y A
A,

N7'0D'VLD7 TN MDY
Central Bureau of Statistics
&3S,h slasl 8,518 YNV NN
STATE OF ISRAEL

HNIYS NN

STATE OF ISRAEL
091 PNVAY THWNN
The Ministry of Public Security

ISRAEL'S CRIME VICTIMIZATION
SURVEY
2016

PUBLICATION No. 1702
www.cbs.gov.il

Jerusalem, January 2018



Copyright © 2018 The State of Israel

ISSN 2519-6308




PREFACE

The Crime Victimization Survey 2016 is the third in a series of ongoing annual surveys
commissioned and financed by the Ministry of Public Security and conducted by the Central
Bureau of Statistics. The main goals of the survey were to provide an unbiased statistical
estimate of victimization in crimes against the person as well as in crimes against household
property and crimes against children in the household. In addition, the survey aimed to
produce an estimate of the sense of personal security among the Israeli public.

The survey population was the permanent population of persons aged 20 and over in
households in Israel. The sample consisted of approximately 7,150 persons, and the overall
response rate to the 2016 Survey was approximately 68%. Most of the questionnaires
(approximately 83%) were administered by an interviewer in a telephone survey, and the rest
of the questionnaires (approximately 17%) were self-administered. The vast majority of the
self-administered questionnaires were sent via the Internet, and a few were sent by post.

This publication summarizes the main findings of the survey, which completes the
measurement of crime victimization in that it covers victimization that has not been reported
to the police in addition to victimization that has been reported. Moreover, the survey
provides data on the sense of personal security among the Israeli population. The findings
are used for evidence-based planning and policy making at the Ministry of Public Security. In
the present publication, emphasis was placed on multi-year comparisons. In addition, all
three years of the survey were used as a basis for obtaining estimates that could not be
published for each year separately due to high sampling errors.

We would like to thank the units at the Central Bureau of Statistics that actively participated
in all stages of the survey. Particular thanks are due to the interviewers at the Central Bureau
of Statistics for their devoted and professional work. In addition, we express our appreciation
to the staff of the Survey Unit, the Department of Information Technology, and the
Department of Statistical Methodology. Finally, we would like to express our appreciation to
the Research Department of the Ministry of Public Security for their cooperation. The head of
the Department, Eran Feinmesser, worked together with Shai Amram, Guy Nagar, and Kfir
Batz to make preparations and coordinate the process of updating the survey questionnaire.

Yosi Gidanian
Senior Department Director
Education and Society

Jerusalem, 2018
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1. GENERAL

The Crime Victimization Survey 2016 is the third in a series of ongoing annual surveys
commissioned and financed by the Ministry of Public Security and conducted by the Central
Bureau of Statistics. Prior to the first survey in the series, which began in 2014, similar
surveys were conducted by the CBS in 1979, 1981, 1990, 1991, and 2001.

The main goal of the 2016 survey was to provide an unbiased statistical estimate of
victimization in various types of crime (e.g., crimes against the person, crimes against
household property, and crimes against children in the household). In addition, the survey
aimed to provide an estimate of the sense of personal security among the Israeli public.

The survey is an outcome of the Minister of Public Security’s policy to enhance the personal
security of the Israeli population, and it is a major tool for planning activities at the Ministry of
Public Security.

Because the survey is conducted every year, it provides a basis for following up on changes
in several areas, such as: the rate of crime victimization in Israel, the number of offences, the
types of offences, and reporting to the police and other official parties.

The sample consisted of approximately 7,150 persons aged 20 and over, who were divided
into 12 equal, balanced monthly interview workloads over the year. The overall response rate
to the 2016 Survey was approximately 68%. The survey started at the beginning of January
2016, and continued for 12 full months. Most of the questionnaires (approximately 83%) were
administered by an interviewer in a telephone survey, and the rest of the questionnaires
(approximately 17%) were self-administered. Most of the self-administered questionnaires
were sent via the Internet, and a few printed questionnaires were sent and returned by post.

The survey was based on a representative sample of the Israeli population, which was
divided according to sex, religion, age, education, economic situation, and other
characteristics, in order to develop estimates of the number of persons and households that
had been victims of specific crimes (against property or against the person) over the past 12
months. The estimates included persons who reported the crimes to the state authorities (the
Israel Police, the Ministry of Social Affairs and Social Services, the Ministry of Education,
etc.), as well as those who did not report the crimes.

(9)



2. MAIN FINDINGS

A. Victims of Crime — Against the Person

The Crime Victimization Survey 2016 provides data on crime victims aged 20 and over, by
five types of crimes against the person:

Theft — Theft without the use of force and without threats to use force (e.g., pickpocketing,
stealing a cellphone). Not including breaking into a dwelling or a motor vehicle.

Violence or threats of violence — e.g., physical assault, threats, purse snatching, robbery, etc.

Sexual harassment — Sexual harassment in the form of verbal or physical conduct towards
men as well as women (e.g., sexual innuendoes and comments, peeping).

Sexual offence — e.g., indecent assault, attempted rape or rape.

Cyber-crime — Crimes committed through computerized systems — e.g., dissemination of
personal information in social media (Facebook, WhatsApp), threatening or humiliating,
stealing information and impersonation on websites.

Approximately 632,000 persons aged 20 and over (11.8% of the population in that age
group) had been victims of one or more of the crimes examined in the survey.

Victims of Crime, by Various Characteristics
e Victims of Crimes, by Type of Crime and Population Group (Table 1.1)

Of the population aged 20 and over, 11.8% had been victims of crime over the past year.
The most prevalent crime during the year preceding the survey was theft: 235,000 persons
aged 20 and over (4.4% of that population) had been victims of theft. The second most
prevalent crime was cyber-crime: 205,000 persons aged 20 and over (4%) had been victims
of this type of crime; 165,000 persons aged 20 and over (3.1%) had been victims of violence
or threats of violence; and 126,000 persons in that population (2.3%) had been victims of
sexual harassment. The number of victims of sexual offences is subject to a relatively high
sampling error.

Notably, because it is possible to be a victim of several types of crimes, the number of
victims of all types of crimes is larger than the total number of crime victims.

(10)



é 1. CRIME VICTIMS AGED 20 AND OVER, BY TYPE OF CRIME )
2016 SURVEY
5
4.4
4 3.8
@ 3.1
g 3
s 23
c
3
T 21
a
1 4
O T T T
Theft Cyber-crime Violence Sexual harassment
\. J

The rate of crime victimization among the Jewish population was higher than the rate among
the Arab population: 7.9% of the Arab population aged 20 and over had been victims of one
or more of the crimes examined in the survey over the past year, versus 12.5% of the Jews
and Others. Because the number of victims of the different types of crimes was relatively low
among the Arab population, the data are usually subject to high sampling errors. The survey
findings indicate that among victims of theft, the percentage of Arabs was similar to the
percentage of Jews and Others (4.4% and 4.5%, respectively). However, among victims of
the other types of crimes the percentage of Arabs was lower.

e Jewish Victims of Crime, by Type of Crime and Religiosity (Table 1.2)

The participants in the survey sample were asked to define their level of religiosity. The rate
of persons who had been crime victims over the 12 months preceding the survey was higher
among the participants who defined themselves as “secular” than it was among those who
defined themselves as “ultra-Orthodox”, “religious”, and “traditional”: 14.4% of the secular
persons aged 20 and over had been victims of crimes against the person, whereas the rates
among the other groups were: 11.6% of those who were traditional/not-so-religious, 11.2% of
those who were religious, 10.1% of those who were ultra-Orthodox, and 9.9% of those who
were traditional/religious. With regard to theft, the highest percentage of victims was among
the secular and ultra-Orthodox patrticipants (5.1% and 4.8%, respectively). With regard to
violence or threats of violence, the highest percentage of victims was among the traditional
participants (3.9% among the traditional/not-so-religious, and 3.8% among the
traditional/religious); and with regard to cyber-crime, the highest percentage of victims was
among the secular and religious participants (5% and 4.9%, respectively).
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e Victims of Crime, by Type of Crime, Age, and Sex (Table 1.3)

During the 12 months preceding the survey, 324,000 men and 308,000 women had been
victims of crimes against the person. Both the men and women had been victims of all types
of crimes examined. The percentage of men who had been victims of violence or threats of
violence was considerably higher than the percentage of women (4.0% versus 2.2%,
respectively); the percentage of men who had been victims of cyber-crime was also higher
than the percentage of women (4.8% and 2.9%, respectively). However, the percentage of
women who had been victims of sexual harassment was considerably higher than the
percentage of men (3.8% versus 0.8% respectively). The rates of men and women who had
been victims of theft were similar (4.6% and 4.2%, respectively).

The rates of crime victimization in the 20—34 year age group were relatively high for all types
of crime, and the rates of crime victimization among persons aged 65 and over were lower
than the rates among other age groups for all types of crime.

The overall rate of sexual harassment victims among persons aged 20 and over was 2.3%.
However, when sex and age were taken into account, the rates rose sharply among young
women aged 20-34 (7.3%). In fact, this is the highest rate of crime victimization in all of the
sex and age groups. On the whole, the rates of all types of crime victimization were higher in
the younger age group (20—34 years) than in the older age group (35 years and over), both
for men and women. It should be noted that when data were analyzed by sex and by age in
this section, the research population was divided into two age groups: aged 20-34, and aged
35 and over.

e Victims of Crime, by Type of Crime and Level of Education (Table 1.4)

Among persons aged 20 and over, the education level of crime victims was somewhat higher
than the education level of the total population. For example, 20% of the total population had
primary or secondary education (without a matriculation certificate), compared with 14% of
the crime victims; and approximately 36% of the total population had an academic degree,
compared with 45% of the crime victims. The victims of cyber-crime were the population with
the highest levels of education: 51% had an academic degree, and 65% had post-secondary
education (compared to 57% of all crime victims and 49% of the total population that had
post-secondary education).

(12)



Reporting to the Police
e Victims of Crime, by Reports to the Police (Table 1.5)

In the crime victimization survey, crime victims were asked if they had reported to the Israel
Police.

Those who had been victims of more than one crime over the 12 months preceding the
interview were asked to refer only to the most recent crime.

The findings indicate that most crime victims do not report to the police. Theft and violence
were the most prevalent crimes reported to the Israel Police, although most of the victims of
these crimes did not report to the police: 63% of the victims of violence or threats of violence,
65% of the victims of theft, 91% of the victims of cyber-crime, and almost all of the victims of
sexual harassment (95%) did not report the crimes to the police.

e Victims of Crime, by Satisfaction with the Way the Police Handled the Case
(Table 1.5)

Thirty-five percent of the victims of theft reported to the police. Of those, 36% were satisfied
with the way the police handled the case, and the rest were dissatisfied. The reasons for
dissatisfaction derived from the approach of the police (the police did not take the report
seriously, they were impolite, there was a delay in handling the report), as well as from the
outcomes of the case (failure to catch the thief or find the stolen property, or failure to notify
the person who reported the crime in an appropriate way). The victims who did not report
theft crimes indicated that the main reason for not reporting was that the police cannot
handle such cases.

Thirty-seven percent of the victims of crimes of violence or threats of violence reported to the
police. Of those, 30% were satisfied with the way the police handled the case. The rest were
dissatisfied, mainly with the approach of the police as well as with the outcomes of the case.
Those who did not report crimes of violence or threats of violence to the police indicated that
the main reason for not reporting was that the police cannot handle such cases.

As mentioned, very few of the victims of cyber-crime (9% of all victims) reported to the police
about the last incident they experienced. Of those who did not report cyber-crimes to the
police, 24% indicated that the police cannot handle such cases. 27% indicated that they had
reported to other parties, and 29% mentioned other reasons that were not related to the
inability of the police to handle such cases or they considered the incident to be trivial.

Almost all of the victims of sexual harassment (95%) did not report to the police. The main
reasons for not reporting were not because the victims considered the incident to be trivial
(41.8%), believed the police cannot handle such cases (21.5%), or had reported to other
parties (9.4%).

(13)
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Reporting to Other Parties (Besides the Police)

e Victims of Crime, by Type of Damage Caused and Reporting to Other Parties
(Tables 1.6, 1.7)

Out of 165,000 victims of violence or threats of violence, 119,000 (72%) indicated that they
had been harmed; 65% indicated that they had been harmed emotionally; 18% of those who
indicated that they had been harmed reported to various parties (11% sought assistance
from parties other than medical professionals or welfare authorities). Notably, it is possible to
seek formal assistance from several parties.

Out of 126,000 victims of sexual harassment, 62,000 (49%) indicated that they had been
harmed, and the damage was mainly psychological. Approximately 90% of the victims who
had been harmed did not report to welfare authorities, medical professionals, or any other
parties (as mentioned, there were almost no reports to the Israel Police on this type of
crime).

e Victims of Cyber-crime, by Type of Crime and Reporting to Other Parties
(Table 1.8)

There were 204,000 persons aged 20 over who indicated that they had been victims of
cyber-crime over the year preceding the survey: 44% of them indicated that they had been
victims of theft or dissemination of information, and 32% indicated that they had been victims
of impersonation or identity theft. These were the most prevalent types of cyber-crime that
persons aged 20 and over in Israel had been victims of. Fifty-six percent of the victims of
cyber-crime had sought assistance from other parties: 17% sought assistance from family
members; 13% sought assistance from friends; 12% sought assistance from the website; 8%
sought assistance from the Internet provider; and 20% sought assistance from other sources.
As mentioned, the percentage of reports to the Israel Police on this type of crime was
especially low.

Because one can be a victim of several types of crimes, the figures do not add up to 100%.
Moreover, because it is possible to seek assistance from more than one party, the total
number of parties approached for assistance is not the same as the total number of victims
who sought assistance.
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B. Victims of Crime — Against the Household

The 2016 Crime Victimization Survey presents data on persons aged 20 and over who were
victims of crime against their households.

Crimes Against a Dwelling

1. Stealing property — Theft of household property from a dwelling or outside of the
dwelling.
2. Breaking in — Breaking into a dwelling or attempting to break in (without stealing)

Crimes Against a Motor Vehicle

The survey examined whether the household had a motor vehicle (a car and/or motorcycle or
moped), and whether they had been victims of the following crimes during the year preceding
the survey:

3. Stealing a car
4. Breaking into a car — breaking into the car or theft of objects or parts from the car,

or damage to the car without stealing — including damage to the car without
breaking in or theft of objects or parts from the car without breaking in.

5. Stealing a motorcycle or moped

6. Causing damage to a motorcycle or moped, and stealing parts from them

(16)



Type of Crime
e Victims of Household Crime, by Type of Crime (Table 2.1)

The population of persons aged 20 and over in Israel totals approximately 5.38 million
individuals belonging to approximately 2.56 million households. According to the survey
findings, 10% of the households (259,000) were victims of property crimes (against the
dwelling or against the vehicle belonging to the household) during the year preceding the
survey: 6.2% of the households were victims of crimes against the dwelling; 4.9% of the
households were victims of property theft from the dwelling or outside of the dwelling, and
approximately 1.8% of the households were victims of break-ins or attempted break-ins to a
dwelling (without theft).

Approximately 69% (1.76 million) of the households participating in the survey owned a
vehicle (car or motorcycle): 99% owned a car, and 7.1% owned a motorcycle (a total of
125,000 households owned a motorcycle); 106,000 households had been victims of a crime
related to a vehicle during the year preceding the survey, and the most prevalent crime was
breaking into a car (3.5% of the households): 0.7% of the households had been victims of car
theft during the year preceding the survey (17,700 households, and 19,800 crimes during
that year).

Fifteen thousand households (approximately 12% of all households that owned a motorcycle)
were victims of crimes against a motorcycle (stealing the motorcycle, damage to it, or
stealing parts of it).
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e Households that were Victims of Crime, by District and Locality of Residence
(Table 2.2)

The percentage of households that were victims of crimes against a vehicle was highest in
the Central District (5%), and the lowest percentage was in the Southern District (3.4%). The
highest percentage of households that were victims of crime against dwellings was in the
Judea and Samaria Area (9.4%), and the lowest percentages were in the Jerusalem District
(4.1%). In the Tel Aviv District, 7.8% of the households were victims of crime against
dwellings.

The percentages of households that were victims of crimes against a vehicle in the large
cities are subject to relatively high sampling errors, and caution needs to be exercised in
analysis of the data. The findings indicate that the percentages of households that were
victims of crimes against a vehicle were higher in Tel Aviv-Yafo than in Jerusalem (5.5%
versus 3.9%). Regarding crimes against dwellings, the differences were even greater (10.2%
in Tel Aviv-YAfo versus 3.7% in Jerusalem).

Reporting to the Police
e Victims of Household Crime, by Reports to the Police (Table 2.3)

As in the case of crimes against the person, most victims of property crimes do not report to
the police, with the exception of car theft: 99% of those who had their car stolen reported to
the police (in reference to the most recent crime committed during the 12 months preceding
the survey); 40% of the households that were victims of property theft from the dwelling
reported to the police, and 41% of the households that were victims of break-ins or attempted
break-ins (without theft) reported to the police. The percentage of households that reported
theft of parts and objects from a car to the police was 35%. Because there were only a few
cases of motorcycle theft and because the sampling error was higher than 30%, the data on
this crime cannot be analyzed.
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¢ Households That Were Victims of Crime, by Satisfaction with the Way the Police
Handled the Case (Table 2.3)

Approximately 99% of those who were victims of car theft reported to the police: 58% of them
were satisfied with the way the police handled the case. Those who were dissatisfied
indicated that the main reasons for their dissatisfaction derived from the outcomes of the
case (i.e., the police didn't find the stolen car, didn't catch the thief, or they didn’t keep the
victim properly informed). With regard to theft of parts and objects from a car, only 35% of
the victims reported to the police. Of those who reported this crime to the police, 64% were
dissatisfied with the way the police handled the case. The main reason for their
dissatisfaction derived from the approach of the police (the police did not take the case
seriously, they were impolite, there was a delay in handling the case), as well as from the
outcomes of the case (the police didn't find or didn’t catch the thief, or they didn't keep the
victim properly informed).

Regarding cases of property theft (from the dwelling or outside of the dwelling), 40% of the
victims reported to the police. Most of the victims who did not report to the police indicated
that their main reason for not reporting was the inability of the police to handle these cases
(i.e., “the police cannot handle such cases”, or the victims have “learned from experience
that the police do not handle such cases effectively”): Of those who reported to the police,
44% were satisfied with the way the police handled the case.

Regarding breaking into a dwelling or attempting to break in (without stealing), 41% of the
victims reported to the police. Of those, 63% were satisfied with the way the police handled
the case.
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C. Households with Children Who Were Victims of Crime

The 2015 Crime Victimization Survey presents data on households with children up to age
18 who had been victims of the following crimes:

1. Theft — Theft without the use of force and without threats to use force (e.g.,
pickpocketing, stealing a cellphone). Not including theft of property from a dwelling or
from a motor vehicle belonging to the household.

2. Violence or threats of violence — e.g., threats, beating, stabbing, etc.

3. Sexual harassment — Sexual harassment in the form of verbal or physical conduct
towards men as well as women (e.g., sexual innuendoes and comments, peeping).

4. Sexual offences — e.g., indecent assault, attempted rape or rape.

5. Cyber-crime — Crimes committed through computerized systems — e.g., dissemination
of personal information in social media (Facebook, WhatsApp), threatening or
humiliating, stealing information and impersonation on websites.

It should be borne in mind that adult household members aged 20 and over were the ones
who responded to these questions, and not the children themselves.
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Type of Crime

e Households with Children Who Were Victims of Crime, By Type of Crime
(Table 3.1)

Out of 2.56 million households with persons aged 20 and over, 1.14 million had children
under 18 years of age; 1.06 million households had children aged 2—17 (the relevant ages in
this survey for victims of theft, violence, and sex offences); 862,000 households had children
aged 6-17 (the relevant ages in this survey for victims of cyber-crime and sexual
harassment); In 81,000 households with children aged 2-17 (7.6% of the households), the
children had been victims of a crime. In 3.5% of the households, the crime was violence or
threat of violence against a child; in 3.4% of the households, the crime was theft from a child
without the use of force; in 1.6% of the households with children aged 6-17, a child was a
victim of cyber-crime; and in 1.1% of the households in that group, a child was a victim of
sexual harassment.
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e Households with Children Who Were Victims of Crime, by Type of Crime
and Population Group (Table 3.1)

In 74,700 (8.9%) of the Jewish households with children aged 2-17, a crime was committed
against a child in the household during the year preceding the survey. Theft and violence
were the most prevalent crimes against the children (in 4.0% and 3.9% of the households,
respectively). In 1.8% of the households with children aged 6-17, cyber-crimes were
committed against at least one child, and in 1.4% of the households with children aged 6-17,
the children were victims of sexual harassment. The number of Arab households that
reported crimes against children in the household in this survey was relatively low (6,500
households with children who had been victims of a crime). These households constituted
approximately 3% of all households with children aged 2-17 years. Because the sampling
error for the specific data by type of crime is too high, the data cannot be published.

e Households with Children Who Were Victims of Crime, by Type of Crime
and the Place the Crime was Committed (Table 3.2)

In 35% of the households with children who were victims of crime (excluding victims of cyber-
crime), the most recent crime was at the child’s school. The percentage of victims of theft
without use of force was 28%, and the percentage of victims of violence was 44%.

e Households with Children Who Were Victims of Crime, by Type of Crime
and Number of Times the Child Was Harmed (Tables 3.1 and 3.5)

In 35,000 households, children were victims of theft. In 27,000 of those households, the
crime was committed once during the 12 months preceding the survey. The average number
of incidents of violence or threats of violence against children was larger. In 36,000
households, violence was perpetrated against children; in 20,000 of those households the
crime was committed once during the 12 months preceding the survey, in 7,000 of the
households the crime was committed two or three times, and in 9,000 of the households the
crime was committed four or more times.
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Reporting to the Police

e Households with Children Who Were Victims of Crime, by Reports to the Police
(Table 3.3)

The rates of reporting crimes against children in the household to the police were lower than
the rates of reporting crimes against persons aged 20 and over. Only 18% of the households
in which children had been victims of theft (the most recent theft committed) reported to the
Israel Police. The rates of reporting violence or threats of violence against children were
slightly higher — 26% of the households in which children had been victims of violence
reported to the police; 29% of the households in which children had been victims of sexual
harassment reported to the police; and 92% of the households in which children had been
victims of cyber-crime did not report to the police.

e Households with Children Who Were Victims of Crime,
by Satisfaction with the Way the Police Handled the Case (Table 3.3)

Of the households that reported theft from children, 87% were dissatisfied with the way the
police handled the case. They attributed their dissatisfaction to the approach of the police, as
well as to the outcomes of the case. Those who did not report cases of theft from children in
the household indicated that the main reason for not reporting was the inability of the police
to handle these cases (i.e., the police cannot handle such cases, or the victims have learned
from experience that the police do not handle such cases effectively). Regarding cases of
violence or threats of violence against children in the household, the percentage of
households that reported to the police and were satisfied with the way the police handled the
case was 41% (59% were dissatisfied).

Reporting to Other Parties (Besides the Police)
e Households with Children Who Were Victims of Crime,

by Reporting to Various Parties (Table 3.4)

Thirty-six thousand households were victims of violence or threats of violence against
children up to age 18, and 82% of them sought assistance from other parties. Most of them
reported to welfare services and to the school (43% and 39% of the households with children
who were victims of violence or threats of violence reported to these parties, respectively).
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D. Sense of Personal Security
Feel Safe Walking Alone in the Neighbourhood After Dark
e By Age and Sex (Table 4.1.1)

Eighty-five percent of the persons aged 20 and over participating in the survey felt safe (to a
great extent or very great extent), compared with 15% of those who did not feel safe (to a
small extent or not at all) walking alone in their neighbourhood after dark: 93% of the men felt
safe (to a great extent or very great extent), compared with 77% of the women. Among
young persons aged 20-24, the percentage of men who felt safe waling alone in the
neighbourhood after dark was higher than the percentage among persons in older age
groups: 96% of the men aged 20-24 felt safe (to a great extent or very great extent),
whereas the percentages in older age groups ranged from 92% to 94%. In contrast, the
percentage of women aged 20-24 who felt safe walking alone in the neighbourhood after
dark was lower than the percentage among older age groups: only 71% of the women aged
20-24 felt safe (to a great extent or very great extent), whereas the percentages in older
aged groups ranged from 74% to 84%.
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e By District and Locality of Residence (Table 4.1.2)

The highest percentage of persons aged 20 and over who felt safe walking alone in the
neighbourhood after dark (to a great extent or very great extent) was in the Northern District
(approximately 89%). The percentage of persons aged 20 over in the Judea and Samaria
Area who felt safe walking alone in the neighbourhood after dark was also relatively high
(88%). However, the lowest percentages were found in the Jerusalem, Haifa, and Central
districts (approximately 84% in each of those districts).

Of the large cities, Haifa had the lowest rate of residents who felt safe walking alone in the
neighbourhood after dark (78%), and the rate in Be'er Sheva was slightly higher (79%).
However, the rates of residents who self safe walking alone in the neighbourhood after dark
were highest in Rishon LeZiyyon and Tel Aviv-Yafo (89% and 88%, respectively). The rates
in Ashdod, Petah Tigwa, Jerusalem, and Netanya were similar to each other, and ranged
from 82% to 84%.
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Fear of Being a Victim of Violence in the Neighbourhood
e By Age and Sex (Table 4.2.1)

Ninety-two percent of the persons aged 20 and over participating in the survey were not
afraid (“to a small extent” or “not at all’) of being victims of violence in their neighbourhood;
95% of the men and 88% of the women expressed this view. No clear trends could be
identified with regard to the relationship between the extent of personal security and age
group among women or men. In any case, the differences between age groups were not
substantial.

e By District and Locality of Residence (Table 4.2.2)

Regarding the extent to which persons aged 20 and over are afraid of being victims of
violence in their neighbourhood, there were minor differences by district of residence. The
highest percentage of those who indicated that they are not afraid (“to a small extent” or “not
afraid at all”) was in the Tel Aviv District (approximately 93%). In contrast, in lowest
percentage of residents who indicated that they are not afraid of being victims of violence in
their neighbourhood was found in the Jerusalem District (approximately 90%).

Of the large cities, the lowest percentage of residents who were not afraid of being victims of
violence in their neighbourhood was in Netanya (85%). The highest percentage of residents
who were not afraid of being victims of violence in their neighbourhood was in Petah Tigwa
(94%). In the other large cities with 200,000 residents and over, the percentages ranged from
89% to 93%.
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General Sense of Safety in the Neighbourhood
e By Age and Sex (Table 4.3.1)

Ninety-one percent of the persons aged 20 and over (94% of the men and 89% of the
women) indicated that in general they feel safe (“to a great extent” or “to a very great extent”)
in their neighbourhoods. Like the other parameters of perceived personal security in the
neighbourhood (walking alone after dark and fear of being a victim of violence), the findings
indicated that the men felt a greater general sense of security than the women. However, no
clear trend was found with regard to the sense of personal security by age group.

e By District and Locality of Residence (Table 4.3.2)

The percentage of residents who indicated that in general they felt safe in their
neighbourhood was relatively high in the Northern District (95% felt safe “to a great extent” or
“to a very great extent”). The lowest percentage was found in the Southern District (90%). In
other districts, the percentage of residents who felt safe in their neighbourhoods was similar
to the national average (91%).

Of the large cities, the lowest percentage of residents who generally felt safe in their
neighbourhood was in Ashdod and Be'er Sheva (87%-88%). By contrast, the highest
percentage of persons aged 20 and over who generally felt safe in their neighbourhoods was
found in Rishon LeZiyyon (94%). In the other large cities with 200,000 residents and more,
the percentages ranged from 89% to 92%.
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Sense of Personal Security, Compared to the Previous Year

Of the persons aged 20 and over participating in the survey, 81.4% indicated that their sense
of security was similar to the previous year; 12.5% indicated that there was a change for the
worse since the previous year, and 6.1% indicated that there was a change for the better.

Examination of the participants’ sense of security by geographic area reveals differences: the
highest percentage of residents who felt a change for the worse since the previous year was
among the residents of the Jerusalem District (20%). Similarly, among the residents of the
Judea and Samaria Area’, the percentage of residents who felt there had been a change for
the worse since the previous year was higher than average (16% of the residents of the
Judea and Samaria Area, compared with the average rate of 12.5%). In the rest of the
districts the rates were somewhat lower than average, ranging from 11.5% to 12.4%.

Among the residents of the large cities, in Jerusalem 19.5% of the residents aged 20 and
over felt there was a change for the worse in their sense of personal security in 2016
compared with the previous year. However, among the residents of Rishon LeZiyyon and
Petah Tiqwa, only 7.9% of those aged 20 and over expressed that feeling. In the rest of the
large cities with over 200,000 residents, the rates ranged from 9.5% to 13.7%.
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Victims of Noise Disturbance in the Residential Environment

Approximately 40% of the persons aged 20 and over had been victims of noise disturbance
after 11:00 PM in their residential environment over the last year. Approximately 10% had
been victims every night or almost every night, 14% had been victims of noise disturbance
once or twice a month, and 16% had been victims less frequently. Only about 13% of them
reported the most recent incident to the police, and 48% of those who reported were satisfied
with the way the police handled the case.
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Victims of Violent Behaviour on the Road

Fifty-five percent of the persons aged 20 and over had been victims of violent behaviour on
the road, such as: cursing, threats, blocking a crossing, or dangerous driving when they were
drivers, passengers, or pedestrians.
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3. TERMS, DEFINITIONS AND EXPLANATIONS

Offence: Behaviour that is forbidden and punishable by law — an act that involves violation of
the law or regulations. An act or oversight that constitutes a violation of the law and of the
rules established in the laws of the state.

Crime: Unlawful activity.
Victims of crime: Victims or casualties of criminal activity.

Reported crime: A crime or criminal act that was reported and/or documented by the Israel
Police. The reported crime is part of the criminal statistics of the Israel Police. The statistics
constitute a relative share of existing crime in Israeli society.

Unreported crime: Crime incidents that occur, and that are not reported to any official or
established body, including the Israel Police.

Sense of personal security: A subjective feeling which reflects the status of one’s personal
security. A sense of personal security is related to protecting one’s body, mind, and property
from a broad spectrum of threats in daily life, including crime victimization and exposure to
crime.
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4. METHODOLOGY
Survey Population

The survey population comprised the permanent non-institutional population aged 20 and
over in households in Israel, as well as residents of non-custodial institutions such as student
dormitories, immigrant absorption centers, and sheltered housing projects for the elderly.
New immigrants were included in the survey population only if they had arrived in Israel at
least six months before the interview.

Groups not included in the survey population: residents of custodial institutions, or residents
of institutions who could not be contacted (e.g., residents of old age homes, hospitals for the
chronically ill, and prisons); Israelis staying abroad continuously for more than one year at
the time of the survey; diplomats and foreign citizens residing in Israel continuously for more
than one year prior to the interview; immigrants who arrived in Israel less than six months
prior to the interview; Bedouins and other persons living outside of recognized localities).

Sampling Frame

The sampling frame of the Crime Victimization Survey was based on the file of the
Population Register updated to April, 2015. In general, the quality of the sampling frame was
examined according to the extent to which it covered the survey population: under-coverage
of the population can lead to biased estimates, whereas overcoverage leads to higher costs
due to attempts to enumerate persons who are not part of the survey population. Therefore,
persons not belonging to the population were removed from the sampling frame. It is fairly
simple to identify some of the groups that are not part of the survey population. For example,
according to the age criterion, all persons aged 19 and under were removed from the
sample. However with regard to some characteristics defining the groups that do not belong
to the survey population, information in the Population Register may either be incomplete or
lacking. In those cases, it is more difficult to identify the persons who should be removed
from the sample, and the decision about removing them is subject to error. For example,
Israelis permanently residing abroad are not part of the survey population (even if they return
for brief visits from time to time), and special efforts were made to identify them and remove
them from the sampling frame. The sampling frame is also subject to undercoverage of new
immigrants who arrived in Israel after the Population Register was updated, and who belong
to the survey population based on the above criteria.
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The Sampling Method

The sample size was planned so that the expected number of participants would be
approximately 5,000 persons aged 20 and over: 56 design groups were defined according to
a combination of three demographic variables: (1) population groups (Arabs in East
Jerusalem, Arabs outside of East Jerusalem, Jewish immigrants who arrived in 1990 and
after, and Israeli-born Jews or Jewish immigrants who arrived before 1990); (2) Gender (men
and women); (3) and age (2024, 25-34. 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, 65-74, 75+). The design
groups described above were divided into 20 more design groups consisting of persons who
were university graduates and students over the last 10 years (based on data from
administrative sources). Thus, there were 76 design groups altogether. The expected size of
each design group was planned to be proportional to its size (the number of persons in each
design group), under the constraint that the total number of participants would be 5,000.
Based on assumptions regarding the expected proportion of non-response and those who do
not belong to the survey population, it was possible to compute the required sample size for
each design group. The average sampling probability was 1:772, the maximum sampling
probability was 1:641, and the minimum sampling probability was 1:873.

Because the reports may be influenced by seasonal effects, the sample was divided into 12
groups. The groups were balanced in terms of size, and represented the survey population in
terms of their characteristics. One month was allotted to examine each group separately.

The overall sample consisted of 7,145 persons.
The Estimation Method

The data collected in the Crime Victimization Survey are based on a sample of individuals in
the population. To produce estimates of the characteristics examined in the survey for the
total population and for population sub-groups, two weighting coefficients are calculated for
each respondent, which reflect the estimated number of persons in the population and the
number of households represented by the respondent. The estimation method is related to
the sampling method, and to various problems entailed in data collection. One of the
prevalent problems is that not every person in the sample responded to the survey, and the
characteristics of the individuals who failed to respond are not necessarily similar to the
characteristics of those who responded (informative non-response). This can bias the survey
estimates. The estimation method is mainly intended to reduce biases that may derive from
informative non-responses, from undercoverage of the population, and from differences in
the sample sizes by characteristics that were not included in the design of the survey
sample.

The estimation process consisted of three stages: (a) in the first stage, each respondent was
assigned a preliminary weighting coefficient, which was the inverse of the sampling
probability and reflected the sample design. (b) In the second stage, the preliminary
weighting coefficients were multiplied by correction factors for non-response in the survey.
Calculation of the correction factors for non-response takes into account the response rates
by administrative variables that are known for all individuals in the sample (respondents and
non-respondents). This is done by performing classification and regression tree analysis, in
order to examine which administrative variables and which divisions best express the
differences in the response rates. (c) In the third stage, all of the weighted estimates
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obtained in the previous stage were adjusted to fixed margins of external data in an iterative
process (Raking). These margins are based on characteristics of individuals and households:

e Estimates of household by religion of locality * household size * have/don't have
children up to age 19 (13 groups)

e Estimates of individuals aged 20 and over, by geographic groups (35 groups)

o Estimates of individuals aged 20 and over by religion of locality * sex * age group (24
groups).
At the end of the third stage, a weighting coefficient was obtained for each individual who
responded in the survey. The weighting coefficient was used to estimate the characteristics
of the individuals participating in the survey. In addition, a weighting coefficient was
calculated for households, which was obtained by dividing the individual’'s weighting
coefficient by the number of persons aged 20 and over in the household.

The survey estimates were calculated by using the appropriate weighting coefficient
according to estimated characteristics (of individuals or households).
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5. RELIABILITY OF THE ESTIMATES

The estimates in the Crime Victimization Survey are based on a sample survey, and may be
subject to two types of errors: sampling errors and non-sampling errors.

5.1 Sampling Errors

Sampling errors occur because only a sample of the population is investigated (see the
section on the Survey Population above). The sample used in this survey is only one of a
large number of possible samples of the same size that could have been selected using the
same sampling method. Clearly, estimates based on different samples will differ from one
another, and almost all of them will differ from the value that would have been obtained had
the data been collected from the total population (marked as X) without a sample.

The estimate X is the estimated value, based on the specific survey sample that would
have been obtained had the data been collected from the total population.

A

The sampling error of an estimate U(X) is a measure of the average difference between
all estimates that would have been obtained from all possible samples of the same size and
derived by the same method, and the value that would have been obtained had a complete
census been conducted, under the same conditions of data collection. The sampling error
can be estimated from the survey data. For the Crime Victimization Survey, estimates of
sampling errors were calculated.

Sometimes it is convenient to assess the accuracy of the estimate on the basis of a relative
sampling error of the estimate (RSE), which is calculated as the ratio of the sampling error
to the estimated value, i.e., 6(5( /5( . As a precaution against using estimates subject to
high sampling errors, the tables in this publication present estimates with relative sampling
errors between 15% and 30%, which have low reliability, in brackets. Estimates of 30% and

higher, which have very low reliability, are not presented at all. Instead, the symbol “..
appears in the tables.
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5.2 Non-Sampling Errors

Non-sampling errors may stem from many sources at all stages of collecting and processing
the survey data. They can also occur in the process of collecting data from the total
population, and not just from a sample of individuals.

The main non-sampling errors in this survey are:

1.

Errors stemming from non-response: Errors caused by the fact that some
individuals sampled for the survey do not respond due to absence, refusal to
participate, or for other reasons. This may cause a certain bias in the estimates,
because the characteristics of these individuals may differ from those of the persons
who were investigated. The estimation method aims to minimize this bias.

Response errors: Errors due to misunderstanding of questions, unwillingness or
inability to answer correctly, or incorrect presentation of questions.

Errors in data entry: The participants’ responses are entered by the interviewer, and
are subject to errors. Some of these errors are identified and corrected through reviews
conducted using the survey management computer program.

Errors in processing: Errors that occur at the stage of processing the data. Some of
these errors are corrected through reviews of the material.

Whereas sampling errors can be estimated on the basis of the survey data, non-sampling

errors are difficult or even impossible to estimate. In this publication, quantitative estimates of

non-sampling errors are not presented. It is important to note that in the stages of planning

and conducting the survey, every effort was made to minimize these errors.
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5.3 Results of the Field Work

The following is a summary of the results of the field work in the survey.

Results of the survey field work Absolute Percentages*
numbers
Total persons in the sample 7,145 100.0
Belong to the sample population 6,918 96.8
Do not belong to the sample population 227 3.2
Thereof:  peceased 89 1.2
Abroad for more than a year 102 1.4
In an institution 30 0.4
Other (including living outside
of a locality) 6 0.1
Respondents 4,722 68.3
Non-respondents 2,196 31.7
Thereof:  Absent 193 2.8
Temporary difficulty 326 4.7
Refusal 402 5.8
Language difficulties 71 1.0
Permanent difficulty (disability) 153 2.2
Responded very partially (data
cannot be processed) 39 0.6
Not located 720 104
Other (e.g., problem with
telephone) 292 4.2

* The percentages of respondents and non-respondents are based on those
belonging to the survey population.
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5.4 The Investigation Period

During the survey investigation period (January 2016-December 2016), persons in the
sample were asked about being victims of various offences during the 12 months preceding
the survey. Thus, the investigation period essentially began in January 2016 and ended in
February 2017. (Questionnaires were collected from each monthly sub-sample over a period
of two and-a-half months, so that the field work during the last month of the survey, i.e.,
December, ended in February 2017.) That is, the survey examined victims of crime during
the course of one year, and covered a period that lasted almost two years and two months
(26 months). Respondents answered questions about personal security in reference to their
current sense of security at the time of the interview, so that the period covered was almost a
year and two months (January 2016 to February 2017).

55 The Interview Procedure

The Crime Victimization Survey began on 1 January 2016. The survey sample was divided
into 12 sub-samples, and every month a new sub-sample was investigated.

On the first day of each month, letters of invitation were sent to the persons in the sample,
together with an explanation about the survey and a link to respond via the Internet. The
letter indicated that whoever does not respond via Internet will be contacted by an
interviewer for a telephone interview.

Three weeks later, telephone interviews were conducted with persons in the sample who did
not respond via the Internet. Compared with the previous surveys, the time allotted for
Internet responses was expanded to three weeks (in the 2014 Survey one week was allotted,
and in the 2015 Survey the period was two weeks). Reminders were mailed to all of the
persons in the sample who had not responded during the first 10 days of the month.

The end of the interview procedure: The interviews with each monthly sub-sample were
conducted over about two and-a-half months, in order to maximize the potential for
responses from participants who were interviewed in Hebrew as well as in Arabic.

Response rate: The response rate in the current survey was 68.3%, and it was lower than
the rate in the 2015 survey (66.7%).

5.6 Data Collection

The data collection process combined three methods: most of the questionnaires were
administered in a telephone interview (83.2%); the rest were self-administered and sent via
the Internet (16.1%), and only a few self-administered questionnaires were returned by post
(0.7%).
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6. THREE YEARS OF THE SURVEY — POSSIBILITIES AND USES

The Crime Victimization Survey has been conducted regularly by the CBS since 2014. The
Crime Victimization Survey 2016 was the third survey in the series. One of the main
objectives of the survey is to follow up on changes over time: changes and trends in the rates
of various types of crimes, changes in the extent of citizens’ reporting to the police, etc.

Table A presents the rates of victimization for crimes against individuals and crimes against
households, as well as the rates of reporting by victims of these crimes in the three
consecutive surveys (2014, 2015, and 2016). In addition, the significance levels of the
differences between the surveys are marked.

Regarding the estimates for crimes against individuals, the percentage of sexual harassment
victims aged 20 and over increased substantially in 2015 compared with 2014 (2.58% versus
1.84%), and decreased slightly in 2016 (2.33%). The rates of reporting to the police by
victims of violence or threats of violence declined substantially in the first two surveys (from
44.52% in 2014 to 26.45% in 2015), and increased substantially in 2016 (36.97%).

Regarding the estimates for property crimes against households, a substantial increase was
found in the percentage of households that were victims of overall property crimes in 2015
compared with 2014, and particularly victims of “property theft from the dwelling. In 2016, the
percentage of households that were victimized by these crimes declined substantially, but
was still high in comparison with 2014. The percentage of households that were victims of
breaking into a car in 2014 was much lower than the percentages in 2015 and 2016 (2.81%,
compared to 3.59% and 3.51%, respectively).

Regarding sense of personal security, 12.54% of the participants aged 20 and over in the
2016 survey reported a change for the worse since the previous year. This was lower than
the percentage in the 2015 survey (15.10%), and much higher than the percentage in the
2014 survey (only 10.91%).
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Table A. Rates of Victimization and Reporting to the Police in the Three Surveys

Percentages
Estimate, by survey year Significance of the
difference between the
surveys
Measure 2014 2015 2016 2015 2016 2016
VS. VS. VS.
2014 2015 2014
Persons aged 20 and over who were
victims of theft 5.06 4.60 4.38
Persons aged 20 and over who were
victims of violence or threats of violence 3.25 3.61 3.08
Persons aged 20 and over who were
victims of sexual harassment 1.84 258 233 *k
Persons aged 20 and over who
reported theft to the police 4040 3649 3544
Persons aged 20 and over who
reported violence or threats of violence
to the police 4452 2644  36.97 *x b
Households victimized by property
crimes 8.78 11.97 10.11 * i *
Households victimized by property theft
from dwe|||ng 3.93 6.19 4.87 *x xx *x
Households victimized by break-in to
dwelling without theft 1.72 2.20 1.76
Households victimized by vehicle theft 0.71 0.98 0.69
Households victimized by break-in to
vehicle or theft of parts or items from
vehicle 2.81 3.59 3.51 * *
Households victimized by crimes
against a motorcycle 0.46 0.50 0.59
Households victimized by theft from
dwelling who reported to police 38.38  43.95 4041
Households victimized by break-in to
dwelling without theft who reported to
police 34.69 20.17 40.49 * *
Households victimized by vehicle theft
who reported to police 89.80 94.94 98.63
Households victimized by break-in to
vehicle or theft of vehicle parts or items
from vehicle, who reported to police 3594 38.58 34.94
Persons aged 20 and over who felt a
change for the worse in their sense of
personal security compared with the
previous year 10.91 15.10 12.54 * *k **

*The difference in the estimates is statistically significant at the level of 90%.
**The difference in the estimates is statistically significant at the level of 95%.
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Some of the incidents examined in the survey are relatively rare. As a result, the rates of
those incidents among the general population are low. Moreover, the survey is subject to
sampling errors, and high sampling errors do not allow for publication of these rates owing to
problems with the reliability of the data. When all three surveys (which were similar in scope,
response rates, and methodology) are taken into account, the number of respondents is
tripled and it is possible to calculate the weighted average of a given parameter that was
examined in all of the surveys.

For example, the percentage of persons aged 20 and over who were victims of sexual crimes
cannot be published for every year, because the relative sampling error was over 30%.
However, when all three surveys are taken into account and the weighted average is
calculated (thereby expanding the sample and reducing the sampling error), a rate than can
be published is obtained (see Table B).

Table B. Victims of Sexual Crimes and Relative Sampling Errors

Percentages

Estimate Relative

sampling

Measure/Year of the survey error
Persons aged 10 and over
who were victims of sexual crimes
2014 . 35
2015 . 52
2016 . 36
Average for the three years
of the survey (2014-2016) (0.15) 23

Another example of this is the rate of sexual harassment victims in the Arab population. The
rates for each year are very low, and are subject to relative sampling errors that are too high
for the figures to be published. However, when the weighted average for all three years of
the survey is calculated, it is possible to obtain data that can be published (see Table C).
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Table C. Crime Victims Aged 20 and Over in the Arab Population, by Type of Crime

Percentages
Estimate

Survey year Theft Violence Sexual
or threat harassment

of violence

2014 (2.85) (2.91)

2015 (4.72) (2.22)

2016 (4.46) (2.94)

Average for the three years

of the survey (2014-2016) 4.03 (2.02) (2.07)

A third example of rates that usually cannot be published due to high relative sampling errors
is the rate of households victimized by property theft from dwellings or by vehicle theft, by
locality of residence. As can be seen in Table D, it is only possible to publish the rates for
Jerusalem and Tel Aviv-Yafo. However, when the weighted average for all three years of the
survey is taken into account, the data on the other large cities with over 200,000 residents

can be published.
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Table D. Households Victimized by Property Theft, by Type of Crime and by Locality of
Residence (Comparison of Estimates for the 2016 Survey with Three-Year Estimates)

Percentages
2016 Survey Three survey years
2014-2016
Viptimi- Vigtimi- Viptimi- Vigtimi-
Locality ofresdence | “allony | zalonby | zatonby | zaton by
(over 200,000 residents) against the | againsta | against the | against a
dwelling vehicle dwelling vehicle
Jerusalem 3.7) (3.9 55 (3.7)
Tel Aviv-Yafo (10.2) (5.5) 9.4 (4.4)
Haifa . . (6.0) (3.8)
Rishon LeZiyyon . . 4.2) (4.5)
Ashdod . . (3.7) 4.1)
Petah Tiqgwa . . (7.0) (5.1)
Be'er Sheva . . (4.4) (3.8)

To summarize, the three-year estimate allows for publication of rates that cannot be
published for each year separately due to problems with reliability, because it increases the
sample size and reduces sampling errors. There is a need to take into account that the
estimate is essentially the average of data obtained over three consecutive years (2014—
2016). As such, it conceals the distinctions of differences between the years.
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CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY
QUESTIONNAIRE 2016
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Crime Victimization Survey 2016

Identifying number:

A. Is the person responding to the survey the same person whose name is
written in the letter of invitation?

(Circle the number next to the appropriate answer.)

1.
2.

Yes — Continue to the questionnaire on page 2

No — Continue to B

B. What is the reason that the person to whom the survey questionnaire
was addressed cannot respond?

1.

Temporarily absent from the household due to holiday, illness, reserve
duty, etc. Indicate the date that person will return: __ /  /

Lives at a different address in Israel. Indicate the address:

Neighborhood Street  House Number  Locality Zip code

Another reason. Specify:

Please record your information so that you can be contacted if your
guestionnaire is incomplete or requires clarification:

Firstname Last name Land line phone  Cell phone

Your relationship to the person to whom survey questionnaire was
addressed (e.g., child, father, partner)

Thank you for taking the time to fill in the above information.

Please return the questionnaire without delay to the Central Bureau
of Statistics in the attached, postage-free envelope.

For explanations and clarifications, please contact the Central Bureau of Statistics:

66 Kanfei Nesharim St., Jerusalem
Phone: 02-659-2982; Fax: 02-651-5836
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Instructions for completing the questions and tables:

v

v
v

4.

5.

6.

When you are instructed to select an answer, circle the number corresponding
to your answer.

Tables: Circle the number in the appropriate column on each line.

Pay attention to the instructions for skipping to the next appropriate question.
If there is no instruction, continue to the next question.

Part A: ldentifying Information

What is your year of birth?
What is your gender?
1. Male
2. Female
What is your marital status?
1. Married
2. Separated
3. Divorced
4. Widowed
5. Never married

How many people are there in your household, including yourself
(includes soldiers and children in a dormitory)?

This refers to people who live permanently with you in your dwelling and
with whom you share food expenses.

Does the household include persons up to age 20?
1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 10

How many children aged 0-17? (this refers to children under age 2)

6.1 How many children aged 2-57? (this refers to children under age 6)

7.
8.
9.

How many children aged 6-127? (this refers to children under age 13)
How many children aged 13-17? (this refers to children under age 18)

How many youths aged 18-197? (this refers to youths under age 20)
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Part B: Harm Due to Crime

The following questions refer to crimes committed against you in Israel during
the past 12 months.

A. Theft

10. During the past 12 months, has anything been stolen from you without
use of force or threat of force, such as a wallet or a cellphone? Do not
include theft from a dwelling or car.

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 19
11. How many times did someone steal from you?
If you answered that you were stolen from once, skip to Question 13.
12. How many of these thefts did you report to the police?

The following guestions refer to the most recent theft.

13. When did the latest theft occur? Month Year

13.1 In which locality did the latest theft occur?

14. According to your estimate, what is the value of the property stolen in
the most recent theft?

State an amount even if it is a very rough estimate.
NIS
15. Did you report the most recent theft to the police?
1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 18
16. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 19
2. No
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17. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled your case?

You can choose more than one answer.

1.

N o o b~ w Db

Did not take the report seriously
Did not find or catch the thief

Did not return the stolen property
Were impolite to you

Did not update you appropriately
Delayed response to the report

Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 19

18. What was the main reason you did not report the theft to the police?

Choose one reason only.

1.
2.
3.

| did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

The police cannot handle such cases

The police are not interested in handling such cases

| have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)
| reported to another party

Another reason. Specify:

If there are no children under 18 in the household, skip to Section C.

B. Harm to Children — Theft

19. During the past 12 months, has anything been stolen from one of the
children up to age 18 without use of physical force or threat of force,
such as a wallet or a cellphone? Do not include stealing from a dwelling
or car.

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 29

3. Not that | know of — skip to Question 29

20. How many times did someone steal from the children?
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If you answered that the children were stolen from once, skip to
Question 22.

21. How many of these thefts did you report to the police?

The following questions refer to the most recent theft.

22. When did the most recent theft occur? Month Year

22.1 In which locality did the latest theft occur?

23.How old is the child who was stolen from most recently?
24. Where did the most recent theft take place?
1. In school

2. Elsewhere. Specify:

25. Did you report the most recent theft to the police?
1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 28
26. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 29
2. No
27. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled your case?
You can choose more than one answer.
1. Did not take the report seriously
Did not find or catch the thief
Did not return the stolen property
Were impolite to you
Did not update you appropriately

Delayed response to the report
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Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 29
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28. What was the main reason you did not report the theft to the police?
Choose one reason only.
1. 1did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

. The police are unable to handle such cases

2
3. The police are not interested in handling such cases
4

. | have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

o

Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)
6. | reported to another party

7. Another reason. Specify:

C. Violence/Use of Force

29. During the past 12 months, have you been a victim of violence or threat
of violence in your home or outside your home: someone hit you,
threatened you, snatched your bag, mugged you, etc.

1. Yes
2. No —skip to Question 44
30. How many times were you the victim of a violent crime?
If you answered that you were a victim once, skip to Question 32.
31. How many times did you report to the police?

The following questions refer to the most recent violent incident.

32. When did the most recent violent incident occur?
Month Year

32.1 In which locality did the latest violent incident occur?

33. In the latest violent incident:
1. They threated you but physical force was not used
2. They harmed you physically without threatening you
3. They threatened you and also harmed you physically
33.1 Did they use a weapon against you?
1. Yes, a firearm (pistol, rifle, etc.)
2. Yes, a cold weapon (knife, club, etc.)

3. No
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34. Before the incident, did you know the attacker/at least one of the
attackers?

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 36
35. What was your relationship to the attacker/at least one of the attackers?
1. Spouse/partner
2. Former spouse/partner
3. Parent
4. Another relative
5. An acquaintance who is not a relative

36. Was something stolen or was there an attempt to steal during the most
recent violent incident?

1. There was a theft
2. There was an attempt to steal — skip to Question 38
3. No — skip to Question 38

37. According to your estimate, what was the value of the property that was
stolen?

State an amount even if it is a very rough estimate.

NIS

38. Did the latest violent incident cause you:
Yes No
1. Bodily harm (wound, bruise, cuts, etc.) 1 2
2. Property damage 1 2
3. Work damage (missed days of work, lost 1 2
wages, firing, etc.)
4. Emotional damage (stress, trauma, shame, 1 2
feeling of helplessness, etc.)
5. Other damage, specify: 1 2

39. Did you report the most recent violent incident to the police?

1. Yes
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2.

No — skip to Question 42

40. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?

1.
2.

Yes — skip to Question 43
No

41. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled your case?

You can choose more than one answer.

1.
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Did not take the report seriously
Did not find or catch the attacker
Were impolite to you

Did not update you appropriately
Delayed response to the report

Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 43

42. What was the main reason you did not report the violent incident to the
police?

Choose one reason only.

1.

WD
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| did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

The police cannot handle such cases

The police are not interested in handling such cases

| have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)
| reported to another party

| was embarrassed to discuss the incident

| was afraid of revenge

Another reason. Specify:
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43. Did you contact or report to any other parties as a result of the violent
incident?

You can choose more than one answer.
Welfare services/social worker
Medical care

Emotional help/psychologist
Non-profit/social organization
Legal assistance

Relative

An unrelated acquaintance
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Another party. Specify:

9. |did not contact or report to any party

If there are no children under 18 in the household, skip to Section E.

D. Harm to Children — Violent Crime

44. During the past 12 months, have any of the children up to age 18 in the
household been victims of violence or threat of violence (threatening,
stabbing, hitting, etc. ) by someone not a member of the household?

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 57
3. Not that | know of — skip to Question 57
45. How many times were the children victims of violent crimes?
If you answered once, skip to Question 47.
46. How many times did you report to the police?

The following questions refer to the most recent violent incident.

47. When did the most recent violent incident occur?
Month Year

47.1 In which locality did the latest violent incident occur?

48.How old was the child who was the victim of the most recent violent
incident?

49. In the latest violent incident:
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1. They threated him but physical force was not used

2. They harmed him physically without threatening him

3. They threatened him and also harmed him physically
49.1 Did they use a weapon against him?

1. Yes, a firearm (pistol, rifle, etc.)

2. Yes, a cold weapon (knife, club, etc.)

3. No

50. Did any bodily harm result from the violent incident (e.g., wound, bruise,
cuts)?

1. Yes
2. No

51. Where did the most recent violent incident take place?
1. In school

2. Elsewhere. Specify:

52. Did you report the latest violent incident to the police?
1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 55
53. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 56
2. No
54. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled your case?
You can choose more than one answer.
1. Did not take the report seriously
Did not find or catch the attacker
Were impolite to you
Did not update you appropriately

Delayed response to the report

L T

Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 56
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55. What was the main reason you did not report the violent incident to the
police?

Choose one reason only.

1. 1did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

2. The police cannot handle such cases

3. The police are not interested in handling such cases

4. | have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

5. Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)

6. | reported to another party

7. 1 was embarrassed to discuss the incident

8. | was afraid of revenge

9. Another reason. Specify:

56. Did you contact or report to any other parties as a result of the violent
incident?

You can choose more than one answer.
Welfare services/social worker
Medical care

Emotional help/psychologist
Non-profit/social organization

The school

Legal assistance

Relative

An unrelated acquaintance
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Another party. Specify:

10.1 did not contact or report to any party

E. Sexual Harassment

57. During the past 12 months, have you been sexually harassed? Sexual
harassment can include verbal or physical behavior toward a man or
woman of any age, such as: sexual innuendos, sexual comments,

(57)



peeping. Excluding sexual harassment through the internet or social
media.

1. Yes
2. No - skip to Question 68

58. How many times were you sexually harassed?

If you answered one time — skip to Question 60
59.How many times did you report the incident to the police?

The following questions refer to the most recent sexual harassment
incident.

60. Did the most recent incident of sexual harassment occur at your
workplace?

1. Yes

2. No - skip to Question 62
61. Who was the perpetrator?

1. A superior of yours

2. Someone else

62. Did the most recent incident of sexual harassment cause you:
Yes No
1. Work damage (missed days of work, lost 1 2
wages, firing, etc.)
2. Emotional damage (stress, trauma, shame, 1 2
feeling of helplessness, etc.)
3. Other damage, specify: 1 2

63. Did you report the most recent sexual harassment incident to the
police?

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 66
64. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 67
2. No
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65. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled your case?

You can choose more than one answer.

1.

L T

Did not take the report seriously
Did not find or catch the perpetrator
Were impolite to you

Did not update you appropriately
Delayed response to the report

Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 67

66. What was the main reason you did not report the violent incident to the
police?

Choose one reason only.

1.

w0
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| did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

The police cannot handle such cases

The police are not interested in handling such cases

| have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)
| reported to another party

| was embarrassed to discuss the incident

| was afraid of revenge

Another reason. Specify:

67. Did you contact or report to any other parties as a result of the violent
incident?

You can choose more than one answer.

1. Welfare services/social worker
2. Medical care

3.
4

Emotional help/psychologist

. Non-profit/social organization
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Legal assistance
Relative

An unrelated acquaintance
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Another party. Specify:

9. |did not contact or report to any party

If there are no children under 18 in the household, skip to Section G.

F. Harm to Children - Sexual Harassment

68. During the past 12 months, have any children in the household been
sexually harassed? Sexual harassment can include verbal or physical
behavior toward a man or woman of any age, such as: sexual
innuendos, sexual comments, peeping. Excluding sexual harassment
through the internet or social media.

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 79

69. How many times were the children sexually harassed?

70. How many times did you report the incident to the police?

The following guestions refer to the most recent sexual harassment
incident.

71. What is the age of the child who was harmed in the most recent
incident?

72. Did the most recent incident of sexual harassment occur at school?
1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 73
73. Who was the perpetrator?
1. Teacher
2. Student
3. Other

74. Did you report the most recent sexual harassment incident to the
police?

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 77
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75. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 78
2. No
76. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled your case?
You can choose more than one answer.
1. Did not take the report seriously
Did not find or catch the perpetrator
Were impolite to you
Did not update you appropriately

Delayed response to the report

L T

Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 78

77. What was the main reason you did not report the violent incident to the
police?

Choose one reason only.

1. 1did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

2. The police cannot handle such cases

3. The police are not interested in handling such cases

4. | have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

5. Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)

6. | reported to another party

7. 1 was embarrassed to discuss the incident

8. | was afraid of revenge

9. Another reason. Specify:

78. Did you contact or report to any other parties as a result of the most
recent incident?

You can choose more than one answer.
1. Welfare services/social worker

2. Medical care
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Emotional help/psychologist
Non-profit/social organization
School

Legal assistance

Relative

An unrelated acquaintance
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Another party. Specify:

10.1 did not contact or report to any party

G. Sexual Offences

The next set of questions concerns sexual offences such as indecent acts,
rape, or attempted rape.

79. Are you aware of a forced indecent act, an attempted rape, or a rape
that was carried out on someone you know?

1. Yes
2. No

80. During the past 12 months, have you been the victim of a sexual
offence such as an indecent act, attempted rape, or rape?

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 93
81. How many times were you a victim?
If you answered that you were a victim once, skip to Question 83.
82. How many times did you report to the police?

The following questions refer to the most recent sexual offence.

83. When did the sexual offence occur?
Month Year

83.1 In which locality did the most recent sexual offense occur?

84.Was physical force used in the most recent sexual offence?
1. Yes
2. No
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85. Before the incident, did you know the perpetrator/at least one of the
perpetrators?

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 87

86. What was your relationship to the attacker/at least one of the
attackers?

1. Spouse/partner

2. Former spouse/partner
3. Parent

4. Another relative

5

. An acquaintance who is not a relative

87. Did the most recent sexual offence cause you:
Yes No
1. Bodily harm (wound, bruise, cuts, etc.) 1 2
2. Property damage 1 2
3. Work damage (missed days of work, lost 1 2
wages, firing, etc.)
4. Emotional damage (stress, trauma, shame, 1 2
feeling of helplessness, etc.)
5. Other damage, specify: 1 2

88. Did you report the most recent sexual offence to the police?
1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 91
89. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 92
2. No
90. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled the case?
You can choose more than one answer.
1. Did not take the report seriously

2. Did not find or catch the perpetrator
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Were impolite to you
Did not update you appropriately

Delayed response to the report

2 e

Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 92

91. What was the main reason you did not report the incident to the
police?

Choose one reason only.

1. 1did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

2. The police cannot handle such cases

3. The police are not interested in handling such cases

4. | have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

5. Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)

6. | reported to another party

7. 1 was embarrassed to discuss the incident

8. | was afraid of revenge

9. Another reason. Specify:

92. Did you contact or report to any other parties as a result of the violent
incident?

You can choose more than one answer.
Welfare services/social worker
Medical care

Emotional help/psychologist
Non-profit/social organization
Legal assistance

Relative

An unrelated acquaintance
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Another party. Specify:
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9. |did not contact or report to any party

If there are no children under 18 in the household, skip to Section I.

H. Harm to Children — Sexual Offences

93. During the past 12 months, have any of the children in your household
been victims of a sexual offence (indecent act, attempted rape, rape,
etc.) by someone who is not a member of your household?

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 106
3. Not that | know of — skip to Question 106

94. How many times were the children victims of sexual offences?

If you answered that they were victims once, skip to Question 96.
95. How many times did you report to the police?

The following questions refer to the most recent sexual offence.

96. When did the sexual offence occur?
Month Year

96.1 In which locality did the most recent sexual offense occur?

97.How old was the child who was the victim of the most recent sexual
offence?

98. Was physical force used in the most recent sexual offence?
1. Yes
2. No

99. Did the sexual offence cause any bodily harm (e.g., wound, bruise,
cuts)?

1. Yes
2. No

100. Where did the most recent sexual offence take place?
1. In school

2. Elsewhere. Specify:

101. Did you report the most recent sexual offence to the police?
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1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 104
102. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 105
2. No

103. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled the
case?

You can choose more than one answer.
1. Did not take the report seriously
Did not find or catch the perpetrator

Were impolite to you
Did not update you appropriately

Delayed response to the report

L T

Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 105

104. What was the main reason you did not report the incident to the
police?

Choose one reason only.

1. We did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

2. The police cannot handle such cases

3. The police are not interested in handling such cases

4. We have learned from previous experience that the police do not
handle such cases efficiently

5. Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)

6. | reported to another party

7. We were embarrassed to discuss the incident

8. We were afraid of revenge

9. Another reason. Specify:
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105. Did you contact or report to any other parties as a result of the
incident?

You can choose more than one answer.
Welfare services/social worker
Medical care

Emotional help/psychologist
Non-profit/social organization

The school

Legal assistance

Relative

An unrelated acquaintance
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Another party. Specify:

10.1 did not contact or report to any party

|. Cyber-crime and cyber-bullying

This set of questions concerns crimes perpetrated against you through the
use of computer systems such as: Internet, Facebook or WhatsApp.

106. During the past 12 months, were you personally the victim of an
intentional or random crime such as: theft of information via websites,
impersonation, threat, or humiliation, through the use of computer
systems?

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 119

107. What type of crime were you the victim of?

You can choose more than one answer.
Humiliation or social boycott (cyber-bullying, shaming)
Threats
Extortion through the internet
Theft and/or dissemination of information
Impersonation or identity theft

Crime against the computer (virus, worm)
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Sexual harassment
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8. Other. Specify:

108. How many times were you a victim of these crimes?
If you answered that you were a victim once, skip to Question 110.

109. How many times did you report to the police?

The following questions refer to the most recent crime.

110. When did the most recent incident occur?

Month Year
111. What type of crime was the most recent incident?

1. Humiliation or social boycott (cyber-bullying, shaming)

Threats
Extortion through the internet
Theft and/or dissemination of information
Impersonation or identity theft
Crime against the computer (virus, worm)
Sexual harassment

Other. Specify:
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112. Before the incident, did you know the attacker/at least one of the
attackers?

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 114

113. What was your relationship to the attacker/at least one of the
attackers?

1. Spouse/partner
Former spouse/partner
Parent

Another relative

a & w0 DN

An acquaintance who is not a relative
114. Did you report the latest incident to the police?
1. Yes
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2. No - skip to Question 117

115. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 118
2. No

116. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled the
case?

You can choose more than one answer.
1. Did not take the report seriously
2. Did not find or catch the attacker
3. Were impolite to you
4. Did not update you appropriately
5

. Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 118

117. What was the main reason you did not report the incident to the
police?

Choose one reason only.

1. 1did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter.

2. The police cannot handle such cases.

3. The police are not interested in handling such cases.

4. | have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently.

5. Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)

6. | reported to another party

7. 1 was embarrassed to discuss the incident.

8. | was afraid of revenge.

9. Another reason. Specify:

118. Did you contact or report to any other parties as a result of the latest
incident?

You can choose more than one answer.

1. Arelative
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To an acquaintance who is not related
Internet provider
To a website (e.g., social groups, forums, support groups)

Legal assistance

L T

Another party. Specify:

7. 1did not contact or report to any party

If there are no children aged 6-18 in the household, skip to Section K.

J. Harm to Children: Cyber-crime and Cyber-bullying

119. During the past 12 months, were any of the children a victim of a
crime such as: information theft, impersonation, threat or humiliation,
through the use of computer systems?

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 130
3. Not that | know of — skip to Question 130
120. What type of crime were the children victims of?
You can choose more than one answer.
Humiliation or social boycott (cyber-bullying, shaming)
Threats
Extortion through the internet
Theft and/or dissemination of information
Impersonation or identity theft
Crime against the computer (virus, worm)
Sexual harassment

Other. Specify:
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121. How many times were the children victims of these crimes?
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122. How many times did you report to the police?

The following questions refer to the most recent crime.

123. What type of crime was the latest incident?
Humiliation or social boycott (cyber-bullying, shaming)
Threats

Extortion through the internet

Theft and/or dissemination of information
Impersonation or identity theft

Crime against the computer (virus, worm)

Sexual harassment

Other. Specify:
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124. When did the most recent incident occur?
Month Year

124.1 What was the age of the child harmed in the most recent incident?

125. Did you report the most recent theft to the police?
1. Yes
2. No - skip to Question 128
126. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 129
2. No

127. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled the
case?

You can choose more than one answer.
1. Did not take the report seriously
2. Did not find or catch the attacker
Were impolite to you
Did not update you appropriately

Delayed response to the report

2 e

Another reason. Specify:
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Skip to Question 129

128.

What was the main reason you did not report the incident to the

police?

Choose one reason only.

1.

WD
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129.

| did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

The police cannot handle such cases

The police are not interested in handling such cases

| have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)
| reported to another party

| was embarrassed to discuss the incident

| was afraid of revenge

Another reason. Specify:

Did you contact or report to any other parties as a result of the

latest incident?

You can choose more than one answer.

N o o b~ w0 D PE

A relative

An acquaintance who is not related
Internet provider

To a website

The school

Legal assistance

Another party. Specify:

| did not contact or report to any party

K. Theft of Property from Dwelling or Outside Dwelling

The following questions concern property crimes related to the dwelling in
which the household resides.
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130. During the past 12 months, has anything been stolen from your
dwelling or outside your dwelling (yard, storage room, or entryway)?

1. Yes
2. No - skip to Question 140

131. How many times was something stolen from your dwelling or
outside your dwelling?

If you answered once, skip to Question 133.
132. How many of these thefts did you report to the police?

The following questions refer to the most recent theft.

133. When did the latest theft occur? Month Year
134. In the latest theft:
You can choose more than one answer.
1. Property was stolen from inside the dwelling

2. Property was stolen from outside the dwelling (yard, storage room, or
entryway)

135. According to your estimate, what was the value of the property
stolen in the most recent theft?

State an amount in shekels even if it is a very rough estimate.
NIS
136. Did you report the most recent theft to the police?
1. Yes
2. No - skip to Question 139
137. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 140
2. No

138. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled the
case?

You can choose more than one answer.
1. Did not take the report seriously

Did not find or catch the thief

Did not return the stolen property

Were impolite to you
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Did not update you appropriately
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6. Delayed response to the report

7. Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 140

139. What was the main reason you did not report the theft to the
police?

Choose one reason only.
1. 1did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

. The police cannot handle such cases

2
3. The police are not interested in handling such cases
4

| have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

o

Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)
6. | reported to another party

7. Another reason. Specify:
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L. Break-in to Dwelling

140. During the past 12 months, has there been a break-in or attempted
break-in to your dwelling or outside the dwelling (yard, storage room, or
entryway) without any theft?

1. Yes

2. No - skip to Question 150

141. How many times has there been a break-in or attempted break-in
without any theft?

If you answered once, skip to Question 143.

142. How many of these break-ins did you report to the police?

The following questions refer to the most recent break-in.

143. When did the latest break-in occur? Month Year

144. In the most recent break-in:
You can choose more than one answer.

1. The dwelling was broken into, but there was no theft

2. There was an attempted but unsuccessful break-in
145. According to your estimate, what was the value of the damage?
State an amount in shekels even if it is a very rough estimate.
NIS
146. Did you report the most recent break-in to the police?
1. Yes
2. No - skip to Question 149
147. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 150
2. No
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148. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled the
case?

You can choose more than one answer.
1. Did not take the report seriously

Did not find or catch the thief

Were impolite to you

Did not update you appropriately

Delayed response to the report
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Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 150
149. What was the main reason you did not report to the police?
Choose one reason only.
1. 1did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

2. The police cannot handle such cases

3. The police are not interested in handling such cases

4. | have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

5. Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)

6. | reported to another party

~

Another reason. Specify:

M. Break-In to Vehicle and Theft of Parts or Objects from a Car

150. During the past 12 months, have you or other household members
had use of a private or commercial motor vehicle (up to 4 tons,
inclusive)?

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 170
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151. During the past 12 months, has there been a break-in or theft of
parts or objects from a car that your household had use of? (Do not
include items stolen in the course of theft of the vehicle.)

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 161

152. How many times has a vehicle been broken into or stolen from?

If you answered once, skip to Question 154
153. How many times did you report to the police?

The following questions refer to the most recent break-in or theft.

154. When did the most recent break-in or theft occur? Month
Year

154.1 In which locality did the theft or break-in occur?

155. In the most recent break-in or theft:
You can choose more than one answer.
External parts were stolen, but there was no break-in

Iltems were stolen from inside the vehicle, but there was no break-in

The car was damaged, but was not broken into

The car was broken into and parts or objects were stolen
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The car was broken into, but no parts or objects were stolen

156. According to your estimate, what was the value of the property
stolen or damage incurred?:

State an amount in shekels even if it is a very rough estimate.
NIS

157. Did you report the most recent crime to the police?
1. Yes
2. No - skip to Question 160
158. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 161
2. No

159. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled the
case?
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You can choose more than one answer.

1.
2.
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Did not take the report seriously
Did not find or catch the perpetrator
Did not return the stolen property
Were impolite to you

Did not update you appropriately
Delayed response to the report

Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 161

160.
Choo
1.
2.
3.

What was the main reason you did not report to the police?
se one reason only.
| did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

The police cannot handle such cases

The police are not interested in handling such cases

| have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)
| reported to another party

Another reason. Specify:

N. Car Theft

161. During the past 12 months, has a vehicle that your household had
use of been stolen?

1.
2.
162.

Yes
No — skip to Question 170

How many times has a vehicle been stolen?

If you answered once, skip to Question 164.

163.

How many times did you report to the police?

The following questions refer to the most recent break-in or theft.
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164. When did the most recent theft occur? Month Year

164.1 In which locality did the latest theft occur?

165. According to your estimate, what was the value of the vehicle that
was stolen?

State an amount in shekels even if it is a very rough estimate.
NIS
166. Did you report the most recent theft to the police?
3. Yes
4. No - skip to Question 169
167. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
3. Yes — skip to Question 170
4. No

168. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled the
case?

You can choose more than one answer.
1. Did not take the report seriously
2. Did not find or catch the thief
Did not return the stolen property
Were impolite to you
Did not update you appropriately

Delayed response to the report

N o g b~ w

Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 170
169. What was the main reason you did not report to the police?
Choose one reason only.
1. 1did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

. The police cannot handle such cases

2
3. The police are not interested in handling such cases
4

. | have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

5. Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)
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6. | reported to another party

7. Another reason. Specify:

O. Damage to and Theft of Parts from Motorcycles

170. During the past 12 months, have you or other household members
had use of a motorcycle or moped (including a motorcycle that the
household members no longer have use of)?

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 190

171. During the past 12 months, has damage been caused to, or have
parts been stolen from, a motorcycle that household members had use
of? (Do not include objects stolen during the course of the motorcycle
theft.)

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 181

172. How many times has the motorcycle been damaged or have objects
been stolen from it?

If you answered once, skip to Question 174.
173. How many times did you report to the police?

The following questions refer to the most recent incident.

174. When did the most recent incident occur? Month Year

174.1 In which locality did the latest crime occur?

175. In the most recent incident:
You can choose more than one answer.
1. Motorcycle parts were stolen
2. The motorcycle was damaged

176. According to your estimate, what was the value of the stolen
property or value of the damage?:

State an amount in shekels even if it is a very rough estimate.
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NIS
177. Did you report the latest crime to the police?
1. Yes
2. No - skip to Question 180
178. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 181
2. No

179. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled the
case?

You can choose more than one answer.
1. Did not take the report seriously
2. Did not find or catch the perpetrator
Did not return the stolen property
Were impolite to you
Did not update you appropriately

Delayed responding to the report

N o g b~ w

Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 181
180. What was the main reason you did not report to the police?
Choose one reason only.
1. 1did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

2. The police cannot handle such cases

3. The police are not interested in handling such cases

4. | have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

5. Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)

6. | reported to another party

~

Another reason. Specify:
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P. Motorcycle Theft

181. During the past 12 months, has a motorcycle that household
members had use of been stolen?

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 190
182. How many times has a motorcycle been stolen?
If you answered once, skip to Question 184.
183. How many times did you report to the police?

The following questions refer to the most recent theft.

184. When did the most recent theft occur? Month Year

184.1 In which locality did the latest theft occur?

185. According to your estimate, what was the value of the stolen
motorcycle?

State an amount in shekels even if it is a very rough estimate.
NIS
186. Did you report the most recent theft to the police?
1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 189
187. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 190
2. No

188. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled the
case?

You can choose more than one answer.
1. Did not take the report seriously

Did not find or catch the thief

Did not return the stolen property

Were impolite to you

Did not update you appropriately

Delayed response to the report

N o g b~ 0w D

Another reason. Specify:
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Skip to Question 190
189. What was the main reason you did not report to the police?
Choose one reason only.
1. 1did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

. The police cannot handle such cases

2
3. The police are not interested in handling such cases
4

. | have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

o

Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)

6. | reported to another party

~

Another reason. Specify:

Q. Quality of Life Crimes

190. How often do you suffer from noise in your neighborhood after
11:00 PM (not from public transportation)?

1. Never — skip to Question 196
2. Less than once a month

3. Once or twice a month

4. Every day or almost every day

The following questions refer to the most recent incident.

191. When did the most recent incident occur? Month Year

192. Did you report the latest incident to the police?
1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 195
193. Were you satisfied with the way the police handled your report?
1. Yes —skip to Question 196
2. No

194. Why were you dissatisfied with the way the police handled the
case?
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You can choose more than one answer.
1. Did not take the report seriously
2. Did not find or catch the perpetrator
. Were impolite to you

3
4. Did not update you appropriately
5. Delayed response to the report
6

. Another reason. Specify:

Skip to Question 196
195. What was the main reason you did not report to the police?
Choose one reason only.
1. Ireported the incident to another party, such as a local call center
| did not want to cause the neighbors trouble
| did not want to bother the police with such a trivial matter

The police cannot handle such cases

The police are not interested in handling such cases

I O

| have learned from previous experience that the police do not handle
such cases efficiently

~

Personal reasons (lack of time, bothersome)
8. Nothing can be done in such matters

9. Another reason. Specify:

R. Forgery Crimes

196. During the past 12 months, have you been harmed personally and
directly by a forgery crime (documents, checks, etc.)?

1. Yes
2. No — skip to Question 198

197. Did you report to the police about the most recent crime?
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1.
2.

Yes
No

S. Sense of Personal Security

The following questions concern your sense of personal security.

198.

To what extent do you feel safe walking alone in your neighborhood

after dark?

1.

199.

a & w0 DN

To a very great extent
To a great extent

To a small extent

Not at all

Not relevant

To what extent are you afraid of being hurt by violence in your

neighborhood?

1.

200.
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To a very great extent

2. To a great extent
3.
4. Not at all

To a small extent

Overall, to what extent do you feel safe in your neighborhood?
To a very great extent
To a great extent
To a small extent

Not at all
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201. Compared to last year, has there been a change in your sense of
personal security?

1. A change for the better
2. No change
3. A change for the worse

202. How often are you victimized as a driver, passenger, or pedestrian
by aggressive behavior on the road such as curses, threats, blocking
passageways or unsafe driving?

1. Never
2. Less than once a month
3. Once or twice a month

4. Every day or almost every day
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Part C: Personal Information

In the following questions, please provide some information about yourself.

203. In what locality do you reside?

204. What is the highest level of education you have attained?

1. Diploma from primary school or middle school (including persons who
attended secondary school but did not finish)

Secondary school diploma (without a matriculation certificate)
Matriculation certificate

Diploma from a non-academic post-secondary school

First degree (BA) or equivalent degree

Second degree (MA) or equivalent degree (including an MD)
Third degree (PhD) or equivalent degree

Another diploma
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No other diploma

205. Last month, what was the total gross income of all household
members from all sources: work, pension, allowances, rent, etc.?

Up to NIS 2,500

NIS 2,501 — NIS 4,000
NIS 4,001 — NIS 5,000
NIS 5,001 — NIS 6,500
NIS 6,501 — NIS 8,000
NIS 8,001 — NIS 10,000
NIS 10,001 — NIS 13,000
NIS 13,001 — NIS 17,000
NIS 17,001 — NIS 24,000
10. NIS 24,001 or over
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11. No income from any sources
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206. Areyou:
Jewish — continue to Question 207
Moslem — skip to Question 208
Christian — skip to Question 208
Druze — skip to Question 208
Other. Specify:
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207. Do you view yourself as:
Ultra-Orthodox
Religious
Traditional-religious

Traditional, not so religious
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Not religious, secular
Skip to Question 209
208. Do you view yourself as:
1. Very religious
2. Religious
3. Traditional-religious
4. Traditional, not so religious
5. Not religious, secular

To conclude, please answer a few questions relating to completion of the
survey questionnaire. This information can help us in wording and designing
future surveys.

209. Do you have access to the Internet?
1. Yes
2. No - skip to Question 211

210. What was the reason that you did not complete the survey on the
Internet?

211. How much time did you spend filling out the questionnaire?
minutes

212.  Where did you fill out the questionnaire?
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At home
At my educational institution

At work

w0 N PE

Somewhere else. Specify:

213. In the future, if you are asked to participate in a survey of the
Central Bureau of Statistics, how would you prefer to be interviewed?

1. An on-line questionnaire
2. A printed questionnaire

3. A telephone interview

4. A face-to-face interview
5. | have no preference at all

Notes:

In case we want to contact you regarding the information you submitted,
please provide your phone numbers and e-mail address:

Daytime: Land line: - Mobile: -
Nighttime: Land line: - Mobile: -
E-mail: @

Thank you for your time and cooperation.

Please return this questionnaire in the attached postage-paid envelope.
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TABLES

(PRESENTED IN HEBREW ORDER — FROM RIGHT TO LEFT)
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EXPLANATORY NOTES

Area Covered by the Statistical Data

The statistical data relate to the economic territory of the State of Israel, unless otherwise
stated.

A. The economic territory of a country (according to the definition of the OECD-SNA. For
a detailed definition, see: OECD, Glossary of Statistical Terms):
The economic territory of a country consists of the geographic territory administered
by a government within which persons, goods and capital circulate freely.

The economic territory of the State of Israel: According to this definition, the economic
territory of the State of Israel is as indicated in paragraph B below.

B. District and Sub-District:
The districts and sub-districts are defined according to the official administrative division of
the State of Israel, which includes 6 districts and 15 sub-districts.
Including Israeli localities in the Judea and Samaria Area.

Special Symbols in the Tables

Blank space = No cases

Estimates with a sampling error of more than 30% - very low reliability.*

Estimates with a sampling error of 15%-30% - low reliability.?

0)

! The estimate was 40% in the previous publication.
% The estimate was 25%-40% in the previous publication.
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TABLE 1.1. Persons Aged 20 and Over Who Were Victims of Crime
During the 12 Months Preceding the Survey,
By Type of Crime and Population Group

,N7yni 20 12 nnmMay 'wao 1.1 ni?
,0NNNRN D'wUTIND 122
NTOI'DIX NXIAPI AN 210 'Y

Thousands, unless otherwise stated 2016 TONN ['I¥ D DX X7X ,D'97X
niynao Victims D'Va9)
Type of crime and D'TINN DN o NUOI72IN NXIAPI NNAY 210
population group (1)
Offences Percentages Total
Total 2,502.2 11.8 631.9 2’00
Theft 297.3 4.4 235.3 N1
Violence or threat of violence (648.0) 3.1 165.4 NIN'7X2 DI'R IR NIN'YX
Sexual harassment (831.6) 2.3 125.5 nm nTon
Sexual offences . . ['n NNy
Cyber-crime (708.4) 3.8 204.5 MM NNy
Jews and Others 2,273.8 12.5 561.7 D"NNI DTN
Theft 256.8 4.4 195.5 N1A
Violence or threat of violence (542.6) 3.3 148.0 NIN'7X2 DI'R IR NIN'YX
Sexual harassment (807.0) 2.5 113.1 nm nTon
Sexual offences . . ['n NNy
Cyber-crime (650.5) 4.0 177.7 N NNy
Arabs (228.4) 7.9 70.2 Dy
Theft 40.5 (4.5) (39.8) nan
Violence or threat of violence (1.9) (17.3) NIN'YZRA DI'R IR NINYIX
Sexual harassment nIm nTon
Sexual offences ['A NNy
Cyber-crime (57.9) (3.0) (26.8) nilpn NNy

(1) A person can be a victim of several types of crime.

Therefore the total number of victims from all types of crimes is larger than the total.

[271 NNV 210 NNdNn Va9 N1 (1)
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TABLE 1.2. Jewish Victims of Crime Aged 20 and Over
During the 12 Months Preceding the Survey,

,N7yni 20 12 T Ay 'vao 1.2 ni
N2V 210 '97 ,00INNNN D'YTIND 122

by type of Crime and Religiosity NI'NT NTNI
2016
Victims D'VaA9] n2uni 20 12
NN NNy | ' NN | n'n AToNn IXN NIN"IN nan 7500 7510 nTn
Religiosity ﬁ..s&zu DI'N nImT
Violence or (1) Aged 20
Sexual Sexual threat and over

Cyber-crime |offences | harassment | of violence Theft Total Total

Thousands D'o"IN

Total >0 Y0
Ultra-orthodox . (11.8) (17.6) (37.1) 367.3 TN
Religious (22.9) . (14.0) 51.9 464.2 mT
Traditional-religious (14.4) (19.7) (18.6) 50.6 511.4 MT-'NIon
Traditional-not so religious (17.7) (25.1) (30.6) (28.0) 92.0 792.1 | mT 2 ' K7, MIon
Secular 100.6 55.3 67.6 103.2 2924 2,027 1 n17'n

Percentages D'TINX

Total >0 Y0
Ultra-orthodox . (3.2) (4.8) (10.1) 100.0 TN
Religious (4.9) . (3.0) 11.2 100.0 mT
Traditional-religious (2.8) .. . (3.8) (3.6) 9.9 100.0 MT-'NIon
Traditional-not so religious (2.2) .. (3.2) (3.9) (3.5) 11.6 100.0 | 7T 7 X7 ,/MIon
Secular 5.0 . 2.7 3.3 5.1 14.4 100.0 n17'n

(1) A person can be a victim of several types of crime.
Therefore the total number of victims from all types of crimes is larger than the total.

[71 NIN2Y "a10 NNdn Yaon7 N1 (1)
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TABLE 1.3. Persons Aged 20 and Over Who Were Victims
of Crime During the 12 Months Preceding
the Survey, by Type of Crime, Age, and Sex

,N'7uni 20 12 nimMay 'wam .1.3 ni?
,0nNNXA D'YTINN 122
I'mi '7'a ,nN2y 210 94

2016
Victims 0'vaol [n7uni 20 12
NNy ['n NNay haalvh IN NIN'7X N1 | Dno Dno
Age niipn nan niN'“7x8a DI'R M
Violence or Aged 20
Cyber- Sexual Sexual threat and over
crime offences |harassment of violence | Theft | Total Total
Thousands D'9'7x
Total '2a 0
Total(1) 204.5 125.5 1654 2353  631.9 5,375.9 ((1)1>n 0
20-24 (29.1) (25.2) (25.5) (43.9) 94.7 607.5 24-20
25-34 58.4 56.0 (41.0) 58.9 184.5 1,166.2 34-25
35-44 (45.9) (24.7) (42.1)  (49.3) 1406 1,079.8 44-35
45-54 (39.2) (27.7) (33.2) 98.6 831.5 54-45
55-64 (23.1) (18.5) (23.4) 66.7 753.9 64-55
65 and over (26.6) 46.9 937.0 n7vni 65
Men D"M2aa
Total 124.3 (21.4) 1034 1194 3241 2,613.4 2070
20-34 (46.2) (16.9) (425) 569  135.1 892.4 34-20
35 and over 78.1 60.8 62.5 189.0 1,721.0 n72uni 35
Women n'v)
Total 80.1 104.1 62.0 115.9 307.8 2,762.5 gahiale]
20-34 (41.3) 64.3 (23.9) (45.9) 1441 881.3 34-20
35 and over (38.8) (39.8) (38.0) 70.0  163.7 1,881.1 | nyvnmi 35
Percentages DITINX
Total >0 0
Total 3.8 23 31 4.4 11.8 100.0 gahiale]
20-24 (4.8) (4.2) 4.2) (7.2) 15.6 100.0 24-20
25-34 5.0 4.8 (3.5) 5.1 15.8 100.0 34-25
35-44 (4.2) (2.3) (3.9) (4.6) 13.0 100.0 44-35
45-54 4.7) (3.3) (4.0 11.9 100.0 54-45
55-64 (3.1) (25) (3.1 8.8 100.0 64-55
65 and over (2.8) 5.0 100.0 n72uni 65
Men D"Maa
Total 4.8 (0.8) 4.0 4.6 12.4 100.0 2070
20-34 (5.2) (1.9) (4.8) 6.4 15.1 100.0 34-20
35 and over 4.5 3.5 3.6 11.0 100.0 n72uni 35
Women n'v
Total 29 3.8 2.2 4.2 11.1 100.0 2010
20-34 (4.7) 7.3 2.7)  (5.2) 16.3 100.0 34-20
35 and over (2.1) (2.1) (2.0) 3.7 8.7 100.0 | nYwni 35

(1) A person can be a victim of several types of crime.
Therefore the total number of victims from all types

of crimes is larger than the total.
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TABLE 1.4. Persons Aged 20 and Over Who Were Victims of Crime
During the 12 Months Preceding the Survey,
by Type of Crime and Level of Education

,n7uni 20 12 nn'May 'wam .1.4 niy
197 ,0NNXA D'YUTINND 122
n'7Own NNl anay alo

2016
Victims D'ya9] n7uni 20 na
Ny |'n NNy nTI0N IN NINYIN N1 rahlalel rahlalel
Highest diploma received niipn nan NM"N1 DI'R NI NN NTIVRN
Violence or Aged 20
Cyber- Sexual Sexual threats of and over
crime offences harassment | violence Theft Total Total
Thousands 0'9'1xX
Total(1) 204.5 125.5 165.4 235.3 631.9 | 5,375.9 (1)n 70
Percentages D'TINX
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Frhiale)
Primary or lower 'TIO' 190 N2 DI'0 NTIVN
secondary school diploma (3.5) 6.1 D'2'2 N2'0N IX
Upper secondary school diploma |I>'N 190 N2 DI'0 NTIVN
(without matriculation) (8.9) (14.9) (10.7) 10.9 14.2 (M2 nTIvn n1RY)
Matriculation certificate (15.9) 29.9 (14.5) 19.5 184 174 NN NTIYN
Short-cycle tertiary diploma [I>'N-7Y 190 N2 DI'O NTIVN
(non-academic) (14.4) (14.5) (10.1) 11.5 13.0 (NMmTPR NTIVN NI'RY)
First academic degree (B.A.) 31.9 (29.5) (22.5) 30.1 29.4 23.3 (B.A.) lURY "TPR IRIN
Second and third academic degree (M.A.) 1w D'MTPR DIRN
(M.A., PhD) (18.7) (16.6) (12.7) (12.9) 15.8 12.4 (PhD) "wrwi
Other diploma, no diploma, ,NTIVA K7 ,NONKR ATIVN
and unknown (9.5) (13.8) (12.1) 10.5 13.6 VIT X7

(1) A person can be a victim of several types of crime.
Therefore the total number of victims from all types of crimes is larger than the total.

1271 NN "a10 NNdn Yao'n? N1 (1)
.750 70N 7ITa NNy 'a10 751 0'waoin 73 o
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TABLE 1.5. Persons Aged 20 and Over Who Were Victims of Crime
During the 12 Months Preceding the Survey,
by Type of Crime and Reporting to the Police

,n7yni 20 12 nn'ay 'wao 1.5 ni?

NNy A10 '97 ,00NNKN D'YTINN 122

nown'? nirTi

2016
Ny |'a nNay nTI0N IX NIN'7R nan
Reporting to the police(1) nin nan nIN™81 DI'N (1)nown? Nt
Violence or
Cyber- Sexual Sexual threats
crime offences harassment | of violence Theft
Thousands 0'9'7%

Total P00
Reported to the police (18.0) . 60.8 82.2 nown? InneT
Did not report to the police 186.5 118.1 103.7 149.7 nown? INrT X7

Percentages D'TINX

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 'Pn o
Reported to the police (8.8) . 37.0 35.4 nown? InneT
Did not report to the police 91.2 94.8 63.0 64.6 nMown? INNT X7

Reported to the Police 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 nown? It
Satisfied with the response of the police (30.0) 35.7 nIvwNN 719'0n DYINN
Dissatisfied with the response of the police 70.0 64.3 NILWNN 719'0n D'YINN DI'R
Thereof: nm
Dissatisfied with the approach of the police (2) 67.5 63.6 (2)nhownn nwnan o'¥nn DR
Dissatisfied with the outcome of the response (3) 53.6 775 (3)'7219'0n NXXINN DX DI'R
Dissatisfied for other reasons (29.9) (22.3) NINN N2'0N D'¥INN DI'X

Did Not Report to the Police 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 nown? InneT XY

Reason for not reporting: NVYNY NIFTA NIYIn'AY? NAE'vn na'on

Trivial matter (4) (15.0) (21.0) (9.7) (8.2) (47w 27 mjm

Police are unable to handle such cases (5) 242 (21.5) 345 45.9 (5)790% nhownn 7w N Y0IN

Police are not interested in handling such cases (6) . (9.4) (12.7) (10.3) (6)790%7 NYVWNN 7w jI¥1 YoIN

Reported to another party 27.0 (13.2) (11.7) ANK DAY NIET

Other 29.1 41.8 29.8 23.9 ANX

(1) Report on the most recent crime.

(2) The police did not take the report seriously; they were

impolite; delayed response to the report.
(3) The police did not find or catch the attacker;
did not update the victim appropriately

(4) Didn't report because they didn't want to bother the police with such a trivial matter.
(5) Didn't report due to belief that the police are unable to handle such cases,

or learned from previous experience that the police do not handle cases efficiently.
(6) Didn't report due to belief that the police are not interested in handling such cases.

.NMINNXN NNavn 2w nieT (1)

0In" 10IN2 NANY ,NI'YIA NON'NN X7 Mvwnn (2)

AR DY N2dYNN
,UAI9N NIX NOSN X7 IX NR¥N X7 nownn (3)
JINTD NITAN DR VT NART KY

.NTD 7272 MUVYNN IR NN0NY DX K7W DIwn NirT X7 (4)

,790%7 N7210n NI'R NNVYNN N7XD DN INYTY DIYN NIrT X7 (5)

S 'R Mownn 7w n719'0 D ™7 0TI |Iro'm

7907 NN NI'R NMVWNN 17X DMPN2 INYTY DIvn DT X7 (6)
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TABLE 1.6. Persons Aged 20 and Over Who Were
Victims of Violence or Threat of Violence

During the 12 Months Preceding the Survey,
by Type of Harm Caused and Reporting to Various Parties

,LNIN'™INA DI'K IX NIN'™IR 1NV 'waoa 1.6 niY

,01INNNN D'YTIND 12-2 ,n%un1 20 ma
DY D'NIIAY7 NMI91 DMWY 772N 210 'OY

2016
Type of harm caused Victims D'Va9] DAY {771 210
and report to various parties D'TINN D'97x D1IY D'MNIA7 N9
Percentages Thousands
Total 100.0 165.4 50 Y0
Type of harm caused DMAIY 772 IO
No harm 27.8 45.9 772 DA X7
Harm caused - total(1) 72.2 119.4 (1)?2n 170 - pra D
Physical harm (15.6) (23.3) 1911 PN
Damage to property 25.7 39.0 Ulbayaris!
Harm at work (17.6) (26.9) nTIaya m
Emotional harm 64.5 105.1 9l 71
Other harm INK 71
Reporting to various parties DIV 0'MNIAY7 Ao
by those who were harmed 172 DA7 DMWY 17X 'an
Did not report to any party 82.0 97.9 DIV 0'NNIA7 119 K7
Reported to various parties - total(2) (18.0) (21.5) (2)7>n 10 - D"W D'NIAYT 119
Welfare services - social worker nniN MmNy
Medical care . . INI9N 719'07
Another party (11.1) (13.3) ANX DAY

(1) It is possible to be a victim of several types of harm.
(2) It is possible to report to more than one party.

.j7T2 110 Nndn Ny pnm (1)
JTNX DN N ninet na (2)
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TABLE 1.7. Persons Aged 20 and Over Who Were Victims of
Sexual Harassment During the 12 Months Preceding

the Survey, by Type of Harm Caused and Reporting

to Various Parties

,N7yni 20 12 ,n"2'n DTIVA N 'vao 1.7 NI
,D1INNXN D'YUTIND 122
D"IY D'MIIAY7 2191 DAY 772N 210 'O

2016
Type of harm caused Victims D'Ya9] DAY 772 210
and reporting to various parties D'TINN D'97X DIV D'NIIA7 N'9I
Percentages Thousands

Total 100.0 125.5 ahiale]
Type of harm caused DYXIY T2 210
No harm 50.9 63.9 {772 D21 X7
Harm caused - total(1) 49.1 61.6 (1)?>n 70 - pra DM

Harm at work NTIAYa 71

Emotional harm 44 4 54.3 Yol N

Other harm NN M
Reporting to various parties DIV D'MIAY? N9
by those who were harmed T2 DN? DY 17X 'an
Did not report to any party 90.4 55.8 DY D'NIIAY7 119 XY
Reported to various parties - total(2) (2)75n 70 - 011w 0'NNIAT7 119

Welfare services - social worker nNiN mn'Y?

Medical care INI9N 719107

Another party NN DAY

(1) It is possible to be a victim of several types of harm.

(2) It is possible to report to more than one party.

.72 210 NNdN N9 PN (1)
JTNX DN N7 nneY na (2)
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TABLE 1.8. Persons Aged 20 and Over Who Were Victims
of Cyber-Crime During the 12 Months Preceding

the Survey, by Type of Crime and Reporting

to Various Parties

,n7uni 20 12 ,miupn 21y 'vaoa 1.8 ni?
,01INNNN D'YTIND 122
DIV D'MIIAYT7 2191 ANAY 210 '9Y

2016
Type of crime and reporting to Victims D'ya9) N7y 210
various parties D'TINN D'97N D1IY 0'NNIAT7 N'MOI
Percentages Thousands
Total(1) 100.0 204.5 (1)'pn Y0
Type of crime nnay 1o
Shaming, shunning (8.2) (16.8) (x'"w) 'm1an ban ,n79wn
Threats (8.0) (16.4) D'nI'R
Blackmail (13.0) (26.6) nu'no
Theft or disseminating information 435 88.9 VYT NYON IX N11A
Impersonation or identity theft 321 65.7 NINT N1A IX NITNNN
Cyber crime (virus, worm) (18.3) (37.4) (ny7im ,0N") awnn T NNy
Sexual harassment .. .. nm NTIoNn
Other (8.6) (17.6) NK
Reporting to various parties 02V 0'MIIAT7 NMo
Did not report to various parties 43.9 89.8 DIV D'NIA7 19 X7
Reported to various parties - total(2) 56.1 114.7 (2)75n0 10 - 0w D'NIIAYT 119
A relative (17.1) (35.0) nNowNn 2N
A friend (12.9) (26.4) 1an?
Internet service provider (7.9) (16.1) 0VINVI'X NN'Y 7907
Website (11.6) (23.7) 0VINVI'X NX?
Legal action .. "own 719'07
Another party 20.1 41.2 ANX DAY

(1) It is possible to be a victim of several types of crime.

JTNR DN N7 NN9YI NNAY *a10 NNnNdn Yasne N1 (1)
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TABLE 2.1. Households that Were Victimized By Crime
During the 12 Months Preceding the Survey,
by Type of Crime

,NN'MAY 'Yao1 N1 'pun .2.1 NIy

N2y 210 '9%7 ,00NNRN D'YTINN 122

Thousands, unless otherwise stated 2016 TONX J'IX [D OX K78 ,0'997X
niy'ao Households nn 'pun
Type of crime D'TINX 200 nnay a0
(1
Offences Percentages Total

Households - total 100.0 2,561.5 7270 70 - na j2un
Crimes against property - total 418.6 10.1 259.0 250 10 - WD 9" nNay
Crimes against dwellings - total 258.6 6.2 158.5 20 70 - D"MI1ANn DT 9D NNAY

Theft of property from the dwelling or outside of the dwelling 188.6 4.9 124.8 N7 NXINN IN DTN WD N1

Break-in or attempted break-in to dwelling, without theft 70.0 1.8 45.1 N2 X77 DT NXMID [1'0M IK XD
Households with cars - total 68.7 1,760.8 750 70 - 251 72 na pun
Crimes against vehicles - total 160.0 4.6 118.1 50 70 - 2157 '9% NNy
Households with cars 68.1 1,745.3 NI127 7y n'a 'pen
Crimes against a car 140.4 4.1 105.5 NN '975 NNy

Car theft 19.8 (0.7) (17.7) NN N2

Theft of parts or objects from a vehicle 120.6 3.5 89.8 N11DNN D'Y9NI1 2N 770 N1A
Households with a motorcycle or moped 4.9 124.9 V1107 IX VII9IX '7Y2 N'2 '7wn
Crimes against a motorcycle or moped 19.5 (0.6) (15.0) VLR IX YII9IX '9'7D NNV

(1) Households can be victimized by several types of crime. Therefore the total number
of households that were victims of all types of crimes is greater than the total.

7570 |2'71 NNV 1210 NNdN Ya9'n7 vy N pun (1)
X200 101 71TA NNV 10 701 1YA9Iw NN pwn
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TABLE 2.2. Households that Were Victimized By Crime

During the 12 Months Preceding the Survey,

by Type of Crime, District, and Locality of Residence

,NMAY 'Ya9o1 N pwn 2.2 ni?

,00NNXD D'YTIND 122

DMIAN AW TINN ,NN2Y 210 'O

Thousands, unless otherwise stated 2016 NONK |'I¥ D DX K78 ,0'9'7X
DNIYIL W'Y N1 'Pun DNIYI] W'Y N 'un IVA91W N1 'pun 710
VIO IX VIIOIX nann N7 9% Nnavn nan pwn
Households with a Households with a car
motorcycle or moped
District(1) and NN2YN 1Ya91W N1 pun IVA91¥ N1 'pun (3)arw (1)1nn
locality(3) of residence VIO IX VIIDIX '9'7D 25070 n12101 '975 NNavn P00 Households that were Total DN
Households Households victims of a crime households
that were victims that were victims against the dwelling
of a crime against a of a crime against
motorcycle or moped acar
D'TINX Dno Total D'TINX Dno Total D'TINK Dno
Percentages Total Percentages Total Percentages Total
Total (0.6) (15.0) 1249 41 105.5 1,745.3 6.2 158.5 2,561.5 2010
Jerusalem District (10.8) (3.8) (10.5) 167.2 (4.1) (11.4) 274.7 DY TINN
Northern District (10.6) (3.7) (14.1) 270.5 4.7) (17.7) 380.0 [19¥N TINN
Haifa District . (4.2) (13.5) 226.2 (5.8) (18.6) 3221 no'n 1NN
Central District 38.2 5.0 32,0 479.1 6.8 433 637.5 ™10 1NN
Tel Aviv District 46.3 (4.2) (21.5) 327.8 7.8 39.4 506.9 2'aX 7n INn
Southern District (8.5) (3.4) (12.1) 2142 (5.6) (19.8) 352.3 DTN TINN
Judea and Samaria Area(2) (4.4) 60.3 (9.4) (8.2) 87.8 (2)pmiwni TNt TR
Locality of residence(3) (3)o"i1an 2w
Jerusalem (9.1) (3.9) (8.9) 136.5 (3.7) (8.6) 229.2 DvN
Tel Aviv-Yafo (17.0) (5.5) (10.3) 119.2 (10.2) (19.1) 187.6 19'-2'2X N
Haifa . 68.5 104.8 non
Rishon LeZiyyon (6.8) 61.2 84.0 [I'¥7 lUKD
Ashdod . 41.3 68.6 TITUR
Petah Tigwa (6.0) 56.8 79.7 NIPN NNO
Be'er Sheva 447 74.8 yav 1xa
Netanya 45.9 77.2 nm

(1) The district of residence is the geographic district, according to the division of the
Ministry of Interior, which is different from the district borders set by the Police .

(2) Israeli localities.

(3) Large cities with 200,000 residents and over.

,0190 TIWN 7 ARITN '9 7V '9MAINAN TINAN KIN DN 1inn (1)
.NM0YNN 7Y NITINNN NI7I2an NIvn

.0 pawt (2)

AN oawvim 200,000 jpaw nima o (3)
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TABLE 2.3. Households that Were Victimized by Crime During the 12 Months
Preceding the Survey, by Type of Crime and Reporting to the Police

2016

,DRINNND D'YUTIND 12-2 ,n'™Aay 'vaoa nn 'pwn .2.3 ni?

nMLVYNY NIFTE NNAY 210 '9Y

N7 9% ninay
Crimes against a dwelling

201 '975 nNay

Crimes against a vehicle

NXM9 'O IX NXND [ PATTAn widA M1 | ynoik N1 [ 201 P70 nan n1adN N1
Reporting to the police(1) nan X77 e N7 Nx¥INN IX ynop Ix N11DNnN 0'¥onI (1)nown? nirt
Theft of property Theft of Theft of parts
Break-in or inside or outside of |motorcycle or or objects
attempted break-in the dwelling moped from a car Car theft
Thousands D'9"IN
Total 45.1 124.8 89.8 (17.7) 200
Reported to the police (18.0) 49.9 29.9 (16.2) nown? InneT
Did not report to the police (26.5) 73.6 55.8 nowNn? INneT XY
Percentages D'TINK
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 200
Reported to the police 40.5 404 34.9 98.6 nown? inneT
Did not report to the police 59.5 59.6 . 65.1 . nowNn? INneT XY
Reported to the police 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 nown? InneT
Satisfied with the response of the police 63.3 435 (36.2) (57.8) nlvwnn 719'0n 0'¥Nn
Dissatisfied with the response of the police (36.7) 56.5 63.8 (42.2) NIVYNN 719'0n D'¥INN DI'R
Thereof: nm
Dissatisfied with the approach of the police(2) . 52.2 73.7 (53.2) (2)nvwnn nwan oNn DR
Dissatisfied with the outcomes of the response(3) . 76.4 (51.3) (83.3) (3)719'0n NX¥INN D'¥NN DI'X
Dissatisfied for another reason (57.1) . . . NINK N2'0N D'¥NN DI'X
Did not report to the police 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 nown? INmeT XY
Main reason for not reporting: nvwn? nirm nivanta? N1y naton
Trivial matter(4) (22.9) (14.5) (29.4) (4N 77
Police are unable to handle(5) (31.1) 40.2 (26.2) (5)'790% nhvwnn 7w N2> Y0IN
Police are not interested in handling(6) (24.8) 11.7) (6)79207 NN Y Ix1 Y0IN
Reported to another party . . . INK D7 NIrT
Other (31.9) (18.1) (30.0) anK

1) Report on the most recent crime.

2) The police did not take the report seriously; they were impolite; delayed response to the report.

4) Didn't report because they didn't want to bother the police with such a trivial matter.

(
(
(3) The police did not find or catch the attacker; did not update the victim appropriately.
(
(

5) Didn't report due to belief that the police are unable to handle such cases,
or learned from previous experience that the police do not handle cases efficiently.
(6) Didn't report due to belief that the police are not interested in handling such cases.

.NRMP7 NIY'NA N2dYNN L0 101N NANY ,NIYYIA NON'NN X7 NIvwNn
LX) NHTAN DX VT2 NART X7 ,VA190 NN NODN K7 IN NX¥N X7 nnownn

(2
3
.NT> 1272 NNLYNAN DX NNVN7 DX K7W DIYN NPT X7 (4)
,7907 N7210N NI'R NVYWAN N7XO DPNY INYTY DIwn T X7 (5

SR Mvwnn 7w 71910 D T7 0TIR ('0'n

.MINNKRN NN v Nt (1)

)
)

)

7907 N1MIYN NI'R NNLYAN N7RD DPN INYTY DIWNn DT X7 (6)
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TABLE 3.1. Households with Children Who Were Victims of Crime

During the 12 Months Preceding the Survey,
by Type of Crime and Population Group

Thousands, unless otherwise stated

2016

,DNNXA D'YTINA 12-2 ,n13'May 'yaoa o147 oy N1 'pwn 3.1 ni?

NUOI'IN NXIAPI NNAY 210 197

NINKX |'I¥ |2 DX K78 ,0'99X

Population group and type of crime

niy'as

Offences

NN PN TINK
D17 DV
(1)
Percentage of
households with
children

D'T7' DY N2 'pun
5N 10 - NI'MAY Wam
Percentage of
households with
children who were
victims of crime - total

nUoIDIN nxnp
N1y alol

Total
Households with children
Households with children aged 2-17(2)
Households with children aged 6-17(3)
Crimes against children in the household
Theft without use of force
Violence or threat of violence

Sexual harassment

Sexual offences

Cyber-crime

Jews
Households with children
Households with children aged 2-17(2)
Households with children aged 6-17(3)
Crimes against children in the household
Theft without use of force
Violence or threat of violence
Sexual harassment
Sexual offences
Cyber-crime

Arabs
Households with children
Households with children aged 2-17(2)
Households with children aged 6-17(3)
Crimes against children in the household
Theft without use of force
Violence or threat of violence
Sexual harassment
Sexual offences
Cyber-crime

48.1
151.6
23.7

43.7
145.2
23.7

7.6
34
3.5
(1.1)

(1.6)

8.9
40
3.9

(1.4)

(1)

(3.0)

1,142.6
1,061.6
861.9
81.2
34.8
35.9
(9.3)

:N.&

907.2
843.3
689.1
74.7
328
316
(9.3)

(11 Nv

235.5
218.3
172.9

(6.5)

'Pn o
D'T7' DY N2 'pun
(2)17-2 p'722 *17' DV N2 'pUn
(3)17-6 0722 D'17' DY N2 'pwn
nan puna 017 ' NNy
ndd win'y X77 nan
NN DI'R IX NIN'YIR
n1m NTLVN
" nNay
npn NNy
o't
D'T7' DY N1 'pwn
(2)17-2 p'722 0*17' DV N2 'pUn
(3)17-6 n'722 0*17' DV N2 'pUn
NN pwna orTY 'Y NNy
N1 win'y X77 nan
NIN'Y7X2 DI'R IR NINYIR
N1 NToLN
' NNy
npEn NN
Dy
D'T7' DY N2 'pun
(2)17-2 o722 077 DY N2 'pwn
(3)17-6 n'722 017" DY N1 'pwn
NN puna 017 ' NNy
nid1 win'y X77 nan
NN DI'R IX NIN'YR
n1m NTLVN
" nNay
nIPNn NNy

(1) Excluding households that responded "unknown".

(2) These are the relevant age groups of children who are victims of theft,

violence, and sexual offences.

(3) These are the relevant age groups of children who are victims of cyber-crime.

Sy KT wnw napen 770 X7 (1)

.07 T2 ! NINYIR N2 NNAYY? DIF0INN DTN 72 NI 19X (2)
.0'T7' TA1D NP NN2YN Y9 NIrLIN DTN A niviap 19X (3)
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TABLE 3.2. Households with Children Who Were Victims of
Crime during the 12 Months Preceding the Survey,
by Type of Crime and Place of Crime

2016

,NI2'MAY 'yao1 0T oy N pwun 3.2 ni?
N2V 210 '97 ,00INNNN D'YTIND 122
NN2YA AYYAND 1AW DINal

NINNXN NAVN NYX2NN 1Y Dipnn

Place of the most recent crime

-85 -

Type of crime NN 150 N2 NN 190 N2 NNy 210
Other School Other School
Percentages o'Tinx | Thousands D'97N
Crimes against children in the household nan pwna 017 '9'D nnay
(excl. cyber-crime) - total 65.1 34.9 48.3 25.9 250 Y0 - (Mupn nay X7)
Theft without use of force 724 (27.6) 26.2 (10.0) ND2 YIN'y X77 N1
Violence or threat of violence 56.3 43.7 19.6 15.2 NN DI'R IR NIN'YR
Sexual harassment 85.2 .. 7.9 N2 NTI0N
Sexual offences ['n NNY




TABLE 3.3. Households with Children Who Were Victims of
Crime during the 12 Months Preceding the Survey,
by Type of Crime and Reporting to the Police

,NII'MAY 'yaol 017 oy N pwn 3.3 ni?
712V A10 '9%7 ,0NNKA D'YTINN 122
nown? nirTi

2016
nlipn NNay |'"a NNy N1 NTI0N IN NINYIX N1
Reported to the police(1) niNYX2 DI'R (1)nmown? nurt
Sexual Sexual Violence or
Cyber-crime offences harassment threat of violence Theft
Thousands D'9'Ix
Total P00
Reported to the police (2.7) (9.0) 6.1) nmown? Inn'T
Did not report to the police 114 6.6 25.8 28.7 nMowNn? INNT XY
Percentages D'TINX
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 2n 0
Reported to the police (29.2) (25.8) (17.5) nown? Inn'T
Did not report to the police 91.7 70.8 74.2 825 nMown? INNT XY
Reported to the police 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 nowny InneT
Satisfied with the response of the police (40.8) . nvwnn 719'0n 0'¥Nn
Dissatisfied with the response of the police 59.2 86.8 NIVWNN 719'0Nn D'¥YNN DI'R
Thereof: nm
Dissatisfied with the approach of the police(2) (56.2) (2)nuwnin nwan oxiINn DR
Dissatisfied with the outcomes of the response(3) (56.0) (3)719'0n NXxINN D'¥INN DI'R
Dissatisfied for another reason . . NINX N2'0N D'XNN DI'R
Did not report to the police nown? InnrT XY
Main reason for not reporting: 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 :NVYNY? NIFTA NIYIR'AY? NPy naron
Trivial matter(4) (30.8) (18.0) . (4w 77 M
Police are unable to handle(5) . (44.5) (5)790%7 NnMvwnn YW 71> YoIN
Police are not interested in handling(6) . 9.1) (6)7907 nhvwnn 7w |I¥1 0IN
Reported to another party (24.1) 38.4 . ANK DIR7 NITT
Other (43.5) 47.5 (19.0) (14.6) NN
(1) Report on the most recent crime. .MINNRN 2N 2w nirT (1)
(2) The police did not take the report seriously; they were impolite; delayed response to the report. .NRMP7 NIY'N2 N2DYNN L,0IN' 101N NANI ,NI'YIA NON'NN X7 Nowni (2)
(3) The police did not find or catch the attacker; did not update the victim appropriately. SN NIFTAN DR YTH7 DART X7 ,V2190 K NODN K7 IN NR¥N X7 mowni (3)
(4) Didn't report because they didn't want to bother the police with such a trivial matter. .NTD 1272 NNVYNAN DX NVNY7 DX K7W DIWN NPT X7 (4)
(5) Didn't report due to belief that the police are unable to handle such cases, ,7907 N7210n NI'R NVYNN DX DN IMYTW DIYN NIrT X7 (5)

or learned from previous experience that the police do not handle cases efficiently.
(6) Didn't report due to belief that the police are not interested in handling such cases.

L2V Mvwnn Y 719t D T 0TI |1rotn

7907 NN NI'R NMVYNN N7RD DN IMYTV DIYn DT X7 (6)
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TABLE 3.4. Households with Children Who Were Victims of
Crime during the 12 Months Preceding the Survey,
by Type of Crime and Reporting to Other Parties

,NI2'MAY 'yao1 0T oy N pwun 3.4 niY?
N2V 210 '9%7 ,00INNNN D'YTIND 122
DIV D'MIIA? NMol

2016
|'n NNy IN NIN"IN |'n NNy IN NIN'IN
Reporting to other parties(1) NniN'Xa DI'R NIN'NA DI'R (1)021w o'MIA7 N9
Sexual Violence or Sexual Violence or
offences threats of violence offences threat of violence
Percentages o'rink [Thousands D'o"IN
Total 100.0 100.0 35.9 r2hiale)
Thereof: ‘nm
Reported to other parties 81.8 29.3 DY D'MNIA7 119
Did not report to other parties (18.2) (6.5) DY D'NNIA7 119 XY
Reported to the following parties: :D'NaN O'MNIAY 119
Welfare services/social worker 42.8 15.3 XNI0 T2IY/NNIN mN'y
Medical care (10.4) (3.7) 'NI9N 719'0
Emotional help/psychologist (6.7) (2.4) 21712'09/'w91 719'0
School 38.6 13.8 190 N2

Non-profit/social organization
Legal action
A relative

An acquaintance who is not a relative
Other

MNAaN [1AR/NNny
wown 719'0
nnown 1Ny

NNOWN 2N 1'KY 1N
INX

(1) Report concerning the most recent offence.

.NINNXN N7 yana nmo (1)
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TABLE 3.5. Households with Children Who Were

Victims of Crime During the 12 Months

Preceding the Survey, by Type of Crime
and Number of Times they Were Victimized

,NII'MAY 'Yao1 0T oy N 'pun 3.5 nI?
N2y 210 '9%7 ,00NNRN D'YTINN 122
IYA91¥ D'NYOn 190nli

2016
M NNay nm nTon niipn Ny IX NIN'7X pRip}
No. of times N1 DI'R D'MYS 150N
victimized Violence or threat 1V291Y
Sexual offences | Sexual harassment Cyber-crime of violence Theft
Thousands 0'9'7X

Total 9.3 12.4 35.9 34.8 ghhiale)
Once 5.7 (6.7) 20.3 27.2 TNN DYD
2-3 times (3.3) (7.0) (6.6) nmyo 3-2
4 or more times (8.5) QNI IN D'YS 4
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TABLE 4.1.1. Sense of Personal Security(1) -

"Feel Safe Walking Alone in the
Neighbourhood After Dark",

- (1)'w'x pnoa nuinn .4.1.1 ni7
Ta"% n37%7 n1va waNn”
,"DYNN NIYWA DMIANA TN

by Age and Sex 'l 712 19%
2016
|INV'AN NYINND DTN 2nno
Extent of sense of personal security 2)
Age N7 790 IXN hoyin N2 IX TIKN NN 7
Small or not at all Very great or great Total
Thousands D'o'1X
Total s hiale)
Total 722.6 4,237.3 5,375.9 2010
20-24 96.5 497.3 607.5 24-20
25-34 191.0 949.9 1,166.2 34-25
35-44 159.9 883.1 1,079.8 44-35
45-54 104.2 695.4 831.5 54-45
55-64 91.1 588.8 753.9 64-55
65 and over 79.9 623.0 937.0 n72uni 65
Men D™M2x
Total 170.1 2,345.3 2,613.4 2010
20-24 (12.8) 291.9 308.5 24-20
25-34 (46.0) 530.6 583.8 34-25
35-44 (42.5) 486.6 534.5 44-35
45-54 (23.2) 379.1 411.6 54-45
55-64 (21.6) 317.9 356.0 64-55
65 and over (24.0) 339.2 418.9 n7uni 65
Women n'v)
Total 552.5 1,892.0 2,762.5 2010
20-24 83.7 205.3 299.0 24-20
25-34 145.0 419.2 582.3 34-25
35-44 117.4 396.4 545.3 44-35
45-54 81.0 316.3 419.9 54-45
55-64 69.5 270.9 397.8 64-55
65 and over 55.9 283.8 518.1 n72uni 65
Percentages D'TINX
Total s hiale)
Total 14.6 85.4 100.0 010
20-24 16.3 83.7 11.3 24-20
25-34 16.7 83.3 21.7 34-25
35-44 15.3 84.7 20.1 44-35
45-54 13.0 87.0 15.5 54-45
55-64 13.4 86.6 14.0 64-55
65 and over 11.4 88.6 17.4 n72uni 65
Men D™M2x
Total 6.8 93.2 100.0 2010
20-24 (4.2) 95.8 11.8 24-20
25-34 (8.0) 92.0 223 34-25
35-44 (8.0) 92.0 20.5 44-35
45-54 (5.8) 94.2 15.7 54-45
55-64 (6.4) 93.6 13.6 64-55
65 and over (6.6) 93.4 16.0 n7uni 65
Women n'v)
Total 22.6 77.4 100.0 2010
20-24 29.0 71.0 10.8 24-20
25-34 25.7 74.3 21.1 34-25
35-44 22.9 771 19.7 44-35
45-54 20.4 79.6 15.2 54-45
55-64 20.4 79.6 14.4 64-55
65 and over 16.5 83.5 18.8 n'72vuni 65

(1) In 2016, participants were given a new
response option: "irrelevant”. This response option
is more prevalent among older adults. Data on participants
whose response was "irrelevant”" were not included
in the calculation of percentages.

(2) Includes participants who did not respond.
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nnoix noon 2016 niawa (1)
S0 XYY ioam7 nwTn

.DM2IANN 0'7'22 P'Va INDY IT NNDIR
"7 X" D'wNN 0AaTIN Im)

.D'TINKN 21Y'N2 07701 DI'X
JA'wn X7w 0am 770 (2)



TABLE 4.1.2. Sense of Personal Security(1) - - (1)'w'x pnoa nuinn .4.1.2 ni%?

"Feel Safe Walking Alone in the Ta% Nd%? nIva wan"
Neighbourhood After Dark", ,'MDYNN NIYY2A D'IAND 1T
by District and Locality of Residence DN Y TINN 'Y
2016
[INV'AN NYINN NT'N >0 o
District and Extent of sense of personal security 3) Tinn
Locality(2) of Residence X7 7' IN noyIn N2 IX TIXA NN DN (2)aw
Small or not at all Very great or great Total
Thousands D'o"7x
Total 722.6 4,237.3 5,375.9 2070
Jerusalem District 90.8 468.9 593.8 D"YN' TINN
Northern District 89.7 719.2 867.6 |19¥N TINN
Haifa District 97.4 512.8 672.5 no'n TINN
Central District 197.1 1,043.2 1,347.5 N 71NN
Tel Aviv District 128.1 771.5 974.2 2K 9N 1NN
Southern District 971 557.3 727.0 DTN TINN
Judea and Samaria Area(4) (22.4) 163.9 192.7 (4)miwnr T uTX
Locality of residence D"Mian Y
Jerusalem 79.5 383.7 491.5 D"vN!
Tel Aviv-Yafo (38.5) 277.7 335.2 19*-21N N
Haifa (39.2) 141.6 206.6 non
Rishon LeZiyyon (18.4) 142.6 178.4 X7 UKD
Ashdod (20.9) 106.7 143.8 TITUR
Petah Tiqgwa (24.4) 119.8 156.9 NN NNOS
Be'er Sheva (24.9) 95.9 143.2 yav IXa
Netanya (22.2) 101.5 148.7 nan
Percentages D'TINX
Total 14.6 85.4 100.0 2070
Jerusalem District 16.2 83.8 100.0 D"YN' TINN
Northern District 11.1 88.9 100.0 |19¥N TINN
Haifa District 16.0 84.0 100.0 no'n 1INN
Central District 15.9 84.1 100.0 >0 7INNn
Tel Aviv District 14.2 85.8 100.0 2K 9N TINn
Southern District 14.8 85.2 100.0 DTN TINN
Judea and Samaria Area(4) (12.0) 88.0 100.0 (4)miwnr TN uTR
Locality of residence D"Mian 1Y
Jerusalem 17.2 82.8 100.0 DvnN!
Tel Aviv-Yafo (12.2) 87.8 100.0 19*-21N N
Haifa (21.7) 78.3 100.0 non
Rishon LeZiyyon (11.4) 88.6 100.0 X7 UK
Ashdod (16.4) 83.6 100.0 TITUR
Petah Tigwa (17.0) 83.0 100.0 NN NNOS
Be'er Sheva (20.6) 79.4 100.0 yav IXa
Netanya (18.0) 82.0 100.0 N'In
(1) In 2016, participants were given a new nnoIx nvon 2016 mwa (1)
response option: "irrelevant". This response option o X9 omamY? nuTn
is more prevalent among older adults. Data on participants .0M212NN 0722 P'Ya NNDY IT NNDIX
whose response was "irrelevant” were not included "1 X7 D1'wnn 0MaTIN Im
in the calculation of percentages. .D'TINKN 2IY'N2 017701 DI'X
(2) Large cities with 200,000 residents and over. Anroawim 200,000 [naw ni7ima onw (2)
(3) Includes participants who did not respond. J2'wn 7w 0mam 770 (3)
(4) Israeli localities. .07 paiwe (4)
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TABLE 4.2.1. Sense of Personal Security -
"Fear of Being a Victim of Violence
in the Neighbourhood",

- IYIX [INV'A NYINN
nin'78n yasa? wwin”
,"'DNIANND NITNA

4.2.1 ni?

by Age and Sex |'i 712 19
2016
NiNYIRN Yao'n7 wwnn nTn g lale)
Age Extent of fear of being a victim of violence (1) M
N2 IX TINA NN X7 7D IX nuyIn
Very great or great Small or not at all Total
Thousands D'o"IN
Total s hiale)
Total 438.1 4,879.2 5,375.9 rahlale)
20-24 (43.8) 560.1 607.5 24-20
25-34 93.9 1,062.6 1,166.2 34-25
35-44 115.1 956.6 1,079.8 44-35
45-54 (48.6) 775.3 831.5 54-45
55-64 60.8 683.6 753.9 64-55
65 and over 75.8 841.0 937.0 n7uni 65
Men D"Maa
Total 116.8 2,461.8 2,613.4 P00
20-24 . 297.3 308.5 24-20
25-34 (27.6) 549.8 583.8 34-25
35-44 (30.1) 501.0 534.5 44-35
45-54 (15.0) 391.2 411.6 54-45
55-64 (19.7) 331.9 356.0 64-55
65 and over (16.8) 390.6 418.9 n7uni 65
Women n'wl
Total 321.3 2,417.4 2,762.5 7010
20-24 (36.2) 262.8 299.0 24-20
25-34 66.3 512.8 582.3 34-25
35-44 85.0 455.6 545.3 44-35
45-54 (33.6) 384.1 419.9 54-45
55-64 (41.2) 351.7 397.8 64-55
65 and over 59.1 450.4 518.1 n7uni 65
Percentages D'TINX
Total rahlale)
Total 8.2 91.8 100.0 5010
20-24 (7.3) 92.7 100.0 24-20
25-34 8.1 91.9 100.0 34-25
35-44 10.7 89.3 100.0 44-35
45-54 (5.9) 94 1 100.0 54-45
55-64 8.2 91.8 100.0 64-55
65 and over 8.3 91.7 100.0 n7yuni 65
Men D™M2x
Total 4.5 95.5 100.0 5010
20-24 . 97.5 100.0 24-20
25-34 (4.8) 95.2 100.0 34-25
35-44 (5.7) 94.3 100.0 44-35
45-54 (3.7) 96.3 100.0 54-45
55-64 (5.6) 94.4 100.0 64-55
65 and over (4.1) 95.9 100.0 n7uni 65
Women n'w)
Total 1.7 88.3 100.0 5010
20-24 (12.1) 87.9 100.0 24-20
25-34 114 88.6 100.0 34-25
35-44 15.7 84.3 100.0 44-35
45-54 (8.0) 92.0 100.0 54-45
55-64 (10.5) 89.5 100.0 64-55
65 and over 11.6 88.4 100.0 n72yuni 65

(1) Includes participants who did not respond.
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TABLE 4.2.2. Sense of Personal Security - - WIN 1INV NwInN .4.2.2 niY?

Fear of Being a Victim of Violence nin'78n yasa? wwin”
in the Neighbourhood", ,"'D"MIANN ITRA
by District and Locality of Residence DN Y TINN 'Y
2016
N8N Ya9'n7 ywnn nTn Dn o
Extent of fear of being a victim of violence ) TInn
Locality(1) of Residence N2 IX TIXA NN X7 7'2 IN noyIn o1 (1)
Very great or great Small or not at all Total
Thousands D'9'1x
Total 438.1 4,879.2 5,375.9 200
Jerusalem District 56.4 533.3 593.8 D"Y7vN! TINN
Northern District 65.7 797.9 867.6 |I9¥N TINN
Haifa District 57.9 601.8 672.5 no'n TINN
Central District 1171 1,216.0 1,347.5 70 1NN
Tel Aviv District 69.8 891.0 974.2 21N N TINn
Southern District 56.7 663.6 727.0 DTN TINN
Judea and Samaria Area(3) (14.6) 175.1 192.7 (3)miwnr T WTK
Locality of residence D"Ian a1Yn
Jerusalem 50.0 438.3 491.5 D'7wN
Tel Aviv-Yafo (24.1) 305.4 335.2 19'-2'2X N
Haifa (22.8) 177.5 206.6 non
Rishon LeZiyyon . 162.8 178.4 X7 IUXD
Ashdod . 129.0 143.8 TITUN
Petah Tigwa . 147.2 156.9 NIPN NNO
Be'er Sheva (15.9) 124.7 143.2 yav axa
Netanya (21.5) 126.5 148.7 n"m
Percentages D'TINX
Total 8.2 91.8 100.0 ahiale]
Jerusalem District 9.6 90.4 100.0 DY TINN
Northern District 7.6 92.4 100.0 |19¥N TINN
Haifa District 8.8 91.2 100.0 no'n TINN
Central District 8.8 91.2 100.0 >N 1INN
Tel Aviv District 7.3 92.7 100.0 21N N TINN
Southern District 7.9 92.1 100.0 DTN TINN
Judea and Samaria Area(3) (7.7) 92.3 100.0 (3)miwnr T WTK
Locality of residence D"Ian a1Yn
Jerusalem 10.2 89.8 100.0 n'vN
Tel Aviv-Yafo (7.3) 92.7 100.0 19'-2'2X N
Haifa (11.4) 88.6 100.0 non
Rishon LeZiyyon . 93.3 100.0 %7 IUXD
Ashdod . 91.7 100.0 TITUNX
Petah Tigwa . 93.8 100.0 NIPN NNO
Be'er Sheva (11.3) 88.7 100.0 yaw N
Netanya (14.5) 85.5 100.0 N
(1) Large cities with 200,000 residents and over. AN ofavim 200,000 [paw nizma o (1)
(2) Includes participants who did not respond. J2'win X7w 0mam 770 (2)
(3) Israeli localities. .07 pawe (3)
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TABLE 4.3.1. Sense of Personal Security - - WX IV nuinn .4.3.1 ni?
"In General, | Feel Safe in my "WIN INV1 wN LY 9INa”
Neighbourhood"”, by Age and Sex I'i 7'a '9%7 ,"D"M1ann NITRA
2016
[INVAN NYINN NTN 75010
Age Extent of sense of personal security (1) 71
X7 770 IN noyIn N0 IX TINA NN
Small or not at all Very great or great Total
Thousands n'o'7Ix
Total 200
Total 454 1 4,860.4 5,375.9 P00
20-24 58.4 544 .8 607.5 24-20
25-34 94.9 1,058.4 1,166.2 34-25
35-44 101.0 969.6 1,079.8 44-35
45-54 79.1 747.0 831.5 54-45
55-64 60.8 683.2 753.9 64-55
65 and over 59.9 857.4 937.0 n7uni 65
Men D"Maa
Total 147.6 2,435.3 2,613.4 a0
20-24 . 296.0 308.5 24-20
25-34 (28.9) 547 .4 583.8 34-25
35-44 (36.0) 493.9 534.5 44-35
45-54 (24.3) 384.2 411.6 54-45
55-64 (27.0) 322.6 356.0 64-55
65 and over (21.8) 3911 418.9 n7uni 65
Women n'wl
Total 306.5 2,425.1 2,762.5 500
20-24 48.9 248.9 299.0 24-20
25-34 65.9 511.0 582.3 34-25
35-44 65.0 475.6 545.3 44-35
45-54 54.8 362.8 419.9 54-45
55-64 (33.8) 360.6 397.8 64-55
65 and over (38.0) 466.3 518.1 n7uni 65
Percentages D'TINX
Total 2070
Total 8.5 91.5 100.0 a0
20-24 9.7 90.3 100.0 24-20
25-34 8.2 91.8 100.0 34-25
35-44 94 90.6 100.0 44-35
45-54 9.6 90.4 100.0 54-45
55-64 8.2 91.8 100.0 64-55
65 and over 6.5 93.5 100.0 nyni 65
Men D"Maa
Total 5.7 94.3 100.0 200
20-24 . 96.9 100.0 24-20
25-34 (5.0) 95.0 100.0 34-25
35-44 (6.8) 93.2 100.0 44-35
45-54 (6.0) 94.0 100.0 54-45
55-64 (7.7) 92.3 100.0 64-55
65 and over (5.3) 94.7 100.0 n7uni 65
Women n'wl
Total 11.2 88.8 100.0 2010
20-24 16.4 83.6 100.0 24-20
25-34 1.4 88.6 100.0 34-25
35-44 12.0 88.0 100.0 44-35
45-54 13.1 86.9 100.0 54-45
55-64 (8.6) 914 100.0 64-55
65 and over (7.5) 92.5 100.0 nni 65

(1) Includes participants who did not respond.

-93-

Ja'wn X7w nmam 77 (1)



TABLE 4.3.2. Sense of Personal Security - - 'wix Inv2 nwinn .4.3.2 ni

"In General, | Feel Safe in My Neighborhood, IWYIX [INL WM LY joIxa”
by District and Locality of Residence 0"MIan Y TInn '9% ,"DNiana utxa
2016
|INV'AN NYINND DTN 7500
District and locality(1) Extent of sense of personal security ) Tinn
of residence X7 770 Ix noyin N7 IR TINND NN n"ian (1)awm
Small or not at all Very great or great Total
Thousdands 0'o'7x
Total 4541 4,860.4 5,375.9 200
Jerusalem District 53.3 533.5 593.8 D'7wIN TINN
Northern District (46.4) 817.6 867.6 [19X¥N TINN
Haifa District 62.7 595.1 672.5 no'n 1INN
Central District 121.1 1,214.3 1,347.5 >IN 1INN
Tel Aviv District 82.7 883.8 974.2 21X 7N TINn
Southern District 72.5 640.1 727.0 DTN TINN
Judea and Samaria Area(3) (15.4) 175.5 192.7 (3)Mniwni nTin TN
Locality of residence D"ian aY"
Jerusalem (46.5) 438.8 491.5 D*7wIN!
Tel Aviv-Yafo (26.0) 306.9 335.2 19+-21AX 1N
Haifa (21.9) 178.0 206.6 non
Rishon LeZiyyon " 164.8 178.4 X7 UKD
Ashdod (17.3) 120.1 143.8 TITUR
Petah Tigwa (17.2) 139.7 156.9 nipPn NNo
Be'er Sheva (17.2) 1234 143.2 yav Ixa
Netanya . 135.4 148.7 n"m
Percentages D'TINX
Total 8.5 91.5 100.0 P00
Jerusalem District 9.1 90.9 100.0 DY TINN
Northern District 54 94.6 100.0 |19¥N TINN
Haifa District 9.5 90.5 100.0 no'N TINN
Central District 9.1 90.9 100.0 >IN 7INN
Tel Aviv District 8.6 914 100.0 2ax 7n 1INn
Southern District 10.2 89.8 100.0 DTN TINN
Judea and Samaria Area(3) (8.1) 91.9 100.0 (3)Nniwni nTn TN
Locality of residence D"ian Ay
Jerusalem 9.6 90.4 100.0 D"7wIN
Tel Aviv-Yafo (7.8) 92.2 100.0 19'-22X N
Haifa (11.0) 89.0 100.0 non
Rishon LeZiyyon . 93.7 100.0 |I'¥7 UxD
Ashdod (12.6) 87.4 100.0 TITUXR
Petah Tiqwa (11.0) 89.0 100.0 NIEN NNO
Be'er Sheva (12.2) 87.8 100.0 yavw Na
Netanya . 91.7 100.0 n'm
(1) Large cities with 200,000 residents and over. N prawvin 200,000 [paw niima oy (1)
(2) Includes participants who did not respond. Ja'win X7w 0rmam 77 (2)
(3) Israeli localities. .07 paw (3)
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