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Law enforcement agsncies and other
organizations concerned with erime
prevention have increasingly urged the
public to take sieps to make their
homes, neighborhoods, and workplaces
safer from the threat of erime. This
report presents information from the
Vietimizstion Riske Survey (VRE), ad-
ministered to 21,016 persons age 16 and
older in 11,188 households in February
1584 as a supplement to the ongoing
Neational Crime Survey. It shows that
substantial numbers of Americans have
taken at least onc of three gpecific
crime prevention measures at home and
were working in establishments where
security features existed. The survey
found that:

& One-third ol American households
reported one or more of the following
erime prevention measures: having a
burglar alarm (79%), participating ina
neighborhood wateh program (7%), or
engraving valuables with an identifi-
pation number {(25%).

¢ While black and white households

- werg equally likely to have taken at
least one of the three hame erime
prevention measures, Hispanics were
less iikely than non-Hispanics to have

*taken at least one suceh measure.

e About hall of 2ll households with
incomes of $50,000 or mere reported at
least one of the erime prevention
maasures, compared to about one-fifth
of households with incomes below
$7,500,

TFar mars Informalion on the Yietim Rigk Susvay
and the Natiosal Orime Sureey soe e Bodotogicel
fote,™ p. 8.

The Vietimization Risk Survey
{VRS) was administered in
February of 1984 as a one-time
supplement te the ongoing
National Crime Survey of the
Bureau ol Justice Statistics. The
VRS supplement collected infor-
mation about erime prevention
mensyures taken at ome and at the
workplace and about individuals'
parception of the salety of their
homes, neighborheods, and places
of work.

This special report examines
several home erime prevention
measures in detaily using burglar
slarms, engraving valuables, and
participating in neighborhond
wateh programs. Among the most

Mareh 1936

interesting lindings are that two-
fifthe of the households in
communities with neighborheod
watch programs participate in
these programs and a fourth of ali
households have enzraved their
valuables with an identification
number. The report also examines
the characteristios of households
and businesses that have taken
crime prevention measurss,

The findings of this report high-
light the efforts of eitizens to
combat orime, thus providing pol-
ieymakers and practitioners with
valuable information on crime
prevention,

Steven R. Schlesinger
Directior

¢ Respondents in 19% of the households
reported that a neighborhood wateh
program existed in their ares. Where

a program was reported, 38% of house-
holds participsted,

e Two-thirds of the emploved survey
respondents reported the presence

of st least one security festure

at their place of worlk. The most
frequently cited workplace security
features were a receptionist to screen
persons entering the workplace {42%),
& burglar alarm system {33%), and
guards (30%).

@ Ninety percent of respondents
working gt places with more than 58
employees reported some security
features at worl, compared to about
hall of those working at places with 10
or fewer employess,

® Worlcers employed in manufaeturing
were most likely to have seeurity
measures at their place of work;
persois employed in agriculture,
forestry, fisheries, mining, or
eonstruction were the least likely.

Crime prevention at home

Citizens may act in ways that dater
crime for a variety of reasons. Some of
these gctions may be only secondorily
related to crime prevention, and some
may have nothing to do with crime.

Por example, the residents of a third of
the households surveyed ewned & dog.
Although most household residents
probably regarded thelr dogs as family
pets, some dogs may have been chosen
for their ability to intimidate strang-
ers, Similarly, while homeowners may
ingtall alarm systems to prevent bur-



glary, they may alse do so to reduce
insurance premiums, Consequently,
while it is relatively sasy io measure
spacilie crime pravention messurss
heuseholds have taken, it is more
difficyli to identily the reasons
underlying these actions,

Dne-third of American households
reported using at lenst one of the
following thres crime prevention
tneasures: having a burglar alarm (7%},
participating In & neighborhood wateh
program (¥%), or engraving valuables
with an identification number {25%)
{table 1). These proportions show some
variation when the characteristios of
the household respondents or the
char&eteristécg of the household itselfl
are examined.”

Age. Household respendents ape 65
or older were less likely than younger
ones to report that their valuable
possessions had baen engraved, The
proportions of households that had a
burglar alarm or had participated in a
neighborbood wateh program did not
appear to be reiated to the ape of the
houssheld respondant.

Raea, Black households were more
likely than white households to parti-
eipate in neighborhood wateh programs,
but there were no measurable Jiffer-
anees in the proportions of black and
white households with burglar alarms or
with engraved vaiuables,

Ethnicity. Hispanics were tess likely
than non-Hispanies to perticipate ina
neighborhood wateh pregram or Lo en-
grave valuables with an identilying
number. However, about the same per-
centage of Hispanies and non-Hispanics
had burglar alarms.

Eduecational attainment. Households
where the respondent had completed at
least one year of college were the most
likely to have engraved their valua-
bles. Households where the respondent
had only an elementary education were
the least likely. Households with
eollage-educated respondents were
more likely than others to have in-
stalled burglar alarms ot to have joined
a neighborhood wateh program.

Home ownership. A higher percent-
age of homeowners than renters had
taken sach of the thres crime preven-
tion measures. About twice as many
homeowners as renters had burglar
alarms (8% vs. 4%); 10% of the home-
owners participated in neighborhood

?The tousehoid respondent was any hoeusehatd
rgmber who coukd supply information about the
wousehotd, In 84% of the coses the househsld
respandeni was either the househinid head or the
head's speuse.

Fable 1. lome erime prevention seeasyres by selected demographic charnctoristioys

Porcenat of hogselioids that:

Engravod itave
Joined 8 vilzahles tekon at
Have noeighbor- with an Tenst one
Binmograghie a burglar haotd wateh identilying of these
eharneieristios® alirm program mimber measuras
Trial % 7% 280 1%
Age
16-£8 - G 3A q1
25-14 El 4 3 34
25-34 3 7 2] 33
Jh-44 & if 29 13
5064 2 L] 23 42
85 andd over 5 [ 16 21
Bace
White # 7 i) 13
Blash | in 23 31
Oiher -— e %4 32
Ethnie origin
Ron~Hispanie 7 # 24 T
Hispanie [t ] 16 23
Edueational attaiament?
Elemantiary sehool 5 4 12 18
High school g é 24 12
College 4 14 a2 43
Family incoma®
f,ass than §7.500 3 4 16 22
$7,500-5,288 5 3 a0 15
$16,000~14,582 4 8 2z 28
$15,080-24,089 3 7 28 13
$25, 001-28,999 e | 11 453
£30,460-49, 492 & 11 32 41
$538,008 or rmorg 16 1% 15 51
Temare
Qwnod 8 16 a7 ki
Rented 4 4 23 27
Number of persans in souschold
1 7 3 13 ak
-3 7 B 27 35
4 7 H- 79 38
§ ar mare 4 7 22 23
Humder of units in strusture
1 7 g 27 35
1.3 % 5 21 27
4-g 5 3 22 27
10 or more B i i? 23
Mobile home i 3 2 HH
Location of residence’
Metropoiiten area
Centraf eity i 3 %4 34
Subarban area & g it 38
Ronmelropolitan area q 5 23 s

~Too {ew sises o oblain sististienily
reliable dota,

Sndividnnd eharacleristios are those of the
bousehold respondent.,
Eduesationnl attainment is tha highest grada
or yaar gompleted,

Stacome is Lhat of all family mambers during
the 12 months prios to the inlerview.

ﬂA matrepolitan eren 3 8 eounty or ecuniies
that contain o eity or eities hoving ot least
50,000 total popiiation. A ascniral eity is
the fntgest ity al o metropalitah aren, A
subnrban gres is the porlien oulside fhe
eenirul eity. Nonmelropolites sreas include
rurzl srens and cilies of fower than 30,008,

wateh programs but only 4% of the
renters; and a higher percentage of
homeowners than reaters had engraved
their valuables (27% vs. 239%),

Household size. The usc of hame
protection measures did not vary con-
sisteritly by household size. Households
in the two-te-five-porson range were
more likely to have engraved valuables
than single-person housebolds. Four-to-
five person households were about
twice as likely as single-persan house-
holds to participate in neighborhoed
watch programs. There is some evi-
dence thai large households {six or
more persans} were less likely to have
burglar glarms.

Number of units in stracturs.
Persons in single~family bomes were
about three times morg likely than
thase living in buildings with four or
more units to participate in neigh-
barhood wateh programs. Moreaver,
persons in single-family units {including
mabile homes) wers the most lkely o
have engraved their valuables. There
was no measurable difference in the |
proportions having burglar alarms.

Location of residence. Households in
metropelitan aress were more likely
than those in nonmetrepolitan areas to
have burglar alarms or to participate in
neighborhood wateh grograms, Subur-
ban households were more likely than




those in either central gities or non-
metropolitan areas to have engroved
their valuables,

Pamily income

Haif the [amilies in the highest
income eategory ($50,000 or more} had
taken at least one of the three erime

Table 2. Home arime prevention measures
by family income and seleeted demsographic
chargeteristizs

Pearpent of households
Laking gt lsost one

crime prevenlian measure
with family ineomes of

Less
Demagrapbie than $16,460- $25,008
chuaracteristics $10,000 24,900 or IRere
(=3
1G-19 4%, LS 4244
20-24 32 33 q1
25-34 26 A 4%
3548 25 33 45
&i-84 a0 30 43
#4 und over 18 23 30
Raee
Waite 22 32 42
Black 28 38 il
Oihzer - 29 41
Ethnie origin
Non-1iispanie 24 43 43
Hispanic 1% 232 KE]
Eéuastiﬁnag)
atiainment
Blementary school 1§ 19 23
High school 24 i2 ki
Coliepe 33 a7 B
Tenure
Owned 23 34 14
Rented 23 28 34
Humber ol persons
in household
1 19 39 7
2w 28 32 44
3-5 27 33 43
f# or (nore 21 il b
Numbser of units
in strustores
1 23 34 45
2-3 22 28 il
4-8 33 30 33
10 or more 18 33 I8
Mobkile home 25 38 30
Loeation of
residonee®
Metropolitan ares
Ceniral city 24 i3 48
Suburben eren 28 33 44
Nonmetropolitan
afeg 51 k3 38

prevention measures. This proportion
was higher than that for any other
income group and more than twice as
high as the percentage {or households
with incomes less than $7,500. The
proportion in the highest income
category with engraved valuables was
about twice as high as that for house-
holds with incomes less than $7,500,
Households in the highest income cate-
gory were ahout twice as likely as those
with incomes of $30,000-45,959 and
about three times as likely as those
with ineomes less than $7,500 to have a
burglar alarm. The proportion of
househoids partieipating in neigh-
horhood weteh was about {our times as
great for households with incomes of
$30,000 or mors a5 for those with
incomes less than $7,500,

The relationship between family
income and erime prevention measures
may result in part from the sosts of
some ¢f these measures. High-income
families may be more able to afford
burglar alarmn systems; they may also

wn g number of valuables that eould
be engraved.

Table 3. Houscholds reporting # neighborhood
wateh progrom in their area

Nate: Home crime pravention mensures sras
having a burgine alarm, engraviag velusble
proparty, asd foising a neighborhosd waleh
progrem. Family ingome s that of all Iamily
members during the 12 months prior to ihe
interview.

~Toa few enses to ehidin slatistically

N relintie dots.

Individusl shoracteristios are those of

{2 househiold respondent.

Edueational nltainment ks the highest year or
zrade eompletad,

& melropoiiten ares 15 0 county or counties
thet poniain & ¢ity or cities having al leagt
40,800 tetal populntion. A ¢entral eily is Lhe
Isrgesi 2ily of a metcopolitan orea, A subue-
has arso is the portion oulside the central
city. Nopmeiropeliten arens ipelede rural
areqss and gities af fewer than 30,0840,

Demogrophie Poreent of
charasterisiios?® Heusahiolds
Teiat 19%
Race
White 18
Blaek 23
Giher 20
Ethnicity
Mon-Hispanic 20
Hispanie 18
Family income?
Less than $7,500 14
$7,300-9,999 14
£10,000-14,999 18
$18,000-24,858 18
$2%,600-29,940 22
540,060-49,998 25
356,080 ar mors kH
Tenure
Chwned 21
Rented 1
Number of unils in
siructwre
i 3
23 17
4-1 i8
16 or more i5
Kobile home 13
Loeatian of residencs®
Metropoliton ares
Centrul ity 25
Suburban srea 2t
Nonmelrapolitan area 12

Bindividun) characterisiics are thosc of the
household respondent.

Ineone is that of afl family members during
the 12 mpnths peior Lo the intzevisw,

Sa meteopalitan nree is a county or counties
that cantnin g eily or oities having ol lenst
49,000 tolal popaiation. A central aliy is
the largast elty of a melropolitan aren, A
subushan aren is 1he porlion cutside Lhe
eentrel eily. Nonmetropoiitos arens include
rura areos and oflice of fewer then 50,000,

To determine whether the rela-
tionships between demographis
characteristics and eriime prevention
measires are present at different
incomes, households were examined
separately for three income cstepo-
ries: low (less than $10,008), middle
{§10,000-24,999}, and high ($25,000 or
mare),

Many of the relationships previously
described between demographic charae~
teristies and erime prevention measures
are present within each income cate-
gory. However, this was not always the
case. For example, homeowners in gen-
ergl waere more likely to use erime
preventiun measures than renters, but
this was not true for the low-income
group {1ahle 2}. The proportions of
central ¢ity and nonmetropolitan house-
holds that took erime prevention
measuares did not differ for those with
incomes below $25,000,

High-ineome nonmetropolitan house-
holds were as likely as high~ineome
metropelitan households to have
engraved valuables, The pereentage of
households in different locations at
each income laval with engraved valua~
bles was as follows:

Loeniion
af residenee

incoma level
Low Muddle Iigh

Central ity 1 204 33
Suburbian aren 21 27 3z
Nonmeteapoiitan

ares 15 5 31

Heighborhood wateh programs

About one family in five reported
that they lived in aress with neigh-
borhood wateh programs (table 3).
Black households were morg likely than
white households to have a neighbor-
hood wateh program; homeowners more
likely than renters; and families with
incomes of 550,099 or ahove more like-
ly than fgmilies with incomes below
$50,000.

Gae In four of the central-eity house-
holds had a erima wateh program in
their neighborhood, 1 in 3 of the
suburban households, and 1 in 8 of the
nonmetropelitan households.

A substantial proportion of house-
holds that were located in areas with
neighborhood watch prograrms partiei-
pated in these programs {table 4). The
overall fipure was 38%. About 44% of
the households with family incomes of
$25,080 ar more participated, compared
with 25% of those with incomes of less
than $10,000. A higher proportion of
four-to~{ive-person households parti~
cipated in neighborhood wateh than did

3The difference between those with incomes of
%30,080 or more and these with incemes of $30,880
1o §45,909 {5 signilizant ot the 90°% conlidense
leval. i



singla-person houssholds. The propor-
tion of homeowners was nearly twice as
high as the proportion of renters.

About 44% of households in single-
family homes participated in neighbor-
hood wateh programs, compared with
16% of household respondents in bujld-
ings of 18 units or more.

Table 4. Paerticipsiion in a ncighborhood
welch program for houscholds in nelghborhaods
with these programs

Participetion in

nelghbertiood watel
ot

Demographic asoor-

characteristies Yes Mo talned® Total
Tolal JB% GO% 2% 100%
Ago
16-19 =3 67 — 1843
224 28 71 — 108
75-34 33 g2 3 141
35-48 43 i3] _ 100
S0-64 45 53 — T
63 and over 12 G4 4 160
Race
White 38 313 2 106
Binek A2 55 - 140
Other - 57 - 100
Eihnie origin
Non-lHispania 39 50 2 104
Hlispanic 2% 85 - o
Edueational
sttainment®
Elemeniary school 34 T 104
High sehoal 35 53 3 1e0
College 42 b 2 140
Pamily income
Less thon $10,008 28 67 4 188
$10,000-24,090 38 8 - 166
25,808 o more 44 a4 - Z 100
Tenure
Owned 43 53 Z 18
Rented 23 75 3 4
Humber of porsons
in bousehold
1 24 88 - 104
-3 39 53 2 1400
-5 45 53 s 18
& or more 34 B9 — 18
Mumber of unlis
in strecture
1 44 &4 4 104
2-3 26 T3 o 104
4-9 o1 7% — 1M
19 or more 16 73 - 1498
Mobile home 38 B1 - 165
Leecsiion of
resgidence®

Metropotitan aren
Central city 34 54 2 10

Suburban area 483 58 2 130
Honmelrapokitan
nren 42 86 - 140

Nole: Persentages may nol telal to 180
seeause of rounding,
~Too few cases 1o chinin statistienlly
ralioble dotls.
Bindividual charneteristies are those of the
household raspondent.

Ineludes responses of "don't know,™
CEducational sitzinment is the highest grade
d&r year eormpicted.

mcome s thoi of all [emily members during

the 12 months prior lo the interview,

B metropoliten ares is o county or eounties
- that eorsiain & oity or citles having at least

50,080 tofsl populstion. A eeniralelly is

the largesi aily of 8 metropolitan area. A

suburben arans s the porlion puiside ihe

senirel eity, Nonmelcapeiltan areas inelude

rura) aeees snd eities of fewer than 50,004,

Although those whe resided in
nonmeatropolitan areas were only sbout
half as lkely as central city residents
to have a neighborhood waich program
in their community (12% vs. 25%]),
there is some eyidence thet they were
mare likely to participate in such
prozrams when they existed,

1t is possible that because of the
higher population density in central
eities, neighborhood wateh programs
can funcation sueecessfully with lower
percentages of participation by area
residents, while in nonmeiropoliten
areas greater participation by area
residents is essential to the operation
af the program. In addition, more
residents in nonmetropolitan areas than
in central eities may be acquainted
with their neighbaors, may be more
knowledgeable about community
concerns and issues, and may be more
likely to participate in crime pre-
vention programs as a result.

Crime prevention messures
and fear of crime

About 32% of the househsld respon-
dents felt that their neighborhood was
vary safe from arime; 58% felt their
neighborhood was fairly safe; and 107%
felt their neighborhood was unsafe.

Those who felt their neighborhood
was very safle from crime were less
likely to have taken at least one crime
prevention measure than those who felt
their neighborhoods wete unsale or only
fairly safe (table 5}

Other erime prevention measures

around the house or apartment building
in whieh the household was loeated.
These included:

¢ a fence or barricade at the entrance
e n doorkeeper, guard, or receptionist
o an intercom or phone o gain aecess
to the building

& survellinnce cameras

@ bars on windows or doors

o signs indicating alarms or Seeurity
devices

e other warning signs {such as "beware
of dog").

Twenty percent of the households
surveyed ware in structures with at
least one of these leatures {table B),
‘The proportion was highest for house-
helds located in buildings of 10 or more
units. It was also higher for households
in central eities than for nonmetrapoli-
tan households and for renters rather
than owners. The most common seeuri-
ty feature for households located in
huildings with 10 or more units was an
intercom or telephone system to con-
trot access. This ferture was present
for 36% of the households.

Security measures at work

The VYRS elicited information about
security measures ai the workplace for
all respondents who had worked outside
the home at only one location during
the previous & months. Specifically,
they were asked whether there was:

e a receptionist or guard who cheeked
pecple coming in

Table 5. Szcurlty festures observed
by survey interviewers by selected
houschold characteristics

Peresnl of households

. Houschold with ong or more
Although household I'es;?miéeats were cherasterisiies sceurily fealures
asked about only three arime preven-
tion measures the household may have Total . 0%
taleen, survey interviewers recorded the ““{“‘w of units in structure "
presence of & variety of features in or 2-3 13
4= 24
10 or more 133
‘Table 5. Home erime preveation mensures by Moblle haeme 1B
fear of neighborheod crime Lecation of residence?
Welropolitan srea
Househeld respondent Central ity n
reports thai neighbor- Suburhan nres 19
hood s Nonmelirepoiitan arca 12
Crime Fairly ‘Panure
prevesniion Very Falrly or very Owned 15
measures safe safe unsafe Rented 26
Total 100%  100%  100% Nute: Suourity features ohserved by survey
Hane [ 9 GA% A interviewars consisted ofy & fenee or barrlonded
enlrance; 8 doerkeeper, guard, ot reeeplionist;.
Al innst ong 6% 4% F5% an intercom or phone; surveilianee camera; gigns
Burglar alarm B 7 ! Ingdientlng securily or burgier alarm systems;
Engraved gther warning 5igns; bars on the windowa or
valunables T4 26 2% donrs.
Fartlelpate in *A meiropoiiten grea g o county or eounties
naighborhoad that contals a ey or eities having al lsast
walah T 8 7 50,000 totnl population. A ceatrnl city Is the

Noie: Whethsr or not crime prevention
mensures werg used was not known in sbhout
2% of the cases.

largest ity of a metrepoiiten aren. A subur-
ban area s the portion sutside the central
city. Nonmelropolilan areas include rural
nrens and ciifes of fewer thon 58,6800




& total eategory Ineludes respondents for
whom size of establishment was not known
or not aseertnined. .
Pereentoges may not total to 100 because
ol rounding.

& a burglar alarm system

# police or guards {or protection

& pass or 1D required {or entrance

® an entry or gate kept locked during
working hours

& surveillance cameras

& guard dogs.

Two-thirds of those agked about
seaurity at the workplace statsd that af
least one of these means of protection
was used at their place of gmployment
{table 7). Amang those reporting seci-
rity measures, some 37% worked at
places with only one means of protea~
tion; 26% at places with two; 16% gt
places with three; and 21% at places
with four or more of the specified
Mi¢asures.

A higher pereentage of respondents
who worked in large establishments,
that is, those with 31 or more employ~
ees, reported security measures than
thase who worked In smaller ones.
Ninety percent of respondents at large
establishments reported one or more
crime prevention measures, compared
with 71% of those working at medium-
sized establishments (11-50 employees),
and 33% of those at small establish-
ments {10 or fewer employees). In
addition, a higher percentage of those
worldng atf large establishments

Table 7. Pereent of cespondents who Table 8. Percent of respondents wha
reported specilie seeurily mensures at reported ot lenst one security mensure
work by size of establishment ni work by type and size of establishment
Nurber of employees Number of employeas
in sslsbiishinment inestoblishment
Beeurity ] 51 of Type of i oor
T ARUPES Toial® 1-10 11i-50 mare estaplishment Totsl® 1-10  11-50 more
Poreent of respondents Tatal 7% 5% Ti% B0
wia; Fﬁim::i?fi;t or Manulncturlng B3 60 78 b4
e ont Finunes 74 81 87 ]
gusrd whe choeks Public

5u§§§§:ig¥m 4% 21% 40%  65% administration 73 83 7% H

Professional
4.

?a’?:;&(:f guard 33 ¥ 18 43 serviees 71 3 T B85
for protection 30 11 18 54 E‘&gs?g":f‘m ; 80 w15 82

Pessor LD. Fade iwanicsile

. 4 and reinil} 58 14 84 88
required for Business and
antrance 18 5 8 as entertain.

Entry or gate kepl N 54 4 75 g2
loeked durlng mant sm‘n?es i
working hours 16 s 1z 28 Agrieulture, for-

Survsiltance eyir;f, fisheries,
opmera 18 & 51 ag mimzzg;, and gof-

Chunrd dog 2 4 > 3 struction 37 ¥7 84 as

At losst one of FPoial entegory ineludes respondents for
ihese measures 87 33 71 50 whorp size of osiablishment was not known of

Of respandents reporting not nsgeriained.
sevurity mepsures, b
§§§:: t who mimrgeazgm G106 A9%  UI% reported multiple security measures

Two 26 23 10 25 than did respondants who weorked in

Three 16 a 13 20 smaller establishments. OF those who

Fow or more 21 [ : 3z

reported one or more security measuraes
at worlk, 32% of the employees at large
firms reported four or mors measures
compared with 6% of those at small
establishments. Respondents at large
establishments were more likely than
those at medium-sized and small estab-
lishments to report each type of
security measure except guard dogs,
which were rarely reported {or estab-
lishments of any size.

Respondents who worked at small and
medium-sized establishments were
more likely to report & burglar alarm or
& receptionist than any other security
feature., Medium~sized establishments
were reported as about equally likely to
haye n receptionist as they were to
have a burglar alarm. Hespondents at
large establishmerits most {requently
mentioned receptionists (85%), puards
{54%), or burglar alarms (43%).

The percetitage of vespondents who

reported security features at work
varied by type ol establishment. About
four~fifths of respondents in manulae-
turing indicated that there were one or
mors sgeurity measures at work {table
8}, About three-lourths of those in
public administration, professional
services, and fInance noted at least one
erime prevention measure at work. The
lowest proportion of respondents with
one or mora crime prevention meassures
it work were in agriculture, forestry,
fisheriss, mining, and construction
activities. Theze tend to be outdoor
aetivities maling it more difficult to
instiall security measures.

Within sach establishment type the
proportion of respondents with security
measures at work rose with the number
of emplovees. For example, almost sl
respondents in [inance, manufacturing,
business and entertainment, and publie
administration with more than 59 am-
ployees reported at least one security
measure, while ahout half to two-thirds
of those in these types of establish-
rments with 10 or fewer employees re-
ported one or more security measures.

Fear of erime at work

More than 8 in 10 persons strveyed
felt very or feirly safe in their place of
work. This was true whether or not
there were any security features at the
the workplace. In general, the propor-
tion who felt "very sale" as opposed to
"fairly safe" increased with the
inerense in safety leatures {table 9).

Yery few persong-~about 1 in 10~-felt
in danger of being the vietim of &
erime by & fellow employee, Slightly
mare in establishments with more than
50 employees—about 1 in &—expressed
fear of possible vietimization. Thiz
may simply be because those working
in larger establishments were less
likely to be personally sequainted
with all their coworkers and were
more eoncerned about erimas of theft
or viglence committed by unknown
persons,

by susmbar of seturity measures

Talile 3. Nespondeots’ perception of safety ot workplace

Percont of respondentis who resorted their workplacs to ber
L3 &—_L“W“P""T—*mf &

Number af security Very Faiprly oF very Dor't
Hiahsures at workpisee Totia! sale sife ungafc know
Nong lam% 3% 4545 ) 1%
At least one 108 51 43 8§ ®
Qne 104 47 A6 7 -
Two 100 a3 43 & —_
Three 100 51 44 4 -
Four 100 80 6 L] -
Five or more 100 61 34 H —

Note: Percentages may not totnl Lo 100 due
te rounding.

*Less than 0.5%.

~Tao fow cnses 1o oblain statistizally

reliable datia.




#Methodological note

The Mational Crime Survey measures
personat erimes of violenee {rape, rob-
bery, and assgult), personal erimes of
theft (lareeny with or without contaet),
and household crimes (burglary, house-
hold larceny, and motor vehicle theft).
A reprasentative national sample of
about 127,000 persons in §0,000 house-
holds are interviewed twice a year.
Each month a sixth of the sample are
interviewed about criminal incidents,
ineluding those not reported to the
police, that oceurred during the
previous § months, Definitions of the
demographle eharacteristices used in
this report and complete deseriptions of
the NS somple design and data collec-
tior methods can be found in Criminel
Vietimization in the United States,
1983, Bureau of Justice Statistics,

N (11-9845% {Washington, D.C.: August
1985},

The Victimization Risk Survey was
asdministered as part of the National
Crime Survey in February of 1984, In
addition to the ususl guestions ssked on
the NCS, interviewers obtained infor-
mation {rom respondents about work,
leisurc metivities, and crime pravention
measures to identify possible sources of
vulngrability to erime. After leaving
gach interviewed househgld, inter-
viewers recorded information about
household seeurity measures and
neighborhood characteristics that may
Influence the risk of vietimization.

Questions about home erime preven-
tion mensures were asked of the house~
hold respondent. Fop each household
one knowledgeable person was selected
to answer questions pertaining to the
entire household, The household re-
spondent was not necessarily the head
of household, that is, one of the persons
who owned or rented the housing unit.
in 94% of the emses, however, the head
of household or spouse served as the
household respondent. The household
respondent had {o be at least 18 years
af age unless the household head or
spouse was under 18, Since questions
about home erime prevention measures
were asked of the household raspan-
dent, the personal demographic charae-
teristics are those of the household
respondent and not necessarily those of
the head of household.

A total of 11,719 househelds and
24,220 individuals completed the basie
NCS questions in February 1984, Of
these, 21,016 individuals in 11,198
households completed the VRS supple~
ments. VRS supplements were not
completed by persons aged 12-15 or by
proxy respendegnts, A small number of
respondents who answered the regular

NCS questions refused to answer the
VRS supplement.

Since the YES supplement was s 1-
meonth sample, usual NCS weighting
procedures to obtain annual estimates
and rates cannot be used, However,
each 1-month sample is representative
of the U.8, population. The percent-
ages presented in this report are based
on unweighted totals, Significance
tests have been modified to account for
the use of unweighted rather than
weirhted data. All comparisons pre-
sented in the text are significant &t the
5% confidenes level or above, exeepl
where the phrase “some evidence® Is
used, indienting significance at the 90%
confidence level Differencesin
peresntages that are below the 8%
confidence level are referred to as ot
megsgrably different,” More informa-
tion on estimation procedures ean be
feund in Appendix I of Criminal
Yietimization in the Unitad States,

1983 ("Survey Methodology and
Standard Errors™h

Copies of the VRB supplement are
gvailable from BJS,

Bureau of Justice Statistics Special
Heports are prepared principally by
BJS staff under the direction of
Joseph M. Bessetle, deputy director
for data analysis. This report was
writien by Catherine J. Whitaker.

1t was edited by Carol Kalish,
assisted by Marianne Zawitz.
Marshall DeBarry, Anita Timrots, and
Gertrude Thomas provided statistical
assistanes,. Marilyn Marbrook, publi-
cations unit chief, administered
report production, assisted by Mille
Baldes, Tina Dorsey, snd Joycs
Stanford.
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