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PREFACE

This advance reportihighlights the findings of surveys»taken‘in
Atlanta, Baltimore, Clevelard, Dallas, Denver, Newark, Portland, and
St.'Loui§~es part‘of the National Crime Panel, a new instrument for
measuring levels of crime both nationwide and in selected large cities.,
Conducted for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration by the U.S.
Bureau of the Census, the Panel, relying on scientific sampling procedures,
gauges the extent to which individuals age 12 and over, householde, and
commercial establishments have been victimized by certain types of crime.
Tt examines the characteristics of victims and explores such facets of
victimization as the relatiOnship between victim and offender, the time
‘and place of occurrence, the iﬁjury or loss suffered, and whether or not
the event was reported to the police. Because the Panel measures
victimizations not reported to the police, in addition ‘to those that
come to official attention, it is expected to produce rates of victimization
higher than those prev1ously documented. ;

Carried out during the months July through November 1972, the surveys
covered victimizations that occurred during the previous 12 months.
Interviews conducted in September 1972, for example, covered victimizations
taking place from September 1971 through August 1972. On the average;
about 9,700 households in each city (some 21, 000 persons age 12 and over)
and approximately 2,000 commercial establishments made up the sample.
Although respondents were asked agbout a variety of events, oniy certain
crimes were selected for measurement. For individuals, these were rape,
robbery, assault, and personalflarceny; for'households; burglary, 1arceny,;
and auto theft; and for commercial establishments, burglary and robbery.

The information presented in this report reflects only those
victimizations incurred by-the‘residents and commercial firms of each city,
even though' certain incidents may have taken place outside those cities.
Victimizations of'nonresidents, such as suburban commuters and visitors,
did not fall within the scope of the surveys. ALl data from the surveys
are istimates and are subject to errors arising from sampling.‘ For each
city, nore comprehensive‘reports; under preparation, will include data

concerning sampling errors and response rates, as well as -additional

‘technical details about the SUrveys. .
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The eight cities in which the victimization surveys were taken are
participants in IEAA's High Impact Anticrime Program, an‘intensive effort
to reduce stranger~to-stranger violent crimes and burglary by 5 percent

in 2 years*and 20 percent in 5 years. The surveys, carried out before

the program's inception, were intended to -provide baseline data for _

r

assessing the attainment of those goals.
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GENERAL FINDINGS

AS‘revealed by the National Crime Panel, about 1.1 million criminal
acts of viclence and common theft, including attempts, took place in
Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallés, Denver, Newark, Portland, and
St. Louis during the 12 months preceding the surveys (@gble 1). Overall,
and in seven of the eight cities, larcenyl against persons and households
was the most common type of criminal incident, followed by burglary of
households and commercial establishments. In Newark, however, the number
of burglaries exceeded that of larcenies. Approximately 44 percent of
the recordedlcriminal acts were carried out against individuals, a

comparable proportion was committed against households, and roughly 12

‘pércent were directed against commercial establishments. Crimes of theft

.constituted a majority of all incidents against persons; about one-third

of all personal incidents were of a violent nature. Moreover, in about
three-fourths of the personal incidents involving violence or the threat
of violence, the confrontation was between strangers, il.e., between the
victim or victims and one or more unknown assailants. )

In all eight cities, patterns of pefsonal victimization generally
were similar (Tabie 2)s The victimizétion rate for crimes of theft was
higher in each city than the rate for crimes of pefsonal violence.,
Personal larceny without contact was the most prevalent crime against
individuals in all eight cities, and rapekwas the least common crime.
Five cities—~Atlanta, Dallasy Denver, Portland, and St. Louis—-registered
assault rates that were higher than the robbery rates. Newark,‘on the
other hand, had a robbery rate that was, significantly greater than the
assauit rate; in Baltimoré~and Cleveland the rates were roughly the
same. The combined rate for robbery and}attemptéd robbery without injury
in each city was about fwo to three times greater than that for robbery

and attempted robbery with injury. In relative terms, the rates for

1 gee definitions,on page 7.
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aggravated and simple agsault diverged less in each city; Dallas, Denver,
and Portland were the only cities in which the simple assault rate.was
significantly greater than the aggravated assault rate.;,quever, in
all citiesy: except Newark, the combined rate for attempt?d assault,
Qith or without a weapon, was sbout two to three times hlgher than the
overall‘raté for assaults actually carried oub. |

Certain major variations in personal victimization rates occurred
among the cities. Dallas had an overall robbery rate (10 p§r 1,009 .
population age 12 and over) that was lower than’thab of the other seve
cities., Newark had the lowest overall assault rate (12 per 1,000);

Denver (46 per 1,000) was at the other extreme. The rabe of personal

. 7 . - . d )
iarceny without contact in Newark (35 per 1,000) was less than one-third

that in Denver and Portland, less than one-half that in Atlanta and
Dallas, and less than two-thirds that in Baltimore, Clevelgnd, and

o Lz:z;;s of violence were most often perpetrated by strgngers. In
each of the eight cities, the proportion of robberies comm?tted by
strangers was greater than the proportion of gssaults committed by .
strangers. The tabulation below gives for each city the percentage 0

rape, robbery, and assault victimizations involving strangers.
b}

Rape . Robbery Assault

Atlanba 72 90 63

., Baltimore 81 93 | 68
 (leveland 75 92 é?
pallas 75 89 65
Denverk ' 83 84 68
Newark - 78 - 96 75
Portland 78 88 69

St. Touis 61 91 73

Personal victimizétion rates for selected groups (Tables 3a through

3h) produced patterns that were common to ab least a majority of the

surveyed cities. Males had higher rates of victimization than females

for robbery, assault, and-larceny without contact; the rate of personal
larceny with contact was higher for women than for men in Baltimore, k
Cleveland, Newark, and St. Louis. Persons under age 35 were more likely
to have been victims of robbery, assault, and larceny withoutvcdntact,
than those age 35 and over. In Baltimore, Cleveland, Newark, and

St. Louis the rate of larceny with contact was higher among persons age
35 and over. Whites generally displayed higher rates than blacks and
members of other races for simple assault and larceny without contact,
but there was no apparent relationship between race and other types of
personal victimization. The rates of aggravated and simple assault,
robhery without injury, end larceny without contact were higher among
persons never married than among the aggregate of persons married,
widowed, divorced, and separated. Persons from families with annual
incomes of less than $10,000 were more apt to be victims of robbery,

ag well as of personal larceny with contact, than those with incomes

of $10,000 or more, Cn the other hand, the rate of personal larceny

without contact was significantly greater among those in the higher
income category.

Of the three types of household victimization, as classified for
the National Crime Panel, burglary produced the highest rate in Atlanta,
Baltimore, Cleveland, Newark, and St. Louils. However, the burglary rate
in Dallas, Denver, and Portland was not significantly different from bthe
household larceny rate. Among the three types of household victimization,
auto theft registered the lowest rate in all cities, except Cleveland
(Table 4). . o

Atlanta, Dallas, Denver, and Portland had higher household burglary
rates than Baltimore, Cleveland, Newark, and Ste. Louis. In fact, the
rate in Atlanta (161 per 1,000 households) was significantly higher than
that in any other city, except Denver and Portland, and it was about
4O percent above that in Baltimore. Except in Dallas and Portland, the
rate for burglary involving forcible entry was significantly higher

“than that involving unlawful entry without force.
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Denver had the highest household larceny rate (168 per 1,000 .

households), Newark the lowest (44). Denver's rate, in addition to being

about four times higher than that in Newark, was about twice that in
Cleveland #nd St. Louis. Dallas and Portland each had a relatively high
household larceny rate.

Cleveland led ail the cities in the rate of auto theft. The .
Cleveland rate (76 per 1,000 households) was about three times that in
Dallas (24) and approximately twice that in Atlanta, Baltimore, Newark,
and Portland. Denver and St. Louis ranked after Cleveland in the rate
of auto theft but ahead of the other five cities. ;

In all eight citied, households headed by blacks and members of
other races were more likely than households headed by whites to have
been burglarized and, except in Atlanta, Baltimore, and Portland, they
were aiso more apb to have incurred auto thefts (Tables 5a through 5h).
Households headed by individuals age 65 and over were the least likely
in each city to have been burglarized and, except in Dallas .and Newark,
to have been victims of a household lagceny. The léﬁger households,
i.e., those with four or more members, had highér victimization rates
for all household crimes than their smaller counterparts; those households
containing only one member had the lowest rates. In all cities, exéept
Cleveland, the lhousehold larceny rate was lower among families with

annual, dncomes of less than $10,000 than among those having incomes
above that sum. In all cities, except Denver, the auto‘theft rate was
lower among families with incomes of less than $10,000 than among those
with higher incomes. There was no apparent felationship between the -
victimization rates and the number of dwelling units in the structure
occupied by victimized households. o

Commercial establishments in the eight cities were victims of a
totalv of about ‘126,1+OO burglaries and robberies. . In each 'ci’cy, burglaries
of commercial establishments considerably outnumbered robberies. The
commercial rbbbery rate in Atlanta was higher than that in Cleveland,
Dallas, Denver, Portland, and St. Louis, but was not significantly
difforent from that in the remaining two cities (Table 6). |

SUTR LN e

Atlant?'sAcommercial burglary rate (741 per 1,000) was also higher th
those in Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, and Portland (Tables ;a thiough 72?
Among the cities there emerged a fairly uniform patﬁern of-wheﬁh .
or not victimizations were reported to police authorities (Table 8) N
despite ;ome intercity differences with respect to specific offense,
?n genéral, crimes against individuals were least well reported alsg h
in ?ach city crimes of personal violence were more frequentiy b;o htoug
police attention than crimes of personal theft. Crimes against hug hto
we?e more often reported to the authorities than crimes against ::se‘o?ds
c?lmes in which commercial establishments were targets were the iosjons’
likely of all crimes to be brought to the attention of the\police ¥
a number of specific crines, attempted victimizations were less a.ﬁ tor
b? reported than completed victimizations. However, attempted asiaul:
w1th.a Weapon and attempted commercial robberies were féirlyrwell‘fe o:t d
ranging from 42 percept in Cleveland, Dallas, and Denvef to 61 pércep; 'e
?ew;rk, for’th? former crime, and from 5h percent in Newafk to 94 pe:;e;:
zie.zzzzzvlizzlﬁh:_lahter. Amo?g.completed household victimizéﬁions,
she 5% Like ¥ to come to qfflclal-attention was household larceny;
it was reported only in about one-third oy less of all ihstances in ;osf

y

cities., G@ the other hand, household burglaries involving forcible entyr
were‘reported in about two-thirds or more cases in all cities: ¢ l': L
a?to thefts Were reported in about 90 percent or more instanc;s ?mp .
city; and comp;eted commercial robberies were repbrted in about ;E‘GaCh
Percen? or more cases in every city, except Newark., Commercial Eur Larie
%ncludlng attempts, also were well reported; 70 percént or more of s )
1ncidents were reported in a1l citieé. ,SuCh

a bellef thab,kbecause-of lack of proof, nothing could be,accomplished
and;g feeling that the experience~was not sufficiently important to ’
merit p?liqe gttention. For all eight cities combined, the tabulation
bélow glves’the percentage distribution of reasons'advanced for Aot
reporting personal, household, and commerciai victimizations. |




| Personaly Household = Commercial

'33 | - e

Nothlng could be done; L |
lack of proof 7 3 2 .
Not Amporbant enough 28 3
Police would nob want to 5 ] N
be bothered 4
Too inconvenient or time 5 ) :
consuming |
Private or personal - : N
matter v ; ;
Did not want to become . .
' inv,Olved ] see . ! : | 3
Tear of reprisal 2 - ; .
Reported +o someone else 10 _ | @
12 i 12 *2;

Other and not ayailable

As is shown, fear of reprlsal and. reluctance to become involved rarely
Y

were advanced as yeasons for fallure to report. The belief that the

police would not want to be bothered also was 1nfrequently cited as a

reason for not noblfylng the police.

DEFINITIONS

Lssault—Unlawful physical aktack by one person upon another.f'Aggravated
assault includes all attacks resulting in serious injury, as well as
attacks w1th a weapon that result in injury. It also includes attempted
assault with a wezpon. Slmple assault includes (1) an attack without a

weapon resulting in minor injury and (2) attempted assault without a
Weapon. '

Auto theft--Stealing or unauthorized taking of a motor vehiule, including
attempted theft. ' : ‘

Burgl ary—-Unlawful or forcible entry of a hcme or commercial establishment,
usually, but not necessarily, attended by theft. Fcrcible entry occurs

when force is used to gain entry, e.g., bresking a window or slashing
a screen. Unlawful entry occurs when the structure is entered by anyone

who has no legal right to be there even though force is.not used.

Household larceny——Theft and attempted theft of property or cash within,

outside, or near the home that doe§ not involve forcible entry or unlawful
entry.

Incident—Aa spec1f1c criminal act 1nvolv1ng one or more victims and one

or more offenders.

Personal larceny w1th contact——Theft of purse, wallet, or cash directly

from the person of the victim, including attempted purse snatchlng.

Personal larceny without contact—-Thefn, without contact between victim

and offender, of personal property or cash from any place other than the

victim's home or its immediate vicinity.

Rape—Carnal knowledge;through the use of force or the threat of force,
including attempted rape. Statutory rape (without force) is excluded.

RobbeQXr—Theft and attempted theft, directly .from.a person or commercial
establishment, of property cor cash by force or threat of force, with or
without a weapon. ' Robbery with'injury includes attacks‘resulting either

in- serious or minor injuries, as well as attempted robbery with a weapon.
Robbery without injury involves the threat of harm.
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Household 251300 2% 1260 L 500 12700 17900 9,500 6,300
E ible entry Ge0 &0 B0 Al e 3,30 4600 16,000
F°r°1m‘,3 ntry (w:::bhout force) & 500 9,500 7,100 o 32,700 Lq00 - 23,6000 "0
Ug%aemptndeforclble entry 16,000 28,500 igrggg 13%’ 900 30,100 a,?gg 13'388 ui’, 600
. 3 .
Household larceny ‘ A . lf‘n‘zgg 22’& 2,, 200 2,200 52;’ Zg,q 3 gOO h:900 9,300
‘Completed larceny. B 10,000 17,600 6,800 Do 3,900 3,800 6,200
o R S R
o o . -3y ) 3 AN
2,800 52500 !
Completed theft 1,200 Akt : _ 145,000 197,000
000 - 107,000 ’
sttempted thefb 157,000 284,000 230,000 280,000 195, ’ 8,700 15,200
bt . ?
Total number oghqusehoms o 21,700 13,800 18,800 12,500 14,000 7: 3§o 12,900
15 Gomerc:.al | ,18’ ' 20,000 11,400 16,500 ll’ggg 12,3588 5:700 8,100
| lary 121300 13,700 8,400 279 Do 3,400 2,10 A
Burglary 4 burglary ' '100 6,300 3,000 2 1,500 1,900 900 '500
N el | 230 dwo 10 LIB D o 20 . 8%
o , ‘ :
Completed roggery 800 8% P 6 25,200 19,200 - 22,000 21,300
ted robbery e 6. 600 : _ '
S 14shments 20,700 © 34,600 31,000 " ; , ! . in this table
To‘hal nnmber ‘of Comer‘:lal establi small differences between any two figures

eral, S
becaise ‘of rounding. in gen
: not add to total shown ¥ )
e gizai%tm:.{atlstlcaﬂy significant “because of samp inge

T i st e R

. Table 2. Victimization rates for persons age 12 -and over, by type of ‘victimization and city

(Rate per 1,000 populatlon age 12 and over, based on surveys dur:mg the months
July through November 1972 of victimizations during the previous 12 months)

Type of victimization

Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland St. Louis
Crimes of violence L8 56 5l L3 67 L2 59 42
Rape and attempted rape 2 1 2 2 3 1 3 1
Robbery - 16 26 P 10 17 29 16 16
‘Robbery and attempted robbery with injury L 8 6 3 6 9 5 5
Serious assault 2 L 3 1 3 L 2 P
© _Minor-assault 1 L 2 1 3 I3 2 3
Robbery without injury 7 11 12 L 6 13 5 7
Attempted robbery without injury 5 7 6 L 6 7 6 A
Assault 30 28 28 31 L6 12 5O 25
Aggravated assault 15 13 15 1 20 6 16 13
_ With injury L 6 I 5 6 3 5 5
L Attempted assault with weapon 11 7 11 9 1 3 13 g8
Simple assdault 15 15 13 17 27 6. 2 12
With injury L 3 3 L 7 2 6 3
Attempted assault w:v.thout weapon | 11 11 10 13 20 4 18 9
_ Gr:unes of theft 100 79 7 97 134 50 123 73
Personal larceny with contact 11 13 9 L 6 15 5 8
Purse snatching ~ 2 5 L 1 2 7 1 3
- Attempted purse snatching 1 2 1 1 1 3 1 1
Pocket picking . 8 7 - L 2 3 ) 3 A
Personal larceny without contact 89 65, 62 92 128 35 118 6L
NOTE:

Detail may not add to totel shown because of rounding, In general, smaJ_l differences between any two figures in this table are not
statistically significant ‘becanse of sampling. .




imizabtio i ichimization
teristi s victims and type of vichimisat

: tion rates for persons 2ge 32 znd over, b¥ characteristics of VU

3 ietimi n rev T

Teble 3a. Atlenba:  Vieu

) doring the monbhs N
i 12 and over, based on SUIveys ¢ >
(Rautl; l)'ehrougl‘xr 'lyoogogggl‘;ﬁ%g?zai; vic%pimizatit'ms during the previous 12 months -
ok Skibs-. - : Personal larce
7 : ' e Assault 3 Without contach
- - — 3 Robbeﬂ o Simple With COﬂtaCt Wi
: " o s : : Rape | i = ibnoub injury Aggravated TP
Chagac‘eer:.stlc* . . 7 With injury Wit - ™
‘ ' ' ’ 1 5 1
otal (341,000) | 2 - ” v "
Total {341,4 : : 11 il
\ - ' 18
Sex S (8) 6 8 ‘ % 13 1 78
g 2 7 ;
;mel(lgégoggo) ’ * 6 76
emate 2 .

s e 4 0z 3 3 3 2
1215 (33,000 . : 6 (8) o 7n 12
16-19 (35,000) ‘ 7 3 12 19 16 10 '

- 20-2l (45,0000 . o o ) 2 13 , A 3 10 i';
2530 (6,000} ¢ 5 2 X 6 e

9-{65, « ’
o %g—lgnd over (99,000) B » . o 1@9*
R e (56,000) 3 ; = 13 ¢ 13
: e .

~ Black and other (185,000) 2 y o . "

Merital stgtus . 2 3 -9 22 21, 9 11
Marriéd>{}591000) : 3 5 s ) o
Never married (112,000) i - 13 20 :
Widowed, separated, divorced, an 3 1,

not, available (770,000) " " % 2#
L 4 dncome o PR L 17 . 3 13 9

. F I}ESZ %?gn $3,000 (571000) : ,’3?, L 15 lg, 12 7 92

©$3,000-87,499 21041000) | . B) o5 TR 9 1z

. $7,500-89,999 (41,000) o ey : e 8 : u 3 5 5
'$10,000-$1%,999 60,0003- ' B Nt Bg 5 2 % 12

$15,000 or more . 57,000 B B 8 , . :
Not available (22,000) + statistically significant because of sampling.

i ] i 'b bl., are no
NOTE In general small differences between any two figures in this tabl2
: ]

- opulation in the group.. . small
g tm -‘ﬁarenzgiz:erzizﬁa::dpmgmu%er of victimizations in this cabegory was t00
B Rabe not shown :

to be statistically reliable.
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© Table 3b. Baltimore: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by characteristics of victims and type of victimization

. (Rate per 1,000 populafion age 12 and over, based on surveys during the months
July through November 1972 of victimizations during the previous 12 months )

Characteristick " Rape Robbery o Assault Personal larceny
. e . ‘ With injury Without injury Aggravated  Simple With contact - Without contact
Total (656,000) = ' 1 8 BT 13 15 13 65
Sex i o ,
Male -(292,000) () 13 29 19 17 8 75
" Female (364;,000) 2 5 9 8 13 18 58
Age - : . .
- T12=15(773,000) ¢ - (B) 8 26 25 29 5 38
16-19 {64,000} : 5 11 21 28 30 8 76
2024 (69,000) (B 5 ‘15 19 26 6 102
25=31, - 100',000; : B 5 15 17 17 11 109
- 3549 -{132,000) - v B 9 17 8 8 16 71
¥ .50 and over (218,000) B 10 16 L 5 19 37
Race . . BN '
‘White (353,000). - ' 1 7 16 12 17 12 81
Black and other (303,000) 2 9 21 14 12 15 48
Marital. status .
Married (312,000) . 1 5 13 9 10 10 73
Never married (215,000) 2 9 25 21 2l 9 66
- Widowed, separated, divorced, and )
ot available (129,000) . (8) 15 19 10 11 27 17
Family income =~ ) o ~
" ‘Lesg thdn $3,000 (7k,000) (B) 15 22 20 21 21 L2
- $3,000-87,499 g191,ooo) 1 10 19 13 15 15 L7
$7,500~$9,999 (88,000) = B 6 . 17 : 11 12 11 75k
$10,000-$1%4,999 &135,000) B i . 19 i3 1 11 81
-$15,000 or more (92,000) ‘ (B LR U 12 18 8 96
Not avuilable (76,000) , B 6 6 . 0 9 15 59

NOTE: - In generdl, small differences between any two figures in this table are not statistically significant because of sampling.
* Number-in parentheses refers to population in the group.

B Rate not shown because estimated number of victimizations in this category was too small to be statistically reliable.
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’ . : : ‘ .,‘ f -t' 3 % f‘ﬁi‘ x t- n‘
Tahlﬁ 3Cl cl& gam- Vic blm—za\'mﬁ rates fot rPeI SONS ‘age 1z and over 1 b] charac teris ticg o vicbims and Ty Pﬁ Q ctinizatlo

(mate per 1,000 populztion age 12 and over, based on surveys during the months o oy

12 months)

July thvough November 1972 of Yic’cjmizations. during the previous

Assault

cter ‘ Personal larceny ..
O » Bohert i With cogzacg Without contact.
Dharacherlabic® Reze Tith injury Without injury Rggravated Simple 1 hout
: T&oal (511,000) 2 6 18 1 17 ‘
. o ? | 1
e 28 600) 23 15 5 T
Sex . 2 s n
| F mzl(zigégogc)}o) (BZ A 13 10 11
Female (282,
(500 B) 78
" ®) 2 % %g §§ ( g 99
12-15 {54,000 ; : P ] ; %
16-19 (48,000 ! 4 B 2}{ 15 é %
o gi,ggg (33 ; ig 12 9 9 - 61
25533 102,000) EB 2 16 2 9 9 &
B 50 and over (176,000) B) 7 ’
, ’ | )
Ravczﬁite (309,000) 2 5 ::5«27 % L J 39
‘Black and other (202,000) 2 7 6 )
Marital status . a . :
M:r'ri'ied (252,000) (B) Lg 236 u 2 ¢ ;
Never married (159,000) L . )
Widowed, separated,, divorced, and o 18 u 5
“not available (99,000) 3 8 -
o3 o : 16 12 1 ;
F usg‘%ﬁggmgs,om(vz,ooo) (8) 3 % 16 12 12 | gg
$3,000-$7,499 2138,000) 3 L e U 10 \ 6
$7,500-89,999 (62,000) .. {B : ; 13 : 16 19 X 72
$10, 000~$1k,999 (103,000) (B o) B % 19 ) o
$15,000 or more’ ‘2;7,00’0) B) ; ' | ™ :
Not available (90,000) (B

- ‘ g ur ' ; y gru.f C ant pllng .
mTE In gener al Smal]. dlf fer enc‘ es be tween any two f 1] es 11 b‘ll‘ S bable are n.ot: S batls tlcal.l 81 lca.nb because Of S
g ) -

s : : tion in the group. : isti reiiable.
s ngberotn ‘ﬁa;in%hiiﬁzerziigat(;dpgpuﬁ:rlof»victimigztions in this cabegory was too small to be statistically
B Rate not sSnho 2 ¢ ¥

x

Tablé 3d. . Dallas: - Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by characteristics of victims and type of victimization

{Rate per 1,000 popula'bion age 12 and over, based on surveys during the months
July through November 1972 of victimizations during the previous 12 months)

Characteristic¥* Rape . Robbery Assault Personal Jarceny
. . . With injury Withoubt Injury Aggravated Simple With contact  Without contact
Total (614,000) 2 3 7 1 17 4 92

Sex - :

Male (281,000) ... (B) 5 12 21 22 L 98
Female (333,000} 3 1 3 8 12 I a8
Age - )
12-15 {61,000 (B) (B) 16 26 1 5 112
16-19 (55,000 5 7 19 38 L, (B) 155
20-21, (70,000) (B) (B; 11 27 28 7 130
253, 116,0003 3 (B L 13 15 3 118
35-49 {136,000 (B; 2 13 , 7 é I 88
5 50 and over (176,000) (B (8) 2 3 5 3 36

Race -

White (456,000) 2 3 7 1 20 L 104
Black and other (157,000) 3 3 i 13 7 L 58

Marital status
Married (347,000) (8) 1 L g 9 3 80
‘Never.married (166,000) I 5 16 29 36 6 130
Widowed, separated, divorced, and

not, available (100,000) 3 b 6 12 12 5 75

Family income ' ‘

. Less than $3,000. (6L,000) (B) (B) 7 21 13 7 52
$3,000-37,499 2160,000) 2 3 7 U, 15 5 68
$7,500-$9,999 (70,000) B (8) 9 9 13 (B) 82
$10,000-$14,999 §l25,000g B 3 7 16 18 L 107
$15,000 or more (145,000 : B 3 g 11 23 3 138
Not available (50,000) , B (8) (B) s 11 (8) 68

NOTE: In general, small differences between any two figures in this table are not statistically significant because of sampling.
* MNumber in parentheses refers to population in the group.

B Rate nob shown because estimated rumber of victimizations in this category was too small to be statistically reliable,




victims and type of victimization

>

iz | cteristics of
Table 3e Denver: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by charecter

‘ . 3 ths o
e 5 42 ‘and over, based on Surveys Z?urn.ng, the mon : :
(g_au‘;; ?&iﬁoﬁﬁt@%&i wicbimisabions during the previous 12 wonths) :
. robbe . Asssult personal LSl :
Characteristick ” fepe T Ty WOTom Tajry  Apgravated Suple {iith contact Wi ;
G T 128 :
' 20 27 6 :
Total (40%,000) 3 o ° 5 5 11 :
| 30 32 ¢
Sex .- : ’ (B) 9 18 " > 2 11
i) 5 2. ‘ | .
IR (8)
hee @) 13 Al % o 6 218
12-15 (36,000) a 8 19 > e 7 198 .,
16-19 (37,000 ¢ 3 16 2 o5y 5 160 1
20-2% (54,000 A 5 10 9 16 L 123 -
T BN L 7 g
5 30 e over (126,000 e g ~ 6 130 ¢
e (361 000) 6 » » B 8 01 1
white (361, ,;
Blacli and other (43,000) (3) 2 . - :
Marital status ) i 2 2 5 %% ig 2 7
P T, o : S | T
Widowed, separated, divorced, and 9 8 16 2 10 S
" not evailable (62,000) () n - :
amily incon ' : 5 28 : : :
Family income 1y 25 117 :
" Less than $3,000 (45,000) ; ¥ 12 23 .2 8} - 110 i
$3,000-$7,499 (101;,000) b L 10 19 . 21 ) oA :
$7,500-89,999 (52,000)- (B% 3 13 » AN zg 5 151 .
© $10,000-$14,999 %%.000; a % 10 12 . 33 5 o7
e @ B @ ® LA

H ene: Sﬂla] L d:Lf erences bebwee any two fl eS8 this t e & t s tabls t a].]-y S C £ mpl Ee

» ’ : y ’ B abl re no 1.C :Lgn'.]_f lcallb because O sa kel
243 b gur in . i

mTE. . In B T ,ra]-' £

“% TNumber in parentheses refers to. population in the group.

Rate no‘b SHOWIL because € t Imﬂ‘,e mumber of vi timi. ations th cate ory was £00 sma 11 to be S’ta‘blstl(}any T ellable.
h cauns S d C 2 in 15 24 it
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TableVBi‘. Newark: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by characteristics of victims and type of victimization

"(Rate per 1,000 'population age 12 and over, based on surveys during the months
July through November 1972 of victimizations during the previous 12 months )

Gharactériétic* B Rape ‘Robbery : Assaunlt Personal larcehy
S With injury - Without injury Aggravated Simple With contact Withoubt contact
i N o
Total .(236,000) = 1 9 20 6 6 15 35
Sex .- \)
Male (104,000) (B) 11 28 13 7 38
Female. (132,000) 2 7 1L 5 6 22 33
Age - R . :
12-15 (27,000 , (B; 5 23 7 10 (B) 18
16-19 (22,000 (B 8 26 9 10 7 30
20-2), (26,000 L 5 20 9 10 1 52
25-3k (14,000 (B) 8 19 8 5 19 Ll
- 35-49 (52,000 23; 9 19 L L 15 12
~ 50 and over (64,000) B 12 18 L L 21 26 :
‘Race . '
White (99,000) {B) 8 12 5 8 12 37
Black and other (137,000) 2 9 25 7 5 17 34
Marital status '
" Married (109,000) 1 9 1 k 4 13 39
Never married (79,000) (B) Vi 23 8 9 9 g 32
Widowed, separated, divorced, and ) ‘
- not available (18,000) (B) 12 27 - 6 31 33
Family income
Less than $3,000 (29,000) (B) 13 34 7 7 25 : 25
~ $3,000-$7,499 §9o,ooog 2 10 23 6 6 18 29
$7,500-%9,999 (34,000 B) o 7 19 7 5 11 L1
$10,000~$14,999 243,0003 B; , 5. 12 5 7 J11 L0
~$15,000 or more. (21,000 B 5 5 8 6 6 58
Not -available (19,000) , (B) 12 17 6 () 13 35
NOTE:

In general, small differences between any two figures in this table are not statistically significant because of sampling.
* Number in parentheses refers to population in the group.

B Rate not shown because estimated number of victimizations in this category was too small to be statistically reliable.
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Table 3g, - Portland: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by characteristics of victins and type of victimization

(Rate per 1,000 popula‘bion age 12 and over, based on surveys during the months o
July through November 1972 of victimizations during the previcus 12 months) - a
Charactgristic* Rape oo BODDETY. . J Assault Personsl larce:
; With injury ] Without injury Aggravated Simple With contact  Without contact
Total (296,000) 3 .5 12 16 2l 5 118
Sex ( ) |
Male (136,000 (B) 7 17 22 0
- Female (160,000) L 3 7 10 29 f;f %g?
Age - . Y
12-15 (24,000 (B) 8 22 27 5
16=19 (28,000 11 7 30- 39 52 g %Z
20-24, (36,000) 6 6 13, 25 37 B) 205
- 2534, (16,000 B) b 13 25 33 EB) 145
35-49 (50,000 B) k4 g 10 1 5 1
150 and over (113,,000) Bj L 6 3 8 5 52
Race ( ) ’
White {274,000) ° 12 1 )
BT.Lack gnd other (22,000) (B) (B) 12 13 gg :)7 %3
Marital stz(atus ) . :
Married (157,000 1 .6
Never married (85,000) 6 g ‘22 12114. ig 3 ?6
Widowed, separated, divorced, and e
not available (54,000) (B) 7 13 16 22 8 99
Family income ( ) :
Less than $3,000 (38,000 6 8 21 1
$3,000-$7, 499 572,,006; 3 6 15 18 o 2 118
$7,500-$9,999 (35,000 , EB‘ 6 6 19 2 (B) © 130
. $10,000-$1%4,999 (74,0003 B 3 g 1 2l 3 2
$15,000 or more (53,000 : 53 3 9 12 23 3 125
Yot available (2%,000) B) - (B) 1x 10 21 (B) 113.

o reemm i, St

NOTE: In general, small differences between any two figures ir. this table are not statisti T signitic i
#* Number in parentheses refers to population in the gruzup. ’ ) not statistically significant because of sampling.

B Rate not shown because estimated mumber of victimizations in this category was too small to be statistieally reliable.
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Table 3h. St. Louis: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by characteristics of victims and type of victimization

(Rate per 1,000 population a
. July through November 1972

ge 12 and over, based on surveys during the months
of victimizations during the previous 12 months

Characteristic¥*

Assault

With injury < Without injury

Aggravated Simple

Personal larce
With contact

Without contact

Total (423,000)

Sex
Male (181,000)
Famale (242,000)
Age
32-25 {L),000)
16-1¢ (41,000)
2024y (43,000)
_ 25-3k (53,000)
3549 (75,000)
50 and over (167,000)

Race : _

White (257,000)

Black ‘and other (166,000)
Marital status

Married (195,000)
Never married (133,000)

Widowed, separated, divorced, and

notavailable (95,1000)
Family income
Less than $3,000 (83,000)
'$3,000-$7;499 (129,000)
- $7,500-$9,999 (53,000)
© $10,000-$14,999 (77,000)
$15,000 or more (36,000)
Not available (ik,000)

1

- 18

5

17
18

T 16

“

Rape Robbery
1 5
(8) 7 -
2 L
(B) 7
() 7
(B g
EB 13
B 4
B L

1 5 -
2 6
(B) b
(B) 5
(B) 6
2 6

0 (B)

B L
5 d
(B 3

9
10

13
12

g -

8

S0

10

13

20
7

11
39
30
18
10

2

15
10

10
-20

9

1
16
11
14

8
11

12

13
15
15

9

8 6l

5 67

11 62

(B) 36

6 76

(8) 107

9 108

9 72

12 41

9 77

8 Ll

8 72

5 63

15 51

11 31

1L 51

5 81

6 92

(B) 107
8

54

WOTE:  In general, small differences between any two

"% Namber in parentheses refers to population in the group.

B Rate nobt shown because estimated munber of victimizations in

S

figures in this table are not statistically significant because of sampling.

this category was too small to be statistically reliable.
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g DN c e Table 5a. Atianta: Household victimization rétes, by characteristics
goen : , ) of victimized households and type of victimization
s . .
3 el , _ .
@ g T i : : (Rate per 1,000 households, based on surveys during the months July |
} 2 3 through November 1972 of victimizations during the previous 12 months) g
o i @ ‘ - ,
B Hdga own F\* Qo H : Characteristic* Burglary Household larceny Auﬁo theft '
53’ i A % ’ ‘Total (157,000) 161 102 29
o ] i
& i
: 4; i Race of head of household 1)
’ “ v o White (80,000) 146 113 29 ;
"§ QBN YN ERQ g Black and other (77,000) 177 91 28
‘ R o g Age of head of household
= : @ 12-19 (4,000) 155 106 38 T
) 2034, (52,000) 209 131 37
" il 35—159 az.ooo 159 1;2 32
® | 0 unnw 1y O oy ! 5064 (36,000 150 ]
Sl RORR QR0 IAS E ! 65 and over (28,000) 89 49 9
2 i
=] 2
oy — %’ ! Number of persons in household
o 2 o i 1 (40,000) 11 bl : 20
N R 8 2-3 (75,000 161 98 30
B ode|d|gR88 8% J8%| & 4-5 (29,000 185 - 140 38
g Pold A I 6 or more (13,000) 173 160 31
SO R I =
’ N . ' i
% B0 § Amount of family income
889 g Less than $3,000 (32,000) 156 75 16 i
2.5t T , 8 $3.000-87,499 gz{g,ogg; e R 2 i
F e L5 . . ) I
: o N 000 VN F ] 7.+ 500-$9,999 ,0 L
g nE g JRER 8RE =R 53 $10,000-$14,999 (25,000) 157 131 b3
o BE|B $15,000-$2,,999 (15,000) 126 115 o
° 5 3 :3 $25,000 or more (8&,000) 159 147 (B) i
fé’: g E Not available (10,000) 160 80 22 - i
w !
4; TS B '?J : : Tenure ( ) , %
* 5 gl Blvmon ome~ mningf & Owned (68,000 141 101 7 :
hy § A ERRR gRT K43 g Rented (90,000) 177 103 © 30
e g% d b0 i i
2B :
§oosla 5 ; Number of units in structure
o '%a = ! occupied by household ) . i
e A o 1 (78,000) * 144, 109 2 4
_ % 2 E 3 ) B 2 §13:000 7 184 . 93 20 i
5 8018 geey ga~ gg~| 4 b >4 (100 20 07 48
Ei - B=E Rans - 8 o ‘ 5-9.(15,000 203 121 . 39
HeSQ < . ! : 10 or more (37,000) 160 S 22
d . 85 - ' Not available (3,000) 151 98 (B) :
s '%- 8 § o %. i NOTE: ~ In general, small differences between any two figures in this table ave
£ oF 8 i not statistically significant because of sampling, i
& B I ) ;
9 I8 S o ] *  Number in parentheses refers to households in the group. ok
8 % .o B Rate not shown because estimated number of victimizations in this category %
gl ge ¢ was too small to be statistically reliable, i
5 'mg) 28 i
ol 28 i :
R s FR §
'a ~ —_ 4D 42 i
S S B §
‘ £
8 QA
& »
e 'd:a ‘
g CB o J
ea. ot . i
o] ’g > [ ‘g by 3 (i :
g E‘- ‘_;91 Ao 2 a . i ;
81 78 nEF ol '
Sloppt FEE O §9|ES
* BB e S HE r-RCIR 43 }
Al BES gAd B -ag ;
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Table 5b.  Baltimore: - Household victimization rates, by characteristics
' of victimized households and type of victimization

{Rate per 1,000 households, based on surveys during the months July
through Novegnber 1972 of viqtimizations during the previous 12 months)

Characteris“ic* Burglary Household larceny Auto. theft
Total (284,000) 116 100 35
Race of head of household
White (164,000) 86 103 33
Black and other (120,000) 156 96 37
Age of head of household
12-19 (3,000) 206 (B) (B)
20~3}, {72,000 160 135 L6
35-49 {74,000 136 136 42
50-61, {78,000 97 75 34
65 and over (57,000) 53 h5 12
Number of persons in household
1 (67,000) 95 40 21
2-3 5130,000) 109 87 33
45 (58,000) 150 155 49
6 or more (29,000) 127 187 52
Amount of family income ‘
Less then $3,000 (47,000) 130 63 12
$3.000-87,499 585,000; 115 82 2)
$7,500-89,999 (37,000 109 107 39
$10,000~$14,999 51,0003 99 144 55
$15,000-$24,999 (25,000 127 143 62
$25,000 or more (7;000) 183 151 69
Not available (33,000) 106 81 35
Tenure )
Owned (128,000) 90 117 38
Rented (157,000) 136 a7 33
Number of units in structure
occupied by household
1 (181,000 107 iz1 - 36
2 (34,000) 91 70 31
3l gzo,ooog 151 59 28
5-9 (18,000 18Q 50 35
10 or more (27,000) 134 - 66 38
Not available (3,000) - 107 100 (B)

NOTE: 1In general, small differences between any two figures in

not statisticelly significant because of sampling.

% Number in parentheses refers to households in the group.

this table ‘are

B Rate not shown beceuse egtimated number of victimizations in this category
was too small to be statistically relisble,

22

Table 5¢c. Cleveland: . Household victimization rates, by characteristics

of victimized households and type of victimization

(Rate pe,r: 1,000 households, based on surveys during the mopths July

* through November 1972 of victimizations during the previous 12 months )
Characteristic* - o Burglary Household larceny Auto theft
Tabal  (230,000) : 124 20 76
Race of head of household ‘ ; )
White (145,000) 88 80 68
Black and other (85,000) 186 S8l 91
Age of head of household ‘
12-19 {3,000) 154 136 (B).
20-34 (57,000) 163 113 107
35-h9 58,0003 15M 104 98
50-64 (63,000 : 109 63 70
65 and over (49,000) 63 32 26
Number of persons in household
1 (58,000) 88 32 39
2-3" éloé, 000) 121 70 76
4=5 (46.000) 152 126 114
6 or more {20,000) 185 170 - 98
Amount of family income
Less than $3,000 (46,000) 127 60 35
$3,000~$7,499 (64,000) 134 90 7h
$7,500~$9,999 (26,000) 116 105 93
$10,000~-514,999 39,000; 127 91 90
$15,000-$24,999 (13,000 151 105 134
$25,000 or more (2,000) 194 (8) 161
Not available (42,000) 97 50 81
Tenure .
Owned (112,000) 118 8l 70
Rented (119,000) 130 77 82
Number of units in structure
occupied by household :
1 (104,000) 119 90 7%
2-(57,000) 125 78 78
3y §22,000 138 81 95
"5-9 (14,000 N 158 76 82.
10 or more (26,000) . 122 .49 72
Not available (7,000) 132 70 92

NOTE: ‘In genéral, émail differences between any two figures in this table are

not statistically significant because of sampling.
% Number in parentheses refers to households in the.group. .

B Rate not shown because estimated number of victimizations in
was too small to be statistically reliable.

-
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Table 5d. Dallas: Household victimization rates , by characteristics Table 5e;  Denvers ' Household victimization rates, by characteristics - - , : i
of vietimized households and type of victimization : of victimized households  and type of victimization
(Rate per 1,000 households, based on surveys during the months July ' | » (Rate per: 1,000 households, based on surveys during the months July
‘Yhrough November 1972 of victimizations during the previous 12 months ) . ‘ ~‘through November 1972 of victimizations during the previous 12 months)
Characteristic# : : Burglary . Household,larceny Auto theft Gharacteristic* ) o Burglary Household larceny - . ‘Auto theft ‘
 Total (280,000) U wr 24 : Total (195,000) - 158 168 R :
) Race of head of household , o , Race of head of household
White (214,000) 136 ; 153 T 22 ; : White (175,000) 148 - 163 Lo 4
Black and other (66, 000) 181 ~ 127 O 33 ‘ Black and other (19,000) 247 211 : 8l ‘
Age of head of household SR - ; Age of head of household
12-19. (4,000) 217 116 (B ‘ 12-19 (5,000) 202 - 142 75
20-34 (89,000 178 5 - 35 : : 20-34 (66,000 212 222 ' 6l
35-49 (77,000 174 , 186 2 v 35=-49 (43,000 183 202 ' 53 i}
5061, (66,000 116 - 123 20 : 50=64 (44,000 119 141 31
65 and over (43, ooo) ; 73 58 , (B) : 65 and over (37 000) 75 67 11 :
Number of persons in household ‘ S ,f Number of persons in household [
1 (61,000) 122 82 16 \ 1 (56,000) 126 75 ST
2-3 2141 ,000) 133 133 23 : 2-3 592 ,000 150 159 Y 4 i
4~5 (56,000) 195 222 : 30 4=5 (35,000). 200 272 72
6 or more (21,000) 179 225 46 6 dr more (11 000) 249 374 7 i
Amount of family income : : | Amount of family iricome . ‘ 4
Tess than $3,000 (37,000) 129 89 s 9 : : Less than-$3,000 (31,000) 165 132 30
$3,000=57,499 577 0003 138 120 : o2k , $3,000-87,499 (56, OOO% 165 161 Wy
$715OO"$9v999 33,000 131 . wi - R 28 - | $7,500—,$9,999 25,000 1,2 168 , 47 ;
$10,000-314,999 (53,000 150 189 .. o382 $10,000~$14,999 39,0003 155 207 . , 42 :
$15,000-$244999. (39,000 186 196 29 ' , $15,000=-$24,999 (23,000 159 193 63
$25,000. or more {17,000 207 199- 4 31 . $25,000 or more (8 ooo) 191 186 37
Not availsble (24,000) 109 120 - 15 ’ Not available (13,000) 130 105 : 13
Tenure : . ' Tenure , ' ,
owned (153,000) W 149 CeopR Owned {(99,000) : 7 8L 40
Rented (127 000) 150 143 3 27 . Rented (96,000) 170 151 49
Number of units in structure L Number of units in structufe
occupied by household : : : ocl.up:s.ed by household C
1 (184,000 4 148 - ?24,000 163 194 L5 !
2 12,000) 90 140 - (B) ; 11,000) 177 206 6l )
; 3=l 216 ooo; 153 124 ; 28 : 3-g gs ooog , 163 158 50
X 5-9 (17,000 153 162 36 5-9 (9,000 176 165 L3 i
: , 10 or more (46,000) 163 w2 27- 10 or more (42,000) 136 .82 ; 37 o
Not available’ (6 000) 181 72 (8) , Not available (1 ooo) (B) (B) (B) B
:
NOTE: In general, smell differences between any two figures in this bable are NOTE: In general, small differences between any two.figures in th:.s table are !
not statistically significant because of sampling. _ not statlstlcally significant bécause of  sampling. » ' t
*  Number in parentheses refers to households in the group. . * Number in parentheses refers to louseholds in the group. !
B -Rate not shown because éstimated number of victimiza’o:.ons in this category B Rate not shown because estimated number of victimizations in this category
was too small to be s‘oa‘bistlcally reliable. ; was too small to be statistically significant. §
i
|
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Pable 54 -Newarks  Household vietimization rates y by (.:harz.acteristics
Cef.victimized households and type of victimization

~ (Rate per 1,000 households, based on surveys during the months July

through November 1972 of victimizations during the previous 12 months)

dhéracteristic* o Burglary 'Hous;hold larcény - Aubo theft
' Total (107,000) 123 L 37

Ra;e of head of household R ’

Ra , : s
White (45,000) o 70 10 A
Black and other (62,000) 162 17 AL

Age of head of household :
g12-19 1,000) 174 1% 38
20-3L (33,000 15 5 2
35-49 (31,000 136 57 e
50-64 (25,000 105 %g 4
65 and over (17,000) 62

Number of persons in housshoid } . S
1 (25,000) SR 102 2l %g
2-3 47,0002 114 316 2
45 (25,000 ' 1Ly 7 51
6 or more (11,000) 163 7h :

Amounit of family income -

Less than $3,000 (18,000) 131 . zg _ Bg
$3,000-$7,499 ?hB,OOO; 121 , 2 20
$7,500-$9,999 (14,000 119 6L+ 2
$10,000-314,999 (16,000) 128 ‘ 65 ; 22
$15,000-$24,999 (6,000 111 3 ¥
$25,000 or more (1,000 () (Bi , B)
Not available (9,000) 130 31 .

Tenure o
Ovmed (23,000) 118 55 A
Rented (83,000) 125 5 3}

Number of units in structure ;

2“‘%2?8801)}’ househ01d~ 122 Cobl .38

2 519,000‘ 100 51 b7

3=l 29,000; 138 153 : gz ;
5.9 (13,000 , 150 9 3
10 or more (32,000) 111 L0 s
Not avdilable (2,000)-‘ 153 .- 58

NOTE: Ingeneral, small differences between any,tWO ?igures in . this table are
nat statistically significant because of gampllng. .
% Number in parentheses refers to households in the group.-

B Rate not shown because estimated number of»victimizations in

‘was too small to be statistically reliable.
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Table 5g. <Portland: - Household victimization rates, by characteristics

of victimized households and. type' of victimization -

(Rate per 1,000 households, based on surveys during the mSnths July

“through November 1972 of victimizations during the previous 12 monthé)

Characteristic¥ Burglary- Household larceny Auto theft
Total (145,000) 151 149 34
Race of head of household .
White (135,000) 148 148 33
Black and other (10,000) 196 166 48
Age of head of household - ,
12-19 (3,000) 212 192 (B)
20-34 (40,000 198 207 58
35-49 . (28,000 199 210 49
50-64 (38,000 ; U, 131 23
65 and over (37,000) 66 57 8
Number of persons in household ;
1 (45,000) 102 é8 18
2-3 éé9,ooo§ 151 137 31
4=5 (23,000 203 263 54
6 or more (8,000) 297 383 90
Amount of family income
Less than $3,000 (28,000) 134 79 . 18
$3,000-$7,499 $39,000) 151 150 34
$7,500~$9,999 (16,000) - 158 174 35
$10,000-$14,999 30,0003 155 193 39
$15,000-324,999 (15,000 152 191 50
$25,000 or more (4,000) 304 180 (B)
Not available (12,000) 120 102 36
Tenure )
Owned (80,000) 142 155 30
Rented (65.000) 163 142 39
Number of units in structure
occupied by household )
1 Eloo,ooo) : 161 173 37
2 (7,000) 169 168 38
3=l 56,000) 175 142 38
5-9 (6.000) ' 170 101 I
10 or more (26,000) 101 68 . 19
Not available (1,000) (B) (B) ()

NOTE: In general, small diiterences between any two figures in this table are
not statistically significant because of sampling,
* Number in parentheses réfers to-households in. the group.

B Rate not shown-because estimated number of victimizations’in this ¢

was too small to be statistically reliable.
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Table 5h:  St. Louis: - Household victimization rates, by characteristics i i Blage gug
: of victimized households and type of victimization j RFY o) ;
(Rate per 1,000 households, based on .surveys during the months July a E j :
through November 1972 of victimizations during the previous 12 months) g i
Characteristic¥* ‘ , Burgia’ry Household larceny Auto thefbt g 13 :
~ ' ' | ! ATV SRR
Total (197,000) -. 125 g1 : L7 4 B "
X o L
' AL o . : ) i M : ;
. Race of head-of household : ‘ g 4
ynite (128,000) : 109 8l AN 5 !
Black and other (70,000) 15, 6 58 " o
- Baskoend other | 8352 8a&n| i
hge of ‘head of household - ~ i 3 IO o ?ﬂ i
“12-19(2,000) 217 89 (B) = Pal |4
20-34, (43,000) . 180 112 o8 o
s TR : : ~
50— 34000 1 7 39 o i
" %5 and over (56.000) 72 27 ' 13 5l 3R] /IH B g
. ) (%]
. b a A
Number of persons in household : ! R : § t
1 (60,000) 8l 3 20 °© oa 2 :
2.3 (88,000) : 125 76 52 R 3
4=5 (30,000} 175 12 o 2 28 G nan 0o i
6 or more {19,000) 175 157 75 § Eqld o8 7T 8 |
. . | O 0 o -k
. : 42 g
Amount of family income , o ] g 29 , 5
* Tess than $3,000 (51,000) 115 50 . 20 gj’ 53 : Sy
- $3,000~37 1499 §61 000 Lid 82 - 46 . Be) & g x|
- $7,500~$9,999 {(22,000) 120 111 60 : ' g %ﬂa Sl o o] o
$10,000-$14,999 29,0003 12) 108 78 PRl Tlgge ~aA
$15,000-$24,999 (11,000 116 126 92 _ | w Sg| B E
$25,000 or more (2,000) 160 197 - - (B) : S o Byl ® -
Not available (21,000) 102 54 36 " ' g g,g : 3
, i o
Tenure ( . B ”’g o g:';:
owned (85,000) 119 93 - , 49 g9 81 yeq %
, , - o
Rented (112,000) , 129 72 VS § =3 g £8y 988 | g
o o
. Number of units in structure & §.§ m .
occupled by household ’ . . § -5 50
1 293,0003 123 90 S8 S 8% 9
2 (40,000 ) 120 83 51 g Edlsg 8
3=l (27,000 130 79 . L 4 H g O] &
59 29,000) , 168 86 62 4 4% ,§ 335 B8R
10 or more  (22,000) 119 [ 30° 8 dal= o
. Not availsble (5,000) 120 70 67 P odo =§ %!D
ey e— y a2 s
NOTH: * In, general, small differences between any two figures in this table are - o g§ B %‘
not, statistically significant because of sampling. : ¥ 8§ <%
% Number in parentheses refers.to households in the group. . E 58 g o
B Rate not shown because estimated number of victimizations in this dategory 8 L= go°
was too small to be statistically reliable. : N . g2 ; %
S gk 23
o BA 88 ,,
P I :
;B L :
& S §
9 £
g
35
L ;
g 4+ ;
a Q by i
@ - Q O By i
N 6080 on| @o ;
: g5 o@al B !
A1 B8 S8|4b ;
43 fa o H
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pii  EE|E% |
w| 48 pas g
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Table 7a. - Atlanta:: Commereial vic_’oimiz’aﬁon rates, by characteristics
o of victimized establishments and type of victimization

(Ré,’cé per 1,000 establishments, based on surveys during the months July
through November 1972 of victimizations during the previous 12 months):

Characterigtic¥ ' Burglary » " Robbery
Total (20,700) ' 4L sy
Kind of business. ‘
Rebail (6,300) 1,134 327
Wholesale (3,500) 338 : (B)
Skrvice (6,900) 765 121
Other  (4,100) 176 70 .
Amount of receipts : '
Less than $10,000 (2,200) 681 153
$10,000-$24,999 (2,000 825 204,
$25,000~849,999 (1,800 ; 737 170
$50,000-$99,999 (2,400 1,116 254
$100,000-$499,999 (4,200) 957 193
$500,000 or more (5,000) . 563 ~ 92
Mo sales or amount not . ) :
ayaileble (3,200) 439 © 106
Number of paid employees ‘
1-3.(6,300 , 761 : 4
4=7 (44500) 694 : 149
-8-19(3,900) : : 952 131
20 or more. (3,500) 629 201
None arnd net available (2,200) 60l : 181

NOTE: ' In general, small differences between any two figures in this table are
not statistically significant because of sampling.
# Number in parentheses refers to business establishments in the group.
B Rate not shown because estimated number of viétimizations in this category
wag too small to be statistically relisble.

-

Table 7bs - Baltimore: Commercial victimization raten, by characteristics

- of victimized establishments and type of victimization

(Rate:per kl,OOO establishmenﬁs{ based on sufve ring S Jul;
‘ ys during the months Jul;
through. November 1972 of -victimizations during the previcus 12 months})r

Characteristic*

Burglary Robbery -
Total (34,600) 578 135
Kind: of business
Retail: (14,600) . 567 225
Wholesale (1,900) 897 113
Service (11,400) 527 71
Other (6,800) 597 ‘5l
Amount. of receipts
Less than $10,000- (6,400) 543 96
$10,000-$24,999 (3,700 532 123
$25,000~$49,999 (3,600 4,38 161
$50,000-$994999 - (4;200 460 134
$100,000-$499,999  (5,500) 757 164
$500,000 or more (4,700) 77 229
No:sales or amount not
available (6,500) 500 72
Number of paid employees .
1-3 §1o,6oo) 539. ioy
4=7 (5,900) 586 196
8-19 (4,400) 615 157
20 or more (4,700) 746 238
511 66

None and not available (9,000)

NOTE: - In general; small differences betweeh any two figures in thi
not statistically significant becsuse of sampling.

s table are

* Number in’parentheses refers to business establishments in the group.
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Table 7c. Cleveland:

(Rate per 1,000 sstablishnents, based on.surveys during the months -Jul:
through November 1972 of victimimetions during the previous 12 months

o s At e g an

Commeréial victimlization rates, by characteristics
of victimized establishments: and type of victimization

Characteristic¥* - Burglary Robbery -
Total (31,000) 367 by
Kind of business
Rebail (10,100) 466 7
Wnolesale (1 14,00) 389 109
Service (13, 600) 275 39
Other (5,900) 405 36
Amount of receipts .
Less then $10,000 (4,300) 367 81
$10,000-$24,599 (3,300 359 75
$25,000-849,999 (2,700 320 (B)
$50,000-$99,999 (3,500 385 146
$100, 000-8499, 999 (h,soo) 340 54
$500,000 or more (4,400) 199 5l
No sales or amount not
available (&,100) 323 85
Number of paid employees )
1-3 211 ,100) 298 7L
L=7 (6.400) 286 85
.B-19 (3,900) 480 45
20 or more (3,900) 55l 71
None and not svailebie {5,800) 386 105

NOTE: In general, small differences between any two figures in this 'bable are

not statistically significant becsuse of sampling.

" % Number in parentheses reférs to business establishments in the groups
B Rate not shown because estimated number of victimizations in this category

was too small to be statistically reliable,”

32
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Teble 7d, - Dallas: Commercisl victimization rabes, by characteristics
of victimized establishments and type of victimization

(Rate per 1,000 esta‘blishments, based on surveys during the monthstul' 'k
through November 1972 of victimizations during the previocus: 12 mon'r,hs%

Cﬁéractefistic* Burglary : Robbery
Total (46,600) 355 ' 48
Kind of business ' ‘
Retail (13,400) 494 131
Wholesale (3,400) 240 (B)
Service (17,300) 264 18 -
Other (12,500) 363 (B)

Amount ‘of receipts

Less than $10,000 (6,300) 450 62
$10, OOO—$21+,999 4,500 - 520 , 72
$25,000-$l+9 999 4,800 300 32
$50,000-$99,999 (5,70C} 400 ~ L5
$100,000-8499,999 (9,suo) 383 78
$500,000 or more (7,600) 276 27
No sales or amount not
available '(8,200) 234 .23
umber of pald employees g
1=3" (17,200) 302 )
4 7 9,000) 4oz 63
8-19 (6,900) 480 L2
20 or more {5,600) 306 , 67
lone and not available (7,800) 344 .37

NOTZ: 1In general, small differences between any two figures in this table are
not statistically significent because of sampling.
* Number in parentheses refers to business establishments in the group.-
B Rate not shown because estimated number of victim:.zat:.ons in this category
was too small to be statistically reliable.
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Table 7e. Denwver: Commercial victimization rates, by characteristics Table 7f. Newark: Commercigl victimization rates, by characteristics
g Do , of victimized establishments and type of victimization  of victimized establishments and type of victimization
(Rate per 1,000 establishments, based on surveys during theé months July (Rate per 1,000 establishments, based on surveys during the months Julj
= through November 1972 of victimizations during the'previous 12 months) through November 1972 of victimizations during the previous 12 montth
L Characteristic¥ - , . Burglary. Robbery Characteristic* Burglary RObbefY |
Totsl (25,200) w3 sk N Total (19,200) 631 98
o Kind of business , ' e ' j Kind of business
S Retail (6,700) 572 156 ' : , Retail (6,600) 946 163
o Wholesale (2,200) 597 (8) . : Wholesale (800 300 (3)
Service (10,600) 334 2l ; : Service (8,800 46l - . 6L,
Other (5,700) ; L 430 o (B) : ; : Other (2,900) , 513 66
Amount of receipts S E , Amount of receipts
Less than $10,000 (2,300) o387 , ® . . . : , Less than $10,000 (2,300) 740 116
$10,000~$2/,999 (24300) 396 - 81 : $10,000-$24,999 (2,800) 651 57
$25,000-$49,999 (2,700 1390 gB;. ' : : : $25,000-$49,999 (2,500 688 106
$50,000-599,999..(3,000) 497 B)- : , $50,000-$99,999 (3,500 550 45
$100,000-$499,999 (5,200) 17 , 101 - $100,000-$499,999 (3,600) 536 110
$500,000 or more: (k,300) 487 50 ) $500,000 or more (1,900) 713 83
No ‘sdles or- amcunt not ) T : : No sales or amount not
available (5,500) 117 47 4 available (2,500) 639 182
; Number of paid employees R , j Number of paid employees
i 1-3 (8,600) - 413 4, L ; 1-3 (8,200 553 90
; L=7 {5,500 459 31 g 4=7 (3,700 629 75
il 8-19 (3,600) 518 83 - 8-19 (2,000) 785 17
Blnoo 20 or more (3,500) 521, : 123 v ! 20 or more (1,600) , 1,046 102
: None and not available (4,200) 350 () None end not available (3,700) 549 129
NOTE: In general, smell differences between any two figures in this table. are NOTE: Tn general, small differences between any two figures in this table are
not statistically significant because 'of sampling.

not statistically significant because of sampling.
* Number in parentheses refers to business establishments in the group.
B Rate not shown because estimated number of victimizabions in this tategory
was too small to be statistically reliable,

* Number in parentheses refers to business. establishments in the groups -
B. Rate not shown because estimated number of victimizations in this category
was too small to be statistically reliable. S :
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Table 7g. Portland: Commercial vietimization 8 e
: : n retes, by ch sti
of victinized establishnents and type of viowintemegie ooro

(Rate per 1,000 establishments, ba s . du
‘ y based on surveys during the mo;
througb November 1972 of victimizations during the prgviousmggtgzngg§¥

Characteristic* - Burglary . Robbery
- Total (22,000) : 356 ©39
K:L:R'Adtof bt(zsinem)s "
etail (5,300
'Wholesale’(2,600) %g %gg
Service (8,200) 318 31
Other (5,900) 399 ' (B)
Amgunt of receipbs ( : ‘
Less than $10,000 (2,200 401
$10,000-521, 995 (2.230] 355 o
$25,000~$49,999 (2,200 315 (B
$50,000-$99,999 - (2,400 310 gB;
$100,000-$499,999 (4,500) 395 52
$500,000 or more (4,400) 327 8.
No sales or amount not %
available (4,000) 351 ®)
Number of paid employees :
1-3 57,800) 361 0
47 (3,800) 420 : 1
8-19 (3,300) 351 (B)
%O or more (3,500) 370 L8
Kene and not aveilsble (3,600) 265 o ‘(B-)"

NOTE:  In general, small differences between any. two figures in this table are }

not statistically significent becanse of s i
8L i se of sampling.,.
* Number in parentheses refers to business establishr%ents in the. group.

B Rate not shown because estimated m i i i '
wae too small to be statistically reliag!{g?r of yietiglmations e tile. category
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Table 7he - St. Louls: Commefcia], vidt:l:nization rates; by characteristics
of vic'pim;zed establishments and type of victimization .

(Rate per 1,000 esta‘blis‘hménts, based on sui'\'reys ‘during the months Jul
through November 1972 of victimizations during the previous 12 monthsg

Characteristic* = Burglary” C Robbery
Total (24,300) IR -5 9
Kind of business :
Retail ((7,500) . 689 175
Wholesale (2,600) - 320 ' (8)
Service (9,800) : 419 67
Other (4,400) 640 Ll
Amount of receipts : D
Less than $10,000 (5,600) 543 105
$10,000-$24,999 (2,800 518 85
$25,000-849,999 (2,200 519 101
$50,000-399,999. (2,400): S 727 : 101
: $100,000-8499,999 (3,500) 525 115
# $500,000 or more (3,100) 61l 127
i No sales or amount not , ; :
_available (4,700) 381 bl
Number of paid employees ' ‘
1-3 (7,900 ‘ , 423 ' ~ 81
4=T7 (4,100 493 71
, 8«19 (2,400) 772 108
20 or more (3,100) o626 : 214
i "'None and not availasble (6,700) =~ 552 , -6l
NOTE: In genersal, smell differences between any two figures in this table are
not statistically significant because of sampling.

* - Number in parentheses refers to business establishments in the group.
B Rate not shown because estimated number of victimlzations in thls category

L : was too small to be statistically reliable, : :
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Table 8 Perce‘nt of victimizations reported to the police, by type of victimizabion and city

; Type of vicktimization Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland St Louis
Personal - 33 1 36 35 5 3% n
Crimes of violence L5 51 : ‘ { ; ’
gnge and attempted rape 35 53 éfg éé gg gg 2;, 15:2) ‘
ery 6 : '
Robbery and attempted robbery w:.th 1n3ury ‘23 2’; g?j 23 gé 28 %g ! 5‘?
Sericus assault 66 72 76 82 65 68 62 g’?
Ro%;nor assault 57 58 L9 56 55 52 61 52
ery without injury 62 6l 60 61 L6 51 57 1
Attempted robbery without :Ln:jury 41 35 31 30 25 33 32 33
Assanlt 4 16 39 6 8 ' |
B Ag%igrlated assault 52 57 L6 13;7 26 28 23 ég :
TR ~ With injury 6 (
: %.f; _Attempted assault with weapon 21 52 iZ : Zg 15,2 ?1) " 152 63
Sl;gpie assault 30 36 31 27 32 37 30 §9
ith injury ) : 40 53 36 32 43 43 43 58
Attempted assault without weapon 26 31 29 26 29 35 26 32
Crimes of theft 2 ‘ :
Personal larceny with contact 3’17. 13;.2 ;g §§ Zz gé g; 32
: Pv.}rse‘ snateching ] L5 62 61 55 71 50 65 29
Attempted purse snatching (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) 19 {(B) (B)
Pocket picking 28 46 22 23 Ly 33 37 39
Personal larceny without contact 26 32 26 27 31 32 31 34

Tgble 8¢ Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type of victimization and city-——continued

Type of victimization - Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland St. Louis
Household 45 19 19 12 K7 51 43 52
Burglary 55 57 53 50 57 51 50 56
Forcible entry 77 78 75 7h 77 66 71 7
Unlawful entry (w:l.thout force) 38 N 43 41 48 41 Iy 51
Attempted - forcible entry 32 3L 26 29 37 28 28 30
Household larceny 21 29 20 27 30 28 29 32
Completed larceny 20 28 20 27 31 29 30 32
Attempted larceny 2L 38 17 30 19 20 21 30
Auto. theft 79 78 75 76 78 79 79 T4
Completed theft 93 9l 96 90 94 95 91 96
Attempted theft 39 38 30 40 39 34 37 32
w  Commercial 75 83 7 76 78 79 78 73
©  Burglary 71 81 % 71 76 80 77 71
“Robbery - 92 9L 90 92 - 96 75 88 g
Compl eted robbery 97 98 96 98 97 89 100 95
Attempted robbery T4 g0 73 65 9L 5L 57 73

NO'IE: In general, small differences betweeh‘any two figures in this table are not statistically significant because of sampling.
B Percent-not shown because estimated number of victimizations in this category was too small to be statistically reliable.
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