago, Detroit, Las Angeles,

Prevontatile Household

{tinat roport. 13vols ) -
13 Av;?dcln CIII* (summary

a

New York, and Phll-dolphl-:'ﬂ Companson of 1972 g 1974 v

Findings, NCJ 36360

Criminal Victimization Surveys in Elght American Citles:
A Cqmparison of 1971712 and 197415 Findings - Natonal

. Crune Survgys 1n Atlanta, Baltmore, Cleveland. Daltas Denver.
Newark. Portland. and St Louts, NCJ-3636V ~ .

Crimes and Victime: A Report-on the Dayton San Joae Piot
Survey of Vicimization. NCJ-013314 :

Applicationa of the National Crime Survey Victimization
and Attitude-Data:
Public Opinion About Crime: The Atuitudes o! Victims and Non-
vichims 1n Selected Crties. NCJ 41336 ‘
Local Victim Surveys: A Raview of the 1ssues. NCJ-39973
" The Police and Public Opinlon: An Analysis of Vichmuwaton and
Altitude Data from 13 Amentan Cities. NCJ-42018
An introduction 1o ihe Nationel Crime Survey, NCJ 43732

o Compensaling Victims ot Violent Crime: Potontial Costs and

»

.

Coverage of a National Program, NCJ-43387
Crimae Against Persons In Urban, Suburban. and Aural Areas:
A Comparative Analysis 0f Victimizatdn Rates. NCJ 53551
Rape VictimizatioN in 26 American Cilies, NCJ 50878
Criminal Victimization in Urban Schools. WO 56396 1

Natlonal Prisoner Stalistics:
Capital Punishmaent (annual) A

1978, NCJ-58897 .. R
* Prisonets In ?:1 snd Federal institdtions (annual)
December 317 1978, advance report, NCJ-58324

December 31.M977 (hnat report). NCJ-52701 4 .
Census of State Correctional Facilitles, 1974 advance rdpost.
NCJ-25642 = . :
Protile of State Prison tnmales: Seciodemographic Findings from
3 the 1974 Survey ot Inmates of State Correctional Facibies,
. NCJ-58257 2 . v
Cehsus of Pilsoners |n State Correctiopal Fatilities, 1973,
NCJ-34729 “ -
Census of Jalls and Survey of Jail Inmates, 1978, prelimindry
repont, NC,J-55172
Tive Nation's Jadia: A teport on the Census of jaris Mo the 1972
Survey of Inmates of Local Jdils, NCJ-19067

LY

.

- Survey of Inmates of Local Jails, 1972, advance report. NCJ- 13313
v . B N

- ¢ -

Washinglon, D.C. NCJ- 34830 o

‘ 1

Uniform Parole Reporta: .
Peivle In the United States 10/8. N(.J 58727
s W and 1927 NCART0D
Chlidren’ In Custody '
Juvainte Dotention and Caorrnchonat Ity
1877 ndvance repor!
Ceonsus of Public Juvenie Faciitios.
Consus of Privata Juvonile ! ac Il‘l\l(lﬂ_
1976 (tinal roport), NC1-50813¢
1974 NCJ Hh1946 '
1970, NG 44777
1078 NC 1o

NCJ- 00807
NC.! 60000

Mythe end Realitiss About Crhime: A Nontechmnl Mosentation ot

Saletted Information tragm the National Prisonor Stahistics
Progiam and the Nationstl Coame Survoy. NCJ-46249

State Court Mo:iﬂ'_slnlloﬂcal Dictionery. NCJ-62320

State Court Caseload Stalistice™
The State of the Agl. NCJ 46934
Annual Raport, 1975 NCJ 51885

¢ Annual Repart 197w N ) H650Y

' A Cross City Compaiison of Felony Case Processing, Nt i1 /)

Natlonal Survey of Couit Organization
1977 Supplemant 1o Stale Judicial Systems NCJ-40022
1975 Supplement 10 State Judicial Systems. NCJ-29433
1971 (fulfropornt). NC.J 11427

3 ~ - ‘ ’
State and Local Probation and Parole Systeme, NCJ 41335 |

State end Local Prosecution and Clvil Attomey Systems. NC. ' |3!l4

3
Trende in Expenditure aird Employment Data for the Cringnel
. Justice System, 1971 77 (annual)y, NCJ H746)
_Expenditure and Employmant Data for the Criminsl
“(annuat) ot v .
1978 advance repart. NCJ- 6380
1977 tinad raport. NCJ-53206

X

"Criminal Justice Agencies I Reglone 1-10 (10 vols by stato)
NCJ 17930-38, 15151 -

Dictionary of Criminal Justice Qata Terrginology: TerRs and

Juestice System

Oehmtions Proposed [or Intarstale and National Datn Collection

and txchange, NCJ-J6/747 ]
Program Pian for Statlstice, 1977 81, NCJ 37811 |

Utllization of Criminat Juatice Statiatica Project: o
ﬁquvcobo‘ok of Cvlmlnal Justice Stalistice 1978 (annual). 5
* *NCJ-53207 ) o
Puplic Opinlon Aegarding Crime, Crinnnal Justice. und Related
Topics. NCJ-17419 . L

Naw Directions in Processing of Juvenile Offtenders: Tho Denvor

_ Model, NGJ-17420 -

Who Gete D’I-Imd? An Empincal Alinlysus ol the Pi¢ Adjudicatory

Detention of Juvenies n Denver. NGJ- 17417 -
Juveniie Dispositiones: Social and Lagal Factors Reiated to the
Processing of Denver Delinguoncy Cases. NCJ- 17418
Oftender-Basqd Transaction Statistics: New Diroctigns 0 Data
Coltection and Reporting, NCJ-29645 * -
Sentencing ef Calitdrnia Felony Offendars, NCJ-29646
The Judicial Processing-0! Assault and Burglary Offenders in
Selected Cahtormma a;‘l:nhos. NCJ-29644
Pre-Adjudicatory Detentipn In Thres Jyvanke Courts,
Delinquency Disposttions; An fmpincll Analysis of Processing
Uecisions i Thiee Juveiilie Courts. NCJ 34734

NCJ 34730

The Patlerns and Distribution of Assaull Incident Characterlslice

Among Social Argas, NCJ 40025

Patterns of Robbery Gharacteristice and Theu Occutrence Antong

Soctal Areal, NCJ-40026  °
Crlr;?-Spoc"lc Analysie: . PR
THe Characlenstics ol Burgtay Intidents. NCJ-42093
An Empinical Exammation of Burglny Oftendaor CharactoH
J- 0 NCU-410 : ) .
An Empincal Examination of Burglaty Offenders and-Otlense
Charactenistics, N&J-42476 )

- Sources of Natlonal Criminal Justice Slﬂiﬂlc:l;_ An Annotated

Bibliography. NCJ-45006 o *, N
Federal Criminal Sentancing: Potspectives of Analysis ond a
~ Design tor Research, NCJ-33663 ' ', " LS
Variations In Federa! Criminal Sentences: A Slnli.sncnl Assessment’ »

at the National Level, NCJ:33684 -

.

Federal Sentencing Patterns: A Study of Geographical Vasiations,

NCJ-33685
Predicting Sentences in Federal Courts: The toasibility of a
National Sentencing Pohcy, NCJ-33686

- »

.

*u.8, GOVERRMENT PRINTING OFFICE @ 1‘9@ 0-311-379/1322

&

. M -~y ‘. . . ,' R . . . y

. . : . v ° .
EMC f. . ¥ . .’ ot - = . .
. ' . LN . a2 *

» B ) \ .

- -



