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Executive Summary
For over two decades, the Commonwealth Human Rights Initiative (CHRI) has worked to advance police 
reform in the Commonwealth.  To achieve the aim of policing that fully respects human rights, we must 
recognise the barriers that limit effective law enforcement.  Across South Asia, such barriers include 
inadequate budgets, personnel shortages, outdated training, and run-down police stations. 

In India, the police are endemically under-resourced.  Thus, it is imperative to allocate funds and personnel 
wisely.  Using a variety of information, techniques, and processes to know where crime is occurring, where 
the public feels unsafe, and what the gap is between crime incidence and reported crime can help the 
police to make informed judgements about crime prevention and response strategies, public education 
initiatives, and much more.  

Crime statistics can be one source of important information to shape these efforts.  However, the data 
collected annually by the National Crime Records Bureau (NCRB) does not provide the full picture.  Indeed, 
the very process of collecting and reporting these crime statistics is lacking in a number of ways.  NCRB 
data is compiled on the basis of crime reported at police stations, but not all incidents of crime are 
reported.  Further, if not all police stations send data—whether because they lack the personnel, digital 
records systems or other resources to do so—then even some reported crime will be missing from the 
official statistics.  Such gaps grow wider when we consider the urban-rural divide, as well as the continuing 
problem of police refusal to register crime complaints.1  

Each of these limitations, though they may not all be equally widespread, means that NCRB data provides 
an incomplete picture of the actual level of crime.  Certainly, it is not able to capture unreported crime, 
public satisfaction with the police, or the public’s perception of safety.  This means that both the policy 
and police responses to crime, particularly its prevention, are also lacking.  A reliable way to collect this 
important information is through periodic public surveys.  These can assess most accurately where, when, 
and to whom crime is occurring.  In the United Kingdom and numerous other countries, crime victimisation 
surveys2 are undertaken (often annually) to estimate the difference between reported and unreported 
crime, and thereby identify the true level of crime.  Through such surveys, it is also possible to ask why 
individuals did not report crimes to the police, and more.  

Undertaking crime victimisation surveys will provide a systematic assessment that can help inform the 
police operational response to crime, better direct the use of police resources, and even prompt better 
methods of evaluating police performance.3  Findings would be able to show what resources are needed, 
and where, to meet the public’s needs.  With such information, the government would be able to provide 
an evidence-based budgetary allocation to ensure the police can effectively tackle crime.  

CHRI believes in making such investments towards better policing.  Through the Nielson Company, 
we undertook a crime victimisation survey as described above in the two cities of Delhi and Mumbai 
to demonstrate the sorts of rich information that can be found through such studies.  Throughout the 
discussion that follows, we make suggestions on how the police can use data of this kind to map and 
visualise crime trends, create new law enforcement initiatives, design crime prevention strategies, and 
more.  

1	 It is virtually impossible to know the true extent of how much crime is not reported due to police refusal to register complaints, 
but, anecdotally, the problem appears widespread.  See, e.g., Thomas, S (2013), “HC has often slammed burking”, Times of 
India:  http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/city/mumbai/HC-has-often-slammed-burking/articleshow/18490591.cms  as on 
20 December 2015; Karlikar, N (2015),  “Top cop warns his staff not to indulge in crime burking”,  Time of India  ,  http://
timesofindia.indiatimes.com/city/thane/Top-cop-warns-his-staff-not-to-indulge-in-crime-burking/articleshow/46885598.
cms as on 20 December 2015.  In 2013, refusal to register complaints of certain crimes against women was made a punishable 
offence in the Indian Penal Code (IPC) (Section 166A), a first step to holding police officers accountable for refusing to register 
crime complaints. 

2	 For details on the England and Wales crime victimisation survey, see Office of National Statistics, Victims of Crime: http://
www.ons.gov.uk/ons/taxonomy/index.html?nscl=Victims+of+Crime as on 20 December 2015.

3	 The Takshashila Foundation has advocated for the adoption of a periodic, national victimisation survey in India.  Takshashila 
Foundation (2013), “The Need for an Indian Crime Survey: Memorandum to the Justice JS Verma Committee”: http://
takshashila.org.in/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/TPA-InternalSecurity-CrimeSurvey-2013.pdf as on 20 December 2015.
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Despite the limitations of time and cost that constrained the survey’s size and scope, the current study 
is the first known systematic attempt to record the actual crime experience of residents in both Delhi 
and Mumbai.4  In this survey, we focused on a diverse range of crime categories—theft, assault, house 
break-in, sexual harassment,5 criminal intimidation, unnatural death6 and missing persons.7  We chose 
these because they cover a broad cross section of crime that occur frequently.8  We also sought to survey 
how the experience of households facing these crimes might differ by affluence, and therefore selected 
samples of high-, mid-, and low-income households.

Here, the sole purpose is not to show what crime is occurring and where.  The findings presented here 
should be seen as a window into the data that could be revealed by a larger study, undertaken periodically, to 
gauge the true level of crime, trends in crime occurrence, and public safety perception to inform personnel 
deployment, community engagement efforts, and other resource allocation on the part of police.

	 Snapshots of the findings:

	 l	 13% of households surveyed in Delhi and 15% in Mumbai experienced at least one of the seven 
crime categories under study

	 l	 Theft was the most commonly experienced crime, followed by assault and sexual harassment

	 l	 High-income households tended to face crime less frequently 

	 l	 Most who did not report crimes said they did not want to be caught up in bureaucracy

	 l	 Just over a third of Delhi households and half of Mumbai households said they were satisfied with 
how the police responded when they reported crime

4	 As discussed by Chockalingham in the introduction to his study on crime victims in South India, few surveys on crime 
victimisation have been undertaken in India, save Mumbai’s participation in one round of the International Crime Victims 
Survey (ICVS): K. Chockalingham (December 2003), Forum on Crime and Society, vol. 3, Nos. 1 and 2, Criminal Victimisation 
in Four Major Cities in Southern India, http://www.unodc.org/pdf/crime/forum/forum3_note3.pdf as on 20 December 2015.  

5	 Regarding crimes against women, we asked only about sexual harassment.  We did not ask about rape, domestic violence, or 
any other gender-based or sexual crimes.  Individual or targeted surveys designed specifically to address these crimes should 
be undertaken.

6	 We surveyed unnatural death only in terms of whether a household member was murdered, or died in a road/train accident.  
We did not include suicides.  

7	 “Missing persons” itself is not a criminal offence.  When a person is reported missing, the police enter the details in designated 
registers in the police station and immediately initiate investigation to determine whether a crime has occurred, for instance, 
murder or kidnapping.  A First Information Report (FIR) is registered only when evidence or reasonable suspicion of any 
criminal activity related to the missing person is found.  For the purposes of the current study, all such possible incidents were 
grouped under the label of missing persons.  Please note the police must follow special procedures when a child is reported 
missing.  

8	 Theft, assault, house break-in, sexual harassment, and unnatural death (as described above) are cognizable offences under 
the Indian Penal Code (IPC).  A cognizable offence is one in which the police may arrest a person without warrant.  Police 
are authorised to investigate a cognizable case without orders from the court.  Criminal intimidation under the IPC is a 
non-cognizable offence.  In cases of non-cognizable offences, the police register an FIR and investigate only after getting 
permission from a judicial magistrate. 

Crime Victimisation and Safety Perception
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Methodology 
The current crime victimisation survey represents the first attempt to systematically collect data on crime, 
reporting to the police, police response, and public perception of safety in Delhi and Mumbai.  

The survey had four parts addressing three subjects:

(I)	 Crime Incidence (Part A)

The objective here was to estimate the incidence of seven crime categories: theft, assault, 
house break-in, sexual harassment, criminal intimidation, unnatural death, and missing 
persons.  These were chosen as they represent a broad cross section of crimes that occur 
frequently.

(II)	 Crime Characteristics, Crime Reporting, and Police Response (Parts B & C)

This component focused on understanding (a) the characteristics of the crime committed 
(such as sub-categories of crime, where and when it was committed, who was the 
perpetrator and if s/he was known to the victim, etc), (b) the reporting behaviour of the 
victim household, and (c) the first response of police when the crime was reported.

(III)	 Perception of Safety (Part D)

This component addressed how safe respondents felt in their neighbourhoods, as well as 
in city travel.

The complete survey is presented in Annexure 1.  The survey exercise was conducted in July–August 2015 
and asked households to answer the questions based on their experiences in the preceding 12 month 
period (July 2014 to June 2015). 

Multi-Stage Sampling Design
The study follows a multi-stage sampling design, similar to that used in India’s National Sample Survey,9 
the US Census Bureau Surveys,10 and numerous others.

We sought to reliably estimate the rate of crime incidence at the police zone level.  Delhi is divided into 
eleven administrative police zones and Mumbai into thirteen.  At a 95% confidence level and 5% margin of 
error, the required sample size is 384 for each zone. 

Given the lack of reliable data on the true crime rate in either city, we decided to keep a buffer of 15% at 
the zone level, and the sample size was set at 450 households per zone.  This gave an overall sample size 
of 4,950 households in Delhi and 5,850 households in Mumbai.

In the first stage of selecting geographical areas from which we would draw a sample of households, we 
used stratified random sampling to choose three census wards11 within each police zone.  We assigned 
wards in each zone to an income strata,12 based on whether a majority of households in the ward were 
high-, mid-, or low-income.13  From each strata, one ward in each zone was randomly selected.

9	 E.g., Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation (2015), National Sample Survey 71st Round, Key Indicators of 
Social Consumption: Health.

10	 E.g., Murphy, P. (2008), “An overview of primary sampling units (PSUs) in multi stage samples of demographic surveys”, 
Proceedings of the Survey Research Methods Section, American Statistical Association. 

11	 Wards that fell into two or more police zones were excluded for the purposes of this study.
12	 Income level served as the basis for the stratification; though it would be ideal to adjust strata for other parameters as 

well, budgetary constraints prohibited this.  Income nevertheless does have strong correlations with other socio-economic 
parameters.  Because crime incidence is likely to vary based on income and other socio-economic factors, we hoped this 
stratification would give insight into how households of different income levels are affected by crime.

13	 The Nielsen Neighbourhood Skyline (NSL) database was used to identify the income level of each ward.  NSL provides a 
profile of household socio-economic demographics at the neighbourhood level for the top 57 cities in India.  It includes 
information on income, savings, and expenditure of the households living in the neighbourhood, in addition to providing 



In the absence of information on the exact number of households in each zone according to income level, 
an equal number of households were sampled from each strata in each police zone.  With 450 sample 
households from each zone, this translated into 150 households14 per sample ward.  

In the second stage, each selected ward was sub-divided into one-square kilometre grids.15  We excluded 
from selection any grids that had a different income level than that which was dominant in the ward.  
For example, in a high-income ward, mid- and low-income grids were omitted and random selection was 
performed only on high-income grids.16  We chose 3 of these in each ward.  

In the third stage, within each grid we selected a random starting point from which surveyors went 
continuously household to household until reaching our quota of 50, in order to meet the target of 150 
households per ward.  While the random walk and quota methods can be subject to limitations,17 these 
sampling procedures have been successfully used in numerous studies.  Given the expense of completing 
a full household listing in each grid, it was determined that this procedure would best meet the objectives 
of the study within time and resource constraints.

Survey Administration 

Part A of the survey, which addressed demographic characteristics and whether households were affected 
by crime, was administered to each of the households identified in the process outlined above.

Parts B and C addressed characteristics of crime, such as where and when crime occurred, and victims’ 
experiences when reporting to the police.18  These Parts were administered to all of the crime-affected 
households identified in Part A; this resulted in a total of 647 households in Delhi (13% of sample 
households) and 927 (15% of sample households) in Mumbai.

As there was no a priori information on incidence of any of the seven crimes, it was not possible to set a 
quota for the individual crimes.  Theft turned out to be the most common crime (506 households in Delhi 
and 746 in Mumbai), while in both cities fewer than 100 households were victims of each of the other 
six crimes.  Consequently, the analysis of reporting behaviour or police response in this section can be 
considered to be representative only at the city level and for all seven crimes taken together.

details on road networks, markets, connectivity parameters, etc.  High-income was defined as a majority of households 
earning Rs  1 million or more per year, mid-income as Rs 0.3–1 million per year, and low-income as less than Rs 0.3 million 
per year.  The geographical units discussed here generally track those defined by municipal boundaries.

14	 With sampling spread across 11 police zones in Delhi and 13 in Mumbai, the sample size for each income strata is representative 
at (a) the city level with 3% margin of error at 95% confidence level and (b) at the zone level with 8% margin of error at 95% 
confidence level.

15	 This division was based on Nielsen’s Cell Grid Geo-spatial Database.  This database is based on semi-automated algorithms 
employing Small Area Statistics and Geo-spatial Analytics techniques to disaggregate socio-economic data for a given 
geographic area into a grid consisting of cells, each having an area approximately 1 sq. km.  The database includes economic, 
demographic, infrastructure, and land cover data for every cell.

16	 Given the desire to determine statistical validity at the zone level, as well as cost and time constraints, we employed stratified 
sampling at the ward level.  To ensure that grids appropriately represented the income level stratification of the ward as a 
whole, it was necessary to guarantee homogeneity of income level in the selection of grids.  Admittedly, this imposes the 
limitation that the study would not capture whether the crime profile of heterogeneous localities differed from homogeneous 
ones.

17	 Anthony G. Turner, United Nations Secretariat Statistics Division (2003), Sampling Strategies, pg. 7, http://unstats.un.org/
unsd/demographic/meetings/egm/Sampling_1203/docs/no_2.pdf, as on 20 December 2015.  For more details on various 
procedures for conducting random walks, see generally Juergen H.P. Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik (2003), New Sampling Designs and 
the Quality of Data, http://mrvar.fdv.uni-lj.si/pub/mz/mz19/hoff.pdf as on 20 December 2015.  Out of the zone level sample 
of 450, 150 were to be drawn from each of three income strata, with 50 from each grid.  A floor of 30 crime-affected 
households per zone was set.  Had 30 households not been reached in this initial sweep, we would have increased the 
number of households surveyed by 50 until meeting that quota.

18	 With regard to police response, the questionnaire contained several questions with multiple or nuanced answers, like what 
happened in missing persons cases or knowing whether the police properly registered a complaint.  While CHRI provided some 
background on law and criminal procedure, it was a challenge for the surveyors (who are not experts in the criminal justice 
system) to ask the interviewees clarifying questions.  This may therefore result in some flaws in the findings presented here, 
even though they faithfully represent the answers given by respondents.  One additional benefit, then, of the government 
undertaking routine crime victimisation surveys would be to better train surveyors and build capacity to get more accurate 
answers, and preserve such institutional knowledge and practice over time.  With this kind of robust data, the findings would 
best be able to help the police and government make decisions about deployment, training, and much more. 

Crime Victimisation and Safety Perception
A Public Survey of Delhi and Mumbai4



5Methodology

Part D assessed the safety perception of residents in Delhi and Mumbai.  To attain reliability at the city 
level, the sample size was set at 3,025 respondent household in Delhi and 3,575 households in Mumbai.  
Statistically, the sample size is representative at the city level at 95% confidence level and 2% margin of 
error.  With eleven police zones in Delhi and thirteen in Mumbai, this results in 275 samples per police 
zone.19

City level representativeness of the safety perception of crime-affected households at a 95% confidence 
level and 5% margin of error would require 384 sample households.  As such, analysis of the safety 
perception of crime-affected households will be representative at the city level as long as the crime 
incidence rate in Delhi and Mumbai is greater than 12.59% and 10.74%, respectively.20 

With no a priori information on the actual rate of incidence of crime, it was decided to administer Part 
D to all crime-affected households.  Thus, assuming XZ to be the number of crime-affected households 
in a police zone (and XW to be the number of crime-affected households in a ward), 275-XZ would be the 
number of non-victim households sampled per zone (90-XW per ward).  With this design, the city level 
sample would be representative of the perception of non-victim households at a 95% confidence level and 
3% margin of error even if the incidence of crime exceeds 25%.

A brief demographic profile of our sample is shown below:

 

 Delhi

Part A: Crime incidence Parts B and C: Crime 
characteristics, 
reporting and police 
response

Part D: Perception of  
safety

Delhi Mumbai Delhi Mumbai Delhi Mumbai
Total in sample 4,990 6,036 647 927 3,035 3,658
Income 
level of 
households

Low 1,657 2,029 239 371 1,013 1,214

Mid 1,667 1,999 248 317 1,003 1,243

High 1,666 2,008 160 239 1,019 1,201

Gender of 
respondent

Male 2,290 4,030 275 620 1,335 2,410

Female 2,700 2,006 372 307 1,700 1,248

Length of 
residency 

Greater than 5 
years in city

4,631 5,893 605 900 2,810 3,561

Greater than 5 
years at current 
address 

3,820 5,322 521 804 2,316 3,204

Weights
The absence of a household sampling frame and lack of information on crime incidence or reporting 
behaviour across geographic or socio-economic factors, even at the city level, did not allow computation 
of household level weights.  We attempted a limited city level weight computation based only on the 
number of households according to income, for which city level information was available.

19	 The analysis at the zone level will be representative at 95% confidence level with 6% margin of error. 
20	 This was computed by dividing 384 (the minimum required sample size for city level representation) by the respective city 

sample sizes: 3,025 in Delhi and 3,575 in Mumbai.  Ex post, the ratios were computed to be 13% (15%) in Delhi (Mumbai).



City Annual 
Household 
Earning

Population Sample

WeightNo. of households 
(2014-15; 
in ‘000)

% of households 
in each strata

No. of 
households 
in sample

% of 
households 
in each 
strata

Mumbai <Rs 3 lakh 
(Low)

1,285 44% 1,657 33% 1.34

Rs 3-10  lakh
(Mid) 

807 28% 1,667 33% 0.83

>Rs 10 lakh
(High)

802 28% 1,666 33% 0.83

Total 2,894 100% 4,990 100%
Delhi <Rs 3 lakh

(Low)

2,037 54% 2,029 34% 1.62

Rs 3-10  lakh
(Mid) 

833 22% 1,999 33% 0.67

>Rs 10 lakh
(High)

874 23% 2,008 33% 0.70

Total 3,744 100% 6,036 100%

The same was used for estimating the city level projection of the number of households affected by crime.  
However, the same was not used at subsequent levels when estimating reporting incidence, as the number 
of households in each income strata who had reported crime to the police fell below 384 per strata (the 
minimum required sample size for a city level representation at 95% confidence level and 5% margin of 
error).  This statistically constrained the computation of a city level weighted ratio for crime reporting 
behaviour.

Crime Victimisation and Safety Perception
A Public Survey of Delhi and Mumbai6
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Findings
This report opens with an assessment of the main issues addressed in the survey: the details of crimes 
given by victimised households, whether and when crimes were reported to the police, and the first 
response of the police to complaints.

Later sections focus on the details of crimes experienced by households, such as where and when the 
crimes took place as well as the relationship between socio-economic factors and crime experience.  
Lastly, the general perception of safety in both cities is explored in the final section.

Our purpose here is not to generalise the survey results, due to both the lack of a priori information and 
the fact that we oversampled crime-affected households in order to learn more about their experiences.  
Throughout, we report the survey findings with the purpose of demonstrating what can be found in a 
study of this kind.  Recommendations for how findings from an even more robust study could be used 
are discussed in the sections below.  Note also that in some tables and in the text, figures are rounded for 
convenience.

Section I: 
Overview of crime incidence, reporting, and police response
This section explores the crime experience over a period of one year (July 2014–June 2015) of the 
households interviewed in both Delhi and Mumbai, including how many reported crimes to the police and 
how the police responded.  In particular, this section addresses the following queries:

•	 What crimes were experienced most frequently?	

•	 How often do crime victims report cases to the police?	

•	 Why did many victims not report crimes?	

•	 How did the victims who reported crime approach the police?	

•	 How have the police responded to reports of crimes?	

•	 Were households that reported crime satisfied with the police response?

	 Snapshot:

	 l 	 13% of households surveyed in Delhi and 15% in Mumbai experienced at least one of the seven 
crimes under study 

	 l	 Theft was the most commonly experienced crime; mobile phones were most commonly stolen

	 l	 Only 1 in 13 cases of sexual harassment were reported in Delhi

	 l	 Only half of all crimes were reported, and only half of these were registered as FIRs 



What crimes were experienced most frequently?

13% of households surveyed in Delhi and just over 15% in Mumbai experienced at least one instance 
of the seven crime categories considered in the study.  Theft was the most commonly experienced 
crime in both Delhi and Mumbai, followed by sexual harassment and physical assault.

Overall, 647 of the households surveyed in Delhi (12.96%) and 927 (15.36%) in Mumbai faced any of the 
seven crime categories addressed in the questionnaire.21  Some of them fell victim to crime more than 
once, though the proportion was relatively small.

Table 1: Households affected by crime

Crime City No. of households 
surveyed

No. of households 
affected by crime

% of households 
affected 

Assault Delhi 4,990 51 1.02%
Mumbai 6,036 98 1.62%

Criminal Intimidation Delhi 4,990 17 0.34%
Mumbai 6,036 31 0.51%

House 

Break-in

Delhi 4,990 51 1.02%
Mumbai 6,036 65 1.08%

Missing Persons Delhi 4,990 1 0.02%
Mumbai 6,036 3 0.05%

Sexual Harassment Delhi 2,700 75 2.78%
Mumbai 2,006 39 1.94%

Theft Delhi 4,990 506 10.14%
Mumbai 6,036 746 12.36%

Unnatural Death Delhi 4,990 4 0.08%
Mumbai 6,036 12 0.20%

Of the seven crimes surveyed, theft was by far most frequently experienced.  506 (10.14%) of households 
in Delhi and 746 (12.36%) of households in Mumbai had been victimised by theft.  A notable proportion 
of households had been victims of theft multiple times—100 households in Delhi and 106 in Mumbai.  As 
such, the total number of instances of theft reported by the respondents was 650 and 874, respectively, 
in each city.  

Table 2: Cases of crime experienced – numbers and as a percentage of total cases of crime by city

Crime type Delhi Mumbai
Households 
affected by 

crime

Cases of 
crime

experienced

Cases of 
crime by 

category as 
a % of total 
crime cases

Households 
affected by 

crime

Cases of crime
experienced

Cases of 
crime by 

category as 
a % of total 
crime cases

Assault 51 51 5.97% 98 101 8.92%
Criminal 
Intimidation

17 17 1.99% 31 31 2.74%

House Break-in 51 51 5.97% 65 66 5.83%
Missing Persons 1 1 0.12% 3 3 0.27%

21	  Please note this indicates the level of actual crime experienced as shared by our respondents, not crimes reported to police.  
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Sexual 
Harassment

75 80 9.37% 39 45 3.98%

Theft 506 650 76.11% 746 874 77.21%
Unnatural 
Death

4 4 0.47% 12 12 1.06%

Overall 854 1,132

We analysed the data to examine whether there was a relationship between income class and the number 
of times a household experienced theft.  Based on this survey alone, while mid-income households in 
Delhi were the most victimised, there was no clear trend of households being victimised multiple times 
based on their affluence. (Table 3).

Table 3: Households affected by theft according to income level

City
No. of thefts experienced 

No. of households

Total Low-Income Mid-Income High-Income
Delhi One 406 157 147 102

  39% 36% 25%
Two or more 100 28 49 23

  28% 49% 23%
Mumbai One 640 245 216 179

38% 34% 28%
Two or more 106 44 33 29

  42% 31% 27%

Of the sub-categories of crime we examined, theft of a cell phone was the most common form of theft.  
Further, it was equally common in both cities, accounting for nearly 4 in every 10 cases of theft.   (Table 4).  
This was followed by theft of luggage and theft of wallet, purse, or cash.  

One notable finding is that households in Delhi were victims of car theft much more so than those surveyed 
in Mumbai.  Car thefts accounted for 10% of theft cases in Delhi, compared to only 1% in Mumbai.  These 
findings reflect those of Crime in India 2014 (the annual national level crime statistics released by the 
National Crime Records Bureau) which reported over 21,000 cases of automobile theft registered in Delhi 
and less than 4,000 registered in Mumbai.22  This does not come as a surprise considering the number of 
registered private cars in Delhi was 22 lakh compared to just 6 lakh in Greater Mumbai.23  

Table 4: Composition of each crime category

Crime Crime sub-category
 % share in crime category 

 Delhi  Mumbai 

Theft Luggage 15.90% 28.86%

Wallet/Purse/Cash* 23.27% 25.16% 

Credit/Debit card 0.87% 2.43%

Jewellery 7.95% 4.97%

Cell phone 39.31% 36.47%
TV 0.00% 0.11%

Computer/Laptop 2.75% 1.16%

Car 9.97% 0.85%

22	  National Crime Records Bureau, Ministry of Home Affairs (2014), Crime in India 2014, pg. 68.
23	  Ministry of Road Transport and Highways (2012), Road Transport Year Book (2011-12), pg. 53.



Assault Grabbed/shoved/slapped/beat 63.93% 88.52%
Attack by throwing rocks/bottles 3.28% 4.92%
Attack with a gun or a knife 3.28% 3.28%
Attack with any other dangerous object 4.92% 1.64%
Attack in any other way 24.59% 1.64%

House Break-in Forcing a door or window 59.26% 52.24%
Manipulating a lock 29.63% 40.30%
Entering through an open door or window 11.11% 5.97%
Using force, or threatening to use force 0.00% 1.49%

Sexual 
Harassment24

Passed lewd or unwelcome sexual com-
ments

75.94% 56.72%

Continuously stared at in a lewd or threat-
ening manner

18.72% 20.90%

Followed by men till you were scared or 
uncomfortable

3.74% 10.45%

Touched indecently/groped/pinched 1.60% 11.94%

*Cash and wallet/purse were separate answer categories in the survey, and are shown tallied together here because 
they frequently occurred together.

In terms of the seven overall crime categories, the second most commonly experienced crime was different 
in the two cities.  Physical assault cases (just under 9%) were the second most common in Mumbai.  
However, sexual harassment came out as the second most commonly experienced crime in Delhi (just 
over 9%).  (Table 2).  

Only when a female adult member of the household was responding to the survey did we ask questions 
relating to sexual harassment.25  There were 2,700 female respondents in Delhi and 2,006 in Mumbai.  Of 
these households, 75 (almost 3%) in Delhi and 39 (just under 2%) in Mumbai shared that a female member 
of the household was a victim of sexual harassment over the previous year. 

Indeed, in Delhi 1 in 11 cases of all crime incidents were sexual harassment, compared to 1 in 25 in 
Mumbai.  Of sexual harassment cases, 94% in Delhi fell into the categories of staring or passing lewd 
comments. However, almost a quarter of cases in Mumbai involved either indecent touching or groping, 
or being followed by men.  (Table 4).

Physical assault was the second most common crime in Mumbai, and the third in Delhi.26  Two-thirds of 
assault cases in Delhi and four-fifths of those in Mumbai involved grabbing, shoving, slapping or beating. 
The categories of attacks with dangerous objects, including guns and knives, accounted for just over 11% 
of cases in Delhi and just under 10% in Mumbai.  However, whereas 6 in 10 cases of assault in Mumbai 
involved a sole assailant, 7 in 10 cases in Delhi had multiple perpetrators.

24	 Another category of sexual harassment was “receiving unwanted calls, SMS, or social media messages”; however, none of 
the respondents answered that they experienced any of these.

25	 Due to the nature of the crime, we took this approach in order to show sensitivity, because male respondents may not be 
comfortable discussing sexual harassment of female members of the household.

26	 Physical assault and house break-in were tied for third most common crime in Delhi.

Crime Victimisation and Safety Perception
A Public Survey of Delhi and Mumbai10



11Findings: Section I

Table 5: Number of assailants involved in physical assaults

City Number of attackers involved As a percentage of 
total assault cases

Delhi One person 31% 
Two people 28% 
More than two people 41% 

Mumbai One person 57% 
Two people 20% 
More than two people 23% 

Instances of the other three categories of crime we examined (criminal intimidation, unnatural death, and 
missing persons) were fewer in number.  Less than 0.5% of surveyed households in both cities faced these 
crimes.



How often do victims of crime report cases to the police?

Among the survey respondents, 46.8% of crime victim households in Delhi (and 41.8% in Mumbai) 
had reported crime to the police.  In all crime categories, except those of unnatural death or missing 
persons, the rate of reporting to the police was 60% or less.  The percentage of cases reported was 
particularly low for sexual harassment cases—11.1% in Mumbai and 7.5% in Delhi.

Our survey findings show a wide disparity between the number of crimes experienced and the rate of 
reporting these crimes to the police.  In grave cases like unnatural death or missing persons, almost all 
cases were reported.  In the other five crime categories, however, a third or more of crime incidents went 
unreported.  The overall rate of crime reporting, for all categories taken together, is just under half of all 
incidents of crime.

Alarmingly, there is a particularly sharp drop-off in the reporting of sexual harassment,27 compared to 
other crimes.  Only 1 in 13 cases in Delhi and 1 in 9 in Mumbai were reported to the police. 

Alarming levels of unresolved crime

The survey points to a significant proportion of unaddressed and unresolved crime in each city, 
signalling worrying levels of insecurity among the public, particularly women.  Government and police 
must dedicate resources and consult widely to devise strategies to tackle this.  A major benefit of crime 
surveys is that they reliably identify areas and localities where crime is not being reported.  Proactive 
police departments can use this information to initiate crime prevention and community policing 
programmes in these target areas. 

Table 6: Households reporting crimes to police

City Crime Cases of crime
experienced Households reporting crimes to police

No. No.  % of cases of crime
Delhi Theft 650 336           51.70 % 

Assault 51 28           54.90 % 
House Break-in 51 18           35.30 % 
Sexual Harassment 80 6             7.50 % 
Criminal Intimidation 17 8           47.10 % 
Unnatural Death 4 3           75.00 % 
Missing Persons 1 1         100.00 % 
Overall 854 400           46.80 %

Mumbai Theft 874 383           43.80 % 
Assault 101 26           25.70 % 
House Break-in 66 40           60.60 % 
Sexual Harassment 45 5           11.10 % 
Criminal Intimidation 31 7           22.60 % 
Unnatural Death 12 9           75.00 % 
Missing Persons 3 3         100.00 % 
Overall 1,132 473           41.80 %

27	 Please note that the offence of sexual harassment (Section 354A) was added to the Indian Penal Code only in 2013 by the 
Criminal Law (Amendment) Act 2013.  Before this, Section 354 punished “outraging the modesty of a woman,” which applied 
only to routine incidents of molestation.  
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Even within each category of crime, the likelihood of reporting differs among the sub-categories.  Among 
theft cases, for example, in both cities less than half of the incidents of cell phone and luggage theft were 
reported to the police.  Theft of high value items like jewellery, computers or laptops, and cars resulted in 
a higher rate of reporting to the police.  This may be due to the utilitarian concern that claiming insurance 
for these items often requires showing a copy of the FIR registered by police, as in the case of insurance 
claims for vehicle theft.  

Innovation and partnerships to tackle mobile phone theft
Mobile phone companies also need proof of loss before issuing another SIM card.  One possible 
initiative to tackle cell phone thefts would be a national blacklist that would prevent re-activation 
based on the serial numbers of mobile phones reported stolen.  This would have to be coordinated by 
telecommunications regulators and mobile phone companies, with police in a secondary role.  The take 
away is that data on the rate of mobile phone thefts provides the impetus for law enforcement and 
other stakeholders to devise strategies to reduce such thefts.

Table 7: Cases of crime reported to police – theft

Crime sub-category Delhi Mumbai
Total Cases in 
Sample

Reported to police Total Cases in 
Sample

Reported to police

  No. No. % of sample 
cases

No. No. % of sample cases

Luggage 103 47 45.63% 234 80 34.19%
Wallet/Purse 59 27 45.76% 161 52 32.30%
Credit/Debit card 6 4 66.67% 23 12 52.17%
Jewellery 54 38 70.37% 47 34 72.34%
Cell phone 246 119 48.37% 328 156 47.56%
TV 0 0 0% 1 0 0.00%
Computer/Laptop 17 16 94.12% 11 7 63.64%
Cash 98 44 44.90% 61 35 57.38%
Car 67 41 61.19% 8 7 87.50%

In stark contrast, even serious cases of sexual harassment involving being touched or groped or being 
followed were not reported in most of the cases in both cities.  

Table 8: Cases of crime reported to police – sexual harrassment

Crime sub-category* Delhi Mumbai
Total Cases in 

Sample
Reported Total Cases in 

Sample
Reported

  No. No. % No. No. %
Passed lewd or unwelcome 
sexual comments

68 3 4.41% 22 5 22.73%

Continuously stared at in a 
lewd or threatening manner

4 1 25.00% 10 0 0.00%

Followed by men till 
you were scared or 
uncomfortable

5 1 20.00% 5 0 0.00%

Touched indecently/groped/
pinched

3 1 33.33% 8 0 0.00%

* The survey also included a sub-category on receiving inappropriate or unwanted phone calls or text messages, but in this survey 
no respondents selected that option as an answer.



Why did many victims not report crimes? 

Of those who did not report crime, nearly half in Delhi and almost two-fifths in Mumbai said one reason 
they avoided reporting was that they did not want to be caught up in police or court matters.  The 
second most common reason for not reporting is that the victim felt there was not enough evidence 
to go forward.  The other main reasons cited by respondents were that they felt the police wouldn’t 
entertain the complaint or would not be able to do anything about it.

As seems to be the case in many countries, our survey results provide support for the claim that most 
crime goes unreported.  Overall, 53.2% of crime cases identified by the survey in Delhi and 58.2% in 
Mumbai were not reported.  The primary reason for not reporting centred on fear of being caught in 
complex or bureaucratic police and court systems.  

People also often reported that they felt that there was little evidence of the crime or that the police 
would not be able to do anything about the incident.  A significant number said they did not report the 
crime for fear of retaliation. 

Table 9: Reasons cited for not reporting crime (as a percentage of total unreported cases)*

City Delhi Mumbai
  Number 

of cases
As % of crime 
not reported

Number of 
cases

As % of 
crime not 
reported

No. of crimes not reported 454 659
Fear of retaliation 38 8% 100 15%
Lack of evidence 150 33% 138 21%
Didn’t know where to report 24 5% 23 3%
Didn’t know any of the helpline numbers 8 2% 9 1%
Did not think the police would entertain your complaint 88 19% 69 10%
Did not think the police would be able to do anything 
about the case 

67 15% 112 17%

Family matters do not need to be reported 16 4% 85 13%
Did not want to get stuck in police/court matters 216 48% 242 37%
Scared to go to the police station 22 5% 81 12%

* Sum exceeds 100% as respondents could select multiple options

It does appear that many victims envision reporting to the police and possibly proceeding with a criminal 
case as daunting, burdensome endeavours.  They also perceive little gain in going to the police, as they 
believe there is little evidence and the police will not be able to take steps to hold perpetrators accountable.  

While these trends stay consistent among kinds of crime, some reasons for not reporting are more 
emphasised in some kinds of crime.  For example, of the 80 households in Delhi that experienced sexual 
harassment, 74 of them did not go to the police.  Of these, 52 said they did not want to get stuck in police 
or court matters.  In Mumbai, there were 45 cases of sexual harassment, 40 of which went unreported.  26 
said they did not report out of fear of retaliation.

Particularly in cases of sexual harassment, the data clearly indicates exceedingly low levels of reporting 
while incidence is relatively high in both cities.  The reasons for low reporting cited above immediately 
signal the need for further targeted study.  To be sure, visible and active efforts must be made by the 
police, strengthened by partnering with NGOs, to hold mass awareness programmes to educate women 
that sexual harassment is now a crime they can complain of, the process to make a complaint, and assure 
them of their safety in this process.  To increase women’s confidence to report these cases, it may also be 
beneficial to formalise the role of NGOs in providing public education as well as training police in gender 
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sensitisation so that they can respond to reported cases of sexual harassment appropriately.  Government 
can make it mandatory for all modes of public transport—autos, taxis, buses, trains/metro—to prominently 
display the numbers of the police control room and women’s helpline number(s).  Acting on women’s 
safety requires a response to low reporting.  The detailed reasons for the gap between the experience of 
sexual harassment and reporting must be identified first.

Table 10: Reasons cited for not reporting crime, according to crime category (as a percentage)

Crime category Did not want to 
get stuck in police/

court matters

Lack of evidence Did not think 
the police would 

entertain your 
complaint

Did not think the 
police would be 

able to do anything 
about the case

Delhi Mumbai Delhi Mumbai Delhi Mumbai Delhi Mumbai

Theft 65% 69% 85% 75% 85% 71% 54% 71%

Assault 6% 12% 1% 13% 2% 10% 18% 12%

House Break-in 3% 7% 11% 4% 8% 4% 10% 5%

Sexual Harassment 24% 6% 2% 5% 3% 7% 13% 6%

Criminal Intimidation 1% 4% 1% 1% 0% 6% 4% 5%

Unnatural Death 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1%

Missing Persons 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%



How did the victims who reported crime approach the police?

Of households that reported crimes, two-thirds of those in Delhi and three-fourths of those in Mumbai 
went to the police station to make a report.  Helpline numbers, including 100, were used by a quarter 
of victimised households in Mumbai and half of those in Delhi.  Comparatively, approaching a police 
vehicle or registering a complaint online were used less commonly to report a crime.

Overall, in both Delhi and Mumbai, 7 in 10 households visited a police station to report crime.28  In both 
cities, for two of the most frequently experienced crimes—theft and assault—as well as house break-ins, 
over two-thirds of households that reported these crimes went to the police station to do so.  However, for 
the other crimes surveyed, there are not consistent trends in how crimes were reported.

Using data to ask the right questions

Though the numbers are too small to draw clear conclusions, this is yet another case where a broader 
survey could uncover important details.  For example, victims may have called 100 to report suffering 
sexual harassment or assault, but then not followed up at the police station.  Uncovering the reasons 
why—such as fear of retaliation, or concern about being caught up in a complex criminal justice 
system—are important to addressing the gap between incidence of crime and reporting.

Ultimately, visiting a police station remains essential to reporting crime.  An individual reports an offence 
by registering an FIR, and as stated above, the police can investigate only after registering the FIR.  Given 
current legal requirements, an FIR can only be registered at a police station.29  An FIR can be given in 
writing or orally to the police officer, and the informant or complainant must sign the FIR and be given 
a copy.  There are some exceptions for emergency situations—if the complainant cannot make it to the 
police station and the case needs to be registered, the police can register an FIR based on a phone call or 
email; or the victim can approach the nearest police station, even if the offence was not committed within 
its jurisdiction (this is known as a “zero-FIR”).  Subsequently the investigation will be handed over to the 
police station with appropriate jurisdiction. 

Table 11: Crimes reported at police stations

City Crime category Crime cases Crimes reported
Visited police station 

% of crime reported

Delhi Overall 854 400 70.75%

Mumbai Overall 1,132 473 75.48%

Delhi Theft 650 336 72.32%

Assault 51 28 64.29%

House Break-in 51 18 61.11%

Sexual Harassment 80 6 50.00%

Criminal Intimidation 17 8 50.00%

Unnatural Death 4 3 100.00%

Missing Persons 1 1 100.00%

28	 Note that households could choose more than one answer in response to the question on how they reported the crime(s) 
they experienced.

29	 Section 154, Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973. Proviso (a) to Section 154, inserted in 2013, states if a woman victim of a 
sexual offence (including sexual harassment) is a temporarily or permanently mentally or physically differently-abled person, 
then the FIR shall be recorded at the residence of the person reporting the offence, or at a convenient place of such person’s 
choice, in the presence of an interpreter or a special educator.
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Mumbai Theft 874 383 78.07%

Assault 101 26 76.92%

House Break-in 66 40 60.00%

Sexual Harassment 45 5 80.00%

Criminal Intimidation 31 7 85.71%

Unnatural Death 12 9 22.22%

Missing Persons 3 3 66.67%

Many households used police helplines—including 100—to report a crime.30  Overall, nearly half of those 
who reported crime in Delhi used a helpline.  By comparison, just under a quarter of those in Mumbai did 
so.

Breaking down the use of helplines by type of crime, in Delhi the rate of use was higher for crimes like 
assault, sexual harassment, and criminal intimidation.  One reason for this could be due to the immediacy 
of the crime.

However, even for these crimes, respondents in Mumbai used helplines less than Delhiites, and reported 
going to police stations more.31  One reason for the difference between the cities could be the number of 
initiatives undertaken in recent years to increase the number of police helplines and inform the public in 
Delhi about them.  

Table 12: Crimes reported via helpline numbers 

City Crime category Crime cases Crimes reported
Called helpline

% of crime reported

Delhi Overall 854 400 48.75%

Mumbai Overall 1,132 473 23.04%

Delhi Theft 650 336 46.73%

Assault 51 28 71.43%

House Break-in 51 18 33.33%

Sexual Harassment 80 6 66.67%

Criminal Intimidation 17 8 75.00%

Unnatural Death 4 3 33.33%

Missing Persons 1 1 100.00%

30	 The survey was designed to gauge the different ways in which people first approached the police for help after suffering a 
crime.  It must be remembered here that the facilities of calling the police control room or a helpline have been set up to 
provide immediate access to police for protection, medical help or rescue.  To register an FIR and thereby report the crime, 
one would have to go to the police station as described above. 

31	 Further, as discussed in Section III, respondents in Mumbai generally feel safer using public transport and being out at night 
later than respondents in Delhi.  It could be that individuals in Mumbai felt more comfortable going to the police station right 
away in the first instance, whereas those in Delhi first opt to call the PCR or a helpline if the crime occurred in evening hours. 



Mumbai Theft 874 383 21.41%
Assault 101 26 30.77%
House Break-in 66 40 30.00%
Sexual Harassment 45 5 20.00%
Criminal Intimidation 31 7 28.57%
Unnatural Death 12 9 44.44%
Missing Persons 3 3 0.00%

The other two methods for reporting crime that were addressed in the survey were a) filing a complaint 
online and b) approaching a Police Control Room (PCR) van.32  Online complaint registration is a relatively 
new facility, introduced in both Delhi and Mumbai, covering only some kinds of minor crime; it was little 
used in comparison to other reporting mechanisms.33  Moreover, online registration would only be a 
meaningful option for those who have access to the internet.  

Out of those households who reported crime, only 6% of those in Delhi and 1.48% of those in Mumbai 
answered that they approached a PCR van.  The fact that these figures are low comes as no surprise, to the 
extent that respondents only shared incidents where they walked to a nearby police vehicle or stopped 
a passing van.  Certainly, periodic surveys could indicate the extent to which the public approaches PCR 
vans (one step further would be to record and collate the vans’ response times); such factors would help 
determine the true cost-benefit of this police service, and particularly to help identify the number of PCR 
vans needed in each city. 

Table 13: Crime affected households choosing to approach PCR van or use online services to report crime

City Approached a PCR van Online

Delhi 6.0% 3.5%
Mumbai 1.48% 0%

32	 In future surveys, this question could be better phrased to get a clearer picture of respondents’ experiences.  Again, the 
intent here was to survey how many people first approached a PCR van after being victimised. 

33	 Indeed, neither of the online registration portals in Delhi and Mumbai accept registration of cognizable crimes.  In Delhi, the 
portal (http://www.delhipolice.nic.in/register.html) is limited only to lodging reports of missing documents and items and 
explicitly states that if the loss is due to “theft or any other crime”, one must contact the nearest police station.  The limited 
parameters of the online reporting facility need to be clarified to the public.  Those who used the portal in Delhi reported 
thefts or break-ins, which to a lay person could fall under the umbrella of “report of loss”.  In  Mumbai, the portal (https://
mumbaipolice.maharashtra.gov.in/complaint.asp) explicitly states that it can only be used to register minor or non-cognizable 
crimes.  
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How have the police responded to reports of crime?

Under the Code of Criminal Procedure, the police must register a First Information Report (FIR) when 
anyone reports a cognizable offence—these are serious crimes for which police do not need a warrant 
to make an arrest.  Almost all the crimes surveyed here are cognizable.  However, in both Delhi and 
Mumbai, an FIR was only filed in just under half of the cases that victims reported to the police.

Taking all crimes together, in both cities less than half of the cases reported to the police by the respondents 
had an FIR registered.  Given that only half of all crimes experienced were reported in the first place, this 
means only a quarter of crimes experienced were registered.

In terms of sexual harassment, none of the six cases reported in Delhi34 and only two of the five cases 
in Mumbai led to an FIR being filed.35  This is particularly concerning in light of the fact that only 7.5% 
of households in Delhi and 11.1% of those in Mumbai who had faced sexual harassment reported the 
incident to the police. 

As Table 14 below shows, half or less of households who reported thefts, assaults, or break-ins answered 
that FIRs were filed in their cases.  Only in cases of unnatural death was FIR registration consistently high; 
however, none of the missing persons cases in Mumbai were registered.36

Table 14: FIR registered – number and as a percentage of crimes reported to police

City Crime category Crime cases Crimes reported to 
police

FIR Registered
No. % of crime reported

Delhi Overall 854 400 195 48.75%
Mumbai Overall 1,132 473 229 48.41%
         
Delhi Theft 650 336 169 50.30%

Assault 51 28 12 42.86%
House Break-in 51 18 9 50.00%
Sexual Harassment 80 6 0 0.00%
Criminal Intimidation 17 8 1 12.50%
Unnatural Death 4 3 3 100.00%
Missing Persons 1 1 1 100.00%

Mumbai Theft 874 383 187 48.83%
Assault 101 26 12 46.15%
House Break-in 66 40 19 47.50%
Sexual Harassment 45 5 2 40.00%
Criminal Intimidation 31 7 2 28.57%
Unnatural Death 12 9 7 77.78%
Missing Persons 3 3 0 0.00%

Within sub-categories of crime, there are also differences in the proportion of reported cases that had FIRs 
registered.  For instance, FIRs were filed for 37% of reported cell phone thefts in Delhi and 45% of those 
in Mumbai. 

34	 In Delhi, this low rate of FIR registration in sexual harassment cases also casts doubt on the purported success of initiatives 
like Operation Shistachar [(Express News Service (2015), “Operation Shistachar: In 20 days, 370 arrested, 2400 detained for 
harassing women”, The Indian Express: http://indianexpress.com/article/cities/delhi/operation-shishtachar-in-20-days-370-
arrested-2400-detained-for-harassing-women as on 20 December 2015] by the Delhi Police.  The high number of individuals 
detained under this operation is also worrying. 

35	 While Section 166A of the Indian Penal Code penalises a police officer who refuses to register an FIR for certain crimes 
against women (minimum imprisonment of six months extendable to two years plus a fine), the offence of sexual harassment 
is not included. 

36	 This may be because no cognizable offence was made out.



Cases of car theft had a relatively better rate of FIR registration, probably due to insurance requirements.37  
Reports of theft of other high value items like computer or laptop and jewellery also were more likely to 
be registered.  Notably, the types of theft showing a high rate of FIR registration in general were also more 
commonly reported in the first place. 

Table 15: FIR registered in cases of theft – number and as a percentage of theft cases reported to police

Item stolen Delhi Mumbai

No. of cases 
reported to 

police

FIR registered No. of cases 
reported to 

police

FIR registered

No. % of cases reported No. % of cases 
reported

Luggage 47 26 55.32% 80 43 53.75%

Wallet/Purse 27 15 55.56% 52 24 46.15%

Credit/Debit card 4 1 25.00% 12 5 41.67%

Jewellery 38 26 68.42% 34 13 38.24%

Cell phone 119 44 36.97% 156 70 44.87%

Computer/Laptop 16 10 62.50% 7 6 85.71%

Cash 44 21 47.73% 35 21 60.00%

Car 41 26 63.41% 7 5 71.43%

37	 Because of the high number of car thefts in Delhi, the Delhi Police encourages and facilitates electronic filing of FIRs in these 
cases.  
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Were households that reported crime satisfied with the police response?

For those households who reported crime, roughly 36% in Delhi and 51% in Mumbai said they were 
satisfied with the police response.38   The discussion below explores the reasons why households felt 
satisfied or dissatisfied with the police response.

Of households who reported crime, just over a third of those in Delhi and half of those in Mumbai shared 
that they were satisfied with the police response.  The data shows that even some households that had 
FIRs registered in response to their complaints still felt dissatisfied with the police response.  

To find out why respondents felt satisfied or not, we asked a series of questions probing for the reasons.

Table 16: Satisfied with police response

City Crime category Cases of crime Crimes reported Satisfied with police response

Count %

Delhi Overall 854 400 145 36.25%

Mumbai Overall 1,132 473 242 51.16%

           
Delhi Theft 650 336 125 37.20%

Assault 51 28 12 42.86%

House Break-in 51 18 4 22.22%

Sexual Harassment 80 6 1 16.67%

Criminal Intimidation 17 8 2 25.00%
Unnatural Death 4 3 1 33.33%

Missing Persons 1 1   0.00%

Mumbai Theft 874 383 200 52.22%
Assault 101 26 15 57.69%
House Break-in 66 40 14 35.00%

Sexual Harassment 45 5 2 40.00%
Criminal Intimidation 31 7 5 71.43%
Unnatural Death 12 9 4 44.44%

Missing Persons 3 3 2 66.67%

Even out of those who said they were satisfied, overall, with how the police responded, comparatively 
few39 answered that the reasons for their satisfaction included that the police: “explained the action they 
will take”; “arrived without delay”; and “acted fast”.  

38	 Please note that this only includes the first response of the police, and that too quite broadly. 
39	 Respondents were able to choose more than one reason for why they were satisfied by the police response.  Therefore, these 

numbers are not lower simply because respondents chose other reasons.



Table 17: Reasons cited for satisfaction – as a percentage of those satisfied with police response

Ci
ty

Crime 
category

Number 
satisfied
with 
police

Listened 
carefully

Registered
my 
complaint 
correctly

Registered 
my 
complaint 
without 
delay

Explained 
the action 
they will 
take

Arrived 
without 
delay

Acted 
fast

No. As a percentage of those satisfied with the police response

De
lh

i

Overall 145 51.03% 53.79% 33.79% 8.97% 4.14% 8.28%

Theft 125 49.6% 54.40% 32.80% 6.40% 0.80% 6.40%

Assault 12 66.67% 66.67% 50% 33.33% 33.33% 16.67%

House 
Break-in

4 25% 50% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Sexual 
Harassment

1 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%

Criminal 
Intimidation

2 50% 0% 50% 0% 0% 50%

Unnatural 
Death

1 100% 0% 0% 100% 100% 0%

Missing 
Persons

0 – – – – – –

M
um

ba
i

Overall 242 53.72% 48.76% 32.23% 27.69% 19.01% 19.42%

Theft 200 54% 48.50% 31.50% 26.50% 18.50% 20.00%

Assault 15 40% 46.67% 13.33% 33.33% 13.33% 20.00%

House 
Break-in

14 92.86% 57.14% 64.29% 57.14% 35.71% 14.29%

Sexual 
Harassment

2% 100% 50% 50% 0% 0% 0.00%

Criminal 
Intimidation

5 20% 60% 0% 20% 0% 0.00%

Unnatural 
Death

4 0% 25% 25% 0% 50% 25.00%

Missing 
Persons

2 0% 50% 100% 0% 0% 50.00%

Identifying training opportunities

Few people had the police explain the next steps in the process to them.  This indicates that more soft 
skills training is needed on how the police can help victims understand what to expect after they have 
made a complaint.  Indeed, doing so helps avoid frustration, and therefore promotes cooperation on 
the part of complainants. 

Not preparing victims for what they should expect means that the criminal justice system will continue 
to be perceived as confusing and burdensome.  As discussed earlier, many victims avoided reporting 
crimes in the first place because they felt intimidated by the criminal justice system (see Table 9 and 
related discussion).

There were also few respondents who answered that the police arrived without delay or acted fast.  Such 
reasons may not have been applicable to all cases; for example, those who reported crime at a police 
station after the crime occurred wouldn’t be expected to answer that the police arrived without delay.  
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However, these responses could also reflect issues on the ground, such as lack of police personnel and 
PCR vans.  This is yet another instance where data helps identify the questions that need to be answered, 
rather than providing an answer to all questions.

Among those who said they were dissatisfied with the police response, most answered that this was on 
account of delay and/or refusal to register an FIR, rude behaviour while registering an FIR, and attempting 
to dissuade the complainant from filing an FIR.  

Burking bars access to justice

There is an urgent need for police departments to address the long-standing obstructions and violations 
by police in registering FIRs.  Preventing, refusing, and delaying FIR registration impedes access to 
justice at the very beginning.  There are certainly initiatives to address this, through technology inputs 
for instance, but the root of the problem is lack of accountability.  It is incumbent on supervisory officers 
to monitor and take swift action against violations in every instance.  For instance, police supervisors, 
from the Station House Officer and above, should ensure FIRs are filed against police officers for refusal 
to register FIRs of crimes against women, as under Section 166A, IPC.  Police departments should 
initiate the collection and analysis of data on the volume of complaints against police for refusal to 
register, individuals being complained against, district wise concentration of these complaints, and the 
action being taken in response to such complaints.  This analysis can provide powerful evidence of gaps 
and deficiencies in the department’s response to this problem, which in turn can be used to correct and 
strengthen internal disciplinary processes.   

Table 18: Reasons cited for dissatisfaction – as a percentage of those dissatisfied with police response

Ci
ty

Crime 
category

Crimes  
reported

Rude/
impolite

Refused 
to 
register 
FIR

Put me at 
fault and 
tried to 
persuade 
me not to 
register

Asked for 
a bribe

Took 
a long 
time to 
register 
FIR

PCR
van took 
an hour 
or more

Did not 
help 
injured 
persons

Nos. % of crime reported

De
lh

i

Overall 255 41.18% 27.84% 18.82% 5.1% 31.37% 5.49% 3.53%

Theft 211 41.23% 24.64% 20.38% 5.21% 32.7% 5.21% 4.27%

Assault 16 31.25% 25% 0% 6.25% 43.75% 6.25% 0%

House 
Break-in

14 50% 57.14% 7.14% 7.14% 7.14% 14.29% 0%

Sexual 
Harassment

5 20% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Criminal 
Intimidation

6 33.33% 33.33% 50% 0% 33.33% 0% 0%

Unnatural 
Death

2 100% 50% 50% 0% 50% 0% 0%

Missing 
Persons

1 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%



M
um

ba
i

Overall 231 43.29% 43.29% 29.87% 19.05% 41.13% 17.75% 16.02%
Theft 183 46.99% 45.9% 33.88% 22.95% 42.08% 21.31% 20.22%

Assault 11 54.55% 27.27% 54.55% 0% 36.36% 9.09% 0%
House 
Break-in

26 19.23% 38.46% 0% 7.69% 34.62% 3.85% 0%

Sexual 
Harassment

3 0% 66.67% 0% 0% 66.67% 0% 0%

Criminal 
Intimidation

2 50% 0% 50% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Unnatural 
Death

5 20% 20% 0% 0% 60% 0% 0%

Missing 
Persons

1 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

For the last two reasons that respondents could choose—that the PCR van took over an hour to arrive or 
the police did not help injured persons—it is expected to see comparatively lower numbers because those 
circumstances wouldn’t be relevant to all of the reported cases.
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Section II: Details of crime occurrence
This section explores the relationships among various factors at play in how victims experienced crime, 
such as households’ income level, where and when crimes took place, etc.  Specific questions include: 

	 l	 Does the incidence of crime, reporting behaviour, or police response to reports of crime vary 
according to income level?

	 l	 How do other social factors relate to crime experience?

	 l	 Where and when do the majority of theft, assault, and sexual harassment cases take place?  

	 l	 How frequently did victims of assault, sexual harassment, and criminal intimidation know the 
offender?

	 Snapshot:
	 l	 Not all reported crimes get registered as FIRs

	 l	 Thefts occurred most often in residential areas in Delhi

	 l	 Sexual harassment in Mumbai seems to be perpetrated anonymously in open spaces or commercial 
areas, whereas victims in Delhi more often recognised the perpetrator

	 l	 Non-dominant groups, such as non-Hindi speakers in Delhi and non-Marathi speakers in Mumbai, 
seem somewhat more vulnerable to crime



Does the incidence of crime, reporting behaviour, or police response to 
reports of crime vary according to income level?

Overall, the results of our survey show that high-income households are less affected by crime com-
pared to low-income households.  When looking at individual crimes, however, trends are less clear, 
due largely to the fact that theft and assault cases dominate the responses.  Together, these crimes 
accounted for 86% of crime in Delhi and 91% of that in Mumbai.

In Mumbai, the percentage of households affected by crime gradually decreased while moving up the 
income ladder.  Though high-income households in Delhi were somewhat less affected by crime than the 
other two income categories, the percentage of crime-affected households was comparable between mid- 
and low-income brackets.

Table 19: Percentage of sample households affected by crime across income classes

City Income Class Sample households in 
each income class

Households affected by crime  % of sample 
households 
affected by 
crime  

Delhi Low 1,013 239 23.59%
Mid 1,003 248 24.73%
High 1,019 160 15.7%

Mumbai Low 1,214 371 30.56%
Mid 1,243 317 25.5%
High 1,201 239 19.9%

In terms of the kinds of crime affecting different income brackets, trends are neither clear nor consistent.  
As in the city-wide data, theft is the most commonly experienced crime across all income brackets in both 
cities. 

While trends in crime reporting similarly lack a clear pattern according to income level, in Delhi there 
does appear to be a difference in reports of theft versus other kinds of crime.  Yet, it is important even 
here to acknowledge that the statistics don’t provide all the answers, especially in light of the small 
sample size.  

Rather, having an indication that many more affluent than poor households report theft would point 
to the need for additional exploration to identify the cause.  Reasons for low reporting on the part of 
poorer households could include ignorance of the process, fear of the police, or difficulty accessing 
police stations.  Each of these can be addressed, but we can only begin to know what issues are present 
if good data on crime and safety trends are collected first.

Table 20: Crime reported to police across income classes

Crime category Income class Delhi Mumbai
Cases of 
crime

Reported 
to police

% reported Cases of 
crime

Reported 
to police

% reported

Overall Low 290 115 39.66% 412 194 47.09%
Mid 280 133 47.50% 389 135 34.70%
High 284 152 53.52% 331 144 43.50%

Theft Low 217 91 41.94% 314 157 50.00%
Mid 208 113 54.33% 291 107 36.77%

High 225 132 58.67% 269 119 44.24%
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Others Low 73 24 32.88% 98 37 37.76%
Mid 72 20 27.78% 98 28 28.57%
High 59 20 33.90% 62 25 40.32%

Further, despite reporting crime at a higher rate than other income groups, the high-income households 
in Delhi had a lower rate of reported crime being registered by the police compared to mid-income 
households, and slightly below that of low-income households. 

In Mumbai however, crime reported by high- and mid-income households more often led to FIR registration 
than crimes reported by low-income households, even though in Mumbai it was low-income households 
that reported crime most.  

Table 21: Crime reported to police leading to registration of FIR (across income classes)

Income 
class

Delhi Mumbai
Reported 
to police

FIR Registered Registration 
as % of 
reported

Reported 
to police

FIR Registered Registration 
as % of 
reported

Overall
crime

Low 115 47 40.87% 194 64 32.99%
Mid 133 92 69.17% 135 83 61.48%
High 152 56 36.84% 144 82 56.94%



How do other social factors relate to crime experience?

These results show that non-Marathi speakers in Mumbai and non-Hindi speakers in Delhi are 
comparatively more vulnerable to crime.  However, there does not seem to be a difference between 
households living in the city for less than 5 years versus those who had lived there longer.  The data also 
didn’t show clear differences in crime victimisation according to the religion or caste of the household. 

Of the households surveyed in both cities, over 85% were Hindu and 7–8.5% were Muslim.  The rates of 
crime victimisation among these groups were comparable.40  Similarly, the rate of crime victimisation for 
the SC/ST community (constituting 14% of sample in Delhi and 12% in Mumbai) was also comparable to 
non-SC/ST households in both cities. 

We asked respondents whether they had been living in the city for less than five years, to see whether 
recent migrants were affected by crime differently than long-term residents.  However, recent migrants 
constituted a very small portion of the sample: 7% in Delhi and 2% in Mumbai.  Based on this data, there 
was no notable difference between the two groups.

Yet, those who don’t speak the primary language of the city they live in do seem to be more slightly more 
vulnerable to crime, particularly when it comes to non-Hindi speakers in Delhi.  One must be cautious 
in drawing conclusions from a small sample size, yet it stands to reason that migrants who struggle to 
communicate in the local language would be at a relatively greater risk of crime as a result of their lack of 
knowledge of the city, and difficulty integrating due to language barriers.  

Supporting vulnerable communities

This is yet another area where a more robust and targeted study on crime victimisation would shed light 
on the extent to which these populations are more vulnerable, and whether the police should focus efforts 
to reach out to and protect these communities.  Indeed, many questions could be addressed through 
smaller-scale surveys directed at recent migrants only.  That information would enable customised crime 
prevention strategies aimed at helping recent migrants.

Table 22: Impact of demographic characteristics on victimistion and reporting behaviour

City City sample 
household 
size

Religion/ Caste/ 
Period of stay/ 
Mother tongue

 

Households in each 
income class

Sample 
crime victim 
households

Sample crime affected 
households reporting 
crime

  No. No. % of city 
sample 
household

% of sample 
household

% of crime victim 
households

Religion
Delhi 4,990 Hindu 4,381 87.80% 13.10% 44.43%

Muslim 348 6.97% 13.22% 36.96%
Christian 43 0.86% 4.65% 50.00%
Sikh 212 4.25% 10.85% 47.83%
Other 6 0.12% 33.33% 50.00%

40	 As stated in the methodology, sample sizes below that used to determine a representative size at the city or police zone levels 
must be treated with caution, and not used to make generalisations.  This analysis is shown for comparative purposes within 
our survey, and to demonstrate potential findings of a large-scale survey.
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Mumbai 6,036 Hindu 5,341 88.49% 15.22% 42.44%
Muslim 520 8.61% 15.96% 43.37%
Christian 64 1.06% 25.00% 25.00%
Sikh 32 0.53% 18.75% 66.67%
Other 79 1.31% 11.39% 33.33%

Caste
Delhi 4,990 Non SC/ST 4,275 85.67% 13.01% 45.14%

SC/ST 715 14.33% 12.73% 37.36%
Mumbai 6,036 Non SC/ST 5,308 87.94% 15.49% 42.70%

SC/ST 728 12.06% 14.42% 39.05%
Period of stay in city
 Delhi 4,990 ≤ 3 years 204 4.09% 9.80% 50.00%

4 to 5 Years 155 3.11% 14.19% 22.73%
> 5 Years 4,631 92.81% 13.06% 44.63%

Mumbai 6,036 ≤ 3 years 59 0.98% 18.64% 27.27%
4 to 5 Years 84 1.39% 19.05% 37.50%
> 5 Years 5,893 97.63% 15.27% 42.56%

Mother tongue
 Delhi 4,990 Hindi 4,732 94.83% 12.49% 44.16%

Non-Hindi 258 5.17% 21.71% 42.86%
Mumbai 6,036 Marathi 2,869 47.53% 14.15% 43.10%

Non-Marathi 3,167 52.47% 16.45% 41.65%
Hindi 2,290 37.94% 16.77% 41.15%
Gujarati 416 6.89% 15.38% 48.44%
Others 461 7.64% 15.84% 38.36%



Where and when do the majority of theft, assault, and sexual harassment 
cases take place?41

Of these three most common crimes, the vast majority take place in open areas and public transport, 
with theft cases in Delhi being an exception to this trend.  In both cities, the majority of all crimes take 
place from 12PM to 6PM.  

The majority of thefts in Delhi took place during the late night to early morning hours (29% occurred from 
12AM to 6AM) and afternoon to early evening hours (45% occurred from 12PM to 6PM).  Further, most 
thefts in the city were committed in residential areas (56%).  

In contrast, though the majority of the thefts in Mumbai happened in the afternoon and evening rather 
than late night or early morning (the 12PM to 12AM time periods accounted for 68% of thefts), location-
wise the thefts were more dispersed than in Delhi. 

Table 23: Place and time of occurrence of thefts, assaults, and sexual harassment in Delhi and Mumbai

Delhi Mumbai
Overall 12AM 

to 
6AM

6AM 
to 
12PM

12PM 
to 
6PM

6PM 
to 
12AM

Overall 12AM 
to 
6AM

6AM 
to 
12PM

12PM 
to 
6PM

6PM 
to 
12AM

Theft
Residential area 56% 20% 5% 23% 7% 33% 8% 6% 14% 5%
Work place 5% 1% 1% 3% 0% 4% 0% 1% 2% 0%
Commercial place 9% 2% 1% 5% 1% 13% 1% 1% 5% 5%
Open area/ on the 
streets

19% 5% 2% 10% 3% 13% 2% 2% 6% 3%

Public transport 12% 1% 3% 4% 3% 38% 1% 9% 17% 10%
Time bracket share 
in total theft

29% 12% 45% 14% 13% 19% 44% 24%

Assault
Residential area 33% 3% 2% 22% 5% 15% 1% 4% 6% 3%
Work place 14% 2% 2% 10% 0% 6% 0% 6% 0% 0%
Commercial place 3% 0% 2% 2% 0% 11% 2% 4% 4% 0%
Open area/ on the 
streets

45% 2% 5% 24% 14% 61% 3% 6% 35% 16%

Public transport 5% 2% 2% 2% 0% 7% 3% 3% 1% 0%
Time bracket share 
in total assault

9% 12% 60% 19% 10% 24% 47% 19%

Sexual Harassment
Residential area 3% 0% 0% 1% 1% 3% 0% 0% 3% 0%
Work place 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 3% 0% 0%
Commercial place 3% 0% 1% 0% 1% 32% 0% 0% 16% 16%

Open area/ on the 
streets

91% 0% 1% 33% 58% 45% 3% 5% 21% 16%

Public transport 4% 0% 0% 4% 0% 18% 0% 8% 11% 0%

41	 Ultimately, this report is not intended to show a complete picture of reality on the ground, much less tell the police how to 
counter crime.  Even a full crime victimisation survey will be but a piece, although an essential one, of how to help make 
policing more effective.  The description of the data in this section serves to illustrate the cross-tabulations of data that can 
help give an overview of where and when crime occurs.
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Time bracket share 
in total sexual 
harassment

0% 3% 38% 60% 3% 16% 50% 32%

Overall
Residential area 49% 17% 5% 21% 6% 30% 7% 5% 12% 5%
Work place 4% 1% 1% 2% 0% 4% 0% 1% 3% 1%
Commercial place 8% 1% 1% 4% 1% 13% 1% 1% 5% 5%

Open area/ on the 
streets

28% 4% 2% 13% 9% 18% 2% 3% 9% 5%

Public transport 10% 1% 2% 4% 3% 34% 1% 8% 16% 9%
Time bracket share 
overall

25% 11% 45% 20% 12% 18% 45% 25%

The two cities somewhat differed in terms of time and place of occurrence of assault cases.  60% of 
the assault cases in Delhi happened in the 12PM–6PM period, and location-wise were primarily divided 
between residential (33%) and open areas/streets (45%).  Incidences of assault in Mumbai, on the other 
hand, mostly took place in the open areas (61%) during the day time (6AM–6PM accounted for 71%). 

Almost all sexual harassment cases (91%) in Delhi were in the open areas/on the streets, and 60% of them 
happened during the evening to night time (6PM–12AM).  In contrast, sexual harassment incidences in 
Mumbai were more concentrated in the afternoon to early evening period, and apart from open areas, 
commercial places and public transport jointly accounted for almost half the cases. 

	 This section shows how a crime victimisation survey would provide a wealth of information for both 
the police and the public. Assessing the time and location of crimes together gives the police the basis 
for directing personnel and resources towards targeted crime prevention and public safety strategies.  
With that kind of information, the police would be able to: 

	 l	 Identify crime “hotspots” in their local jurisdictions and concentrate personnel and PCR vans in 
those areas to promote safety 

	 l	 Assess police station performance on the basis of their ability to tackle crime hotspots in their 
areas 

	 l	 Run awareness programmes on crime prevention and local safety issues for localities and 
neighbourhoods.  It will only instil greater public confidence in policing if the public visibly sees 
that their local police are actively monitoring and tracking crime incidence and taking measures to 
address and prevent it



How frequently did victims of assault, sexual harassment, and criminal 
intimidation know the offender?

Due to the nature of assault, sexual harassment, and criminal intimidation, we hypothesised that many 
victims may recognise the perpetrator.  Indeed, the data here shows that except for sexual harassment 
cases in Mumbai, the perpetrators were more often than not familiar to the victim.

For assault and criminal intimidation cases in both Delhi and Mumbai, victims recognised perpetrator(s) by 
name or sight in just over two-thirds of cases.  A significant difference can be seen between the two cities, 
however, when it comes to sexual harassment cases.

While most of the victims of sexual harassment in Delhi knew the perpetrator by sight, in almost 9 out 
of 10 cases in Mumbai, the perpetrator was not known to the victim.  Most cases of sexual harassment 
in Mumbai took place on public transport or commercial places.42  These two trends together show that 
many perpetrators are taking advantage of the anonymity of public spaces to harass women.  This also 
gives guidance for the police response—in Mumbai, the police can step up its presence and patrolling in 
the areas which are prone to cases of sexual harassment; in Delhi, where perpetrators are largely known 
to victims, the police can work in partnership with NGOs to reach both victims and perpetrators and devise 
the appropriate strategies.  

Table 24: Cases where offenders were known to victim

 Crime category Cases of crime At least one 
known by name

At least one 
known by sight

Did not know 
offender

Did not see 
the offender

Nos. % of cases of crime*

Delhi
Assault 51 35.3% 33.3% 35.3% 13.7%
Sexual Harassment 80 1.25% 60% 38.8% 1.3%
Criminal Intimidation 17 47.1 % 41.2% 11.8% 11.8%
Mumbai

Assault 101 27.7% 31.7% 35.6% 10.9%

Sexual Harassment 45 2.2% 11.1% 86.7% 2.2%

Criminal Intimidation 31 35.5% 29.0% 32.3% 6.5%

*   May exceed 100% in case of multiple perpetrators with differing identification status.

42	 The lack of a similar trend in Delhi could be tied to the fact that many individuals reported that they avoided public transport 
and felt unsafe earlier in the evening more so than respondents in Mumbai (see Section III).
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Section III: Perception of safety
Having presented crime-affected and non-crime-affected households with this portion of the questionnaire, 
this section presents a general assessment of respondents’ safety perception of their city and immediate 
neighbourhood.  It also presents answers to questions on satisfaction with policing generally.  

It focuses on the following set of questions:

	 l	 Overall, how does the public perceive the police?

	 l	What crime do people most fear falling victim to?

	 l	How safe do households feel in their neighbourhoods?

	 l	How safe are different forms of transportation?

	 l	Does safety perception differ between crime-affected and non-crime affected households?

	 l	Does safety perception change based on income level?

	 l	How safe is the city for migrants? Do speakers of non-majority languages feel less safe?

	 Snapshot:

	 l	 Residents of Mumbai generally perceived the police in a more positive light, and felt safer than 
those in Delhi

	 l	 People most fear falling victim to theft, assault, and sexual harassment

	 l	 Households in Delhi begin feeling unsafe, even in their own neighbourhoods, earlier in the evening 
than those in Mumbai

	 l	 Recently experiencing crime, or being poorer, correlate with lower safety perception



Overall, how does the public perceive the police?

Mumbai residents tended to perceive the police positively, while the perception in Delhi was more evenly 
split between positive and negative.  Views were quite consistent across income classes in Mumbai.  In 
Delhi, many high- and mid-income households answered that their perception was very positive or 
positive.  Though many low-income households did as well, more answered neutral or negative than 
the other two income groups.

First, we asked all crime-affected households as well as a sample of non-crime-affected households about 
their perception of the police overall.  

More than two-thirds of those in Mumbai answered that they perceive the police in a positive light, though 
just under half of Delhi respondents did.  This may well track the overall safety perception in both cities, 
which is notably higher in Mumbai than Delhi. (Tables 34 & 35).  

It should also be noted that just over a fifth of respondents in both cities answered that they viewed the 
police in neither a positive nor negative light. 

Table 25: Overall perception of local police (% of final sample households)

City Total households Very positive Positive Neutral Negative Very negative
Delhi 3,035 2%            40%           22%             32% 3% 
Mumbai 3,659 19%            45%           22%             13% 1% 

Table 26: Satisfaction with police – by income class

City Income category Very positive Positive Neutral Negative Very negative
Delhi Low 4% 34% 21%   36%   5% 

Mid 1% 41% 21%   35%   2% 
High 2% 46% 25%   25%   1% 

Mumbai Low 17% 47% 25%   11%   1% 
Mid 20% 47% 22%   10%   1% 
High 20% 42% 20%   17%   2% 
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What crime do people most fear falling victim to?

In both cities, people’s fear of crime closely relates to the actual incidence of crime seen through the 
surveys.  Theft is the universal top-most fear.  In Delhi, respondents were 4 times more fearful of sexual 
crimes than those in Mumbai.  Households in Mumbai generally were more fearful of assault than 
Delhiites.

Fear of theft seems universal across the two cities.  Fewer people are fearful of assault and unnatural 
death in Delhi compared to Mumbai. 

Around a quarter of the Mumbai respondents listed assault as their second strongest fear.  This is possibly 
shaped by the actual crime experience.  Whereas around 6% of sample households in Delhi experienced 
assault in the previous year, the proportion was higher at roughly 10% in Mumbai. 

Yet public perception of safety, as informed by the news media, also seems to play a significant role here.  
This is most evident in Delhi, where 17% of households answered that they were worried about sexual 
harassment.  

Delhi’s actual experience of sexual harassment was roughly one percentage point higher than that in 
Mumbai.  (Table 1).  However, given Delhi’s longstanding reputation as unsafe for women, the aftermath of 
the Jyoti Singh Pandey rape case in 2012 and the resulting heightened coverage of women’s safety issues, 
the fear of sexual crime has likely become much more acute in Delhi.

Table 27: Crimes people fear most of falling victim to (% of sample respondents)*

City Theft Assault Unnatural death Sexual crime Criminal intimidation

Delhi 86% 16% 5% 17% 2%

Mumbai 77% 26% 13% 4% 3%

* Respondents could choose more than one option.  As such, the sum of these percentages exceeds 100%.



How safe do households feel in their neighbourhoods?

Only one-fifth of households in Delhi and one-third of those in Mumbai did not find crime to be problem in 
their locality.  However, irrespective of gender, respondents by and large felt safe in their neighbourhood 
during daytime hours.  Relative to Delhiites, more Mumbai respondents feel comfortable going out at 
night in their neighbourhood.

Respondents in Mumbai felt considerably less fearful of crime in their neighbourhoods relative to 
respondents in Delhi, though the safety perception among those in Mumbai was only marginally better 
than Delhiites’.  One possible reason is that, as shown above, around half of crimes in Delhi were committed 
in and around residential areas, whereas the rate of crime in residential areas in Mumbai was significantly 
lower, at 30%. (Table 23).

In both cities, the vast majority of households reported feeling safe in their neighbourhoods during the 
day time.  Female respondents felt as safe as their male counterparts in their neighbourhood during day 
time in both the cities. 

However, the cross city difference sets in as the night deepens—20% of respondents in Mumbai would 
start worrying for their safety in their own neighbourhood only after midnight.  In comparison, only 3% 
in Delhi would feel safe beyond 11 PM. 

When it comes to travelling beyond the immediate neighbourhood, there is a clear difference in safety 
perception based on gender.  Whereas only 7% of respondents would be worried for a lone male member 
staying away from home beyond 8PM in Delhi, 52% would worry for a lone female member of the 
household at the same hour of the night. 

Table 28: Do you feel safe walking around in the neighbourhood during the day?

City Gender No. of 
respondents

Yes No Don’t Know

No. % No. % No. %

Delhi Male 1,335 1,147 85.92% 148 11.09% 40 3%

Delhi Female 1,700 1,430 84.12% 210 12.35% 60 3.53%

Delhi Overall 3,035 2,577 84.91% 358 11.80% 100 3.29%

Mumbai Male 2,410 1,950 80.91% 204 8.46% 256 10.62%

Mumbai Female 1,248 1,059 84.86% 110 8.81% 79 6.33%

Mumbai Overall 3,658 3,009 82.26% 314 8.58% 335 9.16%

Table 29: At what time in the evening would one stop feeling safe walking around alone in neighbourhood?

City Gender
Always 

feel safe
After  
7 PM

After  
8 PM

After  
9 PM

After  
10 PM

After 
11 PM

After  
Midnight

Delhi Male 2% 13% 20% 20% 28% 15% 3%

Female 1% 9% 16% 29% 31% 13% 2%

Overall 1% 10% 18% 25% 30% 14% 2%

Mumbai Male 14% 7% 3% 5% 17% 33% 22%
Female 8% 5% 4% 8% 19% 39% 17%

Overall 12% 6% 3% 6% 17% 35% 20%
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Table 30: What time would one start worrying about the safety of an adult male/female household 
member who is out alone at night?

  City After  
7 PM

After  
8 PM

After  
9 PM

After  
10 PM

After  
11 PM

After  
Midnight

Would 
not worry

Male member of 
household

Delhi 1% 6% 24% 33% 33% 2% 1% 
Mumbai 1% 4% 8% 18% 39% 20% 10% 

Female member 
of household

Delhi 21% 31% 32% 13% 2% 0% 0% 
Mumbai 6% 11% 16% 25% 29% 8% 5% 



How safe are different forms of transportation?

Buses, train or metro, and auto are the three most preferred modes for travel in both Delhi and Mumbai.  
Buses are most popular in Mumbai whereas the metro is most preferred in Delhi, though both are 
perceived to be comparably safe.  Shared autos and all types of taxis are considered to be the least safe 
in Delhi.

Buses, local trains or the metro, and autos are the three preferred forms of transit from a safety perspective 
in both cities.  Safety perception regarding travelling by bus or auto during the day is also comparable in 
both cities.  

However, the Delhi metro was perceived as safer compared to the suburban rail system of Mumbai. A clear 
difference in safety perception can be observed between auto and shared auto in Delhi, which is absent 
in Mumbai.  

Barely a third of Delhi day time commuters reported feeling safe with taxi services.  In comparison, two-
thirds of those in Mumbai perceive taxis to be safe for day time travel. 

Table 31: Do you feel safe travelling alone in public transport during the day?

City Gender DTC/
BEST 
Buses

Grameen
Sewa

Delhi/
Mumbai 
Metro/
Local Train

Delhi/ 
Mumbai 
metro 
feeder 
buses

Auto Shared 
auto

Radio 
Taxi

Other 
taxi 
services

Delhi Male 76% 65% 81% 52% 61% 35% 36% 25% 
Female 73% 63% 78% 51% 64% 40% 33% 19% 
Overall 74% 64% 79% 51% 63% 38% 34% 21% 

Mumbai Male 77%  -   66%  -   66% 67% 65% 67% 
Female 79%  -   69%  -   67% 64% 61% 69% 
Overall 78%  -   67%  -   66% 66% 64% 68% 

In Delhi, the pattern of heightened safety concerns at night time extends to the perceived safety of 
travelling in the evening.  45% of Delhiites (compared to just under 14% in Mumbai) start to worry about 
their safety while travelling by public transport after 9 PM. 

Similarly, whereas 22% of respondents in Mumbai would feel unsafe using their own transportation 
to move around the city beyond 10 PM, the ratio jumps to 68% in Delhi.  However, these results don’t 
demonstrate a significant gender difference regarding safety perception for travel at night.

Table 32: At what time in the evening would one stop feeling safe travelling in public transport?

City Gender After  
7 PM

After  
8 PM

After  
9 PM

After  
10 PM

After  
11 PM

After  
Midnight

Would  
not worry

Delhi Male   2% 13% 32% 32% 19%   1%   1% 

Female   2% 18% 24% 33% 22%   1%   0% 

Overall   2% 16% 27% 33% 21%   1%   1% 

Mumbai Male   5%   2%   7% 19% 33% 23% 11% 
Female   3%   4%   9% 22% 41% 17%   4% 

Overall   4%   3%   7% 20% 36% 21%   9% 
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Table 33: At what time in the evening would one stop feeling safe while travelling in personal transport?*

City Gender Always  
feel safe

After  
7 PM

After  
8 PM

After  
9 PM

After  
10 PM

After  
11 PM

After  
Midnight

Delhi Male   3%   2%   6% 16% 39% 33%   3% 
Female   2%   2%   6% 17% 48% 22%   2% 
Overall   2%   2%   6% 16% 44% 27%   3% 

Mumbai Male 15%   1%   1%   8% 12% 31% 19% 
Female   7%   1%   2%   7% 15% 35% 15% 
Overall 13%   1%   1%   7% 13% 32% 17% 

*	Note: 67% (52%) of responding households in Delhi (Mumbai) owned two wheelers at the time of survey. Car 
ownership was 31% (15%) among Delhi (Mumbai) respondent households.  However, the question was asked to all 
respondents irrespective of whether they owned a vehicle.



Does safety perception differ between crime-affected and non-crime 
affected households?

The responses here show that households in Delhi feel more concerned about crime and safety when they 
have been recently affected by crime, even compared to Mumbai residents who recently experienced 
crime.  

Among the sample respondents, 13% of those in Delhi and 15% of households in Mumbai had experienced 
at least one of the seven crime categories considered in the study. 

Overall, 36% of respondent households in Delhi felt crime was a big problem in their local areas.  This 
figure jumps to 48% among those who recently experienced crime.  

In contrast, crime-affected households in Mumbai do not show any discernible shift in perception of how 
much of a problem crime is, compared to the general population.

However, in both cities, recently experiencing crime clearly makes households feel less safe in their 
neighbourhoods.

Table 34: How big a problem is crime in your local area?

  City No. of 
respondent 
households

Perception of crime in local area (%)

Big problem Somewhat of a 
problem but not 
very big

Not much of a 
problem

Don’t 
know

Overall Delhi 3,035 36%  40%   22%  2% 

Mumbai 3,658 19%  33%   35% 13% 

Crime 
affected 
households

Delhi 647 48%  42%   10%  1% 

Mumbai 927 15%  29%   32% 25% 

Table 35: How safe is the neighbourhood?

  City No. of 
respondent 
households

Safety in neighbourhood (%)

Very safe Safe Moderate Unsafe Very 
unsafe

Overall Delhi 3,035   1%  44%   37% 16% 1% 

Mumbai 3,658   4%  48%   34% 13% 1% 

Crime affected 
households

Delhi 647   2%  23%   39% 33% 3% 

Mumbai 927   1%  30%   43% 24% 1% 
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Does safety perception change based on income level? 

Safety perception increases with prosperity, which parallels the trend that fewer high-income households 
are falling victim to crime.  This pattern is more evident in Delhi.  However, even poor households in 
Mumbai feel safer than their counterparts in Delhi. 

Overall, more Mumbai respondents answered that they felt safe in their local areas than did households 
in Delhi; this trend is visible across all three income classes.  In both cities, however, the safety perception 
shows steady improvement as one moves from low- to high-income households. 

This parallels the survey findings that crime incidence in both cities is lower by 4–6 percentage points 
among the higher income households relative to low-income households. Such differences in crime 
experience may well be the reason for a greater percentage of high-income households reporting that 
they feel safe/very safe at a higher rate than other income groups.  

In Mumbai, poorer households report feeling safe more than those in Delhi. Even in the low-income 
households in Mumbai, for every 100 households feeling unsafe/very unsafe, 350 households reported 
feeling safe/very safe.  In comparison, for every 100 low-income households feeling unsafe/very unsafe in 
Delhi, only 200 households are feeling safe/very safe. 

Table 36: How safe is the neighbourhood – by income class

City Safety Perception Low-Income Mid-Income High-Income

Delhi Safe/Very safe      41%      45%      49% 

Moderate      39%      35%      37% 

Unsafe/Very unsafe      21%      20%      14% 

Mumbai Safe/Very safe      49%      50%      56% 

Moderate      37%      39%      27% 

Unsafe/Very unsafe      14%      11%      17% 



How safe do migrants feel? Do speakers of non-majority languages feel less 
safe?

Non-Hindi speaking households in Delhi experienced crime more frequently than the Hindi speaking population, 
but did not report feeling less safe.  However, non-Marathi speakers in Mumbai reported feeling less safe in 
comparison to Marathi speakers—and reported feeling that crime was a big problem. 

A move to a new city or a new address always brings with it some safety concerns, and the option to pre-screen 
and select the locality before actually moving in is not feasible for all, especially the poor. 

The cost and time constraints limited the current study to stratified random sampling based on household income 
only.  As such, this study wasn’t able to meet a minimum target sample for other categories of households, including 
period of stay in the city or current address.  

The final sample had only 1% and 4% of households that had moved to Mumbai or Delhi, respectively, less than 
3 years ago.  7% and 16%, respectively, had moved to their current address within the last three years.  From this 
data, we don’t observe recent inter- or intra-city migrants feeling less safe or experiencing more crime compared 
to households who have resided in an area longer. 

Table 37: Perception of crime vs length of stay in city

Stay in city No. of households Big problem Somewhat of a 
problem but not 

very big

Not much of a 
problem

Don’t 
know

Delhi ≤3 years 129 29% 50% 17% 3% 

4 to 5 Years 96 32% 39% 29% -   

> 5 Years 2,810 37% 39% 22% 2% 

Mumbai ≤3 years 38 11% 32% 42% 16% 

4 to 5 Years 59 22% 31% 31% 17% 

> 5 Years 3,561 19% 33% 35% 13% 

Table 38: Safety perception vs length of stay in city

Stay in city No. of households Very safe Safe Moderate Unsafe Very unsafe

Delhi
≤3 years 129 2% 47% 41% 10%  -   

4 to 5 Years 96 1% 44% 40% 14% 2% 

> 5 Years 2,810 1% 44% 37% 17% 1% 

Mumbai ≤3 years 38 3% 55% 39% 3%  -   

4 to 5 Years 59 5% 47% 39% 7% 2% 

> 5 Years 3,561 4% 48% 34% 13% 1% 
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Table 39: Perception of crime vs length of stay in address

Stay in current 
address

No. of 
households

Big 
problem

Somewhat of a problem 
but not very big

Not much of a 
problem

Don’t 
know

Delhi ≤3 years 478 29% 43% 25%   2% 

4 to 5 Years 241 36% 38% 25%   1% 

> 5 Years 2,316 38% 39% 21%   2% 

Mumbai ≤3 years 260 16% 35% 38% 11% 

4 to 5 Years 194 19% 34% 34% 14% 

> 5 Years 3,204 19% 33% 35% 13% 

Table 40: Safety perception vs length of stay in address

  Stay in current address No. of 
households

Very safe Safe Moderate Unsafe Very 
unsafe

Delhi ≤3 years 478   2% 47% 41% 10%  -   

4 to 5 Years 241   1% 44% 40% 14%   2% 
> 5 Years 2,316   1% 44% 37% 17%   1% 

Mumbai ≤3 years 260   3% 55% 39%   3%  -   
4 to 5 Years 194   5% 47% 39%   7%   2% 

> 5 Years 3,204   4% 48% 34% 13%   1% 

Although Table 22 shows non-Hindi speakers in Delhi experiencing crime at a higher rate than Hindi speakers, non-
Hindi speakers did not feel crime to be more of a problem than Hindi speakers.  The overall safety perception was 
therefore also comparable among the two groups in Delhi.

In contrast, safety perception varied between two groups in Mumbai.  Twice as many non-Marathi speakers 
thought crime was a big problem compared to Marathi speakers.  This is also reflected by the finding that, while 
47% of non-Marathi speakers felt safe/very safe, the ratio was higher at 58% for Marathi speakers.

Table 41: Crime perception vs language spoken

Language 
spoken

No. of 
households Big problem Somewhat of a problem 

but not very big
Not much of a 

problem Don’t know

Delhi Hindi 2,835 37% 40% 21% 2%

Non-Hindi 200 29% 35% 35% 2%

Mumbai Marathi 1,715 13% 36% 36% 14%

Non-Marathi 1,943 24% 31% 34% 11%

Table 42: Safety perception vs language spoken
  Language spoken No. of 

households
Very 
safe Safe Moderate Unsafe Very unsafe

Delhi Hindi 2,835 1% 45% 37% 16% 1%

Non-Hindi 200 1% 41% 32% 26% 1%

Mumbai Marathi 1,715 4% 54% 29% 13% 1%

Non-Marathi 1,943 4% 43% 40% 13% 1%



Conclusion
Surveys, such as this one, that gather data on crime victimisation and safety perception enable police departments 
and governments to understand the true level of crime.  A crucial aspect of such surveys, as exemplified by this 
pilot initiative, is their ability to identify the proportion of crimes that go unreported.  There is no other method 
by which the government could gather information on such crimes.  While bearing in mind that this survey is only 
a first effort to assess the true level of crime, the results show a rate of unreported crime over 50% in both Delhi 
and Mumbai.  Should this finding be borne out by a larger study, it would carry serious implications for the scale 
of response needed from both the police and government.  

Further, even without attempting to generalise the results, this survey points to important information (as well 
as areas of future research) on experiences of crime, the location and timing of crimes, and how crime affects 
migrants, different income classes, and women.  Moreover, the survey tells us how the police initially respond 
to crime, and how satisfied the public is with this response, all based on the true and direct opinions of ordinary 
households.  General safety perceptions also show how safe, or unsafe, the public feels—a measure that will not 
be revealed without a survey. 

As shown here, crime victimisation surveys can provide a treasure trove of information.  This not only helps all 
of us understand the nature of crime better, but allows police and policymakers to implement crime reduction 
strategies and policies where they can make the most impact.  As crime reduction strategies become more focused 
and targeted, a natural progression would be to evaluate police performance against these; such a step would help 
address the current lack of systems or processes for regular police performance evaluation.  

Surveys such as this cannot be one-off.  They must be conducted at regular intervals in the same geographies to 
yield data that can be acted upon in a visible and tangible way, and bit by bit, better direct and strengthen police 
response and behaviour.  They ideally must be done through an independent agency, and the entire exercise 
coordinated and overseen by a committee of diverse experts working with the police.  They must be fully transparent 
and the results easy to access for everyone.  These efforts have to be collaborative between governments, police 
departments, and even civic agencies.  Undoubtedly, the dividends of conducting such surveys will be maximised 
when police departments and/or governments themselves take the lead to do it, in partnership with civil society 
experts, academics, retired officers, independent institutions and any other relevant stakeholders.  Such efforts 
are urgently needed. 
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CHRI Programmes
CHRI’s work is based on the belief that for human rights, genuine democracy and development to 
become a reality in people’s lives, there must be high standards and functional mechanisms for 
accountability and participation within the Commonwealth and its member countries.  CHRI furthers 
this belief through strategic initiatives and advocacy on human rights, access to justice and access to 
information.  It does this through research, publications, workshops, information dissemination and 
advocacy.  

Access to Justice
Police Reforms:  In too many countries the police are seen as an oppressive instrument of state rather 
than as protectors of citizens’ rights, leading to widespread rights violations and denial of justice.  
CHRI promotes systemic reform so that the police act as upholders of the rule of law rather than as 
instruments of the current regime.  In India, CHRI’s programme aims at mobilising public support for 
police reform.  In South Asia, CHRI works to strengthen civil society engagement on police reforms. In 
East Africa and Ghana, CHRI is examining police accountability issues and political interference. 

Prison Reforms: CHRI’s work is focused on increasing transparency of a traditionally closed system 
and exposing malpractices.  A major area is focused on highlighting failures of the legal system that 
result in terrible overcrowding and unconscionably long pre-trial detention and prison overstays, and 
engaging in interventions to ease this.   Another area of concentration is aimed at reviving the prison 
oversight systems that have completely failed.  We believe that attention to these areas will bring 
improvements to the administration of prisons as well as have a knock-on effect on the administration 
of justice overall.

Access to Information
CHRI is acknowledged as one of the main organisations working to promote access to information across 
the Commonwealth. It encourages countries to pass and implement effective right to information 
laws. We routinely assist in the development of legislation and have been particularly successful in 
promoting right to information in India, Bangladesh and Ghana where we are the Secretariat for the 
RTI civil society coalition. We regularly critique new bills and intervene to bring best practices into 
governments and civil society knowledge both in the time when laws are being formulated and when 
they are first being implemented.  Our experience of working across even in hostile environments 
as well as culturally varied jurisdictions allows CHRI to bring valuable insights into countries seeking 
to evolve and implement new laws on right to information. In Ghana, for instance we have been 
promoting knowledge about the value of access to information which is guaranteed by law while at 
the same time pushing for introduction of an effective and progressive law. In Ghana as and when 
the access to information law comes into being we intend to build public knowledge in parallel with 
monitoring the law and using it in ways which indicate impact of the law on system accountability – 
most particularly in the area of policing and the working of the criminal justice system.  

Strategic Initiatives Programme
CHRI monitors member states’ compliance with human rights obligations and advocates around human 
rights exigencies where such obligations are breached.  CHRI strategically engages with regional and 
international bodies including the Commonwealth Ministerial Action Group, the UN and the African 
Commission for Human and People’s Rights.  Ongoing strategic initiatives include: Advocating for 
and monitoring the Commonwealth’s reform; Reviewing Commonwealth countries’ human rights 
promises at the UN Human Rights Council and engaging with its Universal Periodic Review; Advocating 
for the protection of human rights defenders and civil society space; and Monitoring the performance 
of National Human Rights Institutions in the Commonwealth while advocating for their strengthening.
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This report represents one of the first efforts to conduct a public survey on crime victimisation 
and public safety perception in India.  Surveying residents in both Delhi and Mumbai, the 
report captures their experiences of crime, both reported and unreported to the police, as well 
as satisfaction with the police, reasons for not reporting crime, and the public’s overall safety 
perception.  Further, the report demonstrates how such data can be used to help the police 
and government identify and answer important questions about crime and safety, and allocate 
resources and develop partnerships with civil society and community groups to implement new 
and better crime prevention strategies, public engagement initiatives, and more.




