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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In order to understand how the criminal justice system functions
within a jurisdiction, statistics must be assembled which measure the
way a crime is handled from the moment it occurs through the final
disposition of an offender or offenders for the crime. This type of
information allows one to see whether the problem of handling a par-
ticular tybe of offense is more a result of poor citizen reporting.
the difficulty in identifying and apprehending a suspect, problems in
obtaining the necessary evidence to convict the suspect, or some other
problem. Specific problem areas can be identified for each type of
offense, which can then be attacked by the criminal justice agency

involved. Only with such an overview of the criminal justice system

can resources be systematically allocated to where they are most needed.

However, the tracking of crime is difficult, since each part of the
criminal Jjustice system tabulates data which are relevant to its
needs, but which generally cannot be compared to data from other
criminal justice agencies. For example, the police count offenses and
arrests; the court counts cases; and corrections counts inmates.

There are at least two units of analysis which need to be traced

through the entire system. First, criminal incidents can be tracked

from occurrence through court disposition. Second, offenders can be
traced from arrest through final disposition and subsequent recidivism.
This paper is concerned with the former problem--following a crime

through the police and court system.

It would appear, at first glance, that all of the information
necessary to produce this flow of incidents is available for Washing-
ton, D.C. in 1973. The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
conducted a survey of the District of Columbia, asking citizens to
report the victimizations they experienced in 1973; there are Uniform
Crime Report figures on reported offenses for 1973; and there are data
in PROMIS (Prosecutor's Management Information System) which track
adult cases from arrest through final court disposition.A From these
data sources, one would hope to compute for each type of crime:

the percentage of incidents reported to the police,

the percentage of incidents in which at least one arrest
was made,

the percentage of incidents in which at least one defendant
was prosecuted, and

the percentage of prosecuted incidents in which at least
one defendant was convicted.

From these percentages, one could finally compute the percentage of
criminal incidents which resulted in at least one defendant being con-

victed for the offense.

The first percentage of interest is the percentage of victimiza-
tions which come to the attention of the police. However, published
victimization survey data cannot be compared directly to aublished
Uniform Crime Reports. The sources of incompatibility are many, with
perhaps the most basic being that the survey measures the victimization
experiences of Washington, D.C. residents, regardless of whether the

crime actually occurred in the District of Columbia, while the police
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record offenses occurring in the District of Columbia, regardless of
where the victim lives. To overcome these problems, PROMIS arrest
data were compared to both data sources. PROMIS data are flexible and
may be aggregated in many ways, since they contain identifiers for

the defendant, the offense, the case, and the characteristics of each
of these. For example, when comparing PROMIS arrest data to victimi-
zation data, incidents involving victims 1iving outside the District
of Columbia ‘can be eliminated, whereas when comparing them to police
data they can be inc]udéd.

The first comparison was made between arrest data in PROMIS and
victimization survey data for six crimes (rape, assault, personal rob-
bery, household burglary, commerical burglary and commercial robbery).
After the necessary adjustments were made for each data source, a
percentage of victimizations which resulted in at least one adult
arrest could be computed. These percentages are much higher for rape
and assault than for robbery and burglary. This may be due to victim
reporting behavior or the ability of the police to apprehend a sus-
pect. Apprehension rates were computed, using as a base the crimes
victims said they reported to the police. This revealed that the
police were much more 1ikely to arrest an adult for a rape or assault
incident reported to them than for a robbery or burglary. Of the six
crimes, victims were most likely to report a commercial robbery or
burglary, thus increasing the base for measuring apprehension rates

for these two crimes.

The estimated arrest rates for assault and rape were so high as

to make one wonder whether the survey may be underestimating the true

i

incidence of these crimes. One of the possible factors, suggested from
previous research, is that crimes which occur between persons who know
each other may not be mentioned to the survey interviewer. In order to
test this hypothesis indirectly, the percentages of stranger and non-
stranger rapes and assaults were calculated for both the victimization
survey and arrest data from PROMIS. The results cast serious doubt on
the ability of the victimization survey to measure nonstranger rapes
and assaults. The percentage of stranger-to-stranger crimes was much
higher according to the victimization survey than according to arrest

data. Since other research shows that persons are more likely to report

an incident to the police if the offender was a stranger, this is exactly
the opposite of what would be expected. The victimization survey should
either take steps to improve nonstranger reporting or be limited to

stranger-to-stranger victimizations.

The next step was to compare arrest data from PROMIS to reported
offenses according to UCR for 1973. Different adjustments were needed
to make these comparisons for four crimes: murder and nonnegligent
mans laughter, forcible rape, robbery and burglary. Again, the appre-
hension rates were high for murder and rape, and lower for robbery and
burglary. As with the victimization comparison, the arrest rate for
robbery was higher than that for burglary.

Given all of the problems of comparison, there were only two
crimes which could be followed from victimization through conviction
--commercial robbery and burglary. Using the victimization survey's
estimates of these crimes and following them through final disposition

in PROMIS, the percentage of incidents resulting in at least one adult
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conviction was estimated to be five percent for commercial robbery and ¢
one percent for commercial burglary. Allowing for sampling error in

the survey, the percentages varied between four and six percent for

robbery and one to two percent for burglary. The point where cases

were least likely to be carried to the next stage was between the re-

porting of an offense and arrest. For these crimes, apprehension is

the most difficult step in the process.

In all of the preceding discussion, only adult arrests have been
considered. Automated juvenile data with the flexibility of PROMIS
are simply not available for the District of Columbia. In order to
improve the accuracy of the apprehension rates, based on reported
offenses, arrest figures from PROMIS were increased according to
the percentage of juveniles arrested in each crime category, obtained
from police figures. This procedure increased all of the arrest rates
although the relationships between the rates for different types of
crime remained the same; The resulting arrest rates based on reported
crimes were 25 and 19 percent for robberies and burglaries, respective]j.
For assault, rape and murder, all the estimated arrest rates were above
70 percent.

What can be learned from computing all these rates? First, the
patterns of handling of homicide, assault and rape are quite differ-
ent from that of robbery and burglary. Homicide cases have a high
arrest rate and have one of the highest conviction rates once an
arrest has been made. Assault and rape, however, seem to be treated
quite differently. First, there appears to be a problem with the

reporting of these crimes--particularly if the victim and offender
' v

know each cther. The rate of arrest for these crimes when known to
the police appears toibe relatively high, but the conviction rates are
among the lowest of any type of serious crime. Almost the opposite is
true for robberies and burglaries. Rates of reporting, particularly
for commercial victimizations, are high, but rates of arrest are low.
Once an arrest is made, the conviction rates for robbery and burglary
are moderately high. These differences iliustrafe the need to con-
sider each step in the criminal justice proceés, in order to evaluate
where potential problems lie, and the need to analyze each type of
crime separately.

In conclusion, it is recommended that more effort should be made
to publish statistics which can be compared. This requires better co-
ordination between different parts of the criminal justice system. In
order to allow comparisons to be made more routinely for all crimes,

the data published by each part of the criminal justice system should

be modified:

(1) Victimization survey data for cities should be tabu-
lated by the place of the offense to enable incidents
occurring outside the urban area being surveyed to be
excluded if desired fér comparative purposes.’

(2) UCR data should be cellected and tabulated by the age
and sex of the victim, the residence of the victim,
the type of victim (personal, househcld or commercial)

and the victim-offender relationship.
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(3) A prosecutor's or court's data system should include
* an identifier for the defendant and the offense, the
number of victims, the residence of the victim, the
type of victim (personal, household or commercial),
the victim-offender relationship, and the age and
sex of the victim.
(6) A juvenile data system should include all of the items
mentioned in (3) as well as indicators as to whether
any adult defendant has been charged in a particular
crime.

For each data source, additional information is also needed for
other purposes. Those outlined above would allow basic comparisons
to be made between the statistics collected by the different parts of
the criminal justice system, and perhaps enable it to indeed function

as a "system".
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE STATISTICS:
DATA FROM A "NONSYSTEM"

Tracing crime in any large city in the United States from victimi-
zation through the police and court systems is difficult, since the

statistics collected at one stage cannot be directly compared to those

collected at another. This paper first outlines some of the major sources

of incomparability between the victimization survey data published by
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration for large cities in the
United States, and the reported offenses of the Uniform Crime Reports
(UCR) compiled by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Then, in an ef-
fort to show how more compatible data collection would allow measurement
of the handling of crime by the criminal justice system within a juris-
diction, both of these data sources are compared to arrest and convic-
tion data from PROMIS (Prosecutor's Management Information System) for
the District of Columbia in 1973. The flexibility of PROMIS, which
allows classification of the data by offense, defendant or victim, as
well as by the characteristics of each, facilitates comparisons which
lead to the desired overview of the system. The issue of juvenile sta-
tistics is addressed in a final section., Through all of these compari-

sons, ways of improving crime and court statistics are suggested.

Background

The importance of analyzing the interaction between the components
of the criminal justice system has been mentioned by many researchers,

including Beattie (1955), Robison (1966), Klein et al. (1971), and



Zeisel (1971). Beattie (1955:185) observed that "it is not enough to
measure just the amount of crime, or the work of the police, or the
work of the courts, or of probation, or of the prisons, or of parole
as independent and unrelated bodies of data." VYet today, twenty years
later, the various data sources remain largely unrelated. From the
police response to a citizen's report of a burglary, through a parole
board's decision of when to release a convicted "burglar," each part
of the criminal justice system has a different focus and concern. Re-
flecting this diversity, each part of the system publishes statistics
which cannot be compared. The unit of analysis varies, with victimiza-
tion surveys counting victims and offenses, and the courts counting
defendants and cases. Even within the Uniform Crime Reports, the re-
porting unit shifts from reported offenses to number of persons arrested,
without any attempt to reconcile the two (Mulvihill et al., 1969:33).
To plan a comprehensive approach to the crime problem of any

large urban center, statistics measuring the functioning of each level
of the system must be available. Klein et al. (1971:357) see this in
terms of the fantasy and reality of criminal justice as a "system":

The reality is that the community, the police, the

courts, and the correctional agencies do combine to

attack the problem of crime and process the crimi-

nal offender. The fantasy lies in the speculation

that the various agencies approach these processes

in a coordinated and rational fashion. To make the

fantasy a reality requires planning comprehensively

for the goals, the procedures, and the assessment

of the impact of the various components of the crim-
inal justice system.

In developing statistics for the criminal justice system, we can

begin from the standpoint of the offender or the offense. In the
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former case, one can usually only begin with arrest and trace a per-
son through final disposition and any subsequent rearrest. Using the
offense or victim as the unit of analysis, one can follow a crime from
victimization through conviction. This paper is primarily concerned
with tracing offenses, rather than offenders.

To trace offenses one would like to know how many victimizations
there were, how many of these victimizations were reported to the
police, how many of these offenses resulted in one or more arrests,
how many of the offenses resulting in arrest also resulted in at least
one conviction, and finally, how many of these offenses resulted in
an incarceration. This paper is an attempt to compute such informa-
tion for one jurisdiction, illustrating the adjusiments which need to

be made in various data sources.

Comparing Victimization Surveys to Uniform Crime Reports

The victimization surveys were devised to estimate the so-called
"dark figure of crime"--the actual crimes which are occurring, regard-
1es§ of whether they come to the attention of the police. There is
then the natural desire to compare the estimates of crime available
from the victim survey to Uniform Crime Reports, in order to see what
proportion of crime comes to the attention of the police. Attempts to

compare victimization survey data and police figures have been con-

ducted for index crimes in the past (Biderman, 1967; Reiss, 1967; Ennis,

1970) and will undoubtedly be tried in the future, using the recently
published results of the LEAA victimization survey and Uniform Crime

Reports. However, there are a number of obstacles which arise upon
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close examination of the two sources of data which make such comparisons
virtually impossible for the city surveysﬂ Some of the sv .rces of non-
comparability include: the victimization survey measures victimization
of city residents, no matter where the incident occurred, whereas the
Uniform Crime Reports measure the crimes occurring in a geographic area,
no matter where the victim resides; the victimization survey measures
the occurrence of several crimes within one incident, whereas the Uni-
form Crime Reports classify incidents according tc a hierarchy of crime
serijousness; the survey only includes the victimization of persons over
12 years, whereas the victim can be any age to be counted in the Uni-
form Crime Reports; the victimization survey must be compared to UCP
data in terms of victims for crimes against the person and in terms of
incidents for crimes against property; and the victimization survey is
tabulated by type of victim (individual, household, or business) where-
as the Uniform Crime Reports do not show such breakdowns.

There are some additional methodological difficulties with the
victimization survey and the UCR. Since the estimates of crime obtained
from the LEAA survey are derived from a sample survey, they are sub-
ject to sampling error. Also, a victim may either forget an incident
entirely when questioned by the interviewer or recall an incident which
actually occurred prior to the reference period. On the other hand, in
compiling statistics for the Uniform Crime Reports, the police in some
jurisdictions may fail to record as an offense some of the crimes re-

ported to them.

1 For a discussion of the problems of estimating crime for the entire
United States using the two data sources, see Maltz, 1975.
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The purpose)éf this paper is not to inventory all of the sources
of difficulty gﬁ‘attempting to compare UCR and victimization data,
which has begﬁ;done by others (see Skogan, 1975). Instead, data from
PROMIS wi]]ybe compared to both the victimization survey and UCR, mak-
ing the dé#ferent adjustments necessary in each case. Through such
comparisgns, insights can be gained into ways in which the victimiza-
tion su;veys and Uniform Crime Reports can be improved. These compari-
son3~aiso provide an example of how a flexible statistical data base
for the prosecu%or or court system can provide an overview of the

functioning of the criminal justice system when compared to data

from other parts of the system.

The PROMIS Data Base

The first installation of PROMIS was in the Superior Court Divi-
sion of the U.S. Attorney's Office of the District of Columbia in 1971.
This division of the court is equivalent to a state court of general
jurisdiction. For each adult defendant arrested for either a felony
or misdemeanor, over 170 fields of data are routinely collected in
PROMIS at screening and during case processing. The data include items
about the defendant, the crime, the victim, witnesses, decisions made
during the processing of the case, and the reasons for each decision
as stated by the prosecutor. Thus, the information covers the adult
court process from arrest through final court disposition.

PROMIS contains items and identifiers which allow statistics to
be compiled in many ways. Statistics may be prepared using four dif-

ferent units of analysis:




(1) A court case against one defendant, usually in-
volving only one offense, is one unit of analysis.
(2) A defendant may be the unit of analysis, by using

the unique police identification number assigned to each

defendant arrested in the District of Columbia.

(3) Cases against several defendants may be grouped

in order to study criminal incidents, by using the complaint

number assigned by the police to each offense.

(4) The number of victims may be constructed from items

in PROMIS to determine the number of victims in homicide and

fape cases.

It is this capacity to aggregate data in numerous ways which al-
lows PROMIS data to be compared with data from other parts of the crim-
inal justice system. In addition, items such as the residence of the
victim and whether the victim was a business or institution, allow
additional adjustments to be made in the data, in order to facilitate

more accurate comparisons.

Comparing Victimizations to Arrests

In order to compare data from the victimization survey to arrest
data in PROMIS, certain adjustments must be made in both data sources.
Specifically, data from PROMIS must be aggregated into criminal inci-
dents involving victims who are residents of the District of Columbia
and at least 12 years old or older, and differentiated by whether the
victim was an individual, household, or business or institution. Vic-

timization data have to be adjusted for whether the crime reported in
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the survey occurred in Washington, D.C. or outside the city. Other
sources of ervror in the victimization data, for which adjustments
could not be made, are the series victimizations excluded from the

2 the problem of “te1escop1ng,”3 the victim's failure to report an

data,
event to the interviewer, either consciously or due to memory faijures
and the related problem of the victim reporting an event which did not
occur. An.additional problem with the victimization data is sampling
error which results from the fact that the data are collected from a
sample survey, rather than a census of the population of the entire
city. Another area of difficulty is that PROMIS is only installed in
the adult court system. In a later section, estimates of juvenile
arrests will be made, and the resulting changes in the rates of attri-
tion noted.

Table A and B in the Appendix show the adjustments made in the
published victimization survey data and arrest data in PROMIS. The
unit of analysis is a criminal incident involving one or more offen-
ders and victims. Comparisons were attempted only for six crimes which
did not present difficulties, other than those which have already been
mentioned, including: rape, assault, personal robbery, household bur-

glary, commercial robbery, and commercial burglary. Victimization

figures for household and commercial burglary and commercial robbery

2 Series victimizations are repeated incidents of a similar type in-
volving the same victim which could not be distinguished as separate
distinct events and were excluded from the final tabulations.

3 A victim may tell the interviewer about an event which he believes
occurred during 1973, but which actually occurred prior to 1973.
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did not require adjustments for age or residence of the victim, or
ptace of the offense, as did the other crimes, and therefore are not
included in Appendix Table A.4
The adjusted figures for victimizations reported as having occurred

during 1973, and comparable offenses in which at Teast one adult arrest
was made during 1973 are shown in Table 1. In column 3 of the table,
the percen?age of victimizations in which at Teast one adult arrest was
made is shown. These percentages are the product of at least two ac-
tions:5

(1) the victim reported the crime to the police, and

(2) the police arrested an adult suspect.
The victimization survey asked respondents whether they reported the
incident to the po1ice.6 Using these percentages based on the victim's
self-report, shown in column 4 of the table, and the percent of victim-
jzations in which at least cne adult arrest was made, the percent of
reported offenses in which at least one adult arrest was made can be
estimated by dividing column 3 by column 4.

By using these three columns of percentages, several inferences

about the handling of crime from victimization through arrest can be

4 A business or institution established in the District of Columbia or
a household obviously could not be victimized elsewhere, nor could the
household or business be located elsewhere.

5 Additional intermediary steps, including the police considering the
complaint a crime, and the police filing a report of the offense will
not be discussed in this paper.

6 . C . .
There will be some error in these figures. Some persons may say they

reported the incident, when they actually did not; others may say they
did not report the incident, when they actually did.
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Comparison of Victimizations with Incidents in Which at Least One Adult
Arrest was Made, for Selected Offenses:

TABLE 1.

Washington, D.C., 1973

(Unit of analysis is a criminal incident involving one or more offenders and victims.)

1 2 3 (=2/1) 4 5 (=3/4)
Incidents Percent of . Estimated
. in Which Victimizations Percent of Percent of
Tgﬁg 8§C%§%me Victimi- at Least in Which Victimizations Reported Offenses
zations* One Adult at Least Reported to in Which at Least
Arrest Was One Adult Arrest | the Police **¥ One Adult Arrest
Made ** Was Made Was Made
Personal Victim:
Assault 5,394 1,791 33% 44% 75%
Rape ¥ 510 258 51% 65% 78%
Robbery 7,176 758 1% 63% 17%
Household Victim:
Burglary 19,700 922 5% 57% 8%
Commercial Victim:
Burglary 8,600 292 3% 79% 4%
Robbery 2,300 220 4+ 10% 80% 1%

* Source: Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 American Cities, 1975, p. 245.
and robbery adjusted for place of occurrence, see Appendix, Table A.

** Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System, U.S. Attorney's Office of the District of Columbia,

Superior Court Division, 1973. Figures for assault, rape and personal robbery adjusted for age and resi-

dence of the victim, see Appendix, Table B.
**% Source: Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 American Cities, 1975, p. 250.
+ Includes incidents involving male or female victims age 12 and older.

Figures for assault, rape

++ Includes 45 bank robbery incidents in which an arrest was made, obtained from police figures.




drawn. According to column 3, assault and rape victimizations appear %o
be more 1ikely to result in an adult arrest than the robbery or burgiary
incidents. However, after examining columns 4 and 5, the crucial dif-
ference does not appear to be in terms of victim reporting behavior,

but rather in terms of the ability of the police to apprehend a suspect.
The estimated arrest rates for reported rapes and assaults are 78 and

75 percent, respectively, whereas the highest arrest rate for any of the
four types of burglary or robbery was 17 percent for personal robbery.
Victim reporting rates are more uniform, They are lowest for assault,
and highest for commercial victimizations.

Robbery cases are slightly more likely to be reported and, if re-
ported, to result in an arrest than burglary cases. This may be due to
the fact that robbery involves a face-to-face confrontation, whereas a
successful burglary does not. Identification of a burglar is difficult
if he was not seen committing the act. It may be the anticipation of
the police difficulty in apprehending a burglar wnich influences the
Tower reporting rate for burglary as compared to robbery. Skogan (1976)
found that citizen reporting appears to correlate with FBI clearance

rates.

Reliability of the Reported Victimization Figures for Rape and Assault

Estimates of the incident of assault and rape in the victimization
survey may be low due to underreporting by the victim of incidents in
which the victim and offender know each other. This is suspected for
several reasons. First, such a problem was found in the San Jose
Methods Test of Known Crime Victims (1972), and has been mentioned by

others (Skogan, 1975). In the San Jose study, a follow-back survey of
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assault and rape incidents reported to the police showed that: the per-
cent veporting a rape to a survey interviewer, after having already re-
ported the crime to the police, was highest if the victim and offender
were strangers. The percent veporting an assauit to the interviewer was
Towest i1 the offender was a relative, higher if the offender was a
stranger, and highest §f lhe offender was known, but not a relative
(San Jose Methods Test of Known Crime Victims, 1972:9). Thus, there is
reason te believe the victimization survey underestimates nonstranger
rapes, and assaults between relatives. In addition, the fact that the
tabulations of victimizations exclude the series victimizations, which
may be more likely to involve nonstrangers, may increase the problem.

In comparing the victimization data to arrest data, there are two
intervening steps: whether a victim reports a rape or an assault to the
police, and whether a rape or assault repofted to the police is likely
to end in an arvest. Logically, it would seem that a victim who Knows
the offender would be reluctant to report the crime to the police. This
would mean that reported offenses would contain a higher proportion of
stranger-to-stranger cases than the proportion which actually occurred.
Skogan (1976) found that assault and rape victims were more likely to
report a stranger crime compared to a nonstranger crime, although the
difference was much larger for rape than assault. In addition, evi-
dence from several studies indicates that when the police identify a
suspect, they are Tess likely to make an arrest in cases of domestic
assault than in other cases, and they are more likely to make an arrest
if the victim and offender are strahgers (Goldstein, 1967; Parnas, 1967;

Reiss, 1971; Truninger, 1971). Of course, the suspect is more Tikely
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to be identified if the victim'and offender know each other. In any
case, it seems that at Teast the first step of crime reporting would be
more Tikely to occur if the victim and defendant were strangers. Thus,
there should be relatively more stranger-to-stranger cases in arrest data
compared to victimization data. This is the opposite‘of what was found.
Table 2 shows a percentage distribution of the relationship between
the victim and the offender for rape and assault from two sources: the
victimization survey and arrest data in PROMIS. The figures are not
strictly comparable, since the victimization survey is based ok victims
and the PROMIS data is based on defendants, and the adjustments described
in the previous section were not made. In addition, the sampling error
for the rape victimization figures is large. Despite these difficulties,
the differences in the percentage distributions for the two data sources
are large enough to cast serious doubt on the victimization survey's
ability to measure the incidence of assault or rape‘between nonstrangers.
For rape, only 9 percent of the rapes in the victimization survey
involved nonstrangers, whereas 57 percent of the arrests involved non-
strangers. The absolute number of offenders charged with nonstranger
rape according to PROMIS is larger than the number of estimated victims
according to the victimization survey (54 estimated victims, resulting
in 222 arrests). Given the fact that nonstranger rapes are probably
less likely to be reported to the police than stranger rapes, the under-
estimation of nonstranger rapes in the victimization survey must be
substantially greater than it even appears he}e. There should be many
more nonstranger rapes which never result in an arrest. For assault,

the same problem exists. The victimization survey estimates that 30
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TABLE 2.

Relationship Between the Victim and the Offender for
Rape and Assault According to Victimization
Survey Data and Arrest Data: VWashington, D.C., 1973

Relationship Between the
Type of Crime and Victim and the Offender
Source of Data
Total Stranger Nonstranger
Rape
Victimizations*
Number 600 546 54
Percent 100% 91% 9%
Arrests**
Number 389 167 222
Percent 100% 43% 57%
Assault
Victimizations*
Number 6,500 4,550 1,950
Percent 100% * 70% 30%
Arrestst |
Number 2,672 680 1,992
Percent 100% . 25% 75%

*

*k

Source: Oriminal Victimization Surveys in 13 American
Cities, 1974, p. 246. Numbers computed based on the per-
centages shown. Figures for nonstranger rape are too
small to be reliable.

Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System, U.S.
Attorncy's Office of thé District of Columbia, Superior
Court Division, 1973. Data includes only arrests for the
rape of a male or female over age 12. Percent distribu-
tion based on cases in which the relationship between the
victim and the defendant was known, 82 percent. Unknown
cases were distributed according to the percentages based
on the known cases..

Source: Ibid. Percent distribution based on cases in
which the relationship between the victim and defendant

was known, 79 percent. Unknown cases were distributed
according to the percentages based on the known cases.
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percent of the victims were assaulted by nonstrangers, whereas arrest
e defendants wWere arrested for non-

data indicate that 75 percent of ti
stranger assault.
tion, underesti-

In terms of the rates discussed in the previous Sec

would make the arrest rates based

d be.

mation of rapc and assault incidents
on the victimization survey higher than they shoul
In sunmary, it appears that the yictimization survey, as presently
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the victimizati i
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crime occurrence. i s
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robberios.9

Offenses reported to the police could then be compared to
offenses in which at least one arrest was made, since UCR counts robber-
ies and burglaries in terms of incidents. For murder and rape, the in-
cidents in PROMIS were increased according to the number of victims,
since UCR counts crimes against the person in terms of victims. For
homicide, an item on the number of persons killed during the offense was
tabulatled. Homicides in which the number killed was not stated, 14 per-
cent of all homicides, were distributed according to the number of homi-
cide victims in the known cases. The number of victims was then counted,
For rape cases only female victims charged under the adult rape statute
were included in the count of victims, since the UCR category of forcible
rape only includes such victims. A PROMIS item indicating the number of
victins of forced sexual intercourse was used to tabulate the number of
rape victims, distributing 18 percent of such cases in which the number
was not stated. The comparison for homicide and rape is between the
number of victims known to the police and the number of victims for

which at Teast one adult defendant was arrested. The results are shown

in Table 3.

The figures shown in the table indicate a rather high arrest rate

TABLE 3.

Comparison of Reported Offenses

with Criminal Incidents in Which at Least

One Adult Arrest Was Made, for Selected Crimes:
Washington, D.C., 1973

1 2 3 (= 2/1)
Percent of
—_— Offenses Reported
gggg?%ga in which foerseﬁ
f Offense o at least in whic
fype of brfe to th* One Adult at Teast
Police Arrast Mas One Adult
Made** Arraest Ylas
Made
Crimes Against Persons (Counted by the Number of Victims)
Murder and Nonnegligent )
Manslaughter 268 222%k% 83%
Forcible Rape 596 370*** 62%
Crimes Against Property (Counted by the Number of Incidents)
Robbery 7,171 1,296 16%
Burglary 11,801 1,214 10%

for murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, which is not surprising.

Clearance rates for homicide from the police department also indicate

? For robbery, figures on the number of bank robbery incidents in which
an arrest was made based on police figures, had to be added to the
PROMIS data. Bank robberies are handled by the District Court, where
PROMIS was not yet installed in 1973, rather than the Superior Court.

-16-

* Source: Uniform Crime Reports, 1973, p. 224.
** Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System,.U:S: Attorpey's
Office of the District of Columbia, Superior Court Division, 1973.
**%* Figures adjusted from criminal incidents according to the number of
victims.
+ Includes only female victims with whom force was used (excludes
statutory rape).
++ Includes 45 bank robbery incidents in which an arrest was made, ob-
tained from police figures.
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such a pattern. The rate of arrest for rape is also high relative to
other crimes--62 percent--but it is Tower than the estimates hased on
the comparison between victimizations and arrests shown in Table 1. kHav-
ing higher arrest rates for rape according to the survey as compared to
UCR would be expected if the victimization survey were underestimating
rape, due to the low reporting of nonstranger rapes. Robbery and bur-
glary incicents, on the other hand, are difficult to solve. The arrest
rates for robbery and burglary based on UCR data show the same pattern
as the victimization survey, with robbery having a higher rate than
burglary. The police figures indicate only a slightly higher arrest
rate for both crimes than the.estﬁmates based on the victimization sur-
vey. The arrest rates for all robberies based on comparing UCR to
PROMIS was 18 percent, compared to 17 and 11 percent for personai and
commercial robberies, respectively, based on comparing the victimiza-
tion survey to PROMIS. This may be due in part to some citizens saying
they reported an incident when actually they did not, or the police
sometimes failing to record a veported incident. Another possibility

is sampling error from the victimization survey.

"System Flow" Rates for Commercial Burglaries and Robberies

The following déscussion of commercial burglaries and robberies is
to illustrate the type of statistical data that could be compiied for
each type of crime if the di ¢ferent parts of the criminal justice sys-
tem collected comparable statistics. Table 4 shows attrition rates for
commercial burglaries and robberies from victimization through the con-

viction of one or more adult offenders. These crimes were chosen since

-18~

a commgrcia1 burgtary or robbery occurring in the District of Columbia
could be reported only to the police in the District of Columbia, and
there vere not the same problems with residence and age of the victim
as with other crimes. Since the UCR does not differentiote robberics
or burglarics by whether the victim was an individual, a houschold, or
a business or institution, estimates of reported offenses were derived
from using the percent of victimized businesses who said that they
reported the crimes to the police, rather than UCR data. Arrest and
conviction figures for business or institutional burglaries and rob-
beries were obtained from criminal incidents in the PROMIS data, with
the addition.of bank robbery figures provi-ted by the police.

If attrition is defined as the percentage of cases dropped at
cach stage of the criminal justice process, from victimization through
conviction, the point at which the attrition rates ave highest is be-
tween the filing of an offense report and the arrest of one or more
offenders. Table 4 shows that the percentages of commercial robberies
and burglaries reported to the police which resulted in at least one
adult arrest were 11 and 4 percent, respectively. The bomparab]e fig-
ures from Table 3 for the arrest rates for all robberies and burglaries
was 18 and 10 percent, respectively. It is possible that these per-
centages would be higher if police statistics were used, since some of
thg survey respondents may have said they reported the offense, when
actually they did not. Another possibility is that the police did not

record a crime, even though it was reported, some proportion of reported




offenses are considered unfounded. When juvenile arrests are included, ‘ TABLE 4.

as discussed in the next section, the rates increase, but not enough to Number of Commercial Robberies and Burglaries Reaching

. . . . Each Stage in the Criminal Justice Pr :
change the fact that apprehension is the point of greatest attrition be- ’ Washiggtonznaﬁé_’ $;§ére rocess

e . . 10
tween victimization and conviction.

! (Unit of analysis is a criminal incident involving

By multiplying all of the individual attrition rates in Table 4, one or more offenders and victims.)

one can obtain the probability that a victimization will result in the

conviction of one or more adult offenders. The probabilities are quite

) Commercial Robbery Commerical Burglary
Tow--five percent for robbery and one percent for burglary. O0f course, - -

. - Percent of Percent of
they may not be Tow compared with other jurisdictions. In order to Stagfsz”the Criminal Incidents Incidents
) ) . . istice Frocess Number at Number at
increase these overall rates appreciably, the abitity of the police to ’ Previous Previous

. i . Stage Stage
arrest the offender would have to be improved. This appears to be
most difficull step in the process. Even if all citizens reported their Victimizations* 2.300 —— 8,600 ——
1 . " ¢,
victimization to the police, and all arrests resulted in an adult con- ! CV?gg?iggggrtEd to the 2,070 90% 6,794 797
viction, the overall conviction rate from victimization through con- ; At least one adult 220 11% 292 49
it 1d still be only 11 £ f ial robberi | arrested
viction would sti e on bercent for commercial robberies anc i}
vyl ; At Teast one adult 108 49% 113 397
4 percent for commercial burglaries. convicted +
" . _ . Percent of victimizations 5% 1%
Still another way of emphasizing the magnitude of the attrition resulting in an adult »
. . . . . conviction i
rates for these two crimes is to consider the sampling error in the

victimization figures for commercial robberies and burglaries. A 95 L. . . ) . o
* Source: Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 American Cities, 1975,

percent confidence interval established around the estimates would p. 245.

** Source: Ibid., p. 250.

+ Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System, U.S. Attorney's

10 Office of the District of Columbia, Superior Court Division, 1973.
An issue not discussed here is that of "clearance" rates. Clearance Robbery figures also include 45 bank robbery incidents in which at

rates are computed as the percentage of reported offenses which the least one arrest was made, which resulted in 25 incidents with at

police believe they have accounted for by an arrest. Since the same least one conviction.

person may commit several crimes, a clearance rate illuminates an im-

portant dimension of the pattern of apprehension. 14 Computed as conviction of at least one defendant divided by victim-

izations, or as the product of the three percentages shown above.
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range from 5,081 to 12,083 for commercial burglaries, and from 1,765

to 2,817 for commercial robberies.]] Using these two intervals, the
percentages of victimizations resulting in conviction varies only
stightly, ranging from 4 to 6 percent for commercial robberies and from

1 to 2 percent for commercial burglaries.

The Problem of Juvenile Data

In the previous sections, only adult arrests have been considered.
In Washington, D.C., as in most other jurisdiclions, juvenile delin-
quents under the age of 18 are nandled separately from adult offenders.
Juveniles who are 16 or 17 and are charged with a serious felony are
sometimes an exception; these cases in Washington may be handled by the
adult system. In general, there is a feeling that juveniles should be
given a chance to grow up and reform before being penalized severely.
The terms used to describe the juvenile system reflect an attitude of
lenience and an avoidance of labeling the juvenile as a "criminal:"
a crime is a "delinquent act," jail is termed a "receiving home," and
the decision of whether to prosecute is termed "petitioning." In many
cases there is no determination of guilt or innocence through a trial.
Instead, a "consent decree" may be issued upon agreement of the judge,

the defense counsel, the juvenile and his parents. The consent decree

1 Intervals were established by using the standard errors given in
Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 American Cities, 1975, p. 254. A
95 percent confidence interval can be interpreted to mean that if re-
peated samples were taken the actual number of victimizations could be
expected to fall within the interval 95 percent of the time.
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puts the youth under supervision of the court without a finding of
guilt.

In attempting to track a crime from victimization through convic-
tion, it is important to take juvenile arrests into account. A juve-
nile arrest may be less satisfying for a victim, from the point of view
of assigning responsibility for the offense and punishing the offender,
but it is gtiT] an apprehension by the police. It is difficult to comw-
pare juvenile cases with adult cases because the handling of the juve-
nile cases is so different. Raw juvenile data are generally unavail-
able because of problems of confidertiality. Published aggregate sta-
tistics, however, cannot be adjusted in all of the ways previously
described for the PROMIS data, e.y., arrests cannot be aggregated into
criminal incidents, one cannot adjust for where the crime occurred or
the age and residence of the victim, etc.

In order to analyze the effect of including juvenile data in the
comparisons previously discussed, crude estimates were made based on the
percentage of total arrests in which the victim was 17 or younger based
on police statistics for five crime categories (see Appendix Table C).
The PROMIS figures shown in Tables 1, 3 and 4 were then adjusted on the
basis of the crime category closest to the desired category by increas-
ing the criminal incident figures according to this percentage. For
example, the criminal incidents of commercial robbery in which at least
one adult arrest was made was increased according to the proportion
of robbery arrests which were juveniles. This is probably an overes-

timate of the incidents result.ng in a juvenile arrest for two reasons.
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First, a criminal incident may involve both adults and juveniles and
would thus be counted twice. Second, some juveniles 16 or 17 years old
may be prosecuted in the adult system, if the crime is very serious.
Again, the incident would be counted twice. However, accurate esti-
mates under the present systam of data collection are very difficult

to make. If a system analogous to PROMIS were installed in the juvenile
court, the methods described in the preceding pages could be applied to
these data as well. Lacking such information, these crude estimates
will at Teast indicate lhe difference between including and excluding
the juveniles.

Although the relationships between the handling of different types
of crime was not changed by adding an estimate of the number of crimi-
nal incidents in which there was a juvenile arrest, it did increase
the arrest rates. Table 5 shows the estimated percent of reported
offenses in which an adult or juvenile arrest was made, using victimi-
zation data. The arrest rates for assault and rape become unbelievably
high, emphasizing the probable underestimation of these crimes in the
victimization survey. The arrest rates for robbery and burglary in-
crease to 23 and 15 percent for personal and commercial robberies,
respectively, and 15 and 8 percent for household and commercial bur-
glaries, respectively. In each instance, the increase was several
percentage points.

Table 6 shows the estimated adult and juvenile arrest rates for
murder, forcible rape, robbery and burglary, using UCR figures.

These figures are quite close to the clearance rates published by the
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TABLE 5.

Estimated Percent of Reported Offenses
in Which at Least One Arrest was Made
Using Victimization Survey Data:
Washington, D.C., 1973

Estimated Percent
of Reported O0ffenses

Type of in Which at Least
Crime and Victim One Adult or Juvenile

Arvest Was Made*

Personal Victim:

Assault 91%

Rape 96%

Robbery 23%
Household Victim:

Burglary 15%
Commercial Victim:

Burglary 8%

Robbery 15%

*Corresponds to Column 5 in Table 1. Percentages computed by
first adjusting the criminal incidents in PROMIS in which at
least one arrest was made (Column 2 in Table 1), for juvenile
arrests, based on the percentage of juveniles arrested in each
crime category, shown in Appendix Table C, and then recomput-
ing the calculations shown in Table 1.
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TABLE 6.

Estimated Percent of Reported Offenses
in Which at Least Onc Arrest was Made
Using Uniform Crime Reports:
Washington, D.C., 1972

Estimated Percent
of Reported Offenses
Type of Offense in Which at Least
One Adult or Juvenile

Arrest Was Made*

Murder and Nonnegli- 87%

gent Manslaughter

Forcible Rape 77%
Robbery 25%
Burglary 19%

*Corresponds to Column 3 in Table 3. Percentages computed by
first adjusting the PROMIS data (Column 2 in Table 3) for ju-
venile arrests, based on the percentages of juveniles arrested
in each crime category, shown in Appendix Table €, and then
recomputing the arrest rates. .
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District of Columbia Metropolitdn Police Department in the annual report
for fiscal year 1973 and fiscal year 1974. In fact, the arrest rates
shown for murder and rape were higher than the clearance rates published
by the police. A possible explanation is that some of these two types
of crimes may continue to be investigated after publicatiaon of the annual
report. Hence, the final clearance rates would be somewhat higher than
those shown in the report. For robhery and burglary, the rates shown
in the table of 25 percent for robbery and 19 percent for burglary were
the same as the police clearance rates for fiscal yecar 1973,

The previous discussion of Table 4, which gives attrition rates
for robbery and burglary can also be modified by including juvenile
arrests. Using the arrest rates shown in Table 5 for commercial roh-
beries and burglaries, and assuming that as many juveniles are found
guﬂ’cy]2 of these crimes as adults, the percentage of commercial rob-
beries resulting in conviction would be seven percent and the percent-
age of commercial burglaries resulting in conviction would be two per-

cent.

Conclusions

The purpose of attempting to follow crime from victimization
through conviction is to gain a perspective on the overall effective-
ness of the criminal justice system. The difficulties in preparing

the statistics needed for doing this have been stressed in this paper.

~ Due to the problem mentioned earlier of defining a conviction in a
Juvenile case, one might want to separate adult and juvenile data after
arrest, in an ideal criminal justice data system.
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From the comparisons which could be made, after making adjustments in
the various data sources, the problems of measuring and comparing at-
trition rates for robbery and burgliary were different from those of
murder, rape and assault.

The "system rates" prepared for commercial burglaries and rob-
beries from victimization data and PROMIS data show that the overall
rate at which anyone is convicted for these crimes is extremely Tow.
Even when juvenile arrests are considered, the rates only increase 1
or 2 percentage points. The point of greatest attrition appears to be
whether or not a suspect can be apprehended by the police. Reporiing
rates are fairly high, as well as the prosecution and conviction rates
for adult defendants charged with a commercial robbery or burglary.

The potice arrest figures for all robberies and burglaries based on

the UCR are slightly hicher than the estimated arrest rates for robbery
and burglary from the victimization survey. However, for both data
sources, and regardless of whether juvenile arvests are included or not,
the rate for robbery is higher than that for burglary. This is probably
because burglars are generally not seen or heard, whereas robbery in-
volves a confrontation, allowing the victim to later make an identifica-
tion of an offender. Commercial robberies arc more likely to be prose-
cuted and result in conviction than commercial burglaries, once an arrest
is made. This would be expected, if burglary cases involved more evi-
dence problems (such as the lack of eyewitnesses) than robbery cases.

The patterns for homicide, assault and rape are quite different
from that of robbery and burglary. Homicide, particularly murder,

has a high rate of arrest. Probably there is also a high rate of
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discovery once the homicide has occurred. Since a victimization sur-
vey cannot measufe homicide, there is no way to confivm this, although
Hindelang's (1974) comparison of mortality statistics with UCR also
lends support to this nolion. Data from PROMIS Tor 1973, not included
in this paper, show that prosecution and conviction rates for homicide
are high. Assault, on the other hand, appears to be one of the most
"hidden" of all crimes. The victimization survey figures seem to under-
estimate assault, particularly among nonstrangers. When the adjustod
figures for Washington (Table 2) are shown by the relationship belween
the victim and the offender, il seems clear that the percent of non-
stranger assaults is much Tower than would be expected. The difficul-
ty appears to be thec victim's reporting behavior, with the police
having a relatively high arrest rate once a complaint is recorded. For
rape, much the same pattern appears to exist. Women seem unwilling to
report the rape, particularly if the rapist is not a stranger, to
either the intervicwer in the victimization survey or to the police.
Rates of reporting to the police seem to be higher for rape than assault,
according to the victim's self-report, perhaps because both the victim-
jzation and the UCR data indicate that the rate of arrest is relatively
high. Both assault and rape have very Tow rates of conviction, how-
ever.]3 In summary, an attempt to increasc the reporting of rape and

assault would appear to be useful, along with an analysis of the reasons

13 pccording to PROMIS data for 1973, the percentage of arrests for
assault and rape which resultted in conviction were 26 and 22 percent,
respectively, whercas the average conviction rate for all cases was

33 percent.
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icti i \ : number of victims ~eside Fobha oy e .
for the Tow conviction rates in these cases. In contrast, improved ’ victims, the residence of the victim, the type

. . . O 7 3 ‘,” tal N :.‘\\.“ - i N -
methods are nceded for detecting and apprehending robbers and burglars, fvictim (personal, household or commercial), the victim

after the offense is reparted, since this appears to be the point of offender relationship and the age and sex of the victim.

greatest attrition (4) A juvenile data system should include all of

There are also implications for the improved collection of crimi- the items mentioned in (3) as well as indicators as to
nal justice statistics in the future. First, this paper cmphasizes the + whether any adult defendant has been charged in a particu-
need to analyze different types of crime separately. There is little lar crime.

understanding Lo he gained from comparing the UCR Crime Index to the For each data source, additional informalion is also needed for

total number of crimes estimated from the victimization survey. Second, | other purposes. Those outlined above would allaw hasic comparisons to
there is a need for better criminal justice data coordination. In or- ‘ be made hetween the statistics collected by the different parts of the
der to allow comparisons between different parts of the criminal justice ‘ criminal Jjustice system, and perhaps enable it to ‘indead Tunction as

system to be made more accurately for all crimes, the data collected by a system,

each part of the criminal justice system should be modificd for more
compatlible and systematic compilation. If the following changes were
made, comparisons could be made routinely: 1
(1) Victimization survey data for citics should be
tabulated by the place of the offense to enable incidents
occurring outside the urban area being surveyed to be ex-
cluded if desired for comparative purposes.
(2) UCR data should be collected and tabulated by the
age and sex of the victim, the residence of the victim, the
type of victim (personal, household or commercial), and the
victim-offender relationship.
(3) A prosecutor's or court's data system should in-

clude an identifier for the defendant and the offense, the

-31-
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APPENDIX

Adjustment of Published Victimization Data

TABLE A

for Place of the Offense:

.

Washington, D.C., 1973

Type of Crime
and Victim

Unadjusted
Victimizations*

Percent of

Incidents

Occurring
Qutside D.C.**

Adjusted
Victimizations

Personal Victim:

Assault
Rape
Robbery

5,800
600
7,800

7%
15%
8%

5,394
510
7,176

* Source: Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 American Cities,
1975, p. 245.

** Source: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, telephone
request, September 15, 1975.




Ty

TABLE B.

Adjustment of PROMIS Data for Age and Residence of

the Victim:

Washington, D.C., 1973

.. - s Estimate of Adjusted
Incidents Estimated MR .
Type of Crime in Which Percent of w%ﬁ§1§%ntf _;ersgpﬁ . Incidents
and Victim at Least Victims Under Tth Victim of Victims €ith Victims
One Arrest Age 12% 12 Years Not Residing Over 12 Years
Was Made and Older in D.C. Who are D.C.
s Residents
Personal Victim:
Assault 2,513 1% 2,488 28% 1,721
Rape 385 16% 323 20% 258
Robbery 1,078 14 1.067 29% 758

*Estimates based on case data, rather than incident data.
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