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ABSTRACT

This paper reviews recent theories of victimization and their
implications for intervention strategles designed to  prevent
violence.A Theories which stress lifestyle, routine activitieé, or
vulnerability are discussed in terms of their assumptions and the
intervention strategies they suggest. An alternative perspective
is proposed which synthesizes the notions of 1lifestyle and
vulnerability using the concept of 1ife chances. This concept
draws on Weber and was suggested in another context by Daren&orf
(1979). Longitudinal data from the National Crime Survey is then
presented in terms of the relative sizg of different victim
populations. | B o
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Eéch life has associated with 4it, by virtue of its
biographical and socilal history, a set of chances. While we often
think of these chances in positive ways, aé in opportunities for
educational attainment or economic advancement, they may have
negative aspects as well. Such negative chances are the fisks
associated with a person”s life, including the risk of criminal
victimization. For a few people, this 1risk is a continuing
condition and results in their repeated victimization. While a
relatively small proportion of the population, they may bear a far
greater burden of crime and account for a substantial proportion
of the crimes known to police or victimizations reported in
surveys. The Natiomal Crime Survey (NCS) 1s one resource to
identify these people and examine the extent their wvictimization
experiences. The size of this survey and the potential it has for
longitudinal analysis makes 1t the best source of information
despite some design and measurement problems it poses. The
enphasis here will be wupon victimizations as a part of people”s
lives, in some cases a frequent part, rather than an isclated

event.

To date, much of the analysis employing the NCS data has not
fully used iInformation about repeat victimizations, and this has
obscured some important aspects of criminal victimization in the
United States. Biderman (1981) and Skogan (1981) both point out
that many analyses have focused on victimization incidents as

isolated events and have been preoccupled with the estimation of
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rates. Additionally, most of the official reports using the NCS

data exclude incidents not conducive to such estimates. Those

categorized as series incidents and referring to several events of

the same type are often omitted from tabulations. Multiple and
repeat victimizations reported by the same person are not
explicitly reported. For clarity, a person will be referred to as
a multiple victim 1f they report more than one victimization and a
repeat victim if they make multiple reports all of the same type.
The discussion below will concern itself with repeat victims of

the major types of personal crimes, rape, assault and robbery.

Theories of Victimization

Research on victimization using the survey method began in
earnest with the work under the President”s Commission on Law
Enforcement and the Administration of Justice (Biderman et al.,
1967; Ennis, 1967; Reiss, 1967) and rapidly expanded (see Lehman
and Skogan, 1981). From the outset, the distribution of
victimization was found to be consistently associated with a
limited set of demographic characteristics. Rates of
victimization have been commonly found to be higher for males, for
younger rather than older people, and non-whites more often than
whites (Boland, 1976; Hindelang, 1976; 160ss, 1967; Sparks,
Glenn and Dodd, 1977; see also, Bureau of Justice Statistics

reports for 1974-1979). Patterns for income and education have
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proved to be more complex and tend to vary more by type of crime

(see Hindelang, Gottfredson and Garofalo, 1978).

Explanations for these patterns have generally fallen into
two broad types. Sparks (1981) has contrasted between accounts
which employ the notion of vulnerability and those which use some
form of exposure hypothesis. Reiss (1980) makes a similar
distinction referring to victim proneness as opposed to victim
vulnerability. In the first case, proneness explanations
concentrate on the characteristics of persons as potential victims
and their relation to potential offenders. The latter view
emphasizes the victimization situation or the characteristics of
offenders. 1In the discussion below, vulnerability and exposure or
opportunity, will be treated as dual aspects of victimization

associated with specific conditions in a person”s life.

The concept of vulnerability has been articulat;d in a number
of ways. In the National Acadamy of Sciences (NAS) report on the
NCS (Penick and Owen, 1976) vulnerability was sPecifically related
to repeat victimizations and three types of  valnerability
identified. The report argued that the existence of a relatively
small number of repeatedly victimized persons implied that they
"...may be exposed to crime—correlated cilrcumstances that
represent conditions of existence”™ (p 94). The NAS report
discussed three types of vulnerability. Ecological vulnerability

refers to the place and type of residence including the kind of
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neighborhood one lives and works in as well as the physical
conditions of their residence. The  concept of status
vulnerability is Intended to refer to risks assoclated with a
person”s soclal status, broadly defined to include race, gender,
and class as well as dincome and occupation. Finally, ‘role
vulnerabllity was defined as vreferring "... to specific and
relatively durable social relations £rom which an individual
cannot readily withdraw" (p95). To these types also might be
added physical wvulnerability including physical strength, reaction
time, and visual or auditory acuity, all of which might aid in
detecting, avoiding or resisting a victimization attempt. This
separate type, of purely physical vulnerability, has been often
noted in discussions of the elderly”s reactions to crime (Singer,
1977). While these concepts of vulnerability have been criticized
as too broad (Sparks, 1981), they do share a common theme. All
represent situations or conditions which would be difficult or
impossible for and individual to alter and all have associated

with them a greater risk of victimization.

In contrast are theories of victimization which emphasize
exposure or opportunities for victimizatiom. . Hindelang,
Gottfredson, and Garofalo (1978) used the concept of lifestyle to
examine exposure. They postulated that vrole expectations and
structural constraints combine to determine lifestyle. The
assumption 1s that lifestyle 13 strongly related to demographic

characteristics such as age, sex, marital status, family income




and race. Some of these lifestyles, which have associated with
them higher levels of exposure, are presumed to be more common in
some groups who thus have higher rates of victimization. Exposure
in this account 1s generally defined in terms of the amount of
time an individual spends in public places, particularly at ﬁight
and the degree of contact with potential offenders, especially
nbn—family members. In Gottfredson”s (1981) recent statement,
exposure involves identifying "...the time-space~person
coordinates in which victimization is most likely
..+.[and]...describing the characteristics of persons and objects

that are most likely to intersect those coordinates”.

A similar approach is represented by the use of the closely
related notion of routine activities to explain direct~contact
predatory violations (Cohen and Felson, 1979; Cohen, Kluegel, and
Land, 1981). Once again, the lifestyle or routine activities of
an individual or group are argued to determine the amount of
contact between them and potential offenders. Cohen, Kluegel and
Land (1981) present five factors which mediate the effects of sex,
age, race, and dIncome to account for their relation to
victimization. Foremost among these are  exposure, the
"e..physical visibility and accessibllity of persons and
objects...” and proximity, defined in terms of the physical
distance between potential victims and populations of potential
offenders. Also Jimportant 1s guardianship, defined as the

presence of anyone or anything (e.g. alarms or locks) which could
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prevent victimizations. Finally, the attractiveness of an object
and the ease with which a particular type of victimization <could
be carried cut will affect exposure. Risk is thought to increase
as exposure, proximity, and attractiveness increase and to decline

as guardianship goes up.

While obviously informative, each  viewpoint focuses,
implicitly or explicitly, on specific types of victimization and
this affects the image of victimization they project and the
responses they imply. Initial presentations of the lifestyle
hypothesis tended to discuss victimization in a limited set of
circumstances. Crimes for gain carrlied out by strangers or
assaults between acquaintances away £from home were favored
examples. In the 7routine activities approach, these limits are
explicitly recognized by restricting the discuésion to
"direct-contact predatory violatiomns". In both views, however,
there remains an element of normative bias in thelir assumptions
about the typical victim. Such victims, young males for the most
part, are believed to come into frequent contact with poteatilal
offenders, also young males, in situations conducive to
victimizations (i.e. the streets or places of entertainment).
Measuring exposure directly, however, appears to be very difficult
and the viewpolnt is frequently in danger of a fatal ecircularity.
With avaiiable data, the only way to determine if some one was
exposed is to find out if they were victimized. In explaining

violence this 1s a serious problem, since only the true
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misanthrope would be safe. The accounts actually work better for
property crimes than vioclence, and no doubt owe some of their

popularity to some of their implications for responses to crime.

Since exposure 1s a necessary condition for a victimizaﬁion,
the obvious way to prevent victimizations is to limit exposure.
This view  Thas produced, with considerable governmental
encouragement, a mnumber of programs which seem to be making crime
prevention a national pastime and one of the more  popular
community activities. The crime prevention programs presented
generally contain three elements, improved home security, marking
property, and increased citizen surveillance (Feins, 1983; Cirel,
et al., 1977). The existence of these programs represent the
belief by local law enforcement agencies that manpower can be used
more efficiently, response times improved, and clearance rates
maintained if citizens can be enlisted to aid them. However, the
typical crime prevention program, as designed by law enforcement
personnel, 1s directed primarily at important crimes as legally
defined and at saving the police money. In most communities, the
problem of crime is one of many and goes beyond the bounds of FBI
index crimes to include all manner of minor events and
"Incivility"” (Hunter, 1978). In reviewing the effectiveness of
such programs, Greenburg, et al. (1983) argues that their mixed
success is often the product of a very differing perceptions and

priorities by the residents from those of the police.




Many crimes, particularly those of violence, occur between
people who are ‘relatives or well known to each other, often at
home. Law enforcement personnel have commonly tried to avoid

- involvement in such domestic violence or personal dispute cases

because they believe there 1s very little they could do. ﬁntil

recently, the conventional wisdom in such cases was to adjudicate

the dispute or otherwise defuse the situation (Berk and Sherman,

1984). The 1literature dealing with these types of victimization
situations is more likely to be based on case studies. It 1s also
dominated by vulnerability theorles of victimization. Thus, for
instance, Walker”s (1979) well known account of cycles of violence
in wife ©battering stresses the degree to which the victim is
trapped. In this and similar accounts the <vulnerability of the
victim and their social, ecomomic, and eventually emotional
restrictions are emphasized. If the accounts have a weakness 1t
is that their concentration on the helplessness ¢f the victim,
combhined with a long tradition of avoiding any implication of
"blaming the victim”, seems to leave victims with»little hope.,
The option most often recommended 1s for victims to seek help from

social service organizations or professionals.

Such participation by professionals 1s mnot, in itself,
necessarily negative except for the fact that the resources of the
mental health community are very limited relative to the problem.

” ' Common intervention strategies cover a wlde range of crisis

intervention, community and legal services, and a variety of




individual, group, and family therapies (Barnett, et al., 1980;
Morgan, 1982). While crisis intervention and emergency social
service programs often bemifit clients in obvious ways, longer
term treatments are very expensive, especially if they involve
offenders. Chronic delinquents, violent offenders, and spousé or
child abusers are mnotoriously difficult to work with and require
intensive attention even when cooperation is  obtained. If
estimates of the true extent of these types of problems are
reélistic then, given the current funding climate for social
services, other community mental health concerns would have to be

virtually ignored to galn any progress against the problem.

If community crime prevention programs meet with mixed
success and community mental health approaches are generally
expensive and frustrating, the conclusion might be reached that
nothing really works. It is possible that in fact, nothing really
does work 1in the sense that either law enforcement can eliminate
crime or mental health professionals eradicate violence, But,

like rehabilitation for offenders, such programs can serve useful

functions both for the persons they are intended to benefit and

the agencles that administer them. Given this rather modest goal,
a question arises about the relative emphasis which might be
assigned to the different types of programs. That 1s, of the
potentlal beneficiaries bf these programs, what proportion might

be considered victims of exposure versus victims of vulnerability.




Discussion of Concepts and Data

Before discussing the specific problem of the relative size
of these two populations, there is first the issue of how they can
be related to one another in a theoretical context, and second,
the question of the data to be used. A very brief discusslon of
some theoretical concepts will be followed by a somewhat longer
treatment of the data source, the National Crime Survey. The
approach outlined here seeks to address these issues by explicitly
differentiating between victimization types. These types are
defined in terms of such situational qualities as place of
occurrence and the relation of the victim to the offender. By
contrasting vulnerability and exposure and relating each to Dboth
victimization situations and 1life conditions, a more broadly

applicable account is produced.

In addressing these issues, the notion of 1life chances has
been invoked above. This concept 1s based on suggestions by
Dahrendorf (1979) who drew on a variety of -viewpolnts presented by
Weber (1947). Central to the vie& is the treatment of a
probabilistic concept of chance as a defining quality of social
relations. In this view, a soclal relation can be defined as
essentially a set of chances or probabilities that various events
can occur given defined conditions. Dahrendorf argues that 1life

chances are functions of the combination both of options available
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and of restrictions or bonds attached to a position. While the
concept has not been used in this way, substituting it for

lifestyle in thinking about victimization provides some useful

insights.

It allows the use of a bréader concept which synthesizes the
two aspects of <vulnerability and exposure. Above, vulnerability
was defined as the risk of victimization associated with some
condition or situation difficult to alter. By contrast, exposure
might be defined as the risk associated with the other
opportunities available to a person by virtue of their particular
sltuation or position. People with higher risk occupations or
trapped in abusive domestic.situations are thus vulnerable, while
those who increase their risk as a result of elected activities
are exposed. Reducing one might railise the other, as when a
runaway leaves home to avoid abuse, but in the process Increases
their exposure to other types of victimization. This distinction
allows a more balanced discussion of victimization experiences by
distinguishing fundamental differences between some types of
victimization. It allows the exposure view to be broadened and
applied to a variety of victimization situations. In part, this
draws on some of the victimization typologles which were common in
earlier work (Toch, 1969, wvon Hentig, 1948). Specifically, the
place of the incident and the relation of thé victim to the

offender will be taken into account.

11
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Such considerations also provide the potential for a more
unified view of the types of victims, offenders, and
offender-victim relationships. While many people take the
opportunity to be offenders, some might better be thought of as
vulnerable to offending. Thus a person, as result of. aléohol
abuse or a childhood history of violent victimization, might be
vulnerable to becoming an abusive spouse or pareat. Similarly,
drug addiction, as a condition difficult to alter, makes the
addict vulnerable to offending. Opportunity, of course, has
commonly been referred to in discussing the silize, nature and
patterns of activity of the offender population. Another way of
describing this view would be to paraphrase the common exposure
hypothesis by substituting “vulnerable or exposed” for the
frequently used term “potential”. Thus, the task would become to
“specify the situations or conditions under which those vulnerable
or exposed to victimization come into contact with those
vulnerable or exposed to offending and which Tresults in
victimizations occurring”. While the analysis described Eelow
will focus on victims, an examination of the types of
victimization events, including the relationships of vietim to
offender, will allow some inferences about both. The main
emphasis will be upon repeated victims of persomal crime who are,

in the terminology being used here, vulnerable.
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Data and Analysis

To examine the issues raised above, some preliminary data
from the National Crime Survey, national sample will be presénted
focusing on adult victims of repeated personal crime. ‘ The
national sample has been collected since 1972, using a large
sample of housing units drawn through a complex multistage cluster
design (Bureau of the Census, 1974). Interviews are conducted in
approximately 60,000 housing wunits at six month intervals. 1In
theory, a household remaining In a selected unit could be visited
every six months for up to three and-a-half years with each
interview after the first used to bound in time the next
interview. Bounding is the use of information from the last
interview to confirm that new reports represent event which have
occurred in the six month period, in practice mobility in and out
of the sample and non~interviews result in many reports being
unbounded. Bounding, repeated interviews and the effects of
recall or memory decay, all affect reporting. This data is drawn
from national sample rotation groups brought into the survey after
1975. The interview records for repeated visits to a unit wére
matched for each unit for the first four visits. Since the sample
is continuously being refreshed by introducing new subsample
groups,-the four waves were overlapping but not contemporaneous

for different groups.
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The National Crime Survey program traces its  immediate
origins to the work performed for the President”s Commission on
Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, empaneled in
1965. The commission was the second presidential commission in
this century to attempt a comprehensive examination of crimé' and
law enforcement, the first belng the Wickersham Commission
established in 1929 by President Hoover. Both commissions were
established during periods in which crime appeared to be rising
significantly and when public concern was  widespread. One
important issue for both commissions was the need for accurate

information on the amount and distribution of crime.

Traditionally, such iInformation was limited to  official
statistics on the activities of law enforcement agencies or the
judiciary. These figures had long been criticized as representing
.only a small fraction of the events occurring in society which
might be characterized as criminal. The earlier commission
focused on questions related to the collection and reliability of
statistics available from law enforcement agencies such as those
reported through the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) system, which was
then in its infancy. Significant problems were seen in the
reliance upon official statistics of crimes known both because
many events are not reported to police and many  other
organizational and administrative influences may be affecting

particular jurisdictions and their reports.
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By the 1960”s, however, the methodology of sample surveys had
become available and ways were explored to apply them to the
problem of measuring crime. Such surveys were seen as a means by
which accurate measurements of crime were possible which 'could
then serve as a sensitive indicator of the incidence of crime and
provide detailed information omn the characteristicsv and
circumstances of events which were defined as criminal. It was
also believed that accurate and timely estimates of the incidence
of crime could be developed to allow comparisons over time and
assess statistics available from official sources, especially the

the UCR counts of crime known to the police.

Several field surveys were conducted for the President’s
Commission and revealed both that statistics on crimes known to
the pdlice under~represented the amount of crime and that the
measurement of wvictimization with s#ﬁple surveys was feasible,
though for many reasons difficult (Biderman, et al., 1967; Ennis,
1967; Reiss, 1967). One of the major problems identified in the
developmental stage was the varying ability of respondents to
recall victimization experiences. Many victimization experiences
appear to be of low salience to their victims and may be forgotten
rather quickly, wmost within a year. Other 1issues of
methodological importance included questionnaire design,
especlally the screen questions used to eliclt victimization
reports, respondent selection, and classification of incidents

(See Skogan, 1981 for a recent review of measurement issues in
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victimization surveys).

The National Crime Survey samples are of addresses 1n the
United States, Interviewers conduct interviews with the current
residents of the unit. All persons age twelve and older in
selected households and group quarters are interviewed, usually in
person or by telephone. Proxy interviews are taken for household
members aged 12 or 13 and for persons incapable of responding due

to physical or mental incapacity.

Each respondent is asked a series of screemer questions to
determine if he or she was wvictimized during the six month
feference perlod preceding the interview. In the  household
survey, six screen questions concern crimes against the household
are asked only of a single household respondent. These questions
ask about break—-ins or attempts, and stolen household items,
including motor wvehicles. Although all household members are mnot
asked these screen questions, a household incident will still be
recorded if it is mentioned by another household member. Another
13 screen questions concern specific types of personal crimes,
other things reported to the police, or any events the respondent
thought might be a crime and are asked of all respondents. An
individuai victimization report is filled out for each one of the

incidents identified by the screen questions.
The report 1s designed to obtain detailed data on the

16
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characteristics and circumstances of the victimization. Items
such as time and place of occurrence; injuries suffered; medical
expenses Ilncurred; number, age, race and sex of offender(s);
relationship of offender(s) to victim (stranger, casual
acquaintance, relative, etec.), and other detailed data relevant to
a complete description of the incident are included in the report.
Legal aﬁd technical terms, such as assault and larceny, are
avoided during the interview. Instead, respondents are asked if
they were attacked or threatened, if anything was taken from them
or their homes, and if they were injured. These responses are
used by the Bureau of the Census to place the incidents in a
classification intended to be compatible with that used by the
Uniform Crime Reports System. Addition demographic data are also
collected on each household member”s age, sex and race and on such
dimensions as education, migration, labor force status,

occupation, and family income.

The National Sample of 72,000 households yields approximately
60,000 household interviews in the 50 states and the District of
Columbia for a six—month period. Because of the continuing nature
of the National Sample Survey, a rotation scheme was devised to
avoild interviewing the same household indefinitely to avoid poor
cooperation or blased responses resulting from repeated
interviewing. The sample of housing units 1is divided dinto six
rotation groups with each group being interviewed every six months

for three years (a total of up to seven interviews per household).
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Within each rotation group ‘six panels are deslgnated, with a
different panel interviewed each month during the  sixz-month
period. The first interview for a housing unit in a group is used
only for bounding and is not included in in the regular public use
data. However, 1f a new household moves into a sample unit; the
members of that household are interviewed and their, unbounded,
interviews are included in the data. Thus, the number of incident
reports assoclated with a household may be affected by its tenure
in the sample. New households will have unbounded information

while older units may display time in sample effects.

Evidence from the National Crime Survey

The data presented here represents some preliminary results
from 2 longitudinal file constructed from recent NCS collection
quarters. To construct the file, rotation groups within the
sample were selected as they were brought into the survey. The
first four visits to a household were thus identified and all of
the interviews for the two year period used. Interviews were
retained even 1f a new household moved into the sample wunit.
Because of the rotating nature of the sample, the initial
interview in a household might have occurred anytime between 19%6
to 1979 and the f£inal visit between 1978 and 1981. Since the
discussion above £focused on the victim population and the

approprilate rasponse to them, tables are presented which relate

18
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their experience to the victim total population. In the tables,
the number of incidents for each type is compared to the total
number of persons who reported any type of personal victimization
during the two year period they could have been interviewed in

their household.

In Table 1, the number of incident reports of each type 1is
shown for males versus females. The Table indicates that while
raées tend to be episodic exclusively, assaults (both serious and
minor) are more likely to have occurred a number of times. Of the
total population of victims, most are assault victims and almost
all have only 1 or 2 incident reports altogether. These tables
show both series and non-series reports. As mentioned above,
serles reports are incidents in which at least three similar
victimizations have occurred and the victim can not differentiate
between them. In such a case the questions about the incidents

apply only to the most recent in the series.

In tables 2-5 the number of victimizatlion reports is shown
separately for series and non—series incidents and by relatiom to
the offender. Very small fractions of the total wvictims report
rapes and none report more than two. The number of rapes reported
with a relative or well-known person i1s suspiciously low.
Generally, one problem with victimization surveys is that
victimizations between non-strangers are under—reported. The NCS

instrument contributes further to under reporting because 1t does

19
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not ask directly about rapes or attempted rapes.

In Tables 3 and 4, similar data are shown for assaults. In
the case of both serious and minor assaults, non~series incidents

are most common. In ddentifying a group of the chronically

victimized, persons with series reports or more than one

non-series reports should appear. This group is small relative to
the group experiencing only ome victimization experience. The
evidence presented here 1s less Iinformative on the ‘issue of
relation to the offender. Some significant number of victims are
related to or know well the person(s) they ildentified as attacking
them. However, there are enough for acquaintance or know by sight
and for strangers to give support to the view that they are

primarily victims of exposure.

Table 5, on robbery, is the strongest evidence for exposure
viewpoints and thus c¢rime prevention Interventions. Here, the
greatest number of victims were victimized once by a stranger.
This argues for a rather direct preventive response of the sort
niow commonly presented. That is the d1nstruction of people in
strategies for avoiding situations in which they are likely to be

robbed.

In so far as the information discussed above can be used to

recommend some Intervention over the other, community crime

prevention campaigns would appear more effective. 1f the

20




discussion is limited to the numbers of victims, then the most
common victim appears to be one who experiences an epilsodic event.
This implies that the main emphasis in ?esponding to crime should
be preventative. However, many accounts of the experiences of
victims stess the traumatic impact on people”™s lives it has.
These people, even if victimized only once, may feel the effect of
the trauma for the rest of their lives. The current vogue enjoyed
by exposure accounts and the policles they imply risks a situation

in which these victim”s needs are slighted.
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TABLE 1
TOTAL NUMBER OF VICTIMIZATIONS FOR ALL TYPES

SEX NONE 1 2 3 4 5 6 TOTALS
RAPES

MALE 3,563 23 1 0 0 0 0 3,587
Row % 99.3 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 2,009 162 6 0 0. 0 0 2,177
Row % 92.3 7.4 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,650 189 7 0 0 0 0 5,846
Row % 96.6 3.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

SERIOUS ASSAULTS

MALE 2,329 1,133 102 16 5 2 0 3,587
Row % 64.9 31.6 2.8 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 1,645 501 30 1 0 0 0 2,177
Row % 75.6 23.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 4,024 1,665 133 17 5 2 0 5,846
Row % 68.8 28.5 2.3 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
MINOR ASSAULTS
MALE 1,686 1,622 218 45 13 3 0 3,587
Row % 47.0 45.2 6.1 1.3 0.4 0.1 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 949 1,073 131 19 2 2 1 2,177
Row % 43.6 49.3 6.0 0.9 0.1 0.1 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 2,680 2,730 350 64 16 5 1 5,846
Row % 45.8 46.7 6.0 1.1 0.3 0.1 0.0 100.0
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SEX NONE 1 TOTALS
ROBBERY

MALE 2,885 646 1 0 0 3,587
Row % 80.4 18.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 1,793 367 0 0 0 2,177
Row % 82.4 16.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 4,742 1,028 1 0 0 5,846
Row % 81.1 17.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

DTN
SICALE PR

B T
r EE

S T U



TABLE 2
TOTAL NUMBER OF RAPES (SERIES AND NONSERIES) BY RELATION

SEX NONE 1 2 TOTALS

SERIES RAPES BY RELATION/WELL KNOWN

MALE 3,586 1 0 3,587
Row % 100.0 0.0 0.0 106.0
FEMALE 2,170 7 0 2,177
Row % 99.7 0.3 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,838 8 0 5,846
Row % 99.9 0.1 0.0 100.0

NON-SERIES RAPES BY RELATION/WELL KNOWN

MALE 3,587 0 0 3,587
Row % 100.0 0.0 .0 100.0
FEMALE 2,153 22 2 2,177
Row % 98.9 1.0 0.1 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,822 22 2 5,846
Row % 99.6 0.4 0.0 100.0
NON-SERIES RAPES BY ACQUAINTANCE/ KNOWN BY SIGHT
MALE 3,584 3 G 3,587
Row % 99.9 0.1 0.0 100.0

FEMALE 2,133 42 2 2,177
Row % 98.0 1.9 0.1 100.0
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SEX NONE 1 2 TOTALS
NON-SERIES RAPES BY ACQUAINTANCE/ KNOWN BY SIGHT
SUB-TOTALS 5,797 47 2 5,846
Row % 99,2 0.8 0.0 100.0
SERIES RAPES BY STRANGER
MALE 3,586 1 0 3,587
Row % 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 2,176 1 0 2,177
Row % 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,844 2 0 5,846
Rovw % 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
NON-SERIES RAPES BY STRANGER
MALE 3,568 18 1 3,587
Row % 99,5 0.5 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 2,085 990 2 2,177
Row % 95.8 4.1 0.1 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,733 110 3 5,846
Row % 98.1 1.9 0.1 100.0




TABLE 3

TOTAL NUMBER OF SERIQUS ASSAULTS (SERIES AND NON-SERIES) BY RELATION

SEX NONE 1 2 3 4 TOTALS
SERIES SERIOUS ASSAULTS BY RELATION/WELL KNOWN
MALE 3,571 15 1 0 0 3,587
Row % 99.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 2,145 32 0 0 0 2,177
Row % 98.5 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,797 48 1 0 0 5,846
Row % 99.2 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
NON-SERIES SERIOUS ASSAULTS BY RELATION/WELL KNOWN
MALE 3,339 228 18 2 0 3,587
Row % 93.1 6.4 0.5 0.1 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 1,988 177 12 0 0 2,177
Row % 91.3 8.1 0.6 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,401 413 30 2 0 5,846
Row % 92.4 7.1 0.5 0.0 0.0 100.0
SERIES SERIOUS ASSAULTS BY ACQUAINTANCE/ BY SIGHT
MALE 3,568 19 0 0 0 3,587
Row % 99.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 2,170 7 0 0 0 2,177
Row % 99.7 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
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SEX - NONE 1 2 3 a TOTALS
SERIES SERIOUS ASSAULTS BY ACQUAINTANCE/ BY SIGHT
SUB-TOTALS 5,819 26 1 0 0 5,846
Row % 99.5 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
NON-SERIES SERIOUS ASSAULTS BY ACQUAINTANCE/ BY SIGHT
MALE 3,304 270 10 3 0 3,587
Row 3% 92.1 7.5 0.3 0.1 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 2,066 108 3 0 0 2,177
Row % 94.9 5.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,444 386 13 3 0 5,846
Row % 93.1 6.6 0.2 0.1 0.0 100.0
SERIES SERIOUS ASSAULTS BY STRANGER
MALE 3,548 34 2 2 1 3,587
Row % 98.9 0.9 0.1 0.1 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 2,172 5 0 0 0 2,177
Rovw % 99.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,802 39 2 2 1 5,846
Row % 99,2 9.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
NON-SERIES SERIOUS ASSAULTS BY STRANGER
MALE 2,883 657 38 7 2 3,587
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SEX - NONE 1 3 TOTALS
NON-SERIES SERIOUS ASSAULTS BY STRANGER
Row % 80.4 18.3 0.2 0.1 100.0
FEMALE 1,975 199 0 0 2,177
Row % 90.7 9.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-~TOTALS 4,926 870 7 2 5,846
Row « % 84.3 14.9 0.1 0.0 106.0
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TABLE 4
TOTAL NUMBER OF MINOR ASSAULTS (SERIES AND NON-SERIES) BY RELATION

SEX NONE 1 2 3 4 5 TOTALS
SERIES MINOR ASSAULT BY RELATION/WELL KNOWN
MALE - 3,540 46 1 0 0 0 3,587
Row % 98,7 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 2,078 99 0 0 0 0 2,177
Row % 95.5 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,698 147 1 0 0 0 5,846
Row % 97.5 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
NON-SERIES MINOR ASSAULT BY RELATION/WELL KNOWN
MALE 3,212 342 28 5 0 0 3,587
Row % 89,5 9.5 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 1,747 370 53 4 2 1 2,171
Row % 80.2 17.0 2.4 0.2 0.1 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,032 720 82 9 2 1 5,846
Row % 86.1 12.3 1.4 0.2 0.0 0.0 100.0
SERIES MINOR ASSAULT BY ACQUAINTANCE/ BY SIGHT

MALE 3,524 62 1 0 0 0 3,587
Row % 98.2 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 2,145 32 0 0 0 0 2,177
Row % 98.5 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0




SEX NONE 1 2 3 4 5 TOTALS
SERIES MINOR ASSAULT BY ACQUAINTANCE/ BY SIGHT
SUB-TOTALS 5,750 95 1 0 0 0 5,846
Row % 98. 4 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.90
NON-SERIES MINOR ASSAULT BY ACQUAINTANCE/ BY SIGHT
MALE 3,076 460 41 6 4 0 3,587
Row % 85.8 12.8 1.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 1,863 287 24 2 1 0 2,177
Row % 85.6 13.2 1.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,017 751 65 8 5 0 5,846
Row % 85.8 12.8 1.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 100.0
SERIES MINOR ASSAULT BY STRANGER
MALE 3,482 96 7 0 0 3,587
ROW % 97.1 2.7 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 2,157 20 0 0 0 0 2,177
Row % 99.1 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,718 118 8 2 0 0 5,846
Row % 97.8 2.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
NON-SERIES MINOR ASSAULT BY STRANGER

MALE 2,649 843 88 5 2 0 3,587
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SEX NONE 1 2 3 5 TOTALS
NON-SERIES MINOR ASSAULT BY STRANGER

Row % 73.9 23.5 2.5 0.1 0.1 0.0 100.0

FEMALE 1,783 373 18 2 1 0 2,177

Row % 81.9 17.1 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

SUB-TOTALS 4,494 1,236 106 7 3 0 5,846

Row % 76.9 21.1 1.8 0.1 0.1 0.0 100.0
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TOTAL NUMBER OF ROBBERIES (SERIES AND NON-SERIES) BY RELATION

TABLE 5

SEX NONE 1 2 3 TOTALS
RAPES
SERIES ROBBERY BY A RELATION/WELL KNOWN
MALE 3,583 4 0 0 3,587
Row % 99.9 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 2,172 5 0 0 2,177
Row % 99.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,837 9 0 0 5,846
Row % 99.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 100.0
NON-SERIES ROBBERY BY A RELATION/WELL KNOWN
MALE 3,497 87 3 0 3,587
Row % 97.5 2.4 0.1 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 2,094 78 5 0 2,177
Row % 96.2 3.6 0.2 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,670 167 9 0 5,846
Row % 97.0 2.9 0.2 0.0 100.90
SERIES ROBBERY BY ACQUAINTANCE/ BY SIGHT
MALE 3,586 1 0 0 3,587
Row % 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
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SEX NONE 1 2 3 TOTALS
SERIES ROBBERY BY ACQUAINTANCE/ BY SIGHT
FEMALE 2,175 2 0 0 2,177
Row % 99.9 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,843 3 0 0 5,846
Row % 99,9 0.1 .0 0.0 100.0
NON-SERIES ROBBERY BY ACQUAINTANCE/ BY SIGHT
MALE 3,511 74 1 1 3,587
Row % 97.9 2.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 2,156 20 1 0 2,177
Row % 99.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,748 95 2 1 5,846
Row % 98.3 1.6 0.0 0.0 100.0
SERIES ROBBERY BY STRANGER

MALE 3,579 7 1 0 3,587
Row % 99.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 100.0
FEMALE 2,177 0 0 0 2,177
Row % 100.90 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,838 7 1 0 5,846
Row % 99.9 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0
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SEX NONE 1 2 TOTALS
NON-SERIES ROBBERY BY STRANGER

MALE 3,041 511 32 3 3,587
Row % 84.8 14.2 0.9 0.1 100.0
FEMALE 1,500 270 6 1 2,177
Row % 87.3 12.4 0.3 0.0 100.0
SUB-TOTALS 5,008 794 39 5 5,846
Row % 85.7 13.6 0.7 0.1 100.0

s

[






