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| Preface

Since early in the 1970's, victimization surveys have
“been carricd out under the National Crime Survey
(NCS) program to provide 1nsight into the impact of
crime on American society. As one of the most ambi-
tious cfforts yet undertaken for filling some of the gaps
in crime data, the surveys, carried out for the Law En-
forcement Assistance Adnmunistration (LEAA) by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census, are supplying the criminal
justice community with new information on crinie and
its victims, complementing data resources already on
hand for purposes of planning, evaluation, and analy-
sis. Based on representative sampling of households:
and commercial establishments, the program has had
two major clements, a continuous national survey and
- separate surveys in 26 central cities across the Nation.
Based on a scientifically designed sample of housing
units within each jurisdiction, the city surveys had a
twofold purpose: the assessment of public attitudes
about crime and related matters and the development
of information on the extent and nature of residents’
experiences with selected forms of cniminal victimiza-
tion. The attitude questions were asked of the occu-
pants of a random half. of the housing units selected for
. the victimization survey. In order to avoid biasing re-
spondents’ answers to the attitude questions, this part
of the survey was administered before the victimiza-
tion questions. Whereas the attitude questions were
asked of persons age 16 and over, the victimization
survey applied to individuals age 12 and over. Because
the attitude questions were designed to elicit personal
opinions and perceptions as of the date of the
interview, it was not necessary to associate a particular
time frame with this portion of the survey, even though
some queries made reference to a period of time pre-
,ceding the survey. On the other hand, the victimization

questions referred to a fixed time frame—the 12:

months preceding the month of interview—and re-
spondents were asked to recall details concerning their
experichces as victims of one or more of the following
- crimes, whether completed or attempted: rape, per-
sonal robbery, assault, personal larceny, burglary,
houschold larceny, and motot vehicle theft. In addi-
tion, information about burglary and robbery of busi-
nesses and certain other organizations was gathered by
means of a victimization survey of commercial estab-

lishments, conducted separately from the household
C >t .

survey. A previous publication, Criminal Victimiza-
tion Surveyvs in San Diego (1977), provided compre-
henstve coverage of tesults from both the houschold
and commercial victimization surveys.

Attitudinal information presented in this report was
obtained from interviews with the occupants of 4,906
housing units (9,125 residents age 16 and over), or 97.7
percent of the units eligible for interview. Results of
these interviews were inflated by means of a mulustage
weighting procedure to produce estimates applicable
to all residents age 16 and over and to demographic
and social subgroups of that population. Because they
derived froT a survey rather than a complete census,
these estimates are subject to samplingerror. They also
fire subject to response and processing crrors. The
effects of sampling crror or variability can be accu-
rately determined in a Ohecfully designed survey. In this
recport, analytical statements involving comparisons
have met the test that the differences cited are equal to
or greater than approximately two standard errors; in
other words, the chances are at least 95 out of 100 that
the differences did not result solely from sampling
variability. Estimates based on zero or on about 10 or
fewer sample cases were congidered unrcliable 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 jo -

the analytical discussion. Two technical appendixes
and a glossary follow the data tables: Appendix 11

consists of a facsimile of the survey questionnaire’

(Form NCS 6), and Appendix 11l supplies information
on sample design and size, the estimation procedure,
reliability of estimates, and significance testing; it also
contains standard error tables.
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Crime and alllludés

Juring the 1960%, the Preésident’s Commission on
I Enforcement and Administration of Justice
observed that “What - America docs ~-about crime
depends ultimately upon how Americans see crime.

. The lines along which the Nation takes specific
action against crime will be those that the public be-
lieves to be the necessary ones.” Recognition of the
importance of socictal perceptions about crime
prompted the Commission to authorize several public
opinion surveys on the matter.! In addition to
measuring the degree of concern over crime, those and
subscquent 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, nembers of the population
relatively more intimidated by or fearful of crime, and
the effectiveness of criminal justice systems. Based on a
sufficiently large sample, moreover, attitude surveys
can provide a means for examining the influence of
victimization experiences upon personal outlooks.
Conducted periodically in the same area, attitude

surveys distinguish fluctuations in the degree of public -

concern; conducted under the same procedures in
different arcas, they provide a basis for comparing atti-
tudes in two or more localities. With the advent of the
National Crime Survey (NCS) program, it became
possible to conduct large-scale attithdinal surveys
addressing these and other issues, thereby cnabling

_individuals to participate in appraising the status of

public safety in their communities,

Based on data from-a 1974 attitudinal survey, this
report analyzes the responses of San Diego residents to
questions covering four topical areas: crime trends, fear
of crime, residential problems and lifestyles, and local
police performance. €ertain questions, relating to
houschold activities, were asked of only one person per
hous¢hold (the *“household respondent™), whereas
others were administered toall persons age 16 and bver
(“individual respondents”), including the household
respondent. Results - were obtained for. the total
measured population and for several demographicand
social subgroups, v '

President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra-
tion of Justicg. The Challenge of Crime in a Free Sociefy. Washing-
ton, D.C,: U.S. Government Printing quce, February 1967, pp.
49-53, 2

Conceptually, the survey incorporated questions
pertaining to behavior as well as opinion. Concerning
behavior, for example, each respondent for a house-
hold was asked where its members shopped for food
and other merchandise, where they lived before
moving to the present neighborhood, and how long
they had lived at that address. Additional questions
asked of the houschold respondent were designed to
chicit opimons about the neighborhood in general,
about the rationale for sclecting that particular com-
munity and leaving the former residence, and about
factors that influenced shopping practices. Nonc of the
questions asked of the household respondent raised
the subject of crime. Respondents were free to answer
at will. In contrast, most of the individual attitude
questiols, 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 crimne trends in the local community and in the
Nation, chances of being personally .attacked or
robbed, ncighborhood safety during the dny 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 categorfies were predetermined and
interviewers were instructed to probe for answers
matching those on the questionnaire. '

Although the attitude survey has provided a wealth
of data, the results are opinions. For example, certain
residents may have perceived crime as a growing threat
or neighborhood safety as deteriorating, when, in fact,
crime had declined and neighborhoods had become
safet, Furthermore, individuals from the same neigh-
borhood or with similar personal characteristics
and/or cxpcrlcnccs may have had conﬂlctmg oplmons
about any given issue. chcrthclcss people’s opinions,
beliefs, and perceptions about crime are mportﬁnt be-
cause they may influence behavior, bring about
changes in certain routine activitics, affect household .
security measures, or result in pressures on local
authorities to improve police services.

The relationship between victimization experiences
and attitudes is aecurring theme in the analytical
section of this report. Information concerning such
experiences was gathered with separate question-
naires, Forms NCS 3 and 4, used in administering the
victimization component of the survey. Victimization
survey results appeared in Criminal Victimization Sur-
veys in San Diego(1977), which also contains adetailed
dcscrlpuon 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 crimes, whether completed or attemptedy during
‘the 12 months prior to the month of the interview were

-
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considered “vicumired™ rape, personal robbery,
ssault, and pusonul lavceny. Similarly, members of
lli?lfﬁ?hﬂld.\ that expertenced one or more of thiee types
of offenses—burglary, houschold larcény, and motor
vehicle theft—were categorized as victns. These
. crimes are defined in the glossary. Pérsons who experi-
enced crimes other than those measured by the pro-
gram, or who were victimized by any of thc rclevant
offenses outside of the 1Z-month reference perod,
were classificd as “not victimized.” Limitations in-

herent in the victimization survey—that may have -

affected the gccuracy of distinguishing Vigtims from
nonvictims—resulted from the problem of vietim re-
call (the differing ability of respondents to remember
crimes) and from the phenomenon of {elescoping (the
tendency of some respondents to recount incidents
occurring outside, usually before, the appropriate time
frame). Moreover, some crimes were sustained by vic-
* tims outside of their city of rcsldcncc »these may have
had little or no effect in the formation of attitudes
about local matiers. .
Despite the difficulties in distinguishing precisely
between victims and nonvictims, it was deemed impor-
tant to cxplore the possiblity that being a vicum of
crime, irrespective of thelevel of seriousness or'the fre-

attitudes. Adopting a simple dichotomous victimiza-
tion expcrience variable—victimized and not victim-
ized ~for purposes of tabulation and analyms also
stemmed from the desirability of attaining the highest
possible degrec of statistical reliability, even at the cost
of using thesc broad categories. ldeally, the victim
category should have distinguished the type or serious-
ness of crimes, the recency of the events, and/ or the

“number of offenses sustained.2 Such a procedure seem-

ingly would have yiclded more refincd measures of the
effects of crime upon attitudes. By reducing the
number of sample cases on which estimates were
based, howcvcr such a subcategorization of victims
would have Weakened the statistical validity of com-
parisons between the victims and nonvictims.

ISurvey results, resenited in tlps report ,comam attitudinal data
furnuhcd by lhq victims of “series victimizations”™ (sec glossary).
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Summary

Although three-fourths of the residents of Ban Dicgo |

believed that crime was on the 1isc i the Natton and ¥

‘roughly half estimated that their chances of being
robbed or attacked had increased, they were 1ess pessy-
mistic i their assessments of other crime-related mat-
ters. Crime and the fear of crime’ morcover, had made
no impact on thé daily routine of most of the city’s
residents. . '

Fewer than half as many persons who thought crime
was up nationally believed that coime was on the up-
swing in their own neighborhood . and very few consid-
ered their place of residence to be more dangerous than
other vicinities in the metropolitan arca. Roughly 7 of
cvery 10 felt at least reasonably safe when out alone in
their own neighborhood at night, and a much higher
proportion expressed no uncase about the daytime.
Nor were most residents inttmidated by crime or the
fear of crime_from entering other parts of the metro-

-pojitan area whenever they needed or desired to do so.

Crime was scldom mentioned as the most importarit of
neighborhodd problems, and it had not.been a major
influence on where residents shopped or sought an
cvening’s entertainment.  Among those who had
moved during the S years preceding the survey, crime
was not an important element in the deciston to move
or in the choice of a new location. Nonetheless, some
28 percent of the residents admitted that they had
changed or limited their activities in some undefined
manner because of crime or the fear‘of crime.

San Diego residents gave positive ratings to the per-
formance of their local policc. Roughly 9 of every 10
thowght the police were doing at least an average job,
including about 6 in 10 who described the police per-
formance as good. Given the opportunity to suggest
how the police could improve their perfofmimce, the
largest number of respondents suggested changes in
‘the areca of aperational spractices, e.g., an improved
focus on more important duties, greater promptness,
and improvements in the assignment of police in cer-

* tain areas or at certain times. About half the city’s resi-

dents felt that television and newspaper reporting of
crime was commensurat¢ with its seripusness; among
the others, those who thought the media underplayed
the seriousness of crime outnimbered those who be-
licved that crime was overplayed by Better than two to
one; o "

In many instances, atttudes and opinions varied
with the population subgroup under study Whate resi-
dents of the ity were mote hikely than the black inhabi-
tants o regard ther own neighborhood as at least less
dangerous than others in the metropohtan arca and to
fecl at least reasonably safe when out alone in their
own neighborhood during the day or after dark. They
Wlso were more positive than blacks i their assessment
ol the performance of the local pohice. At the same
tune, relatively more whites than blacks beheved that
their chafices of beng robbed or athacked had increased.
Wit artitudes and opimons differed, the survey
showed that crime or the fear of crime generally had
had a greater impact on women than on men, on the
clderly than on the young, and on those who had
carher been vicims of crime than on those who had not
been victimized.

oy
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Chart B. Summary findings about fear of crime
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- Crime trends
v . . N
This section of the report deals with the perceptions
of San Dicgo residents with respect to national and com-
munity crime trends. personal safety, and the accuracy
with which ncwspapets and television were thought to
be reporting the crime problem. The findings were
drawn from Data Tables | through 6, found in Ap-
. pendix 1. The relevant questions, appearing in the fac-
" simile of the survey instrument (Appendix 11), are 9a,
9¢, 10a, 12, 15a, and 15b; cach question was asked of
persons age 16 and over. ' '

\,

| U8 crlmo-tnndt . S .

Most residents of San Dicgo belicved that crime in
the United States had risen during the past year or two.

Three of every four residents held this view, compared |

with only 4 percent who felt the trend was downwurd}
and 16 percent who thought that crime levels had re:
mained constant. The remaining 5 percent had 116
opinion on the subject. Men and women differed little
in their assessment of crime trends in the Nation, and
there was little disagreement between residents who
had been the victims of crime and those who had not.
However, 4 higher proportion of the black residents of
San Dicgo (84 ptrcent) than their white cmmlcrpﬁrls
(75 percent) felt crime to be on the rise nation ide.
Residents age 35 and over also were somewhat ore
likely than younger persons 1o view crime as increaging.
Nolghborhood crlme trends /
Fewer than half as many who thought that {,nmc
was up nationally also believed that crimie was on the
increase in their own neighborhood. Thus, only 31 per-
cent indicated a belief that ncighborhood crime was
rising. The largest number of residents (44 percent) felt
that the level of crime in their nelghborhood was un-

changed; 5 percent said it had decreased, and the.re- -

maiping 20 percent cither hag no opinion on the matter
or said they had not lived in their neighborhoods long
\cnough to know. Amorig those who had formed a Judg-
“ment, opinion on whether neighborhood crime had in-
creased, decreased, or remained the same varied but
slightly bctwecﬂ men and women, between blacks and.
whites, and among persons of different age. HoweVer,
relatively more victims of crime (37 pcrcem) than non-
- victims (26 pCrccnt) belicved that crimé”in their
‘neighborhood ha9 risen.

6

[Kc -

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

A comparative assessment of residents” fechngs
about naighborheood crime was pi(;\-ndcd by rating
thenr own neighborhood vis a vis othetsan the metro-

politan arca. Although tew belicved cpme i then own

ncighborhoods was decreasing, a majority (61 pereent)
considered their own neighborhood to be less of much
less dangerous than others, and another 33 pereent re-
gﬂ,rdcd it as about average. Only 5 percent thought
thent own ncighbothood to be more or much more
divngerous

Whites weie far more thely than blacks (62 vs. 41
hercent) to indicate that their neighborhoods were less
r much less dangerous than others; blacks were most
inclined to classify their neighborhoods as*average.
Nonvictims were somewhat more disposed than vic-
tims to rate their neighborhood as at least less danger-
ous. Differences, in perception between the sexes and
among persons classed by age were not pronounced.

Who are the offenders?

Shghlly more than a third of all respondents be-
lieved that outsiders were lprOn‘blblL for most of the
crime in their own neighborhood, whereas 27 percent
attributed these offenses to persons living within the
ncighborhood. Of the remainder, 4 percent blamed

outsiders and local residents equally, 26 percent didn’t

know whao was responsible, and 5 percent denied the
existence. of crime in their neighborhoods. Among
those who acknowledged the presence of neighbor-
hood erime and held anopinion as to the identity of the
culprits, a majority blamed outsiders, a finding that
held for both men and women, for white residents, for
persons age 35 and over, and for nonvictims, Blacks,
persons under 35, and the victimiged all were not only
more likely than others to have |§pl|cate ncighbor-
hood people, but they also were more dlspowd to have
an opinion about who was committing neighborhood
crime. In relative terms. about three times as many per-
sons under age 20 as those 65 and over thought Jocal
residents were the culprits.

Chances of personal victimization

Despite their relatively optimistic views dbOlll crime
in their own neighborhood, San Diego residents felt
that their chances of being personally robbed or at-
tacked had increased during the year or two prior to
the survey. Some 52 percent of the respondents en-
dorsed this belief, compared with 7 percent who
thought the chances had gone down and 39 percent

&

who saw no change. A majority of women, white rési-- -

_'dents, inhabitants age 25 and over, and victims all felt

that their chances of being personally robbed or at-

. tacked were greater at the time of the survey than ear-



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

7 through 18 are referenced here.

her, and the laigest proportaon of males, blacks, and
nonvictims also shared this belief Only amang ress
dents under age 25 was the 1ssue not clear cut. In ths
segment ol sociciy, oprmon was about equally divided
between those who felt that the possibility had 1n-
creased and (hose who claimed it was about the same;
another Il percent thought that there was less hikeh-
hoad of theirbeing robbed o attacked.

Crime and the media

| he smv‘_\' showedsthat half the population beheved
that crime was as serious as portrayed on television

- and i1n the newspapers. Among others having an opin-

1on on the'matter, 32 percent felt that crime was more
serious and, therefore, that the media was undetplay-
g the sertousness of the problem. Some 14 percent
thonght that the opposite was the case, o that erumne
was less serious than depicted. tn'general, opinions on
the subject differed but hittle among the varnioud popu-
lation  groups. However, black residents and.persons
who had been victinuzed both were more likely than
their white nnd nonvictimized counterparts to think
that crime was more sertous than portrayed.

Fear of crime

Among other thangs, results covered thus far have
shown that thany residents of San Dicgo beheved crime
had increased overgthe ycars leading up to the survey,
and, in addition, felt their own chances of being
attacked or robbed had risen. Whether or not they
fearcd for their personal safety is a matter treated in
this section of the report. Also examined is the imphct
of the fear of crime on activity patterns and on consid-
eratiops regarding changes of "residence. Survey

_questions t1a, 11b, Ilc, 13a, 13b, 16a, 16b, and 16c--

all asked of persons age 16 and over--and Data Tables

>

Crime as a deterrent td mobility

For most San Diego residents, crime or the fear of
crime was not a deterrent to mobility within the metro-
politan arca. Some-86 percent indicated that there were
no parts.of the area where they needed or desired to go
that they were afraid of entering during the day. And,
although there was somewhat more apprehension
about movement at night, about 7 out of 10 expressed
no fear about entering these sections after dark.

N

) -

Relatively more \\|'Imcx than blacks and victims llmﬁ
nonvicttms were afrmd of pomg mto parts of the mct
ropohtan arca both dunimg the day and at might, but the
ditferences were nat grent For hoth dayvtime and might
ume movement, persons age 65 and over expressed less
apprchension than did those wn the other agee groups

Neighborhood safety

Ninety-cight out al every 100 residents of San Dicpao
teltat least rcasonably siafe when ont.ddone m then own
neiphborhood duning the day Intact, a clear majonty
of tesidents, trespective ol sex, 1ace, age. or victuniza- .
tion cxpernence, felt very safe ander these circum-
stances. Hdwever, men were more likely than women
and whites more likely than blacks to féel very safe.
The clderly. e, those age 65 and over, were less in-
chned than persons of younger age to feel very safe, but
there was lettle disagreement on the matter between the
victimized and the nonvichims. o

In general, relatively more men than women in cach
age group felt very safe when ouf alone d"uring the day ‘
in their own ncighborhood, but the proportion of
women agé 16 19 who consideted themselves very safe
under such circumstances did not ditfer significantly
from that of ¢lderly men. Black women i cach age
group were the least hkely to feel very safe. .

1 Although roughly three-fourths of the city’y inhabi-
tants also felt at least reasonably safe out alone in their
own neighborhood at night, the number who felt very
safc was’less than half that of those who considered -
themselves very sale under these conditions during the
day. Qnly among white males under age 50 and among
black males under age 20 did a majority feel very safe.
At the other extreme, most women age 65 and over,
wrespeetive of race, believed themselves to be some-
what or very unsafe, with the number fceling very
unsafc cxceeding that of those who sensed they were
somewhat unsife.

Overall, men were far less likely $han women 1o have
cxpressed uncase being out alone in their neighbor-
hoods at night; and the same held true for persons
undor age 50 compaged with those who were older.
Even young women were more apprehensive than el-
derly men. White residents were somewhat less prone
than blacks to have trepidations. Victimization e¢x-
perience appearcd to have had little impact on feelings
of safety.

[
«

'h should be nated 1hat the source questions for data covereddn
this section (Questions t3a and 13b) referred to placesin the meiro-
politan arca where the respondent needed or desired to enter. Thus,
itgis reasonable to assume that high-risk places, those most highly
fgred, were excluded from consideration’ by many respondents.
Had the questions applied unconditionally to all sectors of the area,
the pattern of responsos ne doubt woutld have beep different,

-
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Crime as a cause for nfoving away

Respondents who had stated that they felt some-
what or very unsafe when outalone in theu ncighﬁm -
hood during the day ot at mght were asked whether
they thought the neighhorhood was dangerous cnough
for them to consider moving away. Evenamong this 26
percent of the population, only about one in cight be-
licved the danger sufficiently grave 1o have considered
moving clsewhere. Males, blacks, and crime victums all
were somewhat more apt than females* whites, and
nonvictims to have given thought to moving because of
ncighborhood dangers; for the subgroup as a whole, 86
percent had not considered relocating. Persons age 65
and over, those most likely to have indicated some un-
case about being out alone in their neighborhodds,
were among those most unlikely to have contemplated
moving clsewhere. . \

- \

Crime as s cause for activity modification

-

Some two-thirds- of the residents of San Dicgo
thought that people in general were reacting to crime
or the fear of crime by curtailing their activitics, but
only 34 percent believed that neighborhood restdents
weré so doing and only 28 percent claimed that they
themselves had limited or altered their daily routine.

A higher proportion of women than meny(33 vs. 23
percent) indicated they had limited or changed their
activities because of crime, a disparity between the
sexes that applied to each age group among whites, byt
lacked statistichl significance among blacks. However,
young women (16-19) were no more likely than nicn
age 50 and over to have indicated a chahge in activities.
Whitc males age 16-19 made up the group least likely
to have acknowledged some change in activities. Over-
all, relatively more blacks (36 percent) than whites (28
percent) stated they had curtailed their activities.
Victimg:also were more likely to have done so than
nohvictims. Age appeared to play a part in whether or
not activitics had been modificd as the result of crime
or the fear of crime. Generally speaking, the older the
individual the more likely there had been some limita-
tion of activitics, although the differences between par-
ticular age groups were not always large nor necessarily
statistically significant.

.

\g*Based on responscs shown in Data Table 15, this observation i3
somewhat misleading because the source question was asked only of
persons who said they felt unsafe during daytime and/ or nighitime.
Totaling 26 percept of the relevant population, individuals who were
asked the question included 10 percent of all males, contrasted with
41 peroent of all females, Thus, 3 percent of the total populationage
16 and over—including 2 percent of males and 4 percent of
females—said they had seriously considered moving.

N

| Régldentlal problems

and lifestyles

The initinl attitude survey questions were designed
to gather information nbout certam specific behavior al
practices of San Diego houscholders and to explore per-

ceptions about a wide range of community problems,

oné of which was crime. As indicated in the section
entitled “Crime and Attitudes,” certain questions were,
asked of only one member Olbcnch houschold, known
as the houschold respondent. Information gathered
from such persons is treated in this section of the report
and found in Data Tables 19 through 26; the pertinent
data were based on survey questions 2a through 7b. In
addition, the responses to questions 8a through 8f,
relating to certain aspects of personal lifestyle, also are
cxamined in this scction; the felevant questions were
asked of all houschold members age 16 and over, s
including the household respondent, and the results
are displayed in Data Tabies 27 through 30. As can be
seen from the questionnaire, angd unlike the protedure
used in developing the information discussed in the
two preceding sections of this rcpo\yg. the questions
that served as a basis for the topics covered here did itot
reveal to respondents that the development of data on
crime was the main purposc of the survey.

Neighborhood problems )
and selecting a home

Respondents in 65 percent of the households in San
Dicgo stated that their own neighborhoods had no un-
desirable characteristics, evidence of a ‘considerable
degree of satisfaction with the area fn which they were
living. Of the 34 percent who indicated that unde-
sirable features were present, approximately 9 percent

" believed crime to be the most important pro.blém, but

othér issucs, such hs the environment (noise, trash,

‘overcrowding, etc.), ncighbors, and traffic and/or

parking, were more commonly cited. Respondents in
households that had incurred onc or inore victimiza-
tions werc more likely than those in nonvictimized
households to have mentioned crime.as the most im-
portant ncighborhood issue, although even these re-
spondents ranked crime after the environment and
neighbors. Householders with ann ual income less than
$7,500 were more inclingd than their more affluent

¢
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counterparts to have cited crime as the most important
ncighborhood problem
Only about 1 percent of the respondents i honse

holds that had changed residences i the § years pre

ceding the survey specificd crime as the major reason
for leaving the former address or sccurity from crime
as the main consideration in sclecting a new residence.
Reasons unrclated to crime were much more com-

monly advanced as decisive, with location bemng of

patdmount importance both i the deciston torelocate
and 1n the choice of a new neighborhood.
7
Food and merchandise
shopping practices

For San Diego housgholders, crime or the fear of
crimice had virtually no impact on shopping practices,
cither for food or for general merchandise. Household-
¢rs in the city favored neighbothood stores for major
food purchases over those clsewhere by a margin of
more than 2 to 1. Among those who shopped outside
their ncighborhggd for food, crime or the fear of crime
in the neighborhood was almost never mentioned as a
reason for the preference. Instead. the choice was re-
lated to the lack, madequacies, or high prices ot neigh-
borhood grocery stores. This was true for all segments
of the population, .including the city’s black house-
holders, who were much more inclined than their white
counterparts to shop for food outside their owﬁcigh—
borhood. ’

Roughly 9 of cvery 10 householders preferred to do
their shopping for clothes and other items of géncral

merchandise in suburban or neighborhood stores

rather than in downtown establishments. But therr
choice had almost nothing to do with crimegr the fear
ofecrime in the downtown area. Rather, the preference
was bascd on the convenience of the suburban and
neighborhood stores and on such factors as better
selections, prices, or parking.

Entertainment practices

Practically no residents of San Dicgo had changed
their habits of going out in the evening for entertain-
mént because of crime or the fear of crime. In fact, a
majority of residents had not curtailed their cvenings
out. Even among the 38 percent who indicated they
were going out less than 1 or2 years earlicr, the number
who cited crime as the contributory factor was negligi-
ble. Only 2 pergent of those reporting less frequent
nights out menjioned crime as the main reason for the
decrease. Much more commonly cited reasons for
going out less often were finances, family responsibili-
tics, and participation in other activitres,

Persons who had been ‘the victinis of crime were

1 _ .

¢

more likely thm‘onwcllms to havt curtatled their
cvenings out, but they were no more ot less inchined
than nonvictims to ascribe this curtalment to cnme
Although the proportion of the elderny whao were going
out less often was about the same as that {or the popu-
lation as a whole, persons age 65 and over were the
most inclined to cite crime as the reason for therr less
frequent mghts out. bvenamong the clderly, coime was
not as important a rcason for cuttilment as inances,
age, and health, \

Nor was ¢ryme or the fear of crime a factor in where
city residents spent their cvenings out. Some 78 percent
usually visited places of entertainment within the city,
15 percent normally patronized establishments outside
the city, and the rest divided thewr mghts out between
establishments 1n the city or outside. Almost-all seck-
ing cntertamment cither in the ety or outside based
their choice on factors wholly unrelated to crime.
Thus, only 2 percent of those who sought their enter-
tainment outside the city did so because of crime inthe
city. )

JLocal police pertormanée _

Following the series of questions concerning neigh-
borhood safety and crime as a deterrent_to personal
mobility, individuals age 16 and over were asked to
asscss the overall performance of the local police and
to suggest ways, if any, in which police effectiveness
might be improved. Data Tables 3| through 37,
derived from survey questions 14a and 14b, contain the
results on which this discussion is based. '

Are they doing a good,

average, or poor job?

Respondents rated the pcrf?)rm'ancc of the local po-
lice on a scale of good, average, or poor. More than
half of the city’s residents (59 percent), evahluated the
performance as good, 30 percent felt it was average,
and 7 percent claimed that it was poor. The remaining

4 percent had no opinion on the matter. Virtually no-

difference was noted betwéen the assessments provided
by men and women, but this was not true of ratings
given by residents differentiated by race, age, or vic-
timization experience. ' .
Except among blacks and among persons under age
25, a majority in all of the population groups under
study rated the performance of the local police as
good, and even blacks and persons under 25 over-

{ »

y 9

% 3



E

o Q

whelmungly thought the performance to be at least
average

Whites were much more hikely than blacks to rate
the pohee pertormance as good (61 v 30 percent),
blacks were more prone than whites to have evaluated
it as aperage or poor. I relative terms, blacks were
roughly twict morc apt” than whites to feel that the
pohce were domng a poor job

Ratings of the pohice also were related to age, with
persons age S0and over bemg the most positive i then
assessments and those under age 25 bemg the most
negative. Fuithermore, the victimized were somewhat
more cntical i then apprinsals than nonvictims.

How can the police improve? 5

Despite the behel of a large scgment of the San
Dicgo population that the local pohee were domg a
good o1 avetage Jjob ahout tour of every hive who had
an opinion about police ¢ffectiveness also Telt that im-
provement was nceded. As might have been expected
given thewr more ncgzmvc views about police pertprm-
ance. blacks, persons under age 25, and the vicinured
all were more inchned to suggest a need tor improve-
ment than were whites, persong age 50 and over, and

nonvictims. Mcen and women, however, differed lite -

in their assessment of the need for improvement.

Among those suggesting the necd for improvement,
39 percenteitdd operational practices as the area most
in gted of betterment, 31 pereent mentioned personnel
esburces. 19 pereent neted community relations, apd
the lun.nmng II _pereent advanced various other
measuges.

Opcrational practiges were cited as the urcu most 1n
need of improvement by the largest number of/rc—
spondents in all population subgroups under study cx-
cept those made up of persons age 35 and over. Thesc
individuals were more apt to have selected personnel
resources. About a third of the whites, compared with
15 percent of the blacks, felt that improvement was
‘mosl needed in the arca of personnel resources. For

" their part, blacks were far more likely than whites 10’
have recommended  better community relations.
Young persons also placed more stress on improved
community relations than did those who were older.

’ ——— .

‘For most of this discussion, the cight specific response Nems
covered ngQucsno‘ 14b were combined into lhrcc'calcgoncs as
I'olloww cohgunity relations: (1) " Be more courlcous.nmprovc atti-
tude.” community velations™ and (2) "Don} discriminate.” Opera-
ummlprmm es: (13 "Concentrate on nmrcé\pormm duties, serious
cnme, ete. ™ (2) * Be more prompt, responstve, alert”:(3)*Need more
< traftic control™ and (4) "Need more pohtcmcn of particular type
(foor, ¢ar) in ccrtain arcas or at corinin times. *And, ,rcrsmmrl re-

sources: (1) Hire ptore pohcemen” and (2)."|mnrovc training, raisc

qualifications or W recruitment policies.” .

~
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The contrast between yodng black males and their
whitc counterparts in advancing the need for improved
community relations was particularly stuhing. Some
51 percent of black males age 16 24 felt that the necd
Lot mmprovement was most pressingan |h(‘/u,ca of com-
munity relations; the corresponding proportion
among white males of the same age was 27 percent
Young black females also appearcd to give higher
prionty than thar white countcrparts to improved
community sclations .

Among those who felt that the performance ol the
tocal police could be improved, about onc- -fourth be-
licved that the expansion of the police torce was the
most important specific action that could be taken to
improve the performance, but the proportions advanc-
ing thas é:commcndnnon ranged from lows of 10 per-
cent (among blacks) and 13 percent (among persons
under age 25) to a gh of 40 percerft (among persons
age 65 and older). The black community in general felt
that the need {or greater promptness on the part of the
police and for more courtcous and improved attitudes
were aclipns, more important to the overall effective-
ness ﬂ/ﬁﬁ{ local force than additional police officers.
With tespect to greater courtesy and better attitudes.
there was a reduction with age from 25 percent

among persons age 16-19107 percentamong those age -

65 and over —in the importance attached to such im-
provements, cven though apparent differences be-
tween the percentiles for the intervening age groupg
were not necessarily significant
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Survey data tables

The 37 statistical data tablesin thisappendix present
the results of the San Dicgo attitudinal survey con-
ducted carly in 1974. They are organired topically, gen-
crally parallcling the report’s analytical discussion, For
cach subjéct, the data tables consist of cross-tabulations
of personal (or houschold) charactenstics and the rele-
vant responsc categorics. For a given population group,

. each table displays the percent distribution of answers

1o &' qucsluon !

All statistical data gencrated by the survey are esti-
mates that vary in their degree of quiability and are
subject to variances, or errors, associated with the fact
that they were derived from a sample survey rather
than a cotplete cnumeration. Constraints on mlcrprc-

tation and other uses of the data, as well as guidelines |

for determining their reliability, are sct forth in Appen-
dix 111. As a general rile, however, estimates based on

“yero or, on about 10 or fewer sample cases have been

considered unieliable. Such estimates, qualified by
footnotes to the data tables, were not used for anatyt-
cal purposes In this report.

Each data table parenthetically-displays the size o(
the group for which a distributior of responses was cal
culated.” As with the percentages, these base figures are
estimates. On tables showing the answers of individual
ncspondcnls) (Tables 1-18 and 27-37), the figures
reflect an adjustment based on an independent post-
Census estimate of the city’s resident pdpulation. For

. data from houschold respondents (Tables 19-26), the

bases’were generated solclr by the survey itself.
A note bgncath cach data table identifics the ques-

. tion that served as source of t‘\c data. Asan bxpednem
in preparing tables, certain response categories were
" reworded and/or abZrcviptcd..Thc questionnaire fac-

simile (Appendix hbuld be consulted for the exact
wording of both the questions and the response cate-
gories. For Questionnaire items that carricd the

instructign “Mark all that apply,” thereby enablinga

respondgnt to furnish more than a single answer, the
data tables reflect only the answer designated by the
respondent as being the most |mportam one rather
than all answers given,

The first six data tables were used in preparing the
“Crime Trends” section of the report. Tables 7-18

‘relate to the topic “Fear of Crite™; Tables 19-30 cover

“Residential Problems and Lifestyles™, and the last
seven tables display information concerning “Local
Police Pcrformancc .

5.
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\ Table 1. Direction of crime trends In the United States
~ LA
' (Porcont distribution of responses for the population ago 16 and avar )
Populat Jon chuaracteristic Total lﬁcl'oaxnod Samo Docreasoed bon't know Not avsilable
A .i T

_ AL porsons (539,600) 100.0 .8 15.9 3.8 5.3 0.¢

Sox )

Hale {254,600) 100.0 75.0 5.9 het hody 0.2
; Fomalo (284,000) 100.0 .6 15.9 1.2 A1 10.1

Race v . . - s . ‘ .

‘Whita {(487,9%00) 100.0 .} 16.2 3.8 5.2 0.2
, Black 37,:&00; © 100.0 a43.6 10.1, 1.0 2.8 10,2
T Qther  (13,900) . . 100.0 55.0 2.1, * oY 16.8 30,0
Agﬂ ‘ o ”

1619 55.8003 100.0 68.9 . 19.9 6.0 4.8 - 0.3
20-2, (79,600 b 100.0 - 70.5 20.2 4.0 5.1 10.2
25-34, (118,000 : 100.0 72.7 18.8 5.1 L3 20.1
35-49 (118,100 100.0 . 77.2 15.0 3.0 h7 . 10.1
5061, (102,600 100.0 79.13 11.5 3.4 5.7 - 10.2
65 and over {(65,600) 100.0 77.8 10.7 3.4 8.0 f 30.1

Victimizatlon experlonce .

Not. victimizod ().38.1.00) 100.0 73.8 16.2 3.8 6. 10.1
Viotimized (<18..200 100.0 - J6.4 15.5 RN L.2 30.2
3 ‘

>

NOTE: Deta Lased on question 10s. Detall may not adh to total because of rOunding..' Figures in parenbhoses refer to populstiom in the group.

‘Eatimate, Lssed on zero or om about 10 or fawer sample csses, 1s statlstically unreliable.

Table 2. Direction of crime trends In the neighborhood

»
(Percent diftribution of responges for the p(ﬁulal.ion age 16 and ovor) ’
\ B " Haven't lived
Population charagtopistic fI_‘o‘\.’a] Increased Same Docressod * here thet long Don't know Nol available
L ~ Y - - = -
A1l persons (539,600)‘ 100.0 30.6 14.0 5.1 - 10.3 . 9.8 0.2 '
Sox . ' . )
Male (25L,600) . 160.0 31.5 Ly.3 5.2 10,2 8.5 0.4
Femalo (285,000) 1100.0 29.7 L3.8 5.0 10.5 10.9 0.1
Race Tt ) 4 )
¢ "hite 14,87,90Q) 100.0 30.5 - L4,.0 L9 10.5 9.9 0.2
Black 37..000; . 100.0 3.4 YN 7.8 7.5 5.9 Tt 0.0
, Other 13,900 . 100.0 21.4 LIS A 6.8 13 *16.8 - 10.0
Ago 3 ~ - ) * ' . ‘ . ¥
16~19 53.9003 . 100.0 27.4 47.8 8.1 11,3 5.4 10.1
20-2, {79,600). _ 100.0 25.4 L3.1 - 3.9 - 17.9 Q.5 10.2
25-34 {118,000 . N © 100.0 30.4 h1.4 4.9 .6 8.6 10. 2!
- 35-49 {118,100 100.0 32.1 43.9 .3 ., 8.4 - 9.0 - 30,2
s 50-64 (102,600 100.0 33.6 5.1 4.3 4:9 11.8 . 20.9
65 snd-bver (65,600) 100.0 32.2 h4.0 3.7 h.6. 1.2 * 0.2
Victimizst lon experience oo S . ' “
. Not victimized {321,400) « 100.0 26.0 L7.7 . 5l . 9.5 11.%5 , 0.3
Victinized (218,200) 100.0 37.3 38.5 5,2 R T 7.2 20.1

v

NTE: Dats based on questign 9d4. Dotail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parenthesss refor to population in the g'rpup..
YEatimate, based on zero or on Abom,( 10 or fewer sample cases, 1s statistically unrelisble.

Q v
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Porcent distributlon of “responsps for the population ago 16 and ovel)
? g

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

Much more re About Lens Much loss
Populat.ion charactoristic Total dangorous’ deygerous avoraga dangorous dangorous Not available
A1l porsons (539.600) R 100.0 0.4 lu-‘() ¥ . 13.0 L2.8 17.9 ‘l.l.
Sex ' '
Mele (254,600) 100.0 I 0.4 5.8 30.2 43.9 19.2 1.3
Pemele (285,000) 100.0 0.3 [ I 3505 L1.7 16.7 1.4
Race ’ -«
White . (467,900) . 100.0 0.3 4.6 31.5 43-7 18.6 1.3
Blaok (37,800 e 100.0 0.8 4.7 51.2 31.4 9.7 2.2
Other (13,900 100.0 30.8 3.2 37.0 "’ 42.0 15.3 1.7
Age H N
16-19 (55,800 100.0 ~ 20, 5.7 35.1 1.7 16.2 20.9
20-24 {79,600 100.0 ' 0.9 7.8 36,1 41.1 12.6 1.
25-34 (n8,000)- 100.0 20.3 6.3 34.7 40.3 17.6 0.9
35,9 (118,100 " 100.0 30.1 3.3 31.4 L5 19.4 1.3
50-64 (102,600 100.0 0.4 2.4 36 43.7 ¢ .21 1.4
65 and over_  (65,600) 100.0 20.2 2.0 .0 5.7 18.1 2.9
Victimigstion experience - )
Wot victimized (321 400) 100.0 0.2 3.2 30.8 L4.6 19.4 1.7
Victimised (218,200) ? 100.0 0.6 6.6 363 - 40.0 15,6 1.0
NOTE: Data based on question 12. Detsil may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in p.mnt.h;aoa refer to population in the group.
1Egt, imate, based on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. ‘
Table 4. Place of residence of persons committing neighborhood crimes .
. » A (Percent distribution of responses for the @ P\lation ;ge 16 snd over)
i L. “a No neighborhood Peoﬁie 11 B ﬁ;ua]ly : -
o ‘§“8
Population characteristic ( Total crime hare | Outsiders by both Don't know Not available
A1 persons (%39,600) 100.0 5.2 27.2 36.7 4.3 26.0 — iy
Sex ~
Hale . (254,600) 100.0 4.8 27.5 38.0 4.7 24.5 0.6
. Pemale (285,000) 100.0 5.6 27.0 :35.5 3.9 27.3 0.6
Rece - . ’ ( o
White 487,900) 100.0 5.2 v 27.0 36,8 4,0 26.3 0.6
- Nsck (37,800 . 100,0 - o hb , 3 3.6 7.8 1.0 20,6
. Other (13,900 100.0 7.3 22.7 37.6 33,0 A 10.9
M / . ’ -y
16-19 55.800; . 100.0 2.8 37.4 4.6 5.5 ~12.3 30,3
20-24 * 79,600 ’ 100.0 2.8 32.1 35.3 * 4.6 24.1 s 141
- 25-34" (118,000 100.0 Leh 36.5 a1 3.9 23.5 0.6
-35-49 (118,100 100.0 5.7 26.8 %.7 5.3 26.1 « 308
50-64 102._{9?0 . . 100.0 6.8 18.5 . .1 3.2 K9 31.9 20.5
65 and oyer  (65,600) 100.0 8.4 10.6 - 42.Q 3.5 34.9 30.7
Victipisation experience T ; N
- Mot .ﬂcthhzd (321,400) . 100.0 6.8 22.3 B (5} 3.8 29.4 0.7
218, 200 100.0 3.0 .6 . =%86.0 5,0 21.0 04

Victimised

- Q"“h bassd on quastion 9c.° Detail may not add to total because of roundirig? Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.

PAruntext provided by Al ' [

EMCN, based on about 10 or fepgr sample cases, in statistically unreliable.
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Tabie §. Change in the chancée of being sttached or

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

Pnpuhuon cheracteristic Total Going up Same Golng down & No opinion Not sveilabls
All peraons (539 600) \ 100.0 51.5 K 38.9 6.9 0.3
Sex
Mals (2%54,600) 100.0 474 L1.6 8.7 0.3
Pemale (28_5 000) 100.0 55.1 - 365 5.2 0.2
Race - <0 * : '
White (487,900) 100.0 52.4 38.6 6.5 0.3
-Black 37.!!)0; 100.0 47.8 38.8 9.7 x0.5
Other (13,900 100,0 .. 2.8 48.7 . 11.5 20.0
? .
Age * ' v
16-19 55.000; 100.0 39.5 46.7 12.3 10.1
20-2, (79,600 100.0 43.9 43.3 10.1 20,5
25-3 (118,000 100.0 51.1 . 40.3 6.9 20.3
35-49 (118,100 .100.0 56.6  ~ 35.5 . 5.2 . 10.1
50-6 (102,600 100.0 sB.4 ~ 33.7 4.7 10.3
65 end over (65,600) 400,0 Y 51.4 38.6 Leb 20.3
 Victimisation experience _ : . : N
Mot victimized (321,400) 100.0 L8.7 1.5 6.4 0.3
Victinived (218,200} . ¢ 100.0 55.6 35.1 7.5, ° 0.2
l()‘fl: [ht;n NM on question 15a. Do&-li may not sdd to totsl becsuse of roupding. Fipros-in psrentheses refer to populetion in the group. \

‘Sst@mte,'basod an zero or on about JO or feéwer sample ceses, is stetistice
- . — . v :

'

’
v L

¥y unrelisble.

+
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Yeble §. Change in the chances ¢f being attached or rebbed
(Percont distribution of responsesn for the population age 16 snd over)
Population characterietic Total Going up Samo Going down " No opinion Not avsilable
All persons (539 600) 100.0 51.5 18.9 , < 6.9 2.5 0.3
e (254, 600) 100.0 ‘ .4 ‘ © W6 8.7 J2.0 0.3
Pensale (285,000) -~ 100.0 36.5 5.2 2.9 0.2
Race | .
Vhite (487,900) ' 100.0 52.4 38.6 6.5 2.2x 0.3
Bleck 37.000{- : 100.0 47.8 38.8 . 9.7 3.2 20,5
Other (13,900 100.0 N 0.8 18.7 11,5 9,0 0.0
-y;&-” 55. ; i 100.0 Y3945 46.7 .12.) Lok 10.1
». 20-2h 100.0 L3.9 43.3 10.1, 2.1 20.5
2B~ 118 000 . 100.0 51.1 ' 140.3 +6.9 1.4 30.3
3549 (118,100 . 100.0 56.6 35.5 5.2 1 - 2.5 10.1
102, 600 . 100.0 . ¢ I X o 33.7 L7 2.8 10.3
- 65 endfover (65,600) ¢ 100.0 51.4 38.6 b6 s 5.1 208
‘Victimisation experience . . . ‘
Not victimdsed . (321,400) 100.0 .'.8.7 41.5 6.4 3.1 0.3
Victimized (210.200 100,0 5.6 7/ 5.1 ‘ 7.5, 1.6 0,2
'uom lhu huéd ﬁquut.ion 15s. Dot..il may not add Lo total because of vounding. Figures in parentheses refer té populs t.ion 1n the group R
:.uum. based ‘6n zero or on about 1Q or fewer asmple cases, 1o ststlistically unrelisbls, . - , . ,
“\ ' b ’ i ~
oo ) .
s, l‘ 1 ‘ "(",_
i !
1 » e
K P e | ‘ . .
R o : : . !
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Table 6. M&mmmkmmnwmmw A
’ , (Percont\ dintribution of responses for the population age 16 and over) ' ’
Population cheracteristic ’ Total \\ : Less derious Same More serious No opinion . Not aveilable
ALl persons  (539,600) 150.0 13.5 49.9 « 1.7 h.5 0.1,
m. (254,600) 100.0 16.1 47.6 . = 3.4 _ 4.6 0.3.
Female (285,000) 100.0 1.2 52.0 ' 32.0 ’ 4.3 0:6
‘ Raca ‘\‘ ’
¥hite (1,87,900) : 100,0 \ 13.3 50.4 31.4 4.5 0.5,
Black (37,800 : : 100.0 \ 13.8 45.9 , 37.3 2.6 3.5
Other (13,900 ‘ 100.0 i 18.7 ] 46.0 27.6 - \ 7.4 30.0
Age : "'
16-19 (55,800) - ‘ : 100.0 17.4 L8. 1 30.5 3.3 0.3
20-24 (79,600) . s 100.0 : 16.5 47.1 32.0 3.8 0.5
25-34 (118,000 - 100.0 , 14.0 49.8 32.9 2.9 %0.3
3 118,100 100.0 .. : 13.0 51.1 30.8 4.9 10,2
0—22 102,600 100.0 11.3 49.7 33.4 5.0 0.6
65 and over (65,600) 100.0,, 9.8 53.1 29.0 7.3 . o.8
Victimisat ion experience . “
Not victimized (321,400) 100.0 ! 13.3 51.5 29.1 . 5.5 0.6
Vict imined (218.2005 100.0 I 13.7 47.6 35.5 2.9 30.2
K)T‘x. Deta bassd onyquestion 15b. Detail may not add to ftotal bescause of rounding. Figures in pnrenthouoa rofor to population in the group .
) :ﬁatimte, based o;{qzero or on about. 10 or fewer s.n'ple ases, is at.at,ist.ically unreldable. . -
. .' . 2 . '\'
."; /7 > Fs \
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Table 7. Fear of going to parts of the metropolitan ares
during the day

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

Popul: tion characteristi(': _ ) Total Yes .- No Not aveilible
) A11-persons (539,600) * 100.0 1.9 " '86.0 _ 2.2
"Sex O
Male (254,600) ' R ' 100.0 11.2 - 87.3 1.5
Female (285 000) _ 100.0 12.5 8.8 2.7
Race A
white .(487,900) . 100.0 12.3 85.5 2.3
Black (37,800 T 100.0 8.7 90.2 11.1
Other (13,900) - 10(_).0 6.6 91.4 31.9
kgo - :
16-19 55,800; 100.0 12.1 85.6 2.4
20-24 (79,600 : 100,0 11.1 85.5 3.4
25-34 (118,000) - 100.0 | 12.4 85.5 2.0
35-4,9 (118,100 100,0 . 12.0' 86.2 1.8
50-64 102,600 ) : 100.0 13,0 84.8 . 2.2
65 and over (65, 600) : . . 100.0 9.6 99;0 1.5
Victimization experience : .
Not victimized (321,400)° 100.0 ) 10.3 87.4 2.2
: Victimized (218, 2005 . 100.0 14.1 83.8 ~ 2.1

. A

NOTE @é based on question 13a. Detail mey not add to total because of rounding. Figures
in parentheses refer to population in the group.
2Estimate, based .on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrel:uble.

-
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“ Yable 8. Fear of going 0 parts of the metropolitan ares st night
$- (Percent distributién of responses for the population age 16 and over)

Population characteristic Total Yos J . No Not available
‘ All persons (539,600) . ' 100.0 214 69.4 6.2
. Mele (254,600) 100.0 23.9 71.9 4.2
. PFemale (285,000) ' 100.0 204.9 67.2 7.9
.. .Race . 5«‘:’ :
white '(487,900) _ 100.0 25.2 68.7 6.2
Black 37'80'0; 100.0 18.1 76.8 5.1
Other (13,900 : 100.0 16.0 .9 9.1
S 16—19 55.8003 \ 100.0 26.7 66.1 7.2 .
- 20-24, (79,600) - . 100.0 26.3 66.2 7.% )
Lo- 25-34 (118,000 i 100.0 21;.6 - 69.2 6.2 /
35-49 (118,100 100.0 25.6 69.4 5.0
50-64 (102,600 %0 , 100.0 25.7 69.8 4.5
65 and ovey (65,600) " 100.0 15.9 75.8 8.3
_ ~ Victimization expex-ience ' _ ‘
, " Not victimized (321 400) ) .. %100,0 i 21.8 72.1 6.1
Victimized (218; 2005 100.0 . - 28.3 65.5 6
o NOTE: Data based on question 13b. Detall may not add to total because of rohnding. Figixres
~ in parentheses refer to populatior®in the group.
o * -
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Tgblo 9. Nolghbomood safely whon out slone dudng the day

. (Porcont diatribut.ion of responaes !‘or t.ho populution lge 16 and om) .
:l’_op\ﬂ.ut.ion characteristic Total Very ufo h Ronaonutﬂ,y safe . Soumuhat unsafe - o Vory unsafe ‘Not available
A11 porsons (539,600) . 100.0° . 76.8 0.8 1.6 . S OT S 0.2
" Mele (2?1.,600) 100.0 foa.5 15.5 0.6 <7 0.3 : _ 100
Pemale (285,000) 100.0 70.0 - 26.5 2.5 0.7 - 0.2
Race o, : . ’ - )
White 35],9(!)) 100.0 * 78.2... « 19,7 1.5 : 0.4 1 0.2
Black , 800 ' 100.0 63.8%. 32?:5 2.6 . W9 . . 0.2
Other. (13,900 L : 100.0 ., 68.0 *.. . 29.7 2.0 ' ] 10. . 30.0
A.. ) . i ’ . - . ’ < : ~ \ .y AR \
16-19 (55,800) 100.0 80,0 . 18.2 N 0 1.3, . ~ 10.5 A 10.0
20-24 (79,600) - : 100.0 .T1.9 # 19.7 O LT 1.6 104 e, 1043 ¢
25-31, (118,000 ) 100,0 80.3 ‘ 18.3 - 1.0 & 10.3 10.1 |
35-49 (118,100 _ 100.0 ¢ 795 18.5 ., L 0.4 10.1
: _ (102, 600 . 100.0 W5 22.6 : 2.0 -, 0.7 ¢ . %0.2
5 and over (65,600) 100.0 65.2 30.4 2.9 .1 ro.y
i Victimization experience S YRt -+ - . oo : B . , L
Not victimized -(321,400) : ‘1&' 100.0 | 76.8 2.1 - . 1 14 v Ve . 0.5, -. 0.2
Victikised (218, 2(X)s 100.0 \ 76.9 20.5 . 1.9 i 0.6' v, . . C19,1
m:g Data’based on quoation 11b. Dot.qi_l mey not sdd to total because of rounding.gﬁgurea in parenthesoa rofer to population in the group
Ixstimate, based on zero or on’about 10 or fewsr sample. .oases, 1is statistical}y unreliable. PO s
4 .
* o _ T o R e )
w . o ™~ - ok . . .
! 2 , - "o . \ A
\ AY ..
Y . i L T . ‘ “ . BN
. X * - . s e
' ¢ ~ at - ’ ® - . Coe
~ h - . . \
. - B ( ':
R - - ~ . . Il
L 2 .
. J 6 , |
" - ~ ) "’ - ! . -
- ¥ “ : 4 - * ' * ) R
P . . - N LS
“ L o . " *
" . .K 1 -
(- “ . ’ Ty . -
' * . . , W
1 . L3 ° . N ‘ .




\ -
.o \ .

' .
- 4 '1
\ i

- \\‘ 3 -

\
\ \ . t
- . \ .
\‘ ~
Table 10. Neighbarheed satety when out slone during the day
. (Percent dia-t,ribution of rospomu;s"(\?r the population age 16 and over)
Popuht.iog characteristic r Total ' Vex,'y' safe Reaso i)]y sale Somwhlt'\malro ’ Very unsafe Not avsilable

'Sox and age \'\.‘ -

Male ‘ - ' -
16~19 (26,900 2100.0 90.1 9.9 30.0 10.0 0.0
20-24 (38,600 100.0 87.6 11.6 \ 30.0 20.5 ° 30,3
25-34, (58,000 . g.o 86.0 13.3 ®120.4 10.2 10.1
35-4,9 {56,800 ' .0 85.4 14.0 20.5 30.1 0.0

— 50-64 (46,800 . ©100.0 82.5 16.1 30.7 - 0.4 30,2 ¢

. 65 and over (27,400) ¢ 100.0. 72.7 23.7 2.3 31,1 . 30,2

. Female ‘ : :

16-19 (28,900 ‘ 100,0 70.7 25.8 2.5 1.1 0.0
20-24 (41,000 100.0 68.8 27. 4 3.2 0.3 2.3
25-34 (60,000) . 100.0 .8 23.2 1.5 0.4 P 0.1
{3539 (61,200 100.0 M.1 22,7 2.3 0.8 20,2
50-64 (55,800 100.0 67.9 28.0 3.0 0.9 ) 30,2
. 65 and over (38,100) , 100.0 59.8 35.3 3.3 1.1, . 20.6
Race and age . )
© Waite . ) oo .
16-19 (48,700 100,0 81.3 : 17.0 1.3 0.4 0.0
20-24 (72,000 _ - 100.0 7.6 18.2 1.6 30.3 / 10,9
, 25-34, (106,700 _ 100.0 a2.1 16.9 N 30.2 30,1
. 35-49 1102,70Q) . " . .100.0 = 81.5 16.9 1.2 N 10.3" 0.1
© 50-64 (95,400 1000 * 755 21.8 1.8 0.5 : 30,2
. 65 and over (62,h00) 100.0 65.9 29.6 3.0 1.0 20.5

Black % : o )

. 16-19 (5,500 ) 100.0. 72.9 23.7 1.1 32.3 20,0
202, (5,800 " 100,0° 60.5 36.4 1.9 1.2 3 0.0
25-34 (7,500 © . 100,07, 58.8 36.3 ’ T 22,7 ‘1.4 30,
35-49 (11,000) 100.0 - 67.9 - 27.1 3.3 1.7 10,0 '

' 5400 ’ 100.0 56,4 - N 36,1 2.5, 33,3 0.0

. 85 and over (2,700) #100.0 54.2 - 43.3 30,0 . ' 32,5 0.0

i ‘!()Tl‘: :lhtn based on queation 1lb. Detail may not add to total bscause of rounding. Figures in pnrenthoso; refer t0 population in the group. o

YEstimate, ‘based on xerg or on sbout 10 or fewer safipls cases, is statistically unreliasble. . .
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Table 11. Neighbiorhdod safety when out alone during the day .
(Percent distribution of reaponses for the population tge 16 snd over) - :
Populstion charscteristic Totsl - 'Very safe Rossonably safo Somowhat unstfo Vo-y unsafeo Not avallable
Race, sex, anxd sge ;
White - . s )
Malo ¢
16~19 3, 700 100.0 N.4 8.6 ° 2 0.0 0.0 30.0
20-2, (34,900 100.0 - 88,9 10.4 0.0 0.1, 10.4,
25-3, (53,100 100.0 . 86.8 12.7 20.5 10.0 10.0
35-49 (49,700 _ 100.0 86.8 12.5 20.6 0.1 0.0
50-64 (43,500 100,0 v 833 15.5 . 20.7 0.3 20.3
65 smd over (26,000) ’100.0 3.1 23.) 2.0 0.9 20,2
Female
16-19 (25,000 100.0 n.7 25.0 2.6 0.7 , 20.0
- 20=2, (37,100 100.0 70.8 25.5 3.0 0.3 0.3
« 25-3, (53,700 ® ) 100.0 7.4 21.1 1.1 10.3 10,
“ 35-49, (52,000 - 100.0 76.5 21.1 1.7 20,4 . 10.2
... S50-64 (36,400 . 100.0 69.1 27.1 2.8 20.7 20,2
& 65 and over (20,600) A 100.0 . 60.7 3.1 3. *1.1 0.6
Black i
“Mele .
.16-19 (2,300 100.0 88.1 11.9 10.0 10.0 0.0 -
20-2, (2,800 100.0 75.1 22.1, 20.0 120 0.0
25-34 (3,400 100.0 Ul 22.2 0.0 1.6 1.8
35-49 - (5,300 100.0 T7.6 22.1 0.0 Q.0 0.0
50~-61 (2,400 100.0 73.1 2.0 2 2.0, 12,5 20.0
. 65 and over' (1,100) 100.0 _70.9 123.0 30.0 R Y- %0.0
Poma 18- . ’ . . L
16~19 (3,200 100.0 - 62.3 31.9 : ) 11, : 13.9 0.0
20-2, (2,900 100,0 46.3" 50.0 . 3.7 'f‘o 0.0
25-3 (4,200 100.0 ., Wb T L7.5 3.9 31.2 20,0 -
35-49 (5,700 100.0 58,9 31.6 26.3 23.2 0.0
5064 (3,000 100.0 . 2.1 L7.8 . 6.2 . ’ 3.9 0.0
65 snd over (1,600) 100.0 12.3 57.7 20.0 0.0 20.0
.4 T
NOTE: Deta based on question 11b. Detsil mey not sdd to totsl bocsuse of rounding. Figures in parentheses refor to population in the group.
*3Eatimata, ‘based on zero or on about 10 or fewer ssmplo cases, 1s ststisticslly unrelisble.
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, . (Porcont. dletribution of rosponuu for the population age 16 and over)
Population charagteristic ’ Total Very safe Reasonsbly safe Souwhat. unsafe Very unsafe . Not lVIﬂlblO‘
ALL persons (539¢4600)  \. 100.0 . 32.5 10.8 16.7 9.6 0.4
Sex’ . : .
 Wle  (254,600) T 100.0 47.6 42.3 : 7.2 2.6 0.3
- Pemale ooo) . 100.0 18.9 39.4 . 25.3 15.9 0.5
Rpce ' -, .
whifs (487,900) _ 100.0 - 33.0 40.5 16.7 , 9.4 . ~ - 0.3
B 37, ; ) 100.0 . 25.8 L2.7 18.1 12.1 ~2 1,2
othe? (13,900 100.0 30.9 46.9 13.0 9.3 e 0.0
. "_’;6_-}9 55 ; s 100.0 37.7 38.4 . 16.5 S 1.3 30.1
-2 (79,600 100.0 3.9 - 40.0 - 17.7 ° 7.2 10.3 . 4
~ . 2%~-34 (118,000 100.0 35,9 44.0 14.6 5.0 30,2
- 35-49 (118,100) 100.0 36.1 43.5 13.0 7.1 s N
v 506, (102,600) . 100.0 28.2 41.0 18.6 11.7 0.5 .
§5.and over (65,600) . . 100.0 19.3. 3.0 . 23.5 2.6 20.7
, Victimiszation oxperionce . . :
Nqt victimised (32),/80 ~\y  100.0° 32.1 Ll.4 16.7 9.3 . 0.5 .
Victiaized (218.200; _ 100 0 | 331 : 39.8 . | 16.8 10.1 30.2

NOTE:s Data based on qunt‘ion 11a. Detall ny not add to total becnuu of rounding. Mgufes in parentheses refer to popuht.ion in the group.
Estimte, based on zero or on about 10 or .fewer sample cases, Ys at.-t.ist.ically unreliasble. ,
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. Table 13, Neighborhood safety when out sione at night
(Porcent distribut ton of responsos for tho populition ago 16 and over)
Population characteristic Total Vory anfo Reanonably safe Somewhal unuafc Vory unsafé Not svailable
R B ¥ T

Sex and age : : ' : -

© Mele . . . ¢
16-19 . (26,900 : 1100.0 57.9 o310 ' 4.9 30.2 30.0
.20-2, (38,600 100.0 51.9 Y 42,0 4.2 1.7 30.2
25-3, (58,000 100.0 49.9 43.8 5.4 30.7 10,2
35-49 (56,800 100,0 51.6 4 Ll.4 D! 1.6 20.3
50-64 (14,6,800 100.0 42.1 L. 5 9.1 3.9 10.4
65 amd over (27,4,00) 100.0 28.1 3. 18.0 10,0 20,4

Female
16-19 (28,900 100.0 18.9 39.7 27.2 13.9 10.2
20-24 2(1).000 100.0 18.8 38.1 ©30.3 12.) 10.4
25-34, ,000) 100.0 2.3 L1 %.5 9.9 0.2
3549 (61,200} 100.0 21.7 ‘ L5.4 .3 ‘12,2 0.5
50-64 (55,800 100.0 s 16,5 38.1 26.5 18.3 10.6

© 65 and of-r (38, 100) . 100.0 ¢ 12.9 25.5 27.4, 313.3 30.9

Racs and sge - N

White -
16-19 (48,700 o 100.0 37.7 38.2 17.0 - 1.0 20.1
20-2, (72,000 100.0 35.8 . 39.7 . 17.4 6.8 10.3
25-34 106,?00; 100.0 # 37.4 43.3 i 14.2 ? 4.9 10.1
35-49 (102,700 100.0 36.9 L3.8 12.4 . 6.6 10,3
50-64 (95,400 100.0 28.3 . - 40.8 . 19.1 11.4 10,4
65 and over (62,300) : * 100.0 19.6 R 32,3 . 23.6 3.8 A 30,7 .

Bliok : .

. 16-19 (5,500 100.0 37.8 9.4 - 13.4 12.1 30,0
20-2, (5,800 : - 100.0 2.5 40.3 . - 20.9' 9.4 20,0
25-34 (7,500 100.0 17.3 53.9 . 18.4 12.3 . 31,5

. 35-49 (11,000) 100.0 30.4° : 39.7 : 17.9 8.9 21.6
5044, 5.@002 ‘ 100.0 22:5 LO. 4 16.3 10.3 13,4
65 and over 2,700) 100.0 211.6 40.1 . 2.7 17.3 0.0
NOTE: Data based on question 1la. .Detail may ;mt. add to total ‘becauss of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. .
'Eatimate, bLased On xero or on about 10 or fewer shmple cases, is statistically:unreliable.- . i - t
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Table 14. Neighborhood safety when out

i at night . ‘
) (Percent distribution of responsos for the population .fo 16 and qvor) N !
Population characteristic . .- Total Vory safo Roason.bly aafo ] Somewhat unsafe V}ry unsaflo Nof available
Race, ‘aex, and age : . Wt
White .
Male . . ‘ - . "
16-19 (23,700 100.0 58,3 ¥ 37.0 1..3 20.3 0.0
20-24 (34,900 100.0 52.9 L1.7 3. 1.5 30,2
25-34 {53,100 100.0 51.2 42.6 5.5 - 20.6 30,1
35-49 (k9,700 100.0 52.3 L1.5 L.l . 1, 0.8
50-64 (43,500 ©100.0 42.3 TN 9.3 ¢ 3 0.3
65 and over - {26,000) 100.0 29.0 h2.1 18.3 10.1 20,4
Femle . - -
1619 (25,000 : 100.0 18.3 »3- -~ 28.8 13,3 - 30.2
20-24 (37,100 100.0* 19.6 | 7.8 | 30.4 11.7 .20.5 4
25-34 ¢ (53,700 . 100.0 3.9 L3.9 22.8 9.2 30,1 |
35-49 (52,900 ’ 100.0 22.14 L5.9 20.0 11.4 20.3 ©
50-64 2,000 : 100.0 16.7 7.8 27.2 17. 0.4
vy .. 65 and ovm) .(36,400) 100.0 12.8 v 5.3 27.4 33.2\ 20.9
c»Bl‘.ﬂk « .
" Rale | ) .
c o, 16619 (2,300 100, ¢ Y 63.2 27.6 " ' 29,2 20,0 20.0
fid' 20-24 (2,800 100.0 sy L2.9 h2.5 310.0 4. 20.0
. ©25-3% (3,400 - - 100.0 31.6 60.2 , 2.9 1, 1.8
’ T35~ 9 5,300) . 100,0 45,3 L2.8 - 18,9 32,0 1,1
, 5 2,400) - 100.0 98.1 40.5 T 39,6 . 19.3 2.5
65 and over (1,100) . 100.0 110.7 61.3 216.7 111.3 - 10.0
Femle .
16-19 (3,200) . 100.0 19.9R 7.8 16,1, C15.9 30.0
20-24 (2,900 100.0 110.6 38.2 31.5 ‘ 19.7 20,0
25-34 (L, 200 100.0 35.9 g8 \. 29.3 14.7 31.3
35-49 (5,700 100.0 16.7 36.9 26.3 18.0 12.1
50-64 (3,000 P 100.0 9.7 4O . 21.8 24.0 .1
65 #ng over (1,600)° . 100,0 112.3 2125.0 . 230, 32,4 -t 20,0
.NOIE: Data Jased of question 11a, Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figurqs in parentheses rafer to population in the group.
) }Ba}iutq. based on gero or on about 10 or, fewer sample cases, is ntntisfic;l)\y uni'elisble. . :
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. Table 15. Neighborhood dangerous enough .

. to consider moving MM» o
(Percent, distribution of responses for the populsgtion age 16 and over)
Y A

"~ Population characteristic Total Yoa No Not aveallable
All.persons (142,900) ©100.0 11.2 86.0 2.8
Sex | , g ‘
Male (25,000) 100.0 18.3 78.3 T3,
Female (117,900) ¢ 100.0 9.7 8r.7 . 2.7
. Race !
. White (128,200) : 100.0 "7 .10 86.7 2.7
Black (11,600) : 100.0 17.8 78.5 13,7
“ . Other (3,100) 100.0 }9.1 87.5 13,4
Ago . « 7 P .
16~19 (13,400 - ~100.0 11.8 85.1 o33
. 20-24 (19,900 . 100.0 13.3 82.1 4.6
25-34 (23,700 ' 100.0 13.2 8.6 2.2
35-49 (23, _ 100.0 12.7 85.9 1.4
50-64 (31,3 100.0 v 11.8 84.7, 3.5
65 and over '(31,000) 100.0 6.2 91.5 2.2
Victimization experience ' - :
- Not victimized (84,000) 100.0 3 90.1 2,6
Victimized (58,900) 100.0 !*‘7 80.2 , 3.1

NOTE: Data based on question 1lc. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures

in parentheses refer to population in the group.

"Es“t,imato, .based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, \is statistically unreliable,
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" Table 16. Uﬂhﬂonorohmhactlvlﬂnboomoﬂmotodm \ ’ !

-

(Percent dht.rihut.ion of responges for the populstion age 16 and over)

Lt

. 3 mj%m___ _ People in nelshbvorheod Pornonal
I’wulAt.ion charecteristic Wot avallsble Total Yes No Not availsble Total Yon ‘No Not available

All persons (539,600) 100,0 66.6 317 1.7 100.0  93.5  61.8 b7 100.0  28.3 7.3 0.4
“ nno ( ,600) ' 100.0 66.5  32.3 1.2 100.0  91.3 4.9 4.3 1000  22.9  76.8 3
Pemsle (285,000) 100.0 66.8 31.2 - 2,0 « 100.0 ° I35.4 59.5 5.1 100,0  33.2 66.4 S 0.4
Moe :
White  (A87,900) 100.0 '66.4 31.9 137 100.0 32,6  62.7 L7 100.0 27.7 mN.9 0.3
Black (37, 100.0 T3.2 5.4 1.4 100.Q0 k4.6 51.0 4.3 100.0  35.8  63.4 10.8
Other (13,900 100.0  55.8 4.2 22,0 100.0 3.2  61.2 4.7 100.0 28.2 1.3 20.4
16-19 . 55. ; . 100.0 &2.0 37.2 20:7 100.0  31.1  66.8 2.1 100.0 21.6 78.3 310.1
. 0-24 100.0 63.0  35.7 1.3 . 100.0 3.9  63.1 6.0 100.0 26,6  72.7 0.7 |
.25-3% n.ooo ’ 100.0 60.4 . 38.7 0.9 100.0  29.1  67.1 . 3.8 100.0  25.4  Theb 10,2 -
35-49 (118,100 ‘ 100.0 67.9 ° 3.0 \1-1 100.0  32.5  63.7 3.9 100.0 28.0 MNM.7 10.3
102600 ' 100.0 73.6 0n.8" 2.6 - 100.0 37.g 56.5 6.2 100.0 . 33.1 66.4 . 0.5
85 and over (65.600) 100.0 72.9 2.3 3.8 100.0 " 42. 51.2 6.2 100.0  34.7  64.9 . 0.4
Victimisation experience
Mot victimised (321,400) 100.0 65.4, 2.6 2.0 100.0  30.6  6&4.5 4-9 100.0 - 25.4 %.1 0.5
Victimised (218,200 100.0 68.4 0.3 1.2 100.0 37.8 57.8 4.5, 100.0, 32.6° 67.1 10.3
I)‘llz lhu based oq quontion 16.. 16b. end 16c. Deteil mey not sdd to total becsuse of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the poup
- l-t.i-t,-, band on about. 10 or rouar nq)lo ‘tases, is statistically unreliable. ‘ i . . A
- ) N \
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Table 17. Personal limitation or change In activities
because of fear of crime

' (Percent distribution of regpqusesg for the population tge 16 and over)
& —~

Population characteristic - Total Yes No Nol. avallable

Sex and age
Male

, 16-19 (26,900 100.0 15.8 8l .2 10.0
20-24 (38,600 : 100.0 19.5 87 10.8
25-3L (58,000 : - 100.0 21.7 78.1 10.2
‘v 35.,9 (56,800 100.0 23.3 76.5 10.2
50-64 (46,800 100.0 . 28.8 70.9 10.2
65 and over (27,400) 100.0 26.1 73.5 0.2
‘Female '
16-19 (28,900 100.0 27.0 to72.8 10.2
©20-24 ‘(41,000 100.0 33.3 66.2 20.6
25~3h (60,000 100.0 29.0 70.1 10.3
35~ 61,200 100.0 32.2 67.3 20.5
50-6 55,800 ' 100.0 . 36.6 62.6 - 20.7
65 and over (38,100) ! ) 100.0 40.9 58.8 10.3
Race and age '
White E '
16-19 (48,700) 3 100.0 20.8, 79.1 0.1
20-24  (72,000) - . 100.0 25.7 73.7 10.7
2g—31+ 106,7003 : ; 100.0 2.6 75.2 20.2
35-49 (102,700 i 100.0 26.9 72.9 20,2
N 50-64  (95,400) - 100.0 32.8 66.6 . 0.6
65 and over (62,400). 100.0 34.8 65.0 20.3
| “Black o
! . 16-19 (5,500) 100.0 23.5 76.5 20.0
20-24 (5,800 100.0 39.0 59.8 1.1
25-34 (7,500 100.0 35.0 . bl by 20.7
35-49 .(11,000) ° 100.0 38.4 60.5 1.1
50-64 (5,400) 100.0 38.4 61.6 . 2Q.0
65 and over (2,700) 100.0 40.8 56.9 _ 2.3 4

’ ] .

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

YEstimate, based on zero or .on about 10 or fewer sample casds, is statistically unrelicble.
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Tabie 18. Personal limitation or change in activities

) because of fear of
(Percent distribution of respo;naeé for the jopulation age 16 and over) *

opulation characteristic . Total R1’es No Not available
ace, sex, and age .
white _ _
Male ’ , o
16-19 (23,700 100.0 14.1 85.9 }0.0
20-24 (34,900 100.0 19.7 79.5 . 0.7
25-3i, {53,100 100.0 21.2 78.7 10.1
35-49 (49,700 100.0 32.1 77.7 10.1
50-64 (43,500 100.0 28.6 71.1 ‘ 10,3
65 and over (26,000) 100.0 25.9 73.9 10.2
& Female < o . N
16-19 (25,000 ’ «100.0 27.1 72.7 © 20,2
20-24 (37,100, - 100.0 31.2 68.1 10.6
25-34 (53,700 100.0 . / 27.9 71.8 10.3
35-49 (52,900 100.0 31.3 68., . 10.3
50-64 (52,000). : 100.0 36.3 ¢ 62.9 10.8
65 and over (36,400) 100.0 L1.1 58.6 10.3
Black -
- Male. / . :
16-19 (2,300 / 100.0 28.0 72.0~ 0.0
20-24, (2,800 ! 100.0 19.9 77.8 12.3
©25-34  £3,400 100.0 28.7 69.8 11.6
35-49 (5,300 100.0 * 36.6 62.4 1.1
50-6l (2,400 g 100.0 33.2 66.8 0%
65 and over (1,100) 100.0 139.1 55.3 35.6
Female ' . ' - ’
16-19 (3,200 100.0 20.4 79.6 0.0
20-2L, (2,900 ' .. 100.0 57.5 h2.5 0.0
25-34 (4,200 . 100.0 4,0.0 60.0 - 0.0
35-49 (5,700 - 100.0 - 4,0.2 ¢ 58,7 - 11.1
50-64 (3,000 100.0 42.6 57.4 10.0
65 and over (1,600) 100.0 L1.9° 58.1 0.0

JT¥s. Data based on question 16c. . Detail'may not add to total because of rounding. Figures
in parentheses refer to popthat_ion in the group. . B N
lEatimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sarple cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 19. Most important reason for selecting present neighborhood

(Porcent. distribution of answers by hougsohold respondents)

Alwun_llvod' in  Nelghbarhood Safe from Lack of Charactoriatics Other amd
Housohold characteristic Total nolghborhood charactoristic Good schoola crime cholce  Right price locatlon of house not avallable
. e X
ALl households (165, 200) 100.0 2.6 1806 2.4 0.8 7.3 13.3 35.3 13.0 6.9
\ .
White (148, 800) 10040 2,6 18.4 2.5 0.8 6.0 13.3 36.3 12.9 7.2
Black (11,800) 100.0 32.9 20.0 1.8 10.8 18.6 15.8 2.9 12.8 ~—5v9
Other (4,600) 100.0 30.0 20.5 o1 0.0 19.8 15 .5 37.4 14.3 1.2
Arnunial fam income ) i
Less than 83,000 (20,000) 100.0 2.h 12.8 3.7 Y. 9.9 16.6 N 5.7 5.9
$3,000-37, 1499 {1.3,9003 100.0 2.4 17-4 10.8 20.7 8.2 17.1 37.0 9.4, 6.7
$7,500-39,999 (21,500) 100.0 X 17.6 22.2 3.2 8.5 12.3 36.7 13.0 6.0
$10,000-%14,999 (34,400 100,0 2.4 19.4 2.6 20.1 7.1 12.2 33.5 16.4 6.2
$15,000-%24,999 (27,200 100.0 2.9 ~21.8 3.8 21.0 4.0 11.0 31,0 16.2 . 8.
$25,000 or more (9,900) 100.0 12.3 2,.3 2.1 A b B2 5.1 31.6 2.4 7-4
Not svailsble (8,300) 100.0 *2.2 T 19.5 0.8 10.0 12.4 9.4 33.9 13.3 8.4
Victimizsation experience . .
Not victimised (94,400) 100.0 2.5 19.1 1.9 0.7 6.9 11.3 37.2 13.3 7.1
Victimized (70,8005 100.0 2.6 17.9 3.1 0.9 7.8 16.0 32.7 12.5 6.5
NOTE: Uata based on question 2s. Detail may not add to total bocause of rounding. Figures in parentheses rofer to households in tho group.
 Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fowor samplo cases, s aht,}stlcally unrelisble. -
, N ;
Table 20. Most important resson for leaving former residence :
i3
(Percent distribution of answers by household reapondents)
b - T v —rs
, Living Influx Other
- r Characteristics Wanted better Wanted cheaper arrangements of bad Neighbarhood and not
Household cheracteristic Total Location of house house house Y Forced out changed elements Crime chsracteristica available
A1l houssholds (165,200) 100.0  28.5 1.9 18.4 5.4 5.1 12.8 0.4 1.0 7.1 9.4
Race _ . L ¥
© White (148,800) 1100,.0 29.1 11.8 17.7 5.1 4.8 . 13.3 0.4 0.8 7.1 9.9
Black (11,800) 100.0  18.5 15.8 26.1 7.7 < 9.2 8.6 20.6 32.5 6.9 4.0
Other (4,600) - 100,0 .5 *6.‘ . 19.6 11.2 1.4 1g.8 10.0 3.3 16,3 - 14.3
Annual family income X ' - ’ .
Less then $3,000 (20,000) 100.0  35.0 9.7 9.2 ,8.3 4.7 15.3 - 10,0 *1.2 . 8,9 7.4
$3,000-37,499 A3.900; #100.0 "28.7 7.9 12.6 10. 5.3 15.9 10,1 1.2, ~ 80 10.3
$7,500-39,999 (21,500 100.0 29.6 13.9 17.4 42 5.3 12.8 10.2 1. 7.7 / 7.4
$10,000-814,999. - (34,400) -~ 100,0 26,0 15.9 23.9 4.0 5.3 10.2 0.6 - 10.9 5.4 P 7.7
$15,000-324,999 {27,200 100.0  26.0Q 13.3 30.0 20,1 4.3 . 9.7 0.4 a0, . 6.5 4 9.0
$25,000 or more (9,900) 100.0  28.8 14.5 20.0 31,4 . Y3.7 13.0 20,5 1.9 23,7 12.5
Not available (8,300) 100,0  27.3 9.1 11.7 13,0 8.1 11.2 *1.6 0.0 8. . 194
" Victimisation experience L ’ . '
Not victimised 8’6 400) 100.0 29.3 12.0 19.3 4.7 5.2 11.8 10.4 0.7 6.% 10.1
Victimised (70,800) -«  100.0  27.4 11.8 17.2 6.5 .9 14.1 10.4, 1.4 7.8 8.6

NOTE: Data based on question La. Detail mey not add to total because of rounding.

Fi
“hu-to, based on zero or on about 10 or fewsr sample cases, is statistically um-ollﬁl

F]
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res in parentheses rq}‘er to housoholds in the group.
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_ Tsbie 21. Whether or nat there are undesirable
k \ g
. §
(Percent distribution of anpéers by household respondents)
T - L
Household characteristic - Total _[Yes .. No f Not-available
" A11 households (255,400) 100.0 T - 65.2 0.4
. Race . R ) ' . . .
White (232.000) _ . 100.0 - 34.8 . 64.8 ) 0.3
Black (17,700) - - 100.0 © o 31.3 w 67.9 « 0.7
N Other (5,700) - ‘ . 100.0 29.6 - 70.4 0.0 .
™ Annual family income : W . 5 _ .
Less than $3,000 (28,0p0) 100.0 s 364 63.4 s 0.0
$3,000-%7,499 §63.200 100.0 311 68.4 20,4
$7,500-%9,999 (29,900 100.0 34.0 65.2 10.8
$10,000-$14,999 (55,800) .- " 100.0 37.9 . 62.0 20.1
$15,000-824,999 (46,000 1%-0 _ 39.9 59.8 .20.3
. $25,000 or more (17,000 1%0.0 - 39.4 70.5 20.0
" Not ayailable (15,600) - 100.0 22.4 76.14 a 11.2
" Victimization experience -
‘ Not victimized (156,000) , 100.0 % . 28.6 70.9 S Y A
Victimizéd (99,L00) .~ 100.0 43.6 §56.2 20.2

E& NOTE: Deta based on gquestion 5a. Detail may not add to'total because of rounding. Figures

in parentheses refer to households in the group.
1Egtimate, based on zero or. on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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. Table 22. Most important neighborhood problem : ’
. " ‘
\\ (PorcenL distributlon of ‘answars by housohold rospondents)
) ‘ Enleonnmntal Publlc h lnadoquato Influx of Probloms with Other and
* Household characteriatic Total Traffic, parking problems Crime tlrangportation schools, shopping bad claments  neighbors not available
< 2 d - . -~ §
& A1l households (88,000) 100.0 20 V700 T 351 8.9 2.4 + 6.9 L.0 - 19.3 9.2 ‘
Race °, . i . N - .
White (860,800) 100.0 14 7 35.3 8.6 2.3 7.0 4.0 18.8 9.
Black 5,5003 100.0 11.2 . 35.1 '11.8 12.5 *5.8 3.3 . - 2.1 R
Other (1,700 100.0 19.2 - ‘22:} 4.6 *7.0 15.3 "’}-1 2.7 189
5 Annual family income - ) e . i i
Loss than $3,000 (10,200) 100.0 . 12.3 37,3 12.4 *3.1 2245 - '1.0 L1187 - 12.7
$3,000-$7, 499’ 519 600; ' 100.0°¢ 16.5 ; 3504 12.2 22.1 3.2 " 4.2 18.8 s 7.6
$7,500-$9,999 (10,200 100.0 1.1 ™ 43.0 9.1 12.1 5.6 3.9 17.5 7.7
$10,000-$14,999 21.200g 100.0 1.7 30.3 8.5 2.7 8.4 L3 21.5 9.5
$15,000-824,999 (18,400 . 100.0 16.0 33.9 5.4 2.8 11.7 3.9 17.7 . 8.5
$25,000 or more (5,000) . 100.0 13.9 41.3 T8 11.8 *8.1 ‘ .6 ., 16.6 - 11.0°
t available (3,500) 100.0 ¥7.1 28.3 29.1 0.0 27.1 8.9 0.1 . 21203 ,
Victimization exporience : e : . ‘ . ‘ e
_ Not victimized (44,600 . 100:0° 4.8 35.8 © 5.0 3.2 8.4 4.0 19.0 19,9
" Victimized (43,400) 100.0 ¢ 3.9 Bh3 L 129 1.6 5.3 4.0 19.6 L B
NOTE: .Data based on quedtion Sa. Dethil mey not add to total because of rounding. . Figures in parentheses refér to households in the group. ) {:

‘Eatimate based on zero or on ab
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S . A Table 23. Whether or not major food shopping
done In the neighborhopd '
\

(Peycent distribution of answers by household respondents)

Household cﬁaracteriéric_ C Total " Yes " No Not available
A1l households /k255.h00) 100.0 N 3.5 5.8, | .- 0.7
Race ' ' .
white (232,000) 100.0 7.8 2.4 0.7
Black (17,709) 100.0 o 612 38.8 10,0
, 700 : .0 . . 20,
Other 57? oooqp 530'/__ h1.0 B\’—N‘?()
Annual family income ' \
Less than $3,000 (28,000) 100.0 75.7 23.4 %0.8
$3,000-37, 499 63.200; 100.0 “73.3 v 26.2 20.4
$7, 500-$9,999 - (29,900 100.0 . 71.9 27.8 10.3
$10,000-$14,999 (55,800 100.0 72.6 26.8 20.6
$15,000-$24,999 (46,000 100.0 7.7 27.7 20.6
$25,000. or more (17,000 100.0 77.6 21.8 10.5
Not available (15,600) ] 100.0 - 77.7 20.0 224
Victimization experience - .
Not victimized (156,000) - 100.0 75.8 23.4 0.8
Victimized (99,400) . 100.0 70.0 29.6 20.4

NOTE: ‘Data based on question 6a. ~ Detall may not add to total because of rounding. Figures
in parentheses refer to households in the group.
‘Estimate, based on.zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrbliabl
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. /,/?lﬂo 24. Most important redson for not

~n

N
(P‘orcont distribution of answers by household respondents)

M¢ major {ood shopping in the neighborhood

AV -

T

llouue?;o‘d characteriatic Total No nelghborhood stores Inadequate sLores High prices Crimo Not. available
All houscholds (66,000) *100.0 17-9 19.6 - 55.7 - 20.1 7.0
Race R .
¥hite (56.700) 100.0 18.8 18.5 59.2 30.1 7.4
Black 6.900; 100.0 13.5 33.2 48.0 10.0 25,2
, Other (2,300 100.0 9. 16.0 80.3 20.0 2.3
Annval family h(zguo ' » '
Less than $3, (6,600) 100.0 * 23.7 - 20.5 31.2 20.8 3.7
$3,000-37, 499 216.500) ' . 100.0 ' 18.0 . 18.0_ 54.8 20.0 9.3
37, 500-39,999 '(8,300) ©100.0 11.8 17.7 66.1 20.0 Yok
$10,000-$14,, 999 15,000g 100.0 ; 14.0 22.5 &1.6 20.0 2.0
$15,000-$24,999. (12,700 100, 0 2.6 16.7 60.1, 20.0 22,4,
$25,000 br more : (3,700) | 100.0 . 8.2 -, 17.2 49.5 *0.0 ¥5.1
Mot available (37100) - 100.0 18,1 32.9 36.5 20.0 212.6
Vic('.imiution' exporlience
Not victimized (36,500) ., 100,0 L1827 19.8 50,3 y 20.1 7.1
Vict inised~{29, 500) 100.0 17.0 19.4 56.6 0.0 7.0

NOTE: Data based on questlon 6; Dota
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mey not add to total becsuse of rounding. 'Figul‘es in parenth
1kstimate, based on gero or on about 10 or fower sample cases, 1s statisticelly unreliable.

1&5 refer to households in the group.
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. Table 25. Preferred location far general merchandise Wopping
X v . . . B
: (Percent, distribution of &nswers by household respondents)
' e Suburban or :
Housebolq characteristic ' Total neighborhood Downtown Not,- ava‘ilab}e
A1l households (255,400) 100.0 88;7 i 3.0 ) 2. 37
ce b L b 3 . ' | :
Wilte (230;000) : % 100.0 ©89.5 ~ 8.2 2.3
) Black (17,700) . _ 100.0 79.6 17.9 22,4
Other (5,700) -~ 100.0 BB 12.7 22.7
Annual family inc ' .
S Less than $3,000 008) 100.0 y 78.7 18.8 2.5
Toe $3,000-%7, 499 263, ; 100,0 85.7 12.2 2.2
’ “7,5«)—‘9,999 m I(X)-O 9108 . 700 ‘1'2
» . $1Q,000-814,999 (55,800) ~ 100.0 12,2 6.3 . 1.4
15, $24,999 6,000 100.0 92.8 5.7 1.4
_ $25,000 or more (17,000 100.0 91.9 4.6 3.5
f Not available (15,600) .\ , 100.0 84.8 6.7 8.5 *
/ Victimisation gxperience L ‘ --
/ - - Not victimized (156, 0061 O 100.0 -~ 88.0 9.4 \ 2.6
Victimized (99 400) 100.0 89.8 8.4 1.8

2

.NOTE: Data based on question 7s. Detail may not add to total becau‘se of rounding. Figures
' 'in parentheses refer to households in the group. p
‘Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer cample cases, 1is statistically unreliable.
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| Table 28. Most lmponknl reason for usually, dolbg general merchandise shopping

in the suburbs (or neighborhood) or downtown Cw o
. X " 3
- (l‘orconl&dlatrlbutim) of sngwors by hounahald ronp()ndunl.u)
T * T Y )
Type of shoppor amd Bolter Botter More Boelter solection, Crime In BellLer Mrofer stores, Othor and
housohold charactoriastic Total parking transporlollion convonlon) more” storee olhoy locatlon atore hours Boller prices localion. ote. nol available
Suburbian {or neighborhood)
shopperas “\ . . 7
A1l houschelds {226,600) 1000 128 0 V1.2 L4.8 S0 0.2 0. N g, 1.0 o
Race o -

207 00T~ 100.0 12.7 1.24 L6.14 Nn.8

White 0.3 0.3 6.3 . 842 2.8

Black {14,100) 100.0 13.6 1.8 35.0 *21.0 20.0 10, ) 7.2 v o9 6.0

Other 800) 100.0 . 1.0 51.2 0.7 0.0 ‘1.0 104 26,1 _ 1.0

ﬁ'nnunl{n incomo - . } N

Losn thyhr $3,000 (22,000) 100.0 5.9 2.5 545.8 220} Y0.9 20.0 N 10,0 1.6

33, $7,499 251.. 100; 100.0 10.3 1.7 r] L7.1 21.3 20.1 LIV 8.8 7.3 2.8

$7,5004%9,999 (27,500 100.0 12.7 2.0 LT 19.7 YOI 20.0 6.9 9.1 11

$10, $14,999 (51,500 100.0 14.6 0.8 ' Lo, J2.6 r0.4 Y0.2 5.0 ?'.'; 3.4

$15, $2,,999 (42,700 100.0 16.4 0.6 3.9 RS 0.2 o 46 L. 2.2

$25, or more {15,700 100.0 14.4 0.9 3.7 26.1 1.0 0.6 . 12 9.4 2.9

Not labla  (13,200) 100.0 14.2 LRI L5.9 N 19.9 10,0 0L Ho2 10.1 12.9
Victimisat\on exporionce ‘ . .

Not victipized (137,300) 100.0 12.5 1.4 L7.2 22.1 , 20.1 . 5.3 8.2 3.2

Victimizred, (89,300 100.0 13.2 0.9 L3.8 21.8 Y0.5 8.4 8. 2.6

Dowmtown shopyers N -

A1l householda (23,000) 100.0  10.7 5.2 32.2 3.0 *0.0 10.1 15.% 5.4
Raco . : . .

White (19,100) . 100.0 0.8 ) 1.8 1.7 2.5 ~310.0 9.9 13.8 5.4

Dleck  (3,200) L 100.0  *0.0 C=T9.) 28.0 22,3 20.0 o2 - 26.0 26.6

Othor (700) . 100.0 10.0 0.0 1 35,2 12903 20.0 122.0 1118 20.0
Atnual family incomeo \ - .

Less than $3,000 (5,300) 100.0 0.0 3.7 47.8 26.9 . *0.0 Y1023 16.6 ¢ " !g.e

$3, $7,499 (7,700 100.0 20.7 10. 4 33.6 25.9 ~ 2.0 . 13.0 8.9 .6

$7,500-%9,999 (2,100) 100.0 32,5 10.0 27.8 214 . 0.0 7.6 30.2 .5

$10,000-314,999 (3,500 100.0 0.0 12.8 17.5 38.1 0.0 4.8 28.2 2.2

$15,000-324,999 (2,600 00.0 1.9 *1.9 21.8 W5 0.0 6.1 217.6 ’ 5.7

$25,000 or moro (800 .0 }0.0 10.0 129.2 1.5 20.0 1.7 217.5 0.0

Not available (1,000 100.0 . *0.0 20.0, 129.8 CoA09. 10,0 1.8 x29.2 »5.8
Victimizat lon exporience ' - \

Not victimired (14,700) 100.0  *1.1 - 6,8 - .3 28.9 10.0 - 20.0 9.5 15.% hely

Victimized (8,300) 100.0  *0.G 22,4, 284 354 20.0 30.0 11.1 15.9 73

3 Deta based on question Tb. Dotall may not add to ]_vot.a'l bocause of rounding. Flgures in parentheses rofer to hbuscholds in the group. ¢ ’
Estimata, based on roro or on about 10 or fower samplo cssos, is statistlicslly unreliabdle. . ) v ,
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& : .' Tabile 27. Change In the frequency with which persons
\wom out for eve lng entertainment .

(Percent distribution of responsgs far the popu%pﬂion’age 16 and over)

L)
\ T * v »

f Population characteristic - Tbtai\ More jj, Same : Less. Not available
A1l persons (-539,600) 100.0 . 20.3 % 4.7 37.7 0.3
' Sex . ' : * L
Male - (254,600) . . . 100.0 20.7 42.6 36.4 0.3
~ "Female (285,000) 100.0 20.0 4,0.8 39.0 2 0.2
Race _ - 1 :
¥hite  (487,900) 100.0 20.3 42.3 37.2 0.2
Black 37,800; 1006.0 21.9 33.4 Li.2 20.5
Other (13,900 100.0 16.7 4,2.6 0.3 20.4,
Age ’ ,
16-19 55,eoog _, , 100.0 L6.7 23.2 30.1 10.0 '
20-2L  (79,600) 100.0 29. 4 23.6 46,9\ 20.1-
k) 35“’49 118 1m ’ . 100.0 1696 14806 3[‘-0[4 _10114 \
50-64 (102,600) - o 100.0 10.8 55.5 33.5 0.2
65 and over (65,600) T 100.0 6.9 55.1 37.1 20.6
Victimization experience . '
Not victimized . (321,400) 100.0 17.9 L6.3 35,5 0.3
Victimized (2#8 2005 100.0 23.9 3.8, 41.0, * 30,2

NOTE: Data based on question 8b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding Figures
in parentheses refer to population in the group. -
YEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, “is statistically unreliable,

+




Table 2& Moet important reason for Increasing or dedreasing the frequency /
with which persons went out for evening entertalnment

(Percent distribution of respouses for ths population age 16 and ovor)

Type of change ln frequency " Pleces to C Own Tresnopor— : Activitivs. Went to, Other snd not
and population ohlnc‘t.oriut.ic Total Money go, otc. fonvenlence hoelth “tation Ago  Family otc. Crimo \ otc. aveilsble
Persons going out more often - ’ ‘
All persons {109,700) 100.0, 16.0 18.9 3.4 0.9 . 3.6 8.6 17.5 a8 < 0.2 16.6 ) 5.6
Sex A _ .
Male _(52,700) 108v0  16.9 17.3 3.3 .o 5.3 8.2 15.0 11.0 20.2 1710 5.5 .
Pemale (57,000) . 100.0 15.2 20.4, 3.4 1.4 2.0 9.0 19.8 6.8 ‘0p 1 16.2 5.6
Race '
White (99,100) 100.0  16.5 18.7 3.3 0.9 3.6 8.3 17.6 8.9 rol1 16.3, 5.6
Black (8,300 100.0 13.% 17.4, 22.7 0.7 1.5 12.4 13.3 7.0 *0.7 23.7 LI |
Other (2,300 : 100.0  *2.4 33.3 7.1 *0.0 10.0 25,9 27.0 212.9 10.0 LY | 16.9
Age
16-19 (26,100 100.0 7.5 23.7 *1.8 0.0 12.4 24,9 5.8 6.7 20.0 15.2 2.6
20-2, (23,400 100.0 20.2 20.5 3.0 0.3 L YA 10.0 9.8 7.9 20.6 17.3 6.9
25-3, (25,000 100.0 26.7 . 19.8 3.6 10.2 10.7 20.3) 0.1 7, 8.4 0.0 14.5 5.9
35-49 (19,600 100.0 16.0 = 10.7 <3.3 1.5 20.3 20.6 32.2 10.6 20.3 17.7 6.8
11,100 100.0 6.2 16.9 6.8 2.7, *0.6 22,6 28.2_/ 9.0 - 0.0 18.9 7.5 -
65 and over (4,600) 100.0 7.4 194 15,2 26.3 1.3 6.3 17. 11.2 20.0 2.5 3.7.
Viotimization expsrience . : ,
Not victimized (57,400) 100.0  15.9 19.9 3oh 1.2 2.0 6.6  19.9 9.9 10.1 16.1 5.8
Victimiged (52,2005r 100.0  16.0 17.9 3.3 *0.6 5.3 . 10.8 .7 .7 0.3 17.1 6.4
Persons going out less often - ) -
All persons (203,700) 100.0 32.7 L7 1.0 5.6 2.5 5.1 17.3 13.6 1.8 9.9 6.0
s |
Mele (92,600) . 100.0 ¥ 34.3 4.0 1.0 5.0 2.6 5.5 15.5 15.8 1.2 9.8 6.3
Pemle (111,100) ' 100.0  31.3 5.2 0.9 ) NN 2.4 5.8 18.8 11.7 2.3 10.0 57.9
Race - . . ’ ®
White (181,400) 100.0  33.4 A.7 0.8 5.9 2.2 5.2 17.0 13.2 1.8 9.6 6.1
Black (16,700) 100.0  29.3 3.6 1.7 11.7 L. L.6 16.1 16.1 2,1 14.0 6.7
Other (5,600) 100.0 21.4 15.2 12.1 1.2 26.6 13,3 27.6 17.3 12.0 17.1 13.1
Age ' * | - _
16-19 (16,800) * 100.0  32.3 9.4 20,7 10.3 7.3 11.1 ° 12,3 22.5 20.7 8.2 5.1
20-24 (37,300 100.0  37.8 6.6 10.2 10.7 1.7 10.8 19.7 17.2 30.6 7.6 7.1
as-3, (50,300 100.0  38.2 3.2 1.3 10,8 1.9 11.0 2.6 15.5 10,2 8.1 5.1
35-49 (40,600 100.0  35.9 3.2 1.4 3.0 1.3 4.3 18.2 13.0 10,9 12,2 » 6.6 %
3,400 N 100.0  27.6 3.9 G 1h 9.2 1.5 8.5 121 11.1 3.6 15.1 6.1
65 and over (34,300) 100.0  15.4 . 5.0 20.2 25.5 5.2 19.4 7.3 2.2 8.7 7.0 4.3
Victimisation experience ' '
Not victimized &1)31.,100) 100.0  29.4 5.2 0.7 7.2 2.6 6.2 17.2 12.4 2.0 11.0 6.1
Victimised (89,600) . 100.0  36.9 4.0 1.3 3.5 2.4 \ 3.6 17.4 15.0 1.6 8.4 6.0
in

NOTE: Deta based on question 8b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Flfuro parentheses refer to population in the group.
abl .

- iEgtimate. bawed On sero Or on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrel
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& Table 29. Places usually visiied for bvening entertainment .
) (Percent diat.r:ll)ut.:lon of responses !‘oxl the population age 16 and over) .
h) . o ]
rqlhum characteristic Total Inside oity o om,aﬁe city About equal Not svailable
. AL persons  (429,700) 100.0 T8 , " 150 7.2 ' 10.1°
Sex , ' A '
Nale (222.600 100.0 . TT.4 14.9 7.5 10.1
Pemale (217,200) 100.0 . 78.1 15.0 6.9 30.1
Race . . \ P
White (395,400) 100.0 7.2 15.5 7.2 10.1
w 2, 900) 1100.0 85.5 7.7 6.8 30.0
Oher (9,400) ' 100.0 80.6 12.1 7.3 0.0
16-19 (51,200 o 100,0 80.0 1.6 5.2 | 30,
20-2% (73, . 100.0 76.9 - 16.3 6.7 10.2
25-% (105,100) " 100.0 8.5 14.5 7.0 10,1
35-49 (93,900 100.0 ° 1.7 14.7 75 10,1
73,300 100.0 75.6 15.3 8.9 10,1
65 end over (33,000) ) 100.0 78.5 13.9 7.6 20.0
Tiotimisstion experiance *
Wt victimined (245,400) 100.0 . 7.9 14.6 . T4 10,1
“Fiotinised m..aooS 100,0 . .5 15.4 7.0 0.1
ms Data bnnd on quut.ion 6d. Detail may not add to totsl hecuuse of routuiing Fifxru in parentheses refer to population in the group.
‘bu-u. b.ud on sero or on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases, 1s atatistically unreliable.
; ) 7
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Table 30. Moet imporiant reason for usually seeking evening entertainment inside or outside the city

v
Y
(Percont. distribution of rosponses for the populat lon ago 16 and over) /
Type of plece and popu- " Convénionge, Parking, Crimo in Mora Profer Other aroa Friends, Other m}}
lation characteristic Total etc. traffic othor place to do facilition more expensive relayives not, available
Persons entortained inaide city ’ A p)
A1l porsons  (334,100) 100.0 66.5 0.7 0.1 ) 20.0 1.o ) . _3.-8 ) 1.7
Sox . . ’
Male (16l,,600) 10Q.0 66.4 0.7 Y01 6.9 19.6 1.3 1.2 1.8
Fomale (169,500) 100.0 66.5 - 0.8 10,1 5.2 KUSA 1.0 L% 1.5
'ROCO : . ]
White (305,200) : ' 100,0 65.9 0.7 ) 10,1 4.3 20.8 1.0 3.6 i 1.6
Black (21,300) 100.0 73.4 30,6/ ©20.0 3.3 11.Q 1.1 5.1 3.2
Other (7,600) 100.0 °* 71.5 1.4 20.0 .8 12.0 10,7 8.1 1.6
Ago .
16-19 lol.O% 100.0 : 72.8 0.9 0.1 6.9 9.9 1.3 6.6 1.3
20-2i, &1, 100.0 68.6 LY 10.0 7.9 17.1 1.3 2.9 1.7
25-34  (B2,500 100.0 64,7 10.4, 0. 7.9 21.8 1.2 2.3 . 2.2
35-49 (73,000 100.0 _-— 65.1 10.6 10,1 5.6 2.7 1.1 2.8 1.0 |
50-64 (55,400 100,0/ 651 1.2 10.1 L1 22,1 1.2 3.8 - 2.2
65 and over (25,900) 100.0 6.4 LEPS! 20.0 2.2 21.3 ¥0.6 9.2 11.1
Victimization experience
Not victimized (191,200) . 100.0 65.8 0.9 0.0 5.7 20.9 1.0 3.9 1.8
Victimized (11.2,9005 100.0 67.4 0.6 20.2 6.5 18.7 1.3 3.8 p 1.6
Persons entertained outside city -
All persons (64,300) 100.0 L1.9 5.2 2.2 5.7 3.2 1.9 8.0 3.4
Sex /‘ . .
Male (31,700) A 100.0 bl -1 5.6 1.2 4.6 30.7 2.2 6.5 4.3
Female (32,600) . »0 39.7 . .7 N2 5.9 33.7 1.6 9.4 20.3
Race : T e o
White (61,300) 100.0 42.2 5.3 2.3 4.8 32.4 1.7 7.7 3.7
Black 1.900? 100.0 31.8 12.6 13,0 3.4 36.9 3.0 . *16.3 ¥3.0
Other (1,100 100.0 Lh.8 LY 0.0 ¥5.9 4.7 ’9.9 36.1 R TR
Age -
16~19  (7,500) 100.0 L1.1 13,3 .0 7.2 23.8 2.4, 15.9 22,4
20-24 11,900 100.0 36.6 3.1 LA 8.6 3.6 0.5 11.5 ’L\,l
25~34 15,200 100.0 45.1 5.3 2., 5.9 30.2 Y 2.4 ) L3 h.3
35-49 (13,800} - 100.0 hiy- b 5.9 }1.2 ’2.1 36\%{ 12.1 3.7 3.7
50-614, 11,200 . 100.0 L2.1 8.3 1.0 12.0 354. ‘1.0 6.8 M
© 65 anxd over (A.épQ) . 100.0 38.14 13,7 *0.0 7 "2 3.6 15.0 ® 13.5 N 13,7
Victimiration experience ® ' " ) ’ » - \
Not victimized (35,900) 100.0 L4.0 4.9 1.5 3.7 7/ 314 2.3 9.1 S IS |
~ Victimized (28,1.005 100.0 " 39.2 5.5 3.2 . 6 =7 33,3 1.4 6.5 L.8.
NOTE: Data based on question 8o. Detail may not add to total bocause of rounding. Figures in parenthoses gs‘ror fo population in the group.
}Estimste, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is stptistically unrelisble.
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. Table 31. Opinion about local police performance . ' ' :
(Poercent. distribution of responses fo‘r the populatlon age 16 and over)
X —_—a A
Wltion characteristic Total - * Good Avorw( Poor Don't know Not available
" A1l persons (539,600) 100.0 58. 0.0, ] 6.8 - 1 3.8 N 0.2
Sex - Z/' )
Male (254,600) 100.0 58.0 0.9 7.7 3.2 - ®
Female (285,000) » l00.0 594 300 6.0 : T 0.2
hCQ + “ !
White (487,900) ! 10 60.6 29,3 6.3 3.6 0.2
Black- (37,800 100.9Q 36.0 _ W50 13.7 4.6 0.3
Other (13,900 100.0 55,5 29.3 6.7 8.4 0.0
Ago ' . . ’ .
16-19 55.800} ' 100.0 44.3 42.8 . 9.2 ~- 3.6 . . 10.1
20-2l, (79,600 100.0 -~ Iy.0 2.1 10.0 3.7 \ 30.2
25-34 (118,000 100.0 53.1 3.6 ;8.6 3.5 20,2 ,
35-49 (118,100 , \ 100.8 63.4 275~ 5.6 3.5 20,0 .
50-64 (102,600 \ 1g.o 70.8 20.5 4.7 3.6 0.3
651 and over (65,600) . +00.0 7n.7° 18.8 3-4 5.8 0.3
Victimization experience ‘ !
Not victimired ¥321,400 ' 100.0 . 63.0 7.7 4.9 ho2 ¢ 0.2
- Victimized (218,200)"+%. : © 100.0 52,4 , M.k 9.7 3.3 ‘0/1/

=

[ 4
v

e - 0 - T — T A . ” g - K
NOTE: . Dhta based on queaklon 14a. Detail may not atld o total becsuse of rounddqg. Flgures in parentheses refeor to population in the group.
: “Estimate, based on zord or on about 10 or fewor sample cases, 1s statistically unrelisble. . : oo
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Table 32. Opinion about locel police performance .
e+ <
r ~ R (Percent distribution of rosponses for the population age 16 amd over)
Pq;ulut.ion characteristic Total Good . Averagd’ M Bon't know "Not available
Sex and age 7 1
Male N 't
16-19 (26,900 100.0 76 39.8 93 4.1 20,2
20-24, {38,600 100.0 1.9 43.1 11.9 3.1 20.0
¢ 25-3 (58,000 . 100.0 52.1 .4 10.8 2.6 . * 0.1
35-49 (56,800 100.0 64,4, 27.2 5.0 3.4 h 0.0
50-64 (46,900 100.0 70.6 21.6 4.9 2.7 10.3
65 and over (27,400) 100.0 69.6 2.3 4.2 4.4 R O A
Fomale »
16-19 (28,900 100.0 42,2 45.5 9.1 ] 3.2 X0.0
20-2 (41,000 100.0 46.0 3.2 - 8.1 4.3 .. 20.3
25-34 (60,000 100.0 < 5.0 3.9 6.4 . he3 0.3
35-49 (61,200 . 100.0 62.5 27.8 6.1 3.5 2.0
50-64 (93,800 100.0 7n.o 19.7 L6 7 4.3 0.4
65 and over (38,100) 100.0 73.2 17.0 2.8 6.8 0.2
Race and age . -
White >
1619 l.e, ; 100.0 47.5 40.1 8.7 3.6 0.1
20-2 100.0 45.1 LR 5.1 9.6 3.7 10.2
25-3 105 7003 100.0 544, .2 8.0 3.3 10.2
35-49 (102,700 100.0 66.2 2.0 5.8 3.0 * 3.0
50-64 (95,400 100,0 T2.2 19.8 a 4.3 3.4 10.3
65 and over (62,400) 100.0 72.3 18.3 3.4 5.7 10.3
Back . . . !
- 16-19 (5,500 100.0 22.0 - 61.0 13.2 r3.8 0.0
20-2), (5,800). 100.0 +30.1 49.6 18.2 12,1 0.0
25-34 (7,500 : 100.0 27.0 49.4 18.5 4.2 -\ 0.8
35-49 (11,000) - 100.0 40.3 4.3 12.6 - 5.8 0.0
5, l.ooz 100.0 48.0 36.6 10.8 13,5 11.1
65 and over (2,700) 100.0 60.4 27.8 2.1 29,7 0.0 -

WIE: Deta based on question 14a.

’ﬁti-to; bcsod .on sero or on about 10 or fewer swlo cases, is statistically unreliablo.

Detail may not add to total becsuse of rounding. Fi;\lrea in parentheses rofor to populuq:on in the group. .
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Table 33. Opinion about locsl police performance ) .
. (Percent dlotrfﬁﬁtion of responses for the population age 16 and ovor) .
: , _ ;
Population characterittic Total Good . «y, Average Poor = “Don't know ’ Mot availatle
Race, Bsex, and age - i
Wnite J .
Male - J - ~
s, 16-19 (23,700 . 100.0 49.8 36.9 9.1 ‘ 5.0 0.3
20-2} (34,900 1Q0.0 43.1 42.6 1.3 3.0 - 20.0
25-34 (53,100 100.0 53.4 33.8 10.2 a5 0.0
35-49 (49,700 100.0 67.2 25.5 Lok 3.0 0.0
50-64 (43,500 00.0 72,0 20.7, L6 s 2.5 0,1
65 and over (26,000) 00.0 T0.3_ 20.7 4.0 N 4.6 - 0.4
Female / w7 . ~
16-19 (25,000 /100.0 L5.4 43)2 8.3 3.2 2 00 L
20-24 (37,100 ’ /100.0 47.0 LO.4 7.9 T . k) o 0.3
25-34 (53,700 ! 100.0 55.3 34.6 5.8 4.0 0.3
35-49 (52,900 / 100.0 65.3 26.5 5.1 T34 *0.0
52,000 ! 100.0 72.4 19.0 kol L1, 2.4
65 and over (36,400) i 100.0 73.8 16.6 2.9 6.4 *0.2
Back - ) - o
Male ) . v
16-19 (2,300 100,0 27.5 56.9 *11.8 - 0.0 -
20-24 (2,800 100.0 32,1 42.8 22,7 20.0
25-3 (3,400 \ 1&.0 24,0 50.7 2.8 Ji.s
35-49 (5,300 100.0 39.6 L2.4 11.5 30.0
50-64 (2,400 100.0 50.1 40.1 22.3 22,5
65 and over (1,100) 100.0 67.7 127.3 ‘5.0 - 20.0
Female . : '
16-19 (3,200 100.0 18,2 63.9 - *14.1 20.0
20-24 (2,900 100.0 28.1 56.2 *13.9 . 0.0
25-34 (4,200 . 100.0 29.5 48.4 15.9 20,0
35-49 (5,700 100.0 . 41.0 40.3 13.6 20.0
. 50-64 (3,000) - 100.0 .3 -'33.7 ¥13.6, 0.0 -
2 65 anxd over 1,6(X)) 100.0 550? ¢ 328.1 0.0 "0-0 !
NOTE: Data based on question lia. Detall may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in paronthoses refer to population in the group. " A

Agstimate, based Oon zeroc or on about 10 or fewer sample cases,

LT
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is statistically unrellable.
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\. Table 34. Whether orfiot local police podormmc;
. Dheeds improvement

‘éPbréent distribution of reeponggs for the'populatidh age 16 and over)

e ) -
' "m J
TS . Populatioqﬂgnaracteristic Total Yes No Not available
R LN ’ .
4 Al persons (518,000) 100.0 a. 4 17.0 1.6
Sex " L
Male (21,6 00Q) 100.0 1.7
Female (272 000) 100.0 1.5
Race
White (469,300) 100.0 1.6
~ Black 36,0003 100.0 1.8
o Other (12,700 , __ 100.0, 11.3
Age . ’ ;.a \‘---._ —— -
16-19 53,8003 100.0 1.6
2024 (76,500) ", e 100.0 - 1.6
g 25~34 113,600; ’ 100.0 1.3
: 35-49 (114,000 .1@0.0 2.4
50-64 (98,600) 100.0 1.4
65 apd over (61,600) ©100.0 0.7
Victimization expariénce -
Not victimized (307,400) .- 100,0, 1.3
Victimized (210 7003 100.0 24 7
NOTE: Deta based on question 14b. Detail may not add to.&gtal because of rounding. Figures

L3

w

o £i£ parentheses refer to population the _
| R L Est te, based on about 10 or fewer s&mp es, is statistically unrel&‘bl
. . ) . s
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o Table 35. Most important measure for Improvlng
local police performance
v . ]
~ (Pércent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over) v 3
A " L £
Sex Reco Age Victinigetion exper;cnce
T A 55 and + ot -
porsons Mal® Fomal o white Black "Other 16-19 20-24, 25-34 35-49 50-64, over vicumiwd Victimil.od
Host impotrtant measure (309 400) (195,200) (154,200) (277,800) 424,700) (6,900) (32,300) (48,600) (75,900) (69,400) (51200) (29-000) (167,800) (141,600)
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 ® -
Total § 30.9 32,3 29.4 32.3 14.8 30.4 14.6 21.1 28,1 35.6 40.3 43.9 33.8 7.4
More police 24,.0 2.7 23.4 25,2 10.3 247 11.8 1442 19.7 28.5 32.0 40.1 27.1 20.4
Better training 6.9 7.6 6.0 7.1 hoh < 15.8 2.8 6.9 8.4 7.1 8.3 3.9 6.7 - 7.0
Operational practices :
Total 38.8 35.9 L1.7 38.4 41.8 L5.3 6.5 L2.8 LO.2 36.4 33.4 35.8 I8 0.1
Focus on more importsnt 4 .o
duties, etc. 11.6 13.4° 9.7 12.9 8.0 7.5 15.9 15.7 12.5 9.1 8.5 6.1 10.4 13.0
Gri'eater promptuoss, etc. 11.0 7.2 14.9 . 10.2 20,2 13.1 13.5 11.7 1.2 " 2.3 8.4 B.4 10.4 11,8
Increaged traffic control 13 1.1 1.5, . 1 10,2 22, 0.4 0,6 1.8 1.2 1.2 2.5 144 1.0
More police certain o . ’ .
.- areas, times 1}.9 1), 15,6 1.9 13.4 22,2 15.7 13.8 . Yo 13.9 15,2 18.7 15.4 14.2
Community relstions
Total 19,1 19.4 18,6 17.9 32,3 20.1 28,7 2.5 21.4 16,5 v 14,0 8.3 17.4 . 21,0
Courtesy, uttitudon. ete. 16.7 17.0 16,3 16.1 24.1 11,5 2.8 20.6 . 18.8 14.9 12,6 7.3 15.3 18.3
[&n't discriminate 2.4 2.4 2.3 1.7 8.3 8.5 < 3.9 3.9 2.7 1.6,__ 1% 1,0 2.1 2.7
Othex, - " 11.2 12,3 10.2 11 1.0~ .2, -10.1 § e 103 1.0 12,3 12,0 11,0 1.4
¥ - T T " - T
K)TF.: Data buad on question 14b. Dotail may mot add to total becauge of rounding, Figures in parenthsses refet torpopulation In the group. v
‘Eat.imnt.e. based on about 10 or fewer sanplo cases, 1is st.a!\ist.ically uqrolublg c AL T B .
-~ b
- 2 - , - A
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Table 36. Most important rheasure for improving
' local police performance

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

'z Personnel Operational Commundi, Ly
Tot

g Population characteristic ] resources practices relat,i(tzns Other
Sex and age
Male : -
16-19 (16,400 100.0 16.8 LY. 4 30.5 11.2
20-24 (24,200 100.0 22.0 32.1 29.7 16.3
25-34 (39,300 100.0 28.4, 37.4 22.9 11.3
35-49 (34,900 100.0 ° 37.3 36.4 15.0 ‘11.3
50-64 (27,400 " 100.0 L3.7 31.8 11.3 13.1
65 and over (13,000) 100.0 45.8 38.7 5.4 10.2
Female ‘ -
16-19 (15,900 ) 100.0 12.3 51.8 26.9 9.0
20-2l (24,500 100.0 20.2 53.4 19.3 7.0
. 25-34 (36,500 100.0 27.8 43.0 20.0 9.2
\ < 35-49 (34,500 ©100.0 34.0 36.4 18.0 11.5
. . 50-64 (26,800 . 100.0- 36.9 - 35.0 16.7 11.4
65\apd over (16,100) 100.0 h2.4, 33.5 10.6 13.4°
Race and age : ) ‘ i
., White . .
16-19 (27,900 100.0 15.8 48.1 27.1 9.1
20-24 (43,500 100.0 22,3 44.0 22.4 11.3
25-34, (68,600 : 100.0 29.3 39.5 20.6 10.6
© 35-49 (59,500 100.0. 38.0 33.8 15.6 W= 12.6
50-64 (50,300 100.0 4,0.9 33.4 13.3 12.3
\ 65 and over (£8,000) 100.0 Ly ds "35.98. 7.7 11.9
Hlack - e .
16-19 (3,600 100.0 15.3 34.2 39.8 20.7
20-24 (4,600 100.0 9.0 36.0 40.6 4.4
25-34 (5,200 ’ 100.0 ¢ ‘9.4 47.3 34.2 19.0
35-49 (7,300)- .100.0 ¥ 200" 49.8 26.1 2.1
50-61 (3,100 ~100.0 279" 32.1 24,7 115.3
65 and over (900) . . 100.0 226.1 139,1 127.2 17,6
. L - - - ~—
NOTE: Data based on question 14b. Detail may net add to total becsuse of rounding. Figures

in parentheses refer to population in the group. .
YEstimate, ! based on About 10 or fewer sample cases, is statigiically unreliable.
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: Table 37. Most important measure for improving local pdlléo poﬂom\anéo

(Percent distribution of responses for the populatlon age 16 and overl',-

: Personnel Operational Communi bty . L ¢
Popul ation characteristic Tot al resources practices relationg Othér
Racc, écx, and age { .
White '
Male 'JLO .
16-19 (14,200)° 1§00.0 18.0 INRYA 27.7 9.9
L 20-21 (21,700 J00.0 22.9 34.1 27.0 16.1
2534 (35,900 100.0 29.8 37.9 20.7 11.6
3549 (19,300 , 100.0 6.1 52,7 21.8 19.4
S 80-064 (2 )',20(8 B 100.0 L. 3 32,3 10.7 12.7
65 and over (12,390) . .  100.0 " 16.0 38.7 5.1 10.2 £
Female L v o
16-19 (13,700)" ' 100.0 13.4 51.9 26.14 8.2
20-24 (21,800) " 100.0 21.8 53.7 17.9 6.6
25-14 (32,800 100.0 28.7 L1.3 20.4 9.4
35-4,9 (19,900 100.0 5.4 50.1 25.6 18.9
50-04 (25,100 100.0 37.5 T 16.0 12.0
65 and over (15,600) 100.0 L3.3 33.6 L .9.8¢ - "wWW.3
. n 9
Black (
M'ale . t
16-19 (1,600 100.0 13,7 221.6 48.1 226.5
20-21 (2,300) 100.0 }12.2 }15.7 52.8 1_(}9.2 e
25-34 (2,500 100.0 9.6 30.4 51.2 8.8
35-49 (3,700 100.0 19.5 52.1 4.9 A
50-64 (1,600) 100.0 31.7 21,1 r21.7 Y 25,4
65 and over (500) 100.( 138.0 * 48,0 *14.0 10.0
Female e 1
16-19 (2,000 100.0 16.2 ‘b6 33.3 }15.9
20-24 300 100.0 25,7 55.9 28.4 210.0
\ 25-34 (2,700 100.0 1 9.6 62.6 18.5 *9.3 )
;‘ 35-49 (3,500 100.0 20.4 47.3 274 4.8
T 50-61 (1,500) 100.0 123.8 Lhy.2 127.9 .1
-' 65 and over (2400) 100.0 111.6 }30.2 1.9 216.3

in parentheses refer to population in the group.
~*Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistiqally unrelisble.

06

NOTE: Data based on question 14b. Detai%gmay not add to total because of rounding. Figufés




Appendix I
Survey Instryment

A)rm NCS 6, the attitude survey instrument, con
tains two batteries of questions. The first of these,
covering items | through 7, was used to clicit data from
a knowledgeable adult lt\clt\bcrbfenc‘\ houschold (i.e.,
the houschold respondent). Questiony 8 thiough 16
were ashed directly of cach houschold member age 1o
and over,including the houschold respondent. Unlike
the procedure followed 1 the victimization compo-
nent of the survey, there was no iston for proxy
N responses on behalf of individual{who were absent or
incapacitated during the intervie ng period.

Data on the characteristics of thpse interviewed, as
well as details concerning any experiences as victims of
the measurcd crimes, were gathered with separate

. instruments, Forms NCS 3 and 4, which were admin-
\)iflcrcd immediately after NC%\(). Following 1s a fac-
“\\simile of the latter questionnairelsupplemental forms
were available (or l(llc in households where more than
three persons were interviewed. Facsimilies of Forms
NCS 3 and 4 have not been inctuded in this report, but
can be found in Criminal Victimization Surveys in
San Diego, 1977, .
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Q.M.0 Mo, 4181101, Aceievel Eapuen

"N':'II*“ NOTICP — Your isPort 1o the Cansus Buresu is confidentinl by faw (Tiite 13, 1.8,
e (0ds), Ll may be seen unly by anworn L ensue smsployses and iy be Gued vnly Tor
sistintical puiposes,
~ — mrnd
Ut Ot rAntuENg OF ¢ OunEnt A. (,(lllll(\l numbec
AL AL ARD B ONOMG 3 AT l,('l ANMINIYIRNA Y IO
BORY As B er? € paiten
MU Saist | Panel i :Sugmnl
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY ' ®T ; '
. 1
CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE X : . '
.. 1 1 1 1
. \ \ i /!
\ ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE e
|
] NAmE ol houselotd Liead ) + 42, Why did you leave m}m Any othet 1#830n7 (Adwen s11 thal apeiy)
Qu) V[ 11ocation  C108#s 10 10h. Tamily Tieads. $chool ohopping. elc . bere

S 21 ] House (aparime it o uoperly chasailanatu s = slam. qualily

¢ Reason for nonmleivicw
YA 1l Vtvre B 3| . TvPEC
Roce of hoad .
v IwWhite r
rl INegie
3| jOIbe
TYPE 2 ¥

o view net ébistaed for -

®

“r

1 e aypmbe:

8866
|
1
|

yard space, el
)(L]‘lnlod belter houring. own home
4 ]Wsnted chesper housing
s{ 7} No choice - svicled, bullding demolithed, Condenned, otc.

8 {"}Change in living arsangements — maritsl stalus, wanled
"o lveraione, elc.

7| | Bad slamant moving in
w| JCrime in old e igrborbood, alimid

9] ] Didn’t tike neighborhood Characteristics  eavironment,
poblems willh neighbora, atc
vo[ | Other - Speuity

{1l mote IDAn DG 10REON)
. Which reazon would you say was the most important?

o

e Entes Hiem nunber

53, 1o thete anything yau don't like shout this neighborhood?

CENSUS USE ON_L_Y_

@ @ ORI TR

@ o[ " INo - s:ip 10 8e
R Yor - Whatll Anything 013el (Adncn ati thal apply)
ti 1Yeatlic, parking

- 21 JEnviionmentsl probleas  Liash, noise, OVeICiOnding, elc

" HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDE QUESTIONS
Ask only housetdld respondent

3! JCrime of tear of c1ime

a[_} Public rxasportetion problem

ypu & tow questions related to swbjects which teem to bs of s0me

concern (o people. These quettions ask yo wha you think, what

oy teel, yous aititudes and opinions.
1. How loag have you lived st this addies:

177 o3 than 1 vear

27 11-2 yess ASK 24

3. 13-3yeann

4] |Mote than 3 years - SKIP {0 D4

'®

-

Bafore we get o the major portion of the swvey, | would like to ask

8| !inadequate schools, shopplag factiities, et

6| _)0sd etemenl woving in

71| Poblems with neighbors, chaacteristics of neighbors
al{ T10thwe - Specity et e

[P, U —m

{11 muie then one answer)

b. Which problem would you 1ay is the most setious?

I . Eiter 1M aumbe e

%2, Do you 40 yow major food shopping In this nelghborhood? -~

streats, pachs, etc.

2. 'Good schools . .
3 7V Sate trom Crime * e

4’ Only piace housing could be found, tack of chquce
1 ]

L] B

b

“1Pce was night

- ysd spale, elc.
8 'Always hived in this geighborhood

[ 2 'm: ~ Spacy

- " - 131 of lves - SKt# 10
. 2y, Why did o select this particulat m(g'hbovhood? Any othes reeson? O No - Why nol? Any olher (023007 (Mach all inat mpply) v
(Marh al1 It apply) : {7} Mo Mores in oai
A ghbothood, olhers moisiconvenient
1 - . ~
@ + 7 T Neghborhood chauclu_uun type of neighbora, environment, @ 2‘ ]Slo«u \n ool inadequate, prefrs (batter)

"Location - 193¢ 10 job, Fanuly, lirends, sLhool, snoppmg, elc.
'House (Apartment) o property Chiatacieristics - sixe, quatily,

slotes elsewhaia
3[ Ttigh prices, commiasary of X chespe
A{71Crime o1 1ear of crime
8] 1Other - Specity

(1t nwve 1han one reancn)

. Which reason would you say is the moet Imporient?

@ _____ e Entes Hem nonbes

’

< ko=,

7a. When you shop for ﬂnln? other than 1004, such a3 clothing and general
% merchanding, do you USUALLY go to eurburban of neighborhoad shopping

e

{11 mpve than Ond 1eason)
. Which reanon would you say was the most important?

— Eanlel ttem number

—— centers of do you shop downtown?"'

@ T (") SwbwrBan or neighborhood

2{" | Downtown

« b Why IsTANT Any oI 033ORT (Merh all that 4n0ly)

30. Whete did you live before you moved heie?

@ 1.7 1 Outside U.S,
b - SKiP 10 4a
2, 'inside Limits of thay city

3 - Somewhere else n US Spocllyi~

mnenegee Stale

» County

@ - 1| ) Bette patking, 183y tralfi

2{ 7] Better tanspoitation
3 _ | more conventent
4l "] Batter neletiion, more storel, nm(x: choice
. s} Afad of crime
6" ]Store towrs better
1{_ ) Battar prices
8] Pratars tbetter) stores, Jocation, seivico, employecs
&

o

@) e

2 'Yy - Enler maw of clty10wn, -lc,?

Did you Hive laside the uw 2 clly, town, village, otc.?

@ [T .

o[ Ot = Spectty e g e

{11 mose than vne 18ASLN)

C. Which one would you say is the most impoitsnt teason?

Entos 110m saadser \

o INTERVIEWER - Compiele intesviaw will hpusehold :o;)qi!onl,

boginning with tndsvidint Alltlude Quastiohs.,

4

a7



=~

ulvln - l!mN N!w n
6'—, Line number
—— 1

.mm
ts How often do you |o oyl In e tvmlu Iot MINIIIMI such s

lo reslauiants, thoaters ol ?
()_') 1] 10 8 woeeh o« more 4 12w Y times 8 year
2, lLevs than o e 8 neer AL tLessinan 2 o ) quney a
mote than onca 3 month Yeal 08 Ve
3i | Aboit once 8 mbnth

b. Do ;;u o to these places more of less now than you did a yes

o two gpo?
("’) VOV ABOul the vame

MNP 1o Chac b tlom A

1 |Mwoe
! I Why? Any othi teasonl (Abaes art inat apny)
. 1 Tien
(]ﬂ) VO Muoney vituation 1! L amity ressony (marriape,
[
L Placer 1o go, paople (hildian, pareaty
10 gu with a' TActivitiev, jolg we haal
¥ llunvenience v, tUrime w fes of 11ine

4| | MHeatthrown) 10

ni

| Want to, uke to, enjoynent

8! | Tranypoiation 1Ottver - Speviny ¥
6 |Axe

(It pxpe than V0o 188300}

. Which reason would you say is the mos! Impoitsnt?
CHICK

ITEMA ‘

d. When you do g0 oul {0 restautants or theaters in the evening, Is It
usually In the cily or outside of the city?
(fn) Vi TUsuasly in the city :
o 2| jUsuatly oulside of the Cily
3! ‘Abom €qual  SKIP 10 9a

D)

L nles 1tem nnbe i

ts boa 1,2, o 3 marked a Ba?

TNo  SKIP 1 va Yoy ASM

e

+. Why 6o you usually g0 (cutside the city /in the City)? Any other
(0a30NnT (Mera all that apphy )

6

2{ 'Faking pioblemy. trallic

I Moy conveniont, {amrtiar, eavier to gel theie, anty place avaitabie

3! 1 Touw much Crime i athas place
4 e 1o do

6{ | Preter (batter) facihilies restamanta, theaters, elc )
6! ]Moie sxpensive in olher mea

717 1 Bacause of friends_ relstives

o} OIhu SM”)

o et

. {18 move 1han e rergon)
1. Which reason would you say is the most impoctant?
ty .

a~rl

Qi“) £ nlo tlem aurhe

¢

(s
o)

o)

Y

m

d

INDIVIDUAL AII]J uyoe OU!SIIONS -~ A3k aach household membar 16 or older ~
4]

CHECH Look ot bl and b

Was bon Y or § marked in ailher (lem!

’

1TEm B [ Jyes — Aen 11¢ | IMo - smip 1o 12
Is i nlriothd dangerous snough to make you think serlously
sboul mo somewhere ¢lse?

Ry SR el

Yor  Why doa't you? Any ofMer 18a30n? (Abr ati that apprg
1 jlan t sty lo 81 [ I'iM 1o move YOuN
2| ] Can’t 1uxs othes hogsing el [rieatth or age
3| | Heiatives, friends nealy e 3;;.‘-11,;
4l JCouvenient 10 novk ety
i1t rvww (han nn;::‘u;;wl .

Which reason would you say Is the most imporlant? -

l--n- ite.y

Ho- do you think {Wl mllhbothood (mpuu with oIhou ln (Y]
meliopolitan ares in terms of (rine? Would you say il Iy

v 1 Mech more dsagercus? 4, il ess dangerous?

1' 1More dangerous? ni [Muchless dangerous?
3 ) Aboul average?

..--n.-

D)
03

-4

039)

1Ja.

Are thete some parls of this metiopolilsn srea where you havea
reason 10 go of would like to go DURING THE DAY, but are alrald
to because of fear of crime?

o' 'RNo vev  Which section(s)?

- .
- N of agteh slic P lac ey denlivoey

How about AT NIGHT  are there soma pails of this area wheie you have 2
reaton to g0 o would like to go but are alrald to becauss of lear of crime?

of INe Yer - <Which section{s)?

VA |

__ e Nutber of Bpeciiio Plates menlioied

2. Mow 1'd like 1o get yout opinlons aboul £1ime In general.
Within the pas! year or iwo, do you think IIqu me o yow
nol'fbothood has increased, decrensed, oi temain®® about the same?
A jDoen't huow, .lklP we
57 )Haven't lived hare
that tong - 8KIP to C

QEQ i ieased
ZL | Oecronsed

3|7 Y Same - SKIP to

b, Wers yc you Iﬂnl\ln( sboul sy sy lndllc Ninds of Crimes ,when you 3al you nid
you think crime In your neighborhood has (increesed/decressed)?

(e) oi Ine Yes - What Kinds of crimes? .

O

¢ How sboul sny crimes which msy be onln; n yout nIIlmuhood
would you sy they ate commitied mosily by the people wha live
hm In this neighborhood of mostly by ouhldm?
v I Ngicoimes happening 3| ]Outsiders
wnaighborhood [ Equaily by both
2{7}) P-qu Viving hete b[:JDon'l .

6

n

. Would you say, in gensial, !hﬂiow tocal wllcc me doing » good

job, an average job, of 2 poos |
V| 'Good sf
2i TAverage 4]

| Poot

100"t hnow  SKIP 10 15a

In whal ways could they Improve? Any ofher ways? asers atf thar apniyt
SKIF e 17
2{ 1Hue mose policemen . N

v Hu angwavement netdod

){ ](‘.(m{cnlulc on more Inpafiant duliey, seriouy Criina, ote.

2!’ }Be more prompl, 1esponsive, sterl

s{ }improve tratniang, raise qualificstions o pay, reciuiiment policl\l -
of l0e mage coutlatus, imiove stlilwde, Communily 1o tationy

7{ 10on"t districhinate

n! TNeed more tratfic centiot

9. lNowd mure policemen of pattic ular typd {F001, card 1y
Cortain arean 07 Al Cerlaln Limos

10| 100t now - '\
Wil Qs Spec iy

[ === bt 9o T
{Hl mure [han ore way) .

. Which would you say Is the mosl Invodml?

L nier e numbes

g &)

10a. Within the past ym or two do you think thal crime In the Uniled
Ststes Mt Increasad, decteased, of remalned aboul the sm?
[T intinnsed 3[T}Ssme
z[ loxnuod a["J0on"t know

b lon you mlnlllu nbou( any ucclllc Ninds of Crimts when you 1ald
you Wink ctime In the U.S, hes (increased/decreased)?

of Jne Yer — What kinds of crimes? _

[ 11

ASK b SKtF 1o 11a

N :

o

15a.

Mow | have 10me more questions about yow oplnlons conceining crime.
Plesya take this CMd. (riand resnondmal Attliude F inehoard. NCS-D74)
Look al the FIRST sqt of statements. Which one do you sgres with most?

Vi My Chaikes of being atlacked 01 robbed have GONE UP 2}
n the jsst few yosis

2[ 7] My chances of being attacked ot (obbed have GONE. ()OWN
in the pasi tew years

3{_)My chances 0f being attacked of rodbed hsven't changed
in the past few years )

4 [ }No opinion

T e St e AR e b vt e e

3 lhl:h of the SECOND grovp do you ogm with mosi? ’

V[ ] Crime 15 LESS sertous thau the newspapers and TV say
2[7]Crime 13 MORE seii0us than the newspapers and TV say
:[i]cnmc 1s aboul as se11ous a3 the ewinapers snd TV vay
{[f]No opinion

1le, How sals do you 1eel oc wwld you feel hln; out slone In you
meighborhood AT NI )
1{T)Very sate 3[7) Somewhat unsata
27 ] Reanonably sate’ 4[] Veiy.unsate

b. How ebevt DURING THE DAY — how safe do ;ou feel o would
you feei being oul alone In yout neighbothood
1{JVey sale N7} Sopewhat unsafe
2{ .} Raasonably sate a7} Very unsate

)

\hink PEOPLE IN GENERAL have limited of changed their
Ities in the past few yesrs bacasuse they are alrald of ciime?

VT ves zr]No

e

. Do you think that most PEOPLE III IHIS NEIGHBORHOOD have limited of

changed thelr aclivities inthe past few years because they ate atiald of ctime?

lLJ Yot I_..I_Ef

. in peoeral, T genaral, have YOU Timited or changed yom sctivities In the past ot fow

yosrs because of Crime?

1] ] Yes HWLD

=
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Appendin it

Technical Information
and reliabllity of the estimates

Survey results contained i this publication are
bascd on data gathered duning early 1974 from persons
residing within the city limits of San Dicgo, including
those living in certan types ofigroup quarters, such as
dormitorics, rooming houses, and religious group
dwelhngs. Nontesdents of the aty, mcluding tounists
and commuters, did not fall within the scope of the
survey. Stmilarly, crewmembers of merchant vessels,
Armed Forces personnel hiving in nulitary barracks,
and institutionalized persons, such as corrcctional
facihity inmates, were not under cohsiderantion. With
these exceptions, all persons age 16 and over hving in
umts designated for the sample were ehgible to be
interviewed.

Each interviewer’s first contact with a unit selected
ftlr the survey was in person, and, if it were not possible
to sccure interviews with all chigible members of the
houschold during the initial visit; itervicws by tele-
phone were permisible thereafter. Proxy responses
were not permitted for“the attitude survey. Sursey
records were processed and weighted, yiclding results
representative both of the city’s population as a whole
and of various scctors within the population. Be-
cause they arce based on a sample survey rather thana
complcte enumeration, the results are estimates.

Sample design ang size

Estimates from the survey are bused on data
obtained from a stratified sample.-The basie frame
from which the attitude sample was drawn —the city’s
complete housing inventory, as determined by the 1970
Census of Population and Housing-~was the same as
that for the victimization survey. A determmation was

1o account for umts bwlt aftey the 1970 Census, a
sample was drawn, by means of an mdependent clen-
cal opcration, of pernuts issucd for the construction of
residential housmyg within the «ity - Hus enabled the
proper tepresentation mn the sivey of persons acenpy
ing housing bwlt after 1970 o

n order to develop the hall sample requued for the
attitude survey, cach umit was randomly assigned to |
of 12 pancels, with umts m the fust 6 pancly bemng
designated for the atutude suvey  This procedure
tesulted i the selectian of SBST housmg units Durnng
the smvey period, B0 of these uits were found to be
vacant, demohshed, converted 1o nomesidential use,
temporarily occupied by nonresidents, o1 otherwise
incligible for both the wvictimization and  attitude
surveys. At an additonal 115 units visited by inter-
VICWCTS 1T Wis nnpoﬁ‘.lhl(‘ to conduct mterviews because
the occupants could not be reached atter repeated calls,
did not wish to partcipate in the survey, or were un-
available tor other teasons. Therefore, interviews were
taken with the occupants of 4,906 housing units, and
the rate of participation among units quahfied for in-
terviewing was 97 7 percent. Participating units were
occupied by a total of 9,521 persons age 16 and over,
or an average ol 1.9 residents of the relevant ages per
umt. Interviews were conducted with 9,125 of these
pcr:‘{'ons, resulting in a response rate of 96.0 percent
among cligible residents.

" Estimation procedure

Nata records generated by the attitide survey were
assigned either of two sets of final tabuldtuon weights,
onc for the records of individual gespondents and
another for those of houschald rcspimdcnls. In cach

.case, the final weight was the prodhict of two ele-

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

made that a sample roughly half the size of the victimia.ag tnbulation weight for personal victimization data and

zation sample would yield enough attitudinal data on .
which 10* base reljable estimates. For the purpose of

selecting the victimization iple, the city's housing
units were distributed amongP1035 strata on the basis of
various 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 Yented); number of

; household members (five categories); houschold in-

come (five categories); and race of head of household
(white or other than white). Housing units vacant at
the time of the Census were assigned to an additional
four strata, where they were distribwted on the basis of
rental or property value. A single stratum incorporated
group quarters.

were, therefore, an integral part of the estimation pro-
cMure for attitude 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 compensatc for the subsampling of units, a
situation that }:rosc in instances where the interviewer
discovered many more units at the sample address than
had been listed in the decenmal Census; (3) a withip-
household noninterview adjustment to account for
situations where at least one butnot alleligible persons
in a household were interviewed: (4) a houschold non-
interview adjustment to account for houscholds quali-
fied to participate in the survey but from which an
interview was not obtained; (§5) a houschold ratio esti-
mate faetor for bringing.estimates di:vclop\ed from the
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sample of 1970 housing untts into adjustment with the
complete Census count of suchumts;and (0)a popyla-
tnonratio estimate factor that brought the sample est
mate nto accord with post-Census estimates ol the
population age 127 and over and adjnsted the data o)
possible brases respiting from undercoverage ot over-
coverage of the f)f‘opululmn_

I'he houschold ratio estimation procedure (step 5)
athicved o shght reduction in the extent of samplhng
variabthty, thereby reducing the margin of errorin the
tabulated survey results Tt also compensated for the
exclusion from cach stratum of any houscholds
already mcluded m samples for certnn other Census
Bureau programs. F'he houschold ratio estimator was
not apphed to interview records gathered from resi-
dents of group guarters or of units constructed after
the Census. For houschold victnuzation data (and
attitude data Irmn,‘um,\‘clmld respondents). the hinal
weight incorporated all of the steps desenbed aboye
except the third and sixth,

The 1atio estimation factor, second clement of the
final weight, was an adjustment for bringing data from
the attitude survey(wlhich, as indicated, was based ona

Aalf sample) into accord with data from the vicunnza -
~tion survey (based on the whole sample). Thas adjust

ment, requited because the attitude sample was tan-
domly constructed trom the vicunuzanon sample swas
used for the age, sex, and 1ace Ch;lru(‘lcrislics’\_of
respondents, -

Rellabllity of estimates

As previously noted. survey results contauned in this
reportare estumates. Despite the precautions taken o

minimize sampling variability. the estimates are’
- subject to errors arsing from the fact that the sample
“employed was o'nly one of a layge number of possible

samples of equal size that could hivve beén used apply-
ing the same sample design and selection procedurces.,
Estimates derived from different samples may vary
somewhat; they also may differ from figures developed
from the aVerage of all possible samples, cven if the
surveys were administered with the same-sch®iules,
instructions, and interviewers.

The standard error of a survey estimate is a measute
of the variation among cstimates from all possible
samples and is, therefore, a gayge of the precision with
which the estimate from a particular sample approxi-
mates the average result 'orau phssible samples. The
estimate and its agsociated standard error may be used
to construct a confidence intcrval, that is, an interval

" having a-prescribed probability that it would include

the average rcsul(l of all gossitle samples. The average
value of all possible samples may or may not be

v
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contamined in any parnculint computed interval. Tow-
cver, the chances are about 68 out of T that a suivey-
dern&d estimate wolild differ from the average esult
of all possible saomples by less tha one standarvd ervon
Sl ly | the chances are abont Q0 out of 100 that the
difference would be less than 16 times the standard
coror; abowt 95 out of 100 that the difference would be
0 tmes the standard crror, and 99 out of 100 chances
that 1t would be I};\\ than 2 5 tumes the standard erron
the 68 pereent confidence mterval as detined as the
tange of values pnven by the estimate mmus the
standard cnror and the estimate plus the standand
crror, the chances are 68 m 100 that the avcrage value
ol all possible samples would tall swithan that range.
Similarly. the 95 pereent confidence intervalis defined
as the vst«{m;m‘ plus or minus two standard crrors,

In addinon to sampling crror, the estimates pre-
sented m this report are subject to nonsamphng crror,
chiefly atfecting the accuracy of the distinetion between
victims and nonvictims. A major source of nonsam-
pling crroris related to the abiliy of respomdents 10 re-
call whether or not they were victumized duning the 12
months prior to the tme of interview. Research on re-
call indicates that ‘the ability 1o remember a_crime
varies with the ume miterval between \'uclnmlulu}r\mul
mterview, the type of ciime, and. perhaps, the sdétio
demographic charactensties of the respondent. Taken
together, recall problems may result in an understate-
ment of the “true” number of victinnzed persons and
houscholds, as defined tor the purpose of tns report.
Another souree of nonsampling error pertimmng to
vicinuziation expericncg involves telescoping, or bring-
ing within the approprata [ 2-month reference penod
victimizattions that occurred before orafter the ¢lose of
the period. ,

Although the préblems of recall and telescoping
probably weakened the differentiation between vie-
tims and nonvictims. these would nror have affeeted the
data on personal attiitudes or behavior, chm,
such data may havoileen affected by nonsampling
crrors resulting from incomplete or errongous re-
sponscs. systematic mistakes introdueed by interview-
crs, and improper coding and processing of data.
Many of these crrors also would oceur ina complete
census. Quahty control measures, such as interviewer
obsc’ion and a reinterview program. as well as cdit
proccures in the hield and at theelerical and computer
processing stages, were utihzed to keep such errors at
an acceptably low level. As calculatéd for this survey,
the standard crrors partnally measure only those

random nonsampling crrors arising from response and -

interviewer crrors; they do not, however, take into
account any systematic biases in the data.

S
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Regarding the relinbibty of data, it should be noted
that cstimates based on rzero or on about 10 or tewer
sample cases have been considered unichable Such
estimates arewdenntiedan foomotTio the data tables
and wete not used tor puiposes ol analyss i this
report. For San Diego, a minimum weighted estimate
ot 500 was considered statistically rehable, as was any
pereentage based on such a figm?: '

: N

Computation and application
of the standard error .

I-o1 survey estimates televant tocither the individual
or houschold respondents, standard crrors displayed
ou tables at the end of this appendix can be used for
gauging sampling variability. These errors arcapprox-
imations and suggest an order of magnitude of the
standard crror tathey than the precise error associated
with any given csumate. labler] contns standard
Crror approximations applicable to information trom
individual respondents and Table 11 gives crrors for
data derived from houschold respondents. Fdér per-
centages not specifically hsted in the tables, hncar
interpolation must be used to approximate the stand-

ard error

l'o illustrate the application of standargd errors in
measuring sampling variability, Data Table | in this re-
port shows that 74.8 percent of all San Dicgo residents
age 16 and over (539,600 persons) behieved crime in the
United States had increased. Two-way hinear interpo-
lation of data listed in Table I would yield a standard

crror of dbOlll 0.5 pereent. Conscquently, chances are -

68 out of 100 that the estimated percentage of 74.8
would be within 0.5 percentage points of the average
result from all possible samples: e, the 68 pereent
confidence interval associated with the estimate would
be from 74.3 10 75.3. Furthermore, the chances are 95
out of 100 that the estimated percentage would be
roughly within one percentage point of the average for
all samples; i.c., the 95 percent confidence interval
would be about 73.8 to 75.8 percent. Standard errors
associgted with data from houschold respondents are
calculated in the same manner, using Table 11
In comparing two sample cstimates, the standard
error of the difference between the two figures is

approximately cqual to.the syuare root of the sum of
the squates of the standard. crror | of c']Lh estimate
considered separately. As an ‘example, Data ‘Fable 12

shows that 47.6 percent of males and 18.9 percent of
females felt very safe when out alone in the neighbor-
hood at night, a difference of 28.7 percentage points.
The standard error for.gach cstimate, determined by
interpolation, was about 0.9 (males) and 0.7 (femates).

Qe N

-

11 s

Using the tormula described previonsly, the standard
error of the ditference between 47.6 and 189 pereent s
(‘.\pl(’ﬁsvd as \//(()9)' 07,
I hus, the contidence mterval at one stand

which equals approxt-
mately 1.1,
ard crron mound the ditterence of 287 would be from
27.6 10 29 8 (28 7 plus or nunus | I)mi'd,&gi two stand-
ard crrors from 26 .5 10 309, The rano of aditference to
its standard crror defines a value that can be cquated to
a level of significance. For example, a ratto of about
20 (or more) denotes that the datference s stgmbicant
at the 95 pereent conhdence level (or laghet), a 1atio
ranging between about |6 and 20 mdrcates that the
difterence is significant at a confidence level between
90 and 95 pereent; and-a ratio of less than about 1.6
defines a level of confidence below 90 percent. In the
above example, the ratto of the difference (28.7) to the
standard error (1. 1) 1s equal 1o 261, a figure well above

the 2.0 minimum level of contidence applied w this
report. Thus, it was concluded that the difference
between the two proportions was statistically signmifi-
cant. For data gathered from houschold respondents,
the significance of differences betweenstwo sample
estimates is tested by the same procedure, using stand-
ard crrors in Table H

—
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Table I. Individual respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages

. (68 chances out of 100)

Daoe of piycent lvﬁ; T)‘)-.U S.h or WY Se or 450 10,0 opF 0.0
100 8.8 13.8 1.2 Lhll
250 5.5 8.7 1200 16,7
500 3.9 6.2 8.6 11.8
1,000 2.8 Lk 6.1 8.4
2,500 | 1.8 2.8 1.8 5.3
4,000 1.2 1.y 2.7 3.7
10,000 0.9 1.4 1.9 RS
25,000 0.4 [RIRN] 1.2 1.7
50,000 [R3A O, 6 (R 1.
100,(X%) 0.3 QL O 0.8
250,000 0, 0.3 0,1, (SN
500,000 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
1, 000,000 0.1 0.1 Q.2 0.1

NOTE: The standard orrors in this table are applicable to information in Dats Tables 1-18 gnd 27-37.

AY

(68 chances out of 100)

Table Il. Household respondent data: Standard error approximations for esﬂmate& percentages

Basge of porcent

11X

2H0

LX)
1,(X)
2,500
5,000
10,000
25,000
50,000
100,000
250,000
500,000

('.

Eatdmelod pergent of anawers by househoeld respondeals

1.0 or 92.0

20 oor WL

A _J

-~
~

~— -
~

g
— PG WD S DS e N

SO T OO =2,

A0 or 95,0

1.3 1.4
vl 1.0
| 71
.- f“(‘\
P 1.2
1.6 22
1.1 1.6
0.7 ? 1.0
0.4 0.9
0.4 0.4
a.r ® 0.1
0.2 0.2

10.0 or 90.0

I
1.7

‘_
~

-~
o =0 e

T D C N
ERCRar

NOTE: The standard errora in thig table ape applicable to informat fon 1n Data Tables 19-20.
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250 or 75.0

50.0

e b i e e e

it.3
17.8
1.0

R

6.2
22.9
16.2
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Glossary

Age— I hc appropriate age category is determined
by cach respondent’s age as of the last day of the month
preceding the interview.

Annual tamily Income—Includes the income ol
the houschold head and all other related persons
residing in the same houschold umt. Covers the 12
months preceding the interview and includes wages,
salarics, nct income from business or farm, pensions,
interest, dividends, rent, and any other form of
monctary income. The income of persons unrelated to
the head of the houschold 1s excluded

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

Burglary—Unlawful or forcible entiy of a resi-
dence, usually, but not necessarily, attended by thett.
Includes attempted foreible entry.

Central city—The largest city of a standard metro-
politan statistical area (SMSA).

Community relations—Rcters to question 14b
(ways of improving police performance) and mcludes
two response categories: “Be more courteous, improve
attitude, community relations™ and “Don’t discrimi-
nate.” .

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

Evening entertainment—Refers 1o entertainment
available in public places, suchas restau rants, theaters,
bowling alleys, mghtclubs, bars, ice cream parlors, ete.
Excludes club meetings, shopping, and social visits 1o
the homes of relatives or acquaintances.

General merchandise shopping—Reloss to
shopping for goods other than food, such as'clothing,
furniture, houscwares, etc.

Head of household—Lor classification purposcs,
only one individual per houschold can be the head per-
son. In husband-wife houscholds, the husband arbi-
trarily is considered to bc the head. In other
households, the head person is the individual so
regarded by its members; gencrally, that person is the
chief breadwinner.

64 | \

Household—Consists of the occupants of sepatate
living quarters meeting either of the following criter:
(1) Persons, whether present or temporarily absent,
whose usual place of restdence 1 the housing umtan
question, ot (1) Persons stayg i the housimg unit
who have no usual place of 1esidence elsewhere

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

Household Iaroeny—mwn ot attempted thett of
property o cash from a tesidence or its immedute
vicinity. Foraible entry, attempted toreible entry, os
unlawful entry arc .not volved.

Household respondent—A knowledgeable adult
member of the houschold, most frequently the head of
houschold or that person’s spouse. For cach house-
hold, such a person answers the “houschold attitude
questions.”

individual attitude -questions—1ltcms 8 through
16 of Form NCS 6. Ilhe questions apply to cach
person, not the entire houschold.

individual respondent—Each person, age 16 and
over, including the houschold respondent, who partici-
pates in the survey. All such persons answer the “indi-
vidual questions. ™

Local police—The police foree in the city where the
respondent lives at the time of the interview.

Major tood shopping—Refers to shopping for the
bulk of the houschold’s grocerices.

Measured crimes— ‘or the purpose of this report,
the offenses are rape, personal robbery, assault,
personal larceny, burglary, houschold larceny, and
motor vehicle theft, as determined by the victimization
component of the survey. Includes both completed and
attempted acts that occurred during the 12 months
prior to tht month of interview.

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

Neighborhood—The  general vicinity of the
respondent’s dwelling. The boundaries of a ncighbor-
hood define an arca with which the respondent identi-
fies. 7

Nonvicim—See “Not victimized,” below.

Not victimized—For the purpose of this report,
persons not categorized as “victimized ™ (see below)are
considered “not victimized.” )

Offender—The perpetrator of a crime.

.‘f«\ . *
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Oporallodal practices—Rcfcrs to gquestion 14b
(ways of impioving’police performance) and mcludes
' “Concentrate on mvie
cte.”. THe
trathwe

four respondc  categories

SCTIOusS e, mote

“Necd more

unportant  dunces,
prompt, responsive, alert™
trol”; and “f‘Jccd morc¢ pohicemen of partcular type
(foot, car) m certanm ateas o1 at certam nmes ™
Poraonal larceny— I heft o1 attempted thett of
property or qx“nh, cither with contact(but without f“,“'"

con-

or threat offforee) or withont dureet contact hetween
victm and ptiender

Personmvel resources—Rcetcis 1o queston 14h
(ways of ||;"1|)|'m'u_\g police pettormance) and ncludes
lwwrcsponisc categories: “Hiare more pohcemen™ and
“lmprove grmning, raise quahfications or pay, recrut-
ment policies.”

Rpce-——l)clummul by the intervicwar upon obser-
vation, and ‘l\kul only about persons notrelated tothe
head ot houdchold who were not present at the e ol
interview.  the
white, black. dnd other. The category “other™ consists
mamnly of Américan Indians and/ o persons ol Asian
ancestry. \

Rape—(Carnypl knowledge through the use of foree

i the threat ofyforce, Statutory
rape (withoutforge) s cxcluded. Includes both hetero-

racial categones distingished  are

mcludimg attempts.

sexual and homasexual rape.

Rate of victimization—Sce “Victimization rate,”
below.

Robbery— I'heft or atterapted theft, directly froma
person, of property or cash by force or thicat of foice,
with or without a weapon.

Series victimizations— lhice o
events 'similar, if not identical. in nature and incurred
by a person unable to identify separately the detatls of
cach act, or, in some cases, 1o recount accurately the
total number of such acts. The term 1s apphicable to
cach of the crimes d\UlL‘d by the vicumization

componcent of the stk

Suburban of nelghborhood shopping areas—
Shopping centers of districts either outside the aty
limits or in outlying areas of the city ncar the respond-
ent’s residence.

Victim—Sece “Victimized,” below.

Victimization—A spccific criminal actas itaffects a
single vicum, whether a person or houschold. In
criminal acts against persons, the number of victimiza-
tions is determined by the number of victims of such
acts, Each criminal act against a household isassumed
to involve a single victim, the affccted houschold.

Viotimization rate—Lor crimes against persons,
the victimization rate, a measure of occurrence among
population groups at risk, is computed on the basis of

morc crininal
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the number of  victihizatons 1000 resident
population age 12 ‘}nd over ot commey agaanst house

holds, victmizalion rates are caleubared onthe basis of

pct

the number of victimuzations per 1000 houscholds
Victimized—t-or  the
persons are regarded as Tvictmized Tt they mect erther

putpose  of s acport,
of two cntena (1) They persogally expenienced one o
more ol the following crmmmnal victiimizations during
the 12 months prnio to the month ol interview rape,
personal robbery, Or,

M they are members ol a houschold that expenienceed
i

assaultt, or personal kuceny
one ot more of the tollowing comumal victimizations
dunng the same ame frame. burgkuy househotd L

ceny. ot motor vehiele theft
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’ - US DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
: LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

USER EVALUAHON QUESTIONNAIRL 4

4
. \San Diega: Public Attitudes About Crime : -
- . NCJ-46245, SD~-NCS--C--30

i ,‘ "
Dear Reader:
The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is interested in your comments and suqggostions
about this m;')uu. We have provided this form 101 whatever opinions you wish to express about it Ploase
cut out bgth of these pages, staple them together on one corner, and (old so that.the Law EnforceMment
Assisfhnce Administration address appears gn the outside. After folding, use tape to seal closed. Mo

« postage stamp.is hecessary.

Thank you for your help.

1. For.whm_purpos"& did you use this report? - ) / - s
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2. For that purpose, the report-- | IMet'most of my needs (. 1Met some of my needs [ 1 Met none ot my needs

e,

b ———— —

3. How will this report be uselul to you? ) ' .

() pata source ) other (prease specity) . i ;

.

("] Teaching moterial .

[ Wi not be usetul to me (please explainl I A
N N

[7) Referente for article or report

*

(] General intormation
” ” ‘ Al
) Criminal justice program planning :

4. Which parts 'of the report, if nny, worordiﬂicult to understand or use? How could they be improved?
4
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-

‘.")/

-

-G y

L}

a

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

-
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6. Are there ways this report could be improved that yo;: have not mentioned?
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7. Pleasd suggest other topics you would like to see addressed in future analy tic reports using National Crime
Survey victimization and/or attitude data. o
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9. ¥f you used this raport as a governmanthl employeo, please indicate the level of government.
[

U] rateral IV city

-~ [
(] state * 1) othar - Spocity X

] (foun(v . . ) | -

T

e S

.

10. 1f you used this report as a criminal justice agency employee, pleasa indicate the sector in which you work,

L] Law enforcement (police) | ) Carrections

LJ Legsal sarvices and pvorecution [ parote

(] public or private defensa services \ (3 criminal Justice planning sgsncy

-

(] Coﬁnl or court sdministration - [ Other criminal justics sgency - Speci/fy type

A “

{ 'J Probstion !

- B MIAN »

* [J Agency or lmt‘itqﬂon sdministrator

11. If you used this report a3 a criminal justice employee, please indicate the type of position you hold. -
Mgrk all that apply.

o .
N * N

Qs

| Program or project manapger \

[ Generst broora.ln pl.nn.r/lvaluamr/nnulys( {71 Stavistician .

-] Budoﬂ plannn/evn!un(or/nn.lys( ("} Other - Specity i ' -2

1 Operatibns or management plannev/ovaluator/anglysl

- . b

12. Additional comments* - _ ) _
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wents of documents in thelr stated felds of interest and arder

The National Criminal Justice Referonce Sertice (NCIRS) nbsln\cls documents pubhished i the conminal justice tichd. Persons

who are registered with the Reterence Service Jeceive announces
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National Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Service Reports

Single copias ars availiable at no charge lrom ths Natlonal Criminal
Justice Raterence Servics, Box 8000, Rockvilie, Md 20850 Muitiple
coples are 1gr ssle by the Superintendent ol Documents, U 8.
Government Wrinting Office, Washington, D.C. 30402,

National Crime Survey of wictimization:

Crimins! Victimizstion in the United States (Anntual) '

Summary Findings of 197778 Changos in Came and o! Tronds
Since 1873 NCJ-61368

A Dascrption of Trands rom 1973 to 1977 NCJ 50898
1977 (hndl repoit)y NCJ 58724
1976 NCJ 49541
1975 NCJ 44503
1974 NCJ- 39487
1973. NCJ 34732

The Cos) ol Negligence: Losses from Proventabilo Huuaoholu
Buiglanea. NCJ-53527

intimats Victims: A Study of Violence Among fFniends and
Relatives NCJ 62310

Criminal Victimization Surveys in
Boston, NC. 34818
Buftalo, NCJ 34820
Cincinnath, NCJ 34819
Houston, NCJ-34821
Miami, NCJ-34822
Miwaukpe, NCJ 346823
Minneapolls, NCJ 34824
Criminal Victimization Surveys In
report, 1 vot ). NCJ- 18471
Public Attitudes About Crims:
Boatdh, NC. 46235
Buttalo, NCJ-46236 -
Cincinnatl, NC.!'-46G237
Houston, NCJ-46238
Miami, NCJ-46239
Milwaukee, NCJ 46240
Minneapolls, NCJ-268241 y]

Criminal Victimizetion Surveys In Chicago, Dsiroit, Los Angsiss,
New York, and Philadeiphla: A Companson af 4972 and 1974
Findimgs. NCJ-36360

Criminsi Victimization Surveys In Eight Amarican Cilise:

A Companson of 1971/72 and 1974/75 Findings  National
Cnme Surveys in Attanta. Batimare, Cleveland Danas. Denves
Newark. Portland. and 8¢ Lows. NCJ-36361

Crimes end Victims: A R&port on the Dayton-San Jose Pilot

Survey of Vichmizauon. NCJ-013314 @

Applications of the Nationsi Crime Survey Victimization
and Attitude Date: A
Public Opinlon About Crime: The Attitudes of Vicims and N()n
victims in Selected Cities. NCJ-41336 - .
Locel Victim Survaya: A Review of the Issues. NCJ 39973
The Police and Public Opinion: An An:l?;‘sfoi Victimization and

New Orlsans, NCJ 134825
Oakiand, NC.J 34826
Ritsburgh, NCJ-4827

8an Dlego, NCJ-34828

8an Franclsco, NCJ 34829
Washington, D.C. NCJ-34830
{(tinal report. 13 vois )

13 American Citlss (summary

Naw Orisans, NCJ 46242
Oakdand, NCJ 46243
Pittsburgh, NCJ- 46244

San Dlego, NCJ-46245

San Franclsco, N(J 46246
Washington, D.C. 46247
(tinal report. 13 vols )

Attitude Data trom 13 Amencan Cities J-42018

An introdyetion to the Nationel Crime 90rvey, NCJ-43732

Compcm{l:[\}g Victims of Violent Crime: Potential Costs and
Covarag¥ol a National Program, NCJ-43387

iCrime Againet Persons in Urban, Suburban, snd Rursl Areas:
A Comparative Analysis of Victinuzation Rates, NCJ-53551 |

Rape Victimization In 26 American Clties. NCJ 55878
Criminal Victimization In U{bm Schools. NC.)-563%

National Prisonel Statistics:
Cepital Punishment (annual)
1978. NCJ-59897 _
isaners i) Siate and Federal institutions (annual)
acember 31, 1978, advance report, NCJ-58324
Oacember 31, 1977 (tinal report), NCJ-58701
Céheus of .m. Correctional Facliities, 1974 advance report,
NCJ- {
Prol llﬂo Prison Inmstes: Sociodemographic Findings from
+ ~-the€1974 Survey ot lnrﬂ,’uas af State Correctional Facilihes.
NGJ-58257
Cenaus of Prisonere in Slah C-o"ocllonol FacHitlea, 1973,
. NQJ-34729
Censits of Jalls and Sutvey of Jall inmatss, 1978, prehiminary
report, NCJ-55172
The Nation's Jalls; A report on the census of jails fronNh\e 1972
Survey of Inmates of Local Jaits, NGJ-19067
. Survey of inmates of Local Jailes, 1972, advance report,

|

NCJ-\33137

v

Uniform Parole Reports:
Parols In the United Statas 1078 NC.J 68722
1976 and 1977 NG AQT02
Children in Custody-
Juvanilo Deltention and C orroconat b acihily
1977 advanco roport
Coansus of PulNIc Juvemile T aciihos,
Consus of Pavile Juveno I acithitios,

1975 (ool rapert), WCJ 5810

NCJ 60967
NCJ 60968

¢+ - 10874, NCJ- 57046

1013, NCJ- 44777
. 1971 NCJ 13403
; y
Myihs and Reallties About Crims. A Nontechniem Prasantation of
Splocted Informatbion from the Natronal i‘nymm Statistic s
Plageam and thoe National Come Swrveoy NCLE 46249

N

§“_ a Court Modsl Statistical Dictionary, NCJ 62320

: '8lp|o Court Casetoad Blatistics:

The State of tho Art. NCJ-46G934
Annual Raport. 1875 NCJ-51885
Annunl Repor! 1976 NCJ 56599

A Cross-City Compartson of Fslony Cese Procsssing, NCJ 5

-

5171

National Survey of Court Qrganization:
1977 Supploment 10 State Judigal Systems, NL,J 40022
1975 Supploment o Stato )udn?ml Systems. NCJ 29433
1971 (tul report) NGCJ-11427

Stats and Local Probation and Parols Systems, NCJ-41335
Stats and Local Prosecution and Civil ‘Aﬂomly Systsms, NCJ 41334

Trends In Expenditurs anid Employmant Data tor tha Criminal
Justics System, 1971-77 (annyal}. NCJ-5746)
Expenditure and Employmsnt Dsta tor the Criminal Justics Systsm
{annual)
1978 advance eport NCJ- 65388
1977 hinal raport, NCJ-53206

Criminal Justics Agsnciss In Reglons 1-10 (10 voIs by slnte).
NCJ-17930-38. 15151

Dictionary ol Criminal Justica Data Terminology: Terms and
(etiniions Proposed for Intarstate and Natonal Data Collection
and Exchange, NCJ 36747

Program Plan tor Statistics, 1977-81, NCJ 37811

~

Utllization of Criminal Justice Statistics Project.
Sourcebook ol Criminal Justice Statistice 1978 (Llnnunl)
NCJ-53207 -
Public Opinlon Regarding Crima, Cnmmnl Jusnco and Related
Topics, NCJ-17419 ~
New Directions in Procsssing ot Juvsnile Ollondcn The Denver
Modgl. NCJ- 17420

Wi Gets Datalned? An Empincal Analysis of the Pre-Adjudicatory
o Detontion of Juvenites in Denver. NCJ- 17417
Juvepila Dispositions: Social and Legal Factors Ralated to the

cing ot Cslifornla Felony Oftenders, NCJ-2864G
is! Processing of Assault and Burglary Ofﬁndou n
Calformia Counties. NCJ-29644

Dispositions:” An Empincal Analysis of Processing <

Decsiong in Three Juvenile Courts, NCJ-34734

The Patterris and Distribution of Asssult incldent Charscteristics
Among ocial Areas, NCJ-40025

Patterns of Robbery Characteristics and Ther Ou.unonco Among
Sgcial Arens, NCJ-40026 {

Crime-Specitic Analysis: .
The Characternistics of Qurglary Incidents, NCJ- 42093 “

An Empirical Exununnuon of Burglary Ottender Charactoristics,
NCJ-43131 .
An Empirical Examination of Burglary Otfenders angOftgnse
Characteristics, NCJ-42476
Sources of National Criminal Justics Stetistics:
Bibhography, NCJ-45006
Feders! Criminal 8sntencing: Perspuctives of Analysis and
Design for Research, NCJ-33683
Variations in Federal Criminal Sentencss: A Statistical
at the National Level, NCJ-33684
Federal Sentencing Patternd: A Sludy of GeographiCal Vanations,
NCJ-33685
Predicting Sentences in Federsl Courts: Tho Feasibility of a
National Sentencing Pblicy, NCJ-33686
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