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PREFACE

This is a summary report of a more detailed analysis of the
victim survey data in the Eight Impact Cities. . As a summary, this
report necessarily gives only brief attention to a number of very

U.S, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE EZ?Eigxa;Zi%lts anj issues. In this summary, many‘og the more de-~
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration yses and much of the technical documentation have been
omitted. For additional information the interested reader is refer-
. s red to the full report: An Analysis of Victimization Survey Results
Richard W. Velde, Administrator : from the Eight Impact Cities, byyMichael J. Hindelang, Law %nforce-
Harry Bratt, Assistant Administrator meqt‘Assistan?e Administration,.l975, available from the National
National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service : Criminal Justice Reference Service, LEAA, Washington, D.C. 2053L.
Benjamin H. Renshaw, Director , - This work could got have been initiated without the years of
ﬁff;f}&ﬁ?%fﬂ{ﬁfﬁ B0 e™ Statistics Division painstaking and creative developmental work designed and implemented
priath g L by the Statistics Division of the National Criminal Justice Informa-
TR I PR tion Statistics Service, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
. w;;,’ in conjunction with the Bureau of the Census.
WMTTE TR o 2 T Y : — i eude 4
TSmOt L _ In particular, a debt of gratitude is owed to Anthony G. Turner
Fotew L P R N PR

and George E. Hall for the innovative data collection programs

they have initiated in the Statistics Division of LEAA. Tt was pri-
marily through their efforts that the National Crime Panel series of
victimization surveys were initiated.

In conjunction with the grant from LEAA under which the current
report was produced, special thanks are due to Dawn Nelson of LEAA
and Linda Murphy and Chet Bowie of the Bureau of the Census for the
technical assistance which they have provided throughout the life
of the project.
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Chapter T

INTRODUCTION

In 1965 the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the
Administration of Justice recognized that statistics on crimes known
to the police which are collected by the Federal Bureau of Investi-

gation and published annually in the Uniform Crime Reports, K (UCR) do

not provide a complete picture of the nature and extent of crime in

United States. As the Commission noted in its report, The Challenge

of Crime in a Free Society:

Crimes reported directly to prosecutors nusually

do not show up in the police statistics. Citizens

often do not report crimes to the police: Some

crimes reported to the police never get into the

statistical system, Since better crime prevention

and control programs depend upon a full and accurate

knowledge abo'. the amount and kinds of crime, the

Commission initiated the f£irst national survey ever

made of crime victimization.l
The survey sponsored by the Commission--and conducted by the National
Opinion Research Center (NORC) of the University of Chicago--involved
contacting a representative sample of 10,000 households in the United
States. In each household the person questioned was asked whethexr
any member of the household had been a victim of crime during the
preceding yvear., In the Commission's words, the results of this

survey indicated that ''the amount of personal injury crime reported

to NORC is almost twice the UCR rate and the amount of property




crime more than twice as much as the UCR rate for individuals."2

As a result of the wealth of i&formation.provided by the NORC
survey--not only information about the amount of crime, but also
information about the circumstances surrounding the event, the
relationship of the wvictim and offender, losses and injurdies resulting
from crime, reasons for not reporting crimes to the police, and
so on~—surveys of victims of crime came to be seen as a vehicle for
providing essential information about crime which is not otherwise
available. Stimulated by the pioneering work of the President's
Commission, the National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics
Service (NCJISS) of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA)~—in conjunction with the Bureau of the Census--began a long-
term effort to use surveys of victims of crime to complement existing
information from police statistics about certain crimes against
individuals, households, and businesses.

The National Crime Panel (NCP), a nationwide program of victimiza-
tion surveys, began in July 1972. A representative national sample of
60,000 households and 10,000 businesses ig interviewed every 6 months for
3 years. Each month, 10,000 of these households and 2,500 of these
businesses ig interviewed on a rotating basis. In addition to the
national survey, similar surveys are being conducted in specific cities--
for example, in the eight cities participating in the LEAA high-impact

crime reduction program (Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver,

Lot i

Newark, Portland, and St. LOuis).4 This overview report is a summary
presentation of results from surveys of households and businesses
conducted in each of the Impact Cities. A much more detailed
analysis, complete with technical documentation, appears in another

publicatiOn.s :

The Impact Cities Surveys

The procedures and instruments used in the Impact Cities victim
surveys are the product of extensive experimentation and field
testing. During the past three years several research and develop-
ment projects6 have resulted in significant methodological improve-
ments over the techniques used in the earlier NORC study. As a
consequence of this careful developmental work conducted jointly
by NCJISS‘aud the Bureau of the Census, there is substantial reason
for confidence in the general procedures and instruments used to
produce the survey results reported herein.

From July to October 1972, representative probability samples
of approximately 10,000 to 12,000 households and commercial estab-
lishments iﬁ.gggh of the eight Impact Cities.7were selected for study
by the Bureau of the Census. 1In the household portion of the survey,
a knowledgeable household member (designated the household respondent)
was selected to answer questions concerning the entire household.

In addition, interviews were conducted with each household member 14
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years of age or older. Finally, information about respondents
12 and 13 years of age was obtained: by having a knowledgeable house-
hold member answer questions for these respondents. Since every
household member 12 years of age or older was eligible for study,
approximately 21,000 interviews were conducted ig the household
portion of the survey, in each of the eight Impact Cities. The
interviews covered victimizations occurring to the respondents
during the previous twelve months. Since the interviews were con-
ducted from July to October 1972, the results presented herein
pertain to victimizations occurring in the latter months of 1971
and most of 1972,  For example, interviews conducted in September
1972‘ would include victimizations happening in the period from
September 1, 1971, until August 31, 1972. It must be emphasized,
therefore, that these results cover victimizations which occurred
before the Impact Cities Crime reduction programs were underway.
In view of this fact, these results obviously cannot address the ef-
fectiveness of the Impact Cities crimé reduction programs.

In the household portion of the survey, respondents were asked
a series of "screen" questions, in order to determine whether the

household or the individual had been a victim of a crime during the

preceding twelve months. - The household screen questions included

queries as to whether (during the preceding twelve months) anyone

had broken into or had attempted to break into the respondent's

home or garage; anything kept outside of the home had been stolen;
anyone had stolen or attempted to steal any motor vehicle or part

of 'a motor vehicle; and so on.8 Individual screen questions--asked
of each respondent 14 years of age and olderg——weré used to ascertain
whether (during the preceding twelve months) anyone had taken or
attempted to take anything from them by force or threat of force;
anyone had beaten them up, or threatened to beat them up; anyone

had taken any of his or her belongings from inside of a car or truck;
and so on.10 After the respondent had answered each of the screen
questions, the interviewer asked additional questions to elicit
details about any victimizations uncovered in those questions. In
these follow~up questions respondents were asked about the specifics
of the incident s;ch as time and place of occurrence, extént of
injury and/or loss, whether the offense was reported to the police,
etc,

In the commercial portion of the survey, a sample of recognizable
commercial establishments--with the exception of banks and estaklish-
ments engaged primarily in agricultural production--was selected for
study in each of the eight Impact Cities. An attempt was made to
interview the ownef or manager of the business, or, failing this,

the accountant, assistant manager, or some other person knowledgeable




about the affairs of the businessv As in the household survey, a
series of screen questions was first asked. These included whether
anyone had broken into, or had attempted to break into the respondent's
place of business; and whether the respondent or any employee was
" held up--or whether an attempt was made to hold them up--by anyone
using force or threat of force, either on the premises of the business
or in the course of making deliveries. -1
As in the household survey, after the respondent had been asked
each screen question, the interviewer asked additional questioxis to
elicit details about any victimizations uncovered in those questions.
In the commercial survey, these details included such things as
circumstances surrounding the event, extent of loss or injury,

whether any stolen items were recovered, and whether the incident

was reported to the police.

The NCJISS Classification System

One of the problems facing a data collection-and. tabulation task
like the FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting program (i.e. a program that
depends on the cooperation of thousands of local agencies in order to
succeed), is that such programs are often forced to use classification
systems that are based upon a few pieces of very basic information

that is likely to be available to, and provided by, cooperating

b SCRR R

agencies. Therefore the result often is that the classification system
adopted turns out to be one with a few broad categories which are

too gross for many analytical purposes.12 Forﬁunately, in surveys

of victims it is possible to obtain the information which is required
to construct rather detailed crime classification éystems. A portion
of the developmental work preceding the National Crime Panel involved
the conceptualization of a classification system which would utilize
the richer and more complete information about the nature of victimi-
zations which it is possible to obtain when victim surveys are used

to generate the data.

The NCJISS classification system separates criminal victimizations
into three groups: personal, household, and commercial. Personal
victimizations are those in which the victim and thé offender come
into contact with each other. Household victimizations are those
thefts, not involving personal coﬁfrontation, which--in the main--
can be construed as affecting the entire household. Commercial
victimizations are those in which the commercial establishments are
victims. Within each of these three groups, the victimizations
are further divided into a relatively large number of narrowly de-
fined categories; these ‘sub-divisions are madg,using such criteria
as‘whether the crime was actually completedvor was- only attempted,
whether a weapon was used, whether (and the extent to which) injuries

and/or losses resulted, etc. Perhaps the primary advantage of such

RGOS AP YO o)
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a system is that the fine categories can be reconstituted in many

ways to serve a variety of purposes.

In Appendix A the basic building blocks for personal victimiza-
tions have been stratified into one of the schemes which it is pos-
sible to construct, given the fine categories available; Appendicés

B and C present similar possible schemes for household and commercial

victimizations, respectively.

Standard Error

All of the data presented in this report were obtained from
probability samples of the population of those 12 years of age and
older and business establishments in each of the eight Impact Cities.
Whenever samples of a population--rather than the entire population--
are studied, a certain amount of sampling error is introduced into
the results. While the size of this error depends on such factors
as the size of the sample and the variability of the population, the
magnitude of the sampling error can, nevertheless, be estimated.

The sample of particular households or business establishments
actually drawn from any Impact City is only one of an extremely
large number of different samples that could have been drawn in that
city. If all possible samples of glgiven size were drawn from a
population and the sample results were used to estimate thek

population value for a particular characteristic, the estimates

i e L

|

from the samples would differ somewhat from each other. These dif-
ferences are distributed in a known way, however, and statistical
sampling theory can give an approximation of how much confidence can

be placed in the estimate of a population characteristic which is
derived from a sample of a given size. Using a statistic called the
standard error of the estimate we can specify, at a given level of con-
fidence, the range within which the value of a population characteris-
tic would be expected to fall a given proportion of the time.

For example, in Appendix D, Table D1 shows the estimated total
personal victimization rates per 1,000 population of those 12 years of
age and older for the eight Impact Cities. The estimated standard
error is also given, along with the 95 percent confidence intervals
for each rate. As noted before, the sample drawn from each city was
only one of a great.number of possible samples. The confidence inter-
véls in Table D1 tell us that, were we to draw a large number of sam-
ples in the manner and of the size actually used in each city, our esti-
mate of the population rate would be expected to fall within the con-
fidence interval values 95 percent of the time. For example, Table D1
indicates that we can be about 95 percent certain that the true total
personal victimization rate for Atlanta falls between 62.53 and 55.01,
while the rate obtained from the specific sample taken was 58.77.

Tables D1, D2, and D3 presented in Appendix D respectively show

confidence intervals for the total personal, household, and business
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victimization rates in each of the eight Impact Cities.

These standard errors are included in order to convey the magnitude
of the sampling errors involved. It is possible to use the sampling
errors in tests of statistical siénificance in order to establish
whether various subgroups of respondents differ "significantly" from
each other in rates of victimization. For a variety of reasons, it
was decided that for the purposes of this summary report, tests of
significance would not be included. TFirst, because of the large'samples
of respondents included in the surveys, many differences of little sub-
stantive interest are found to be statistically significant. Second,
because many important wvariables to be examined -- age, income, marital
status, type of business ~- are polychotomous, the number of possible
pairs for comparisons of significant differences is very large; merely
to display the significance levels for all comparisons would greatly
expand the bulk of the work. Third, the fact that subcategories of
personal, household, and business victimizations -- rather than total
personal, household, and business victimizations -- are used as the
dependent variables, even further multiplies the number of significance
tests that would have to be reported. Fourth, the significance tests
would not be independent; this would be true both within tables and from
one table to the next, owing to the intercorrelation of the social and

demographic variables under investigation. Thus, repeated tests of

significance -~ of the number that would be required herein -- would

o
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have little statistical or conceptual meaning. Finally, the primary
purpose of this summary is to present a brief description of the
nature and the extent of victimization; hypothesis testing in the
conventional sense is of secondary interest here,

In the following chapters the data gathered in the eight Impact
Cities victimization survey will be described and analyzed. With few
exceptions, the results presented herein are shown for tﬁe eight Impact
Cities in aggregated form. Although the eight cities show substantial
variation in levels of victimization, patterns of risk factors associated

with victimization and characteristics of incidents were generally found

to be similar across cities. Because of these similarities, it was
deemed desirable to focus on general findings rather than on city-
specific findings,

Chapter II presents a discussion of the three major types of
victimization to be con§idered here -- personal, household, and business —-
along with a brief description of some of the salient characteristics
of victims. Chapter III is concerned with elements of victimizatidn,
including the relationship between the victim and the offender, self-
protective measures taken by the victim, and the extent of hospitaliza-
tion. TIn Chapter IV some characteristics of the incident will be explored.
The final chapter analyzes the phenomenon of non-reporting with regard to
all three types of crimes under consideration. In addition, the final
chapter includes a discussion Bf the relationship befween the victim sur-

vey results and the Uniform Crime Réports of offenses known ﬁo the police.

R S O 5 I I MR
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Footnotes

1

The Challenge of Crime in’a Free Society. A Report by the
President 's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice. New York: Avon Books (edition), 1968, p. 97.

2The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. A Report by the
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice. New York: Avon Books (edition), 1968, p. 97.

31n the national survey, each household and business in the
survey is interviewed every 6 months on a continuing basis.

About $20 million has been allocated to each of these cities by
LEAA to reduce burglary and stranger-to-strangexr (i.e. crimes which
do not involve relatives, frie s, or persons well known to the
victim) homicide, rape, and robbery.

5

Hindelang, M. J., An Analysis of Victimization Survey Results
from the Eight Impact Cities, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
1975.

6See San Jose Methods Test of Known Crime Victims: Statistics
Technical Report No. 1, U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice, Statistics Division (June 1972); and Richard W.
Dodge and Anthony G. Turner, Methodological Foundations for Establish-
ing a National Survey of Victimization, Presented at the 1971 American
Statistical Association Meetings in Fort Collins, Colorado - August
23-26, 1971, and sources cited therein,

It is important to note here that the samples were drawn from
within the city boundaries of the eight Impact Cities and hence do
not include respondents from suburban areas outside of the city limits,

8See Appendix B for the classification system used to categorize
these responses.

9 .
Also asked of the proxy respondent for each 12 and 13 year old
respondent.

11

10
See Appendix A for the c

lassification s :
these responses. ystem used to categorize

1
See Appendix C for the cl
these responses.

12

For example, the published UCR categories do not
ferentiate between

of violence which a

assification system used to categorize

generally dif-
attempted and completed crimes, between crimes

lso involve theft and those which do not, etec.
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Chapter II

PERSONAL, HOUSEHOLD, AND BUSINESS VICTIMIZATION

. s s . nal
This chapter examines three major types of victimization—-perso »

i var: i rac-—
household, and business—-in relation to varinus demographic cha
b

teristics in order to determine whether certain identifiable su?-

goups of the population are victimized more often than other sub-

groups. The analysis begins with personal victimization.

Personal Victimization

o s ; red
As the name implies, personal victimizations are those suffe

i i contact
by jndividual victims who, at least 1n some sense, come into

. . . . . reaten
with the offender. Personal victimizations include crimes which thre

1
i ictd ault
or actually result in personal injury to the victim~ (such as assau )

icti rom
crimes in which an offender confronts the victim and takes property f

which property is taken from the victim's person by stealth (such as

pocket picking).

It must be stressed that rate tables in this report are based

i in
on victimizations rather fhan incidents. If two people are robbed

e ; N
a single incident, while only one incident 1s counted, two victimlza

s . be
tions are counted; thus the number of victimizations must always

equal to or larger than the number of incidents. In discussing personal

A

13

victimizations it must be clearly understood that it is quite possible
for z single individual to be the victim of a given crime--or for that
matter to be the victim of different crimes--more than once during

the preceding twelve months. Thus it is theoretically possible (though
unlikely given the relative rarity of victimization) for the number

of victimizations to exceed the number of persons in a given category.
It should also be noted that the rates of personal victimization pre-
sented below are calculated by dividing the number of victimizations
by the number of persons in the category being discussed. For example,
the personal victimization rates for females use the number of females
(twelve years of age and older) in the population ;s the base of the
rate. The analysis presents rates per 1,000 units at risk; i.e.,
personal victimization rates will be reported per 1,000 persons 12
years of age and older, household victimization rates will be reported
per 1,000 households and business rates per 1,000 businesses. For

convenience, ''per 1,000" will not necessarily be repeated in reporting
each rate.

Table 2.1 shows that in the eight Impact Cities as an aggregate,

total personal victimization occurred at a rate of about 60 per 1,000--
or about one such victimization for every 16 persons. More than half

of these victimizations involved assaultive violence without theft;

A TN
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of those personal victimizations involving theft (assaultive violence

with theft and personal theft without injury), about four out of five

did not involve injury.

From Table 2.1 it can be seen that total personal victimizations
vary markedly from city to city. While Dallas had the lowest rate of

total personal victimization (47), Denver had a rate (73) which was

more than one .- a half times that of Dallas; in fact, in each of the

three major categories of personal victimization shown, the rate of

victimization experienced in Denver was much greater than that experienced

in Dallas. The table shows clearly that personal victimizations involv~

ing assaultive violence with theft were much less frequent in each of

these cities than were either assaultive violence without theft or

personal theft without injury. Of the eight Impact Cities, Newark had

the lowest rate for assaultive violence without theft (13) and--along
with Baltimore--the highest rate for assaultive violence with theft

(9); WNewark also had the highest rate for personal theft without

assault (35). Denver and Portland experienced the highest rates for

assaultive violence without theft, but ranked lower for assaultive
violence with theft, and for personal theft without injury. Overall,

while Table 2,1 shows substantial variability in rates of personal

victimization among the Impact Cities,

low rates of assaultive violence with theft, moderate rates of personal

15

the general pattern of relatively
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i ! iolence
t+heft without injury, and relatively high rates of assaultive Vi

without theft, is in evidence. ’In the analyses below, the relation-
" El

i igti fetims
ship between rates of victimization and characteristics of vi

will be explored in detail.

Family Income And Race

In general, it was found that for both whites and black/others,
rates of personal victimization decreased as family income increased.
Among whites, the rate of total personal victimization decreases from
a high of 83 in the under $3,000 category to 51 in the $7,500-$9,999,
but then increases to 59 in the $10,000~$14,999 category, finally
deéreasing gradually to 51 in the $25,000 and over category. Among
black/others, the rate of,tota; personal victimizations decreases
steadily from 72 in the under $3,000 category to 49 4in the $15,000-
$24,9§9 category, before rising sharply to 64 in the $25,000 and over
category.3 In spite of this up~swing in the total personal victimiza-
tions rate at the highest income level og-the black/others, the gener-—
ally decreasing pattern in the total personal victimizations rate for
plack/others is more consistent than is the pattern for whites.

. s ; e
1n connection with the race of the victim, 1t was found that th

i ut one
rate of assaultive violence without theft for whites was abo

APSERRAVSE
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and one-half times greater than for black/others, while for personal

theft without injury the rate for black/others was about one and one-

half times greater than the rate for whites. These differences con-

tinue to exist with about the same strength even when income is con-
trolled.4 Furthzrmore, rates of assaultive violence with theft were
higher for black/otﬁers than for whites and this also holds generally
across income categories.

In sum among both racial groups, rates of personal victimizations
involving theft generally decreased as income increased--except that
the rate for black/others in the highest income groups showed an up-—
turn. For personal theft without injury in particular, black/others
had higher rates than whites in each income group~;in fact, black/
chers in the higher income groups endured personal theft without
injury at rates comparable to those endured by whites in the lower
income groups. On the other hand, rates of assaultive victimization
not involving theft were higher for whites than black/others in each
income category and for both whites and black/others rates of assaul-
tive violence without theft showed a U-shaped pattern: the
rate in the $7,500 to $9,999 income groups was the lowest and the

rates at the income extremes were higher.
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Age

Age is strongly associated with personal victimizatiun. AS

Table 2.2 shows, total personal victimization peaks in the 16-19 age
yoas age increases beyond that point.

group and declines monotonicall

The table reveals, however, that the pattern which is shown for total

termined almost wholly by the pattern for

personal victimizations is de

the rate of assaultive vio-

agsaultive violence without theft; while

1ence without theft for those in the 16-19 year old group was 76 per

1,000, the rate in the 65 or older group was only six per 1,000. It

might be argued that this gulf between victimization rates for the

age extremes reflects, in patrt, relatively minor altercations which

are COmMMON among adolescents; however, the fact that the assaultive

violence without theft victimization rate in the 25-34 year old group--—

e—-was three times greater than that

an age group well beyond adolescenc

at in the 65

in the 50-64 year old group and six times greater than th

or older group, indicates that more than simple "schoolyard" fights

accounts for generally decreasing rates of assaultive violence without

theft victimization as age increases.

For those under 35 years of age, theft without injury shows a

ess exaggerated than--that of assaultive

pattern similar to--though much 1

violence without theft. The rate of victimization for theft without

injury increased slightly from the 12-15 to the 16-19 year old groups
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3 roups
and then decreased gradually with age for the m&xt two age group

ilax
before leveling off. Assaultive violence with theft shoys a simila

; i i timi-
general pattern; the rate of assaultive violence with theft vic

i 65
zation was about twice as great in the 20-24 age group as 1n the

and older age group.
Table 2.2 shows not only that the rates—-but also the patterns—-

~ the four
of personal victimization are strongly related to age. For

tive
age groups made up by those 34 years of age and younger, assaultiv

i i i suffered;
violence without theft was the modal personal victimization suff H

i lence
about six out of ten victimizations involved assaultive vio

e
without theft. For those in the 35-49, 50-64, and 65 and older ag

imizations
groups the respective percentages of total personal victimi

cent
which involved agsaultive violence without theft are 40 per s

30 percent, and 20 percent. While assaultive violence with theft
b

imizations
made up a slightly greater percentage of total personal victimi

' ithout
in the older age groups than in the younger age groups, theft withou

ot imiza—
assault constituted a markedly higher proportion of total wvictiml

- two-
tions in the three older age groups (from about oneé half to

: -quarter
thirds) than in the four younger age groups (from about one-quar

es
to one-third). These data suggest, then, that as age increas

. . . in-
beyond 35 years, personal victimization tends to be directed in

victim's
creasingly against the victim's property rather than the

person In personal victimizations jnvolving younger persons

;{::;.;«‘..W,L,.,, ‘ e
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(under 35 years of age), assaultive violence was much more likely to be

an element of the victimization than it was for the personal victimiza=

tions of older persons. Because of the strong relationship between the

age of the victim and personal victimization, age was controlled in

the andlysis of victimization rates across the demographic attributes

1

of race and sex.

Race, Sex, And Age

The simultaneous effects of race, sex, and age are examined in

Table 2.3. 1In terms of rates of total personal victimization, all

four race/sex groups evidence the same general pattern of total per-
sonal victimization rates: an initial peaking in the 16-19 age group
(for all but the non-white females, for whom the peak is in the 2C~24
age group), followed by a monotonic decrease in the rates as age
increases. This pattern is most dramatic among the white males:

the total personal victimization rate moves from 145 for the youngest
group to the peak rate of 177 in the 16-19 age groups, followed

by a sharp decline to 28 in the 65 or older age group. The‘pattern‘
is most subdued among the black/other females, ﬁhose total per=

sonal victimization rate climbs from 41 in the youngest group to

63 in the 20-24 age groups, and declines gradually to 32 in the

65 and older group. Among all four of the race-sex groups, assaultive

violence without theft contributes very heavily to this overall pattern.

e e
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Tabla

2.3

Estimated Rates. (Per 1,000 Pexrsons 12 Years Of Age

By Age, Race

And Sex @

Or Older) Of Personal Victimization,

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate
{Continued) -
: VIGTIM'S AGE “
65 Or Age
Sex of Victim: Female 12-15 16-19 20~24 25-34 35-49 50-64 Older Total
Population Base
White H.ggi§3§_ _ 98,258 135,880 183,040 226,441 “268,414 229,664 1,231,332
Black/Other 85,667 75,813 84,961 126,104 152,929 104,416 58,6564 688,547
Assaultive Violence
With Theft
White 5 4 3 3 3 4 4 4
o wme SES @t G0 AEN hE Gme S SES AGh Gw Nt MR e Ge A6 Smr fer P NS PUR GMD U MO S WEE GV AN MRS e S GES GOr TP CMA ele M RS man e gme| [emp ded e aaw mu e
. Black/Other 3 5 5 6" 5 5 "3 5
Without Theft :
65 3 ) ‘
White 7 52 33 14 8 5 26
) ...._.-—_.—..._.--—-a--——-———-ns-o-——--————-——-—u-—-'-nukn——-—-————n-——
Black/Other 29 40 32 22 14 9 5 21
Personal Theft Without Injury
White 11 | 16 15 12 ] i3 17 19 15
R Black/Other 10 16 25 29 30 33 24 25
Total Personal Victimization -
White RS N SR IO (TN R 30 29 28 45
R -"“—l'-."-——l"—i—'---—r-'—'.--ﬂ-
Black/Other 41 61 63 57 48 | v 47 32 51 .
2Subcategories pay pot sum to total due to rounding.
Table 2.3
' y Of Personal Victimlzationos
Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persous 12 Yeards (S)f Age Or older) .
By Age, Race And Sex
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate
VICTIM'S AGE
65 Or Agel
- Tota
12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50~64 Older _
Sex of Victim: Male
l?opulation Base e 92
! 2 139,549 1,033,4
Whice 90,859 89,350 119,531 | 180,130 | _}ffﬁj L EI_S_,E 2 Ber | b
1 122 80,965 43,413 527,076
Black/Other 85, 004 67,426 59,003 84,143 07,1 < s 25
Assaultive Violence R ‘ »
With Theft 6 7
White 13 14________?_______“_________...__.._.......-...4-..._._.._........._..
13~ 15 12 6 10
Black/Other 12 (18 1. s i
. . 4
withont Theft 86 123 85 51 28 - 17 7 : B -_..1 L
white e ot ous TmE sen e e e M e S -v--—n-—-——I—-v--—---———--—-—---—-—-—«-:.--'-—--——.—.—
. g 6 30
12 €0 55 16 15 L9
Black/Othex
Personal Theft Without Injury 2 19 17 .16 16 23
~ White 46 40_—.--_—%..-_-___.s'“___.__‘________,,_,_,L....,._..—.—a-—-n-—
: 34
, 2 33 32 . 23
Black/Other 33 49 33 !
timization i 28 71
Total Personal Vic 145 - 177 119 74 51 | -1:0“ R R IS
Whi.te '—-‘_—.—.-—--—_-’“._‘______‘,,"_—-o--o.'-——"vc-vc—-
_ ' '35 7
. 78 120 - 98, 72 62 T
. Black/Other .

a

Subcategories may not sum to total due to rounding.
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In fact, among the female groups, assaultive violence with theft shows
little variation by age, and personal theft without injury actually
shows a gradual overall increase as age increases.® Therefore, among
tﬁe two female groups not only did the proportion of total personal
victimizations which was accounted for by personal theft without
injury increase with age, but the rate of personal theft without
injury victimizations per 1,000 persons also generally increased

with age. TFor black/other females this increase is marked--rising
from ten in the 12-15 age group to 24 in the 65 or older age group,.
Among the two male groups, while the proportion of total personal vie-~
timizations which are accounted for by personal theft without injury

also increases with age, the rate of personal theft without injury

victimizations decreases very markedly. From the youngest to the

oldest age groups among black/other males, the rate of personal theft
without injury victimizations decreases from 39 to 23, and among white
males this rate decreases from 46 to 16.

For both sexes, younger whites had total personal victimization
rates which were higher than younger black/others, while older whites

had rates of total personal victimization which were lower than, or

comparable to, those of older black/others. For example, in the 20-24

age group, white males had a total personal victimization rate of 119

and black/other males had a rate of 98; in the-35-49 age group, on the

other hand, white males had a rate of 51 and black/other males had a

. |
‘,ﬂm,w,,j

O R

rate of . imi y - a

of 62. Similarl » among females in the 16 19 age group, whites had

Y
. e, .
a total personal vVictimization rate of 93 and black/others had a rat
rate

of 61; in the 35-49 age grou white females had a rate of 30 and

3 ge g P, i

black/other females had a rate of 48,

goriesg of ictimd {
personal victimization for the four Tace-sex groups b
ecome
more homoge
genous. For example, among the 12~15 year olds the high
’ ghest

rate of total person ictid
al victimization (145
-=for white male i
s) is about

+« This

pattern hold i
s with about the same strength for assaultive violenc
e
with theft, i
Thus as 8ge lncreases, racial and sexual difference
s
appear to b {
e less important in accounting for variability in rat
ates

of personal victimization.

h

differances across race.

Marital Status

Tabl
e 2.4 shows that persons who were never married or who were
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divorced or Sseparated had total personal victimization rates which

were more than twice the rates found for those who were married gr

widowed. These differences persist across subcategories of total

personal victimization with varying degrees of intensity. Under

assaultive violence without theft, for example, those who were never

married had a rate which was more than two and a half times that
found for those who were married (54 versus 20) ;3 whereas for personal

theft without injury the difference is slightly less than twice as

great (28 versus is5). Further, when the age of the victim is con-

trolled, these differences in victimization rates among the various

categories of marital status continue to hold.

especially to age; sex, marital status, family income, and race. The

higher victimization rates of younger Pérsons, males, and unattached

persons (those who have never been married or are divorced ox widowed)
suggests that life styles may well be closely linked to victimization.
It seems quite likely that persons with thesge characteristics are more

often exposed to situations in which victimization may well occur,

Household Victimization
Under the NCP classification scheme, household victimizations

involve offenses directed against property which, in general, is not

i e ot i et

Tl bt by it

i s i e
il Sadd el



28

under the direct physical control of the owner; thus, in household

victimizations, the owner of the property is not typically confronted
1f the victim-

by the offender. According to the definition used here,

ization is to be classified as a household victimization, the owner
must suffer no injury or threat of injury if, during the victimization,

the owner comes upon the offender. If force is used or threatened in

ge or flee, the crime

order to enable the offender to complete the offen

becomes a personal victimization.

Thus, household victimizations are distinguished from personal

victimizations in two ways: a) the former always involve some form

of theft or attempted theft: b) the former cannot involve a personal
confrontation between the victim and the offender during the commis—
he crime in which force is either used or threatened against

s are those which for the

sion of t

the victim. In addition, household incident

can be construed as affecting the entire household rather

most part,

than individual household members.
between incidents and victimizations, since

In household victimizations there

is no need to distinguish

the household is considered to be the victim.

Table 2.5 shows that the estimated total household victimization

rate was 465 per 1,000 households, for the twelve-menth period covered

by the survey. That is, in the eight Impact Cities as an aggregate
there was about one household victimization for every two households.

Clearly, the total rate of victimizations of households was substantially

greater than the total rate of victimizations of persons which was
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noted in the previous section.

ictimi i unted
About 60 percent of the household victimizations were acco

9 9 s p y 3 Y P 9 »

e

It is clear from Table 2.5 that the rates of household victimil-

i i ’ f burglary
zation varied dramatically from city to city. In ?erms o g s

| v 151
Atlanta is highest with 2 rate of 161, with Denver (158), Portland (151)

i i the
and Dallas (147) clustered close behind. TFor vehicle theft, on

v w i t
ther hand, Cle eland's rate (76) was more than half again as grea
o} ,

as the rates in St. Louis (47) and Denver (44), the cities with the

g8l hl g e J P )
.

o] 4 ively tes
ther extreme Dallas (2 ) and Atlanta (29) had relati ely small rate
H

of vehicle theft.

Race And Family Income

ncome is controlled (Table 2.6),

1y i households in the
When family

ight city aggregate headed by black/others in every income category
e

. i sation
except the $25,000 or more category had a total household victimizatio
d

b
rate which was at least slightly greater than households headed Dby

ictimiza~
whites. In the lowest income category the total househeld vic

i it s 303;
tica rate for black/others was 324, while that for whites wa

£ r was
in the $10,000 to $14,999 category, the rate for the forme

31

605, while the rate for the latter was 574; but in the highest income
group, the rate for the black/others was 723 while the rate for the
whites was 796.

When the particular subcategories of household victimization in
Table 2.6 are examined, burglary shows the same pattern evidenced for

total household victimization-~the rate for black/other households is

¥

greater than the rate for white househclds in every income group except

the highest. In the five lowest income groups, in fact, the burglary

rate for black/other households was about half again as great as the }i

burglary rate for white households. For those with incomes under $3,000, :

the black/ofher burglary rate was 168 and the white burglary rate was

109. Differences of similar magnitude and in the same direction were

found for the $7,500-9,999 income group (161 vs. 118) and for the
$15,000-24,999 group (197 vs. 140). In the highest income category
the burglary rate for whites exceeded that for black/others (198 vs.

185). ?

For larceny in the eight city aggregate, whites in each income

category had rates which exceeded those of black/others in the same L

income category. These racial differences--while not as great in

relative terms as the burglary rate differences~-show that in each in-

come category the rates for whites were about one-third greater than . :

the rates for black/others. For example, in the lowest income bracket
white househclds had a larceny rate of 176 and black/other households
had a larceny rate of 135; in the highest income category, the rate i

for the former was 561 and the rate for the latter was 449.
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identical) {is this difference not clear. Beginning with the §3,000-
7,499 income category, the rates for black/others (43) and whiteg

(35) are discrepant and, ag income increases, thig discrepancy inten-
sifies.

In sum,

whites in each income category had rates of victimization by larceny

in excess of those for black/others; on the other hand, black/others

in most income categories had rates of burglary and vehicle theft vic-

timization Whigh exceeded those of their white counterparts, Among
both whites and black/others,

rates of victimization by larceny, bur-

glary, and vehicle theft generally increase with incbme; the gradient

for rates of larceny in both racial groups is eéspecially Steep. (Con-

sequently,

of total household victimization are Strongly related to the age of

the head of household. . The total household victimization rate declines
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steadily from 665 in the 12-19 age group to 595 in the 35-49 age

group; the total household victimization rate then declines steeply
*

to 393 in the 50-64 year old group, and even more steeply to 172 in

the oldest group.

An examination of the subcategories of household victimization

show that, with few exceptions, the pattern observed above for total

houséhold victimization is discernable in the subcategories. Rates

of burglary were relatively homogeneous for heads of households whose
ages fell into the 12-19, 20-34, and 35-49 age groups; in these groups
the respective rates of burglary were 194, 182, and 159. For the
50-64 year old age group, the burglary rate fell substantially (to
116) and, in the oldest age group, the burglary rate fell dramatically
to 69. Thus the burglary rate for households headed by those over 65
years of age was only slightly greater than one-third that of the
households headed by those in the 12-19 year old age groups.

For rates of larceny, the difference between the extreme age
groups was even more pronounced; the larceny rate in the youngest
group (430) was nearly five times that in the oldest group (91).
As was the case for the total household victimization rate and the
burglary rate, households headed by those 50-64 years of age, and

especially by those 65 years of age and older, had rates of larceny

at levels which were clearly distinguished from those in the younger

]
A
L
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age groups. Finally, before leaving the rates of larceny, it should
be noted that—--unlike the burglary rate and th; total household vic-
timization rate--the larceny rate is not observed to decline mono-
tonically as the age of the head of household increases; after drop-
ping from 430 in the youngest group to 375 in the 20-34 year old
group, the larceay rate rises slightly to 385 in the 35-49 year old
group, before dropping steeply to 240 in the 50-64 year old group.
Rates of wvehicle theft also fail to show a perfect decreasing
pattern as age increases. The rate climbs from 41 in the 12-19
age group to 57 in the 20-34 age group, from which it falls to 51
in the 35-49 age group; from this point the vehicle theft rate de-
creases markedly to 36 in the 50-64 year old group, before plummeting
to 13 in the oldest group. Once again, the two oldest age cohorts

show rates which are clearly lower than those of the bulk of younger

respondents.7

Business Victimization
Business victimizations which fell into the scope of the survey

were limited to burglary and robbery. Larcenies-—either in the form

.of employee theft or shoplifting--and other crimes such as malicious

destruction of property were not deemed feasible for study in the

survey.8
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and those in Atlanta 740--burglaries per 1,000 businesses. In terms

of rates of business robberies Portland, Dallas, and Cleveland are

joined by Denver to make up the cities with rates under 90, while

the rate in Baltimore is more than half again as large—-—and the rate

in Atlanta more than twice as large-—as that in any of these four cities

with the lowest rates. The four cities with the lowest burglary rates

were also the four cities with the lowest robbery rates. In each of

the eight cities the burglary rate was more than four times greater

than the robbery rate; in fact, for the eight Impact Cities as an

e was more than five times the robbery rate.

aggregate, the burglary rat

What characteristies of businesses are associated with high

rates of business victimization? Table 2.8 addresses this question.

From this table it can be seen that rates of burglary were highest

for retail businesses (630) and next highest for manufacturing

"ather" businesses, wholesale businesses, real

pusinesses (550).

estate businesses, and service businesses all showed similar and sub-

stantially lower rates of burglary victimization; for every ten busi-

nesses in these categories about four burglaries occurred during the

twelve-month period.

By examining the rates of robbery shown in this table, it can

etail businesses was the rate of robbery above

be seen that only for r

that for total businesses. While there were 180 robberies for every
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1,000 retail business establishménts, there were 50 or fewer robberies

for every 1,000 businesses in each of the remaining categories of

businesses; real estate businesses had an especially small robbery

rate~-~there were only ten robberies for every 1,000 businesses in

this category. I1n toto, retail establishments had a combined burglary

and robbery rate which was about 40 percent greater than the rate for

the type of business (manufacturing) next most likely to be victimized

(810 vs. 580) .

Further, it is also clear from Table 2.8 that the type of business

is closely associated not only with the rates of both burglary and

robbery, but also with the "nix" of robberies and burglaries suffered.

Of the estimated 126,000 purglaries and robberies suffered by total

businesses, Table 2.8 shows that 85 percent were burglaries and 15 pexr-

cent were robberies. However, some types of businesses show percentages

substantially discrepant from these overall figures. Retail businesseS

suffered the highest percentage of robbery victimizations (22 percent)

{ncurred by any type of business. In fact, of all robbery and burglary

victimizations suffered, the next highest percentages of these combined

victimizations which were made up by robberies were 11 percent for

gervice businesses and ten percent for wholesale businesses; at the

other extreme, only one percent of the robbery and burglary victimi~

zations suffered by real estate businesses were robberies. Hence retail

41

. g g

b s gh

which were robbery victimizations.

Multiple Vietimization

As the Table 2.7 indicated, the 224,000 businesées in the eight
Impact Cities suffered a total of about 126,000 burglaries and
robberies. Although the overall business victimization rate was 570
this does not indicate that 57 percent of the businesses were victi—,
mizeq; that is, some of the businesses were victimized mo
during the reference period. | o

From data which do not appear here, it was found that of the
224,000 businesses of all types, 59,000 were victims of either burglar
or robbery during tﬁé twelve-month period. Thus, while the rate of y
business victimization was 570 for total businesses, only 26 percent

( b 3
/ 000) Y . .

percentage of businesses victimized, retail businesses again headed

the list (36 percent), while "other" (21 percent), service (21 percent)

and wholesale (22 percent) businesses fell at the bottom w ’
In addition, three out of ten businesses which had been vic~

timized, had been victimized more than once by burglary or robbery

during the twelve-month period; further, about half of these multiple

victims had i i
their business robbed or burglarized three or more ti
imes.
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/ )
The proportion of victimized businesses which were multiple victims |

" ! esses to one
varies from one out of three for retail and Y“other' busin

out of six for real estate businesses.

Finally, of those businesses suffering burglary only, 73 percent
were victimized once, 13 percent twice, and 12 percent three or more
times:; for those businesses suffering robbery only, 85 percent were

;o

s o eac s . . ent
victimized once, ten percemt were victimized twice, and five perc

i ti-
were victimized three or more times. For each type of business, mul

ple victimization by robbery only was less likely than multiple victim-

10
ization by burglary only.

The discussion so far has focused on rates of victimization and

characteristics of the victims of personal, household, and business

ictimi i ound
victimizations. Variations in rates of victimization have been £
isti ictims. In the
to be associated with numerous characteristics of the victims

. . . o
next chapter, characteristics of the victimization events will be de

eribed and analyzed--a task for which victim surveys are uniquely suited.

Footnotes

1Specifically excluded is murder.

21“or about one out of ten respondents in each racial group, family
income was not ascertained.

5 PR

It should be noted that a relatively small proportion 5 per- .
cent) of black/others have incomes in excess of $25,000; the relia-
bility of the estimated rate for this group is less than that of other
rates in the total personal victimization row.

The only reversal was for total persomal victimization in the
under $3,000 category, where the rate for black/others was only slightly
larger than the rate for whites (35 vs. 31).

5

The term "monotonic" defines a strictly linear relaticnshiv hetween
two variables in which the dependent variable is a continuously increasing
or decreasing function of the independent variable x. Thus, a plot of the
regression line of Y on X would be a straight line with no curvature. C.Ff.

tests of linearity in a basic statistics text, e.g. Fundamental Statistics,
McGraw-Hill, 1951, p. 294.

Although the data are not shown, this gradual increase in per-
sonal theft without injury is largely accounted for by purse snatch

and attempted purse snatch, two subcategories of personal theft without
injury.

7The analysis further found that households headed by 12-19 year

olds-~the group showing the next lowest rate of vehicle theft victim-
ization-—-constituted 2 percent of the households headed by persons
under 50 years of age. For the remaining 98 percent of the households
headed by persons under 50--namely those headed by persons 20-4%--the
rate of vehicle theft was nearly half again as great as the rate for
those in the 50-64 year old group.

In fact, pilot work indicated that many businesses did not keep
satisfactory written records of burglaries and robberies they
had suffered.

91t should also be made clear here that although injury to, or
personal robbery of, an employee or customer in the course of a busi-
ness robbery i1s counted as a personal victimization, there is not a

double counting of the business incident; care has been taken to count
such incidents only once.

10Of course, none of those businesses suffering both robbery and
burglary were victimized only once.
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Chapter IIL

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE VICTIMIZATION EVENT

This chapter examines such characteristics as the relationship
between the vietim and the offender, the extent of self-protective
measures taken by the victims during the victimization, and the

extent of hospitalization required to recover from personal injury.
Personal Victimization

The Victim-Offender Relationship

This section addresses the question of whether the victim and the
offender were known to each other prior to the victimization. In con-
nection with each victimization, victims were asked: 'Was the person
(offender) someone you knew or was he a stranger?'" TFor purposes of
analysis strangers were considered to be those offenders whom the vie-
tims had never seen before, whom the victims knew by sight only,l or
whom the victims did not even know whether they were strangers or not.
Tn cases where there were multiple offenders, only if the victim did
not know any of them—-or if the victim did not know whether he or she
knew any of them~-were the offenders classified as strangers.

In the Impact Cities, four out of five total personal victimizations

involved strangers. An examination of the major subcategories of personal

U
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victimization revealed that there is substantial variation in the
proportions of these victimizations involving strangers. While nearly
19 out of 20 acts of personal theft without injury were committed by
strangers, considerably fewer acts of assaultive violénce without theft
(about two out of three) were committed by strangers. Thus, in each
of the three major subcategories of personal victimizatién a large
majority of the victimizations involved strangers.

In general, when theft was involved in the victimization, the

offender was substantially less likely to have been known to the

vietim than when theft was not involved.

While the data are not shown here, the victim-offender relationship

was further examin..? along the dimensions of the race and sex of the
victim. This analysis revealed that the race-sex combinations inéénsify
the heterogeneity in the proportions of assaultive violenée without theft
victimizations which invélved non-strangers. While only one-quarter of
such victimizations among white males involved non-strangers, about
one~third of these victimizations among white females and black/other
males, and just under one-half among black/other females involved non-
strangers. Within each racial group, victimizations of females involving
assaultive violence without theft were more likely than similar victimi-
zations of males to have beén éommitted by offenders known to the victim.
Within each sex group, assaultive violence without theft victimizations

of black/others were more likely than assaultive violence without theft

=

i %
1
4
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were also black/other. These’patterns do not vary substantially across
the subcategories of personal victimization; however for lone offenders
whose race was perceived to be white, 11 percent of the victims of rob-
bery without injury and personal larceny (as compared to five percent
of the victims of total personal victimization) were black/other.

Let us now focus on the races of the victim and the multiple of-
fenders, considering for the moment only those victimizations in which
the races of the offenders were perceived to be either all white or
all black/other. Table 3.1 shows that in about nine out of ten of
these personal victimizations, black/other victims were victimized by
offenders all of whose races were perceived to be black/other; on the
other hand, in only about four out of ten of these personal victimizations
were whites victimized by of fenders whose races are all perceived to be
white.,

From the perspective of the perceived race of the multiple offenders,
these data present a similar image. When the races of the multiple of-
‘fenders were all perceived to be black/other, about half of the victims
of total personal victimizations were also black/other. When the mul-
tiple offenders were all perceived to be white, more than 90 percent
of the victims of total personal victimizations were also white. Finally,
when the races of multiple offenders were perceived to be mixed, three

out of four of the victims of total personal victimizations were white.

Within each of the multiple offender racial groups, the findings for
total personal victimizations essentially hold for the subcategories
of personal victimization., However, analysis of the subcategories
shows that when the offenders were all perceived to be black/other,
the proportion of white victims ranges from slightly less than half
for robbery without injury and assaultive violence with theft, to slight-
ly more than three out of five for assaultive violence without theft.

In their entirety, these data for single and multiple offenders
show that black/other victims of personal crimes were overwhelmingly
victimized by offenders whose races were perceived to be black/other,
and white victims of personal crimes were just as likely to have been
victimized by offenders whose races were perceived to be black/other
as by offenders whose races were perceived to be white. This holds
for every major subcategory of victimization except assaultive vio-
lence wiFhout theft committed by lone offenders against white victims,
in which case a substantial majority (72 percent) of the offenders were
perceivedbto be white.

It is worth noting that of those personal viectimizations involving
lone white offenders and "all white" multiple offenders, just less than
two out of three of these victimizations (44,500 out of 68,000) are
accounted for by lone offenders; of those personal victimizations in~k

volving lone black/other offenders and "all black/other" multiple offen-
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happening, the effect would, of course, be to inflate the proportion of

offenders who were perceived to be black/others.

Self-Protective Measures Taken

During the course of their interviews, victims were asked whether
they did anything to protect themselves or their property in the course
of the victimization, and, if so, what protective measures were taken.

Table 3.2 shows that self-protective measures were taken in about one-

half of all personal victimizations. It is readily apparent from this

table that the extent and nature of self-protective measures taken vary
according to the type of victimization.  Self-protective measures are
more likely to be used to fend off aésaultive vivlence (assaultive
violence with theft and assaultive violence without theft) than to re-
tain one's property in the absence of personal assault (robbery without
injury and personal larceny). While one-half to three-~fifths of the
victims of assaultive violence tock self-protective measures, only
one-fifth to two-fifths of the victims of robbery without injury and
personal larceny took such measufes. It is quite probable that (among
other things) both the nature of the victimization and the circumstanées
surrounding it are likely to account for variations in self-protective
measures taken. It should not be surprising that personal larceny, which

relies more on stealth than on force, should provoke relatively few
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victims to take self-protective measures. Likewise, robbery without

injury, while it usges the threat of force, so often uses the threat

of deadlx force (i.e, a gun) that it is not surprising that few vic-

tims resist by using self-protective measures.

In personal victimizations the most comman self-protective

measure taken was to hit, kick, or scratch the offender (34 percent),

followed by leaving the scene (27 percent), "other" (19 percent),

yelling for help (14 percent), reasoning with the offender (12 percent),

and holding on to property (five percent). It ghould be noted paren-

thetically that the fact that these percentages sum to 119 percent in-

dicates that as many as one-fifth of the victims of personal crimeg

who took self-protective measures, took more than one measure.

Just as the extent of self-protective measures taken varied ac-

cording to the nature of the,victimization, so did the nature of self-

protective measures taken. Among those who used self-protective mea-

sures, hitting the offender was used by a majority (61 percent) of

victims of assaultive violence with theft, but only a small minority

of victims of personal larceny (13 percent); yelling for help, on the

other hand, was used by more than one-third of the victims of per-

sonal larceny, but by only one-tenth of the victims of assaultive

violence without theft; running away from the scene was used by one-

quarter of the victims of robbery without injury but only by one-eighth
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of the victims of personal larceny and assaultive violence with theft;
holding on to property was used by one-third of the victims of personal

larceny but only by one-tenth of the victims of robbery without injury

and assaultive violence with theft.

A strong overall relationship between the age of the victim and
the extent of self-protective measures taken is evident in Table 3.3.
For total personal victimizations, while 56 percent of the 12-19 year

old victims and 57 percent of the 20-34 year old victims used self-

protective measures, only 40 percent of the 50-64 year old victims and

30 percent of the victims 65 years of age and older used self-protective
measures. These overall variations are almost entirely determined by
age variations in gelf-protective measures used in assaultive violence
victimizations, especially those involving theft; variations are less

marked for assaultive violence without theft and robbery without injury,

and virtually non-existent for personal larceny. It can also be noted

from Table 3.3 that in every age category the proportion of victims who

used self-protective measures was greater in assaultive vietimizations

than in personal theft without injury.

Additional analysis of data which are not shown here reveals sub-
stantial differences among age groups in the nature of the self-
protective measures used. For total personal victimizations, for

example, as age increases, there is a decreasing tendency for the
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victims who took self—protective‘peaSures to have hit the offender or
left the scene, and an increasing tendency to have yelled for help and
to have held on to one's property. In specific categories of victimiza-
tion these relationships generally maintain and, in many cases, inten~-
sify.

In assaultive violence with theft, 70 percent of the victims who
uged self-protective measures in the youngest age group, 62 percent in
the 35~49 age group, and 47 percent in the oldest age group hit the
offender as a self-protective measure. A similar pattern is evident
for assaultive violence without theft, where 41 percent of the youngest
victims, but only 13 percent of the oldest victims who used self-~
protective measures hit the offender as a self-protective measure.
Also, for assaultive violence without theft, as age increases, there
is a generally increasing propensity for victims who used self-pratec-
tive measures to have tried to reason with the offender--rising from
one in twelve in the youngest group to one in four in the oldest group.

For robbery without injury, the youngest victims who used self-
protective measures were more likely than the oldest to have run away
from the scene (33 percent vs. 15 percent) and less likeiy‘to have
yelled for help (eight percent vs. 31 percent). TFor personal lar-

ceny, the oldest victims who used self-protective measures were more

W
R e et

likely than the youngest victims to have held on to their property
(47 percent vs. 29 percent) and to have yelled for help (44 percent
vs. 20 percent).

Finally, the use of self-protective measures was also examined
in relation to the race and the sex of the victim. The da;a on self-
protective measures by sex of the victim show that male victims of
total personal victimizations were about as likely as female victims
of total personal victimizations to use some self-protective measure
(52 percent vs. 50 percent). However, of those who used self~-protec-

tive measures, male victims were more likely to have hit, kicked, or

scratched the offender (39 percent vs. 29 percent), while Ffemale vic—

57

tims were more likely to have yelled for help (26 percent vs. four percent).

Turning to self-protective measures by race of the victim, the
data show that white victims were more likely than black/other victims
to have used self-protective measures (56 percent vs. 42 percent). An
examination of the subcategories of personal victimization, however,
shows that the difference is largely a consequence of the fact that
whites were disproportionately victims of assaultive violence without
theft--the victimization most likely to have evoked self-~protective
measures. among victims of both races,

Among those victims using self-protective measures, whites and

black/others show remarkably similar percent distribution of type of



self-protective measures employed fpr total personal victimization

and for each of the subcategories of personal victimization as well,

Injury Resulting In Hospital Treatment

All of the respondents who reported having been attacked were
also asked whether they were injured to the extent that they needea
medical attention after the attack; if such attention was required,
respohdents were asked whether they received any treatment at a
hospital, and, if so, the length of their hospital stay during treat-
ment. Since by deéfinition, victims of personal theft without injury
could not have sustained injuries requiring medical attention, the
analyses herein will be restricted to those victims of assaultive vio~-
lence with theft and assaultive violence without theft.

The extent of injuries suffered in assaultive victimizations is
reflected in Table 3.4. For those victimizations involving both as-
sault and theft, about two out of five victims were injured to the
extent that they required medical attention,3 while for assaultive
violence without theft, only about one.in ten victims were so injured.
Therefore, when theft was involved, injury was about four times as
1ikely as when it was not involved in an assaultive victimization.

As noted above, all injured victims were asked whether they re-

ceived treatment at a hospital. From Table 3.4, it can be seen that
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injured victims of assaultive violence with theft and assaultive
violence without theft received similar hospital treatment. About
one out of five victims who were injured received no hospital medi-
cal attention, slightly more than three out of five received only
emergency room treatment at a hospital, and one out of six had a
hospital stay of overnight or longer. Regarding hospital stays,
half of those who stayed in the hospital overnight or longer--or
about eight percent of all injured victims--stayed in the hospital
eight days or more.

With respect to business robberies, the data show that injury
to employees occurred in less than one out of ten victimizations and
that injury to employees serious enough to require hospitalization
was very rare. In only two percent of business robberies was an

employee injured seriously enough to require hospitalization.

Property Loss And Recovery

Most of the victims of theft-related victimizations were involved

in personal theft without {njury rather than in assaultive violence

-

with theft. TFurther, data not shown here indicate that in each of
these major subcategories of personal victimization more than two-
thirds of the victims did, in fact, suffer property loss. For those

having property stolem, the value of the property stolen in assaul~

L

61

tive violence with theft and personal theft without injury is similar.
In more than one-half of the theft victimizations in which there
was some loss, the estimated value of the stolen property was less
than $50, in another 15 percent of the victimizations the estimated
value was between $50 and $99, and in only about six' percent of the
victimizations was the estimated value of the property stolen worth
$250 or more; in about ten percent of the victimizations, the esti-
mated value of the property stolen was not ascertainable, and in
only one percent of the victimizations was the estimated value of
the stolen property categorized as "sone. "4

In theft victimizations whites had property actually stolen in
a smaller proportion of victimizations than did black/others. In -

assaultive violence with theft, 63 percent of the white victims

‘and 73 percent of the black/other victims had property stolen,

while in personal theft without injury 63 percent of the white vic-

tims and 78 percent of the black/other victims had property‘stolén.
Not only were white victims less likely than black/other victims

to have had property stolen, but the property stolen from whites

had a somewhat smaller estimated valqe than did the property stolen

from black/others. In assaultive violence with theft, the property

stolen from whites was valued at less than $50 in 58 percent of
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the victimizations and that stolen from black/others was valued at
less than $50 in 45 percent of the victimizations. For personal
theft without injury, the comparable figures for whites and black/
others were 63 percent and 54 percent, respectively. Among neither
racial group was loss of $250 or more very extensive—~—-about one out
of gixteen victims in each racial group had property worth $250 or

more stolen.

Property stolen from victims in the course of personal victimi-
zations may be recovered through the efforts of the victim, the
police, or the victim's insurance company. Data not shown in tabu-
lar form indicate that when some property stolen in a personal
victimization (or its replacement value) was recovered, the method
of recovery was through insurance in less than one out of ten re-
coveries; in the remaining cases, the property was recovered through
some "ofher” means such as the efforts of the victim or the police.

In four out of five personal theft victimizations, none of the
property stolen is recovered, This low rate of recovery was similar
for victimizations categorized as assaultive violence with theft
and personal theft without injury.

Data which are not presented here in tabular form show that as
the value of the property stolen increases, SO does the proportion

of losses in which there was either full or partial recovery.

e i B e e o
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Especially striking is the difference between the proportion of losses
of $1,000 or more, and the proportion of losses of less than $1,000
which result in full or partial recovery. TFor theft victimizations
suffered by whites, 24 percent of all losses, but 6§ percent of losses
of $1,000 or more, resulted in full or partial recovery. Similarly
for black/others, 17 percent of all losses, but 52 percent of all
losses of $1,000 or more, resulted in full or partial recovery. This
large difference iﬁ the recovery rate for losses of $1,000 or more
holds for each type of theft and for each racial group. Such large
differences in the rate of recovery might be expected for several rea-
sons. Very valuable property is likely to be insured, and if insured,
the victim would be almost certain to file a claim to collect for the
lgss. Very valuable personal property--especially rings, watches,
bracelets, necklaces, etc.~~ is likely to be unique, and hence, rela-
tively easily identifiable. Finally, when very valuable property is
stolen, especially thé-victim, but even the police, would be motivated :
to invesﬁ the effort reﬁuifed to search for the goéds an&/of the thief.
By way of summary, the majority of theft-related personél victim-
izations result in property losses (including cash) of less than
$50, In comparison to whites, black/other victims are, in géneral,

more likely to have property stolen~-and when property 1s stolen to

A
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Table 3.5

Value Of Property Stolen In Household Victimizations, By Race Of Heada‘

Eight Impact Cities:

Aggregate

VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY

$1,000 or izzertained
‘Hone 51-9 $10-49 $50-99 $100-249 | $250-999 More Total
Burglary 1z 8% 22% 157 21% 21% 8% 4% 100%
White (460) (6,850) (18,680) (12,260) (17,640) | (17,280) (7,000) (3,210)) (83,360)
Black-0th oz &% . 13% 13% 22% % 9% 5% 100%
ack-vther (230) (2,060) (7,550) (7,830); | (12,760) | (19,710) (5,340) (2,670%) (58,190)
Larceny 1% 4% 39% 16% 12% 4% ¥4 3% 7 100%
. (2,140) (74,730) (122,030) | (50,090) (38,110) €13,040) . | (1,880) (10,930) (313,030)
VWhite Sy O L —eUCi iy [P VCTUVRI SIGITI U NUSNAPTURINPRUNCI JUNIIRIT IR | P U
! R
Black-Other ¥4 17% 407 20% 12% 47 1% 5% 100% .
(1,240) (7,530) | €41,760) | (20,390) | (12,430) | (4,120) (650) (5,330) (103,430)
Vehicle Theft 0z 0z 12 2% 112 45z a9 o -
(40} (100) (150) (430) (2,920) (1Z,320) (10,710) (800) (27,500)
474 0% 1% 1% 7% 413 452 5% 100%
Black-Other | ) (30) (180) (180) 1,350) | (7,730) (8,460) | (350) (18 ,650)
Total Household Incidents 1% 19% 33% 157 162 10% 5% Y 00z
(2,670) (81,660) | (140,880) | (62,780) | (58,670) | (42,670) (19,590) | (14,950) (423,900)
White |emm o= el o fomms e e e s e o e e [ e e s s i oot e i | i ]
1% 117 272 16% 152 fo1sz 8% 5% 100%
Black-Other (1,490) 19, 610) (49,490) (28,370) (26,580) (31,610) (14,460) (8,930 (180,560
a _— .
Subcategories may not swa to total due to rounding.
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was aécounted for by different losses in burglaries. White victims
of burglary had property worth less than $50 stolen in 31 percent
of the victimizations while the c;mparable figure for black/others
was 17 percent; white victims of burglary had property worth more
than $250 stolen in 29 percent of the victimizations, while for
black/others the figure is 43 percent. No such differences are
.evident for larceny or vehicle theft. In larcenies, absout three
out of five victimizations in each racial group resulted in property
of less than $50 being stolen, while only about one out of 20 lar-
ceny victimizations in each racial group resulted in property of
$250 or more being stolen. Likewise, only about 14 percent of the
white and nine percent of the black/other vehicle thefts resulted
in property of less than $250 being stolen.

In household victimizations in which property was stolen, victims
may have recovered some or all of the property itself, or some orx
all of the value of the property through insurance. The data (not
presented here in tabular form) show that partial or full recovery
of property stolen was realized in one—quarter 'of the household vic-
timizations. The percentage, however, varied dramatically across
the three major subcategories of householdlvictimization. In only
20 percent of the larcenies and in only 24 percent of the burglaries,

but in 83 percent of the vehicle thefts was some recovery realized.

It is clear from Table 3.6 that-~for each major type of house-
hold victimization~-there is a monotonic increase in the proportion
of victimizations resulting in recovery, as the value of the property
stolen increases. As for differences between racial groups, they
are small for vehicle theft and larcemy but more apparent for bur-
glary. Twenty-nine percent of all white households, but only 17
percent of all black/other households which were victimized by bur-
glary realized some recovery. In the larger loss categories this
racial di?ference was even more pronounced. While 40 percent of the
white households suffering burglaries in which the losses were $250-
$999 recovered some of the value of the property stolen, only 15
percent of their black/other counterparts were as fortunate; for
burglaries of items worth $1,000 or more, 38 percent of the white
households, but only 33 percent of the black/other households,
recovered some property.

One reason for the race differential in property recovery is
suggested by the examination of the data along the dimension of in-
surance coverage. Although the data are not presented here, black/
other households which were victimized by burglary and larceny
recovéred property stolen in these crimes through insurance propor-

tionately less often than white households. For burglary, 60 percent

of the white households but only‘38 pexrcent of the black/other house-
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holds which recovered some property value, made such a recovery

Business Victimization

In business burglaries, four out of ten of the incidents resulted
in losses of less than $50, one~fifth in losses of $50-249, and three-

tenths in losses of $250 or more; only one out of ten burglaries of

total businesses resulted in losses of $1,000 or more.

Robberies of total businesses resulted in losses of less than

$50 in 40 percent of the incidents, $50-249 in 34 percent of the
incidents, and $250 or more in 21 percent of the incidents.

While only one-fifth of the robberies of total businesses resulted
in losses of $250 or more, one-third of the robberies of wholesale

Certainly when the relative volume of burglaries and robberies

businesses resulted in losses of $250 or more.

are considered in conjunction with the amount of loss, burglary

emerges as a crime far more costly in dollar amounts lost than rob-
beries. For total businesses,. an estimated 104,0005 burglaries

6

with an estimated mean loss of 5500 resulted in an estimated total
loss of more than 50 million dollars to businesses in the Impact
Cities in a single year; for total businesses, an estimated 18,000
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Table 3.6
Percentages of Household Victimizations in Which There Was Partial
Or Full Recovery, By Value of Property Stolen. and Race of Head?
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate
VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY
p
$1,000 or | Not
$1“49 $50“99 $109-‘249 $250"999 More Ascertained Total
Burglary 12% 202 317z 40% 58% 637% 29%
White (25,530) (12,260) {17,640} (17,280) (7,000) (3,210) (82,900)
S ROEOISIIE SURIAFURIIS IS ISR NS TNIIPNIIU I, SISO | SIS
10% 9% 11Z 157 33% 727 17%
Black/Other (9,610) {7,830) (12,760) (19,710) (5,340) (2,670) (57,960)
Larceny 137 24% 34% 367 427 75% 20%
White (196,770) (50,030) (38,110) (13,040) (1,880) (10,530) (310,890)
i ey ot fovrven  wensime  prmmten | st Smsnremt  dnemre [ v paniriny i, i Sty ey | pameoecs  mtoamn  mm— it it gpemmparen
. 9% 127 14% 17Z 267 14% 147
Black/Other '(59,290) (20,390) (12,430) (4,120) (650) (5,330) (102,190)
Vehicle Thefr 507z 77% 80% 82% 90% 75% 847
- " White (290) (430) (2,920) {12,320) (10,710) (800) (27,460)
s s ety | et e, gt} . vmrmie iy P e otme | mras v e— - o e g i)
20% 72% 57% 78% 877 79% 80%
Black/Other (210) (180) (1,350) (7,730) (8,460) (950) (18,880)
Total Household Incidents 13% 23% 35% 517% 747 2% 267 )
White (222,540) (62,780) (58,670) (42,670) (19,590) (14,950) (421,230}
9% 12% 15% 31% 64% 74% 22%
Black/Other (69,100) (28,370) (26,580) (31,610) (14 ,460) (8,930) (179,070)

Excludes those cases where the value of stolen property was "none "

4

subcategories may not sum to total due to rounding.
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robberies with an estimated mean loss of $390 resulted in an egti-

mated total loss of seven million dollars to businesses in the Impact
)

Cities in a single year. Thus total dollar losses in burglary

were roughly seven times greater than total dollar losses in robbery.

Even for "other" businesses which suffered substantially greater

mean losses for robbery than for burglary, the total losses in

burglary were far greater than the total losses in robbery ($4.0

million vs. $1.5 million).

For both burglary and robbery, as the value of the losses in-
creased, there was a monotonic increase in the proportion of busi-~
nesses recovering some of their losses through insurance. For
example, in both burglaries and robberies in which the losses were
less than $10, none of the victimized businesses recovered any of
their losses, but for victimizations in which losses were $1,000
or‘more, more than one-quarter of the burglarized businesses and
two-fifths of the robbed businesses recovered some of their losses
through insurance.

In sum, although the losses for household and business burglaries
were similar, losses in robberies of businesses were greater than
losses in robberies of individuals. For all types of theft vietimi-
zation (from individuals, households, and businesses) the likelihood

of recovery of property losses increased as the value of the items

71

stolen increased.

Footnotesg

But to w i
hom the victim had never said more than "Hello."

personnel coded the business robbery data, It

to the 1970 census, about 35
pact Cities was black.

For ease in communication

B s hereinaft inj
Tequiring medical attention wil oy needured to the e

1 be simply referred to as injured.

4 : :
Stolen property with an estimated value of 'nope"”

valueless property, such ae includes

a letter, and also credit cards and checks.

Excludes burglarized busi

ness
was not secerianis es for which the amount of loss

Excludes businesses victimized b

of loss was not ascertained. Y robbexy for which the amount



72
Chapter IV
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INCIDENT
Time Of Oceurrence
Personall

i indicates that
A review of data not shown here 1n tabular form indicates

h (6 a.m. - 6 p.m y, two out of five occurred between 6 p.l.
ours R Jm.

e s oc—
and midnight, while only ome out of ten personal incidents

i i i i intains
cured between midnight and 6 a.m.2 This distribution ma

i —-wi without
The majority of incidents involving agsault--with or wi

cent
rheft-—-occurred between 6 p.m. and 6 2.m. Further, only 47 perc

; i in] i i lved
of the ihcidents of personal theft without injury which invo

inj without
force or threat of force without 1n3ury——namely,‘robbery

n y i t
injur but 64 percent of the incidents of personal theft w1thou
—— 4

—-pergonal
injury which did not involve force or threat of force—~pers

‘ therefore
larceny--occurred between 6 a.m. and 6 p.m. Overall, th >

i io more often
those incidents jnvolving assaultive violence were

i inci involving personal
"pighttime" incidents, while those incidents

' 1 { " i i tSn
larceny were more often 'daytime inciden

Household

4 to
0f all household victimizations, about half were reporte

: -t between
have occurred between 6 p.m. and 6 a.m., about four-tenths

o S LRI

]
g
!
%
4
)
¥
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6 a.m. and 6 p.m., and the remaining one-tenth were reported to have
occurred at an unknown time. An examinaﬁion of the subcategories
of household victimization reveals that burglaries were more likely
to have occurred at an unknown time (15 percent), larcenies next
most likely (ten percent), and vehicle thefts least iikely to have
occurred at an unknown time (four percent).

0Of those household victimizations occurring at a known time,
more than half in each subcategory occurred at night (6 p.m. to
6 a.m.). Vehicle theft (77 percent), substantially more often than
either larceny (56 percent) or burglary (54 percent), is an offense
whicﬁ occurs disproportionately during the nighttime. Finally,
larcenies of $50 or more were more likely than larcenies of less

than $50 to have occurred at night (61 percent vs. 52 percent).

Business

Only one out of ten total business establishments which were
victimized by burglary were burglarized between the hours of 6 a.m.
and 6 p.m. An additional 15 percent were burglarized between 6 p.m.
and 12 midnight, 35 percent between midnight and 6 a.m., and 30 per-
cent at some unknown hour between 6 p.m. and 6 a.m. Thus, four out of

five burglaries of businesses occurred at night. The percentages

of burglaries occurring during the daytime varied from only five

e




percent for retail business to 32 percent for real estate businesses.
As would be expected, robberies showed a distinctly different
time of occurrence pattern from that shown by burglaries. Nearly
three out of five business robberies occurred between 6 a.m. and
6 p.m.; an additional one-third took place between 6 p.m. and mid-
night, and only one-tenth occurred between midnight and 6 a.m. There
was substantial variation by type of business. For example, while
retail robberies were evenly divided between daytime and nighttime,
"other," wholesale, and manufacturing businesses were disproportionately
robbed during the daytime. Overall, while business burglaries in the

Impact Cities were essentially a nighttime phenomenon,. business rob-

beries were essentially a daytime phenomenon.

Place Of Occurrence

Personal

Personal inéidents in each of the major subcategories occurred i
much more often in outside public places ("street, park, field," etc.) |
than in any other location. 1In fact, for each subcategory of personal
incidents, -the place of occurrence was more likely to be such a public
place than all other categories combined. For assaultive violence
with theft and robbery without injury, seven out of ten of the inci-

dents, but for assaultive violence without theft and personal larceny,

75

just more than half of the incidents, occurred in these outside
public places. For total personal incidents, the next most likely
place of occurrence was inside a non-residential building (such

as an office building) or on a public conveyance; abou£ one-eighth
of all personal incidents, but more than one~fourth of the personal
larceny incidents, occurred in places falling into this category.
Finally, about one-tenth of all personal incidents ocecurred in the
home of the victim and an additional one-tenth near the home (in

the . i i
yard, on the sidewalk in front of the home, etc.) of the victim

g 3 r

the inci j
ident occurred. The major differences between stranger and

non-stranger incidents in places of occurrence are between the
categories of putside public places and inside the home of the
victim. When the offender was a stranger about two - thirds of 11
personal incidents occurred in "street, park, field," etc., but

L
when the offender was not a stranger only about one-third of all

personal incidents occurred in outside puBlic places

Household

As would be expected on the basis of the nature of the various
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types of household victimizations,, the place of occurrence is quite

varlable across the subcategories of household victimizations.

By the definition used herein, burglary i{nvolves an entry into

the household premises by a person who did not live there and who

had no right to be there. Hénce, it is not surprising that all of

the burglaries took place either inside the home or at a vacation

home.

Relatively few household larcenies, on the other hand, take
place within the home. Again, by definition, a theft from the home

would cnly be categorized as a larceny if committed by someone who
had a right to be there~-such as a visitor or a workman. Larcenies

near the home would 1ikely include thefts of lawn furniture, out~-

side ornaments, and personal property (e.g. bleycles, lawn mOwWers,

tools, etc.) left outside. Larcenies elsewhere would include the

thefts (occurring away from home) of any objects not in the possession

of the victim at the time of the theft.
Vehicle theft, in part because of its nature, evidences a dis-

tinctive place-of-occurrence distribution. About seven out of ten

vehicle thefts take place in an open public place and the bulk of
the remaining vehicle thefts occurred near the home. Thus it appears
that vehicles may well be better protected near the home (perhaps

in a garage) and/or where the owner and neighbors may be in a posi-

tion to keep a watch on the vehicle.

77

plaée . t

Use Of Weapons

Personal

In connection with all personal incidents which were reported
by respondents, the interviewers asked whether the offender used a
gun, a knife, or any other object {(such as a club, a bottle, chain

s

etc.) as a weapon in the commission of the offense. As Table 4.1
showg, 38 percent of all personal incidents involved some-&eapon.
Since, by definition, personal larceny cannot involve a weapon——
and because personal larcenies constituted more than one-eighth
of all personal incidents--it is important to examine the percentages
of the subcategories of personal incidents for the presence of wea-
pons. The category showing the highest proportion of weapons is
robbery without injury, in which 52 peécent of the incidents involved
weapons; the categories of personﬁl incidents next most likely to
have involved weapons were assaultive violence with theft (44 percent)

and assaultive violence without theft (42 percent)
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Violence with theft (30 percent); conversely
3

¥ (16 percent) ang

most frequently in assaultive violence wi

highly lethal character,

Businesg
e ———

By definition, business burglaries (as well, as all household
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crimes) cannot involve the use of threat of force directed at
individual persons in order to secure valuables. Hence, the
use of weapons is only relevant for those business victimiza-
tions categorized as robberies. Table 4.1 indicates that most
(77 percent) of the 19,000 business robberies involved a weapon
of some kind.

Table 4.1 also makes clear that when a weapon was used, it

was almost always a gun. In robberies of total businesses in which

a weapon was used, a gun was the weapon in 88 percent of the rob-
beries, knives were used in seven percent of the robberies, and
"gther' weapons were used in five percent of the robberies. Regard-
less of the type of business robbed, guns predominated as the type
of weapon.

Robberies in which weapons were used are more 1ikely than rob-
beries in which weapons were not used to result in some loss~-in
either cash, merchandise, equipment, supplies, oOT damage to the
property--to the business. Eighty;one percent of the robberies
of total businesses involving weapons, but only 60 percent of the
robberies of total businesses mnot jnvolving weapcns, resulted in some
loss to business. It is interesting to note that not only was the pres-
ence of a weapon related to the proportion of businesses suffering loss,

but also the type of weapon was related to the proportiocn of businesses
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in which guns were used, 63 percent of the robberies in which knives
were used, and 44 percent of the robberies in which "other' weapons

were used, resulted in some loss to the victimized business. However
when knives were used as weapons, loss was no more likely to result |

than when no l
weapon was used
and 1" 1"
, when "other" weapons were used,

loss was act ike
ually less likely to result than when no weapon was used

Number of Victims
Personal

The vast jord i
majority of personal incidents were committed against

S

(

} ) - n = P s

one ou - inci i
t of~ 50 incidents involved three or more victims

Number Of Offenders

Perscnal

Although incidents with more than one victim did not occur

very often, inci i
s dents with more than one offender were rather commonplace
) .
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For only one category of personal %ncidents did single offenders
predominate; 65 percent of the incidents of assaultive violence with-
out theft involved single offenders. However, for crimes involving
theft (assaultive violence with theft, robbery without injury and
personal larceny) from three-fifths to two-thirds of the incidents:

involved multiple offenders.

Business

The majority of business robberies involved more than one offender.
In fact, only 39 percent of business robberies involved lone offenders.
Approximately four out of ten business robberies involved two offenders
and only two out of ten involved three or more offenders.

By way of summary, the use of weapons and the presence of multiple
offenders give offenders a substantial advantage over victims; weapons

and multiple offenders were found to be especially prevalent in business

robberies.

Footnotes

The reader's attention is drawn to the fact that in this chépter
the unit of count under the Personal heading is the incident and not
the victimization.

I s Gros

2
the ¢ While the proportion of total
he a.m, - 6 p.m. and the 6 p.m.
similar, it must be noted that sinc

personal incidents falling into
=~ 12 midnight time periods are
e the first time period contains
ime period, the mean number of

3If i X
any building on the household’

the burglary is reco § Property is burglarized,

rded as having occurred at home.,
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CH-2TER V
FAILURE TO REPORT VICTIMIZATIONS TO THE POLICE

It has often been suggested that victim surveys are necessary
because, among other reasons, some victims of ~rimes fail to feport
their victimizations to the police.l In fact, critiques of official
crime statistics often begin by noting that failure to report crimes
to the police is one of the major limitations of official crime sta-
tistics; further, it has sometimes been argued that non-reporting
may be variable across crimes, across geographic areas, and across
time.2 Hence, one of the most critical questions asked of those
respondents in the NCP surveys who experienced victimization was
whether the victimization had been reported to the police. In the
analyses that follow, results will be presented in terms of percen-—

tages of non-reporting--the ratio of non-reported victimizations

to total victimizations.

Extent Of Non-Reporting

Personal Victimizations

Table 5.1 indicates that slightly more than one-half of
all personal victimizations in the eight Impact Cities
as an aggregate were not-reported to the police., This overall
rate of non-reporting of personal victimizations was similarly high
in most of the eight cities. While the rates of non-reporting for

total personal victimizations ranged from 48 percent in St. Louis

GONTINUEL
10F2
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Table 5.

1

Percentages Of Non-Reported Personal, Household, and Business Victimizations®
Eight Tmpact Cities

. A t
Atlanta Baltimore | Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland St. Louis ggzigi e
Assaultive Violence - 40% 35% 347, - 27% 37% 38% 39% 39% 35%

With Theft (1,490) (5,710) (3,100) (1,800) (2,460) (2,110) (1,570) (2,260) (20,490)
58% 53% 59% 60% 607 50% 617 52% 58%
: Without Theft (10,830) (18,200) (15,120) (20,040) (19,810) (3,120) (12,350) (10, 960) (111,130)
Personal Theft Without Injury 46% 45% 49% 55% 63% 547, 607 43, 51%
Robbery (4,000) (11,850) (9,220) | (4,460) (4,780) (4,700) (3,470) (4,500) (47,020)
69% 52% 62% 6% 54% 62% 60% 51% 587%
Larceny (3,710) (8,700) (4,370) (2,390) (2,360) (3,560) (1,450) (3,560) (30,080)
56% 497, 54% 58% 58% 53% 59% 48% 54%
. Total Personal Victimization (20,040) (45,150) (31,820) (28,690) (29,410) (13, 500) (18, 830) (21,290) (208,720)
447 42% 46% 48% 427 48% . - 48% 427, 45%,
Burglary (25,320) (32,890) (28,670) (41,080) (30,750) (13,140) (21,860) (24,600) (218,310)
747, - 68% 75% 72% 68% 687% 58% 65% 70%
Larceny (46, 340) (70,990) (48,680) (96,500) (83,490) (12, 800) (56, 150) (42,820) (457,780)
21% 22% 2% 24% 22% 20% 20% 25% 23%
Vehicle Theft " (4,480) (9,960) (17,5%0) |  (6,840) (8,640) (3,930) 4,910) 7] (9,330) (65,680)
61% 57% 57% 637 58% 52% 60% 53% 587%
Total Household Victimization (76,150) | (113,850) (94,940) | (144,420) | (122,890) (29,870) (82,920) (76,750) (741,790)
29% 19% 25% 26% 24% 20% 23% 29% 247,
Burglary (15,380) (19,998) (11,376) (16, 545) (11,186) (12,089Yy (7,826) (12,898) (167,298)
8% 5% 10% 8% 4% 25% 12% 12% 10%
Robbery (3,275) (4,666) (2,388) (2,259) (1,375) (1,880) (860) (2,282) (18,985)
25% 16% 23% 24% 227 21% 22% 267 22%
Total Business Victimization (18,655) (24,664) (13,764) | -(18,804) (12,561) (13,969) (8,686) (15,180) (126,283)
8gubcategories may not sum to total due to rounding.
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to 59 percent in Portland, six of the eight cities had rates of
non~reporting which were over 50 percent.

When non-reporting is examined by type of personal victimization,
it is seen that the eight cities in aggregate showed the lowest
rate of non-reporting for assaultive violence with theft, followed
by personal theft without injury and finally by assaultive violence

.without theft. The individual cities were again found to be rather

homogeneous with regard to non-reporting. For assaultive violence

with theft, the rates ranged from 27 percent in Ddallas to 40 per-
cent in Atlanta; all cities except Dallas had rates of non-re-
porting which fell between 34 percent and 40 percent. For per-
sonal theft without injury, the rates of non-reporting ranged from
46 percent in St. Louis to 60 percent in Denver and Portland;
assaultive violence without theft had non-reporting rates of 50
percent or greater in each of the cities, ranging from a low of 50

percent in Newark to a high of 61 percent in Portland.

Household Victimization

Turning to non-reporting of household victimizations, Table 5.1
suggests that the variation in the rates of non-reporting across
subcategories of household victimization was greater than variation

across the subcategories of personal victimization. For the eight
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ranged f
g rom a low of 20 Percent in Portland and Newark to a hi h
g

of 25 per i Loui
percent in St, Louis, Burglary showed a similarly narrow

range, from 4 i v o
ge, m 42 percent in St, Louis, Den er, and Baltimore, ¢t
3

centages for larc ny w v m
e ere also relati ely homogeneous rangi £
) . | s ging from
percent in St. Louis to 75 Percent in Cleveland

Business Victimization

rate., An exanm
ination of these rateg by city shows non-reporti
~reporting
rates for bur
glary to be more homogeneous than those for robb
Rates for o

cent in Atlant i
a and St. Louis. For the latter, Trates varied f
rom

3

to 25 percent i
n Newark. Of the types of Victimization thys far
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i i tes for the
any city was dramatically out of line with the ra

remaining cities. )

g
2

N

zations.

— ur lari
In gach City the non reporting rate for household burg rles
3

g

ant) .
larger than the latter (45 percent VS. 24 percent)

a .

1 K

:nd even personal
for business robbery. Tn the aggregate, We fin
rate IOY

ith assault)
1tive violence with theft (in effect, robbery Wl
assau

g g

business robbery.

Table 5.1 also shows that personal larceny had a substantially

lower non~reporting rate than did household larceny. While the non-

reporting rates for personal larceny varied somewhat among Impact
A

Cities, in each city the non-reporting rate for personal larceny

was lower than the non-reporting rate for household larceny.

Amount Of Loss

Data not shown here in tabular form indicate that household lar-
cenies of items worth less than $50 were not reported to the police
proportionately as often in any city'as were larcenies of $50 or more;
in the aggregate while four out of five household larcenies of underk
$50 were not reported to the police, less than half of the larcenies

of $50 or more were not reported to the police. Further breakdown of

larcenies of $50 or more reveals that only about two out of five lar-
cenies of items worth $250 or more were not reported to the police.

This trend holds for robberies and burglaries of businesses as well.

For example, in robberies in which the loss was under $50, the rate of

non-reporting was 18 percent. However, for robberies in which the

amount of loss was $50—229, the non-reporting rate was two percent,
and for robberies in which the amount of loss was $250 or more, the

non-reporting rate was one percent. For business burglaries a similar

trend is in evidence; burglaries with losses of less than $50 had a

by O
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Table 5.2
1, Household And
8 Of Non-Reported Personal, tfoned
Business Viiiiﬁ::ggions, By Completed Versus Attempted Victimization
usines

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate

non-reporting rate of 39 pércent, while for losses of $50~249 and $250
" or more the non-reporting rates were 19 percent and five percent,
al Victimization® Completed ’ | Attempted Total
Person u respectively,
Assaultive Violence Without Theft 24z 577 529
(1,000) | (4,410 || (5,500) . ‘
Rape Attempted And Completed Vietimizations
46% 627‘0) (1o§8§10) The relation of amount of loss to rates of non-reporting raises
(30,770) (74,84 ’
Assault the question of what other elements of the Victimization are associated
éérsonal Theft Without Injury 402 67% 51%
N (28,180) (18,790) (46,970) with tendencies to Teport the victimization to the police. The finer
Robbery
breakdown of the NCP classification scheme for personal, household, and
55% 80% 58% “ ’
Larceny (25,760) (4,350) (30,100) business victimizations allows the major crime headings to be broken
. down into attempted and completed victimizations. Using these break-
Household Victimization
4z downs for attempted and completed victimizations, it ig possible to
372 68% .
80 (218,290) . . e .
Burglary (164,110) | (54,180) examine whether thig aspect of the victimization was related to non-
V] reporting to the police. The results in Table 5.2 demonstrate that
692 79% 70 ; P g
790
(416,470) | (41,320) (457,
Larceny whether the victimization was completed or only attempted is rather
62 64% 232 Strongly related to non-reporting, For each subcategory of victimiza-
(46,450) | (19,240) (65,690)
Vehicle Theft tion, hon-reporting was substantially more likely in attempted than in
Buginess Victimization completed victimizations, Among personal Victimizations for example,
3z 29% 10Z although two out of five completed robberies without injury were not
b (14,400) | 4,585) || 18,985) & P Jury
Robbery .
reported to the police, two out of three attempted robberies without
172 437 24% .. , I .
. (76,698) ] (30,440) (107,138) injury were not reported to the police. Similarly, in assaultive viop-
Burglary
lence without theft where assault was the method of attack 62 percent
aSubcategories may not sum to total due to rqunding. ] P
bAssaultive violence with theft is excluded since virtually all
victimizations in that category are completed.
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more than two-thirds of the attempted burglaries were not reported

to the police. While the comparable percentages for larceny show the
smallest difference (69 percent vs. 79 percent), rates of non-reporting-

for vehicle theft were extremely divergent for completed and attempted

victimizations. Whereas only six percent of the completed vehicle thefts

were not reported to the police, more than ten times this percentage-—
64 percent —- of atteﬁﬁted vehicle thefts were not reported to the police.
Finally, this pattern of differences between the rates of non-~reporting
for completed and attempted victimizations was in evidence for business
robberies in which three percent of the completed, but 29 percent of

the attempted, robberies were not reported to the police.

Use Of Weapons

The analysis of data which do appear here in tabular form provides
evidence that another element of the victimization~-the use of a weapon
by the offender~-is tied to reporting the victimization to the police.
In victimizations of assaultive violence with theft, 30 percent of those
in which the offender used a weapon and 41 percent of those in which the
offender did not use a weapon, were not reported to the police. For

assaultive violence without theft, the percent difference between the non-

reporting rates for weapon-present and weapon-absent victimizations was

even greater--49 percent and 66 psrcent, respectively. Robberies without

RTINS
e 10
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injury showed a similar difference; when the offender had a weapon 43
percent of the victimizations were not reported to the police, but when
the offender did not have a weapon 60 percent of the victimizations were
not reported to the police.

Although the rates of non-reporting for business robberies were
loweér than rates of non-reporting for personal robberies without injury
(both when a weapon was present and when a weapon was not present), once
again, the rate of non-reporting in weapon-present business robberies

was substantially lower than the rate of non-reporting in weapon-absent

business robberies (five percent vs. 22 percent). Thus, across each of

the categories of victimization'; the presence of a weapon was uniformly

associated with a lower rate of non-reporting.

Victim Characteristics

In order to examine further the phenomenon of failure to report

victimizations to the police, characteristics of individuals, house-

holds, and businesses were examined. It was found that once the nature

of the victimization was controlled, characteristics of the victims were

largely unrelated to non-treporting. In fact, only for age did a .sub-

stantial relationship maintain when the nature of the personal victim-

ization was controlled. For example, in the eight city aggregate while

nearly two out of three of the total personal victimizations suffered

et s

7) Afraid of reprisai,

8) Reporteq to someone elge

%) Other--specify,

On reasons given for non-

reporting,

95

> fewer than

uffered by those 65 or older
Wi i

th the €Xception of age, however
und i
to be associated with non-report
ing.

to the police; hence, in Table 5,3

row per
Percentages may sum to more than
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Table 5.3
Reasons For Not Reporting Personal, Household And Business Victimizations®
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate

3

ime

1al” er

ic

M survey data relate to "off

2cisions about the extent and

4,
4]
44
%)
o
B
k Q
<o
.m =
o
> 0
2
o .
S
Yy
2 o
—
[
s 9§
-li
Mm 13
g T
2 13
ea
= 0]
H B
o]
34
o
el

T,

e st b e fe

REASONS FOR NOT REPORTING VICTIM [ZATION
Nothing Did Not Police Did Not Personal Or| Afraid Reported Total
Could Be Think It Wouldn't . {Want To Private of To b Non-~
Done--Lack | Important | Want To Be|Take Time, {Matter, Did|{ Reprisal Someone Other Reparts
Of Proof Enough Bothered Too Incon- }Not Want To Else
venient |JReport It
36% 29% 6% 3z 13X 47 107 162
Total Personal Victimization (40,510) | (32,210) (6,870) (3,720) | (14,530) (4,860) | (10,810) | (18,300) 112,690
I 437 36% > 3z 5% 1z 87 12%
Total Household Victimization (190,110) | (159,120) | (29,560) | (14,550) | (19,940) | (2,410) | (36,210) | (52,070) || 433,480
427 37% 5% 6% )4 9% 15%
Total Business Victimization (11,586) | (i0,264) (1,5404) a,735) | __°C (138) (2,284) (4,031) 27,889

mm:vnmnmmonunm within rows will sum to greater than total due to the fact that the data are taken from a multiple response question.
annwcnmm "Did not want tc get involved." In neither the household nor vcmwnmmmlJ survey was thie reason often cited and hence it was merged with
all "other" responses. In the business survey, for example, only 1% of the businesses which did mot report their victimizations to the police
cited not wantirig to get involved as the reason. : :

nzon uged in business portion of the survey.
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pature of the crime problem are based on official crime statistics,

it is obviously crucial to have some indication of biases in these

official statistics.

The results in the first section of this chapter strongly suggest

——ag well as its constituent

that the nature of the victimization itself

elements~--1is closely related to failure to report the victimization to

the police. Thus most tgerious" offenses--those in which weapons are

used, which are completed, in which loss ig greatetr, etc.--are dis-

proportionately reported to the police; further, auto thefts and

commercial burglaries and robberies are d15proportionately reported as

well. Hence, +if one were to rely on official statistics to provide a

the picture would be distorted in over-re-

picture of crimes occurring,

presenting those crimes which are disProportionately yreported to the
police.

There is, howevel, another complicating problem. Namely; some of

y victims to the police may not be officially

6
recorded as crimes by the police

the crimes reported b
or may not be reported to the FBI's

yniform Crime Reporting program. Although the comparison of victim

orm Crime Report statistics 1is jmportant, the

survey data and Unif

ability to make such a comparison is not one of the major justifications

for undertaking the National Crime Panel victimization surveys. in fact,

i N

S G B it b 2 S s e i e

such ceomparison
s .
between the Uniform Crime Reports and th
e victim surve
>4

- a ; .

ar
e gross for several reasons:

l .
) The victim survey results reflect victimizations suffered by
residents of the city in question, whether or not these victim
.izatlons occurred within the city in which the victim resides;
the UCR statistics in a given city reflect victimizations of |

all person whether or n hey are re 1&en he ci
s ( th 0 ot th si ts of ¢ ity)
y

which occur within the city boundaries

The victim su
v .
ey did not attempt to count some of the offen
which are cou i -
| nted in the UCR statistics; although the victi
im
survey did c i
34 ount some larcenies, it did not count comm 1
ercia

- ’

which are tabulated in the UCR sfatistics

)
5)
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Finally since the UCR data for 1972 coincided most closely with the

victim survey reference period, the 1972 UCR data were used.

o b

For the eight Impact Cities in the aggregate, the victim survey
estimates and the UCR counts (Table 5.4) are in the most agreement for
vehicle theft (the ratioc of the former to the latter is 1.Qp) and in
the least agreement for larceny (3.02) and burglary (2.71). For rape,

aggravated assault, and robbery the agreement between the two is closer,
with ratios between 2.05 and 2.23.

The close correspondence between the victim survey and the UCR data
for vehicle theft is expected on the basis of the very low rate of non-
reporting for vehicle theft. At the other extreme, the discrepancy
between the victim survey and UCR figures for larceny also can be accounted
for largely by the high rate of non-reporting for larceny (69 percent).

The relatively high ratio for burglary (2.71) is problematic, since
the non-reporting rate for b;rglary is relatively low (38 percent).

There is evidence (from data not presented here) of considerable
inter-city variation in the ratios of victim survey tc UCR counts for
the individual offense categories. Rape and aggravated assault show
ratios that are most variable across cities, while the ratios for robbery,
burglary, iarceny, and vehicle theft are less variable.

For rape, Newark's ratio of .98 is substantially smaller than the

ratios for Portland (4.08), Denver (3.17), and Atlanta (3.15).
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106 i National Crime Panel Classdficatinn of Pérsonal Crimes
|
‘i Personal Crime Cat:e:gcarie':s&’b
i
H
H
ks = Iype of Crime Conditions
the two ran I
f zero when : ‘:
ted value o £ this equation {
. . on an expee . he value ©
\ cient takes tting t
This coeffi

Assaultive Violence

a purely by chance. BY S€

! .
! With Theft Something was stolen or taken without permission or there was an
X . 8 Sdr = 84. i attempt to steal or take something without permission.
are associate mber of ci_tleS) = 0Oy i Rape Rape was the method of attack or the type of injury suffered,
TO when N ,(the nul ) { Attempted rape Verbal threat of rape or attempted rape as the method of attack or
to zero, i attempted rape injuries.
3 ; Serious assault with weapon The offender had a weapon or something he wasuusing as a weapon and
! the victim suffered any injury.
, i Serious assault with no weapon ‘he offender had no weapon and the victim suffered a serious injury.
] } Minor assault The offender had no weapon or the victim did not know if the offender
i had a weapon and the victim was attacked in some fishion and
‘ received minor injuries.
; { Without Theft Nothing was stolen or taken without permission nor was there any
o attempt to steal or take something without permission.
L Rape Rape was the mathod of attack or the type of injury suffered,
,% Attempted rape Verbal threat of rape or attémpted rape as the method of attack or
v : attempted rape injuries.
. i Serious assault with weapon The offender had a weapon or something he was using as a weapon and
zi, the victim suffered a serious injury.
1( Serious assault with no weapon The offender had no weapon and the victim suffered a serious injury.
“] Attempted assault with a weapon The offender had a weapon and the victim was threatened with harm
! or was actually attacked but received no injury.
. l Minor assault The offender had no weapon or the victim did not know if the offender
H had ‘a weapon and the victim was attacked in some fashion and re-
i ceived minor injuries.
i Attempted assault The offender did not have a weapcn and the victim was threastened with
N : hdrm or was actually attacked but received no injury.
1 Personal Theft Without Injury Something was stolen or taken without permisgion or there was an
% attempt to steal or take something without permission, and the
victim was not injured in any way.
{ Robhery Something that belonged to the victim was stolen or tzken without
i ) permission,
i With weapon The offender had a weapon or something he was using as a weapon.
i No weapon

The offender did not have a weapon and the victim was threatened
with harm or was attacked but received no injury.
i Attempted robbery The offender attempted to steal something.
: i With weapon
t
¢

An attempt was made to take a purse from the person and the offen-
der did not have a weapon and the victim was not threatened with
harm or actually attacked,

Pocket picking Cash or a wallet was taken from the person and the offender did not

have a weapon and the victim was not threatened with bharm or ac-
tually attacked.

The offender had a weapon or something he was using as a weapon.
No weapon The offender did not have a wespon and the victim was threatened
. with harm or was attacked but received no injury.
{ ! Purse smatch, no force A purse was taken from the person and the offender did not have a
3 weapon and the victim was not threatened with harm or actually attack
Z 1 Attempted purse snatch, no force
!

2The conditions which must be present for a main category must also be present for each of its subcate~
gories even though the conditions are not repeated each tise din the outline,

For each personal .incident the vietim must have been present when the incident occurred,
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APPENDIX B

National Crime Panel Classification of Household Crimes

Hougehold Crime Categories

Each household incident involves some form of crime directed against property without personal confronta-
tion taking place between the victim and the offender during the (actual) commission of the crime.

Burglary
Forcible entry

Nothing taken
Property damage
No property damage
Something takéh
Unlawful entry without force

Attempted forcible entry

J

The offender did not live where the crime was committed and did not
have & right to be there.

The offender actually got into the building and there was some evi-
dence that the offender forced his way in,

Nothing was stolen or taken without permission.

There was property damage.

There was no property damage.

Something was stolen or taken without permission,

The offender actually got into the building and there was no evidence
that the offender ‘tried to force his way in.

The offender tried to get into the building without success and there
was some evidence that the offender tried to force his way in.

Larceny

Under $50b
Under $10
$10-24
$25-49

$50 or more
$50-99
$100-249

$250 or more

NA smount

Attempted larceny

Thef% except of motor vehicles or attempted theft except of motor

vehicles,

The sum of the stolen cash and stolen property = $0-49.

The sum of the stolen cash and stolen preperty = $0-9.

The sum of the stolen cash and stolen property = $10-24.

The sum of the stolen cash and stolen property = $25-49.

The sum of the stolen cagh and stolen property = $50 or more.
cash and stolen property = $50-95,

The sum of the stolen
The sum.of the stolen
The sum of the stolen cash and
The amount of stolen cash is not ascertainable
stolen property 1s not ascertainable,
Attempted theft except attempted motor vehicle

crsh and stolen property = $100-249,
stolen property = §250 or more.
or the value of the

theft.

Auto Theft
Theft of a car

Theft of other vehicle

Attempted theft of 2 car

Theft of a car and no permission was given to take the car or
permission was given but the car was not returned.

Theft of other motor vehicle and no permission was given to take
it or permission was given but it was not returned.

Attempted theft of a car.
Attempted theft of other motor vehicle,

Attempted theft of other vehicle _

OThe conditions which must be present for a main category must also be present for each of its subcategories
even though the conditions ara not repeated each time in the outline.

bstolen checks and credit cards were uniformly considered as $0Q.

{
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Table D.1 ’
Estimated Standard Errors And 95 Percent Confidence Intervals For Rotes (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Age Or ¢lder) Of Personal Victimiation
Eight Impact Cities

Atlanta Baltimore § Cleveland

Agpregate
Dallas Denver Newark Portland St. Louis 'ggoiﬁl
Population Base 341,044 656,299 510,824 613,781 404,469 235,516 295,826 422,686 3,480,445
Assaultive Violence Rate 4,38 8.70 6.06 2.93 6.09 8.94 5.31 5.34 5.89
With Theft .
— e e e e e s e e e e e e e e e 2]
Standard Error .53 .85 .02 .39 .59 .65 54 .56 .22
Interval 3.32-5.44 |7.40-10,00 ) 4.82~7.30 |[2.15-3.71 }4.91-7,27 !7.64-10.24}4.23-6.39 | 4.22-6.46 5.45-6.33
Without Theft Rate 31.77 28.80 29.61 32.65 48.97 13,25 41.75 25.92 31.93
. - == —— fome e e b e e [ e e e e e ] — - —
Standard Errox 1.40 1.16 1.34 1,29 1.65 .79 1.48 1.21 .71
Interval 28.97-34.57 26.48-31.12 26.93-32,29 50.07-35.23 45.67-52.27 [11.67~14.83 138.,79-44.71123.50~28.34 30.51-33.35
Personal Theft Rate 22.62 31.30 26.62 11.16 17.65 35.12 16.60 19.09 22.15
Without Injury .
Standard Error 1.19 1.21 1,28 .76 1.01 1.27 .95 1,04 A7
Interval §20.24-25.00 |28.88-33.72)24.06-29.18 | 9.64-12.68 {15.63-19,67 {32.58-37.66 |14.70-18,50 {17.01-21,17 [{21.21-23.09
Total Personal Rate 58.77 68.80 62.29 46.74 72.71 57.31 63.66 50.35 59.97
Victimization e s e J e s e v e e e e e i e e e e b e e b e e e e ]
Standard Errxor 1.88 1.76 1.92 1.54 1.98 1.60 1.81 1.67 .80
SN AN DU SN AU SN S SN | EESU
Interval }55.01-52.53 5.28-~72.32 {58.45-66.13 $3.66-49.82 b8,75-76.67 {54,11-60.51 j60.04~67.28147.01~53.69 }158.37-61.57
4Intervals based on ¥ two standard errors.
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Tabla D.3

Eight Impact Cities

Estimated Sta
ndard Ervors And
95 Percent C
onfidence Intervals® For Rates (Per 1,000
N Businesses) Of
Business Victd
mization

+ U,S. GOVER y
NMENT PRINTING OFFICE:; 1976 O ~ 210-836 (’1940)

Atlanta Balt
imore | Clevela
. nd .
Number of Busizessca Dallas Denver - N
20,744 3 : rtland {St. Loui
- ,630 31,0 8 Apgregate
E’ Burglary ,000 46,579 25,239 19. 188 g %Otal
k Rate 740.38 577.62 : ] 21,982 24,316  |f 223,678
s L 365.93 355.07 442,68 630 .
Standard Error _— = ’ +55 355.56
99.29 e o e e . 531.25
o 41.59 32.66 2444 il el ek 479.68
Interval 542 4_—_ ——mm— e ———— ‘ 93.32. 51.9 - —_— — —
40~ | 494,44 —— = 2 73.84
Vb —_—— e e * 30.
939.56 tioso | Casrs | asaes | ‘isia JUPSPY RS e e
Robbery Rate 157.34 13 ~ 23.95 531.22 aﬁ?i; 222'74" 383,57~ o P
L 5.65 | 76.93 | 4s.s | 56.28 9.38 | “e78.03 || sub.os
. Standard Exror —_—— = — ‘ 97.76
s Jomrerny, e et 38.89 »
21.87 14.00 1 e e e e 94.30 84.77
R 3.16 10.22 11.29 —_——— i e
Interval 113.60~ — e o i e * 22.88 —_—e— — —
. : 106.65~ e 4.01 2
201.08 162.65 5081~ | 28.01- T el e 2.07 6.57
Total Business 68.89 1.70- | 52,000 | 3087 | 50 = =l = =
Vicrimizations Rate 898.33 712.2 : 46.91 0.16- |} 71.63-
. .27 443.87 | 403.52 o . 97.91
Standard Error - Ty T Ty -96 728.31 394
106.00 49.15 R Jrp— 43 625.55 6445
o 40.86 | 39.95 i1 | oo | sror '
Interval 635,33,—~ B L : 110.70 52.07 — =~
a 86.33- | G137 | 3629 ) 3 S NN 93.21 2547
Intervals b + : 815.07 525.55 23.62~ 401,56~ 506 i lienadl S
: Le based on = two sta : 483,42 59 6.91- 290.31~ N |
: ndard errors. 2,38 949.71 495,59 439,13~ 493.51
: . 811,97 63539
. 5.39
Table D.2
e Intervalsa For Rates (Pex 1,000 Households) of figusehold Victimization

getimated Stan

Jdard Exxors And 95 P

ercent Confidenc

8!
Atlénta Baltimoze Cleveland - § Dallas

Number Of Pouseholds

Burglary

grandard ErroT

Interval

Larceny

standard Error

Vehicle Theft

Total Household
Victimization

Interval

Rate

srandard Error

§tandard ErroT

Interval

157,067

5.64 5.32 5.83 5.66
77351~ | 389.65- 400,39~ 503.82~
496.07 410.93 4£23.71 526,46

24,78-32.30 31,02~

284,416

8 +
Tatervals based on ~

112

£wo stavdard erTOors.

Ei

39.02 {70,

ht Impact citles

— —

412.05

—

' 146.54

——

04-B2.64 20.89-27.89

280,348

Denver

194,615

Neﬁark

19,55-49.27 324

620.08-
642.80

106,740

2, T

7-41.23 |29.58

Fortland ~

Aggregate
Total
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