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THE CENTER FOR URBAN AFFAIRS RANDOM DIGIT DIALING TELEPHONE SURVEY 

A. THE PURPOSE OF THE SURVEY 

This survey was conducted by the Center for Urban Affairs at Northwestern 

University, to gather information for two investigations of the impact of 

crime on the lives of city dwellers. Both research proj~cts are concerned 

particularly about how individuals attempt to reduce their chances of victim-

ization by changing their behavior, and how neighbors organized to fight 

crime and reduce the fear of crime. The Reactions to Crime Project ("RTC 

Project") is interested in the impact of crime and neighborhood conditions 

on these concerns, while the Rape Project is concerned specifically with 

sexual assault and its consequences for the lives of women. Both investi­

gations are funded by the federal government, and the results of the survey 

will be included in reports to the relevant agencies about these problems. 

The Reactions to Crime Project is supported by the National Institute of 

Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 

while the Rape Project is a program of the National Center for the Prevention 

and Control of Rape, a sub-division of the National Institute of Mental 

Health. 

Northwestern's crime projects are multi-year efforts aimed at under-

standing how residents of urban communities cope with crime and consequences. 

The design and content of this survey reflected that concern. A major com-

ponent of the RTC Project's effort is a study of collective responses to 

crime--how individuals band together to deal with crime problems. Both 

projects were interested in individual responses to crime (e.g., property 

marking, the installation of locks and bars) and the impact of fear of crime 

on day-to-day behavior (e.g., shopping, recreational patterns). This led to 

thl:' inc] usion of a number of quaBt~.on8 in the survey cn]] inp, for seJ f -reports 
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of behavior. He wanted to know how people get their ideas about crime, so 

we asked who they talk to and what they watch on television and read in the 

newspa,pers. Because we were interested in the neighborhood as a locus of 

action, we asked a number of questions about events and conditions in our 

respondemt's home areas. There were several questions about their relation­

ship to their neighbors, and who they know and visit around their homes. 

The survey questionnaire included a number of questions measuring our 

respondent's perceptions of the extent of crime in their communities, whether 

they knew someone who had been a victim, and what they had done to reduce 

their own chances of being victimized. Finally, there were a number of 

specific questions about sexual assault, some of which were asked only of 

women. 

The information collected in the survey is complemented by the notes 

of field observers who were stationed in the same areas in the year pre-

ceding the survey. They talked to community residents and leaders, and 

canvassed local organizations about anti-crime activities in their assigned 

neighborhoods. We also have been collecting and content-analyzing city and 

community newspapers ~vhi.ch reach residents of these neighborhoods and cities. 

Together, these data should give us a broad picture of die impact of crime 

in these conoounities. 

B. SURVEY METHODOLOGY-GENERAL CONCERNS 

The sampling frame and sampling procedures employed in this survey 

were shaped by cost considerations and the substantive focus of the survey. 

Hhi1e the projects share a lively interest in criminal victimization and 

the demop,rllpldc correlllteH of ind:fvidual victillrlzntion, these were not foci 
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of this survey. This was dictated in part by the relatively infrequent 

incidence of serious personal victimization, the only form of criminal 

predation which appeared--at the time we designed the survey--to have any 

substantial attitudinal or behavioral impact (Skog:an, 1977). The victimiza­

tion surveys conducted by the Census Bureau indicat:e that perhaps three 

percent of the residents 16 years of age and older of large central cities 

fall victim to robbery during the course of a year, and methodological 

research indicates that attempts to gather data over a longer recall period 

are fraught with difficulty. Thus, only survey samples of the magnitude 

employed by the Census Bureau (over 21,000 respondents per city) can gather 

reliable data on such events. 

However, all evidence indicated that most attitudinal and behavioral 

responses to crime were much more normally distributed in the population. 

In the five large cities surveyed by the Bureau early in 1974, 52 percent 

of their espondents indicated that they felt "very safe" or "reasonably 

safe" while alane on the streets in their neighborhoods at night, while 48 

percent did not. Almost the same proportion reported that they had changed 

their behavior "because of crime." Sample surveys are most efficiently 

employed to gather data on conditions of high prevalence or events of 

frequent incidence, and the fear of crime and actions taken to reduce the 

risk of victimization appeared to meet those criteria. The only exception 

to this expectation lay in the area of collective responses to crime. Previous 

research in Chicago (O'Neil, 1977) indicated that participation in anti-crime 

organizations is relatively infrequent. 

From the beginning the RTC Project has emphasized the neighborhood basis 

of individual and (especially) collective action. Thus, we needed to field a 

survey study of individual perceptions and actions which placed respondents 
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within a known neighborhood nexis. Within each of the three cities under 

investigation--San Francisl;o, Philadelphia, and Chicago--the Project gathered 

extensive data on three or four neighborhoods. The sampling frame for the 

survey thus had to produce respondents who lived within the boundaries of 

those areas. Those boundaries were determined by the perceptions of area 

residents interviewed during the fieldwork phase of the project, and were not 

drawn to match any convenient, pre-existing geographical sub-units. Further, 

because we wished to use the survey data to characterize those neighborhoods, 

we had to gather data on large samples of respondents in each area. Finally, 

the neighborhoods themselves were chosen on the basis of their characteristic 

class and racial status, their crime rate, and upon the apparent level of 

organi2ationa1 activity there: they are in no way representative of the 

cities in which they were located, or of urban neighborhoods generally. 

Therefore, we also fielded a modest city-wide survey of residents of each of 

the three communities. Those data can be utilized to place our targe.t 

neighborhoods within the broader context of each city. 

The Rape Project component of the enterprise also imposed an important 

substantive demand upon the survey: a focus upon women. ~~j1e the Rape 

• 

Project required comparative attitudinal data for males, many of their interests 

are female-specific. They are interested in the way in which women alter 

their life-styles to reduce their chances of victimization from rape, their 

perceptions of their risks under certain circumstances, and the impact of 

rape upon their relationships with others. Further, the Rape Project planned 

to conduct intensive in-person follow-up interviews with selected respondents, 

l1nd L he t£' 1 cphone :-mrw.'y cOile Iud ed hy ; den ti Fyi np, those respondt'l1 t l' ;mel 

Hl'l'UI".llIg their cooperation rot" participation In i1 second Interview. Hecl111se 

of the sample sizes involved in the telephone survey, it thus We-IS necessary 
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to over-sample women in order to produce enough female respondents to meet 

the goals of that project. 

The substantive demands of the RTC and Rape Projects thus created several 

important methodological and procedural constraints upon the design of the 

s~rvey. These included the sample 3il"':;'s required, their concentration in 

numerous and small 1eographical areas, the Inulti-city focus of the projects, 

the large female contingent to be interviewed, and our interest in infrequent 

events, including the sensitive issue of sexual assault. Further, several 

of our neighborhoods housed large Spanish-speaking populations, some of whom 

are reputed to he undocumented aliens, and others were relatively disorganized 

places characterized by high residential mobility. The high crime rate in 

several of them also affected decisions about interviewing, for interviewer 

safety and interview quality both are reduced by unto,"lard environmental 

conditions. Finally, our budget was (like all budgets) limited, and we could 

only do what we could afford. 

C. RANDOM-DIGIT DIALING PROCEDURES 

One of the most important decisions to be made about the survey was 

the mode of data collection. In practice this r.educes to a choice between 

personal interv:!ews and inter.views gathered over the telephone (Garofalo, 

1977). While there may be some dispute over the relative validity of data 

gathere.d through telephone interviews, there is finn evidence that such 

information is as reliable as that collected in person, and that the two 

methods yield data with the same marginal distributions and interrelationships 

between variables when used in the same sampling universe (Tuchfarber and 

Klecka, 1976; Groves, 1977). Data on the incidence of telephone usership 
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(Powell and Klecka, 1976) and the telephone and personal-interview refusal 

rates in big cities (Groves, 1977) indicate that telephone-bused random-digit 

dialing sampling frames and i.nterviewing procedures do not produce substantial 

unique biases if we accept in-person interviews with persons selected in more 

traditional ways as the criterion. 

Kl.ecka, et al. (1976) suggested that surveys conducted over the phone 

should cost only 30% as much as in-person interviews. More recent cost 

estimates have suggested somewhat less of an advantage for telephone inter­

views, however. Telephone interv:f.ews necessar:f.ly are substantially shorter 

in duration than personal interviews, thus reducing the amount of data which 

can be collected in them. Groves' (1977-revised) experience indicates that 

datu collected throu~l telephone surveys may cost about one-half as mucll as 

those collect.ed in person. 

Adopting the telephone as the interview mode solved some of the problems 

facing us, but exacerbated others and created several new ones. The telephone 

mode of interviewing lends a great deal of control over interviewer behavior 

and interview quality, for supervisors can conveniently monitor conversations 

directly and re-interviews can be conducted cheaply. Also, interviewer safety 

is enhanced, an.d it probably is more likely that interviews in un.safe neigh­

borhoods and homes will be completed (Tuchfarber and Klecka, 1976). The 

r.educed cost of telephone interviews also gave us some hope of conducting 

enough interviews within our budgetary constraints to characterize multiple 

cj ties and numerous neighborhoods. 

The major difficulty with the procedure y7aS that telephone samples present 

many more imponderables than their in-person counterparts.. In this survey we 

chose tc:i employ Random Digit Dialing (RDD) techniques for selecting our 

respondents. We produced thousands of telephone numbers randomly, using the 
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computer to select three-digit prefixes serving our target areas and to 

generate seven-digit numbers. As discussed in detail below, this procedure 

does not lend itself to any certainty about what is going to happen once a 

survey begins. Unlike area-proba.bility samples of physical locations, we 

could not know with any precision where a telephone responding to a give 

number would be located. He could not know whether a number was residential, 

commercial, or connected to a telephone booth, or to some government agency 

or other institution. 't-!e could not even know if it was a working number, 

connected to anything at all. We could learn the latter by calling each 

number and discovering if it was a "ringing number": however, we never could 

learn much about numbers which rang whenever called, but wnich nev~r were 

answered. 

Although telephone intervie\irs thus are cheaper to conduct than face-to­

face interviews, locating suitable respondents (in this case, randomly­

selected adults stratified by sex and lhring in housing units located within 

the boundaries of our neighborhoods) is more expensive and complex. And~ 

unlike personal-interview studies, telephone interviewing yields little data 

about nonrespondents, those who never are at home to be interviewed or refuse 

to cooperate with the interviewer. 

This survey was carried out by the Market Opinion Research Corporation 

between October and December, 1977. Questionnaire preparation and initial 

pre tes ting, along with all sampling and telephone number preparation, ~vas 

conducted at Northwestern. The city-wide component of the survey was designed 

to reach randomly-selected adults in 540 households in each city. Because a 

well executed random-digit dialing survey involves no clustering of sample 

units, the sampling variation from such surveys should approach those 

attributable to random chance. This sample size thus should reduce sampling 
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error to the 4 1/2 perc.ent range, which we felt would enable us to speak 

confidently about important inter-city differences in our data. In addition, 

interviews were to be conducted with residents in ten selected neighborhoods, 

four in Chicago and three in each of the other cities. The neighborhood 

samples were to range in size from 2.00 (in four of the sites) to 450 (in 

six areds). The larger neighborhood samples were those in which female 

respondents were to be oversampled. By increasing ~ample sizes there we 

still were able to mainta:i.n an effective (weighted) sample size of about 200 

respondents in each area, balanced across the sexes. Tn total, 1640 inter­

views were to be condut!ted in Philadelphia an.d San Francisco, and 18/+0 in 

Chicago. 

The telephone numbers to be called were generated by a computer program. 

Inspection of telephone company exchange=area maps and reverse ("criss­

eros!.;") directories lising telephones by address produced a list of all 

three-digit prefixes operative in each target neighbot·hood. L:i.sts of all 

prefixes operative in each city were avail,able from their telephone companies. 

Some prefixes which exclusively were alloted to large institutions or 

reserved for comnlercia1 or telephone company use were deleted from those 

lists, for only residential numbers were "in scope" for this survey. Pre­

fixes were also purged from this list if they were less than 20 percent full 

of listed numbers, for calling randomly in largely empty exchanggs would be 

1 extremely unproductive. For the city samples, this proportion was reduced 

to ten percent. Because telephone numbers are randomly spread by prefix 

within the central office area they serve (see footnote 2), we judged that 

tid!' procedure d'ld not ~a'riotlsly bias our data on neighborhoocf8 <18 none of 

till' I r ~llh-;ll'E'nS were thllr.4 excluded. However, \.,hen exchanges nre only sl:t.ghtly 

filled because they have only recently bel~n opened for new assignment, this 

procedure may bias the sample slightly to the disadvantage of recent movers. 
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Next, estimates were made of the number of telephone numbers which should 

be generated for each area using these prefixes. These estimates had to take 

into account the number of interviews we wanted to complete, our expected 

refusal and break-off rates, and the number of out-of-scope or non-working 

numbers that would remain in our telephone sample despite our best efforts to 

purge it of unwanted numbers. Our estinlates were based upon the experience 

of the Behavioral Sciences Laboratory of the University of Cincinnati (Tuchfarber 

and Klecka, 1976) and the Survey Resear~h Center of the University of Michigan 

(Groves, 1977) both of which have produced detailed reports on conducting RDD 

surveys. These estimates also were affected by the number of prefixes and 

exchange areas serving a neighborhood and the degree of correspondence between 

a neighborhood and the telephone company central office areas serving it. 

In general, the ll.1rgar a target area within a central offiee boundary, the 

larger the proportion of numbers w'e would generate which would fall within 

2 our desired neighborhood. The number of prefixes serving each of our cities 

and neighborhoods (less the exclusions recounted above), and the number of 

telephone numbers we created for each area indicated in Table One. For 

example, in areas in which we desired to reach 450 respondents, we usually 

generated 15,000 numbers. With the elimination of duplicate numbers, this 

Table 1 goes ahout here 

initial Sl~t ",as reduced to about 13,500. Each number was thus a unique seven-

uigit value created first by randomly selecting an in-scope prefix and then 

~ltttlChing to it 11 [our-digit random number. 

These numbers were generated by a specially-written program, BELLTEL. 

As it created each number, BELLTEL kept track of the order !a which it was 
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TABLE 1 

TELEPHONE SAMPLE PREPARATION 

Numbers 
Generated Editing- Remaining-

Desired Number of (Excluding Percent 
Sample N Prefixesa Duplicates) Excluded 

San Francisco City 540 61 7936 9.0 

Visitacion valley 450 2 10698 40.3 

Sunset 450 7 13442 lj,3.8 

The Mission 200 10 7649 31.1 

Philadelphia City 540 112 7972 10.1 

West Phily 450 9 13777 36.0 

South Phily 450 9 13786 37.5 

Logan 200 4 So28 33.3 

Chicago City 540 172 6981 4.6 

Lincoln Park 450 12 18423 64.2b 

Wicker Park 450 9 13807 58.9b 

woodlawn 200 9 7694 28.9 

Back ~f the Yards 200 13 7759 35.8 
-- ---_. ---

Totals 5120 429 139552 37.8 

aExcludes prefixes estimated less than twenty percent full. 

bIl1inois nell's name and address service was employed to screen a large 
proportion of the sample numbers in these areas. 

Sent to 
MOR 

7221 

6386 

7558 

5272 

7154 

881/+ 

8617 

6425 

6675 

6593 

5673 

5469 

4984 
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born. This define~\ the random sequence in which they later were to be caHed. 

Then, the program sorted the telephone numbers in ascending order, to match 

the format of criss-cross directories, and p'dnted thlam out for visual in­

spection by our staff. 

This list of numbers was then edited by a 1aborous, and expensive, process 

designed to decrease the proportion of the final set which were commercial on 

institutional, not residential numbers, and numbers assigned to residences 

located outside of the target neighboi"hoods c~r cities. 

The first stage of the cleaning process involved checking each number 

against a criss-cross directory for each city. Those directories include all 

"published" telephone numbers in a city arranged in ascending order by prefix. 

They do Dot include unpublished numbers or those assigned to coin telephones 

3 \1r reRerven for internal tele?hone company use. 

Each computer-'generated number was inspected, and its status determined. 

A number could be listed as assigned to a business or institution (most of 

whom have their numbers published), and those were deleted. Likewise, 

residential numbers located in the wrong area were excluded. Residential 

numbers located within a target area were saved. Finally, many numbers 

simply were not printed in the dirtactories. These were either non-working 

(they did not exist), or unpublished numbers given to private subscribers, 

coin booths, or telephone company phones. Some also could have been ass1.gned 

to any of those users since the publication of the criss-cross dir.ectory. 

These numbers ~.,ere all retained, for unpublished residential telephones 

now make up 25-35 percent of the total in major cities. To exclude all 

numbers ,.,e could not find in the criss-cross directories would have left out 

this important populati.on from our sample (Rich, 1977). In the city of 

Chicago about 33 percent of all residential telephone numbers currently are 
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unlisted. An additional 8 percent are not printed in any directories but 

can be accessed through d:f,rectory assistance (Chicago Daily Ne~vs, 3 October 

1977) • 

The primary determinants of the proportion of numbers that could be 

deleted using criss-cross directories appeared to be (1) the extent to which 

prefixes serving an area were being utilized fully and (2) the incidence of 

unpublished numbers. Thus, the effects of this screening varied from area 

to area. In most cases it reduced the initial list of numbers for neighbor­

hoods only about 30-40 percent. In others, with the aid of additional 

procedures as ntany as 65 percent could be eliminated. The remainder were 

listed i.n-scope residenc.es, unpublished residential and commercial/institutional/ 

telephone company numbers, and coin telephones, along with a substantial 

component of nu.nbers which were not printed because they were not working 

numbers. 

There was, of course, some error even in ~his process. Most important, 

the criss-cross directories available for this project were approximately 

nine months out-of-date. Thus, some numbers we' retained as residential 1n-

scope would be non-working at the time of the survey, for some of those 

families would have moved recently. Or, numbers which we deleted as out-of-

scope could have been re-assigned to in-scope residences. On the other hand, 

some numbers which we retained because they could not be located in the 

criss·-cross directories would have been assigned, some to businesses (bad), 

some to out-of-scope residences (bad), and some to in-scope residences (good). 

Errors in number-checking, like the proportion of numbers likely to be in-

scope, vary by neighborhood, as communities vary in their rate of residential 

mobility and commercial expansion or contraction. 
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We found that approximately 290 numbers could be screened per hour 

through inspection in a criss-cross directory. The directories themselves 

were leased from private companies, Haines Directory Service and Coles 

Directory Service. Rental of the three city directories cost $500. In 

addition we spent a total of $1275 in direct labor costs for this phase of 

the sampling operations. 

In the city of Chicago we were able to further reduce the size of our 

pool of random telephone numbers and update some of the information available 

from the criss-cross directory. In that city (but not in others), a "name 

and address service' will give information about specific numbers, including 

whether they are working numbers, published or unpublished, or if they are 

pay phones or internal telephone company numbers. If numbers are published, 

the serv'ice also supplies the name and address under which they are listed. 

In Chicago we were able to use this service to check approximately 70 per­

cent of our criss-crossed numbers in one of our 450-respondent neighborhoods 

(Wicker Park), and 50 percent in the other (Lincoln Park). This resulted in 

a further reduction of the Chicago neighborhood sample by about 25 percent 

in Wicker Park and 30 percent in Lincoln Park. This cost us $345. 

In all of the cities we were able to do more number-deletion based upon 

information available from the telephone companies or apparent upon inspec­

tion of the numbers and directories. For example, in Chicago all numbers 

in the "9900" range are reserved for telephone company use, as are all 

numbers beginning with "00" in San Francisco. They were deleted. Businesses 

may hold any number, but in some prefixes they tend to be clustered in the 

8000 and 9000 ranges, and inspection through the criss-cross directories 

isolated banks of numbers within a prefix that clearly were reserved for 



-13-

commercial use. In some prefixes, 9000-series numbers not listed in the 

directories proved to be coin phones. In Philadel~hia, we were able to secure 

a list of all telephone numbers assigned to "semi-public" coin telephones 

(those located within and assigned to private establishments such as bars 

or restaurants), and in San Francisco, we acquired a list of all coin 

telephones served by prefixes operative in our target neighborhoods. All 

of these were deleted. Finally, we carefully inspected the city samples 

and the telephone numbers for each area, searching for large sequential 

bal'tks of numbers which ware not traceable. If a range of 100 numbers or wore 

lolaS found in which ~ listings were available, it was checked to validate 

thnt it wns a working bank of numbers. In all of the cities we cl:1lled 

telephone company Service Representatives responsible for suspicious pre­

fixes, explained what we were about, and asked if there were any resiqential 

subscriptions actj.ve within that bank. In most cases we were able to secure 

this information, although Service Representatives for Bell Telephone in 

Chicago were less cooperative than those in other cities. This enabled us 

to delete blocks of non-residential or non-working numbers. This procedure 

is useful because telephone companies open new numbers for assignment in 

banks of 1000, as demand requires. It is also inexpensive, for researchers 

may call telephone company employees anywhere in the country "collect" in 

order to inquire about their service. 

After each number was checked against the criss-cross directories, 

screened through coin-phone lists, checked for commercial sequences and dead 

banks, and (for some numbers in Chicago) checked through the name and address 

service, all out-of-scope numbers were deleted from their area files using a 

text-editing program. Then, the remainder were re-sorted using the original 

sequence number', returning them to their random order. These numbers were 
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then printed on presB~re-sensitive labels (along with a city and neighborhood 

identifier and a new continuous sequence number), and sent to MOR. 

Altogether, we utilized $2,666 worth of computer time and file storage 

charges on Northwestern's CDC 6400 processing these numbers. 

The original, random order defined the calling sequence for the numbers 

in each sample. This calling sequence is illustrated in Figure 1. Each 

number for an area or city was ca11ed in turn. For numbers which appear to 

Figure 1 goes about here 

be operating, a total of five calls were made, spread. over days and shifts, 

4 to reach a responsible adult. An early screen question took out (:{JlIEilercia1 

or institutional phones which slipped through our number-checking process. 

Another checked each household in a neighborhood sample to make sure it lay 

within the specified area boundaries . .') A total of 3 call-backs were made 

to find an adult at hOllle to serve as a household informant. This informant was 

quizzed to establish the composition of the household, and a respondent (18 or 

older) then was randomly selected using a Trodah1-Carter-Bryant selection matrix. 

As many as four call-backs could be made to arrange an interview with this 

respondent. Thus, no number was substituted for another; rather, inter-

viewers worked numbers in batches of 1,000, making the requisite call-backs or 

eliminating numbers as out-of-scope roughly in sequence until the respondent 

quota (specified in Table 1) was reached in each city and neighborhood. 

D. SAMPLING FOR SEX DISTRIBUTIONS 

Because of the substantive interests of the Rape Project, female res-

pondents were to be oversampled in several of the neighborhood surveys. 



FIGURE I 

ROD SURVEY CALL SEQUENCE 

Call-Backs Calls 

~ __ . __ ~ ______ ~ ______________ ~L Call Number 
I .. 

Busy or 
~our Call-backs 

No Answer ~ 

.. 1 _",~c.\tE.. 
t·a.l.~ 

Only Child 1_ ~ 
'" Answers ~ 

~­

Establish 
Contact with 
Adult 

Lost Cases 

Refusal 
r-------.~~ Language problem 

Y Impaired res ... 
pondent 

JiI. 
r 

,.. 
City and Areat--__ --t~ .. ~ Breakoff 1 
Questions ~ L 

.; 

'I 

DroEEed Cases 

Not in Service 
Disconnected 
Customer moved 

Commercial 
Organization 

I, 

I 
I 

'. 

II 
I 
I. 

I 
I 
I 

r-------------------------------~~ .. Not in City or I' 
y Neighborhood ,,. 

Select 
Respondent t------tl~II~. Breakof f 1 

Respondent not.~ __________________ 1 

Available ~ 

{

f. Four call­
_ backs 

r---------------~~. Refusal] ... , '"P''-___ ..... 

Conduct 
.,--_I_n_t-ter_v_i_e_w--,~----'" ..rY\- Breakoff j 

~ 
End 
Interview 
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I Overs amp ling of females was accomplished by manipulating the use of the 

I 
Trodahl-Carter-Bryant respondent selection matrix 80 that they were more 

likely to be randomly selected. Figure 2 presents an example of a respondent 

I , selection matrix which oversamples females. 

I Figure 2 goes about here 

--

II 
The T-C-B respondent selection procedure involves the use of several different 

versions of a grid for selecting respondents. The grid is formed by the 

I number of adults and the number of males in a household. Those figures identify 

a unique household r.espondent (see Figure 2 below). The sex proportions of 

I the resulting sample cP,~' b~ manipulated by the mixture of male and female 

I 
respondents identified in a grid, and by the random rotation of selection 

matrices favoring various classes of respondents. 

I In the analyses of the data conducted by the RTC Project, female respondents 

-- are under-counted to reflect their true proportion in the population. While 

I this may present some difficulty in interpreting tests of significance cal-

I 
culated from the data~ it will not affect the reliability of the findings. 

In our analysis of the data we assume that the effect of down-weighting is to 

I make tests of significance more conservative (there are more sample cases than 

assumed in the calculations), nnd thus we often continue to employ them. Table 

I 2 (below) reports the final distribution by sex of respondents in each of the 

I' city and neighborhood samples. In order to adjust these samples, the 1970 

Census estimate of the proportion of females in the resident population of the 

I cities (about 53 percent of each) was used as the criterion. In addition to 

the areas in whcih we deliberately over-sampled females, several samples 

I (notably Chicago and Philadelphia City-wide, Back of the Yards, and Woodlawn) 

I 
included somewhat too many womp.n. We therefore re-weighted every sample 

lIHIllg tIll' lIpprnprLntp clly-wldl' ('rlll~rlon. for Hex is tIll' strongl'Ht 

I 



FIGURE 2 

RESPONDENT SELECTION GRID 

Row B Col. A Number of Adults 
in Household 

umber of Men 
in Household 1 2 3 4 

0 Woman Oldest Oldest Youngest 
Woman Woman Woman 

1 Man Woman Youngest Man 
Woman 

2 Youngest Woman Woman/ 
Man Youngest 

Woman 

3 Oldest Youngest 
Man Woman 

4 or more Youngest 
Man 

Version 4 

NOTE: The intersection of Col. A and Row B determines the sex and relative 
age of the respondent to be interviewed. 
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individual-level predictor of both victimization and fear, and weighting 

appeared to be a necessary step if we ,,'ere to make TIleaningfu1 estimates of 

the level and salience of each at the city and neighborhood level. 

Operationally, this was accomplished in the following manner: a weighting 

variable called SEXWT was created which had a value 1.0 for all males, while 

females in each sample were given weights calculated using thE\ following 

formula: 

SEXWT = # of females in city census 
# of males in city census 

Table 2 goes about here 

x # of males in sample 
# of females in sample 

In addition to its primary data-gathering function, the telephone survey 

also was a vehicle for securing the cooperation of selected individuals for 

further, intensive follow-up interviews, to be conducted in-person. Those 

intervi2~~ ,r~cused upon sexual assault and self-protective measures taken by 

women. In selected areas, female respondents were to be asked--at the 

conclusion of the regular interview--if they would be willing to cooperate in 

such a study. A modest financial incentive for doing so was offered. This 

is illustrative of one important use of telephone surveys, as a pre-screening 

device. Our experience indicates that such a sampling strategy might be of 

some utility when sensitive topics requiring some rapport and trust are involved 

Table 3 indicates the proportion of women indicating that they would be willing 

Table 3 goes about here 

to be interviewed in person by area. 



I 
I 

1,1 

Table 2 I 
I 

Telephone Telephone 
Numbers Numbers Percent 

I Sent to Used by Completed in Percent 
Sample MOR MOR Interviews Spanish Female 

San Francisco City 7221 2721 539 7.1 52.3 I 
Visitacion Valley 6386 4401 448 6.5 67.4 II 
Sunset 7558 453 5.1 62.9 3372 .. 
The Mission 2572 1722 201 13.9 46.3 I 
Philadelphia City 7154 2249 540 1.7 58.1 I 
West Phi1y 8814 2689 450 1.1 T),7 

South Phily 8617 2163 449 4.0 68.6 I 
Logan 6425 1271 201 4.0 51. 7 

I 
Chicago City 6675 1785 '539 6.5 59.0 

Lincoln 6593 2933 450 11.1 58.9 I 
Wicker Park 5673 4014 451 6.9 64.1 

I 
Woodlawn 5469 1403 200 1.0 68.0 

Back of the Yards 4984 1396 200 14.0 61.0 I 
Totals 86841 32119 5121 5.9 61.4 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Table 3 

RESPONSES TO SCREEN QUESTION ASKING FEMALE RESPONDENTS 

TO PARTICIPATE IN RAPE PROJECT FOLLOW-UP IN-PERSON 

INTERVIEWS ABOUT SEXUAL ASSAULT 

Area Percent saying: 
Sample YES NO (N)* 

West Philadelphia 39 61 (306) 

South Philadelphia 27 73 (289) 

Lincoln Park 37 63 (241) 

Wicker Park 22 78 (257) 

Sunset 26 74 (280) 

Visitacion Valley 32 68 (288) 

TOTAL 30 70 1661 

'~Unweighted number of females asked to participate. 
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E. INTERVIEW PROCESS AND COMPLETION RATES 

Table 2 also presents sumnary information describing the use of the 

sampl.e telephone numbers, the number of completed interviews, and their 

distribution by language. In all, almost 87,000 pre-screened sample numbers 

were forwarded to Market Opinion Research. Of those, 32,000 (37%) were used 

in various ways, following the call sequence described in Figure 1. As this 

indicates, Qur rules of thumb for estimating the number of telephone numbers 

which would be required for each sample led us to produce and process for 

too many of them. A total of 5121 interviews were completed, spread across 

the cities and neighborhoods as specified. 

Almost six percent of all interviews for the survey were conducted 

in Spanish rather than English. Each of the city field offices was staffed 

with at least one Spanish-language interviewer. They generallly "worked" 

the Spanish-speaking samples in each city, and in addition handled all 

cases identified by other interviewers as requiring questioning in Spanish. 

The Spanish-language version of the questionnaire was developed by our 

field staff, in consultation with OMAR, Incorp., a Chicago marketing firm. 

That interview form was used most extensively in Chicago (Back of the Yaros 

and Lincoln Park), and in the Mission district in San Francisco. 

As outlined in Section C and Figure 1 above, our respondents were reached 

via computer-generated random telephone numbers. Each number was called in 

succession from a randomly-ordered list, and was re-called a number of 

:imes if necessary. Some could be dropped from the sample immediately, for 

they proved to be nonworking numbers; others had to be dialed several 

times before anyone answered, and even then the household member selected 

for inte'rviewing often had to be called again. Table 4 documents the magnitude 

of this task. If indicates the number of telephone numbers which had to 

be called once, twice, or as many twelve times before 

I 
I 
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Table 4 goes about here 

ultimately they ~~uld be "disposed of." About two-thirds of the sample 

numbers were called only once, while up to five calls led to the ultimate 

disposition of over 90 percent of the numbers. If every unlikely contingency 

in the interviewing process illustrated in Figure 1 occurred--if a household 

were reached only on the fifth call, if it then took three calls to reach a 

qualified adult informant, and if it finally took four additional calls to 

complete an interview with the selected respond~nt--a total of twelve calls 

could be made to a sample number. As Table 4 indicates, th:f.s occurred only 

once in over 32,000 cases. The data in Table 4 indicate that random digit 

dialing using computer generated numbers can be a relatively efficient 

sampling design,for a large number of non-productive sample numbers can be 

disposed of very early in the process. 

Table 5 details the dispositicn of each of the J6,OOO telephone ealls 

made to the 32,000 numbers for this study. As it indicates, the most common 

result of a call was that it rang, but that no one answered. The next most 

common outcome was for the interviewer to discover that the computer had 

Table 5 goes about here 

generated a non-working number. About nine percent of all calls resulted in a 

completed interview, while refusals accounted for twelve percent of them. 

About nine percent of all calls reached households located outside of city 

boundaries or outside of the target neighborho~ds which we were attempt~ng 

to sample. 

OIIT use of random di~it dialing in conjunction with geographical screening 

1\':11111'l':; or IhlH Hlll"Vl'\'. 'I'IH' fln;\ "~H\l(\nHihh' \Wt"HOIl n.':I(:hl'd hy l':ICh cnll 

(tltl' "11l'UHl'hnld Infllrlll:lnt") WIIS nsked:l bril:'f series of screening questions 



Number of 
Calls 

TABLE 4 

NUMBER OF CALLS REQUIRED TO DISPOSE 
. * OF A SAMPLE TELEPHONE NUMBER 

Telephone Numbers Requiring This Number 
of Calls to Reach Final Disposition 

Number Percent Cumulative 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

* 

21555 67.4 

4374 13.7 

2207 6.9 

1230 .3.8 

1948 6.1 

428 1.3 

197 0.6 

43 0.1 

16 0.05 

4 0.01 

2 0.01 

1 0.00 

Total 32205 100.0 

C~mputed from call records supplied by Market Opinion Research 

67.4 

81.0 

87.9 

91.8 

97.8 

99.2 

99.8 

99.9 

99.9+ 

99.9+ 

99.9+ 

100.0 
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I 
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,I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I' .. 

I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TABLE 5 

'Ie 
DISPOSITIONS OF TELEPHONE CALLS 

Call 
Disposition 

Number nut in service 

No answer 

Business ~umber 

Location not in city 

Location not in neighborhood 

Need a Spanish interviewer 

Household respondent not available 

Refusal by household respondent 

Selected respondent not available 

Refusal by selected respondent 

Breakoff during interview 

Other disposition 

Completed interview 

* 

(N) 

Percent of 
Calls Made 

15.6 

38.2 

4.2 

0.5 

8.8 

0.8 

5.9 

12.4 

2.0 

1.2 

0.2 

1.2 

9. ] -.-.--
100.1% 

56093 

Computed from call records supplied by Market Opinion Research 
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.J II 

to assure that the number served a residence, and that th~ household was I 
located in the central city (for the city-wide samples) or in the proper I 
neighborhood. Because these neighborhoods usually were smaller than telephone 

company central office areas, and often lay astride two or more of them, we I 
knew that a considerable proportion of the households we reached would not be 

"in scope" for this study. Table 6 details the magnitude of this sampling I 

Table 6 goes about here I 
problem for each area in the survey. I 

As Table 6 indicates, sampling cities for respondents using random I 
digit dialing presented few difficulties. In these samples few of those 

answering fell outside of city boundaries. The bulk of those who were outside I 
the city lived in San Francisco, which is served by one telephone central 

office area which also includes Daley City to the South. The proportion of I 
city-sample respondents ruled "out-of-'scope" for geographical reasons averaged I 
only 3.3 percent in this survey. !he ten neighborhood telephone number samples, 

on the other hand, contained an ample supply of out-of-scope numbers. The I 
leaet productive number set was that for Lincoln Park in Chicago; there, one-

half of all the household informants contacted by telephone said the resi- I 
dence was outside of the boundaries of our study area. The South Philadelphia 

area, on the other hand, was extremely large, and lay within one telephone I 
exchange area. There only 13 percent of all calls real~hed hous~holds outside I 
our neighborhood lines. On the average~ 33 percent of all household informants 

we contacted reported that they lived beyo~d the borders of our localities, I 
ten times the fraction for the city-wide samples. 

I 
I 
I 
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Sample 

San ll'rancisco City 

Sunset 

Visitacion Valley 

Mission 

Philadelphia City 

West Philadelphia 

South Philadelphia 

Logan 

Chicago City 

Lincoln Park 

Wicker Park 

Woodlawn 

Back of the Yards 

TOTAL 

TABLE 6 

RESULTS OF SCREENING NUHBERS FOR CITY 

* AND NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENCE 

Contacts with Proportion out 
Residencesa of Study Area 

1472 5.8 

2076 26.9 

2176 28.4 

844 34.6 

1310 1.4 

1576 27.9 

1316 12.9 

704 21.3 

1073 2.7 

1945 50.1 

2515 45.6 

747 46.6 

848 38.9 

18746 27.5 

Average Number of 
Calls per Completion 

8.9 

12.6 

17.8 

17.1 

8.0 

11. 7 

8.9 

10.7 

6.3 

12.5 

12:3 

9.7 

11. 7 

H.6 

aExcludes a few intervi~ws terminated for lack of a Spanibh-1anguage 
interviewer. 

* Computed from call records supplied by Market Opinion Research. 
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These proportions have substantial cost implications for those considering 

random d.igit dialing surveys of cities and conununities. Screening households 

for locational or other selection criteria is expensive. It is difficult enough 

to locate adult informants in households, beginning with a set of computer­

generated numbers, without adding factors further reducing the productivity 

of a set of numbers. Our experience indicates that the cost of such screening 

mounts rapidly when the scope of target areas is reduced, or when they do not 

match telephone company exchange areas well. In our least productive sample, 

Visitacion Valley in San Francisco, interviewers averaged only one completed 

interview for every eighteen dialings. In South Philapdelphia, on the other 

hand, one dialing in nine resulted in a completed interview, and the Chicago 

city-wide sample produced one completion for every six calls. Table 6 reports 

these ratios for each sample in the survey. 

A completed interview constituted only one of several possible final 

dispositions for each sample telephone number, however. The dialings and 

re-dialings documented in Table 4 also led us to telephones serving commercial 

establishments or organizations rather than residences, and to households 

where no adult ever could be found. Table 7 reports the distribution of the 

ultimate disposition of each sample telephone number. It is from this data 

that the completion rate for the survey can be estimated. 

Table 7 Goes About Here 

As Table 7 indicates, the most frequent disposition of a sample number 

was that it was "not in service." Only 6.S percent of all numbers, on the 

other hand, rang on five different occasions without someone answering. Our 

judgement is that a substantial proportion of these serve pay telephones 
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TABLE 7 

* FINAL DISPOSITION OF ALL SAMPLE TELEPHONE ~UMBERS 

Final 
Disposition 

Numbers not in service 

No answers after 5 calls 

Business numbers screened out 

Locations not in City 

Locations not in neighborhood 

Needed Spanish interviewer,s 

No household respondents reached 

Refusal by household respondents 

Selected respondents never reached 

Refused by selected respondents 

Breakoffs during interview 

Completed interviews 

Other final dispositions 

Total 

Number 

8670 

2091 

2364 

279 

4884 

134 

171 

6867 

63 

665 

88 

5085 

644 

32005 

Percent of All 
Sample Numbers 

27.1 

6.5 

7.4 

0.9 

15.3 

0.4 

0.5 

21.5 

0.2 

2.1 

0.3 

15.9 

2.0 

100.1% 

* Computed from call records supplied by Market Opinion Research. 
Excludes a very small number of faulty, mispunched, or blank records. 
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and other non-residential locations, for we were not calling during a peak 

vacation period. About seven percent of the computer-generated numbers 

reached businesses or organizations, and over sixteen per~ent yielded 

residences which lay outside our study-area boundaries. All of these 

numbers, which constituted fifty-seven percent of the total called, were 

"ineligible" to produce respondents, and are excluded from our computation 

of completion rates. 

The remaining dispositions include some more troublesome figures, 

however. About 130 households were abandoned by the organization conducting 

the survey for lack of a Spanish interviewer. The bulk of these were 

reached by numbers aimed at the Wicker Park neighborhood in Chicago, a 

community with a substantial number of Spanish-speaking residents. The 

final sample of respondents in that area was 32 percent Spanish-speaking; 

following procedures like those below for estimating the proportion of those 

which would have been in-scope geographically, this figure could have approached 

50 percent if those abandoned households had been interviewed. Our conser­

vations with Market Opinion Research on this matter indicate that they had 

difficulty locating Spanish-language interviewers in Chicago, and that their 

administrative procedures led them to continue to log in completed English­

language interviews in that area until their respondents quota was met. 

In an additional 171 cases, 0.5 percent of all numbers, a household 

apparently was reached, but no suitable responsible informant ever was located. 

Up to three call-backs were to be used to reach such an individual, but we 

still must count these numbers as "eligible" for interviewing and debit our 

completion rate by this (small) total. 

The most serious difficulty with the survey is to be found in the number 

of persons who refused to cooperate ill the enterprise. Over 6,800 numbers, 

II 
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about 22 percent of the total, reached immediately non-cooperating house­

holders. A much smaller number--665--of our randomly-selected respondents 

refused to be interviewed; as in most surveys, our major problem was "getting 

in the doorli in the first place. Only in 63 cases were we unable to 

reach a randomly-selected respondent, and once interviews began only rarely 

were they terminated. Only in 88 cases did a respondent decide to terminate 

an interview once it had begun, perhaps testimony to the generally interesting 

issues covered by the questions. 

The aggregate impact of these break-offs, refusals, and other inter­

viewing failures are captured in the survey's "completion rate," the pro­

portion of eligible respondents who refused to participate in the study. 

Table 8 illustrates our procedures fo~ calculating various completion rates 

for this project. Each is increasingly "less conservative," making more 

restrictive assumptions about which numbers were eligible to produce 

respondents. 

Table 8 goes about here 

The 'gross rate" presented in Table 8 is simply the total number of 

completed interviews divided by the total number of sample telephone numbers 

used in the survey. By this count, the completion rate for the survey was 

about 16 percent. However, it is clear that this is not the appropriate way 

of calculating such a rate for a random digit dialing survey, for the pro­

cedure demands the generation of a great number of non-working telephone 

numbers and the completion of a number of calls to businesses, hospitals, 

university centrix systems, and other non-residential establishments. This 

il:l the pri':.:e paid for reaching unlisted telephone numbers. Further, in 



TABLE 8 

* CALCULATION OF AGGREGATE COMPLETION RATE 

Resulting Type of 
Rate Denominator of Rate Completion Rate 

I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 

"Gross Rate" 

"Most Conservative" 

"Still 
Conservative" 

"Most Reasonable" 

"Best that can 
be said" 

* 

Total Sample numbers 32005 

Subtract ineligibles 

Not in service (8670) 
Business (2364) 

Not in areas (5163) 

Leaves 15808 

Subtract numbers 

Never answered (2091) 

Leaves 13717 

Subtract 44.1% of Spanish, failures, 
household refusals and 
not availables, as estimated 
"out of area" (3163) 

Leaves 10554 

Subtract "other 
dispositions" (644) 

Leaves 9910 

15.9% 

32.2% 

37.1% 

48.2% 

51.3% 

Computed from call records supplied by Market Opinion Research 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
II 

I 

I 
---------



I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-23-

this survey we were bound to reach a large number of households which were 

not located in our target neighborhoods, and a somewhat smaller number which 

lay outside or the cities we were surveying. They also were not eligible to 

participate in this study. Thus the next and "most conservative" completion 

rate for the survey presented in Table 8 excludes these ineligible numbers 

from its denominator. This more than doubles the rate. 

A "still conservative" approach to the completion rate then excludes 

from the denominator of eligible numbers those which never were answered 

despite our elaborate call-back procedures. As indicated above, we suspect 

that the bulk of these also were not (esidential numbers. This placed out 

estimated completion rate for the survey at 37 percent. 

The "most reasonable" completion rate calculated in Table 8 makes an 

important correction for the estimated proportion of certain numbers--those 

which were terminated for want of a Spanish-language interviewer, those in 

which a responsible informant could not be found, and household refusals-­

which would have been outside of our city and neighborhood lines. In 

Lincoln Park, for example, over fifty percent of the households we did screen 

proved to lie outside those boundaries; this proportion (see Table 6) is 

used here as an estimate of the proportion of households we could not screen 

that similarly would have been excluded. We are convinced that this is a 

conservative procedure, for hearing in an interviewer's in'troduction that 

we desired to speak only to residents of a specified area certainly would 

have encouraged out-of-scope respondents to hang up more quickly. 

The resulting "most reasonable" completion rate for the survey as a 

whole was 47 percent. This is substantially below completion rates reported 

for most house-to-house surveys, which average now about 75 percent, and is 

less than rates reported by Tuchfarber and Klecka (1976), O'Neil (1976), 
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and Groves (1977) for their random digit dialing surveys. However, Market 

Opinion Research indicates that it is quite in line with the ~urrent exper­

ience of commercial firms. 

The least conservative estimate of our completion rate, the "best than 

can be said" in Table 8, further reduces the denominat~ of eligible'house­

holds by those in which "other" dispositions were made of the case. The 

bulk of these may have involved respondents who were not eligible for ques­

tioning. According to our interviewers, many of these sample numbers led 

to households in which neither English or Spanish was spoken; in San Francisco 

this included a large number of Chinese-speaking households, while in 

South Philadelphia Italian speakers predominated. Some randomly-selected 

respondents proved to be deaf, physically incapacitated, or mentally too 

disturbed to participate in the survey, and their cases are included in 

this category as well. While we have included them in the "failure" column 

in this report, these are all respondents who would have been missed in 

any standard survey. 

Table 9 presents a detailed analysis of all reasons for non-completions 

in this survey. It is clear that the bulk of them were initial refusals by 

household informants; only about 12 percent of these failures can be 

traced to refusals to cooperate by selected respondents, and only 2 percent 

to break-offs once int~rviews began. 

Table 9 goes aboul here 

One reason for the relatively high proportion of household refusals 

in this as opposed to other surveys may have been our lack of any follow-up 
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Coded Source 
of 

Noncompletion 

Needed a Spanish a interviewer (est) 

Selected respondent 
never located 

Selected respondent 
refused 

Breakoff of 
interview 

Household respondent a never located (est) 

Household respondent 
refused (est)a 

Other Disposition 

TOTAL 

TABLE 9 

'Ie 
ANALYSIS OF NONCOMPLETIONS 

Percent of Noncomp1etions 

Total Citywide Neighborhood 
Sample Samples Samples 

1.4 0.6 1.6 

1.1 1.0 1.2 

12.0 9.4 13.0' 

1.6 1.2 1.8 

1.8 1.8 1.7 

70.5 80.5 66.3 

11.6 5.6 14.5 

5533 2032 3657 

a Estimates for noncomp1etions in the sample areas. Estimate is based 
on an "out of scope" proportion of 44.1% for the total sample, 6.5% for the 
citywide samples, and 52.6% for the neighborhood samples, based on area 
screening results for completed screenings. 

'Ie 
Computed from call records supplied by Market Opinion Research 
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attempt to convert such refusals to completions. For example, those who 

refuse to participate in surveys conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau are 

recontacted by crew chiefs and other superv"isors; failing that, they may 

receive a "personal" letter from the Director of the Census Bureau soliciting 

their urgently-needed participati-:.'n. However, it is the experience of some 

survey firms that such attempts to secure the cooperation of those initially 

refusing to participate in a telephone survey are extremely expensive, and 

we choose to rely upon other randomly-selected respondents from the same 

sample area to "substitute" fot' non-cooperators. 

Table 10 presents these "most reasonable" completion rates for each of 

the thirteen samples generated for the survey. In general, the city-wide 

samples produced a lower completion rate--45 percent--than the 50 percent 

success rate characterizing the neighborhoods. We speculate that indicating 

that we wished to talk to residents of their specific area encouraged 

respondents in our neighborhoods to participate in the study. Completion 

rates were highest in two Chicago neighborhoods, Lincoln Park a.nd Woodlawn. 

One being a white and middle-class area and the other a poor and black 

connnunity tends to discount any simple demographic explanation for these 

completion rates. The rate in Wicker Park in Chicago was depressed con­

siderably by our Spanish-language interviewing problem there. The average 

completion rate was lowest for samples in San Francisco, and the San Francisco 

city-~"ide sample producl:!.d the lowest completion rate of all. 

Table 10 goes about here 

One of the major disadvantages of random digit dialing telephone surveys 

is that we know little about those who did not participate in the survey. 
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TABLE 10 

* MOST REASONABLE COMPLETION RATES FOR SAMPLES AREAS 

Sample 

San Franl~isco City 

Sunset 

Visitaction Valley 

Mission 

Philadelphia City 

West Philadelphia 

South Philadelphia 

Logan 

Chicago City 

Lincoln Park 

Wicker Park 

Woodlawn 

Back of the Yards 

TOTAL 

Completion 
Rate 

40.5 

42.7 

40.6 

52.6 

41. 7 

52.1 

45.4 
45.6 

51. ) 

62.9 

42.0 

6"1.9 

49.9 

48.2 

Computed from call records supplied by Market Opinion Research 
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In house-to-house surveys, interviewers can glean a great deal of information 

about those who refuse to participate in them, and estimates even can be 

made of the race and class status of householders who are never found at 

home. Telephone interviewing procedures have a distinct disadvantage when 

they fail, for we do not even know where those noncompletions occur. Thus, 

we cannot characterize respondents and non-respondents to this survey, flor 

examine the distinctive characteristics which seem to predict non-cooperation. 

This limitation of telephone surveys lends special importance to more 

indirect and inferential evaluations of the quality of the data '\lhen non­

cooperation is frequent. The problem is that low completion rates may signal 

difficulties with the representativeness and analytic utility of the data. 

We are concerned about the representativeness of data when we wish to use a 

sample to make estimates of the distribution of something--like levels of 

fear--in a city or neighborhood. We are concerned about the analytic utility 

of data when we wish to investigate the relationship between variables 

measured in the survey and generalize about their co-variation in the popula­

tion. These aTe somewhat different issues, and problems with the representa­

tivenes·s of a sample do not necessarily degrade the analytic utility of the 

data. Often: for example, we deal with data which purposively overrepresents 

population groups (e.g. high-income blacks, Spanish-speaking women) in order 

to generalize more accurately about them. On the other hand, high refusal 

rates suggest that people who did agree to be interviewed are perhaps system­

atically different, or unusual, or represent distinctive clusters of personal 

attributes. Thus, the low completion rates achieved by this survey forces 

us to pay careful attention to both of thase issues, and to document as 

fully as possible the extent to which the resulting data reflect the 

populations from which they were drawn. 
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F. INDICATORS OF SAMPLE AND DATA QUALITY 

In survey research one is always interested in the extent to which 

samples accurately reflect, or "represent," the popUlation from which they 

were drawn. However, reliable criteria on which to judge the representa­

tiveness of a sample usually do not exist. We do surveys because things 

of interest are unknown. In addition, comparative measures of the attributes 

of populations are subject t.o errors which are both similar to and different 

from our own. Finally, Americans are an extraordinarily mobile people. 

Approximately twenty percent of the American population moves each year, 

rendering any criterion describing what a sample "ought to look like" 

suspicious if it was not itself determined in a timely fashion. 

In this case, our problem is one of estimating the representativenes~ 

of the thirteen independent city and neighborhood samples of respondents we 

assembled through our telephone interviews. The only available and reliable 

descriptions of the city populations from which they were drawn, those 

derived from the U.S. Census, were fully seven years out of date when our 

interviews were conducted. However, this Census data still is of some value 

in assessing the quality of our sampling and interviewing procedures at the 

city level. It will be less useful in the case of our neighborhood samples. 

Neighborhood boundaries were defined after extensive interviews with area 

residents, and do not correspond closely to official geographical subdivisions 

of the cities. Further, we chose many of our neighborhoods for study because 

they ¥7ere known to be areas undergoing rapid sodal and economic change. In 

some (e.g. t'licker Park), Latino populations are growing, while in others 

(e.g. Lincoln Park) white middle-class residents are beginning to predominate. 
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Table 11 presents several indicators comparing the city-wide samples of 

Table 11 goes about here 

respondents we interviewed in 1977 with the characteristics in 1970 of the 

populations (18 years of age and older) of the three cities from which they 

were drawn. Several notable features of the samples are apparent in Table 11. 

First, our respondents and the city censuses are broadly comparable on two 

dimensions--the proportions of the populations that are foreign-born, and 

who own their own homes. The city surveys slightly but consistently uncovered 

somewhat fewer elderly respondents than lived in these cities in 1970. 

Our San Francisco sample in particular seems to be a bit young. The Phila­

delphia sample appears to overrepresent home owners, but our 1977 survey 

figure for that is much closer to the Census Bureau's home-owner estimate 

for their 1974 victimization survey in that city (Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration, 1977). 

Those are variables for which we would expect no sucstantial change to 

have tal<en place during the 1970-77 period. The same is not true of the 

racial composition of the ci.ties, and racial changes widely attributed to 

the cities of Philadelphia and Chicago are reflected in Table 11. We are 

most knowledgeable about estimates of the population of Chicago; our survey 

in that city set the community's black population at 42 percent of the total, 

which is exactly on the most popular local mark. The Chicago Urban League 

(1978) esUmates that the city was 38.5 percent black in 1975, up from 32.8 

percent in 1970. Projecting that rate of population change forward into 

1977 yields a population estimate of 41 percent black, just one percent short 

of our figure for the telephone sample. No similar data are available for 
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Table 11 

1977 S.uRVEY AND 1970 CENSUS DATA FOR CITIES* 

Chicago Philadelphia . San Francisco 
Variable Survey· Census Survey Census Survey Census 

Percent ~Thite 56 71 61 70 77 76 

Percent Own I --
Home 36 35 53 35 33 33 

Percent Family 
Income Over 37 17 28 13 38 15 
$15,000 

Percent U.S. 87 85 94 91 82 76 
Born 

Percent Over 12 16 12 17 9 18 
65 Yrs .. 

Perc.ent High 76 52 80 47 92 78 
School GraduatesA 

* Base for census data on persons is population 18 years of age and older. 
Base for home ow"ersh~p is number of" households. 
Data drawn from: U.S. Bureau of the Census. Characteristics of the Popu­
lation, 1970 Census of Population, and Housing Characteristics for States, 
Cities, and Counties, 1970 Census of Housing. 

Aof those 25 years of age and older. Survey respondents indicating they 
completed "technical or vocational" school as their highest level of 
educational achievement are excluded to facilitate the comparison of 
survey with census figures. 
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Philadelphia, but the Census Bureau's estimate for 1974 of the size of the 

white population in that city lay just midway between the 1970 and 1977 

figures given in Table 11, 66 percent (Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 

1976: Table l2). The fact that our survey samples were somewhat younger 

than the 1970 Census count for these cities is in accord with these figures 

on racial change, for urban blacks as a whole are somewhat younger than 

their white counterparts. 

There is apparent disagreement between the two data sources about 

two other key population figures, income and education levels for the cities. 

The income differences appar~nt in Table 11 can be attributed to inflation 

during the 1970-77 period, however. In each city the proportion of res­

pondents indicating yearly family incomes exceeding $15,000 was slightly more 

than double the 1970 figure in the 1977 survey. During that time, however, 

the proportion of American families reporting incomes over $15,000 rose from 

22 to 50 percent nationally, a 125 percent increase (U.S. Census Bureau, 1977: 

Table 708). In our city surveys, in comparison to census counts in 1970, the 

average rise was 129 percent. Thus, we judge the samples interviewed over 

the telephone in 1977 to represent satisfactorially high and low income 

groups in the populations of the three cities. 

We are less certain of the representativeness of the samples with regard 

to education. Table 11 indicates substantial differences in the 1970 census 

and 1977 sample estimates of the proportion of city residents (twenty-five 

years of age and older) who were at least high school graduates. Sub­

stantially L~rger proportions of our respondents claimed high school diplomas, 

and we are not able to' discount the observed differences. There1.s an 

upward secular trend in the proportion of high school graduates in the 

population. Between 1970 and 1977 the proportion of Am(±ricau population at 

least graduating from high s::!hool increased by 16 percent (U. S. Bureau of 

the Census, 1977). That treud cannot account for all of the differences 
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be't~een the t~o observations documented in Table 11, however. In Phila­

delphia the 1970 Census and 1977 survey differences would indicate a 70~ 

percent rise in the proportion of high school graduates, while in Chicago 

it would indicate a 46 percent rise. The difference between the 1970 Census 

in San Francisco and our 1977 survey there is only 18 percent, however, 

a figure in line with national trends. 

Table 12 assesses the quality of the data in a somewhat different 

fashion. At the conclusion of each interview! interviewers were asked to 

Table 12 goes about here 

rate the process they just had completed along several dimensions. Table 

12 reports, first, the proportion of respondents whose English seemed "poor." 

Those constituted relatively few of our cases, only 1.7 percent. Somewhat 

more (2.7 percent) were judged "uncooperative" by their interviewer~ and an 

equal number were suspected by the interviewers of giving information during 

the interview which was "inaccurate." About one in twenty were judged 

"uninterested" in the interview. 

These proportions, which may signal difficulties in the validity of the 

data collected, are relatively small. They do not seem to point to data 

problems in any particular ~amp1e: only the Visitacion Valley sample scores 

over the mean on all four dimensions, while the remainder are mixed or (in 

Logan and for San Francisco City) fall below the mean for all respondents. 

In addition to interviewer judgments, it is possible to assess the 

quality of a data set by examining the extent to which missing information 

~ill constitute a problem at the analysis stage. There are several ways 

that missing data for variables can occur in a survey. Respondents may 



Table 12 

;~ 
INTERVIEWER RATINGS OF DIFFICULTIES IN THE INTERVIEWING PROCESS 

Percent-- Percent-- Percent--Percent-- Respondent Infonnation Respondent Respondent's Judged Given by 
English "Not Very Respondent Judged Judged 

Sample "Poor"'" Cooperative" "Inaccurate" "Not Interested" 

San Francisco City 0.7 1.5 1.7 3.0 

Visitacion Valley 2.5 2.7 5.6 5.8 

Sunset .2.4 2.9 3.8 4.9 

Hission '1.0 .. 1.5 .4.0 5.5 

Philadelphia' 0.7 3.9 3.3 6.7 

la/est philadelphia 1.6 2.9 2.4 6.7 

South Philaflelphia 2.4 2.9 1.8 5.3 

Logan 1.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 

Chicago City 1.5 3.0 2.6 5.4 

Lincoln Park 2.0 2.0 1.8 4.2 

Wicker Park 2.9 2.4 4.0 4.0 

Hood1awn 1.0 3.0 4.5 5.0 

Back of the Yards 1.0 ~ -.!..JL 4.5 

Totals 1.7 2.7 2.9 5.0 

* Base all unweighted interviews (N = 5121) 
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legitimately answer "don't know" to a particular item, or think that it is 

inappropriate to their case. One duty of the interviewer in most instances 

is to discourage the selection of don't know responses, and to re-prompt 

respondents using the desired response categories whenever this occurs. 

However, in some cases respondents may in fact "not know," or may continue 

to adhere to their initial response, and in those situations their honest 

answers are properly recorded. Missing data also will result when inter­

viewers fail to ask a particular question, or to record a response, or 

when respondents insist on some response which in no way can be accommodated 

in the pre-printed categories available for a closed-response question. 

Finally, parts of a questionnaire may be void of all responses becausa a 

"breakofi" occurred at the insistance of the respondent. 

Figure 3 illustrates the extent to which missing data haunts the 

analysis of our telephone survey. It charts the proportion of responses for 

whom data is missing on fourteen selected attitudinal items and fourteen 

demographic questions. The attitudinal items were scattered systematically 

throughout the questionnaire, while the demographic questions all were 

concentrated at the end of the instrument. As Figure 3 indicates, in almost 

Figure 3 goes about here 

two-thirds of all cases there were no missing values recorded either for 

the demographic or attitudinal items, and that very few respondents were 

coded as missing on more than two or three of the items in each set. About 

1.4 percent of the respondents were missing all fourteen demographic measures; 

were those who terminated the i.nterview. In no case was a respondent coded 

as missing on more than ten of the attitudinal items, some of which also 

fell toward the end of the instrument. . 
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FIGURE 3 

SUMMARY OF MISSING DATA IN THE TELEPHONE SURVEY: 
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS WHO WERE MISSING DATA ON 
FOURTEEN SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC AND ATTITUDE ITEMS 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

NUMBER OF MISSING VALUES 
ON SELECTED ITEMS 

8 9 
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Table 13 presents a break-d~ of missing data casias by sample, for the 

three cities. It details the average number of missing-data variables for 

each respondent in each of the thirteen samples. Over the entire group, 

responses to an average of 0.8 of the fourteen demographic and 0.6 of the 

fourteen selected attitudinal items were coded as missing. There appears 

to be a slight tendency for respondents in Philadelphia to have missed 

items in the demographic section ~f the questionnaire, or to have broken 

off questioning before that point. However, this concentration of missing 

data is not to be found among the attitudinal items; in those cases, 

Philadelphia seems to have the best item-completion record of the three 

cities. 

Table 13 goes about here 

In addition to these judgments of data quality and counts of missing 

data, it is possible to make a systematic assessment of the quality of one 

piece of data collected in the survey. In the course of validating for a 

ten-percent sample of respondents that interViews were conducted as specified, 

MOR supervisors asked respondents in their re-interviews, "How many years 

have you personally lived in your present neighborhood?" This duplicated a 

question asked on the first call, and gives us a more precise estimate of 

the test-retest reliability of this variable. 

Table 14 presents a cross-tabulation of the responses to this item, 

grouped in five categories. In all, 8.6 percent of respondents in the same 

Table 14 goes about here 



Table 13 

MISSING DATA FOR AREA SAMPLES 

Average Number of Responses Missing--ofF~~:rteen Items. in Each Category 

Sample Demograph:tc Attitudinal 

San Francisco City 

Mission 

Visitacion Valley 

Sunset 

CM.cago City 

Back of the Yards 

Woodlawn 

Wicker Park 

Lincoln Pa't'k 

Philadelphia City 

Logan 

South Philadelphia 

West Philadelphia 

Total 

.54 

.49 

.74 

.63 

.83 

.93 

.84 

.95 

.61 

1.03 

.77 

1.09 

1.12 

.80 

.62 

.74 

.50 

.62 

.63 

.63 

.52 

.69 

.67 

.45 

.55 

.35 

.49 

.58 
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Table 14 

TEST-RETEST OF LENGTH OF RESIDENCE MEASURE, 

* USING THE TEN-PERCENT VALIDATION SAMPLE 

Original Interview: Validation Interview: Number of Year.s 

Number of Years 0-1 2-3 4-5 6-10 11+ (Total) 

.... 
..... 

0-1 62 .... ..... 10 2 1 0 (75) .... .... ... ... 
......... 73 ...... 2-3 3 .... 1 2 2 (81) 

"'- ..... 
... ....... 

4-5 4 1 ..... 49 .... .... 3 0 (57) .. .. ....... ... 
6-10 1 0 2 .... .... 85 ..... 4 (92) ... ... ..... .... .... 
11+ 3 3 0 3 ...... 

... 210 (219) 
.... 

(Total) (73) (87) (54) (94) (216) (524) 

Total Nonagreements = 45/524 (8.6%) 

Nonagreements of More 
Than One category = 18/524 (3.4%) 

* Total validations in all three cities 
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households gave different answers to this question. Only 3.4 percent of 

all respondent-pairs gave us answers that were discrepant by more than one 

category. We judge this to be evidence of "acceptable test-retest reliability 

for this item and, by inference, for at least similar demographic items in 

the questionnaire. 

G. CONCLUSION 

In summary, it appears that the Center for Ur.ban Affairs' telephone 

survey was a successful experiment. Several aspects of the survey were 

pioneering: to our knowledge no one before has attempted to use random 

digit dialing techniques to sample community areas, and there have been 

few surveys like ours which have been of comparable magnitude. Both of these 

aspects of the survey were responses to the substantive demands of the 

problem at hand, and the resulting data appears to be useful in shedding 

light upon those problems. A combinatiml of our use of the telephone 

to gather the data and our need to screen households for geographical loca­

tion appears to have reduced the completion rate for the survey. However, 

the resulting data match reasonably well our best estimates of what it 

"should" look like in demographic profile. Interviewer's ratings of res­

pondent cooperation and truthfulness indicate that those we reached were 

engaged by the questioning, and this analysis of the quality of the 

resulting data suggests that it is quite high. Further, our efforts to 

generate multi-item scales from items designed to tap the central concepts 

which lay behind the survey instrument have been quite successful. Our 

data scaling activities will be detailed in another report; however, the 

high re:1iabi1ity of tne measures produced from this survey data reinforces 

our con.viction that the survey was successful indeed. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. Telephone companies generally let prefixes become approximately 75 

percent full (45-55 percent with listed numbers, 20-25 percent with 

unpublished numbers), whereupon "relief demand" leads them to open 

a new prefix. This has been made much simpler by the abandonment of 

alphabetic prefix names and the isolation of calling areas from one 

another in area code regions. 

2. A central office area is a geographical region served by a telephone 

company (area) office within a city. In Chicago there are, for 

example, 30 central office areas, while in San Francisco there are 

12. In general, all telephones physically connected within a central 

office area must use a number prefix uniquely associated with that 

area; no telephones outside of an area can employ its prefixes, and 

numbers within it; must utilize one I::>f its prefixes. This is a mechanical 

and electronic consideration, determined by telephone company switching 

systems. In the areas we studied, prefixes serving a central office 

area seemed to be scattered throughout it, not geographically con­

centrated within the exchange area. Thus, if a researcher is attempting 

to dial randomly into an area smaller tha.n a central office area, some 

of the numbers generated will reach telephones outside of the target 

area. The smaller the target area is in relation to the central office 

area (for prefixes appear to scatter randomly), the greater this pro­

blem will be. Target areas that span central office areas greatly 

magnify the problem, and are to be avoided if possible. 

3. For example, these inc1ud~ "test numbers", some of which merely ring, 

enabling company personnel to test telephones. 
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4. In general, non-working numbers ring either a recording or an operator 

who passes along a message to that effect. Occasionally, there are 

malfunctions in this procedure. If one is calling long distance, there 

is no charge for reaching a non-working number. This makes it relatively 

inexpensive to use a telephone to test hypotheses about the existence 

of banks of non-working numbers. 

5. A note about recent movers. The sampling frame for this survey is 

telephone numbers. Thus, if a call reached a recording which indicated 

that the former subscriber to that number now could be found at a new 

number (probably because the household had moved}, we did not follow-up 

that suggestio'll. This has practical advantages for neighborhood surveys, 

for movers who did not "take their telephone number with the,m" probably 

moved out of their old central office area, and thus out of our target 

area. 
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APPENDIX A 

CODING OPEN-ENDED ITEMS 
(by Gary Jason) 

The RTC/FOR telephone survey contained seven questions which were 

"open ended." That is, there were no predetermined categories printed on 

the survey instrument for use by the interviewer. Responses to these open-

ended questions were written in full on the questionnaire and left for 

post-interview coding. The coding was done on 80-column coding sheets, 

which later were keypunched and merged into the closed-ended data files. 

The first items coded were the community organizations to which the 

respondent belonged. The first step in coding community organizations was 

to make up a master list of all named organizations in each community. 

These lists were then alphabetized. Community organizations which were 

spelled incorrectly along with organizations which were miss-named but 

identifiable were given the same identification number as the "proper" 

organization. Coding allowed for up to four organizations. 

The kind of crime activity dealt with by the organization was coded 

from a list of forty-nine possible crime activities. Each organization 

was given up to two codes for the activity. This was the final phase of 

the telephone survey coding. All codes were validated by establishing 

agreement on them by two different coders. 

As the coding of the first city (Philadelphia) progressed, the list of 

crimes coded originally as "other" burgeoned. As was the procedure throughout 

the coding process, index cards were made on all not immediately-codable 

responses. The coders later decided upon which codes would have to be 

added to the original list(s) based upon the frequency of "other" responses. 
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The follow-up question, "What did you read or hear about it?" (crime mentioned), 

was only coded for the presence or absence of details. This provided a Hst 

of all questionnaires where details were mentioned, for possible inspectio1n 

in the future. 

A list of rape prevention strategies was employed to code the questionis: 

"Is there anything else you can think of that would help prevent rape?" (\Up 

to two responses coded), and, "From all the things you can think of, which 

one do you feel would work best to prevent rape?" (one response coded). 

The original list contained twenty-one prevention strategies including an 

"other" and "not-ascertained" category. 

The final list, which was completed by the end of the Philadelphia 

coding, included fifteen additional responses, plus changes in several on 

the first list. Most of these changes were expansions in the wording of 

the code. Again the added codes were based upon the response frequency in 

the phone survey. When the final coding categories for the rape question 

were complete, all prior "questionable" codes were rechecked, and coded 

appropriately. 

All coding of the respondents' occupations was based upon the seven 

point scale for measuring status characteristics developed by Warner, et a1. (1949). 

Additional occupations were added to the Warner scale only after they had 

been agreed upon by at least two different coders. The primary questions 

in assigning an occupation to a given category were: 1) How much education 

does the occupation require? 2) How much income is involved? 3) Is the 

occupation prestigious? 4) Is the occupation social-service related? In 

addition to specific occupations, a number of responses fell into the 

categories: 1) corporation or industry, 2) can't tell; not ascertained 

and 3) refused. 
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Ten percent of all interviews were coded a second time in order to test 

the reliability of the co~ing. Data on coding errors detected in this 

re-check are found in Table A-I. 

'rable A-l goes about here 

The total amount of disagreement between the first and second coding 

was 1.8 percent for the 10 percent sample. That is, there was 98.2% 

agreement between all pairs of codes. All validating was done "blindly": 

i.e., the first coding was not examined before the second coding was 

completed. 

There was little discrepancy between the "best" and the "worst" coders. 

The first-ranking coder had an error rate of 1.4%, whereas the sixth ranking 

coder had an error rate of 2.6%. Much of this cohesiveness in coding was 

due to the constant consultation between coders on ambiguous coding judgments. 

Error rates for individual questions reflected the difficulties inherent 

in various types of coding. That is, whereas the coding of organizations 

was relatively straightforward (hence yielding only a 0.1 percent error), 

the coding of occupation required more subjective interpretations (hence 

a larger "error" term: 5.9 percent). The standard deviation for discrepant 

occupation codes (eliminating "other", "non-existant", "corporation or 

industry" and "can't tell; not ascertained" because of their nominal--not 

ordinal--meanings) was 1.5. This means that on the 5.9 percent of the 

occupation codes that coders differed upon, that difference averaged only 

one and one-half scale points. 

The breakdown of percentages of individual coders by individual questions 

bears out the notion that the unambiguous questions (e.g. organization, 

crime type) gave coders less trouble than the "rape:! and "occupation" ques­

tions, which often required more judgment. 
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Table A-I 

OPEN-ENDED CODING ERROR ANALYSIS 

PERCENT ERROR BY INDIVIDUAL CODERS 

Total Total Total 
Questionnaires Questionnaires Codes 

Coder Coded Validated Validated 

1 731 101 1212 

2 1227 107 1284 

3 316 35 420 

4 1565 153 1836 

5 825 84 1008 

6 451 42 504 --
Total 5115 522 6264 

Total percent error for 522 questionnaires and 6264 codes = 

PERCENT ERROR BY INDIVIDUAL CATEGORIES 

Question 

Identification number 

Organizations (up to four) 

Crime Listed (up to two) 

Crime Details Mentioned (yes or no) 

Other Rape Strategies (up to two) 

Best Rape Strategy 

Occupation 

Percent 
of Codes 
in Error 

1.4% 

1.6 

1.7 

1.8 

2.1 

2.6 

1.8 

1.8% 

Percent 

0.0% 

0.1% 

2.4% 

1.0% 

2.4% 

4.4% 

5.9% 
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APPENDIX B 

NOTES ON ANALYSIS FILES 

Because the telephone survey was conducted in several neighborhoods in each 

of several cities, using various sampling strategies, a variety of analysis 

files have been constructed to serve the needs of various users of the data. 

They are: 

1. THE THREE-CITY FILE. This file contains data for the city-wide 

surveys in Chicago, philadelphia, and San Francisco. Data for 

each city can be run individually by referencing its subfile. Data 

for all three cities can be pooled as well. The data in this file 

have been weighted to correct for telephone sampling biases, and 

have been weighted very slightly to co~rect minor inbalances in 

the sex distribution of the sample. 

2. THE NEIGHBORHOOD FILE. This SPSS file contains data for the surveys 

conducted in ten neighborhoods across the three cities. The data 

are organized in ten neighborhood subfiles. This file is weighted 

for telephones and to correct the sex distribution. 

3. THE CITY FILES. These files contain all of the data (neighborhood 

and city-wide samples) for each city. Within each file, the data 

are organized in subfiles by city and neighborhood. 

4. THE MASTER FILE. This file contains all of the survey data. It 

is organized in 13 city sample and neighborhood subfiles. 
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APPENDIX C 

THE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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These analysis files have been weighted to correct certain sampling 

biases. Each individual has been weighted by the inverse of the number of 

different telephone lines coming into his/her household, to correct for the 

oversampling of multi-telephone-line homes. Each female respondent has been 

weighted to correct for the sampling of females in the survey. In two 

neighborhoods in each city females were deliberately oversampled, and there 

this weighting results in the considerable down-counting of female respondents. 

In other areas, and in the city-wide samples, relatively minor weights have 

been used to down-'count and up-count female respondents to bring them into 

their correct proportion in the population. In every case, the 1970 Census 

estimate of the city sex ratio has been used as the criterion. 
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- - -- -
Intervtewer l s In\Ua1s: _--­

Phone: 

(Fill Out' When Complete) 

-
. , - .. 

Nort~western Un1vet'sity 
MARKET OPINION RESEARCH CO . 

~ First Second Third 
Call Call Call 

C -: 
,. 

o o 
Telephone Number 

REACTIONS TO CRmE/FEAR OF RAPE . 
, 

Fourth Fifth Sixth Seventh 
Call Call Call Call 

'- - -­Job 7842 

1 

OFFICE USE ONLY 
MOR JO 1~4 
Phone 5 .. 11 (Label) 
Area 12~17{Label) 

.. , . 

Eighth Ninth Tenth EleVenth 
Call Call Call Call 

welfth 
Call 

" I , . .. ' M"fWfh N T W Th 1M ~ W Th tt T W Th ~ T W fh '\ T W th M ! W Til ~ I ~u~~ 1M T W Th '~ T W Th 
: ~ ~u~~ M T W Th 

Day (CIRCLE ONE) F S Sun. F 5 Sun. F Sun. F S Sun. ' S Sun. F S.SUrl. F S Sun. F S Sun. . S Sun. S Sun. 

Date Month/Dav I I I l I J I I I I I I 

Shift (CIRCLE ONE) '23 123 123 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 ~ 123 123 123 1 2 3 123 123 

COMPLETE 14a 1 e 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 
. 

01 
Female 02 02 . 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 -,-

No Ans\~er/Dusy 03 03 03 . 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 I 

Olsconnect7RoE' in service 04 ~~ ~EN~~ t;~~~Xr:;, R.~~~O~ Wffff$~ WIIlII#M ~~//ffl/l/t W'I#I/& W/~ W;milffJ0 r@$17l/h 
Household Refusal 05 05 05 05 05 05 oS 05 OS 05 as 05 
Household Informant 06 Call (jj Ca 11 00 Call 00 Call 06 Call 06 Call 06 call 06 No 

~ ~ ~ I Not Available/Arrange Oack Oack Back ./ Back Back Oaek Back Call 
Call Back Time: Time: nme: Time: Time: Time: Time: Back 

Name: - -
.... f Eligible Respondent .. ,.-Not Available/Arrange 

07 07 07 07 07 07 07 07 01 07 07 07 No Call Oack 
Call back all back Call back Call back Call back Call back Call back Call bacl Call back Call back Call back Cilll 

Name: time: ~ime : time: time: time: time: time: time: time: time: time: Back 

tl1g1ble HesponcJent Ketusal 00 08 08 08 08 08 OB 08 06 . OB 06 06 

Filter Out BUsiness 09 09 09 09 09 . RETUIu~l T '0;;;;,: s UPER" 'I S' 0 RI!. WI/!/! /Ih VIIIIII/ll VII//I//II 
Fl1ter Out Not In City 

, , ~.u 

I 5 0 R~ '(1///////11 VI// III II I'I//III/i/' 10 10 10 10 10 . ~RETURN!J, T OhJJ.II S U P £ R Y 
f11ter'Out Wrong NelghborhoQd 1J 11 11 11 11 ~ETUnN/h T 0/ill1u S !L,P E R V ISO. R I~ VI/I/lllli VIlIIIIII rlii//i///' 
srlUITSIf . 12 12 

,. 
12 12 . return to supervisor 12 12 12 12 12 -12 12 12 -TERHlNATE QUESTION , __ .. 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 -. -

Other 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 
(SpecifY) 10-23 24-29 30-35 36-41 42·47 40-53 54~5!J 10-23 24-29 30,.35 36-41 42-47 

60-64 TCO 65-73 110R 74 Cont, 10 75~76 Cd I 77-80 Job .. 40-73 MOR 74 Conti .10 75-76 Cd I 77~80 J . .. .. . , . . .- . .' . .. , 
• ' ul • 

l._ _ __ • ___ _ ---------_._--_._ .. _----------_. -----------

I 
.1 

ob' 
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S2 
ilelctiCll'ls to eriN/Fee,. of ~pe 

:r.lephone Surwl' 
:. ' 

~ I pIlls. speak &0 the lllin or 'IIONn of the house? (ACCEPT AllY RESPONSIBLE ADULT) 

~ name is . • I'm calling 'or Northwestern University ns.r Chicago. We are working on i study 
about how peoples' llvu are affected by cril'lllt, and I would l1ke to ask you some questions. Of course, your help 
Is voluntlry and .11 your .nswers will be kept conftdential. Your'telephone number was picked at randal, 
.\: . -. 
I. Is this • b~stness phone, or is thts a hOMe phone" 

PHILADELPHIA -- SOUTH PHlLAnElPHLA 

U. Do yOI.l Tive Wlthf .. the city Units of Philadelphia? 

[

F.milY/hOMe phone • • • • • • • • 1 
Business (fILTER OUT BUSINESS) •• 2 
Other • • • .3 

(SPECifY) -
(STOP AND CHECK WITH 

,SUPERVISOR FOR INSTRUCTIONS) 

[
ves (GO Olf) • • • • • •••••• 1 
No (FILTER OUT NOT IN CITY) ••• 2 

In thts survey we need to get the opinion of p..,l •• lhe in the South Philadelphia • .-ea. 

III. Do you 1 iwe bebMM Homs (Oft the north) aM Packer Ave,. (on the south)? 

IY. Do you lhe bd ..... Sth (on tIll' elSt) and VaN Avenue (on the WIst)? 

Ves (GO OM) • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
No (FILTER OUT WRONG HEIGHIIORHOOO);! 

r
oon't know \GO TO V) • .7 

. • Ves (GO TO A ON NEXT PAGE) •••• 1 
No ~IL TER OUT WROHG NEIG.'I80RHOOO) 2 
Don't know (GO TO V) ••••••• 7 

(NOTE: PACKER AVENUE IS NORTH OF FOR PARK: YAkE AVENUE IS JUST EAST OF THE SCHUYlKILL RIVER.) 

v •.. fIr ·OOIl'T )(NO\4~) Ioi!!n. can you tell me ",hfel1 street you livs on? (If NOT It/CLUOEQ IN LIST BELD'''. ' 
fIL 'fER OUT WROItG NEIr.HBOIUiOOO) , 

YI.. Would ~t 'lddress be betweell..- (READ RANGE rRCl1 LIST, IF NOT IN RANGE, FILTER OUT WROH6 
• llEIGIiBORHOOI) 
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~4 . 
',W.U. z e, e. 

A) How =any adult. 18 years of age or older are p'resently living at home includi~fourse1f? 
, ..' , _(CIRCLE 1M COl. A) 

B) ~" Many of these oulul.ts are I:l~n'l , (C1R:=t-E IN ROtl B) No. (Wri te .. in) w ' 

'. Ho. Olrite ... in) 

Row I 
N __ of Mm 

In HOIII .. hol d 2 . 3 

.0 

'1 .. 
2 

:I • 

-4",_ 
, 

4 or ",ore 

Oldsst 
\'1':)'"0" 

01 ".,t 
Womo" 

Oldelf 
~c,,' 

, . 
" 

Version 2 

Non:: The int::erst!ct:iea. of 
Col A and ias B de:eJ:'I:liues 
the sex ana :el:ltive ngR of 
the responct...l: to be 
;f.ntervieued 

" . 
: . 

FoX' this survey. I 1-IOuld Uk .. to speak to the (Verblll lnbel indicated 'on gt':i,d) CIIa'etltly 
living nt heme, in your household. Is he/sha at homel 

1 ••• Yes ... Continua with Q. 1 UInl 'IRE COIU'.E:CT INDIVIDUAL TO BE INTEItvtw.ma 

2 ••• No - ~raa;a ~~-back. record on c:~back line 

START __ ' TIME 

A. Para empezar quisiera conocer cu~ntos adu~tos de 18 y mas a~os viven 
en SU famil ia 

, 
B. Cuantos de ellos son hombres? "P':";-;::'JI""""--"~""""'':!:''I''''-

(CIRClg IN ROW B) 

, . 

Nu",oet of Mm 
In Hou\ehold 

o 

1 

2 

3 . 

Numb., or Adult. 

2 . 3 " ormQfe 

VOU09~" Y"""Set, ora~; 
\'/omo" W':J<f''1tt \'/~,"o" 

/.'tm 

IOld"t 
"'on 

Version 2 

11OI'E: '!he int='sac:t:ieR of 
Col A nnd Row 5 de:ercines 
the sex and re!.:1tive Olga of 
the respondent to be 
intervielled 

• " . 
tlecesito pregu'1tar a. JTOME EN EL ctIAORICULADO) (La inter-
seccion de adulto} y hombres determina el" sexo y la edad relati':a de 1a trersona a 
entrevistar). S1 LA PERSONA ELEJIOA NO ESTA EN CASA, HAGA mlA CITA"PAAA LA 
ENTREVISTA 0 PREGUNTE CIJMIDO ESiARA EN CASA. TONE EL NUNERO DE TELEFONO Y 
LlAME PARA ~CER LA CITA) 

I 
I 
I 
! 
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1 ... 20 '10 

First of all. I have a few questions about your neighborhood. 

1. In general, is it pretty eazy or pretty difficult for you to t~ll. 
a stranger in your nei ghborhood from somebody \~ho 1 iv~s ,there?' 

Pretty easy • • • • • • • • • • 1-21 
Pretty difficult ••••• ~ •• 2 
Don I t know • • • • • • • • • • .7 
Not ascertained • • • • • . • • 8 

----------------------------------------...... ------~-------------------2. Woul d you say that ~:ou really feel a part of your neighborhood or do you 
think of'it more as just a place to live? 

3. Would you say that your neighborhood has 
. changed for the better, or for the \'1orse 

in the' past couple of years, or has it 
stayed about the same? 

~ , . . . ... .............. " . . . . 

4. How many people would you say are 
usually out walking on the street'in 
front of where you live after dar.k 
~- a lot, some, a few or almost none? 

Feel a part • • • • • • • • • .. 1 ..,22 
Place to live ••••••••• 2 
Don It know ••• " • • ••••• 7 
Not ascertained . • • • • • • • 8 

Better • • .'. • • • • • • • • • 1 ... 23 
Worse • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
Same • • • • • • • ••••••• 3 
Don't know ••••••••••• 7 
Not ascertained • • •• • • • • 8 

t: 

A lot • • • • • • • • • • • • • 4 -24 
Some • • • • • • • • • • • • • .3 
A few . • • . . • . . • . . . . 2 
Almost none • . • ••••••• 1 
Donlt know •.••••••••• 7 
Not ascertained • • • ••••• 8 

6. If your neighbors saw someone suspicious trying to open your door or 
window what do you think they would do? (ASK OPEN END -- CODE RESPONSE 
BELOW -- MULTIPLE MENTIONS ALLOWED) 

KP - 0 Fill 33 NOR 
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- ... 
In the last t\vO weeks, about ho\'J many times have ypu gone into a m~ighbor's 
home to visit'l 

\0\.1 , 

RECORD TIMES 34-35 
(EXACT NUMBER) 

Don't know •••••••••• ~ 97 
Not ascertained • • ••••••• 98 

8. How about kids in your immediate neighborhood. How Inany of them do you know 
by name -- all of them. some, hardly any, or none of them? 

All . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 -36 
Some . • . • . . • . • • • • • • .3 
Hardly any • • • • • • • • • • • .2 
None • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .1 
No kids here (VOLUNTEERED) • • • .5 
Don't know •••••••••••• 7 
Not ascertained • • • • • • • • • 8 

9. Next", I'm going to read you some comments that people make about how other 
~eople behave. For each one I read you, I'd like to know whether you agree, 
disagree or are in the middle about them. (ROTATE) 

a. Kids are better todaY,than they 
were in the past. Do you agree, 
disagree, or are you in the 
middle? 

b. People just don't respect other 
people and their property as much 
as they used to. Do you agree, 
disagree, or are you in the 

.Agree 

3 

middle? 3 

c. Groups of neighbors getting 
together can reduce crime in their 
area. 3 

d. There are a lot of crazy people 
in this city -- and you never 
know \'/hat they are going to d? 3 

e. The police really can't do much 
to stop crime. 3 

In the 
Middle 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

,Disagree 

1 

1 

, 

1 

1 

(VOLUNTEERED) 
rtot Ascertained! 
Don't Know • .....0..; ___ .......... ---.;. __ 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

Now 1 have some questions about activities in your n~in'borhood. 

10. Have you ever gotten together with friends C'r nei t:!r.f,i' ('s to talk about, 
or do somethi,ng about; nei ghborhood problem;. '? 

" 

. 
Yes • • • • . . . • • • • • • . • 1~42 
No • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .2 
Don't know •••••••••••• 7 
Not ascertained • • • • • • • • • 8 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 
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11. De)'Oll know of 6nl eCllllllnlt, grellps or organlutjOlls In your neighborhood? 

r- Yes •••••••••••• 1 
Ho •••••••••••• 2 ~TO TO Q. 12~ 
Don't know •••••••• 1 GO TO Q. 12 
Hot ucerhlned •••••• 2 GO TO JL. 12 

A. Kave you e'~r been Involved with AnI of those community groups or organlz~tlons? 

B. Could you tell III« thllr n_s? 

[

Yes •••••••••••• 1 
No •••••••••••• 2 lGO TO Q. lZ) 
Don't know ......... 7 GO TO Q. 12) 
1I0t a.seertained •••••• 8 GO TO Q. 12} 
Inappropriate • • • • •• 9 (GO TO Q. i2) 

(RECORD EXACT NUMBER OF ~~JZATIOHS) 
lscDlntIOll, ______________ .... ________________________ .... __________ .... -2MDMtlon, ____________________________________________________ __ (EXAcT ItUi'i8ER' 

Hot asclrtained • • • • • §8 
Inapproprlatl •••••• 99 3~_ntf_, __________________________________________________ ~ ____ 

4~Mntt_~ __________________________________________________ ___ 

(RECORD ALL ~ES MENTIONED) 

('\SK e-F FOR FIRSi' 3 ORGANIZATIONS MENTIOIIEO) 

(ASK FOR FIRST ORGANIZATION MEftflDnED IN 8) 

eJ. From whit you know has' I Dl'~ C~~ld y~~ ~~ell ~~ b~t~ny 
ever tried to do anything Ibou~ what th,~~ was? 
~ in your neighborhood? ' 

Yes l~o TO 01) •••••• ~ ~ 
No ••••••••••• 21 Il<ln't know ••••••• ., 
Hot ascertained • • • • a 
Inappropriate •••••• 9 

(ASK FOR SEeo:t:l ORGA.'HZATIO:t HEJfTIc.'IED I~ S.) 
• C2. Fro. whit you know has ___ : 02. 

ev!!r tried to do anything 
.bout c~ime In your 
neighbOrhood? 

Yes (GO TO 02) ••••• ~ 
No ••••••••••• , 
Don't know ••••••• 
Not ascertained •••• 
Inapproprl~te ••••• 9 

Could you tell me briefl, 
what thlt was? 

(ASK FOR THIRD ORGAlUZAno. .. HENTIOIIED IN B) 

Cl. FI'OIII whit you knew has 03. Could you tell I!le briefly 
ever trie<1 to do Jnythl-ng-- what that was? 
ibout crime In y~ur 
nel ghbol'hOQd? 

Don't know •••••• 7 
Not ~~c~rtaln&d •••• 8 
Inlpproprl~te • • • • 9 

~s. (~O.T~ ~J~ : : : : 21~ 

" 

..., ..., .. 
El. Old YQU fake'p&rt'fn'these' Fl. 

a:tlvities? . , , 
Do you tIIink thlt the" 
organization'S efforts ~~lp­
ed, hurt:ol" didn't IIIIke Iny 
difference? Yo!s •••••••••• 1

f No ............... 2 
D~n't know •••••• 7 
N:t ascertained • • • .8 
Inappropriate • • • • .9 

E2. Old you take part In these 
ictlvities? 

Yes ......... 1f 
Ho •••••••••• 2 
Don't know •••••• 7 
"ot ascertained • • • B 
Inappropriate •••• 9 

E3. Old you take part in these 
Ictivltles? 

Yes ••••••••• 1~ 
Ho •••••••••• 2 
DmI' t know • • • • • .7-
Net ascertiln~ ••• 8 
In.lppropriate •••• 9--' 

Helped ••••••••• ~ 
Hurt •••••••••• 1-
No d1ffel'!!llCi ••• " .'~ 
Don't kn~ • • • • • • 7-
Hot ascertzined • • • • B­
lnapprcpriat!! ••••• 9-

(GO TO e2) ~ 

FZ. Do you think thit the 
organizatIon's efforts help­
ed, hurt or didn't m.ke any 
difference? 

Helped ••••••••• ~ 
Hurt •••••••••• 1-
No differenci ••••• ~ 
Don't know •••••• ': 
Ilct.ascertalned •••• ~ 
In.ppropriate • • • • • 9-

(GO TO e3) f--
Fl. Do you think that the 

orgar.~zatl~'s efforts help­
ed, hurt. or didn't make any 
difference? 

Helped •••• : ••• ~ • Hurt • • •••••••• 1 
/10 dl fference •••••• 2 
Don't know. • • • • • 1 
/lot ascertained •••• S 
Inappropr1ite ...... 9 

(GO TO 12) 

I 
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12. Do you know of any (other) special efforts or programs, 901,ng on in your 
neighborhood to prevent crime? 

r
yes ••••••••••••••• 1 -56 

, tjo . • . • • • • • • • • • • .... 2 
Don't know ••••••••••• 7 
Not ascertained •••• ,' •••• 8 

A. Please describe these efforts. or programs and/or their names. 

13. 

A. 

Inappropriate •••• 9 57-5! 
MO~ 

In the past year, have you contacted 
the police to make a complaint about 
something or to request some k1nd 
of help? r

Yes • • • • • • • • • • ••••• 1 -59 
No • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
Don't know ••••••••••• 7 
Not ascertained • • • • • • • • .8 

What was your last call to the pol ice about? (ASK OPEN E'ND -- MULTIPLE 
MENTIONS ALLOWED -- CODE BELOW) , . 
Report crime against self ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
Report crime against somebody else • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
Report general crime in neighborhood • • . • • • • • • • • • 1 
lack of police protection/request increas~ • • • • • • • • •• •• 1 
Complaints about specific officer or incidents •••••.•• • • 1 
General request of information from police • ~ •••••••• • • • • 1 
Public services problem (sewer, streets, street lights, fire ••••••• 1 
Request ambulance ••••••• ••••••• • •• • ••••• • •• • 1 
Other • • • • • • • ~ • 1 

(SPECIFY) 
Don • t know • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 41 • '.' • • • • • • • • • • • 7 
Not ascertained ••••••••••••••••• • • • • •• • • ••••• 
Inappropriate • • • - • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

8 
9 

60 
61 

, 62 
63 

. 64 
65 
66 
67 
68 

69 
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5 ... 

14. Have you contacted any public 
, offi ci a 1 , 'other than po', ice, in the 
past year to make a complaint about 
something or to request some kind 

, '?.f. h~ 1 p? 
., ' 

Cd 2 
1-2Q 10 

..:--. Yes .. . • IS • • • • • • • • • It 1 -21 

-' 

No • • • • ., • • • • • • • • • 2 
Oonlt know ••.••••••• 7 
Not ascertained • • • • • • • .8 

A. What was your last call to a public official about? (ASK OPEN 
END -- HULTIPLE t4ENTIONS ALLmlED -- CODE SELOH) ... __ .. . 

I 
I 
I 
I' 

Report crime against self • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
Report crime against somebody else •••••••• 0', • 0 • • •• 1 
Report general crime in nei ghborhood . • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 1 
Lack of police protection/request increase. • • ••• • • • • •• 1 
Complaints about specific officer or incidents •• • •••• • •• 1 
General request of information from a public official ••••••• I 1 
Public services problem (sewer, streets, 

'22 

I 

street lights, fire) •••••••••• ' •• • ••••• • • •• ; 
\ .... 

Request ambulance • • . .". . . . • • • • • • • • . . . . " . . • • 1 Other _________________ ••••••• 
• • 1 

(SPECIFY)' 
Don t t kno\'/ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . .. • • • • • • .' • • • • • '7 
Not ascertainc~ . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • 8 

.. Inupr~oprii\tc ~··i·'''''· ,. ......... ', .:;--;-' ;-:. ~; ••••. ' • • • •••••• 9 

23 
24 
25 

I 26 
27 

28.1 
·29 

30 I 
31,'1 

I 
. 

. KP - 0 Fill 

32-41 Mol 

I 
I 

·1 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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15. Nm'/, I am going to read you a list of crime-related problems that exist in 
some parts of the city. For each one, I'd 1 ike you to te 11 me .)sw much of 
a problem it is in your neighborhood. Is it a big problem, some problem, 
or almost no problem in your neighborhood? (ROTATE) 

(Vot..mNTEERED) 
Almost lot 

P. Big Some No Ascerta i ned! 
Problem Problem Problem Don-t: Know 

a. For example, groups of.teen-
agers hanging out on the 
streets. Is this a big 
problem, some problem or 
almost no problem in your 
neighborhood? 3 2 1 9 42 

b. Buildings or storefronts 
sitting abandoned or burned 
out. Is this a big 
problem, some problem, or 
almost no problem in your 3 2 1 9: 43 

. neighborhood? 
c. People using illegal drugs 

in the neighborhood. Is 
th\s a big problem, some 
problem, or almost no 

44 problem. a 2 1 9 

d. Vandalism like kids break-
ing windows or writing on 
walls or things like that. 
How much of a problem is 

45 this? a 2 1 9 

16. Was there ever a time in this country ~Yes ••••••••••••••• 1-46 
\'/hen crime seemed to be much less of No ................. 2 
a problem than it is now? Don't know ...•• _ ••••• 7 

Not ascertained . • • • . .8 

a. (IF YES) When was 'that? About how many years ago? 
(PROBE: JUST A GUESS HIll DO. GET BEST ESTINATE " 
OF A SINGLE DATE OR YEARS AGO) J( (YEARS AGO) DATE 

UO'ilTKno\'/ . • . • :-:-:-. • • .97 
Not ascertained •••••••• 98 
Inappropriate ••••••••• 99 47-1 

(INTERVIEHER: IF GIVEN RANGE RECORD BASED ON MIDDLE rEAR E.G. 1920-1925=1922; 
50's=1955) 



l., 

17. 

18. 

What about burglary for the neighbor'-, 
hood in general. Is breaking into 
people's homes or sneaking in to steal 
something a big problem, some problem 
or almost no problem for people in 
your neighborhood? 

Do you personally know of anyone, other 
than yourself, whose home or 
apartment has been broken into in 
the past couple of years or so? 

a. Did any of these break-ins happen 
in your present neighborhood? 

19. About how many times do you think this 
might have happened in your immediate 
neighborhood in the last year? 
(GET BEST ESTIMATE) 

.. 

(READ SLOWLY) 

Cd 2 I 

A bi g problem • • • • • • • 3 -49 
Some problem . • • • • ••. 2 
Almost no problem ••••• 1 
Don I.t know . • • • • • • • .7 
No't ascertained •••••• 8 

"

Yes . • • . • • • • • • • • 1 -50 
No . • • • • • • • •• 2 
Don't know .•••••••• 7 
Not ascertained • • • • • • 8 

,V 

Yes • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
No • • • e • • • • • • • • .2 
Don't know ••••••••• 7 
Not ascertained • • •••• $ 
Inappropriate • • • • • • • 9 

Don't know • • • • • • • .997 
Not ascertained • • • • • 998 

20. Now we're going to do something a little bit different. For this next 
question, I'd like you to think of a row of numbers from zero to ten. Now, 
let the ZERO stand for NO POSSIBILITY AT ALL of something happening, and 
the 'TEN will stand for it being EXTRE~tELY LIKELY tnat something could 
happen.' . 

a. On this row of numbers from ZERO to TEN, how likely do you think it is that 
someone \'/i11 try to get into your own (house/apartment) to steal some-
thing. (REREAD INSTRUCTION IF NECESSARY -- GET BEST NUr1BER) 

(RECORD 0-10) __ Don't know ••••••••••• 97 
Not ascerta i ned • • . ~ • • • • 98 

'I 
Ii 
I 
I 
I 
I 

51 

I 
I 

52~5~,1 

I 
I 
I 
I 

55-561 

I 
"I 

I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

21. Has anyone actually broken into your home in the past two years? 
(NOTE THIS APPLIES TO ALL RESIDENCES IN LAST TVIO YEARS) 

Yes • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • 1-57 
No • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .2 
Don't know' ••••••••••• 7 
Not ascerta i ned • • • • • • • • 8 

22. Which of the following three things would you say is the most. important 
fa\" keeping your house safe from burglars: being lucky, being careful. 
or living in a good neighborhood? 

Baing lucky .••••••. :; ~ .01-58/59 
Being careful • • • • • • • i .02 
Living in good neighborhood •• 03 
Being lucky/being careful 

(VOLUNTEERED) •••••••• 04 
Being lucky/living in good 

neighborhood (VOLUNTEERED) as 
Being careful/living in good 

neighborhood (VOLUNTEERED) • 06 
An three (VOLUNTEEREO) •••• 07 
Other (VOLUNTEERED) 

(SPECIFY) ••••• 08 
Don't know. • • •••• 97 
Not ascertained •••••••• 98 

I'm going to mention a few things that some people do'to protect their how~s 
from burglary. As I read each one would you please tell me whether or not 
your family does that? (VOLUNTEERED) 

a. Have you engraved your valuables 
with your name or some sort of 
identification, in case they 
are stolen? 

b. Do you have any bars or special 
locks on your windows? 

c. Do you have a peep-hole or little 
window in your door to identify 
people before letting them in? 

, Don't 
~...1!P.... Know 

1 2 7 

1 2 7 

1 2 7 

Now, think of the last time you just went out at night. 

d. Did you leave a light on while 
you were gone? 1 2 7 .. ' 

Now, think of the last time you went away from home for more than a day or so. 

e. Did you notify the police so they 
. could keep a special watch? 

f. Did you stop delivery of things 
like newspapers and mail, or 
have S~T.eone bring them in? 
- ":': .. ~.. . ". 

g. Did'you have a neighbor watch 
your house/apartment? 

. 1 

1 

1 

2 7 

-
2 7 

2 7 

57 ... 75 MOR 
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24. How about people being robbed or having 
their purses or wallets taken on the 
street. Would you say that this is a 
big problem, some problem or' almost. 
no problem in your neighborhood? 

'-'--_. Cd 3. 

h20 10 

Big problem • • • • • • • • 3 -21 
Some problem • • • • • • . .2 
A lmost no probl em • • ••• 1 
Don't know .•••••••• 7 
Not ascertained . • • • • • 8 

25. How about yourself? On the row of numbers from zero to ten that'we talked I 
about before, hO\'1 likely is it in the next couple of year.s that svrneofle' 
will try to rob ~ or take your purse/wallet on the street in your 
neighborhood? Remember TEN means EXTRnlELY LIKELY and ZERO means NO I 
POSSIBILITY at all. 

-=--r-:---r-(~IRITE IN NUMBER 0-10} 
DonJt know. • ••••••• 97 
Not ascertained • • •••• 98 

26. Do you personally know of anyone , other than yourself, who has been robbed 
or had their purse or wallet taketl, in the past couple of years, or if 
someone tried to do this to them? 

r-
yes ••••• • • ••• • •• 1-24 
No. ............2 
Don't know ••••••••• 7 
Not ascertained • • • • • • 8 

,~ , 

A. Where did these robberies happen? Were they in your present neighbor­
hood, someplace else in -:he city, or out of town? 

First 
, ' Mention 

Present neighborhood 1..-25, , 
City 2 :0' 

Out-af-town 3 
Don't know 7 
Not ascertained 8 
Inappropriate 9 

27. Besides robbery, how about people being 
attacked'or beaten up in your neighbor­
hood by strangers. Is this a big 
problem, some problem or almost 

, ,~o .p~~b~~~? . , . , " , , , , " , , , , , , . , , , ,. " 

Second Third 
Nention Hention 

1 ....26 ... 1.,27 
2. 2, 
3' 3 
7 7 
8 8 
9. 9 

Big problem' ••• ' ••• " •• '~3 -28 
Some problem .• , ••••• 2 
Almost no problem •••••• 1 
Don't know •..•••••• 7 
Not ascertained ••••••• 8 

28. How about yourself? On the row of numbers from zero to ten~ how likely is 
it that some. stranger would try to attack and beat you up in your present 
neighborhood in the next Eouple of years? Remember, TEN is EXTREMELY, 
LIKELY and ZERO is NO POSSIBILITY at all. 

=-I'"'l"' (~IRITE IN NUMBER 0-10) 
Don I t know . • '. • • • • • .97 
Not asc~rtained •.•••. 98 

I, 
I 
'1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



. 
.. . . 

·1' . _. ' 
, 29. Do you personally know anyone who has been a vi c'tim of an attack by strangers 

- . -. -- Cd.3 _ 
.,,, ... 

I 
in the past coupl e of years, or if any stra,nger tri ed to attack anyone you 
kno\~? 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

r
Yes •••••• • ••••••• 1-31 
No . • . • • • • • • • • iii • • .2 

. Don't know . • • ..,." ..... 0-.. •• 7 
Not ascerta i ned . • • • • • • • 8 

, 
A. ~}here did these attacks happen? }/Are .they in your present neighborhood, 

someplace else in the city, or out of town? 

First Second Third 
Mention Nention Nention --'-

Present neighborhood 1 .. 32 1 .. 33 1 .. 34 
City 2 2 2 
Out-of-town 3 r3 . 3 
Don't know 7 \ 7 7 
Not ascertained 8 8 8 .. 
Inappropriate 9 .9 9 

30. What kinds of people do'you hear abeut'being'attaeked;'beaten'up, or robbed·' , 
in your neighborhood? Are the victims mostly older people, younger people, 
or children? 

A. Are the victims generally male or female? 

Older people ••••••••• ~35 
Younger people" ••••••• 2 i 

Children ••••••••••• 3 i 
Any combination of older, 

younger people, children 
(VOLUNTEERED) • • • • • • • .4 

Do not hear specifics 
(VOLUNTEERED) • • • • •• 5 

No crime here (VOLUNTEERED) • .6 
Don I t know . • • . • • " • • • 7 
Not ascertained •••••••• 8 

Males •••.••••••••• 1 
Females • • • • • • • • • •• 2 
Both (VOLUNTEERED) . • • • • • 3 
Do not hear specifics 

(VOLUNTEERED) •••••••• 4 
No crime here (VOLUNTEERED) • .5 
Don It know . ' ••••••••• 7 
Not ascertained •••••••• 8 

36 
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" 
---, .. , ... ,..:..~-.'-

Cd 3 
" 

During the past week, about how many times did you leave your home and go 
outside after dark? (GET BEST ESTI~~TE) {PROBE: JUST A GUESS WILL DO} 

31. 

(RECORD NUMBER) Don I t know . • • • • • •••• 97 37-
38
1 

----- Not ascertained . . . • ••• 98 

32. In the past two weeks, about how many times have you gone somewhere in 
your neighborhood for evening entertainment -- to go to a show or 
some\'lhere like that? (GET BEST ESTn1ATE~ (PROBE:JUST A GUESS WIU. DO) 

__ (RECORD· NUMBER) Don't know • • • • • • • .97 
Not ascertained ••••• 98 

I 
I 

39-40 I 
..... ---------------------------------------------------------------------------

33. Now I have a list of things that some people do to protect themselves from 
being attacked or robbed on the street. As I read each one would you tell 
me whether you personally do it'most of ' the time, 'sometimes, or almost never? 

a. When you go out after dark, 
how often do you get someone 
to go with you because of 

Most Of 
The Time 

crime? 3 
b. How often do you go out by 

car rather than walk at 
night because of crime? , 3 

c. How about taking something 
with you at night that 
could be used for protection 
from crime -- like a dog t 

whistle, knife or a gun. 
How often do you do some-
thing like this? 3 

d. How often do you avoid 
certain places in your r

3
· 

neighborhood at night? I 3 

(VOLUNTEERED) 
N.A.! Inapp., 
Don't Don't Some- Almost 

Times 'Never " 'Know ~o Out 

2 1 7 8 

2 1 7 8 

2 1 7 8 

2 Gk 1 7 8 

dd. Hm·, close to your home is the place you try to avoid? (GET BEST ESTIHATE IN 
BLOCKS. IF MENTION NORE THAN ONE, RECORD CLOSEST) 

" 

. _. {NUMBER OF BLOCKS) 
(NOTE: NO SAFE PLACES = 0) 
No dangerous places • • • . • . 96 
Not ascertained •••••••• 9~ 
Inappropriate. , ••••••• 99 
Don't Know . 97 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 



I" . 

I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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34. How safe do you feel. or would you feal, being out alone in your 

nei ghborhood at ni ght -- very safe t some\'/hat safe) somewhat unsafe 
or very unsafe? 

.. 

Very safe • • • . . • • • • • •• 1-47 
Somewhat safe ••••• e •••• 2 
Somewhat unsafe . • • • • • • • • 3 
Very unsafe • • • ~ • • • • • • • 4 
Donlt know. , .•• , •••••• 7 
Not ascerta i ned • • • , • • •• 8 

35. How about during the~. How safe do you feel, or \'/ou1d you feel, being 
out alone in your neighborhood during the day -- very safe, somewhat safe, 
some~/hat unsafe, or very unsafe? 

Very safe, • • • • • • • • , 1-48 
Some\'/hat safe • • • • • • • 2 
Somewhat unsafe • • • • ••• 3 
Very unsa fe • • • • • • • .'. • • 4 
Don't know ••••••• , •••• 7 
Not ascertained • • , •• , • , • 8 

Now, lid like to ask you some questions about things you watch on television or 
read in the newspapers. 

36. First, how many hours did you watch TV last night, between say 6 and 11 p.m.? 
(GET BEST ESTIMATE) (NOTE: 0.5=1/2 hr., 1.0=1 hr., 1.5=1&1/2 hr,) 

____ (RECORD HOURS) 49-5 

None (GO TO Q. 37) • • • • • , • 00 
Don't know (GO TO Q. 37) •••• 97 
Not ascertained (GO TO Q. 37) •• 98 

a. Yesterday, did you watch any national news shows~ like Walter Cronkite~ 
John Chancellor, Barbara Walters, or the others? 

b. Did you watch any 

Yes • • • • , • • • • • • • • • • 1 
No • • • • • • • • • .-. • • • • ..2 
Don't know •••••••••••• 7 
Not ascertained • , •••••• , 8 
Inappropriate •••••• , •• " 9 

1 oca 1 ne\'iS sho\·/s yesterday? 

Yes , • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
No • • • • • • • • • • • • • >31 • .2 
Don't know, • , •• , •••••• 7 
Not ascertained . , , , • • , • • 8 
InaRP_ropri a te . . . • • • • • , • 9 

c. Did you watch any shows involving po11ce or crlme'{ \LlKe KOJaK) 
Charlie's Angels, Hawaii 5-0, Adam 12, Barett~ 

Yes • • • , , • • • • • • • • • • 1 
No • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
Don't know ••.••••••••• 7 
Not ascertained .•••••••• 8, 
Inappropriate •. , • , , • , •• 91 

, . -- - ---------------- ----_._------------_ .... 

51 

. 52 

53 



· , 

37. 

, - '13 - Cd J 

In the 1 ast week, have you read any daily ne\~spapers? 

Yes • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • 1-54 

'.1 
I 
I 

, 
a. Which one(s)? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

Chicag~ Philadelphia 

No (GO TO Q. 38) ••••••••• 2 
Can't read (GO TO Q. 40) ••••• 3 
Don't know (GO TO Q. 38) ••••• 7 
Not ascertained (GO TO Q. 38) •• 8 

San Francisco 

Tribune •••• 10 Evening Bulletin ••• 20 Examiner ••••• 30 
Sun Times ••• '1 Inquirer ••••••• 22 Chronicle •••• 31 
Daily News ••• 12 Daily News •••••• 23 Bay Guardian ••• 32 
Defender • • • .13 Tri bune • • • • • • • 24 Other 33 
Other . 14 Other 25 (SPECIFY) 

(SPECIFY) (SPECIFY) Don't know •••• 97 
Don't know ••• 97 Don't know •••••• 97 Not ascertained. 98 
.Not ascer- Not ascertained • • • 98 Inappropriate •• 99 

Inappropriate. 99 

I 
I 

55-56 
57-I 59-
6'1-6 
63-1 
65~6' 

tainecl •••• 98 Inappropriate .••• 99 II 
~----...---------,,------...-----------------------------.--------------------

38. Do you read a local or cO.fM1unity newspaper regularly? I 

39. 

Yes • : ft • • • • • • • • • • • • 1-67

1 No • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .2 
Don't know •••••••••••• 7 
Not ascerta i ned • • • • • • • • • 8 
Inaopro!2r jate (Can't Read) " ,9 I. 

Yesterday, did you read any stories about crime in ~f~ paper? 

Yes • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 .-61 
No • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ..2 
Don't know/Can't remember. • 7 
Didn't read paper I 

yesterday (VOLUNTEl:."RED) • • • • 3 
Not ascerta i ned • • • • • • • • • 8 
Inappropriate (Can't read) •••• 9 II 

69-75 HOi-< 
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40. Thinking of all the crime stories you've read, seen or heard about in the last 
couple of weeks, is there a particular one that you remember, or that 
sticks out in your mind? 

f 
Yes ••• • • ..... • •••• 1 -21 
No • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
Don't know •.•••••••• 7 
Not ascertained ......... 8 

a. What crime was that? 

b. ~lhat did you read or hear about it? (Crime mentioned) 

410 Considering all the sources you use to get info,rmation, what's your.bes..! 
source of information about crime in your neighborhood? (ASK OPEN 
END -- CODE RESPONSE BELOW. ONE RESPONSE ONLY) 

.' ' ,.. f';'l-,..,. " .. ' ..... 

Local community paper • • • .. • .. .. .. .. .. 
City paper .. • • • • .. • .. .. .. .. .. .. • .. 
Radio • .. • • • • • • • .. • • • .. • • • • 

1-22 
2 
3 

TV • • • • • • •. • • • • • • ~ • 4 
Relative ................... 5 
Neighbor • • • .. .. • • ~ • 6 
Friend ~ . . .... & • • • • • .9 
other ______ .~==~~-------------O 

. (SPECIFY) 
Don't kno\'I ••• • • .. .. • .. .. .. • .. Z 
Not ascertained • • .. • • .. • .. • .. .. "." 8 
Ina~prcpri ate .'. • ..... .. • • • :~. • 9 

23 MOR 



Cd 4 

,- I 

- 42. In the past week or two have you talked \'lith anyone about crime? 

-, . 

a. Who have you talked to? 
We don't want names, 
only the person's 
relationship to you. 

" 

'~~ -.- . " 

. 
J 

Yes. • e •••• • ••• 

. No • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Don't know . . • • .'. • • 
Not ascertained , 

(CODE FIRST MENTION ONLY) 

1 ... 24 
2 
7 
8 

Wife/husband/spouse . • • • • • • • • • • 1 
Another family member or relative •••• 2 
Someone at \'tork/school •••••••••• 3 
A neighbor • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 4 
A friend . . . . • • • • • . • . . .••• 5 
Anyone el sa/other • • • • • ••••••• 6 
Don't know • • • • • • • • • " •••• • .7 
Not ascertained • • • • , • • • • • • 8 
Inappropriate •••••••••••••• 9 

. 43. What about rape and other forms of seX'Ja 1 assault? In the past month or' 
so how frequently has this subject come up in conversation -- would you 
say never, occasionally, or very often? 

Never • • • • • • • • ~ • 1 -26 
~ccasionally . • • • • • 2 
Very often • • • • • • • .3 
Don't know. • • • • • • 7 
Not ascertained ••••. 8 

Now I have a few specific questions about the problem of rape or sexual 
assaul t.' 

44. In your neighborhood, would you say se.x\lal assaults are a b,ig problem, 
somewhat of a problem, or alnlt'lst no problem at all? 

Big problem • ~ • • ••• 3-27 
Somewh~t of a problem • .2 
Almost no problem o •••• 1 
Don't know •••••••• 7 
Not ascertained ••••• 8 

--, --------------------------------------------------
45. Do you thi"''< that the number of rapes 

in your neighborhood is going UPr 
going down or staying about the 
same? . 

Up • • • • • • • • • • • .3-28 
Down • • • • • • • • • • .1 
Same • • , , • • • • • • .2 
No rape here(VOLUNTEERED).4 
Don't know •• ~ ••••• 7 
Not ascertained ••••• 8 

46. About hm'l many women \'ioul d you guess have been sexually assaul ted or 
raped in your neighborhood in the last year? (~ET BEST ESTI~~TE) 
(PROBE: JUST A GUESS WILL DO) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

__ (RECORD NUi>1BER) Don't know • • • • • • • 97 29-30. 
Not ascertained ••••• 98 ~ 

.: I 
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47F. 

48F. 

, .ASK OF FEMALES ONLY 

(ASK Q. 47-49 OF FEr-tALE RESP.ONDENTS mlLY) 

On the zero to ten scale we have been using. what do you think your 
chances are that someone .. will try to sexually assault you in ttiis 
neighborhood? Let TEN m~an that your chances are E'\IRENELy HIGH and 
ZERO mean that there is NO POSSIBIUiY at all. (GET BEST E!lrUIATE) 
(PROBE: JUST A GUESS, 0-10 WILL DO) 

__ (RECORD NUI1BER) Don't know •••••• 97 
Not ascertained • 9B 
Inappropriate • • • • 99 

Now, think about the last time you went out alone after dark in your 
neighborhood. How afraid or worried \~ere you then,about being sexually 
assaulted or raped? Use the same numbers zero to ten. . 

(VOLUNtEERED) 
_(RECORD' NUMBER) 0-10 Does not go out alai,,} 

after dark. • • •• 96 
Don't know •••••• 97 
Not ascertained • • • 98 
Inappropriate • • •• 99 

been sexually assaulted? No (GO TO Q.S1 •••• 2 
49F. Do you personally know of anyone who has [ves .•• ' .•• ) •••• 1-35 

Don't know (GO TO Q.S1 )7 
Not ascertained/ 

Refused. • • • • • ..8 
(GO TO 0.51 ) 

31-32 

-

33-34 

-

SOA. Did 'this happen to someone you know~ 
or to yourself? . , , 

Someone you know .••• 1--+ __ 
~'(ourself ••••••• 2 
~Both • • • • • • • • • 3 

Don't know(GO TO Q.51) 7 
Not ascertained~GO TO 

Q.51 ) •••••••• 8 
,~ Inappropriate (GO TO 

Q,5J ) , • • " ' • • 9 ' 
SOB. Hhen this happened to you, did you report 

it to the pol ice? 

SOC. How long ago did this ~ake place? 
(ASK AS OPEN END) 

500. Where did these sexual assaults happen? 
, 

First 
I Mention 

Present neighborhood 1..39 
City 2 
out-of-town 3 
Don't know 7 
Not asc:erta i ned 8 
I nappropri a te 9 

Yes .••••• , ••• 1 
No • • 0 5 • ~ • ,. • • 2 
Don't know •••••• 7 
Not ascertained/ 

Refused to answer. • 8 
Inappropl'iate ••••• 9 

Within past six months.l 
Seven months-l year ~ .2 
Between 2·5 years ago. 3 
Between 6·10 years ago.4 
~tore thaI. 10 years ago.S 
Don't know •••••• 7 
Not ascertained • • • .8 
Inappropriate • • • • .9 

'<B~ CQOE~L' 
Second Third 
Mention Mention,. 

1--40 1-41 
2 2 

3 3 " 
7 ' 7· ..... 
8 S· 
9 9 

36 

37 
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47H. 

- 17 _ 

(ASK OF MALES ONLY) 

What do you think the chances are of a woman being sexually assaulted in 
this neighborhood? let TEN mean that chances of rape are EXTREHELY HIGH 
and ZERO mean that there is NO POSSIBILITY at all. (PROBE: JUST A 
GUESS, 0-10 WILL DO) 

__ (RECORD NUr~'BER) /)on I t know • .'. • • • • • 97 
Not ascertained •••••• 98 
Inappropriate • • • • • • .99 

'I 
I 
I 
I 

42-41 
~--------------------------------,-------------------------------
4ar~. Not as ked 

has been sexually assaul ted? No • • • . • • • • • • • • ~ 2 
Don't know •.••••••• 7 
Not ascertained • • •••• 8 

44 Mel 

491,1. Do you personally know of anyone who [yes • • • • • • • • • • • • 1-45 

5014. >ii,er< did th~~e sexual assaults happen? (SEA; CQ.DESL r 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

First 
Hention 

Present neighborhood 1.,:46 
City 2, 
Out-af-town 3 
Don't know 7 
Not ascertained . 8 
Inapprap"'iate 9 

Second Third 
Mention Hention --

1..:-47 1..48 
2 2 

3 3 
7 7 .", 

8 8' 
9 9 

KP - 0 Fill Females 
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ASK OF EVERYONE 

I' 51. There are many different opinions about how to prevent rape or sexual 
assault from happening. I'm going to mention several possible ways of 
preventing rape and we'd like to know what. in general, you think about 
each of these ideas. For each one I read, please tell me how much you 

I think it would help to prevent rape, would it: Help a great deal, help 
somewhat, or help hardly at all. (READ CATEGORIES) (ROTATE) 

I 
Help A Help Help Hardly Don't Knowl 

Great Deal Somewhat At All Not Ascertained 

a. Stronger security· 

I 
measures at home. lik~ 
better locks or alarms. 
\lou1 d they ••• 
(RF~D CATEGORIES) 3 2 1 7 49 

I b. Women not going out 
alone, esp~ially 
at night. 3 2 1 7 50 

I c. Women dressing more 
modestly, or in a less 
sexy way. 3 2 1 7 51 

I 
d. Providing psychological 

treatment for rapists. 
Would titis ••• 
(READ CATEGr.RIES) 3 2 , 7 52 

I e. Encouraging t~men to 
take self·defense 
classes, like judo or 
karate. 3 2 , 7 53 

I f. Women carrying weapons 
for protection, like 
knives or guns. 3 2 1 7 54 

I g. Newspapers publicizing 
names and pictures of 
known rapists. 3 2 , 7 55 

I h. Women refusing to 
talk to strangers. 
'.lou 1 d . tOtS- ••• 
(READ.CA EGORIES) 3 2 1 7 55 

I 1. Stopping the push for 
women's rights and 
women's liberation. 3 2 1 7 57 

I j. Rape victims fighting 
back against their 

,'" ttackers. 3 2 1 7 58 

I· ~. Increasing men's 
respect for all 
wcmen. 3 2 , 7 S9 

I 1. 1s there anything 
else that you can 
think of that would 
help prevent rape? 

I 
(IF YES, WHAT?) 

I m. from all the things you can think of. which dne do you feel \olould work best 
to help prevent rape? 

I ---- ------ --- ------.-----~ 
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Finally, we have a few more questions for statistical purposes. 

01. Hmv many years have you personally 
lived in your present neighborhood? 

02. Do you live in a single family 
house, an apartment building with 
less than 7 units or a building 
with 7 or more units? 

03, Do you o\'1n your home or do you rent it? 

04. Do you expect to be living in this 
nei ghborhood two ye:ars from, no\'11 

05. Do you carry an insurance policy Hhich 
covers your household goods against loss 
from theft or vandalism? 

06, What is the last grade of school 
, you completed? 

Don't know. • • •• 97 
Not ascertained 0 •• 98 

Single family ••••••• 1-62 
less than 7 units • • • • .2 
7 or more units •••••• 3 
Don't know •••••••• 7 
Not ascertained •••••• 8 

'Rent • • • • • • • • • • • 1 -63 
O\'/n (includes buying) ••• 2 
Don't know •••••••• 7 
Not ascertained • • • • • .8 

Yes • • • • • • ,. . . . . .1 -64 
No • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
Maybe/It depends .. 

(VOLUNTEERED) • • • • • .3 
Don't know •••••••• 7 
Not ascertained •••••• 8 

Yes • • . • • • • .. • • • .1 -65 
t~o • • • .. • • • • • • • • 2 
Don't know •• ~ ••••• 7 
Not ascertained • • •••• 8 

No formal educa ti on •. • • 00 -66/67 
Grade sthool or less 

(Grades 1-8) ••••• 01 
Some high school .•••• 02 
Graduated high school 

(Gr~des 9-12) ••••• 03 
Vocational/Technical 

school • • • • • . •• 04 
Some college • • • • • • 05 
Graduated college •••• 06 
Post graduate work •••• 07 
Don't know ••••.•• 97 
Not ascertained/Refused. 98 

'I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
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07. How many children under the age of 
18 are currently living with you? 

08. Are you presently employed somewhere 
or are you unemployed, retired, 
(a student), (a housewife), or 
what? . 

a. ~Jhat is your occupation? 

(RECORD VERBATIM) 
, , , I 

D9. Considering all sources of income and 
all salaries of people who worked last 
year, 'Ilhat was your total household 
income in 1976? You don't have to 
give me an exact amount, I'll just 
read some categories and you tell me 
whi ch app 1 i es to your h.ouse-
hold. 

I( 

Cd 4 

Don't know .•••• 
Not ascertained. . . . . 
{EXACT NO.) ____ _ 

.97 

.98 

~Jork i ng now • • • • • • ., 01 
With a job, but not at work 

because of temporary 
illness, labor dispute, 
on strike, bad weather. 02 

Unemployed • • • • • • • .03 
Retired ••••••••• 04 
In school • • • • • • • • 05 
Keeping house • • • • • • op 
Disabled ••••••••• 07 
Armed service •••••• 08 

. 
Other 09 

{SPECIFY} 
Don't know. • • •• .97 
Not ascertained • • • 98 

Below $6,000 .•••••• 0-74 
Between $6,000 and $9,999. 1 
Between $10,000 and 

$14,999 ••••••••• 2 
Between $15,000 and 

$19,999 ••••••• _ •• 3 
Between $20~000 and 

$24,999 • • • • • .4 
$25,000 or over •••••• 5 
Refused •••••••••• 6 
Don I t know • ~ • • • • • • 7 
Not ascertained • • • • • .8 

75 MOR 

I 

-

68-6 

70-71 

72-73 
MOR 

76 Cd # 
77-80 Job If ' 

1 
i 
I 
I' 
~ 
~ I 
~ 
!f 
'" I :i '. 



010. Besides being an American, we would 
like to know what your ethnic back­
ground is. For example, is it Irish, 
Puerto Rican, Afro-American or what? 

KP - 0 Fil.1 

011. For statistical purposes, we would 
also like to know what racial group 
you belong to. Are you Black, 
White, Asian, or something else? 

Cd 5 
1-20~ IO 

Puerto Ri can. • • • • 1 21 
Mexican . . • •••• 1 22 
Cuban • . • • • • • • • • 1 23 
Other Latin • • • •••• 1 24 

Polish •••••••••. , 25 
Italian •••••••• ·1 26 
Irish • • • • • .' • 1 27 
Croatian .•••••••• 1 28 
Other European •••••• 1 29 
Afro-Ameri can • • • • • .," 30 

.t It" ,.. "-

Chinese ~,..;,,!' .... ,' 31 
Japanese' , t' '1: ~ . , ' .1'" 32 
Other As i an .~ " ~ • ~ ,1 33 
Other '1 . 34 

(RECORD) 
Don't know • • • • • • • 7 
Refused • • • • • • • • • '6 35 

Black • 
White 
Asian 

• 1 ... 36 . . . . . . • 2 
3 

Other 4 
Refused • • • • • • • 6 
Don't knm'i •••••••• 7 

-_.---------------------------.-------------------------------------------
D12. Were you born in the United States or 

somewhere else? 

013. By the way, since we picked your 
number at random, could you tell me 
if your phone is listed in the phone 
book or is it unlisted? 

014. We also need to know how many different 
telephone numbers you 'have at home. 
Do you have another number besides 
this one? 
(IF YES, HOW r,tANY) 

(NUMBER OF OTHER NUrtBERS) --

015. What is your age? 

Born in U.S ..••••• 
Born elsewhere •• 
Don't know •••• 
Not ascertained • • •• 

.1 -37 

.2 

.7 
• 8 

Listed • • • • • • • • • . 1 -38 
Un 1 i s ted • • • • • • •. ' .2 
Don't know •••••••• 7 
Refused/Not ascertained. .8 

Don't know • • • • • • • 97 .,.39/40 
Not ascertained • • • • .98 

(Record exact age1---
Refused •••• '. 
Not ascertained , 

. . . 97-41/42 
98 

'\ I 
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We know that crime is a problem in many neighborhoods. We are going 
to be intervie\'ling some people in person to discuss the ways they 
protect themselves from harm, including sexual assault. It would 

Cd 5 

help us if you would talk with us. We will be able to pay you something 
($10) and we could come directly to your house or meet you somewhere else 
at a time that is convenient for you. Would you like to participate? 

.' 

No • • • • • • . • • • 
Yes (GO TO TEAR SHEET) 
Undecided/DK •••••• . . 

, '-4'3 
2 
7 
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FIll OUT AFTER CONPLETIOM OF INTERVIEW 

AREA CODE [ I-_-1.-_...1...--...1 

NA:·1E ! ____________ -..-;. TELEPHONE NW·18ER: ______ _ 

ADDRESS: ------.------------ COWITY: ____________ _ 

CITY: STATE: __ _ 
LenGth of Time Date of 
Int~rvie\,I: ________ Ended: ________ IntervieIJ/: _____ _ 

'THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME ., 

• INTERVIHIER, PLEASE READ AND SIGN. 

I have reread this completed questionnaire and certify that all questions 
requiring answers have been recorded in the respondent's exac~ words, and 
that.all boxes and spaces requiring an "X", a number, or a letter are filled 
in. This bona fide interview has been obtained according to quota and 
all intervie\·!ing specifications. I agree to kef~p the content of questions;, 
respondent's answers, and the subject of this interview confidential. 

INTERVIEHER I S SIGNATURE : ___________________ _ 

SUPERVISOR'S INITIALS· ____ • __ _ 

Cd.S 'I 
I: 

I, 
I; 
I' 

, I' 
I' 

,44-46 I 
47-48-49 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
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I 
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QUALITY CONTROL HEMS 

(INTERVI EWER -- RATE INTERvrEi~ FOR ALL RESPONDENTS) 

Q.l Respondent's English was: 

Q.2 Was interview taken in Spanish? 

Q.3 Respondent was: . 

Good ••• 
Fa ir . 
Poor . 

.. · . · . . . . 
• • • • 1 ,-50 

• • .. • • 2 
• 3 

Yes • • .'. • • • • • • • .1-51 
No . . • • • • • ~ • 2 

Very cooperative .•• ~ •• 1-52' 
Fairly cooperative •••• 2 
No.t very cooperati ve. • • .3 

---------------------------------------------------------------
Q.4 Respondent seemed: 

Q.5 Do you believe the information 
given to you by the respondent 
is • • • 

Please explain 

._,-

Very interested in 
interview •••••••• 1-53. 

Somewha t ; n teres ted. • • • 2 
. Not interested; hard to hold 

his/her attention. 3 

Accurate • or- Inaccurate 
• • . • • .. • • L54 
• • • • • • • • 2 

55-75 MOR 
" 

76 Cd if 
77 -80 J 00" Ii ," 
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FOLLOW-UP TEAR SHEET 

(READ) 

We \'Iill call you during the next few weeks to arrange a time that is 
convenient for you. 

I need to know your name so that I can call you to set up the appointment. 

(DIRECT FURTHER INQUIRIES TO SITE FIELD DIRECTOR __ ~ _____ _ 
(NAME) 

--------------------_. 
(PHONE) 

The following f;mal& respondent indicated s.~{~oUld be willing to be 
interviewed in person. 7~ . 

interview ID number ~['~I ~1~~~~~~~~[~l~r~~1 ~/~~~ 
Name 

-------~.-----------~--~---------------
Telephone ____________________ _ 

Was his/her inter:vieN in Spanish? 

His/her race was given as: 

Se:< 

Yes • • • • • •.• • .. • • .1 
No • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 

Hispanic ................. 1 
Black ..•.............•... 2 
White .................•.• 3 
Asian ...... , ............. 4 

Other __ ..,..."..,~"='=".,.,.-__ 5 
(SPECIFy) 

Refused .....•........•..• 9 
Don't Know .......•.•.•... O 

r~a 1 e ......................... 1 
Fema 1 e ...................... 2 

For all .~?~~ow7up.respondents) give this to your supervisor. 

Thank you. 

' • 
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