
U.S. Department of Justice 

Bureau of Justice Statistics 

• 

Eld 
by 

Catherine J. Whitaker, Ph. D. 
BJS Statistician 

Data from the National Crime Survey 
(NeS) show that between 1980 and 1985 
the elderly, those age 65 and older, had 
the lowest victimization rates of Hny 
age group of the U.S. population age 12 
and older. In a nilmber of respects, 
however, crimes committed against the 
elderly are ofte;\ more serious than 
crimes ageinst younger people. 

Major findings of this report include 
the following: 

o Elderly violent crime victims were 
more likely than younger victims to 
face offenders fa'mecl with guns (16% 
vs. 12%). 

Ell Elderly violent crime victims were 
more likely than younger victims to re­
port that the offenders were total 
strangers (62% vs. 47%). 

o The elderly were more likely than 
victims under age 65 to be victimized 
by a violent crime at or near their own 
homes (45% vs. 22%). Those 75 and 
older were the most likely of any age 
group to be victi mized in this location 
(55%). 

e About 46% of elderly victims of vio­
- lent crime were attacked, and 29% 

were injured, about the same propor­
tions as victims under 65. 

Q Among the elderly, violent crime vic­
tims age 75 and older were more likely 
to be injured and to receive medical 
care for their injuries than victims age 
65-74. 

Q) The elderly were less likely than 
younger victims to attempt to protect 
themselves during a crime incident 
(52% vs. 72%). 
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'l'his report, based upon data from 
the National Crime Survey, exam­
ines the problem of crime against 
the elderly, including those crimes 
not reported to law enforcement 
agencies. It confirms earlier find­
ings about the frequency of vic­
timizations of elderly Americans-­
the elderly are victims of crime 
less often than are those in other 
age groups. 

Nevertheless, as thEl report 
points out, crimes against the el-· 
derly are more serious in several 
respects and probably more fright­
ening than crimes committed 
against younger people. In addi­
tion, we must be aware of the 
intangible effects of crime upon 
those who may be most vulnerable 
physically and economically. 

This report can be of use to 
those who help the elderly to cope 
with the reality of crime. It 
provides valuable information to 
policymakers and researchers on 
crime and victimization in the 
United States. 

Steven R. Schlesinger 
I Director I 
L_ ~. _____ ._~._._.~ _____ . ______ .. _~_._ ~ __ ... _. ___ ~_~ 

o Among victims who reported financial 
losses, the elderly reported large losses 
($250 or more) about as often as did 
younger victims. 

o Among the elderly, certain groups 
were more vulnerable to crime than 
others: Males, blacks, separated or 
divol'ced persons, and urban residents 
generally had the highest victimization 
rates. 
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o Those age 75 and older had similar 
victimization rates to those age 65-74 
for robbery and personal larceny with 
contact but lower rates for assaults, 
personal larceny without contact, and 
household crimes. 

Victimization rates 

The elderly were less likely than 
younger persons to be victims of 
crime. Teenagers and young adults 
under age 25 had the highest victimiza­
tion rates. Older age groups generally 
had lower ra tes, and, for mo&t types of 
crime, the elderly had the lowest rates 
of all. For example, the robbery rate 
for persons under age 25 was about 4 
times higher than the rate for the 
elderly (11 vs. 3 robberies per 1,000 
persons in each age group). The assault 
rate for those under 25 was about 17 
times higher than the rate for the el­
derly. Persons age 25-49 had a robbery 
rate that was more than twice as high 
and an assault rate that was about 8 
times higher than tht:! comparable rates 
for the elderly. 

The exception to this pattern of low­
er victimization rates for older age 
groups was personal larceny with con­
tact (nonforcible purse snatching and 
pocket picking). The rate of this crime 
for the elderly was not measurably dif­
ferent from the rates for the other age 
groups. 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file, please contact us at NCJRS.gov.
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Trends 

The trends in crime rates against the 
elderly have generally been similar to 
the trends found for the U.S. population 
as a whole: 

• Violent crime rates against the elder­
ly declined in the 1980's; the 1985 rate 
was 5096 lower than the rate for 1973, 
the first year of the NCS (figure 1). 

• The rate of pel'sonallarceny with 
contact for the elderly has remained 
essentially unchanged since 1973. The 
rate for personal larceny without con­
tact for the elderly peaked in the mid-
1970's but has generally declined In re­
cent years. For example, the 1985 rate 
was 3096 lower than the H!76 rate. 

• Elderly victimization rates for bur­
glary and household larceny began to 
decline in the early 1980's. The 1 S85 
rates for these crimes were the lowest 
since 1973 (figure 2). 

• The rate of motor vehicle theft 
against the elderly has remained essen­
tially stable since 1973. This finding 
differs from the trend for motor vehi­
cle theft for the entire population, 
which has declined in recent years. 

Characteristics of crimes 
against the elderly 

It is often assumed that crimes 
against the elderly tend to be more 
serious and more frequently exhibit 
frightening characteristics than crimes 

Victimization rates for personal 
crimes, persons age 65 and older, 
1973-1985 
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Figure 1 

against younger people. These charac­
teristics include facing an armed of­
fender, a stranger. or an intruder In 
one's own home; sustaining serious in­
juries; or incurring substantial financial 
losses. Crimes against the elderly do, 
in fact, appear to be more serious than 
crimes against younger persons in some 
of these ways, and they are at least as 
serious in other respects. 

Victimization rates for houshold 
crimes, persons age 65 and older, 
1973-1985 
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Types of crime 

About 696 of all the victimizations 
against the elderly were violent crimes, 
compared with 1896 of the victimiza­
tions against those under 65 (table 1). 
A much higher proportion of the violent 
crimes against the elderly, however, 
were robberies. About 4596 of violent 
crimes against the elderly were robber­
ies, compared with 1796 of violent 
crimes against teenagers and young 
adults and 1896 of violent crimes 
against all victims under age 65. Rob­
bery is often considered to be a more 
serious crime than assault because it 
includes both theft and force. 

Personal larcenies with contact were 
a higher proportion of personal thefts 
against the elderly than those against 
younger persons. Because contact 
between the victim and the offender 
occurs during this crime, It potentially 
can escalate into a robbery. Thus, it is 
more serious than the other category of 
personal theft, larceny without contact. 

The differences in the proportions of 
crime types experienced by different 
age groups may be related in part to 
differences in lifestyle, labor force 
participation, and income. Younger 
people may more often be in situations 
that place them at risk of assaultive 
violence, such as fights at school, in 
bars, or at neighborhood hangouts. 
Elderly persons are less likely to be in 
these places and may have lower as­
sault rates as a result. 

Also. criminal offenders may believe 
that the elderly are more likely to have 
large amounts of cash and are less like­
ly and able to resist than a younger vic­
tim. As a result, the elderly may be 
more vulnerable to crimes such as rob­
bery, purse snatching, or pocket 
picking, where economic gain is the 
primary motive. 
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Table 1. Average annual victimization rates and number of victimizations, Table 2. Violent crimes: PrllSElnce oC 
weapons, by age oC victim, 1973-85 by age oC victim IlJId type oC crime, 1980-85 

12-24 

Victimization rate 

Crimes of violence 67.5 
Rape 2.0 
Robbery 11.4 
Assault 54.2 

Aggravated 18.4 
Simple 35.8 

Crimes of theft 126.5 
Personal larceny with contact 3.5 
Personal larceny without 

contact 123.0 

Household crimes 371.4 
Burglary 144.3 
Household larceny 196.8 
Motor vehicle theft 30.3 

Number oC victimizations 

Crimes of violence 3,429,700 
Rape 99,000 
Robbery 579,300 
Assault 2,751,400 

Aggravated 934,100 
Simple 1,817,300 

Crimes of theft 6,423,800 
Personal larceny 

with contact 1?6,700 
Personal larceny without 

contact 6,247,100 

Household crimes 2,'708,700 
Burglary 1,052,300 
Household larceny 1,435,600 
Motor vehicle theft 220,700 

N,umber of pebsons 
10 age group 50,792,400 

N!lmber of hogseholds 
10 age group 7,293,100 

Note: The victimization rate is the annual 
average of the number of victimizations for 
1980-85 per 1,000 persons or households in 
that age group. Detail may not add to total 
because of rounding. 

Age of victim 
65 and 

25-49 50-84 

'~ 
34.0 11.3 6.0 I 

.8 .1e .1- i 
6.0 3.'1 2.7 I 27.1 7.8 3.2 
9.1 2.7 1.0 I 

18.0 5.1 2.3 I 82.4 46.1 22.3 
2.8 2.8 3.1 I 

79.6 43.4 19.2 

242.6 164.4 102.7 
86.9 59.4 44.0 

136.5 92.3 53.7 
1~.3 12.7 5.1 

2,703,500 375,300 154,200 
65,600 4,600a 1,900a 

480,300 113,800 69,000 
2,157,500 25£i,900 83,400 

727,200 89,300 24,600 
1,430,400 167,600 58,800 

6,553,900 1,527,200 576,400 

225,500 92,500 79,600 

6,328,400 1,434,700 496,900 

10,195,400 3,151,300 1,809,500 
3,651,300 1,138,300 775,100 
5,733,900 1,768,800 945,300 

810,200 244,200 89,100 

79,549,900 33,091,500 25,811,700 

42,018,500 19,172,300 17,614,400 

Percent of victims 
Under 65 IlJId 

Presence of weapon 65 older 

Total 100% 100% 

Unarmed offenders 61% 57% 

Armed offenders 39% 43% 
Gun only 12 16 

I 

Knife only 10 9 
Other weapon only 13 12 
Combination of 

weapons 2 2 
Type of weapon 

not ascertained 2 3 

I Note: Detail may not add to total because 
of rounding. Tabulations exclude crimes 

I where the victims did not know if the 

I offenders were armed. 

Weapons 

For victims who knew whether the 
offenders were armed, elderly victims 
were more likely than younger victims 
to face offenders armed with guns (1696 
vs. 1296) (table 2). However, there 
were no measurable differences in the 
overall proportions of victims In these 
two age groups who faced offenders 
armed with knives or other weapons.1 

Crimes by strangers 

Elderly robbery victims were more 
likely than robbery victims under age 

aAverage annual estimate is based on 10 or 

65 to report that the offenders were 
persons unknown to them, that Is, total 
strangers (table 3). About 8 in 10 eld­
erly victims were robbed by total stran­
gers, compared with fewer than 7 In 10 
victims under 65. However, the propor­
tion of assaults committed by total 
strangers was not measurably different 
for victims In those two age groups. 

bewer sample cases; see Methodology. 
Annual average for 1980-85. 

I 

1Tabulatlons exclude 7% of violent crime victims 
under age 65 and 20% of elderly violent crime 
victims who did not know If the offender had a 
weapon. 

Table 3. Relationship of offenders to victim in crimes of violence, 
by age of victim and type of crime, 1973-85 

Percent of victi.~izations involvinl! offenders who were: 
Type of crime Well Casual Known by Not Relation-
and age of known, not acquain- sight known ship not 
victim Total Relatives relatives tIlJIces only at all ascertained5 

Crimes of violenceb 

Under 65 100% 7% 17% 15% 10% 47% 4% 
65 and older 100 5 11 6 6 62 9 

Robbery 
Under 65 100 4 10 8 6 68 4 
65 IlJId older 100 1c 4 2 2 82 9 

Assault 
Under 65 100 8 19 16 11 42 4 
65 and older 100 9 17 10 10 46 8 

Note: Percentages may not total to 100% blncludes data on rape, not shown as a separate 
because of rounding. The closest relationship category. 
to any offender was used to classify multiple- CEstimate is based on 10 or fewer sample cases; 
offender victimizations. see Methodology. 
IImcludes responses of "don't know." 

3 



Crimes occurring at home 

Elderly violent crime victims were 
twice as likely to be victimized at or 
near their own homes than younger vic­
tims (45% vs. 2296) (table 4). This may 
be due in part to differences in lifestyle 
between the elderly and younger persons, 
who are more likely to spend larger 
portions of time at work, at school, or 
in other locations away from home and 
consequently have a higher likelihood of 
experiencing crimes in these locations. 

Injury and medical care 

Crimes against the elderly were simi­
lar to crimes against younger victims 
with respect to injury and medical 
care. There were no measurable differ­
ences between these age groups in the 
proportions who were physically at­
tacked or injured, sustained serious or 
minor injuries, or received medical care 
or hospital treatment for their injuries 
(table 5). 

Self-protection 

Elderly violent crime victims were 
less likely to take self-protective meas­
ures than were younger victims (5296 
vs. 7296). A number of factors may in­
fluence a victim's decision whether to 
take self-protective measures, includ­
ing the victim's physical strength, abil­
ity to fend off or evade a potential of­
fender, and perception that protective 
actions will prevent injury or loss. In 
addition, crime victims may be reluc­
tant to try to defend themselves when 
offenders are armed with a potentially 
dangerous weapon such as a gun or 
knife. The lower proportion of elderly 
violent crime victims who took self­
protective measures is consistent with 
the greater likelihood that they will 
face offenders armed with guns. 

Among violent crime victims who 
took self-protective measures, the 
elderly were less likely than younger 
victims to use or try to use physical 
force against the offenders (table 6). 
They were more likely than younger 
victims to try to get help or to argue or 
reason with the offender, and they were 
about as likely to resist without force 
or to take evasive action. 

Table 4. Place of occurrence of personal crimes, by age of victim 
and typ,a of crime. 1973-65 

Percent of victimizations taking: [!lace: 
Ina 
commercial 
building or 
restaurant, on 

Type of crime and At Near On the public trans-
age of victim Total home home street portation :Elsewhere 

Crimes of violence* 
Under 65 100% 12% 10% 43% 16% 19% 
65 and older 100 22 23 37 10 8 

Robbery 
Under 65 100 11 I' 55 13 12 
65 and older 100 21 18 45 11 5 

Assault 
Under 65 100 12 11 40 16 21 
65 and older 100 22 27 32 9 11 

Note: Percentages may not total to 100% *Includes data on rape, not shown as a 
because of rounding. separate category. 

Table 5. Attacks, injuries, medical treatment, Table 6. Self-protective measures 
and hospital care received by violent crime used in violent crimes, by age ot 
Victims, by age of victim, 1973-65 victim, 1973-65 

'. Percent of victims 
Under 65 and 

Self-protective Percent of victims 
measures ranked Under 65 and 

r.rime characteristics 65 older by seriousness· 65 older 

Victim was: Total 100% 100% 

Attacked 47% 46% Used or brandished 

Injured 30% 29% 
Serious 6 7 
Minor 24 22 

Received any 
medical care 13% 14% 

Hospital care 7 8 

a weapon 4 4 ! Used or tried to use 

I physical force 33 17 
Tried to get help or 

scare offender away, , 
argued or reasoned i 
with offender 30 48 

I Resisted without force, 
Note: Sel'ious injuries are: broken bones, loss 
of teeth, internal injuries, loss of conscious-
ness, rape or attempted rape injuries, or 
undetermined injuries requiring 2 or more 
days of hospitalization. Minor injuries are: 
bruises, black eyes, cuts, scratch!"J, swelling, 
or undetermined injuries requiring less than 2 
days of hospitalization. 

including evasion 27 23 , 
Other/not ascertained 6 9 I 
Note: Percentages may not total to 100% I 
because of rOWlding. I 

i 
*Victims who reported more than one self-

f 

protective measure are tallied once in the 
most serious category of measure used. 

4 
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Financial loss 

Although there is a common percep­
tion that elderly crime victims sustain 
larger financial losses than younger vic­
tims, losses were similar and in some 
respects less severe for the elderly. 
Elderly crime victims were generally no 
more likely than victims under age 65 
to sustain large net economic losses of 
$250 or more (table 7). In fact, the 
economic consequences of burglary &nd 
household larceny may be more severe 
for younger victIms. Elderly victims of 
these crimes were less likely than 
younger victims to report net losses of 
$250 or more. 

The financial impact of economic 
losses will be greater for victims in 
low-income households. For example, a 
$250 net economic loss represents 
about 40% of the monthly income of a 
family earning $7,500 a year but 12% of 
the monthly income of a family earning 
$25,000 annually. Low-income elderly 
victims, however, do not suffer dispro­
portionately from high economic losses 
(table 8). The elderly with low Incomes 
were as likely as younger low-income 
vlcti ms to sustain large net economic 
losses when victimized by a violent 
crime or a personal theft; they wel'e 
less likely to incur lIu'ge net losses 
when victimized by a household crime. 

Table 8. Victims with net economic losses 
oC $250 or more, by age oC victim, family 
income, and type of crime, 1980-85 

Percent of victimi-
zations with a net 

Family income loss of $250 or more 
and age of Personal HousehoW 
victim crimes crimes 

Less than $7,500 
Under 65 12% 20% 
65 and older 11 15 

$7,500-14,999 
Under 65 13 21 
65 and older 11 18 

$15,000-24,999 
Under 65 13 22 
65 and older 10 19 

$25,000 or more 
Under 65 13 24 
65 and older 18 25 

Note: Income is that of all family members 
during the 12 months prior to the interview. 
Characteristics of the victim are used for 
personal crimes; characteristics of the head 
of household are used for household crimes. 
Percentages are based on crimes where there 
was a net economic loss of $1 or more. 

Table 7. Adjusted net economic loss, by age of victim and type of crime, 1980-85 

Percent of victims with a net economic loss of: 
Type of crime and Less than $250 or 
age of victim Total $10 $10-49 $50-249 more 

Crimes of violence 
Under 65 100% 
65 and older 100 

Crimes of theft 
Under 65 100 
65 and older 100 

Household crimes 
Burglary 

Under 65 100 
65 and older 100 

Household larceny 
Under 65 100 
65 and older 100 

Motor vehicle theft 
Under 65 100 
65 and older 100 

Note: Percentages may not total to 100% 
because of rounding. Age of head of 
household is used for household crimes; age of 
victim is used for crimes of violence and 
theft. Data exclude crimes where there was 

Certain aspects of the real cost of 
crime, however, are not measured by 
the NCS. For example, estimates of 
economic loss do not Include increases 
in insurance premiums that may result 
from crime or the costs of security 
measures that victims may purchase in 
response to crime. It is not known If 
the elderly are more or less likely than 
younger victims to incur these types of 
costs. In addition, the actual impact of 
economic loss may vary among house­
holds that have similar incomes but 
different financial obligations. 

Police reporting 

Elderly persons were more likely than 
younger persons to report robberies and 
personal crimes of theft to the police 
(table 9). There were no measurable 
differences in reporting rates for other 
crimes. 

Past stUdies have shown that as the 
seriousness of crime Increases, people 
are more likely to report it to the 
police. The elderly's higher rates of 
police reporting are consistent with this 
finding. Certain aspects of crimes that 
are often viewed as serious, namely the 
higher proportions of violent crimes 
committed by strangers and by offend­
ers armed with guns, are more preva­
lent among the elderly than among 
younger age groups. 
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12% 26% 36% 26% 
9 24 40 27 

17 36 34 14 
15 37 36 12 

8 21 33 39 
13 27 30 30 

16 36 35 13 
24 40 26 10 

2 10 25 64 
3 12 23 61 

no net economic loss or the net loss was not 
known or ascertained. Data were adjusted to 
1980 constant dollars using the Consumer Price 
Index. For definition of economic loss, see 
Methodology. 

Table 9. Police reporting rates, by age 
of victim and type of crime, 1973-85 

Percent of 
victimizations 

Reported Not 
Type of crime and to reported 
age of victim police to police 

Crimes of violence* 
Under 65 46% 52% 
65 and older 56 43 

Robbery 
Under 65 53 46 
65 and older 69 31 

Aggravated assault 
Under 65 54 44 
65 and older 55 43 

Simple assault 
Under 65 39 59 
65 and older 42 57 

Crimes of theft 
Personal larceny 
with contact 

Under 65 34 65 
65 and older 42 57 

Personal larceny 
without contact 

Under 65 25 74 
65 and older 30 69 

Household crimes 
Burglary 

Under 65 49 51 
65 and older 47 52 

Household larceny 
Under 65 26 74 
65 and older 25 74 

Motor vehicle theft 
Under 65 69 31 
65 and older 68 31 

Note: Percentages may not total to 100% 
because of rounding and exclusion from the 
table of cases where police reporting was not 
known or ascertained • 
• Includes data on rape, not shown as a 
separate category. 
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Table 10. Victimization rates of persons age 65 and older, by sex, 
race, and marital status of victim and by type of crime, 1973-a5 

Sex 

Type of crime Male Female White 

Crimes of violencea 9.3 5.5 6.4 
Robbery 4.1 2.5 2.7 
Aggravated assault 1.7 .9 1.1 
Simple assault 3.4 1.9 2.5 

Crimes of theft 27.4 19.9 22.7 
Personallar('eny with contact 2A 3.6 2.7 
Personal larceny without contact 25.0 16.3 20.0 

Household crimes 117.0 100.3 105.2 
Burglary 48.4 48.0 46.0 
Household larceny 62.0 48.7 54.3 
Motor vehicle theft 6.6 3.6 5.0 

Victimization rates by victim characteristics 
Race l\1arital status 

Never 
Black Married Widowed married Divorced 

12.8 5.5 7.0 9.4 20.1 
7.3 2.1 3.5 5.7 9.4 
2.3 1.1 1.2 1.4 2.4 
2.9 2.3 2.3 2.2 7.7 

25.3 22.3 20.9 28.5 42.2 
6.S 2.0 3.8 6.7 6.0 

18.6 20.3 17.2 21.8 36.1 

151.5 111.8 104.8 85.5 163.3 
70.7 43.6 50.4 45.4 75.1 
73.0 61.6 50.4 36.6 80.4 
7.7 6.6 4.0 3.5 7.7 

Separated 

31.6 
14.8 

5.1 
11.7 

44.0 
10.5 
33.5 

136.2 
76.1 
58.1

b 2.0 

Note: Detail may not add to total because of 
rounding. Characteristics of victim are used 
for crimes of violence and theft; character­
istics of head of household are used for 

household crimes. Victimization rates are 
average annual rates per 1,000 persons 
(households). 

I'I.lncludes data on rape, not shown as a separate 
!;ategory. 
"Estimate is based on 10 or fewer sample cases; 
see Methodology. 

Characteristics of elderly victims 

Although the elderly have low vic­
timization rates compared to those of 
other age groups, within the elderly 
population itself some groups were 
more likely than others to be victims of 
crime. 

Elderly males generally had higher 
victimization rates than elderly fe­
males. For violent crime as a whole 
and for robbery, elderly males had vic­
timization rates that were almost twice 
those for females. For personal larceny 
with contact, however, females had 
higher rates than males (table 10). 
Offenders may view elderly women as 
easier targets of this type of personal 
theft than elderly men. There were no 
measurable differences in the burglary 
rates for households headed by elderly 
males and those headed by elderly 
females. 

Elderly blacks had higher victimiza­
tion rates than elderly whites, except 
for the crimes of simple assault and 
personal larceny without contact where 
the rates for the two groups were not 
measurably different. For violent 
crime the black victimization rate was 
twice the rate for whites; for household 
crime the rate for blacks was about 1. 1/'1. 
times higher than for whites. 

Elderly persons who were separated 
or divorced had the highest victimiza­
tion rates. Their violent victimization 
rates were several times higher than 
the rates for married and widowed eld­
erly persons, who had the lowest rates 
for nearly all categories of crime. The 
victimization rates for never-married 
elderly persons were generally similar 
to the rates for the widowed elderly. 

Table 11. Victimization rates of persons age 65 and over, 
by location of residence, home ownership, and type of crime, 1980-a5 

Locution of residence 
Metrofolitull area Non- Home 

Type of crime Centra Suburban metropolitan ownershie 
and age of victim city 

Crimes of violence" 11.3 
Robbery 6.2 
Aggravated assault 1.5 
Simple assault 3.5 

Crimes of theft 31.9 
Personal larceny with contact 7.7 
Personal larceny without 

contact 24.3 

Household crimes 132.0 
Burglary 60.9 
Household larceny 62.2 
Motor vehicle theft 8.9 

Note: Characteristics of victim are used for 
crimes of violence and theft; chliracteristics 
of head of household are used for household 
crimes. Victimization rates are average 

Elderly l'esidents in urban areas had 
higher victimization rates than the 
elderly in suburban or nonmetl'opolitan 
areas (table 11). Nonmetropolitan area 
elderly residents generally had lower 
victimization rates than suburban eld­
erly; however, the rates of burglary and 
household larceny for these two groups 
were not measurably different. 

Elderly renters had higher victimiza­
tion rates than homeowners for person­
al crimes. Elderly homeowners, on the 
other hand, had higher burglary and 
household larceny victimization rates 
than renters. The two groups had simi­
lar rates of motor vehicle theft. 

6 

area area Own Rent 

4.8 2~Jj 4.5 11.0 
1.7 .8 1.7 6.0 

.8 .6 .8 1.5 
2.2 1.3 2.0 3.4 

22.1 14.8 1 9.2 33.2 
1.9 .6 1.9 7.2 

20.3 14.2 1 7.3 26.0 

91.3 89.4 10 6.8 91.0 
34.9 38.6 4 5.5 39.7 
51.3 48.9 5 6.6 45.2 

5.1 1.9 4.7 6.0 

annual victimization rates per 1,000 persons 
(households). 
·Includes data on rape, not shown as a separate 
category. 

Elderly persons with lower family in­
comes (less than $7,500 annually) had 
higher robbery victimization rates than 
the elderly with higher incomes (table 
12). However, for personal larceny 
without contact, household larceny, and 
motor vehicle theft, low-income elderly 
had the lowest victimization rates. 
There was no clear rela tionship be­
tween family income and rates ')f vic­
timization for personal larceny with 
contact and burglary. 

The pattern of victimization rates 
among the elderly was generally con­
sistent with differences in rates among 
the population as a whole. There were, 
however, two exceptions to this: the 
elderly who had never married and 
elderly homeowners. 
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Table 12. Victimization rates of persons age 65 and older, by family income 
and type of crime, 1980-85 

Victimization rates b:t famil:t income 
Type of crime Less than $7,500- $15,000- $J5,000 
and age of Victim $7,500 14,999 24,999 or more 

Crimes of violence· 7.5 
Robbery 3.8 
Aggravated assault 1.0 
Simple assault 2.5 

Crimes of theft 19.5 
Personal larceny with contact 4.1 
Pe .. sonallarceny without contact 15.5 

Household crimes 103.1 
Burgla.ry 49.3 
Household larceny 50.6 
Motor vehicle theft 3.2 

Note: Characteristics of victim are used for 
crimes 0'1 violence and theft; characteristics 
of head of household are used for household 
crimes. Victimization rates are average 

Elderly never-married persons were 
generally less likely to be crime victims 
than elderly divorced or separated per­
sons. For all age groups, however, 
never-married persons had the highest 
rates of personal theft, and they had 
violent victimization rates similar to 
the divorced or separated. 

Elderly homeowners. had higher bur­
glary and household l/irCeny rates than 
renters; for the entire population, the 
reverse was true. 

Victimization rates for those 
age 75 and older 

Patterns of victimization for those 
75 and older varied from those for 
victims age 65-74 in several ways. 
Those 75 and older were less likely than 
the elderly under 75 years of age to be 
victims of assault, motor vehicle theft, 
personal larceny without contact, and 
household larceny (table 13). Rates of 
some of the more serious categories of 
crime, however~ were relatively con­
stant after age 65. Rates for robbery 
and for personal larceny with contact 
for these two groups did not differ. 
The difference in burglary rates, 
although statistically significant, was 
not large. 

Crimes against those 75 and older 
werg more likely than those against 
victims age 65-74 to contain some of 
the serious or frightening characteris­
tics noted earlier. 

5.3 5.4 4.1 
2.2 1.8 1.7 
1.1 .8 .5 
1.9 2.8 1.8 

21.7 24.7 33.2 
3.0 2.1 2.1 

18.7 22.S 31.1 

103.5 112.2 120.7 
40.6 40.3 48.4 
57.8 64.3 63.4 

5.1 7.7 8.9 

annual rates per 1,000 persons (households). 
·Includes data on rape, not shown as a separate 
category. 

Table 14. Attacks, injuries, medical 
treatment, and hospital care received by 
elderly violent crime victims, 19'13-a5 

Percent of victims 
75 and 

Crime characteristics 65-74 older 

Victim was: 

Attacked 42% 52% 

Injured 20% 35'i6 
Serious 6 8 
Minor 20 27 

Received any 
medical care 11% 20% 
Hospital care 7 10 

Note: Serious injuries are: broken bones, loss 
of teeth, internal injuries, loss of conscious-
ness, rape or attempted rape injuries, or 
undetermined injuries requiring 2 or more 
days of hospitalization. Minor Injuries are: 
bruises, black eyes, cuts, scratches, swelling, 
or undetermined injuries requiring less than 2 
days of hospitalization. 

Elderly victims 75 and older were 
more likely than those 65-74 years old 
to be physically attacked during a vio­
lent crime (5296 vs. 4296) (table 14). As 
a consequence of this, they were more 
likely than those under 75 to he injured 
(3596 vs. 2696). Violent crime victims 
75 and older were also more likely to 
receive medical care for their injuries 
(2096 vs. 11%). A higher proportion of 
these victims received medical treat­
ment at a hospital than elderly victims 
under 75, but this differ~nce was not 
statistically significant. 

2When the proportion of injuries is computed as a 
percentage of those who were attacked, a higher 
proportion of those age 75 and older than of those 
age 65-74 were injured (6796 vs. 61%). As a propor­
tion of those injured, a higher proportion of those 75 
and older received medical care. However, since 
these percentages are based on a small number of 
sample eases, standard errors are too large to 
report these findings as statistically significant. 
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Table 13. Average annual victimization rates 
and numbcr of victimizations, by age of 
elderly victim and type of crime, 1973-a5 

Ag:e of victim 
75 and 

Type of crime 55-74 older 

Victimization rate 

Crimes of violence 7.6 6.1 
Rape .1a .1e. 
Robbery 3.1 3.4 
Assault 4.4 2.6 

Aggravated 1.4 .Sa 
Simple 3.0 1.SIl 

Crimes of theft 27.2 15.S 
P ersonallarceny 

with contact 3.1 3.1 
Personal larceny 

without contact 24,1 12.7 

Household crimes 116.8 98.4 
Burglary 49.4 46.4 
Household larceny 61.2 48.3 
Motor vehicle theft 6.2 3.8 

Number of victimizations 

Crimes of violence 112,900 53,500 
Rape 800s 1,2004 

Robbery 45,700 29,400 
Assault 66,400 23,000 

Aggravated 21,500 7,200 s 

Simple 44,900 15,800& 

Crimes of theft 406,200 138,400 
P ersonallarceny 

with contact 4S,800 26,800 
Persona', !l1rceny 

without contact 359,400 111,600 

Household crimes 1,147,900 614,800 
Burglary 485,300 289,700 
Household larceny SOl,300 301,500 
Motor vehicle theft 61,200 23,700 

N~mber of perr,0ns 
In age group 14,936,500 8,758,100 

N~mber of ho~eholds 
In age group 9,827,100 6,247,100 

Note: The victimization rste is the annual 
average of the number of victimizations for 
1973-85 per 1,000 persons or households in 
that age group. ])etail may not udd to total 
because of rounding. 
aAverage annual estimate is based on 10 or 
~ewer sample cases; see Methodology. 

Annual average for 1973-85. 
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Victims of violent crimes who were 
75 and older were more likely to ex­
perience these incidents at home than 
were those under 75 (table 15). The 
proportion of this group of elderly 
victims who were robbed at home was 
twice as high as the proportion of the 
elderly under age 75 robbed at home 
(3096 vs. 1596). 

Among the elderly population, those 
demographic groups that were more 
likely to be victims of crime had higher 
victimization rates regardless of age. 
For example, males 75 and older had 
higher violent crime rates than females 
in this age group, as was true for 
eldel'ly persons undel' 75 (table 16). 

For violent crimea and personallar­
ceny with contact, elderly members of 
the same group had similar victimiza­
tion rates regardless of age. For 
example, males under 75 were as likely 
as males 75 and older to be violent 
crime victims. 

There were, however, some excep­
tions to this pattern. Renters, persons 
whose arlflual family income was less 
than $7,aOO, and divorced, widowed, or 
separated persons who were 75 and 
older had measurably lower violent 
crime rates than members of these 
groups who were age 65-74. 

For household crimes and personal 
larceny without contact, those 75 and 
older generally had lower victimization 
rates than did those 65-74 for each of 
the demographic groups examined. 
Some exceptions, however, were found 
for burglary (table 17). Elderly heads 
of household had similar rates of bur­
glary regardless of age for the follow­
Ing groups: males, homeowners, no[!­
metropolitan area residents, those with 
family incomes of less than $25,000, 
and married, widowed, divorced, or 
separated persons. 

Table 15. Place oC occurrence of violent crimtlS, by 
age of victim 8Ild type of crime, 1973-85 

Percent of victimizations taking: elace: 
Ina 
commercial 
building or 
restaurant, on 

Type of crime and At Near On the public trans-
age of victim Total home home street portation Elsewhere 

Crimes of violence· 
65-74 100% 18% 22% 40% 11% 9% 
75 and older 100 30 25 32 7 6 

Robbery 
65-74 100 15 17 48 13 6 
75 and older 100 30 19 39 8 4 

Assault 
65-74 100 20 25 34 9 11 
75 and older 100 28 32 25 7 8 

Note: Percentages may not total to 100% ·Includes data 011 rape, not shown as a oeparate 
because 0 f rounding. category. 

Table 16. Violent crimes: Victimization 
rates, by age of victim and selected 
demographic characterwtics 

Table 17. Bw:glary: Victimization rates, 
by ege of victim and selected demographic 
characteristics 

Ag:e of victim 
Selected 75 and 

Ag:e of victim 
Selected 75 and 

characteristics 65-74 older characteristics 65-74 older 

Sex 
Male 9.7 8.4 
Female 5.9 4.8 

Sex ',:8.:-1 Male 48.6 
Female 50.7 44.9 

Race Race 
White 6.9 5.6 White 47.3 44.0 
Black 13.5 11.5 Bhck 68.7 74.5 

Marital status M~rital status 
Married 5.7 5.0 Married 44.3 41.7 
Widowed 8.2 6.0 Widowed 51.8 49.0 
Never married 8.4 10.9 Never married 50.2 38.0 
Divorced 22.7 12.1 Divorced 76.9 69.4 
Separated 37.0 15.2 Separated 79.8 64.3 

Loca tion of residence Location of residence 
Metropolitan area 

Central city 12.2 10.0 
Suburban area 5.6 3.5 

Metropolitan area 
55.8 Central city 64.6 

Suburban area 37.2 31.1 
Nonmetropolitan area 2.8 2.7 Nonmetropolitan area 37.6 40.1 

Home ownership 
Own 4.7 4.1 

Home ownership 
Own 45.6 45.3 

Rent 13.2 8.3 Rent 44.0 34.7 
Family income 

Less than $7,500 9.0 5.7 
$7,500-14,999 5.5 4.7 
$15,000-24,999 6.0 3.8 
$25,000 and over 4.1 4.0 

Family income 
Less than $7,500 50.7 48.0 
$7,500-14,999 41.7 38.5 
$15,000-24,999 42.3 34.9 
$25,000 /lnd over 52.5 36.6 

Note: Victimization rates are average annual 
rates per 1,000 persons. Rates by location of 
residence, home ownership, and family 
income are for 1980-85; rates by sex, race, 
and marital status of victim are for 1973-85. 

Note: Victimization rates are average annual 
rates per 1,000 households. Rates by location 
of residence, home ownership, and family 
income are for 1980-85; rates by sex, race, 
and marital status of head of household are 
for 1973-85. 
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Methodology 

The tables in this report include NCS 
data from the years 1980-85 or from 
1973-85 when additipnal sample cases 
were needed for detailed tabulations. 
The NCS obtains information about 
crimes, including incidents not reported 
to the police, reported to interviewers 
by persons age 12 and older in a 
rE"presentative samph:. tlf households. 
The NCS measures attempted and 
completed incidents of rape, robbery, 
and assault; personal thefts with and 
without contact; and the household 
crimes of burglary, househo~d larceny, 
and motor vehicle theft. The survey 
does not include murder and kidnaping 
or incidents that the victim may not 
recognize as crimes, such as fraud or 
con games. 

The estimates in this report are 
higher than those in annual NCS pub­
lications bec!\use series crimes are 
included. Series crimes are three or 
more similar incidents which the victim 
cannot describe as separate incidents in 
detail. In this report these crimes are 
counted as one victimization, and the 
incident characteristics are those of 
the most recent even t in the series. 

Assaults that occurred during com­
mercial crimes are classified in this 
report according to the procedur.es in 
effect prior to 1985. Completed as­
saults during commercial robberies are 
classified as robberies, and atte mpted 
assaults during commercial thefts are 
not classified as NCS crimes. 

Economic loss 

The NCS measures several different 
types of economic loss sustained by 
victims/households: property or cash 
stolen, property damaged, medical ex­
penses due to injuries, and wages lost 
from work because of injuries, repairing 
or replacing damaged or stolen property, 
contacts with police, or court appear­
ances. Victims are asked to provide the 
value of any property recovered and of 
insurance payments received and to 
indicate if damaged property will be 
repaired or replaced by someone out­
side of the household (such as a land­
lord). The dollar values are the victims' 
estimates at the time of the interview 
and do not include any losses, recover­
ies, or insurance payments that took 
place after the interview. 

The data on net economic loss were 
obtained by summing the value of items 
stolen or damaged, medical expenses, 
and lost wages and subtracting the 
value of items recovered and insurance 
payments. If individuals outside the 
household paid in whole or in part the 
cost of repairing or replacing damaged 
property, an allocated proportion of the 
value of damaged property was subtrac­
ted. Where appropriate, net economic 
loss data were adjusted to 1980 con­
stant dollars using the Consumer Price 
Index. 

Reliability of comparisons 

All comparisons presented in this 
report are significant at the 9096 
confidence level or above. Most com­
parisons are significant at the 9596 
confidence level, meaning that the esti­
mated difference between values being 
compared was 5reater than twice the 
standard error of this.difference. 

Even though data in this report were 
collected over several years, some esti­
mates, particularly for the elderly age 
75 and older and for certain demo­
graphic groups of elderly victims, are 
based on a relatively small number of 
sample cases; these estimates will have 
comparatively la-rge standard errors as 
a result. Caution should be used when 
comparing estimates not discussed in 
the text, since seemingly large differ­
ences may not be statistically signifi­
cant at the 9596 or even the 90% 
confidence level. 

The data tables note when estimates­
are based on 10 or fewer sample 
cases. It is not possible to compute 
standard errors accurately for such 
estimates. Therefore, it is inadvisahle 
to compare estimates based upon 10 or 
fewer sample cases to other small 
estimates. 

More information on NCS estimation 
procedures can be obtained from 
Appendix III of Criminal Victimization 
in the United States, 1985 (May 1987, 
NCJ-104273). 
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Bureau of Justice Statistics 
Special Reports are written 
principally by BJS staff. This 
report was written by Catherine J. 
Whitaker. Richard W. Dodge pro­
vided statistical review, and 
Gertrude Thomas provided statis­
tical assistance. The report was 
edited by Frank D. Balog. Report 
production was administered by 
Marilyn Marbrook, publications 
unit chief, assisted by Tina 
Dorsey, Jeanne Hlll'ris, Sara E. 
Smith, and Arlene F. James. 

November 1987, NCJ-I07676 

The Assistant Attorney General, 
Office of Justice Programs, coor­
dinates the activities of the 
following program offices and 
bureaus: the Bureau of Justice 
Statistics, National Institute of 
Justice, Bureau of Justice Assist­
ance, Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention, and 
the Office for Victims of Crime. 
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Crime and Older Americans 
Information Package 

• Are older Americans more likely to be victims of crime than younger 
age groups? 

• Are the elderly being arrested for certain crimes more frequently 
than in the past? 

• Are offenders in crimes against the elderly more likely to be 
strangers or nonstrangers compared to other age groups? 

A new information package available 
from the Justice Statistics Clearinghouse 
answers these and other questions about 
crime and the elderly. Drawing from 
national sources for crime statistics­
including the BJS National Crime Survey, 
the FBI Uniform Crime Reports, and the 
BJS National Corrections Reporting 
Program-the 34-page package discuss­
es the types of crimes in which older 
Americans are most likely to be victims 
and offenders, and the types of crime 
prevention they use. 

As the elderly population has grown, so 
has concern about the effects of crime on 
this age group. 

Population statistics indicate that older 
Americans are fast becoming a large 
segment of the total U.S. population. In 
1985, Americans 60 years and older 
totaled 39.5 mitlion-a 21-percent in­
crease over tile past 1 0 years. 

This pack3ge also includes the names 
and addresses of associations and 
organizations that are sources of informa­
tion about crime and older Americans and 
a list of further readings. 

Crime and Older Americans costs only 
$10.00. 

--------------------------------------------
Please send me copies of the Informa-
tion Package orl Crime and Older Americans 
(NCJ 104569) at $10.00 each. 

Name: ____________ _ 

Organization: __________ _ 

Address: ____________ _ 

City, State, ZIP: _________ _ 

Telephone: ___________ _ 

Please detach this form and mail it, with payment, to: 
JUstice Statistics Clearinghouse 
Dept. F-AGK 
Box 6000 
Rockville, MD 20850 

Method of payment 

D Payment of $ enclosed 

D Check payable to NCJRS 

D Money order payable to NCJRS 

Please bill my 

D NCJRS deposit account 

#_-------------
Credit card D Visa D MasterCard 

# ________ Exp. date: ___ _ 

Signature: _____ . _______ _ 
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Bureau of Justice Statistics 
reports 
(revised October 1987) 

Call toll-free 800-732-3277 (local 
301-251-5500) to order BJS reports, 
to be added to one of the BJS mailing 
/ists, or to speak to a reference 
specialist in statistics at the Justice 
Statistics Clearinghouse, National 
Criminal Justice Reference Service, 
Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20850, 
Single copies of reports are free; use 
NCJ number to order. Postage and 
handling are charged for bulk orders 
of single reports. For single copies of 
multiple titles, up to 10 titles are free; 
11-40 titles $1 0; more than 40, $20; 
libraries call for special rates. 

Public-use tapes of BJS data sets 
and other criminal justice data are 
available from the Criminal Justice 
Archive and Information Network. P.O. 
Box 1248, Ann Arbor, MI48106 
(313-763-501 OJ. 
National Crime Survey 
Criminal victimization In the U.S.: 

1985 (final report). NGJ-l 04273,5/87 
1984 (final report), NGJ-l 00435,5/86 
1983 (final report), NGJ-96459, 10/85 

BJS special reports: 
Violent crime trends, NGJ-l07217 
Robbery victims, NGJ-l 04638, 4/87 
Violent crime by strangers and 

nonstrangers, NGJ-l03702, 1/87 
Preventing domestic violence against 

women, NGJ-l 02037, 8/86 
Crime prevention measures, 

NGJ-l00438,3/86 
The use of weapons in committing 

crimes, NCJ-99643, 1/86 
Reporting crimes to the police, NGJ-

99432, 12/85 
Locating city, suburban, and rural 

crime, NCJ-99535, 12/85 
The risk of violent crime, NGJ·97119, 

5/85 
The economic cost of crime to victims, 

NCJ-93450, 4/84 
Family violence, NGJ-93449, 4/84 

BJS bulletins: 
Criminal victimization 1986, NGJ-

106989 
Households touched by crime, 1986, 

NCJ-l 05289,6/87 
The crime of rape, NGJ-96777, 3/85 
Household burglary, NCJ-96021. 1/85 
Violent crime by strangers, NCJ-80829, 

4/82 
Crime and the elderly, NCJ-79614, 1/82 
Measuring crime, NCJ-75710, 2/81 

Series crimes: Report of a field test (BJS 
technical report), NCJ-l 04615, 4/87 

Crime and older Americans information 
package, NGJ-l 04569, $10,5/87 

Lifetime likelihood of victimization, (BJS 
technical report), NCJ-l 04274, 3/87 

Teenage victims, NGJ-l03138, 12/86 
Response to screening questions In the 

National Crime Survey (BJS technical 
report), NCJ-97624, 7/85 

Victimization and fear of crime: World 
perspectives, NGJ-93872, 1/85 

The National Crime Survey: Working 
papers, vol. I: Current and historical 
perspectives, NCJ-75374, 8/82 
vol. II: Melhodologlcal studies, 
NCJ-90307, 12/84 

Issues in the measurement of vic­
timization, NGJ-74682, 10/81 

• The cost of negligence: Losses from 
preventable household bur9laries, 
NGJ-53527, 12/79 

Rape victimization In 26 American cities, 
NCJ-55878,8179 

Criminal victimization In urban schools, 
NCJ-56396, 8/79 

An Introduction to the National Crime 
Survey, NCJ-43732,4178 

Local victim surveys: A review of the 
Issues, NCJ-39973, 8/77 

~u.s, G,P,O, 1987-202-0)2:60024 

Corrections 
BJS bulletins and special reports: 

Capital punishment 1986, NCJ-l06483, 
9/87 

Prisoners In 1986, NCJ-l04864, 5/87 
Imprisonment In four countries, NCJ-

103967,2/87 
Population density In State prisons, 

NCJ-l03204,12/86 
State and Federal prisoners, 1925-85, 

102494, 11/86 
Prison admisssion and releases, 1983, 

NGJ-l00582,3/86 
Examining recidivism, NCJ-96501, 2/85 
Returning to prison, NGJ-95700, 11/84 
Time served In prison, NCJ-93924,6/84 

Correctional populations In the U.S. 
1985, NCJ-l03957, 11/87 

1984 census of State adult correctional 
facilities, NGJ-l 05585,7/87 

Historical corrections statistics In the 
U,S., 1850-1984, NCJ-l02529,4/87 

Prisoners In State and Federallnsltitu­
tlons on Dec. 31, 1984, NCJ-l03768, 

3/87 
Capital punishment 1984 (final), NCJ-

99562.5/86 

1979 survey of inmates of State correctional 
facilities and 1979 cenS'JS 01 State 
correctional facilities: 

BJS special reports: 
The prevalence of imprisonment, 

NCJ-93657,7/85 
Career patterns In crime, NCJ-88672, 

6/83 

BJS bulletins: 
Prisoners and drugs, NGJ-87575. 

3/83 
Prisoners and alcohol, NGJ·86223. 

1/83 
Prisons and prisoners, NCJ-80697, 

2/82 
Veterans In prison, NCJ-79232, 11/81 

Census of JaIls and survey of jail mmates: 
Jail inmates, 1986, NCJ-l 07123,10/87 
Jail Inmates 1985, NCJ-l05586. 7/87 
The 1983 jail census (BJS bullehn), 

NCJ-95536, 11/84 
Census of jails, 1978: Data for 

Individual jails. vols. HV, Northeast. 
North Gentral, South, West. NCJ-
72279-72282,12/81 

Profile of jail inmates, 1978, 
NCJ-65412,2/81 

Parole and probation 
BJS bulletms: 

Probation and parole 1985, NGJ-
103683, 1/87 

Settin9 prison terms, NCJ-76218, 8/83 

Recidivism of young parolees (BJS 
special report), NCJ-l 04916, 5/87 

Parole In the U.S., 1980 and 1981, 
NGJ-87387,3/86 

Characteristics of persons entering 
parole during 1978 and 1979, NCJ-

8/243,5/83 
Characteristics of the parole population, 

1978, NCJ-66479, 4/81 

Children in custody: 
Public juvenile facilities, 1985 

(bulletin!. NCJ-l02457,10/86 
1982'83 census of juvenile detention 

and correctional facilities, NCJ-
101686,9/86 

Expenditure and employment 
BJS bulletins: 

Justice expenditure and employment: 
1985, NCJ-l 04460, 3/87 
1983, NGJ-l 01776, 7/86 
1982, NC,J-98327, 8/85 

Justice expenditure and employment In 
the U.S,: 
1960 and 1981 extracts, NGJ-96007, 

6/85 
1971-79, NCJ-92596, 11/84 
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Courts 
BJS bulletins: 

State felony courts and felony laws, 
NCJ-l 06273,8/87 

The growth of appeal.s: 1973-83 trends, 
NCJ-96381,2/85 

Case filings In State courts 1983, 
NGJ-95111, 10/84 

BJS special reports: 
Felony case-processing time, NCJ-

101985,8/86 
Felony sentencing In 18 local jurisdic­

tions, NCJ-97681, 6/85 
The prevalence of guilty pleas, NCJ-

96018, 12/84 
Sentencing practices In 13 States, 

NGJ-95399, 10/84 
Criminal defense systems: A national 

survey, NGJ-94630, 8/84 
Habeas corpus, NCJ-92948, 3/84 
State court caseload statistics, 1977 

and 1981, NGJ-87587, 2/83 

Sentencing outcomes In 28 felony 
courts, NCJ-l05748, 8/87 

National criminal defense systems study, 
NCJ-94702,10/86 

The prosecution of felony arrests: 
1981, NCJ-l 01380,9/86, $7.60 
1980, NCJ-97684, 10/85 
1979, NCJ-86482,5/84 

State court model statistical dictionary, 
Supplement, NCJ-98326, 9/85 
1 st edition, NCJ-62320, 9/80 

State court organization 1980, NCJ-
76711,7/82 

Computer crime: 
BJS special reports: 

Electronic fund transfer fraud, NGJ-
96666,3/85 

Electronic fund transfer and crime, 
NCJ-92650, 2/84 

Electronic fund transfer systems fraud, 
NCJ-l 00461,4/86 

Computer secutlry techniques, NGJ-
84049,9/82 

Electronic fund transfer systems and 
crime, NGJ-83736, 9/82 

Expert witness manual, NGJ-77927, 9/81 
Criminal justice resource manual, 

NGJ-61550, 12/79 

Privacy and security 
Privacy and security of criminal history 
Information: Compendium o(State 
legislation: 1984 overview, NCJ-

98077,9/85 

Criminal justice Information policy: 
Automated fingerprint Identification 

systems: Technology and policy 
Issues, NGJ-l04342, 4/87 

Criminal justice "hot" flies, 
NCJ-l01850, 12/86 

Data quality policies and procedures: 
Proceedings of a BJS/SEARCH 
conference, NGJ-l 01849, 12/86 

Crime control and criminal records 
(BJS special report,) NGJ-99176, 

10/85 
State criminal records repositories 

(BJS technical report), NCJ-99017, 
10/85 

Data quality of criminal history records, 
NGJ-98079, 10/85 

Intelligence and Investigative records, 
NCJ-95787,4/85 

Victim/witness le9lslatlon: An ovel' 
View, NGJ-94365, 12/84 

Information policy and crime control 
strategies (SEARGH/8JS conference), 
NCJ-93926, 10/84 

Research access to criminal justice 
data, NCJ-84154, 2/83 

Privacy and juvenile justice records, 
NCJ-84152,l/83 

Federal justice statistics 
The Federal civil justice system (8JS 

bulletin), NCJ-l 04769, 7/87 
Employer perceptions of workplace 

crima, NCJ-l01851, 7/87 

Federal offenses and offenders 
BJS special reports: 

White-collar crime, NCJ-l06876, 9/87 
Pretrial release and misconduct, NGJ-

96132,1/85 

BJS bulletins: 
Bank robbery, NCJ-94463,8/84 
Federal drug law Violators, NCJ-

92692,2/84 
Federal Justice statistics, NCJ-

80814,3/82 

General 
BJS bulletins and special reports: 

BJS telephone contacts '87, NCJ-
102909, 1 2/86 

Tracking offenders: Whlte-coliar crime, 
NCJ-l02867,11/86 

Police employment and expenditure, 
NCJ-l 00117, 2/86 

Tracking offenders: The child Victim, 
NCJ-95785, 12/84 

Tracking offenders, NCJ-91572, 11/83 
Victim and witness assistance: New 

State laws and the system's 
response, NGJ-87934,5/83 

BJS data report, 1986, NCJ-l06679, 
10/87 

Sourcebook of criminal justice statistics, 
1986, NCJ-l 05287,9/87 

BJS annual report, f18ca11986, NCJ-
103985, 4/87 

1986 directory of automated criminal 
justice Information sytems, NCJ-

102260,1/87,$20 
Publications 01 BJS, 1971·84: A topical 

bibliography, TB030012, 10/86, $17.50 
BJS publications: Selected library In 

microfiche, 1971-84, PR030012, 
10/86, $203 domestic 

National survey of crime severity, NCJ-
96017,10/85 

Criminal victimization of District of 
Columbia residents and Capitol Hili 
employees, 1982-83, NCJ-97962; 
Summary, NCJ-98567, 9/85 

DC household victimization survey data 
base: 
Study Implementation, 

NGJ-98595, $7.60 
Documentation, NCJ-98596, $6.40 
User manual, NCJ-98597, $8.20 

How to gain access to BJS data 
(brochure), BG-000022, 9/84 

Report to the natloll on crime and justice: 
The data, NCJ-87068, 10/83 

See order form 
on last page 
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To be added to any BJS mailing list, copy 
or cut out this page, fill it in and mail it to: 

o If the mailing label below is 
correct, check here and do not 
fill in name and address. 

Name: 

Title: 

Organiza tion: 

Street or box: 

City, State, Zip: 

Daytime phone number: 

Justice Statistics Clearinghouse/NCJRS 
U.S. Department of Justice 
User Services Department 2 
Box 6000 
Rockville, MD 20850 

Interest in criminal justice (or organization and title if you put home address above): 

PLEASE PUT ME ON THE MAILING LIST FOR: 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

Justice expenditure and employment 
reports-annual spending and staffing by 
Federal/State/local governments and by 
function (police, courts, etc.) 

Computer crime reports--electronic fund 
transfer system crimes 

Privacy and security of criminal history 
information and information policy-new 
legislation; maintaining and releasing 
intelligence and investigative records; data 
quality issues 

Federal statistics-data describing Federal 
case processing, from investigation through 
prosecution, adjudication, and corrections 

Juvenile corrections reports-juveniles in 
custody in public and private detention and 
correctional facilities 

o BJS bulletins and special reports--ti m ely 
reports of the most current justice data 

o Courts reports--State court caseload sur­
veys, model annual State reporto:, State 
court organization surveys 

o Corrections reports-results of sample sur­
veys and censuses of jails, prisons, parole, 
probation, and other corrections data 

o National Crime Survey reports-the on,ly 
regular national survey of crime victims 

o Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics 
(annual)-broad-based data from 150+ 
sources (400+ tables, 100+ figures, index) 

o Send me a form to sign up for NIJ Reports 
(issued free 6 times a year), which ab­
stracts both private and government crimi­
nal justice publications and lists conf­
erences and training sessions in the field. 

You will receive !lll annual renewal card. If you do not 
return it, Vie must drop you from the mailing list. 

u.s. Department of Justice 
Bureau of Justics Statistics 

Official Business 
Penalty for Private Use $300 BULK RATE 
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