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PREFACE

Presenting the most comprehensive set of results yet
released under the National Crime Panel program, this
publication contains data about selected crimes of
violence and theft [or calendar year 1973 for the Nation
as a whole. It succeeds an advance report published in
May 1975, The program, based on continuing surveys of
a representative national sample of households and
husinesses, was created to assess the character and extent
of selected forms of criminal victimization. The surveys
have been designed and conducted {or the Law Enforee-
ment Assistance Administration by the U.S. Bureau of
the Census.

As presently constituted, National Crime Panel
surveys focus on certain criminal offenses, whether
completed or attampted, that are of major concern to
the general public and law enforcement authorities. For
individuals, these are rape, robbery, assault, and personal
larceny: for households, burglary, household larceny,
and motor vehicle theft; and for commercial establish-
ments, burglary and robbery. In addition to cnabling
measurement of the extent to which such crimes occur,
the surveys permit examination of the characteristics of
victims and the circumstances surrounding the criminal
acts, exploring, as appropriate, such matters as ths
relationship between victim and offender, characteristics
of offenders, extent of victim injuries, economic con-
sequences to the victims, time and place of occurrence,

use of weapons, whether the police were notified, and, if
not, reasons advanced for not informing them.

Although the program has & general objective of
developing insights into the impact of selected crimes
upon victims, it is anticipated that the scope of the
surveys will be modified periodically to address other
topics in the field of criminal justice. In addition,
conlinuing methodological studies are expected to yield
refinements in survey questionnaires and procedures,

Information in this report was derived from inter-
views with the occupants of about 65,000 housing units
(160,000 persons) and 15,000 businesses representative
of those in the 50 States and the District of Columbia,
Respondents who vyielded the 1973 data were inter-
viewed twice during the course of the appropriate data
collestion period, at G-month intervals. Eliminated from
consideration were crimes experienced by U.S. residents
outside the country und thase involving foreign visitors
to this country, although it can be assumed that such
events were relatively rare. Respondents furnished de-
tailed personal and houschold data (or information
about commercial establishments), in addition to partic-
ulars on criminal acts they incurred.

In relation to crimes against persons, National Crime
Panel survey results are based on either of two units of
measure~victimizations or incidents. A victimization is a
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specific criminal act as it affects a siangle victim. An
incident is a specific criminal act involving one or more
victims and one or more offenders. For reasons discussed
in the appropriate analytical and technical sections of
this report, the number of personal victimizations is
somewhat greater than that of personal incidents. As
applied to crimes against households and cominercial
establishments, however, the terms “victimization™ and
“incident” are synonymous.

All statistical data in this report are estimates
subject to errors arising both {rom the fact that they are
based on information obtained from sample surveys
rather than complete censuses and that recording and
processing mistakes invariably occur in the course of a
large-scale data collection effort. As part of a discussion
of the relability of estimates, these sources of error are
discussed more fully in Appendixes 111 and IV, 1t should
be noted at the outset, however, that with respect to the
effect of sampling errors, estimate variations can be
determined rather precisely. In the Detailed Findings
section of this report, categorical statements involving
analytical comparisons have met statistical tests that the
differences are equivalent to or greater than two
standard errors, or, in other words, that the chances are
at least 95 out of 100 that each difference described did
not result solely from sampling variability; qualified
statements of comparison have met significance tests
that the differences are within the range of 1.6 to 2
standard errors, or that there is a likelihood equal to at
least 90 (but less than 95) out of 100 that the
differences noted did not result solely from sampling
variability, These conditional statements are charac-
terized by the use of expressions such as “some
indication,” “less conclusively,” “marginal indication,”
“marginally significant,” and “based on less conclusive
data,” Apparent differences between two values, or
among several related ones, that failed to meet either of
these criteria generally have been identified as lacking
statistical significance; besides explicit statements to that
effect, a variety of expressions, including “no meaning-
ful difference,” “not valid,” “no true difference,” and
“no pattern,” denotes these findings. In some instances,
however, apparent differences between values that
failed to meet either statistical criteria have not been
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discussed. In the Selected Findings section, all compara-
tive statements passed the two standard error test.

‘The 100 tables in Appendix 1 display the data that
formed the basis for the analytical sections of this
report. The three appendixes that follow contain materi-
als to facilitate further analyses and oiher uses of the
data. Appendix 1l contains facsimiles of the question-
naire forms used in conducting the household and
commercial surveys, whereas Appendixes 11l and IV have
standard error tables and guidelines for their use. The
latter two appendixes also include technical information
concerning sample design, estimation procedures, and
sources of nonsampling error.

Attempts to compare information in this report
with data collected from police agencies by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation and published annually in its
report, Crime in the United States, Uniform Crime
Reports, are inappropriate because of substantial differ-
ences in coverage between this survey and police
statistics. A major difference arises from the fact that
police statistics on the incidence of crime are derived
principally from reports that persons make to the police,
whereas survey data include crimes not reported to the
police, as well as those reported. Personal crimes covered
in the survey relate only to persons age 12 arnd over,
whereas police statistics count crimes against persons of
any age. Furthermore, the survey does not measure some
offenses, e.g., homicide, kidnaping, white collar crimes,
and commercial larceny (shoplifting and employee
theft), that are included in police statistics, and the
counting and classifying rules for the two programs are
not fully compatible.

Unlike the crime rates developed from police
statistics, the personal victimization rates cited in this
teport are based on victimizations rather than on
incidents and are calculated on the basis of the popula-
tion age 12 and over rather than on the total population.
As indicated earlier, personal victimizations outnumber
personal incidents. National Crime Panel rates of victimi-
zation for crimes against households and commercial
establishments are based, respectively, on the number of
households and businesses, whereas rates derived from
police statistics for these crimes are based on the total
population.
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THE NATIONAL SURVEYS

The National Crime Panel is a program designecl‘ to
develop information not otherwise available on the
nature of crime and its impact on society by means of
victimization surveys of the general population. Based
on representative samplings of households and commer-
cial establishments, the surveys elicit information about
experiences, if any, with selected crimes of violence and
theft, including events that were reported to the police
as well as those that were not. By focusing on the victim,
the person likely to be most aware of details concerning
criminal events, the surveys generate a variety of data,
including information on the circumstances under which
such acts occurred and on their effect.

As one of the most ambitious efforts yet under-
taken for filling some of the gaps in crime data,
victimization surveys are expected to supply the criminal
justice community with new insights into crime and its
victims, complementing data resources already on hand
for purposes of planning, evaluation, and analysis. The
surveys cover many crimes that, for a variety of reasons,
are never brought to police attention. They also furnish
a means for developing victim profiles and, for identi-
fiable sectors of society, yield information necessary to
compute the relative risk of being victimized. Victimiza-
tion surveys also have the capability of distinguishing
between stranger-to-stranger and domestic violence and
between armed and strong-arm assaults and robberies.
They can tally some of the costs of .:ime in terms of

injury or economic loss sustained, and they can provide
greater understanding as to why certain criminal acts are
not reported to police authorities. Conducted periodi-
cally in the same area, victimization surveys provide the
data necessary for developing indicators sensitive to
fluctuations in the levels of crime; conducted under the
same procedures in different areas, they provide a basis
for comparing the crime situation between two or more
localities or types of localities.

Victimization surveys, such as those conducted
under the National Crime Panel program, are not
without limitations, however. Although they provide
information on crimes that are of major interest to the
general public, they cannot measure alf criminal activity,
as a number of crimes are not amenable to examination
through the survey technique. Surveys have proved most
successful in estimating crimes with specific victims who
understand what happened to them and how it
happened and who are willing to report what they know.
More specifically, they have been shown to be most
applicable to rape, robbery, assault, burglary, and both
personal and household larceny, including motor vehicle
theft. Accordingly, the National Crime Panel was de-
signed to focus on these crimes. Murder and kidnaping
are not covered. Thie so-called victimless crimes, such as
drunkenness, drug abuse, and prostitution, also are
excluded, as are those crimes for which it is difficult to
identify knowledgeable respondents or to locate compre-
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hengive data records, as in offenses against government
entities.! Examples of the latter are income tax evasion
and the theft of office supplies. Crimes of which the
victim may not be aware also cannot be measured
effectively by the survey technique. Buying stolen
property may fall into this category, as may some
instances of fraud and embezzlement. Attempted crimes
of most types probably are underrecorded for this
reason, Commercial larcenies (e.g., employee theft and
shoplifting) have to date not proved susceptible to
measurement or study by means of the survey approach
because of the limited documentation maintained by
most commercial establishments on losses from these
crimes. Finally, events in which the victim has shown a
willingness to participate in illegal activity also are
excluded. Examples of the latter, which are unlikely to
be reporfed to interviewers, include gambling, various
types of swindles, con games and blackmail,

The success of any victimization survey is highly
contingent on the degree of cooperation that interview-
ers receive from respondents. In the National Crime
Panel surveys that yielded data relevant to calendar year
1973, interviews were obtained in 96 percent of the
housing units occupied by persons eligible for interview,
In the commercial sector, the response rate was about 99
percent,

Data from victimization surveys also are subject to
limitations imposed by victim recall, i.e., the ability of
respondents to remember incidents befalling them or
their housecholds, and by the phenomenon of tele-
scoping, that is, the tendency of some respondents to
recount incidents occuring outside (usually before) the
referenced time frame, This tendency is controlled by
using a bounding technique, whereby the first interview
serves as a benchumark, and summary records of each
successive interview aid in avoiding duplicative reporting
of criminal victimization experiences; information from
the initial interview is not incorporated into the survey
results.

Another of the issues related in part to victim recall
ability involves the so-called series victimizations. Each
series consists of three or more criminal events similar, if
not identical, in nature and incurred by persons unable
to identify separately the details of each act, or, in some

'Other than government-operated liquor stores and
transportation systems, which fall within the purview of the
program's commercial sector, government institutions and
offices are outside the scope of the program. Pretests have
indicated that government organization records on crime gener-
ally are inadequate for survey purposes,

-
“

cases, to recount accurately the total number of such

acts. Because of this, no attempt is made to coliect

information on the specific month, or months, of
occurrence of series victimizations; instead, such data are
attributed to the season, or seasons, of occurrence. Had
it been feasible to make a precise tally of victimizations
that occurred in series and to determine their month of
occurrence, inclusion of this information in the proces-
sing of survey results would have caused certain altera-
tions in the portrayal of criminal victimization, Perhaps
most importantly, rates of victimization would have
been higher. Because of the inability of victims to
furnish details concerning their experiences, however, it
would have been impossible to analyze the characteris-
tics and elfects of these crimes. But, aithough the
estimated number of series victimizations was apprecia-
ble, the number of victims who actually experienced
such acts was small in relation to the total number of
individuals who were victimized one or more times and
who had firm recollections of each event. Approxi-
mately 1.8 million series victimizations against persons
or households, each cicompassing at least three separate
but undifferentiated events, were estimated to have
occurred during a 12-month period commencing with
the spring of 1973, A further discussion about series
victimizations, as well as a table.in which they are
broken out by type of crime, can be found in Appendix
111 of this report.

Data emanating from the National Crime Panel
surveys can be examined from various perspectives, They
can be analyzed along topical lines, by subjects such as
“crime characteristics”; they can be grouped into crimes
apainst persons and crimes against property; they can
focus on specific crimes; or they can be classified
according to victim characteristics. This report is orga-
nized topically. Internally, most chapters are subdivided
according to the applicable targets, or sectors, of
criminal victimization dealt._with by the program—
persons, households, and commercial establishments.
Within each sector, the analysis focuses on specific
crimes, In the discussion that follows, the relevant
crimes for each sector are described in detail.?

?Definitions of the measured crimes do not necessarily
conform to any Federal or State statutes, which vary consid-
erably. They are, however, compatible with conventional usage
and with the definitions used by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation in its annual publication Crime in the United
States, Uniform Crime Reports. Succinct and precise definitions
of thc crimes and other terms used in National Crime Panel
survey reports appear in the Glossary of Terms, at the ead of this
report.

Crimes against persons

In this study, crimes against persons have been
divided into two general types: crimes of violence and
crimes of theft, Personal crimes of violence (rape,
personal robbery, and assault) all bring the victim into
direct contact with the offender, Personal crimes of
theft may or may not involve contact between the
victim and offender.

Rape, one of the most serious and Ieast common of
all the crimes measured by the National Crime Panel, is
carnal knowledge through the use of force or the threat
of force, excluding statutory rape (without force), Both
completed and attempted acts are included, and inci-
dents of both homosexual and heterosexual rape are
counted, ‘

Personal robbery is a crime in which the object is to
relieve a person of property by force or the threat of
force. The force employed may be a weapon (armed
robbery) or physical power (strong-arm robbery). In
either instance, the victim is placed in physical danger,
and physical injury can and sometimes does result, The
distinction between robbery with injury and robbery
without injury turns solely on whether the victim
sustained any injury, no matter how minor. The distinc-
tion between a completed robbery and an attempted
robbery centers on whether the victim sustained any loss
of cash or property. For example, an incident might be
classified as an attempted robbery simply because the
victim was not carrying anything of value when held up
at gunpoint. Attempted robberies, however, can be quite
serious and can result in severe physical injury to the
victim,

The classic image of a robber is that of a masked
offender armed with a handgun and operating against
lone pedestrians on a city street at night. Robbery can, of
course, occur anywhere, on the street or in the home,
and at any time. It may be an encounter as dramatic as
the one described, or it may simply involve being pinned
briefly to a schoolyard fence by one classmate while
another classmate takes the victim’s lunch money.

Assaults are crimes in which the object is to do
physical harm to the victim, The conventional forms of
assault are “‘aggravated” and “simple.” An assault carried
out with a weapon is considered to be an aggravated
assault, irrespective of the degree of injury, if any. An
assault carried out without a weapon is also an aggra-
vated assault if the attack results in serious injury.
Simple assault occurs when the injury, if any, is minor

and no weapon is used. Within the general category of

assault are incidents with results no more serious than a
minor bruise and incidents that bring the victim near
death--but only near, because death would turn the
crime into lomicide.

Attempted assaulis differ from assaults carried out
in that in the latter the victim is actually physically
attacked and may incur bodily injury. An attempted
assault could be the result of bad aim with a gun or it
could be a nonspecific verbal threat to harm the victim,
It is difficult to categorize attempled assault as either
aggravated or simple because it is conjectural how much
injury, if any, the victim would have sustained had the
assault been carried cut. In some instances, there may
have been no intent to carry out the crime. Not all
threats of harm are issued in earnest; a verbal threat or a
menacing gesture may have been all the offender
intended, The intent ol the offender obviously cannot
be measured in a victimization survey. For the National
Crime Panel, attempted assault with a weapon has been
classified as an aggravated assaull; attempted assault
without a weapon has been considered as simple assault.

Although the most fearsome form of assault is the
brutal, senseless attack by an unknown assailant, it is
also the most rare. Much more common is an incident
where the victim is involved in a minor scuffle or a
domestic spat. There is reason to believe that incidents
of assault stemming from domestic quarrels are under-
reported in victimization surveys because some victims
do not consider such events crimes or are reluctant to
implicate family members or relatives, who in some
instances may be present during the interview.

Personal crimes of theft (i.e., ‘personal larceny)
involve the theft of cash or property by stealth, Such
crimes may or may not bring the victim into direct
contact with the offender. Personal larceny with contact
encompasses purse snatching, attempted purse snatching,
and pocket picking. Personal larceny without contact
entails the theft by stealth of numerous kinds of items,
which need not be strictly personal in nature. It is
distinguished from househoid larceny solely by place of
occurrence. Whereas the latter transpires only in ihe
home or its immediate environs, the former can take
place at any other location. Examples of personal
larceny without contact include the theft of a briefcase
or umbrella {rom a restaurant, a portable radio from the
beach, clothing from an automobile parked in a shop-
ping center, a bicycle fiom a schoolground, food from a
shopping cart in front of a supermarket, etc. Lack of
force is a major identifying element in personal larceny.
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Should, for example, a woman become aware of an
attempt to snatch her purse and resist, and should the
offender then use force, the crime would escalate to
robbery.

In any criminal incident involving crimes against
persons, more than one criminal act can take place, A
rape may be associated with a robbery, for example. In
classifying the survey-measured crimes, each criminal
incident h.s been counted only once, by the most
serious act thal took place during the incident, ranked in
accordance with the seriousness classification system
used by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. The order
of seriousness for crimes against persons is: rape,
robbery, assault, and larceny. Consequently, if a person
were both robbed and assaulted, the event would be
classified as robbery; if the victim suffered harm, the
classification would be robbery with injury.

Crimes against
households

All three of the measured crimes against house-
holds-burglary, household larceny, and motor vehicle
theft--are crimes that do not involve personal confronta-
tion. If there were such confrontation, the crime would
be a personal crime, not a household crime, and the
victim no longer would be the household itself, but the
member of the household involved in the confrontation.
For example, if members of the household surprised a
burglar in their home and then were threatened or
harmed by the intruder, the act would be classified as
assault. If the intruder were to demand or take cash
and/or property from the household members, the event
would classify as robbery.

The most serious of the crimes against houscholds is
burglary. Burglary is the illegal or attempted entry of a
structure. The assumption is that the purpose of the
entry was to commit a crime, usually theft, but no
additional offense need take place for the act to be
classified as burglary. The entry may be by force, such as
picking a lock, breaking a window, or slashing a screen,
or it may be through an unlocked door or an open
window. As long as the person entering had no legal
right to be present in the structure, a burglary has
occurred. Furthermore, the structure need not be the
house itself for a household burglary to take place.
Ilegal entry of a garage, shed, or any other structure on
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the premises also constitutes household burglary. In fact,
burglary does not necessarily have to occur on the
premises. If the breaking and entering occurred in a
hotel or in a vacation residence, it would still be
classified as a burglary for the household whose member
or members were involved,

As mentioned earlier, household larceny occurs
when cash or property is removed from the home or its
immediate vicinity by stealth. For a household larceny
to occur within the home itself, the thief must be
someone with a right to be there, such as a maid, a
delivery man, or a guest. If the person has no right to be
there, the crime is a burglary. Household larceny can
consist of the theft of jewelry, clothes, lawn furniture,
garden hoses, silverware, etc,

The theft or unauthorized use of motor vehicles,
commonly regarded as a specialized form of household
larceny, is treated separately in the National Crime Panel
surveys. Completed as well as attempted acts involving
automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, and other vehicles
legally entitled to use public strects arc included,

Crimes against
commercial
establishments

Although commercial crimes, as the term is used in
this report, consist primarily of victimizations of busi-
ness establishments, they also include a relatively small
number of offenses committed against certain other
organizations, described in the introduction to Appendix
A

Only two types of commercial crimes are measured
by the National Crime Panel surveys: robbery and
burglary. These crimes are comparable to robbery of
persons and burglary of households except that they are
carrfed out against places of business rather than
individuals or houscholds. Unlike household burglary,
however, commercial burglaries can take place only on
the premises of business firms. In a robbery of a
commercial establishment, as in a personal robbery,
there must be personal confrontation and the threat or
use of force. Commercial robberies usually occur on the
premises of places of business, but some can happen
away from the premises, such as during the holdup of
sales or delivery personnel away from the establishment.
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GENERAL

Crimes measured by the surveys resulted in an estimated
37.7 million victimizations of persons, households, and
businesses across the Nation in 1973, including both
completed and attempted offenses.

The less serious types of offenses, namely personal and
household larcenies, accounted for some three-fifths of
the total,

Rape, robbery of persons and businesses, and assault—
offenses that involve personal confrontation and vio-
lence or its threat—made up some 15 percent of the
crimes.

With a victimization rate of 204 per 1,000 establish-
ments, burglary of business places posed the greatest
threat among targets at risk,

The 5.5 million violent personal crimes translated to a
rate of 34 per 1,000 persons age 12 and over.

Among the relevant crimes, the least frequent was rape,
for which women had a rate of 2 per 1,000.

The less serious (or costly) forms of personal robbery
and assault, as well as of household burglary and larceny,
outnumbered the more serious forms of each of these
crimes.

Personal victim
characteristics

The danger of personal attack was relatively greater for
males, younger persons, blacks, the poor, and for those
separated or divorced; for crimes of theft, males, young
persons, whites, and the more affluent were the most
likely victims.

Men were twice as likely as women to have been
victims of personal crimes of violence [Table 3].

Aside from rape, personal larceny with contact was
the only crime for which women had a higher rate
than men [Table 3]} .

Young persons (age 12-24) had the highest risk for
violent crimes; the danger declined with age [Table
4].

For personal crimes of theft, the rate among
teenagers was some 7 to 8 times higher than that for
those 65 and over [Table 4].

Comparing matching age groups, men uniformly had
higher rates for violent crimes than did women
{Table 5j.




Blacks had higher victimization rates than whites tor
rape, robhery, and assault, as well as tor the more
injurious forms of the latter two crimes [Table o],

Kanked by a ravessex variable, rates lor violent
crimes were highest for black males, tollowed by
white males, black females, and white females
[Table 7].

Blacks age 20 and over were robbed at two to three
times the rate ol their white counterparts {Table 81,

Individuals who were divoreed or separated had the
highest rate tor personal erimes of violence, fol-
lowed by those who had never been muuried, by
married persons. and by those who were widowed
{Table 10].

For ¢rimes ot theft, persons whoe had never heen
martted had the highest rate and widowed porsons
had the lowest [Table 10].

The incidence of violent crimes was highest wnony
menibers of lower inconte families [Table 12].

Wealthier persons were relatively more valnerable to
personal erimes of theft [Table 12].

Household victim
characteristics

Crimes against household  property generally aftected
blacks, younger persons, renters, and members of large
households more than others,

Whites were more likely victims of burglary involv.
ing unlawtul entry (without foree). whereas blacks
were more probable victims ol those entailing
loreible entry, whether attempted or completed
[ Table 14},

Blacks were more likely than whites to have
sustained motor vehicle thelts or the costlier house-
lold larcenies [Table 14].

For houselold farceny and burglary, rates ol vie-
timization declined suceessively as the age ol the
heid of household rose [Table 10] .

Burglary rates Tor householders in the uppernnost

and lowermost income groups were the highest of

all, although the tipures for these two groups did

not ddiffer sipniticuntly  trom one another [Table
17].
The poorest householders had the lowest rates fol
houschold farceny and motor vehicle theft {Table
17}.
The vulnerability to houschold erimes tended to

increase us the number of persons per household
mcreised [Table 217,

For viach of the three household crimes, white
renters had a higher risk than white homeowners;
among blucks, however, this puttern tailed to apply
[ Table 221,

Bluck homeowners recorded higher rates tor each of
the three houschold crimes than did white home-
owners [Table 22].

Residents of single-unit dwellings were relatively
safer trom burghary and motor vebicle thett than
those i multianit housing [Table 23],

Commercial victim
characteristics
Retail stores had the highest burgliny and tobbery rates.

Lot each of the crimes, there was no signilicant
difference hetween rates recorded by service and
wholesale tirms [Table 24].

Vardables concerning the volume of revene and
number of employees vielded little insight on the
degree of vulnetability to victimization [Table 247,

Victimization of central
city, suburban and non-
metropolitan residents

With respect to the personal and household erinwes, the
tisk ol victimization penerally was highest tor central
city  residents, and lowest for the nonmetropolitan
population, with suburbanites ranking in between,

For personal crimes of violence, the rate among
residents of cities of a hall to 1 million population

was about double that of the nonmetropolitan
population [Table 25].

Rates for violent crimes were higher in each size
class of central city than in the corresponding
suburbs [Table 25] .

Relative to population size, personal robberies were
more prevalent in the largest cities than elsewhere in
the Nation [Teble 257 .

The incidence of assault in cities of | million or
more residents did not differ significantly (rom that
in nonmetropolitan localities and most suburban
areuas [Table 25] .

‘Whether they lived in a central city, suburb, or
nonmetropolitan area, black males had the highest
victimization rate for violent crimes [Table 20] .

Houscholders in three of four city-size classes
recorded higher household burglary rates than those
in the respective suburbs; nonmetropolitan house-
holders had the lowest rate of all [Table 27] .

Rates for forcible entry of homes were uniformly
higher in central cities than in suburbs [Table 27].

Burglary was more prevalent among black house-
holders in central cities and suburbs than among
their white counterparts [Table 28} .

The motor vehicle theft rate in nonmetropolitan
places was about one-fourth that in the largest cities
[Table 27] .

Victim-offender
relationship in personal
crimes of violence

Stranger-to-stranger violent crimes accounted for some
two-thirds of the victimizations and had an overall rate
of 22 per 1,000, compared with 12 per 1,000 for those
by acquaintances or relatives.

Rapes and robberies were more likely than assaults
to have been committed by strangers [Table 30].

Males, both white and tlack, had higher proportions
of violent crimes at the hands of strangers than did
females of either race [Table 31].

The younger the victim, the greater the likelihood
that the otfender was not a stranger [Table 30] .

Divorced  and  separated  persons - particularly
women- were more likely to have been victimized
by nonstrangers than those in the other categorics
of marital status [Table 32],

There was a tendency lor the proportion of
stranger-to-stranger crimes to rise as the level of
affluence increased [Table 33},

Offender characteristics
in personal crimes
of violence

Most single-offender violent crimes were perceived to
have been committed by persons over age 20 and by
whiles, but such was not the case with respect to crimes
involving two or more offenders.

Sixty-four percent of single-offender and 26 percent
ol multiple-offender crimes were committed by
persons age 21 and over [Tables 34, 38].

Two-thirds of single-offender and 46 percent of
multiple-offender violent crimes were ascribed to
whites [Tables 35, 39].

Most of the crimes were intraracial rather than
interracial in character [Tables 37,417,

White victims ascribed relatively more single-
offender crimes to blacks than blacks did to whites
[Table 37].

Blacks were subject to a proportionately greater
amount of intraracial violence at the hands of two
or more offenders than whites [Table 41],

Regarding single-offender robberies, there was no
significant difference between those attributed to
whites and blacks, but relatively more multiple-
otfender robberies were said to have been com-
mitted by blacks [Tables 35, 39].

Blacks were robbed almost exclusively by members
of their own race, but substantial proportions of
robberies of whites were ascribed to blacks [Tables
37,41].
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Crime characteristics

The circumstances under which crimes oceurred varied
appreciably depending on the type of offense involved,
and their effects upon the varicns sectors of society also
differed.

Personal  victimizations  outnumbered  personal
incidents by about 1.3 million, in part because
about one-tenth of the incidents ol violent crimes
were  comunitted against two or mare  vielims
[Tables 42,43].

Although the differences were small, assaults were
less likely than either rapes or personal robberies to
have been perpetrated against a single vietim {Table
43].

Time of oceurrence

Considered separately, the more serious personal
erimes - rape, robbery with injury, and apgravated
assault--were more likely to have happened at night,
as were the household vrimes and commercial
burglary [Table 457,

Personal larcenies were predominantly daytime of-
lenses [Table 45].

Assaults and personal robberies by armed offenders
oceurred mainly at night [Table 46].

A majority of stranger-to-stranger violent crimes
took place at night, whereas most offenses by
nonstraggers were in the daytime [Table 477,

Foreiblesentry burglaries of homes were more likely
to have been successtul during the day than at night
[Table 45].

Place of oceurrence

1Q

Streets and other outdoor areas were the most
commoti sites for personal crimes of violence and
furceny without contact {Tables 48, 51].

Rape was more likely than the other personal erimes
to have happened within the victim’s home [Table
48].

A substantial proportion of personal larcenies entail-
ing losses under $50 occurred in school buildings
[Table 52].

Among offenses with victim-oftender contact, rob-
bery was the leading street crime [Table 48] .

Number of offenders in personal
crimes of violence

An estimated 64 percent of violent crimes were
committed by a lone offender, 3.2 percent by two or
more [Table 53],

Although single-offender acts predominated for rape
and assault, most robberies were committed by two
or more persons [Table 53] .

Use of weapons

Thirty-eight percent of personal crimes of violence
and 6l percent of commercial robberies were
carried out by armed persons [ Tables 54, 36].

In personal robbery, the mere presence of a weapon
had no apparent bearing on the likelihood of vietim
injury [Table 547.

Oftenders who were strangers to the vielims were
more likely than those who were not strangers to
have used firearms [Table 55].

In aggravated assault, oftenders more frequently
used weapons other than fircarms or knives [Table
55].

Robbers armed with knives or weapons other than
firearms were more likely than those armed with
lirearms to have inflicted victim injuries {Tahle 557.

In assaults, offenders armed with firearms or knives
wete less apt than those wielding other weapons to
have used the weapons in ways that resulted in
injuries to the victims [Table 55].

In commercial robbery, Hrearms were the most
common weapon, and there was an association
between their presence and the successful execution
of the ¢ritmes [Table 56].

Injury to victims

The victims were injured in about three-tenths of all
personal robberies and assaults [Table 57] .

Those injured by assault were more likely to
have been women, poor people, and persons
victimized by nonstrangers [Table 57] .

Victims had health insuranee or aceess to public
medical care in about threeslitthy of the crimes
resulting in injury [Table 60].

In 7 percent of all vivlent crimes, the victims were
ltospitalized [Table 617,

Blacks were hospitaliced relatively more olten
than whites [Table 61],

[mergency rooms administered to the injured
in three-fourths ol the hospitalization cases
[Table 62].

Injured black victims were mare likely thun
their white counterparts to have Leen hospital-
ized as inpatients [Table 627 .

Leononic losses

Although there were exceptions tor specific types of
crime, most olfenses resulted in economic losses
[ Table 63].

The two commercial crimes, plus motor vehicle
thett, were the costliest crimes [Tables 08,71, 72],

In about seven-tenths of personal erimes and over
half of household erimes resulting in luss, these
lusses were equivalent to less than $50 [Table 65].

For both personal and househwld crimes, blacks
incurred relatively higher Josses than whites [Table
03].

Excluding cases off motor vehicle theft, no recovery
of losses was effected in the vast majority of
personal, household, and commercial crimes entail-
ing property theft [Tables 07, 73].

Whites were somewhat more likely than blacks to
have fully recovered stolen personal or household
property [Table 67] .

Time lost from work

Relatively few crimes led to losses of time from
work [Table 74].
About one-tenth of personal crimes of violence

resulted in such losses, with about one-fourth of
these lasting less than a day [Tables 74, 77] .

Among household crimes, motor vehicle thefts were

more likely fo have resulted in worktime losses,
followed by tarary and larceny {Tuble 74].

As an outcome of personal or houschold crinmes,
blacks generally stayed oft their jobs {for longer
periods than whites [Table 79].

Reporting of victimizations
to the police

Although the proportion ol vcrimes reported to the
pulice varied markedly in relation to their type and
severity, there was consistency among reasons given for
the lailure to notify,

For specific crimes, the police notification rates
ranged from a low ot 21 per 100 for personal
larceny without contact to a high of 86 per 100 tor
caminercial robbery [Table 817,

There were no significant difterences according to
victim sex and race in the percentages of personal
crimes reported [Table 82].

Violent crimes against teenagers were among the
least well reported [Table 85].

Forty-tfive percent of personal erimes ol violence
wele reported, and there was a tendency to report
offenses by strangers more readily {Table 83].

City residents were slightly more likely than non-
metropolitan ones to have reported personal and
houschold crimes [Table 87] .

Personal and household reporting rates tended to be
higher in the largest cities [Table 88].

Homeowners were slightly more likely than renters
to have reported household crimes [Table 89} .

Although there were no differences in the overall
reporting of household crimes according to race,
reporting rates for poor people were tower than
those among the affluent [Tables 89, 90] .

The higher the value of losses, the more likely
housebold crimes were to be reported [Table 91},

Vietims most often attributed their failure to have
notified the police to two beliefs- that nothing
could have been done and that the crime was not
important enough [Tables 92, 100].
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RATES OF VICTIMIZATION

As determined by the National Crime Panel surveys,
approximately 37.7 million victimizations stemming
from selected crimes of violence and common theft,
including attempts, occurred in the United States during
1973, About 20.7 million of these victimizations were
against persons age 12 and over, another 15.4 million
were directed at households, and 1.6 million affected
business establishments and other organizations.

Of the various types of crime measured by the
program, personal crimes of theft (that is, personal
larceny) were the most prevalent, accounting for 15.2
million victimizations, or about two-fifths of the total
number. With about 7.6 million victimizations reported
to have occusred during the year, larceny also was the
leading offense against households, outnumbering house-
hold burglary by some 1.2 million victimizations. Com-
bined, larcenies against persons and houscholds consti-
tuted approximately three-fifths of all survey-measured
crimes. Personal crimes of violence (i.e., rape, robbery of
individuals, and assault combined into a single category)
totaled 5.5 million victimizations. Within the commer-
cial sector, burglary was by far the more frequent of the
two relevant crimes, outnumbering robbery by about 5
to 1.

!A detailed breakdown of the number and percent
distribution of victimizations by sector and type of crime
is found in Table 1, Appendix I. In gencral, the organ-
ization of tables in that appendix parallels the sequence

of the analytical discussion. All statistics appearing in the
text have been drawn from tables in the appendix.

In order to assess the impact of these criminal acts
upon society and the business community, rates of
victimization have been rcalculated for each crime.
Consisting of the number of victimizations associated
with a specific crime, or grouping of crimes, divided by
the number of persons or units (whether households or
businesses) in the particular group under consideration,
victimization rates are measures of occurrence. For
crimes against persons, the rates are based on the total
number of individuals age 12 and over, or on whatever
portion of this population is being examined, Crimes
against households are regarded as being directed against
the household as a unit rather than against the individual
members; in calculating a rate, therefore, the denomi-
nator of the fraction consists of the number of house-
holds in question. Similarly, the rates for each of the
two crimes against commercial establishments are related
to the number of businesses being studied. Whereas this
section of the report consists of a general discussion of
the incidence of cririie, the chapter that follows focuses
on variations in the degree of vuinerability, or risk—as
portrayed through victimization rates—experienced by
persons and entities classified into subgroups on the
basis of characteristics shared in common.

As indicated in the preface, a victimization is a
specific criminal act as it affects a single victim. With
respect to crimes against persons, it is possible for more
than one victimization to occur at the same time, as in
the simultaneous robbery of two or more individuals.
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Also, it is possible for one person to be victimized
several times during the course of the reporting period,
in this case, calendar year 1973, Some individuals no
doubt are more vulnerable to victimization than others,
whether because of lifestyle, occupation, place of
residence, carclessness, or circumstances beyond per-
sonal control, Victimizations ol households and busi-
nesses, unlike those of persons, cannot involve more
than one victim during any given criminal act, but there
can be repeated victimizations, at varying time intervals,
of units of either type. Notwithstanding these inherent
variations in the actual degree of threat, rates of
victimization are more meaningful from an analytical
standpoint than are the levels of victimization which
appear on Table 1. Thus, although it may be useful to
learn that commercial rooberics made up about |
percent of all criminal victimizations measured by the
National Crime Panel in 1973 and that personal rob-
beriecs amounted to 3 percent of the total, examination
of the corresponding rates of victimization reveals that
the risk of robbery was greater for businesses than it was
for individuals by a factor of about 5 to 1. Similarly, the
threat of burglary against places of business as con-
trasted to households was roughly 2 to 1, even though
burglary victimizations of the latter outnumbered those
against the former by a margin of more than 4 to 1.
From the perspective of victimization rates for
specific crimes, commercial burglary--with a rate of 204
per 1,000 businesses--posed the greatest threat among
targets at risk. Two of the household crimes, larceny and
burglary, followed in that order with rates substantially
below that for commercial burglary, 109 and 93 per
1,000 households, respectively. Personal larceny without
contact between victim and offender had the fourth
highest victimization rate (90 per 1,000 persons age 12
and over), with commercial robbery in {ifth place with a
rate of 39 per 1,000 businesses. Offenses involving
personal contact between victim and offender made up 4
of the S crimes with the lowest victimization rates.
Assault led these with 20 victimizations per 1,000
persons of the relevant ages, followed by robbery (7),
personal larceny with contact (3), and rape (1). The only
noncoatact crime in this group was motor vehicle theft,
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with 19 victimizations per 1,000 houscholds, Because
not all householders possess motor vehicles and many
have more than one, a more meaningful estimate of the
risk of motor vehicle theft is obtained by basing the rate
on the number of motor vehicles owned, rather than on
the number of households. Computed on this basis, the
rate of motor vehicle theft was reduced to 13, but did
not alter its standing relative to the other measured
crimes.

When the violent crimes of personal robbery and
assault were examined in more detail, the less serious
forms of each were found to have occurred more
frequently.® Thus, the victimization rate for robbery not
resulting in victim injury (5 per 1,000 persons) was
about twice as high as that for robbery with such injury
(2). Likewise, simple assault (16 per 1,000) was more
prevalent than aggravated assault (10), and within each
of these categories, attempted assault was more frequent
than assault actually carried out. For each of the three
household crimes, the majority of reported crimes were
completed, rather than attempted, overwhelmingly so in
the case of household larceny, This undoubtedly related
to the nature of these crimes, which do not involve
personal confrontation, so that many attempts are likely
to remain undetected, With regard to houschold bur-
glary, the less serious form of the crime, unlawful entry
without force, had a higher rate (43 per 1,000 house-
holds) than did forcible entry (29). For household
Jarceny, victimizations resulting in losses valued at less
than 350 had a substantiaily higher rate (70) than did
those of $50 or more (27). Completed victimizations
were more common than attempts for each of the
commercial crimes as well, and were more prevalent by
approximately the same proportion, roughly 3 to 1.

2In this and other sections of the report,, there were
too few sample cases of rape to permit detailed, statisti-
cally meaningful analysis. Because of the scarcity of
sample cases and the resulting unreliability of estimates,
moreover, several data tables do not separately display
statistics on rape; in those instances, the data on rape
were combined with thuse on personal robbery and
assault, and they are reflected in entries for personal
crimes of violence,

VICTIM CHARACTERISTICS

Based on an analysis of victimization rates for 1973,
this chapter examines the status of U.S. residents and
businesses with respect to the crimes measured under the
National Crime Panel program. In order to provide an
indication of the varying degree to which different
sectors of society and the business community were
alfected by the relevant crimes, the general rates of
victimization discussed in the preceding section have
been broken down on the basis of certain fundamental
attributes, or variables. For the pertinent crimes against
persons age 12 and over, five variables have been used:
sex, age, race, marital status, and annual family income.
The last-named variable reflects the monetary income
from all sources received by the head of the houschold
and all relatives of that individual living in the same

household unit, but excludes the income of houschold

members unrelated to the head person. With reference to
crimes against households, six variables were applied.
Two of these—age and race—arc based on the personal
characteristics of those who headed households at the
time of the surveys. An additional two variables—form
of tenure and number of housing units per structure—are
indicative of living arrangements. A fifth variable—
number of persons in the household—refers to all
members of the houschold, irrespective of age and
relationship to the head of the household. The sixth
variable—annual family income~is defined in the same

manner as with personal crimes.® In relation to crimes
against places of business, three variables were distin-
guished: kind of establishiment, gross annual receipts, and
average number of paid employees.

Concerning the analytical treatment of victimization
rates for crimes ugainst persons and houscholds, the
discussion of victim characteristics generally begins with
consideration of each variable independently of all
others. Within the framework of statistically significant
relationships, this approach permitted a more thorough
assessment of the impact of each crime. For character-
istics such as sex and race, which have few component
categories, it often was feasible to examing in detail
various forms of a specific crime. However, for multi-
category variables, such as age and income, the analysis
generally had to be conducted with more highly com-
bined data. Similarly, when two or more variables were
linked, as in the joint treatment of income and race, it
generally was necessary Lo combine either the crime
categories or the variable categories, or both. The
analysis of three variables at once, limited to one table

3For crimes against persons and houscholds, victimiza-
tion rates also were calculated on the basis of an addi-
tional variable, locality of residence. These data are
analyzed in the chapter that follows,
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(personal victimization rates by race-sex-age), was by
necessity conducted at the highest level of aggregation,
crimes of violence and crimes of theft, because findings
were not statistically sound for the more detailed crime
categories. In addition to guiding the interpretation of
findings, these considerations also are reflected in the
format and content ol the Appendix I data tables.

Crimes against persons

Sex, age, and race

As reflected by rates of victimization for most of

the measured personal crimes, males clearly were more
likely than females to have been victimized during 1973.
Women had lower rates tor each of the crimes except
personal larceny involving victim-oflender contact and
rape, an offense for which the victims almost exclusively
were female. The overall rate for crimes of violence
against males (<40 per 1,000 persons age 12 and over) was
twice that for females (23), a ratio that reflected the
predominance of males as victims of assault and robbery.
Having recorded higher rates for both robbery with and
without victim injury, males were victims of robbery at
2.5 times the rate for females (10 and 4 per 1,000,
respectively). Males also had appreciably higher rates tor
aggravated and simple assault. For crimes of theft, the
difTerences, though less dramatic, were still pronounced,
males (106) having been victimized at approximately 1.3
times the rate for females (82). As noted, however,
females had a higher rate for personal larceny with
contact (4) than did males (3).

As in the case of the sex variable, age proved to be
an important characteristic for assessing the likelihood
of being victimized by a personal crime. For the violent
crimes combined, the highest rates of victimization were
recorded by persons in the three youngest groups,
covering the ages 12-24, with each group 25 and over
having a lower rate than its predecessor. Basically similar
patterns prevailed for robbery and assault; however,
because the rates often were quite low and the differ-
ences between them slight. it was not always possible to
lind statistically valid differences between the values for
specilic age groups, Nonetheless, there were relatively
more robbery victimizations experienced by persons
under 2§ years of age, who had an average rate of 11,
than in any of the older categorics. Among assault
victims, age X5 also was an important dividing line, with
the incidence of assault declining sharply with the 25-34
age group and continuving to drop with each older
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category. The rate for persons age 20-24 was 50, that for
individuals 25-34 was 29, and the figures declined
thereafter to a rate of 4 among the elderly. In essence,
the rates associated with personal crimes of theft
followed the pattern for crimes of viclence as a whole:
the two youngest age groups had the highest rates (176
and 169, respectively), whereas each older age category
had a successively lower rate, that for the elderly (23)
having been about 7.5 times lower than that for persons
age 12.15. Rates for personal larceny without victim-
offender contact determined this sequence. For personal
larceny with such contact, there was no marked relation-
ship between age and victimization.

For both males and females, similar patterns were
evident with respect to the relationship between age and
victimization experience, except among female robbery
victims, for whom there were virtually no significant
differences between rates for the various age groups.
Males age 12.24 had the highest rates for total crimes of
vivlence, averaging 87 per 1,000 persons of the relevant
ages, as did females 12-24 (averaging 42), whereas males
65 and over (11) and females S0 and over (8) had the
lowest rates, Stmilarly, there was a sharp decline in the
incidence of assault and of the nonviolent crimes of
theft for both males and females age 25 and over, and
for males alone in the case of robbery. With respect to
the latter crinme, males age 12-15 were victimized at a
rate (20) some three times greater than that For males in
the three senior-most age categories, among whom the
average rate was 6. Once again, the tendency for males in
each age group to be disproportionately victimized was
demonstrated by the rate figures for robbery, assault,
and, to a lesser extent, personal crimes of theft.
Comparing matching age groups, for example, males had
higher overall rates than females for crimes of violence,
With respect to crimes of theft, the rates for males also
were generally higher than those for females, except in
the 50-64 wge bracket, where they were not significantly
different; and, among persons age 3549, where the
evidence bearing out a higher rate for males was not
conclusive.

For each of the violent crimes considered sepa-
rately, blacks had higher rates of victimization than
whites. At an aggregate level, therefore, the rate for
crimes of violence among blacks (47 per 1,000) was
appreciably higher than that for whites (32). Blacks also
were more frequent victims of robbery, both with and
without victim injury. And, whereas whites had a higher
simple assault rate (16) than blacks (13), blacks were the

more likely victims of aggravated assault (18 versus 10
for whites). Examination of the frequency of occurrence
for personal crimes of theft showed that whites, because
of their greater propensity to suffer larcenies without
contact, had a higher overall rate (95) of victimization
than blacks (85); the latter, however, were about twice
as apt to have been victims of personal larceny with
contact,

Persons racially classified as other than white or
black had a lower rate (26) for crimes of violence than
did blacks, but the apparent difference between the rates
for whites and “others” was not significant. Although
there were no meaningful differences between the
robbery rate for members of other races and that for
either whites or blacks, individuals in the other race
category did have the lowest assault rate (16) of the
three groups. Persons of other races also had a lower rate
for personal cimes of theft (70) than did whites, and
there was some evidence that it was effectively lower
than the rate for blacks as well,

When the sex and race variables were examined
jointly, it was found that black males were victimized by
crimes of violence, in the aggregate, at a higher rate (59
per 1,000) than any other group, followed by white
males (45), black females (37), and white females (21).
Essentially the same pattern applied to the overall rate
for robbery, although the rate for white males was not
conclusively higher than that for black females, a
circumstance no doubt related to the lack of significant
differences between the rates for robbery with and
without victim injury recorded by the two groups. For
assault, the males of each race had the highest rates (36
each) and white females, the lowest (16), With respect to
the four sex-race categories, the rates for aggravated
assault generally adhered to the pattern for crimes of
violence, except that, once again, there was no signifi-
cant difference between the rates for white males and
black females, By contrast, white males had the highest
victimization rate for simple assault, but apparent
differences between the corresponding rates for black
males and white females, and for black males and black
females, were not significant; there was some indication
that the simple assault rate for black females was
effectively higher than that for white females. Rates for
the aggregate of crimes of theft indicated that males of
either race were victimized relatively as often, followed
by black females (84) and white females (71). For
personal larceny without contact, white males had the
highest rate. A different ranking appeared for larseny

with contact; the rates for black males and females were
the highest, that for white males, the lowest,

Juxtaposition of the age and race variables under-
scored previous findings concerning the propensity of
blacks and youth to have been victimized disproportion-
ately by crimes of violence, and of whites and younger
persons, by crimes of theft. Blacks had higher victimiza-
tion rates for crimes of violence than whites in four of
the seven age categories; apparent differences in rates for
the groups between 16 and 34 were statistically insig-
nificant. The rate for blacks age 65 and over was roughly
double that among elderly whites, The pattern was even
stronger in the case of robbery, with blacks in each age
group except the first two being victimized at about two
to three times the rate of whites in the corresponding
age brackets. The robbery victimization rates for blacks
in the two youngest groups also were higher, although
less conclusively, than those for whites, For assault, the
differences between rates for the two races generally
were not significant, but blacks age 3549 had a higher
rate than their white counterparts, and there was some
indication that this also was true for blacks age 12-15,
On the other hand, when aggravated assault was con-
sidered separately, it was shown that black youths under
age 25 were victimized at a higher rate (29 per 1,000)
than white youths (20), whereas blacks 25 and over had
a rate (11) about twice that of whites in the same age
group (5). Simple assault rates exhibited significant
variation between blacks and whites under age 25, with
the latter having the higher rate (32 vs. 22), However,
the evidence that whites age 25 and over had a higher
simple assault rate (9) than their black counterparts (7)
was not as strong,

Comparison of the overall rates for personal crimes
of theft indicated that whites age 12-19 were victimized
relatively more than blacks of the same age; there was
less firm evidence that whites age 3549 had a higher rate
than blacks of like age, but there were no significant
differences between rates for the other specific race-age
categories. When rates for the two forms of personal
larceny were examined separately using age 25 as a
dividing point, the incidence of personal larceny without
contact was higher among whites, whether age 12-24
(163 per 1,000) or 25 and over (62), than for blacks in
the matching groups (115 and 56). For personal larceny
with contact, blacks in each age category had higher
rates than whites.

In addition to confirming the general conclusion
that crimes of violence posed the greatest threat for
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males, younger persons, and blacks, victimization rates
calculated on the basis of a race-sex-age variable revealed
a number of more detailed findings. Except among black
females, for example, each group under age 25 showed
considerably higher rates than their older counterparts.
There was some indication that the rate for black males
age 12-15 was effectively higher (102) than that for their
white counterparts (77), but apparent differences
between rates for black males and white males age 16-34
were not significant, On the other hand, older black
males (age 35 and over) had rates up to three times
higher than those of white males in the corresponding
age group, The evidence suggested that the rate for black
females age 12-15 may have been effectively higher than
that for white females of the same age and that black
females age 16-19 and 25-49 had higher rates than their
white counterparts, Among females age 20-24 and those
50 and over, however, there were no true dilferences
between rates distinguished on the basis of race.

For crimes of theft, in the aggregate, there were s -
significant differences between rates for male white:
blacks of any age group except the two youngest
(12-19), where whites showed markedly higher rates. In
contrast, white females exhibited a higher rate than
black females in four of the seven age categories and
some indication of a higher rate in a fifth age group:
there were no significant differences between rates for
women ol each race in the 25-34 and 65 and over age
Broups.

Marital status

Diitferentiated on the basis ol marital status, individ-
uals evidenced marked contrasts in the degree to which
they were criminally victimized during 1973. For crunes
of violence as a whole, persons classified as divorced or
separated had the highest rate (73 per 1,000 persons age
I2 and over), foliowed by the never-married (61) and
the married {20); those who were widowed had the
lowest rate (14). The pronounced differences between
the two high rates, on the one hand, and the lowest rate,
on the other, largely reflected the ape structure of the
groups in question, With respect to robbery, the
sequence of rates that prevailed for crimes of violence
was altered by a reversal of the relative standings of rates
for widowed and married persons; thus, the rates ranged
from a high of 16 per 1,000 among the divorced or
separated to a low of 4 [lor married individuals,
Regarding assault, divorced or separated persons (53)
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and the never-married (47) had much higher rates than
individuals who were married (16) or widowed (7);
however, the difference between the two highest rates
was only marginally significant.

FFor persosal crimes of theft, the relative risk of
victimization was somewhat different from that for
violent crimes as a group. Although widowed persons
once again had the lowest victimization rate (33), those
who had never been married had the highest (155),
followed in descending order by divorced and separated
persons (111) and married ones (69). This pattern was
governed by the more prevalent of the two crimes of
theft, personal larceny without victim-offender contact.
For larcenics with such contact, the only clear-cut
distinction among the four marital status categories
applied to married persons, who had the lowest rate (2);
there was some indication that divorced or separated
persons had the highest rate (8).

When males and females were considered separately,
marital status appeared to have somewhat differing
effects on the likelihood of victimization. Among males,
the never-married, as well as those divorced or separated,
had far higher rates than did either the married or
widowed, The rates for violent crimes among married
males and widowers were comparable, but the former
had a higher rate for crimes of theft, specifically for
personal larceny without contact., On the other hand,
among lemales, the divorced or separated had the
highest rate for crimes of violence as a group, as well as
for robbery and assault considered separately, whereas
the never-married had the highest rate for crimes of theft
and personal larceny without contact, Widowed persons
of each sex had the lowest rates for assault and personal
larceny without contact. For crimes of violence as a
whole, however, apparent differences between rates for
widowed and married males and females were not
meaningful; this circumstance was related to the fact
that married persons of each sex recorded the lowest
robbery rates, whereas widowed ones had relatively
lower assault rates. Underscoring the prevalence of
higher victimization rates for violent crimes among
males, females in each of the marital status categories
generally had lower rates than their male counterparts,
This was uniformly the case for robbery and, excluding
one marital status group, for assault; the exception
concerned divorced and separated persons, among whom
the apparent difference between rates according to sex
was statistically insignificant. For crimes of theft,
females in three of the four marital categories had lower

rates than males; the seeming dilference between the
1ates for widows and widowers was not meaningful,

Annual family income

Although apparent dillerences between victimiza-
tion rates for specilic income groups were not statisti-
cally significant in all instances, erimes involving victim-
offender contact, especially violent offenses, tended to
he more readily associated with members ol lower
income [amilies. Conversely, the incidence of the only
crime without victimeoffender contact, ie.. personal
larceny without contact, was higher wnong wealthier
individuals, Persons in (amilies with annual incomes of
less than $3.000 clearly had the highest victimization
rate {50 per 1,000) for erimes of violence as a group, and
there was marginal indieation that those with family
incomes ol $15,000 or more had the lowest rate
faveraging 27): the apparent dillerence between rates for
those earning $15,000-824999 and $25,000 ur more
wis not meaningtul. Generally comparable patterns were
evident tor robbery and assault considered sepurately,
Those in the lowest income cuategory had the highest
rates for robbery (12) and assault (37) those in the
$15,000 or mare bracket had the lowest rate for robbery
{5}, but the income category identitied with the lowest
ranking rate tor assault could not be established con-
clusively.

Persons in the highest anvual income category,

25,000 or more, had the highest overall rate of

victimization for personal crimes of theft (131 per
L000), presumably because they had more possessions
at risk than less affluent families, The same standing
applied with regard to personal larceny without contact,
but not to larceny with contact, Persons in the two
lowest income classes, with yearly family incomes not
exceeding 37,499, had the lowest rates, both at the
overall level (78 and 79, respectively) and for personal
Lurceny without contact (72 and 75). On the other hand,
persons from families with 2«,al incomes of less than
§3.000 had the highest rate of victimization from
personal larceny with contact {7), that is, purse snatch-
g and pocket picking.

Examination of rates of victimization from the
perspective of income and race considered jointly tended
to reinforce findings to the effect that lower income
persons and blacks were most likely Lo have experienced
personal crimes of violence and that wealthier individ-
uals were most vulnerable to personal crimes of thett.

Thus, for crimes ol violence considered as a group, both
whites and blacks whose Families earned less than $7,500
annually had higher victimization rates than their more
affluent counterparts, With regard to rate differences
between the races, blacks in each of the two income
categories below $7,500 had higher fgures for violent
crimes than did whites in the corresponding brackets.
The pattern for robbery was even stronger, blacks having
higher rates than whites in three of the five income
groupings for which there were sufficient sample cases
on which to base reliable estimates. Tn a fourth category,
$15,000-524.999, the higher rate for blacks was margin-
ally significant. The §7,500-89,999 income category was
the only one for which statistical significance was
lacking lor the apparent difference between robbery
rates for blacks and whites. Although blacks in the less
than $3.000 income group had a higher assault rate (4
per 1,000) than similarly situated whites (34), the
reverse was true with regard to the $7,500-$9,999 and
$15,000-824,999 fevels; apparent differences between
rates for two of the remaining income brackets were not
significant, and. in the case of the assault rate for blacks
in the uppermost income group, the rate was based on
too Few sample cases to be considered reliable. When the
aggregate rates lor personal erimes of theft were com-
pared, no significant ditferences emerged between the
figures for blacks and whites in matching income
categories. Within the white and black communities
alike, however, those varning $7,500 or maore were more
apt than lower income persons to have been victims of
erimes of thelt,

Crimes against households

Race and age of head of household

Househelds headed by blacks were more likely (135
per 1,000 households) than those headed either by
whites (88) or by members of vther races (105) to have
been burglarized during 1973, However, the seeming
dilference between the burglary rate for whites and
those classified as belonging to minorities other than the
black race was statistically insignificant, Concerning the
subcategories of burglary, whites had a higher rate than
blacks for the less serious form of the crime, unlawful
entry without [orce, but blacks were more probable
victims of burglaries entailing forcible entry, whether
referring to completed or attempted acts, The rate for
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completed toreible entries among blacks also was higher
than that lor persons who were members of other
(nonwhite) taces, and there was some indication that
blacks also ad a higher rate than “others™ lor attempts
at toreible entry.

Persons belonging to tacial minorities other than the
black rave tecorded the lowest rate Tor household
lareeny (85 as contrasted to 110 {or eacl ol the larger
groups). As was the ease with burglaty, the more serious
type ol larceny. that involving losses valued at %50 or
more. made @ preater impact upon blacks than it did
upon whites or “others.” Regarding the less costly
larcenies. members ol other races recorded the lowest
rate of all (46), but the apparent difference between the
rates for white and black householders was not signifi-
cant. White householders experienced relatively more
attempted lareenies than did black ones.

Among the three racial groups, whites had the
lowest incidence of motor vehicle thelt (18 per 1,000
househiolds), but the rates for blacks and “others™ did
not truly ditter, Although blacks had a higher rate than
whites tor the completed form ol the erime, the two
groups recorded equivalent rates for attempts at motor
veliiele thett. Using overall rates caleulated on the basis
o’ motor vehicles vwned rather than on a household
count, the gap widened between the incidence of motor
vehicle thelts committed against whites and blacks.

In relation to the age of persons who headed
houscholds, the incidence ol each ol the two more
prevalent  olfenses against  households burglary and
larceny decreased for those classilied in successively
older age proups. For each ol these crimes, the rate
among  householders headed by individuals in the
youngest age group (12-19) was some four tines greater
than that for persons in the senjor-most age group (08
and over), This general trend also applied to motor
vehicle thelt. except that statistical significance was
lacking for the apparent difference between rates for
heads of household i the two youngest age groups
whether caleulated on the basis of 1,000 households or

1,000 motor vehicles owned, the rate of motor vehicle
thelt was much higher among households headed by
persons age 12-19 than for those 65 and over.

Concerning two of the forms of burglary, completed
and attempted foreible entry, the decrease in the
likelihood of vietimization with increased age held true,
exeept that, for attempts, apparent differences between
rates Tor the fwo youngest age groups were statistically
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insigniticunt, This pattern also applied in the main to
unlawlul entry without loree: however, equivalent rales
were registered by heads of household classitied in the
20-34 und 3549 age Lrackets, brrespective of the value
of losses, the vietimization rate for houschold larceny
tended to decrease as the age of the head person
increased. although for larcenies amounting to $50 or
more. the differences between rates Tor households
headed by persons age 20-34 compared to those 12-19
and 35-09 were only marginally gniticant. The ap-
parent gradual decline in rates for atteaipts at household
Jarceny was statistically unfounded: nevertheless, house-
holds headed by persons age 035 and over had the lowest
rate. Similarly. as relates to motor vehicle thelt, the rates
for attempts at the erime tormed no statstically
meaninglul pattern, but the oldest heads of household
had the lowest rate. As was the vase with the overall
motor vehicle thelt rate, the relationship between
increased age and declining rates for completed thelts
did not apply to households headed by individuals in the
tWo YOUngest age groups,

Annual family income

Families in the highest and lowest income brackets
Jad virtually equivalent rates of victimization (111 and
112 per 1000 houselholds, respectively), and were maore
likely thun those in the intervening categories to liave
expetienced household burglaties. The lowest averall
burglary rate (77) was registered by families in the
$10.000-514999 income range, who also had the lowest
rate for the unlawlul entry form ol the crime (30):in
contrast. Gamilies with yearly incomes of $258,000 or
more had the highest rate lor unlawful entry (05),
Coneerning tates for completed forcible entry. no
meaningful pattern emerged according to income. For
attepts at forcible entry, the highest rate (20) was
associated with those in the lowest income groups
lowever, that ligure differed only marginally from the
rate for families in the $3,000-87 499 bracket (22).

Presumably because they had fewer material posses
sions Lo lose, Families in the less than §3,000 income
category had the lowest vietimization rates lor both
household larceny (89) and motor vehicle thett (11). In
fact. these low-income [amilies had the lowest houschold
larceny rate irrespective of the value of loss: among the
remaining income groups, no meaningful pattern
emerged, Insofar as motor vehicle theft was concerned,
Families with annual incomes of less than $3,000 also

Lad the fowest rate for completed theft: For attempts,
families in that group and those in the $3,000-57 499
range hiad comparable rates, both ol which were lower
than those For families with incomes above $7,490.

Caleulated on the busis ol a race<hy-income varizble,
and using the $7.500 annual income figure as a dividing
point, white householders with incomes below  that
amount had g higher burglary rate than did more
atfluent members of' the same race. There was no
corresponding difference lor blucks, however: the risk ol
hurglury was fairly evenly spread across income cite-
goties. For household Tareeny, the pattem applicable to
burglary against whites was reversed:  lower-income
whites were tess apt to have been victimized than whites
with annual incomes of §7,500 or more, irrespective ol
whether the losses amounted to less than $50 or to that
sum or more. Among black householders, a similar
relationship between income and the overall rate for
farceny was less strong; nevertheless, lareentes valued at
S300 or more alse vecurred nwost often wmong blacks
with incones of $7,500 or more. With respect to motor
veliele thett, clear-cut distinetions became apparent
when rates were examined using the $7.500 dividing
line. Trrespective of vacia classification, and for com-
pleted and attempted vehiele thelts alike, the wealthier
householders were most likely to have been victimized.

As noted previously, bluek householders had highet
victimization rates than white householders for two ol
the relevant olfenses, burglary and motor vehicle thett,
as well as For the more serious Lorms ol burglary and
househwold larceny, Application of an income-by-race
vardable  served to emphasize this aelatively  heavier
burden ol vietimization., Whether ¢lassed in the less than
37500 or m the $7.500 or more annual fmily income
categories, blucks lwd o higher burglary rate  than
comparably situared whitess this {inding also applied to
furcible entry, whether attempted or completed. In the
case ol unfawlul entry without force, however, white
houseliolders witht incomes ol $7,500 or more had a
higher rate than blacks in the matching income group.

Income levels id not appear to exert a marked
influence over the likelihood that householders of
differing races would experience houschold larcenies.
Thus, as was the case when the race variable was used
alone, blacks differentiated nccording to incomes above
and below $7,500 had higher rates for household
larcenies worth $50 or more than Jid whites in the
earresponding income category.

Concetning mutor vehicle thelt, tie prevalence or'a
higher incidence of the erime umong black householders
as opposed to white ones did not apply to families with
annual jncomes below $7.500. Both for completed and
for attempted vehicle thelts, there were no true difter-
ences between the rates For these lower inconte families
distinguished by race. In contrast, black Lamilies having
incomes of $7.500 or more lad higher tates for both
completed and attempted thelts than did whites with
equivalent incomes,

Number of persons per household

The vulnerability to criminal victimization generally
tended o inerease in relation to the size of the
household, as measured by the number of members.
Thus, although a gradual rise in rates in tandem with
increased houschold size applied only to largeny, the
burglary rate was highest among households having sis
or more persons (120), and the highest vates for motor
vehicle thelt were recorded by househiolds with four or
five (24) and six or more (20) members; the latter two
figures, however, did not difTer signiticantly.

With respect to euch of the specific offenses, the
lowest burglary rate (87) oceurred among households
havine two or three members, although the difference
between this tigure and that for one-member households
(93 was marginally signiticant, Households in each of
those size classes had the lowest rates for burglaries
involving unlawiul entry without force (both 37): the
rates increased for households in the two succeeding
classes. The overall trend did not apply to burglaries
entailing foreible entry, for which households made up
of four or five members had the lowest mle (24).
Concerning attempted forcible entry. the incidence
according to size clasy did not differ significantly from
the average rate for that offense,

The general trend in overall rates tor household
lureeny - a somewhat gradual inereuse accompanying
growth in houschold size - also held true lor completed
crimes resulting in fosses valued cither at less than $50 or
at $50 or more. Likewise. it applied to attempted
larcenies, exvept that there was no difference between
the rates lor households in two size classes (two or three
vs. four or five members), Similarly, the rates for
completed motor vehicle thett rose as the houseliold size
increased, but statistical significance could not be
attached to the apparent diltercnce between figures for
households in the two largest categories.
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Form of tenure

Distinguished on the basis of the two forms of
household tenancy arrangemeni. those living:in rented
dwellings had an appreciably higher risk of victimization
by each of the three crimes than did those living in
awner-ocetpied homes, For burglary, the rates among
renters and owners were 119 and 78 per 1,000,
respectively; for household larceny, they were 124 and
101 and, for motor vehicle theft, 27 and 15 This
general pattern applied to the population at large and,
more specilically, to households headed by whites, but it
was not uniformly reflected in the victimization rates for
households headed by blacks, With reference fo house-
hold larceny, for example, black homeowners had
higher rate (126) than black renters (96); this also held
trite for larceny losses amounting to less than $50 or to
$50 or more, but not for attempted larcenies, for which
there was no true difference between the rates for black
owners and renters. Among blacks, moreover, the form
of tenure played no perceptible role insofar as motor
vehicle thelt was concerned: under each lorm of tenure,
there were no signilicant difTerences between rates for
completed and attermpted vehicle thefts committed
against blacks, Only with respect to houschold burglary
did the findings for blacks roughly parallel those for
whites: the overall risk ol burglary was greater lfor
renters (144) than it was for homeowners (125), chielly
because of a higher incidence of attempts at forcible
entry among renters. There were no valid differences
between the rates recorded by black owners and renters
fur completed forcible entry and for unlawlul entry
without foree,

As suggested by the foregoing findings, contrasts
existed in the degree to which specific crimes posed a
threat for householders of differing racial makeup, even
when they lived under comparable forms ol tenancy.
Among homeowners, blacks had an appreciably higher
overall burglary rate (125) than did whites (74); this also
was true for completed and attempted foreible entry,
but not for unlawiul entry without force, for which
there was no meaningful difference between rates for
blacks and whites, Likewise, black homeowners had a
higher houschold larceny rate (126) than white home-
owners (99), irrespective of the value of the stolen items.

*Caleulated on the basis of 1,000 motor vehicles
owned rather than on 1,000 households, the gap between
rates for motor vehicle theft widened to 25 (renters) and
9 {cwners),
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Reversing the general pattern, however, white lome-
owners had a higher incidence of attempts at household
larceny than did blacks. FFor motor vehicle theft, black
homeowners clearly had a higher rate (24) than whites
(14), a relationship that also carried over to the
completed form of the crime and, with marginal
signilicance, to attempts us well,

Contrasting with the observations concerning the
risk ol victimizations against homeowners belonging to
each ol the two races, 2 mixed picture emerged for those
veeupying rented dwelling units, Black renters had a
higher rate (144 for burglary than did white renters
(114); but, whereas black renters also demonstrated a
greater suseeptibility to foreible entry (whether com-
pleted or attempted), white renters were more apt to
have experienced unlawlul entry without foree, Revers-
ing the sttuation that pertained to burglary, houselold
larceny was more likely to have been committed against
white renters (130) than against black renters (90), a
finding that also applied to attempted larcenies and to
completed ones involving losses valued at less than $50
and, less conclusively, to those o $50 or more.
Concerning motor vehicle thelt, there was no statistical
evidence to support the ostensible difference between
rates for black and white renters.

Number of housing units
per structure

For two ol the three measured crimes  burglary and
motor vehicle theft - -householders oecupying single-unit
housing sustained relatively lewer victimizations than
those living in buildings that contained two or more
units, Residents of these one-unit structures had the
lowest overall burglary rate (85). And, excluding housing
structures classified as “other than housing units” (a
category including dormitories, rooming houses, and
other gioup  quarters), householders i single-unit
structures also had the lowest rates for forcible entry,
whether completed or attempted. However, there was no
statistically valid pattern of differences between rates for
unfawful entry without {orce. Besides having the lowest
ovezall rate for motor vehicle theft (15), the occupants
of single-unit housing also had the lowest rate for
completed vehicle theft (10): for attempts at such theft,
no size class ranked lowest of all,

Perhaps because no statistically valid pattern was
apparent with respect to possible relationships between
the number of housing units per structure and the more

prevalent form of household larceny (i.e., that resulting
in losses valued at less than $50), meaningful observa-
tions could not be made concerning the vverall rate for
that crime.

Crimes against commercial
establishments

As indicated previously, burglary was hy far the
more prevalent of the two measured olTenses against
places of business. For establishments of all kinds, the
viclimization rate for burglary (204 per 1,000 establish-
ments) was some five times higher than that for robbery
(39). Distinguished on the hasis of primary autivitg;
establishments in retall trade registered the lngjwsg
burglary rate (202); with a ratio of some four burglﬁrics
for each robbery, retail businesses also had the highest
robbery rate (66). For each of the crimes considered
separately, apparent differences between rates tor

wholesale und service establishients were not statis-
tically significant.

Although the pertinent information  was not
obtained from some 14 percent of all businesses, volume
of revenue did not appear to be a uselul varable for
assessing the likelihood ol vietimization by cither of the
two offenses. Exeluding businesses that did not have
sales income, there was nevertheless some indication that
establishments having gross annual recedpls of lesy than
$10,000 had the lowest burglary rutc‘(ISZ.). As for
robbery, apparert differences between rates for busie
nesses differentiated by the amount of receipts proved
not to be valid,

Businesses without paid emplayvees iended to have
lewer victimization rates than  those having  paid
employees. Among the latter, there appeared to be an
overall correspondence  hetween a larger number of
employees and a higher risk of victimization, although
statistical signilicance could not be attached to apparent
ditferences between rates for specific size classes.
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VICTIMIZATION OF CENTRAL CITY, SUBURBAN,
AND NONMETROPOLITAN RESIDENTS

As indicated in the preceding chapter, individuals
sharing certain socioeconomic characteristics evidenced
differences in the extent of vulnerability to criminal
attack, as measured by rates of victimization. In this
chapter, further assessment is made, also on the basis of
victimization rates, concerning patterns of crime against
residents of different types of localities.® "The discussion
focuses on the type of locality in which the victim lived
at the time of the interview, not on the location where
each victimization occurred, although the two places
probably were the same in the vast majority of cases.’ A
basic distinction is made among central city, suburban,
and nonmetropolitan populations. Together, the first
two populations represent those persons living in
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA’s), or
metropolitan areas; the nonmetropolitan population

The discussion is confined to crimes against persons and
houscholds; because of the limited size of the commercial
safnple, it was not feasible to present data on commercial
victimizations on the basis of a type-of-locality variable, Defini-
tions of the types of localitics used in this chapter, as well as in
the one concerning the reporting of victimizations to the police,
appear in the Glossary of Terms, at the end of this report,

6According to data from victimization surveys conducted
In 13 large citics in 1974, the volume of victimizations resulting
from personal crimes experienced by respondents at localities
other than the city of residence at the time of the interview
varied from 9 to 20 percent,

refers to those residing in places outside SMSA’s. To
further distinguish degrees of vulnerability to crime,
residents of central cities and their surrounding urban
fringes have been categorized within the following four
ranges of central city size: 50,000-249.999: % to %
million; % to 1 million; and 1 million or more,

Crimes against persons

For personal crimes of violence considered as a
group, the residents of nonmetropolitan areas, as well as
those living in suburban places within the smallest class
of SMSA, had the lowest victimization rates (24 and 27
per 1,000 populatinn age 12 and over, respectively),
although the difference between the two figures was
only marginally significant. By contrast, the victimiza-
tion rate for central cities having populations of % to 1
million was 52 per 1,000, highest among the four
calegories of city size; the rates for the other city
groupings were insufficiently different to permit clear-
cut ranking. In each case, the rate for crimes of violence
was higher in the central cities than in the corresponding
suburban areas, although the difference was marginally
significant for SMSA’s with cities in the % to ¥ million
range.

Among the specific crimes of violence, robbery
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provided the clearest distinctions m the risk of victimiza-
tion according (o type of locality of residences there
were too few cases ol rape to allow meaningtul analysis,
and little einerged in the way of a pattern for assault.
The highest victimization rate for robbery was in the
largest cities, about 18 per 1,00Q; cities in the 2 to ]
million class had the next highest rate (14). The other
two cily groups were lower, but not significantly
dilterent from each other. Suburban areas, with one
exception. had lower robbery victimization rates than
their respective central cities: the exception involved the
Yota ' omillion category. The lowest robbery rate,
approsintitely one-sixth that ol cities in the Tazgest class.
was registered by residents of nonmetropolitan areas and
of suburbs of central cities in the 50.000-249 899 range.

Assault vicumization rates fomted a less consistent
patiern than was the case with robbery. The two higlest
assaudt rates were tecorded by those in central cities
within two size classes. 50.000-249,999 and 4 to |
nillion. However, the rate for suburban residents of the
latter proup was only margingly lower than that for
their central ety counterparts and not signiticantly
difterent trom the tate for persons Hving in the smallest
cittes. Among the four city groups, the largest (1 million
or mote) had the fowest ussault victimization rate (23
per 1,000), a figure that was not sigailicantly ditlerent
from that tor any of the suburban areas (except for that
in the Y2 to T million class) or from that for nonmetro-
politan areas.

Ax indicated in g previous section, personal larceny
without contact dominated crimes of theft, so that a
discussion ol the latter constitutes essentially « discus-
sion of its most significant component. The only
ditference between the two categories in terms of
victimization and place of residence was tor crimes of
thett residents of nonmetropolitan areas recorded the
fowest rate (74 per 1.000) and those of cities ol 1
million or more the next lowest rate (86): for personal
lareeny without contact there was no significant dif-
ference between rates [or these two types of localities.
The three areas with the highest victimization rates for
both erimes ol theft and personal larceny without
contact were vities ol ' to | million, their suburban
areas, and cities off 50,000-249 999, City-suburban
comparisons revealed no ditferences between rates for
central ¢ity residents and lor suburbanites in both the 4
ta !z million and % to 1 million size classes. The largest
cities had a lower rate ol theft victimization than did
their fringe areas, whereas the smallest vities showed the
opposite pattern,
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The small number of cases of personal larceny with
contact (purse snatching and pocket picking) precluded
extended analysis ol data on area of residence. However,
there was suflicient statistical evidence to warrant the
conclusion  that these crimes  primaily  were con-
centrated in the largest cities, with the highest rates in
the two biggest size classes and marginal indication that
cities inn the 1 million or more category had the highest
rate.

Other dilferences in the impact of victimization
according to type ol locality of residence were evident
when the race and sex of vietims were examined. For
this analysis, data on central cities, frrespective ol size,
were grouped into a single category. as were those on
suburban aeas, For whites, both male and temale, the
victimization rate for crimes of violence was highest in
the central cities, next highest in the suburban areas, and
lowest in the nonmetropolitun areas: statistical signifi-
cance was lacking for the seemingly comparable pattern
among black males und females. Whether they lived ina
central ¢ity. in a suburb. or ovutside un SMSA, black
males registered the highest rate for crimes of violence,
tollowed by white males, black lemales, and white
temales.

With respect to robbery. white male and white
female residents of central cities both registered higher
victimization rates than their counterparts in the
suburbs, who. in tumn, had higher rates than those living
outside a metropolitan area. Black males living in central
cities had a higher rate (31 per 1,000} than black males
in the urban Iringes (10), but the upparent difference
between rates for black males rom the suburbs and
those living vutside SMSA’s was not statistically signifi-
cant, There were too few cuses involving black females
living outside central cities for meaningtul comparisons
to be made. Within the central cities, black males had
the highest robbery victimization rate (31), followed by
white males (10) and black females (10): the difference
between the rate for white females {6) and black females
wus marginally signilicant. Because blacks accounted for
a relatively small share of the population in suburbs and
nonmetropolitan  areas, a number of apparent dif-
ferences between robbery rates proved not to be
significant, Nonetheless. black males living in the
suburbs appeared to have a marginally higher victimiza-
tion rate than their white male counterparts.

The pattern for assault victimization was less clear
than that for robbery. Irrespective of type of locality of
residence, there was no significant difference between
victimization rates for blacks, either male or female.

.

Among white females, those living in central cities had
the highest rate, and those in nonmetropolitan areas had
the lowest. White males evidenced a similar pattern,
although the difference between the rate for those living
in the central cities, as contrasted to that [or those in the
urban fringes, was marginally significant, Black females
tended to be victimized by assault at a higher rate than
white females in central cities, in suburbs, and in
nonmetropolitan areas, although the difference between
rates for residents of ureas outside SMSA's was not
conclusive. Black females also appeared to be less likely
assault victims in all three types of localities than either
black males or white males, but the differences between
rates were not statistically significant in every instance.
The seeming dilferences between rates for black males
and white males lacked significance.

Residents of nonmetropolitan areas, whether black
or white, male or female, had lower victimization rates
for personal crimes ol thelt than residents of either the
central cities or the suburbs. There was no significant
difference between rates for the central cities and
suburbs, excert that white males living in the cities
apparently were more likely te have been victimized by
these crimes than their counterparts in the urban l‘ringc;.
There was some indication that white male residents of
cities and of nonmetropolitan areas had the highest
victimization rate for crimes of theft. They also had a
higher rate than either black or white females living in
the suburbs, White females had a higher rate than black
females in the cities and outside SMSA’s, but there was
no real difference between rates for white females and
black females in the urban fringes.

Crimes against households

With some marked exceptions, households situated
in central cities tended to have a higher risk of
victimization than those in the suburbs, which, in turn,
tended to have higher victimization rates than their
counterparts in nonmetropolitan areas.

Regarding burglary against central city residents, no
clear pattern developed. The highest burglary rates, not
significantly different from one another, were recorded
by those in cities in the 50,000-249,999 and % to 1
million size classes. The lowest rates were registered by
households in cities with % to % million population and
1 million or more; the rates for those two classes of city
also did not truly differ from one another. Except for
central cities with 1 million or more residents, where the

apparently higher burglary rate for cities vis-z-vis their
suburbs did not represent a true difTerence, cities in each
of the other size classes had higher victimization rates
than their respective suburban areas. Households in
nonmetropolitan areas had a burglary rate (71) below
those of houscholds in central cities and suburhs,
irrespective ol size,

Examination ol burglaries involving forcible entry
sharpened the distinetion in victimization rates between
the cities and their respective suburbs: in all cases, the
rate was higher in the cities, Moreover, suburban areas
had lower rates than those for any of the cities,
regardless of size class, although the difference between
rates Lor the smallest central cities and the suburbs ol
the largest cities was marginal, The pattern with respect
to household burglaries committed through unlawlul
entry was more mixed. Cities in the 50,000-249 999 size
class had the highest victimization rate (58), althouph
the difference between that rate and the one for cities
with %2 to 1 million population (50) was only marginally
signilicant. No size class clearly had the lowest rate, but
the rate (34) for the largest central cities was well below
average. For SMSA’s in which the central cities had
populations in the 50,000-249,999 range, the victimiza-
tion rale for household burglary involving unlawful
entry was higher in the central cities than in the urban
fringes, The reverse was true for SMSA’s in which the
central cities had 1 million or more inhabitants, and
there was no dilference between rates for cities and
suburbs in the other two SMSA size classes.

In terms of the relative effect of forcible entry and
unlawful entry, only in the largest cities were the rates
for the former higher than those for the latter. Else-
where, there was no significant difference between the
rates {e.g., in cities in the % to % million and % to |
million size classes) or the rate [or unlawful entry was
higher (e.g., all other areas),

Grouping the four classes of central cities together
Into one category and performing a similar operation for
the suburban areas provided sufficient data for examin-
ing differences between household burglary victimiza-
tion rates by race of the head of houschold, Even so,
some apparent differences between rates for black and
white households did not meet the criteria for statistical
signiticance. Black households in central cities and in
suburban areas registered higher burglary rates than
white households, but the apparently higher victiiniza-
tion rate for black houscholds in nonmetropolitan areas
was not significantly different from that for white
households in those areas.
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Patterns of victimization according to area of
residence were fess clear-cut for household larceny than
for household burglary. The lowest victimization rate
(72) from household larceny was found among l}ouse-
holds in central cities with 1 million or more inhabitants,
and the second lowest rate (92) occurred in nonmetro-
politan areas. Households in central cities of the srpallest
size class (i.e., those with 50,000-249 999 ‘remflents)
registered the highest rate (149). Cities of this size, as
well as those with % to % million population, had higher
rates than their respective urban fringes, but the oppo-
site was true with respect to cities of 1 million or more
inhabitants. Population size did not markedly affect
household larceny rates for suburban areas; among the
Four size classes no figure clearly ranked high or low.

White houssholds in central cities, considered as a
group, reported a higher victimization rate from house-
hold larceny than did black households in the same
areas, but the reverse was true in the suburbs, There was
also some indication that black households in nonmetro-
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politan areas had a higher rate than their white counter-

partsAS in the case of burglary, motor vehicle theft
appeared to be more heavily concentrated in the cen?ral
cities. There was some indication that the highest vehicle
theft rates occurred among households in the two largest
city classes and in the suburban areas of cities of % to 1
million population. Except for cities in the ¥ to 1
million class, motor vehicle theft was reported to have
occurred at o higher rate among households in the
central cities than among those in their respective urban
fringes. Nonmetropolitan area households had by far .the
lowest rate (@) of victimization from motor vehicle
theft, the rate being only about one-fourth that for
households in the largest central cities.

With respect to motor vehicle theft, there were no
significant differences between rates for white ?1?)1156-
holds and black households, either in the central cities as
a whole or in the nonmetrupolitan areas. The higher rate
for black households in suburban areas was marginally
significant.

VICTIM-OFFENDER RELATIONSHIP IN
PERSONAL CRIMES OF VIOLENCE

One of the more significant dimensions of personal
crime concerns the relationship between victim and
offender. Public attention about crime in the streets in
large measure has focused on unprovoked physical
attacks made on citizens by unknown assailants. The
nature of the relationship between victim and offender is
a key element to understanding crime and judging the
risks involved for the various groups in society. Hereto-
fore, the only available national statistics on the matter
have been for homicide; these have demonstrated that
the great majority of murder victims were at least
acquainted with their killers, if not related to them, With
respect to the personal crimes of violence that it
measures, the National Crime Panel survey makes pos-
sible an examination of the relationship between victim
and offender.”

Strangers were reported to have been the offenders
in some two-thirds of victimizations stemming from the
personal crimes of violence counted as having occurred
during 1973. To express the relative risks of being
victimized by known or unknown offenders, there were
about 22 stranger-to-stranger violent confrontations per

"The relationship between victim and offender is a recur-
rent theme in various chapters of this report. Conditions
%oveming the classification of crimes as having involved
strangers” or “‘nonstrangers” are set forth in the Glossary of
Terms, listed under each of those categories.

1,000 population age 12 and over, as compared with 12
involving nonstrangers.

Assault, the most common of the crimes of
violence, was less likely than rape or robbery to have
involved strangers.® Nonetheless, the victimization rate
for stranger-to-stranger assault was higher (16 per 1,000)
than in instances where the offender and victim were at
least acquainted (10). Attempted assault, whether simple
or aggravated, occurred more often between strangers
than did assault that resulted in some form of injury.
The two main subcategories of robbery, those resulting
in victim injury and those with no such injury, also
revealed a preponderance of stranger-to-stranger relation-
ships. Although rape was by far the least prevalent of the
three personal crimes of violence, the data were sufficient
to indicate that it, too, was primarily a crime between
persons who were not acquainted.

When viewed in conjunction with the nature of the
relationship between victim and offender, demographic

8previous rescarch has shows that persons tend to report
fewer crimes than befall them when they are acquainted with or
related to the offenders. Among the survey-measured crimes,
assault logically would seem to be most affected by this kind of
underreporting. Because of this, there probably was a substantial
undercount of assaults involving nonstrangers, resulting in an
artificially high proportion of those committed by strangers.
Further treatment of this matter appears under the discussion of
reliability of estimates, Appendix I,
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characteristics of victims provided a more definitive
picture of the varying risk of victimization. Males, both
white and black, had higher proportions of violent
victimizations at the hands of strangers than did white or
black females, respectively. This also was true for
robbery and assault, although the greater proportion for
black males over black females was marginal in the case
of robbery. Within each sex category, the proportion of
stranger-to-stranger victimizations involving blacks and
whites was roughly comparable for robbery, but higher
for whites in the case ol assault.

The younger the victim, the more likely the
offender was to have been an acquaintance ot relative.
This was the case for crimes of violence as a group and,
to a lesser extent, for robbery. For persons age 12-15,
about 57 percent of violent victimizations were com-
mitted by strangers, compared with 77 percent for those
who were 50 and over, The figures for robbery covered a
smaller range; nonetheless, the proportion among per-
sons age 12-19 (80 percent) clearly was lower than that
among individuals age 50 and over, for whom some 93
percent of robbery victimizations were at the hands of
strangers. Assault presented no clear-cut pattern with
respect to victini age and susceptibility to victimization
by strangers. Among males, the two youngest age groups
had the lowesl percentage of stranger-to-stranger victim-
izations for all crimes of violence; there was no clear
indication of the highest incidence. Below age 30,
females in cach age group had less likelihood than males
of being victimized by strangers, although the difference
was marginal lor the 16-19 age group; at age 50 and
over, the pattern did not apply. In the case of robbery,
the proportion of victimizations perpetrated by strangers
upon male victims covered a rather narrow range from
about 82 to 94 percent, with males under age 25
reporting lower stranger-to-stranger contact, For rob-
beries of women, the range was much wider, from about
65 to 94 percent, with those who were 50 and over,
recording higher proportions of confrontations with
strangers than did younger women. As for assault, men
had higher proportions of victimizations committed by
strangers than did women in each category below age 50,
although the difference was less firm for those age
16-19. For the two oldest age groups, apparent differ-
ences were not significant.

Divorced and scparated persons in general, and
especially women, were victimized far less by strangers
than those in other marital status groups. About half of
the violent crimes against divorced or separated persons
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were perpetrated by strangers; for those in other marital
status categories, victimizations by strangers clearly
predominated. Among men, statistical significance could
not be attached to the apparent differences in stranger-
to-stranger violent crimes according to marital status.
Divorced and separated women had by far the fowest
proportion of violent victimizations by strangers, about
38 percent; none of the other percentages was clearly
highest. The percent of stranger-to-stranger victimiza-
tions for all crimes of violence was higher for men than
for women in three of the four marital status groups, but
the apparent difference among the widowed was not
statistically significant. In the case of robbery victimiza-
tions, the range of percentages for men (85-93) was
narrower than for women (68-94), but there were few
significant differences between percentage figures ac-
cording fo marital status category for either sex.
Separated and divorced men and, to a limited degree,
marricd men as well, had higher proportions of victim-
izations committed by strangers than did women in each
corresponding group. Males reported 4 higher proportion
of encounters with strangers in assault victimizations
than did women in each of the marital status categories,
except among the widowed, for whom the ostensible
difference was not significant. Divorced and separated
women reported that unknown persons perpetrated only
about 29 percent of the assaults in which they were
victims,

The proportion of stranger-to-stranger crimes
generally tended to rise as the level of annual family
income increascd, although the evidence suggests thal
this variable did not distinguish gradations in the degree
of risk of victimization as sharply as others. Making a
distinction between members of families with annual
family incomes of less thun $7,500 and those earning
$7,500 and over, the former were more likely to have
been victimized by violent crimes perpetrated by persons
whom they knew, or to whom they were related. There
was a greater difference between blacks in the two
income groups than there was for whites, for whom
there was only some indication that income level made a
difference. Blacks in the less than $7,500 income
bracket had a lower percent of stranger confrontations
than did their white counterparts, but the apparent
higher proportion of victimizations by strangers for
blacks in the higher income level was not a true
difference. In the case of robbery, both whites and all
persons with incomes of $7,500 and over were more apt
to have been victimized by strangers than was the case
for those with lower family incomes, although the

evidence was less than conclusive. Assaults, as demon-
strated earlier, were more likely than robberies to have
occurred between acquaintances and relatives, although
in most cases the majority of victimizations were
between strangers, An exception to this pattern applied
to lower-income blacks, for whom only 43 percent o‘-f

assault confrontations involved strangers. There was
spme indication that lower-income whites were more
likely to have been victimized by persons with whom
they were acquainted or related than were higher income

whites, but not to the extent e i
\ xperienced by | -
income blacks. P yowe
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OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS IN
PERSONAL CRIMES OF VIOLENCE

The National Crime Panel survey gathered data on
three characteristics of offenders - sex, age, and race- s
perceived by the vietims of personal crimes ol violence.
Becuuse  these crimes often were  stresstul, i’ not
traumatic experionees, resulting in confusion or even
physical harm to the vietims, it is quite likely that, in
contrast Lo other survey lindings, data concerning
offender characteristics were subject to a greater degree
of distortion arising {rom erroneous responses. In addi-
ten to inaceuracies associated with any blarring effect
of the event upon a victim’s perceptibility, many of the
crimes oceurred under somewhat vague circumstances,
particularly those that happened at night; and, ir-
tespective ol the time of vecurrence, it can be assumed
that offenders, particularly those unaequained with or
unrelated to the vietimg, may have attempted to coneeal
their identities during the commission of the crimes.
Futthermore, it is possible that victim preconeeptions,
or prejudices, at times may have influenced the atiribu-
tion of offender characteristics, particularly when cir-
cumstances surrounding the crimes were vague, Thus, for
example, an individual who was beaten and robbed
might well have resolved doubts about the characteristics
of the attacker by drawing upon a stereotype of the
“typical mugger,”® 1f victims tended to misidentify a

Yoor discussion concerning the reliability of victims'
perceptions and the issue of stereotyping, sce Robert Buckhout,
“Fyewitness Testimony,” Scientific American, Vol. 231, No. 6,
pp. 23-31, December 1974,

,

particular trait (or a set ol them) more than others, bias
would have been introduced into the findings. With
respect to any possible biases inherent in these data, no
method has been developed for determining which
characteristics are more subject to such distortion or for
measuring the impact of a.given type of bias,!

Among data gathered on the characteristics of the
perpetrators of personal crimes of violence, those relat-
ing to the sex varfable indicated that an overwhelming
majority of the crimes- some nine-tenths- were attri-
buted to male offenders. Largely because of this, the
analysis of survey findings focuses on the two other
offender characteristics, age and race.! !

Survey lindings revealed that, for personal crimes of
violence as a group, single-offender victimizations most
frequently were committed by persons reported to have

YWvietim misperceptions as they relate to the race of
ollenders, together with the lack of methods for assessing the
extent of biases associated with such misperceptions, have been
alluded to by Albert I. Reiss, Jr. See, Studies in Crime and Law
Enforeement in Major Metropolitan Areas, Vol, 1, p. 33, U. S,
Government Printing Office, Washington, D, €., 1967.

rrpe distinction between juvenile and adult offenders was
4 main objective in gathering data on the ages of otfenders, This
fact, coupled with the anticipated difficulty of assigning aduit
offenders to specific age categories, led to the selection of two
basic groups persons under age 21 and those 21 and over, with
the juvenile ages broken out in more detail.
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been over age 20 (04 percent).'* Some 33 percent of
these victimizations were attributed to persons age
12-20, and only 1 percent to children under age 12,
Among violent victimications said to have involved
olfenders age 12-20, equivalent proportions (13 percent
for each) were committed by persons in the 15-17 and
18-20 age groups, whereas a lower proportion (7) was
aseribed to youngsters age 12-14, Findings for each of
the personal crimes of violence considered separately
tended to paralle} the general pattern, although statisti-
cul signiticance did not apply in every instance,

Compared with single-offender victimizations, those
carried out by two or more persons were characterized
by a higher proportion ol younger otfenders, Roughly
48 percent were committed by two or more olfenders
perceived to have been between the ages 12 and 20, The
proportion was higher than that attributed to individuals
age 21 and over or to persons of mixed ages.!® The
number ol violent crimes carried out by pairs or groups
of youngsters under age 12 was so small that the
resulting data were not considered reliable,

When the estimated age ot single offenders was
considered in relation to the age of the victim, several
patterns were apparent, Crimes ol violence commnitted
against individuals age 12-19 were about twice as likely
to have been attributed to offenders age 12-20 (64
percent) than to persons age 21 and over (33), Once
again, few assailants were identified as having been under
age 12, irrespective of the category of victim age and for
single- and multiple-offender crimes alike, In contrast,
for vietims over age 19, most victimizations were carried
out by offenders judged to have been age 21 and over.
For robbery and assault considered separately, the
relationships between victim age and offender age

1'2’I‘hmug,lmut this section, as well as in the relevant data
tables, a basic distinction is made between “single-offender” and
“multiple-oftender™ victimizations. The fatter category refers to
crimes committed in concert by two or more persons. A
discussion voneerning the number of offenders involved in the
commission of personal crimes of violence is contained in the
section on crime characternstics.

3 As applied to multiple-oftender victimizations, terms
such as “persons of mixed ages” refer to cases in which the
offenders’ ages were perceived by victims to have been classifi-
able under more than one of the designated age groups,
Similarly, expressions such as “‘racially mixed” and “offenders of
mixed races” apply to sitvations in which victims were attacked
by two or more individuals perceived to have been members of
more than a single racial group; in other words, such terms refer
to the interracial composition of the assailants and not to
persons having racially mixed antecedents,
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generally were compatible with the findings for crimes
ol violence as a whole,

Approximately 71 percent of all multiple-offender
violent crimes against persons age 12-19 were attributed
to assailants all of whom were in the 12-20 age group.
Offenders of mixed ages were held responsible for about
19 percent of these victimizations, and those age 21 and
over for some 8 percent, Victims age 20-34 perceived
that the attackers in multiple-offender crimes were more
likely to have been over age 20 than 12-20 or mixed. In
contrast to victims uge 20-34, persons age 35 and over
were more vulnerable to victimization by younger
persons. Individuals age 50 and over were attacked more
frequently by youngsters in the 12-20 age group than by
older or mixed-age groups. Although apparent difter-
ences were not always statistically significant, the
patterns for multiple-offender robbery and assault
generally conformed to that for violent crimes as a
group,

Data concerning the race of perpetraturs of personal
crimes of violence showed that approximately two-thirds
ol all single-offender victimizations were committed by
individuals perceived as white, 29 percent as black, and 4
percent as members of other races. Irrespective of the
type of crime and number of offenders involved, victims
seldom identified offenders as other than white or black.
For multiple-offender victimizations, about 46 percent
were attributed exclusively to whites, roughly <!
percent to blacks, and some 7 percent to assailants of
mixed races.

When the racial classifications of victim and oft
fender were juxtaposed, the data revealed that most of
the measured violent crimes were intraracial in character.
In about three-fourths of all single-ofTender victimizations
ol whites and in nine-tenths ol the corresponding crimes
against blacks, offenders were perceived by victims to
have been members of their own race. However, the
relative frequency of intecracial victimization differed
somewhat for members of the two races; white victims
ascribed a higher proportion of single-offender victim.
izations to blacks (20 percent) than black victims did to
whites (8). As for multiple-offender victimizations of
whites, the assailants were more likely to have been
perceived as all white (53 percent) than either as all
black (33) or as racially mixed (7). Blacks were subject
to 2 proportionally greater amount of intraracial violent
crivaes at the hands of two or more offenders than
whites; roughly 84 percent of these multiple-offender
victimizations were committed by blacks.

Among the specific types of crimes of violence
committed by single offenders, statistical sipnificance
could not be attached to the apparent difference
between rapes commitied by whites and blacks. White
victims of rape were more likely to have perceived their
attackers as white (62 percent) than as black (31). Black
victims of that crime identified members of their own
race as offenders in about nine-tenths of the vietimiza-
tions, but estimates of rapes by whites, as well as by
offenders belonging to other races, were based on too
few sample cases to be reliable. Statistical reliability also
could not be attached to survey results concerning the
racial classification of multiple offenders involved in
rape,

Although no meaningful differences were evident
between blacks and whites [or single-offender robbery
victimizations, a higher proportion of multiplc-ot‘l’endér
robberies was attributed to blacks (63 percent) than to
whites (23) or racially mixed oltenders {0). There was
marginal indication that white victims of lone otfenders
were more  likely to have been robbed by whites
(52 percent) than by blacks (41), Blachs, however, were
robbed almost exclusively (93 percent) by members of

their own race. For multiple-olfender robberies, both
white and black victims indicated that a sizable propor-
tion of victimizations was carried out by blacks: among
black victims, however, the proportion (86 percent) ol
robberies by blacks was greater than that among white
victins (50), .

Compured with the two other personal ciimes of
violence, assault was charaeterized by a higher degree of
involvement by white olfenders than black ol‘l'cn:lers in
both single- and multiple-olTender vietimizations alike.
For crimes involving lone offenders, victims designated
their assailants as white in approximately seven-tenths of
the cases and as black in roughly one-fourth: for
multiple-offender victimizations, the respective ligures
were about 57 and 30 percent. A comparison of the
faees ol victim and oltender showed that assaults were
by and large intraracial. Among single-offender assaults,
members of the same racial group as the victim
aceounted for approximately 79 percent of those against
whites and for some 87 percent of those against blacks,
For victimizations carried out by two or more oftenders,
the corresponding estimates were about 6 and 81
percent,
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CRIME CHARACTERISTICS

This section of the report devails certain characteris-
tics of the crimes measured by the National Crime Panel
survey for 1973, With respect to crimes against persons
in which contact occurred between victim and offerder,
some of the topics covered are based on incident data
and others on victimization data, This difference in
treatment stems from the fact that incident data are
designed to permit the study of certain cireumstances
surrounding the oceurrence of criminal acts, whereas
victimization data enable assessment of the con-
sequences of such acts for those who were victimized,
Thus, the analysis of four subjects- time of oceurrence,
place of oceurrence, number of offenders, and use of
weapons- is based on incidents. The victimization serves
as the basic unit of measure for the three remaining
topics: victim injury, economic losses, and time lost
from work,

Another difference in the analytical treatment of
data stems from the relevance of a given characteristic to
the various types of crime. For example, characteristics
such as time of occurrence and economic loss aie
pertinent to each of the survey-measured crimes. Other
characteristics, including use of weapons and injury to
viclims, are applicable only to those crimes which bring
victim and offender into contact and are accompanied
by the use, or threatened use, of force.

As indicated clsewhere in this report, victimiza-

tions ordinarily outnumber incidents because more than
one individual was vietimized during certain incidents of
a personal crime and  because some persons were
victimized during the course ol commereial burglaties or
robberies, Overall, the survey enumerated a total of
approximately 19.3 million criminal incidents against
persons age 12 and over, as opposed to about 20,7
million personal victimizations. Virtually all (98 percent)
incidents of personal larceny with contact were com-
mitted against a single vietim; multiple-victim purse
snatchings and pocket pickings were rare events, Among
personal erimes of violence, a large majority (89 percent)
also were experienced by single victims: about 8 percent
involved two vietims: 2 pereent, three victims; and only
L percent, four or more victims. Although the differ-
ences were slight, assaults were less likely than either
rapes or robberies to have been perpetrated against a
single vietim. However, Tor the latter two crimes, there
was no significant difference between the proportions
involving one victim. In fact, the number of multiple-
victim incidents of rape was based on too few sample
cases Lo be statistically reliable. In apgregate terms,
although the difference was small, violent crimes involy-
ing nonstrangers (i.e., peisons who were related, well
known to, or casually acquainted with one another)
were more likely to have been single-victim incidents
than those involving strangers.
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The connection between victim and offender, a
recurring theme in the varous parls ol this section,
appeared to have a differential elTect on certain of the
circumslances and outcomes ol the relevant crimes,
About 64 percent ol the incidents of personal crimes of
violence measured by the National Crime Panel survey
for 1973 were conumitted by strangers.”® Turning to the
specific types ol crime. the number of incidents in which
the victim did not know the offender amounted Lo
approximately 74 percent of all rapes, 85 per .nt ot all
robberies, and 59 pereent of all assaults. The twao types
ol personz! robbery, those resulting in victim injury and
those without such outcome. also revealed a pre-
ponderance  of  stranger-tosstranger  confrontations.
Attempted assault, whether of the simple or aggravated
type. uceurred refatively more often between strangers
than did assaults resulting in some torm of victim injury.
In fact, assaults attended by harm to the victim were
about evenly divided between those in which the
eflfenders were strangers and nonstrangers.

Time of occurrence

Information on the time of day when criminal
incidents occur can be essential to law enforcement
officials concerned with patterns of criminal behavior, as
well as Lo citizens wishing to lower the risk of being
personally vietimized. For each ol the crimes nieasured
by the National Crime Panel survey, data on when
incidents oceurred were obtained for three broad time
intervals: the daytime hours (6 a.m. to 6 pan.): the first
half’ of nighttime (6 p.n. to midnight); and the second
half of nighttime (midnight to 6 a.n.).

Considerable variation was evident according to
type of crime as to the time of day when incidents
oceurred. Personal crimes of thelt, especially those
involving contact between victim and offender (pocket
picking and purse snalching), were predominantly day-
time offenses. Two of the personal crimes of violence,
rape and robbery, were more likely to have occurred at
night, whereas assault incidents were about equally
divided between day and night. However, aggravated

Min an earlior section, the analysis of victim-offender
relationships in personal crimes of violence was based exclusively
on victimization data, Incident data on the same subject are
introduced at this point because units ol measure of both kinds
{victimizations and incidents) are used in this section.
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assaults were more likely to have happened at night, as
were personal robberies with injury.

The pattern of occwrrence for commereial robbery
was comparable with that of asssault. Crimes against
houscholds, together with commercial burglaries, were
more apt o have taken place at night, although this
varied Irom a slight mgjority among incidents of
household burglary, through a substantiat margin for
motor vehicle theft, to an overwhelming preponderance
for commercial burglary. Among crimes entailing per-
sonal confrontation, victims almost always knew the
time of occurrence, As for oflenses without victim-
offender contact, the proportion of incidents for which
times remained unknown (including both those con-
pletely unknown and those for which the interval of
night was unknown) varied from about 18 percent lor
personal larceny without contact to 49 percent for
commercial burglary. For the former crime, as well as
tor household burglary and houschold larceny, the
proportions of incidents for which the time was not
i.nown at all war greatest. The victims of motor vehicle
theft and especially rommercial burglary had more
difficulty than other victims in placing the incident
within one of the two nighttime intervais.

Crimes against persons

As a whole, incidents involving crimes against
persons were more likely to have occurred during the
day than at night, Of nighttime personal crimes, about
two-thirds  occurred betore midnight. When crimes
against persons were divided into the two components,
crimes of violence and erimes ol thelt, a contrasting
pattern emerged. A majority of crimes of violence
{52 percent) ooeurred at night, and about four-lifths of
these took place from: 6 p.m. Lo midnight. Personal
crimes of theft, on the other hand, were reported as
happening wore often during the day (53 percent).

Among the relevant personal crimes of violence,
approximately three-fifths of all rapes (including at-
tempts) oceurred at night, About one-fifth ol the total
took place between midnight and 6 a.m., which was a
higher proportion than for either robbery or assault,
Robbery also was predominantly a nighttime crime, with
about 55 percent ol the incidents occurring at night, The
proportion of robberies that took place during the 12
daytime hours was roughly the same as that occurring
between 6 p.n. and midnight. Robbery incidents result-

ing in victim injury were more likely to have taken place
at night (62 percent) than those in which no such injury
was inflicted (S1). About 09 percent of  robberies
(including attempts) that resulted in serious injury to the
victims  occurred at night, a circumstance no doubt
related to the pattern of weapons use by offenders, Use
of @ weapon in the commission of robbery was consid-
erably more likely to have been the case at night
(oo pereent) than during the day (33). In fuct, some 53
percent of ull robberies by armed oltenders occurred
between O pan. and midnight, Conversely, more robbery
incidents where no weapon was used took place during
day time hours (54 percent) than at night (45).

Assaults were about evenly divided between those
happening during the day and those taking place at
night. However, aggravated assaults were more apt to
have oceurred at night (57 percent) than during the day .
whereas simple  assaults were more likely to have
happened between 0 am. and 6 p.an. As with robbery.
assaults perpetrated by armed offenders were more
likely to have occurred at night (58 percent).

Examination of the violent erimes combined from
the viewpoint of the relationship between victim and
oftender revealed that a majority of those perpetrated
by strangers took place at night, whereas those involving
noustrangers were niore likely to have occurred during
the day. Considered separately. each of the crimes of
violence showed a similar tendency for stranger-to-
stranger ¢ncounters to happen at night. For incidents
lnvolving nonstrangers, there were too few sample cases
of rape and robbery to permit a clearcut determination
of the time ol oceurrence: however, assaults at the hands
ol acquaintances or relatives oceurred more often during
daytime liours than at night.

As was observed earlier, personal crimes of theflt
oceurred more often during daytime than at night. This
was especially true in cases of personal larceny involving
contact between victim and ofTender. for which about
04 percent of the incidents took place between 6 a.m.
and 6 p.m. Incidents of personal larceny without contact
also were more likely to have happened during the day
(33 percent) than at night (36). Because crimes of thelt
are predominantly acts involving no contact between
victim and offender, there was a substantial proportion
of the total (11 percent) for which the time of vceur-
fence was unknown or not reported by the victim; for an
additional 7 percent of nighttime incidents, the time of
vecurrence could not be placed before or after midnight.

Crimes against households

As a group, and among incidents for which the time
ol occurrence was ascertained, houschold crimes were
mainly nighttime offenses- 51 percent having occurred
between 6 p.anand 6 aan., as compared with 29 percent
during the day. Because these crimes involved no
conlrontation between a household member and an
olfender, for about one-fitth ol the incidents respon-
dents were unable to determine whether they vceurred
during the day or night. Excluding these incidents, some
64 pereent vceurred at night. Among nighttime inci-
dents. 12 percent could not be pluced belore or after
midnight. But, for nighttime incidents for which a more
precise lime of occurrence was known, S5 percent
happened before midnight - 4 more even distribution of
incidents before and after midnight than was the case
with personal erimes.

Contrasting with household crimes as a group,
incidents of household  burglary were more  evenly
divided between those reported to have oceurred during
the day and at night, but the myjority (54 percent) for
which a time was known took place at night. For about
one-fourth of burglary meidents, the time of vecurrence
was unknown. Nighttime burglaries were more likely to
have occurrred betore than atter midnight. Completed
burglaries (thuse involving forcible entry and unlawtul
entry ) displayed a similar pattern with respect to time of
eceurrence as did all burglaries, except that there was no
significant diflerence between the proportions of day:-
time and nighttime unlawful entries. Excluding incidents
for which the time was completely unknown, about
03 percent of attempts at forcible entry oceurred at
night. Forcible-entry burglaries that occurred during the
day had a grealer degree of “success™ (ratio of com-
pleted forcible entries to the sum of completed and
attempted ones), 66 percent, than those committed at
night (56).

Household larceny was more likely to have oceurred
at night (55 percent) than during the day (24), When the
time interval at night was ascertained, there was no
significant difference between incidents before and after
midnight. Some one-fourth of the incidents that took
place at night could not be assigned to a specilic 6-hour
interval. In addition, for about 21 percent of all larceny
incidents, the time of occurrence was unknown.
Roughly three-fifths of larcenies with stolen items
valued at $50 or more vecurred at night, compared with
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52 percent of those caleuluted at less than $50. [n the
costlier thetts, the proportion for which the time of day
was unknown was lower (10 percent) than that for
larcenies under $50(23). Attempted larcenies, which
accounted fur some 7 percent ol all larcenies, took place
for the most part at night (76 percent): only about
15 percent happened during the day. Of nighttime
attempts where the time was known, more occurred
after midnight than before. Compared with completed
household larcenies, there were very few attempted
lurcenies for which the time was unknown (only about
% percent), suggesting that many of these incidents may
have involved offenders who were [rightened off by
members ol the household. This inference is supported
by the prevalence ol nighttime incidents among attempts
at household farceny,

Motor vehicle theft, third ol the measured house-
hold crimes, was preponderantly @ nighttime oftense,
with approximately 71 percent of the incidents oceur-
ring at night and only some 22 percent during the day.
Unlike burglary and household farceny. there were few
cases (about 7 percent) in which the time was totally
unknown. Significance could not be attached to the
difterence between the percentages of thefts before and
after midnight. Completed motor vehicle thefts took
place more often in the day time hours (24 percent) than
did attempts {18).

Crimes against commercial
establishments
The two commercial crimes measured in the Na-
tional Crime Panel had different patterns as to the time
of day incidents vccurred. Burglaries were overwhelm-
_ingly nighttime crimes, 85 percent having taken place
between 6 pan, and 6 aun,, reflecting the fact that most
businesses operate during the day and thus are unlikely
to be burglarized during those hours. In about 47
percent of incidents occurring at night, it was not
possible to specily whether the burglary was committed
before or after midnight. Among nocturnal burglaries
tor which the time was known, about 332 times as many
incidents occurred after midnight as before. Robberies
on the premises of a commercial establishment or of an
employee on business outside the establishment were
about evenly divided between night and day as to time
of occurrence. In contrast to commercial burglaries,
about three times as many nighttime robberies took
place before midnight as afterwards. Because the victims
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of commercial robberies were confronted by their
offenders, there were very few cases for whiclh the time
of the incident was not known,

Place of occurrence

Besides influencing the deployment of law enforce-
ment resources, knowledge concerning the types of
settings where criminal acts take place can affect citizen
mobility and behavior. For certain crimes not involving
contact between victim and offender, moreover, the
classification of incidents is determined on the basis of
their place of occurrence. Thus, by definition, the vast
majority of household burglaries recorded by the Na-
tional Crime Panel survey occurred at principal resi-
dences, with a small percentage being perpetrated at
second homes or at places, such as hotels or motels,
occupied by household members temporarily away from
home. On the other hand, personal crimes can occur
almost anywhere individuals congregate--in their own
residences, in other private dwellings, in public buildings,
on the street, in parks or playgrounds, or in the course
of travel. Incidents reported in the household survey
were grouped into six categories, two of which pertained
to the respondent’s home and its immediate vicinity.
Other categories used were as follows: inside a nonresi-
dential building: inside a school; on the street or in a
park, playground, schoolground, and parking lot; and a
residual category, covering places, such as vacation
lodgings or other temporary living quarters, not belong-
ing to the victim,'?

Because personal larceny without contact and
household larceny are distinguished from one another
solely on the basis of where incidents occur, they are
treated in an integrated manner and referred to as
“larcenies™ in this section, an approach differing from
that taken elsewhere in the report.”’ Therelore, the

i

Sror purposes of brevity, the category “‘on the street or in
a park, playground, schoolground, and parking lot” is referred to
by phrases such as “on the street or in other cutdoor arcas’ and
“on the sirect or elsewhere outdoors.”

'6Combined, incidents of personal larceny without contact
and household larceny constituted about 98 percent of the three
types of larceny and roughly three-fifths of all survey-measured
incidents. Of the two types of larceny not involving victim-
offender contact, personal larceny without contact accounted
for 65 percent of total incidents and household larceny for 35
percent.

discussion of crimes against persons is confined to the
four offenses entailing contact between victim and
offender: rape, robbery, assault, and personal larceny

with contact. Similarly, the analysis of data on place of

occurrence for crimes against households is limited to
household burglary and motor vehicle theft.

For reasons akin to those governing the classifica-
tion of household burglary, most of the commercial
crimes took place on the premises of business establish-
ments, These crimes aside, however, the most common
location for criminal offenses was on the street or in
other outdoor areas; robbery of persons and motor

vehicle theft had the greatest proportions of incidents
occurring at these sites. Larcenies, especially those
involving losses valued at less than $50, had the highest
proportion of incidents taking place inside schools. In
comparison with other crimes, larceny and motor vehicle
theft had the greatest share of crimes occurring in the
immediate vicinity of the home. Except for household
burglary, rape was more likely than any other crime to
have happened in the victim’s own home, Among
criminal incidents entailing victim-offender contact, per-
sonal larceny with contact had the greatest proportion
of incidents occurring in nonresidential buildings.

Crimes against persons

Personal crimes of violence most frequently occur-
red on the street or elsewhere outdoors (48 percent) and
next most frequently in nonresidential buildings (14).
Those happening in or near the victim’s residence
together accounted for about one-fifth. Only some
7 percent of crimes of violence took place inside schools.
Among the three specific crimes of violence, rape was
the most likely to have occurred in the victim’s home—in
some 29 percent of the cases. Although the most
common place for rape to have occurred appeared to be
in outdoor areas, the finding in this regard, based on a
small number of sample incidents, was only marginally
significant. Robbery clearly was the leading street crime
among offenses involving victim-offender contact, with
three-fifths of all incidents having taken place on streets
or in other outdoor places. Robbery and assault occur-
red in victim’s homes with comparable frequency
(11 percent). Assault occurred most commonly in out-
door settings away from the victim’s home (45 percent)
and was more likely than either of the other two violent

crmes to have taken place inside nonresidential build-
ings.

The more serious forms of robbery. incidents in
which the offender wielded a weapon and those where
injury was inflicted on the victim, did not dilfer
substantially from the less serious robbery incidents in
terms of location. Robberies with a weapon rarely were
committed inside schools (about 2 percent), whereas
some 11 percent of robberies in which no weapon was
present took place in school buildings. There also was
marginal indication that the proportion of robberies
with weapons that occurred on the streets or in other
open places was cffectively greater (64 percent) tian
those where no weapon was used (56).

A somewhat clearer relationship batween location
and severity of the incident was apparent in the case of
assault. Assaults by unarmed offenders were more likely
to have occurred inside schools than were assaults by
armed offenders, although the proportion of assaults
taking place in schools was small, regardless of severity.
Assaults in which the offenders used weapons were more
likely to have occurred on the street or in other outdoor
places than were those in which no weapon was used (48
and 43 percent, respectively). Assaults by unarmed
offenders were more common inside the home than were
assaults where a weapon was employed (12 to 9 percent,
respectively).

Personal larceny with contact, consisting ol purse
snatching and pocket picking, was heavily concentrated
in two locations—inside nonresidential buildings and on
the street. Together, these categories accounted for some
three-fourths of all such incidents, whereas only some
6 percent happened in or near the victim’s residence.

The relationship of victim and offender made a
substantial difference in the location of crimes of
violence. In about 58 percent of the relevant incidents,
stranger-to-stranger violent crimes occurred on the street
or elsewhere outdoors, whereas only 29 percent of the
same types of offenses involving victims who knew or
were related to the offender took place in such areas.
About one-third of crimes of violence involving non-
strangers occurred either inside or in the immediate
vicinity of the victim’s home; the comparable figure for
stranger-to-stranger  confrontations was 13 percent.
Violent crime inside schools was more often associated

with nonstranger incidents (10 percent) than with those
in which the offender was a stranger (5).

With regard to the place of occurrence of the two
more frequent types of violent crime, robbery and
assault, the patterns of victim-offender relationship
generally were similar. However, in terms of number of
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incidents, there were about 10 times as many assaults
involving persons known or related to the victim as there
were robberies, and there were about 2 times more
assaults than robberies in the case of stranger-to-stranger
confrontations. Robberies involving strangers were more
likely than assaulls involving strangers to have taken
place on the street or elsewhere outdoors, although the
difference was only marginally significant. For robbery
and assault alike, street confrontations between non-
strangers constituted about the same proportion of the
respective number of incidents, roughly three-tenths.
Proportionally, more assaults than robberies occurred in
nonresidential buildings, regardless of victim-offender
relationship.  Among nonstranger encounters, on the
other hand, a higher proportion of robberies
{31 percent) than assaults (21) took place inside the
victim's  home. For incidents between nonstrangers,
there was marginal indication that the proportion of
robberies inside school buildings was higher than that for
assaults in settings ol the same type. Relative to their
number, stranger-to-stranger assaults and robberies oc-
curred inside schools at about the same rate, which was
lower than the proportion for each crime where non-
strangers were concerned.

Crimes against households

Approximately 96 percent of the recorded house-
hold burglaries involved the entry or attempted entry of
the victim's principal home, with the remainder having
occtirred at secondary residences or temporary quarters.
Whether involving forcible entry or unlawtul entry, the
proportions remained essentially unchanged,

As would be expected, motor vehicle thefts oc-
curred in locations offering the greatest opportunities-
on the strect and in other outdoor places, as well as in
the immediate vicinity of the victim’s home. About
94 pereent of all motor vehicle thefts took place in these
settings, with the street category by far the most
common, The data appear to indicate that vehicles kept
in garages were [ar more secure rom theft than those
lelt in outdoor places, but there was insufficient detail
on the circumstances of these crimes to ascertain the
degree to which victims may have unwittingly cooper-
ated with the thief or unauthorized user by leaving the
ignition andfor the vehicle unlocked or by leaving the
keys readily accessible.
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Larcenies without victim-
offender contact

When personal larceny without contact and house-
hold larceny were combined, the two leading locations
where these crimes occurred were near the victim’s home
and on the street or other outdoor area, ¢ach accounting
for some three-tenths of these incidents. Among the
remaining place categories, school buildings accounted
for an appreciable percentage, whereas the least common
place was inside the victim’s home.! 7

Variations with respect to the pattern of occurrence
were evident within each of the value of loss categories.
Larcenies valued at less than $50 took place most
frequently in the immediate vicinity of the victim’s
home (29 percent), followed closely by those occurring
on the street or elsewhere outdoors (26) and by inci-
dents happening inside schools (23). Where property loss
was set at $50 or more, the most frequent locations for
larcenies were on the street and other open areas (about
37 percent) and near home (30). School buildings were
the least likely place for the more costly larcenies to
have occurred. Incidents of attempted larceny were most
likely of all larcenies to have taken place on the street or
in other outdoor settings (46 percent); together with
incidents occurring near the home, these two locations
accounted for about 78 percent of all attempted
larcenies, as contrasted with 60 percent for all larcenies.

Crimes against commercial
establishments

Of the two crimes against places of business and
other organizations measured by the National Crime
Panel, only robbery incidents could have occurred away
from the business establishment. However, the over-
whelming majority of commercial robberies (about
94 percent) occurred on the premises of the business;
the remainder involved employees on duty away from
the establishment, such as couriers and sales and delivery
persons.

17T have been Classified as a larceny within the victim's
own home, the offense had to have been committed by a person
admitted to the residence or by someone having customary
access to it, such as a deliveryman, servant, acquaintance, Or
relative. Otherwise, the crime would have been classified as a
burglary or, if force or its threat were used, as a robbery.

Number of offenders
in personal crimes
of violence

As indicated earlier, roughly nine-tenths of all
incidents of personal crimes of violence were committed
against a single victim. A clear, although smaller,
majority of violent crimes also involved a single of-
tender. Approximately 64 percent of all personal crimes
of violence were committed by lone offenders and an
additional 32 percent by two or more offenders; for
about 3 percent of the incidents, victims either did not
know how many offenders participated or the informa-
tion was not available,

Although personal crimes of violence committed by
sulitary offenders outnumbered those involving two or
more offenders by about 2 to 1, this finding concealed a
marked contrast in the pattern of offender invnlvement
among the relevant crimes. Whereas some eight-tenths of
rapes and seven-tenths of assaults were perpetrated by
individvals acting alone, most robbery incidents
(55 percent) were committed in concert by two or more
persons.

A contrast in the pattern of offender involvement
also was uncovered by examination of data on violent
crimes from the standpoint of victim-offender relation-
ship. Collectively, multiple-offender violent crimes were
more prevalent (40 percent) among conlrontations
between strangers than among those involving non-
strangers (18). In fact, offenders who were acquainted
with or related to their victims were more apt to have
acted alone in the commission of each of the pertinent
crimes—rape, robbery, and assault. Among stranger-to-
Stranger encounters, single-offender incidents consti-
tuted a majority in cases of rape and assault, but not of
robbery, for which some three-fifths of the incidents
were carried out by at least two offenders,

Use of weapons

Generally regarded among the most fearsome and
potentially injurious of personal experiences, criminal
attacks by armed offenders can occur in a variety of
circumstances and involve weapons of many kinds. For

incidents involving four ol the crimes measured by the
Natiowal Crime Panel survey - rape, robbery of persons,
assault, and robbery of places ol business it was
determined whether or not the offenders used weapons,
and, if so, the type of weapons concerned.!® With
respect to personal crimes of violence, the survey
recorded the type, or types, of weapons observed by
victims during cach incident, but not the number of
weapons. 1f, for example, two firearms and a knile were
used by offenders during a personal robbery, the
incident was recorded as one in which a firearm and a
knife were present. However, for cases of armed robbery
ol commercial establishments in which weapons of more
than one type were observed, only a single type- that
considered most lethal- was listed. Concerning the treat-
ment of data on types of weapons, a difTerence also
existed between the personal crimes and commercial
robbery. For the former, weapons of all kinds, including
those of unknown or unrecognized types, were con-
sidered. For commercial robbery, however, the analysis
was limited to data on weapons that were recognized by
victims. As applied to types of weapons, the term
“other” refers to objects such as clubs, stores, bricks.
and bottles.

Personal crimes of violence

Approximately 38 percent ol all personal crimes of
violence were committed by armed offenders. Of the
three types of violent crime, personal robbery was most
likely to have been committed by individuals using
weapons, and rape was least likely. A larger proportion of
stranger-to-stranger violent crimes involved weapons
(41 percent) than did incidents between nonstrangers
(32). This pattern aiso held for robbery and assault, but
not for rape.

Armed offenders were no more likely to have used
firearms than knives or other weapons in the comrmisgion
ol personal crimes of violence. For all violent crimes, as
well as for rape, robbery, and assault considered sepa-
rately, weapons of unidentifiable types accounted for

Byior purposes of tabulation and analysis, the mere
presence of a weapon constituted “use.” In other words, the
term “weapons use™ applies both to situations in which weapons
served for purposes of intimidation, or threat, and to those in
whict they actually were employed as instruments of physical
attack,
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only a small proportion ol the total. There was sonie
indication that in stranger-lo-stranger incidents lirearms
were more likely to have been used than kaives, but the
differences bhetween the proportion of other weapons
{31 pereent) and that tor knives (29) or lirearms
(34) were not statistically signiticant, In contrast, when
the vietims ol violent crimes were acquainted with or
reluted to the olfender, other weapons and, with less
certainty, knives were used more [requenty than fire-
arms. The seeming difference between the proportions
recorded for knives and other weapons was not statisti-
cally significant, however.

Roughly one-fourth of all rape incidents were
perpetrated by armed offenders, a proportion that also
applied in cases of stranger-to-stranger attacks. Among
the types of weapons identified by rape victims, fircarms
accounted tor some 43 percent and others, excluding
knives, [ar about three-lenths: the number ol sample
cuases of rape committed by offenders armed with knives
was too stall to yield a statistically reliable estimate,

Armed olfenses accounted for some 48 percent of
all incidents of personal robbery. Although a higher
proportion ol stranger-to-stranger robbery was carried
out by armed persons (51 percent) than was the case in
incidents between nonstrangers (33), the presence of a
weapon had no bearing on the likelihood that injury was
inflicted on the victim of robbery.

Objects clussilied as other weapons were less likely
to have been used in committing personal robbery
{24 percent) than firearms (35) or koives (35). Turning
to the specilic forms of robbery, incidents resulting in
victim injury were more {requently associated with the
use of knives and other weapous than with [rearms:
fowever, for robberies not involving victim injury,
fircarms (45 percent) and knives were more conunon
than other weapons. Stranger-to-stranger robberies were
more apt to have been committed by offenders bearing
lirearms or knives than other weapons. For robberies
committed by nonstrangers, there were no significant
differences among the frequencies at which weapons of
differing types were used.

In some 35 percent of all assault incidents, of-
fenders were reported to have been armed; the propor-
tion was slightly higher for stranger-to-stranger incidents
than for those between nonstrangers. By definition, all
of these incidents were classified as aggravated assault,

Weapons other than lirearms or knives were used
more [requently in the commission of aggravated assault,
In fact, among assaults resulting in victim injury, about
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three-fifths involved these uther types ol weapous,
cotmpared with one-[irth ot less Tor knives and firearms.
However, Tor incidents involving attempted assault witls
a weapon, firearms were more likely to have been used
(37 percent) than other weapons (27) or, with less
certainty, knives {32). In addition, there was some
indication that knives wete used more Trequently than
other weapons in attempts. From the standpoint of
victim-otfender relationship, unknown assailants used
fircarms and  otler weapons more frequently  than
knives. On the other hand, when the vietim of
aggravated assaull knew the olfender, lirearms were less
apt to have been used than other weapons or, less
conclusively, knives.

Robbery of commercial establishments

Approximately three-lifths of all robberies of places
of business were carried out by offenders wielding
weapons- whether firearms, knives, and/or other types
that were seen and recognized by individuals at the scene
of the crime. Among the various types ol weapons,
tirearms were the most commonly used, in roughly halt
of the relevant incidents. lndicating a possible rela-
tionship between the presence of a weapon and a higher
rate of “'success.” weapons - particularly firearms. were
more likely to have been employed in completad
robberies (68 percent) than in attempted ones (39).
Whereas fircarms were used in about one-litth of
attempted robberies, the proportion for completed
incidents was roughly three-fifths.

Physical injury to victims
of personal crimes
of violence

Physical injury to victims oceurred in some three-
tenths of all personal robbery and assault victimizations,
Furthermore, in about 6 percent of all the victimizations
resulting from the three personal crimes of violence
combined, the injured persons were known to have
incurred medical expenses. An additional 2 percent of
the total victimizations were committed against indiv-
iduals who either were unsure that they had borne such
expenses or were unable to cstimate the amounts
charged. Although based on incomplete information,
data on medical charges indicate that about 43 percent

of the costs wmounted to less than %50, whereas
one-filth involved $28C or more, Certain ol these
expenses were defrayed, at least m part, through health
insurance benelits. As of the date of the crime, victims
of approximately 02 percent ol the victimizations
resulting in victim lnjury reported that they had some
torm of health insurance coverage or were eligible for
public medical services. A substantial proportion of
medical expenses was [or hospital care, which victims
received in about 7 percent ol the victimizations.
Victimizations leading to emergeney room treatment
outnumbered  those requiring  hospitalization on an
npatient basis by about 3 to 1.

The characteristics o victims who sustained injury
during the commission ot violent erimes are examined in
this section of the report. For victins who were harmed
to the extent that they required medical attention,
survey  results pertaining to hospitalization, medical
expenses. and health insurance also are analyzed. From a
stutistical  standpoint, data concerning rape generally
were based on too lew sample cases to permil separate,
statistically relisble treatment of the topic,

Characteristics of the injured

For personal robbery and assault considered collec-
tively, the proportion of victimizations in which femles
sustained  physical injury was somewhat higher (32
percent) than that of males (28).17 Statistical signiti-
cance could not be attached to the apparent dJifference
between the proportion ol' white victims of the two
violent crimes who sustained injury (29 percent) and
thut of black ones (32). Similarly, categorization of
victims by age Tailed to reveal any signiticant differences
hetween the percentages ol those who were injured.
However, for robberies and assaults involving persons
who were aequainted with one another, il not related,
the proportion ol victimizations attended by victim
injury was higher than that for confrontations hetween
strangers.

[+

“Inrl)rmutiou was  gathered  concerning  the injuries
sustained by vietims of each of the three personal erimes of
vinlence. However, during the preparation of this report, the
requisite data were not available for caleulating the proportion
of rape victimizations in which victims were injured, Therefore,
inturmation on the percent of crimes in which victims were
harmed is confined to’ personal robbery and assault. For each of
tiese crimes, the types of injuries concerned are described in the
Glossary of Terms, under “Physical injury.”

Approximately 34 percent ol all personal robbery
victimizations resulted in vietim injury, Concerning the
sex, race, and income of rohbery victims, as well as theit
relationship with the oflender, signiticant differences
between rates of injury did not emerge, Grouped by age,
robbery victims lailed to form a pattern with respect to
those who were more apt (o have sulfered injury,
although a lower proportion of thuse age 12-15 was
harmed (25 percent) than was true among the victim
papulation as a whole.

With respect to assault, physical injury was the
outcome of some 28 percent of the victimizations, Males
were less likely (26 percent) than females (31) to have
sustained injury. but there was no true difference
between the corresponding proportions for whites (27)
and blacks (31) and no discernible pattern of injury rates
according to the age of vietims. Vietims in each of the
two annual income groups of less than §7,500 were
more likely to have experienced injury than those in
each of the higher income levels. Also, smaller propor-
tions ol persons with yeatly earnings ol $7.500-89,999
and $10,000-514,999 sustained injury than did assault
vietims in general; however, the seemingly lower than
average rates for individuals in the two uppermost
income brackets were not statistically significant, A
greater percentage of victims who knew or were related
to the olfender were injured as a consequence of assault
(33 percent) than was the case for vietimizations in
which the offender was a stranger (24).

Medical expenses and health insurance

As indicated earlier, about 0 percent of victimiza-
tions involving persoral erimes of violence were known
to have led to expenditures for medical treatment.2?
There was some indication that the proportion ol
victimizations in which blacks incurred such charges was
effectively higher (8 percent) than that among whites
(0). However, victimizations involving strangers were no

20The discussion on medical expenses is based solely on
victimizations in which the victims knew with certainty that
such expenses were incurred and also knew, or were able to
estimate, their amount, Because they do not take into considera-
tion dala on vietims who were unaware that charges for medical
care were sustained, as well as data on persons unable to estimate
the amount of such costs, the survey [findings understate
somewhat the number of victimizations in which medical
expenses were sustained by victims, Because of the absence of
complete data, lindings on the costs ol medical treatment also
may be subject to certain distortion.
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more likely than those committed by nonstrangers Lo
have resulted in medical expenditures. Suggesting that
many of the injures were minor, about 43 percent of
victimizations resulting in medical charges were for
amounts less than $50, Some 37 percent fell into the
$50-824Y range, and the remaining 20 percent excecded
$249, From the standpoints of victim-olfender relation-
ship and victim race, dilferences between amounts
expended tor medical care generally lacked statistical
significance.

In about 62 percent of the victinuzations in which
personal injury resulted from the commission of violent
crimes, the victims reported having some kind of health
insurance coverage, or were eligible to receive medical
services under public weltire programs such as Medicaid,
or from governmental agencies such as the Veterans
Administration. There was some indication that the
proportion of victimizations of whites in which the
victims had health coverage or access to public medical
care was ellectively higher (66 percent) than the
proportion among blacks (52). Although the trend
puinting to a correspondence between increased afflu-
ence and a greater likelihood of having insurance
coverage lacked statistical signilicance, a higher propor-
tion (77 percent) of persons belonging to families
sarning $15,000 or more a year reported having such
insurance than the victim population as a whole, and
there was marginal indication that this also held true for
those in the $10,000-814.,999 inconie range.

In approximately 7 percent of all robbery victimiza-
tions, the vietims incurred expenditures lor medical
treatment received as a result of injuries sulTered during
the crimes. The difference recorded by black and white
victims was insigniticant., In some 38 percent of the
victimizations lor which thers were medical costs, the
amount in question was less than $50: a comparable
proportion of the victimizations were in the $50-§249
category, and about one-fourth were in excess ol $249,

Concerning assault, in about 6 percent of the
victimizations the victims reported they were billed for
personal medical services attendant to the crimes, From
either of two perspectives, victim race and relationship
between victim and offender, the proportions of victim-
jeations in which there were medical costs were not
statistically dissimilar, Approximately 43 percent of
assault victimizations leading to medical expenses
involved amounts less than $50, 38 percent were in the
$50-8249 range, and 19 percent were for $250 or more;
seeming differences in those proportions according to
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victim race and victim-offender relationship generally
were not statistically meaningful.

Hospital care

As a group, victims of violent crimes received
hospital treatment in the aftermath of their experience
in roughly 7 percent of the victimizations, a proportion
that did not differ significantly according to sex or by
type of victimwoffender relationship. The rate of hos-
pitalization was higher for vietimizations involving
blacks (12 percent) than for those of whites (0).
Although statistical significance could not be attached to
the apparent correspondence between increased age and
a higher rafe of hospitalization, youngsters age 12-19
were less likely to have obtained hospital treatment than
were victins in the 20-34 and 50-64 age groups, and, less
concelusively, than those in the two remaining categories
{35449 and 65 and over) as well.

In about three-fourths of all violent crimes leading
to victim hospitalization, the required treatment was
administered in emergency rooms, the remaining propor-
tion having involved admissions overnight or longer.
There was some indication that males (29 percent) were
more likely than females (19) to have been hospitatized
on an inpatient basis, Similarly, there was some indica-
tion that blacks were more apt than whites to have been
hospitalized on an inpatient basis, 36 percent of violent
victimizations of blacks and 23 percent of those against
whites having resulted in victim admissions for a
minimum o one night. However, the relationship
between victim and offender did not have a differential
impact either on the type of admission or on the
duration of inpatient conlinement,

Hospital care for injuries sustained by victims during
the course of personal robberies was obtained in ubout
one-tenth of the victimizations. Whether based on victim
sex or race or on victim-oftender relationship, seeming
differences between proportions of victimizations lead-
ing to such care were not statistically significant.
Likewise, there emerged no meaningful pattern concern-
ing a possible correspondence between victim age and
hospitalization.

Among robbery victimizations leading to the hos-
pitalization of victims, 65 percent involved emergency
room treatment and the remainder were for care on an
inpatient basis. No sample cases were recorded of
instances in which robberies committed by offenders
known or related to the victim resulted In hospitaliza-

tion on an inpatient basis. The number of sample cases
of black robbery victims who were haospitalized as
inpatients was too small to yield statistically reliable
data. In 79 percent of robbery victimizations ol temales
resulting in hospitalization, the treatment took place in
emergency rooms, compared to 61 percent among
robberies of males, with the remaining persons ol each
sex having been admitted for a minimum ol one night.
Turning to assault, hospital care was obtained by
victims of that crime in about 7 percent of the
victimizations, the proportion of blacks who received
such care having been higher than that for whites.
However, other characteristics associated with the
crimes, including victim sex and age. as well as victim-
oftender relationship, failed to identifly persons who
were especially likely to have been hospitalized,
Concerning assault victimizations that led to vietim
hospitalization, about 77 percent of the cases involved
emergency room treatment and the remainder were fur
inpatient care lasting a minimum of one night. Blacks
were more likely than whites to have been hospitalized
on an inpatient basis, and there was some indication that
the percentage of blacks (21) who received inpatient
care lusting 1 to 3 days was elfectively higher than the
corresponding figure among whites (7). In other words,
whereas some 82 percent of the hospital treatment cases
of whites took place in emergency rooms, the propor-
tion for blacks was 59, with the remaining victims of
each race having been hospitalized overnight or longer.
Examination of data on the sex of assault victims and on
victim-offender relationship revealed no signilicant dif-
ferences with respect to the type of hospital admission.

Economic losses

In this section of the report and in the relevant data
tables, the term “economic loss” applies to the theft
andfor damage of property resulting from completed
crimes, as well as to the damage of property associated
with attempted crimes.*! The term “property” includes
both cash and items of all kinds. Data on the measure-
ment of loss inciude references to items reported by

—————,

i 21Although much of the analysis and statistical data in this
section is based on economic losses stemming from theft and/or
dglmagg of property, certain tables and parts of the textual
discussion deal with theft and damage losses independently of
onc”anolher; thus, the expressions “theft loss” and “damage
loss” also appear in the pertinent places of the report,

respondents s having no monetary worth. These could
inctude losses ol trivial, truly valueless objects, or ones
having considerable sentimental or intrinsic importance.
Although data on losses having *no monetary value™ can
be lound under distinet categories in the appended
tables, for purposes of analysis such losses were included
in the “less than $50 category.

The term “recovery™ is used in the contest of
compensition for, or restoration ol, gheft tosses hom
any source or by means whether retrieved by the
victini, returnied by the  police, retumed by some
benefuctor, paid for through insurance covergge, ete.
Although the survey muasured recoveries effected by
any ol these methods, it was designed to identify only
one of them compensation through insuvance.

Far one of the measured personal erimes assault
information on economiv loss relates solely 1o property
damage, because the commission of thelt in conjunction
with assault results in chsification of the event as
robbery. Inasmuch as the survey was not designed to
measure instances of attempted pocket picking, only
completed pocket picking victimizations were classitied,
which by definition resulted in economic loss through
theft. There were a few sample cases in whiclt property
damages also attended the crime,

The majority of survey-measured  victimizations,
whether fneurred by persons, houseliolds, or commereial
establishments, resulted in economic losses. However,
most personal crimes of violence did not, as a4 group,
have cconomic consequences because of the numerical
predominance of assaults (relatively few of which
entailed property damage). That category ol crime aside,
certain general patterns emerged with respect to the
economic losses associated with offenses directed al
property rather than individuals. As might be anticipated
with respect to criminal offenses that differ From one
another solely on the basis ol place of occurrence,
comparable proportions {roughly 19 in every 20) of
personal Jarcenies without contact and household lar-
cenies entailed economic losses. The frequencies with
which burglarized households and commercial establish-
ments experienced economic losses also approximated
cach other, even though it appeared that businesses
suffered property damages (with and without theft)
relatively more often than did houscholds.

Despite these similurities, pronounced differences
existed concerning the impact of losses, In general,
victimized commereial establishments experienced more
costly crimes, i.c., those resulting in losses worth $50 or
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mote. than did persons and households; however, motor
veliicle thelt was among the most costly crimes, For
houschald erimes, and tu a lesser extent for personal
crimes, the economic burdens ol victimization generally
were preater lor blacks than Tor whites, Conversely,
whites were more likely than blacks ta have recovered or
received compensation for theiy losses, For individuals of
cither race. however, there was no tecovery ol losses in a
Vst mggortty ol cases,

Crimes against persons

Approximately threesfourths of all personal victim-
izations measured by the survey resulted in economic
loss through thelt aud/or damage to property. Some 72
petcent ol the victimizations involved theft losses,
whereas another 5 percent entailed property  dainage
anly. Combining those with and without thelt, however,
12 percent ol the erimes were accompanied by damage
losses.* ® With respeet Lo erimes of violence, roughly
one-fourth of all victimizations resulted in economic
foss, By contrast, losses were sustained in about 90
percent of personal crimes of theft (the aggregate of the
two types ol lurceny against individuals): the balance
constituted attempts at thelt not attended by property
damage.

About seven-tentlls of the personal victimizations
resulting in economic loss involved  property items
vajued at less than $50 (including those of no monetary
value) two-tenths of the losses were in the $50-8249
tange. with the remaining proportion comprising losses
of 5250 or more and those of unknown vaive, Dif-
ferences between whites and blacks with respect to the
wortl of losses were not substantial. Whites had a higher
propotiton (34 pereent) of losses valued at less than $10
than did blacks {27), whereas the latter had a somewhat
greater proportion in the $50-$249 category: otherwise,
apparent differences were statistically insignificant, In
about eight-tenths vr more of all personal victimizations
resulting in theft loss, nothing was recovered by the
victim Irom any source, ineluding insurance firms.
Whether in part o in [ull, restitution Cor losses through
thelt veeurred relatively more often in personal robbery
victimizations than in personal crimes of theft, Full

=

2"1‘lunughum this diseussion on econonic loss, the percent
ol victimizations with thelt loss plus the pereent ol vietimiza-
tions with damage loss will exceed the percent of victimizations
myolving economic loss because some victimizations entailed
tusses ol both types.
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recovery ol loss from all personal crimes resulting in
thelt was slightly more apt to have been eftected in
victimizations involving whites (8 percent) than in those
in which blacks were vietims (5).

Because of the prevalence of assault victimizations,
which by definition do not entail theft, only about 12
percent of all crimes of violence involved theft losses:
these stemmed  either [rom robbery or from rape
accompanied by robbery, Twelve percent of the crimes
csulted in damage only, In all, some 1§ percent of
vistimizations involving personal crimes of violence
resulted in property damage, a proportion that did not
diler with respect to the kind of vietim-offender
relationship.

Approximutely three-filths of violent crimes with
thtt andfor damage involved losses of less than $50,
inciuding those of no monetary value: 7 percent resulted
in losses of $250 or more, Since assault losses are limited
to properly damage, it was not surprising to find thata
higher proportion ol assaults (70 percent) than robberies
(54) involved losses worth less than $50. An estimated
ane-lenth of robbery losses were in the $250 or more
category, compared with only about 2 percent of assault
losses. Blacks appeared to have suflered somewhat more
costly losses than whites, For example, approximately
36 percent of the economic losses sustained by blacks
during crimes of violence were valued at $50 or more,
compared with 26 percent for whites. Some 30 percent
of losses by blacks fell in the $50-$249 range as opposed
to 19 percent For those by whites; however, there was no
real difference between the proportions ol economic loss
in the $250 or more category tor either race.

About one-fourth of all rape victimizations resulted
in economic losses by the victims, a significant number
of these having resulted from property damages without
theft: however, the number of thelt losses experienced
by rape victims was based on too few sample cases to be
statistically reliable. The data relating Lo economic losses
of rape victims were too tenuous for more conclusive
{indings to be drawn.

Some two-thirds of all personal robbery victimiza-
tions had economic consequences for the victims. An
estimated 59 percent resulted in theft losses, including
[1 percent with associated damages, the remainder
having been attempted robberies; another 7 percent
entailed property damage only. Not surprisingly,
geonomic losses occurred more readily (76 percent) in
conjunction with robberies resulting in victim injury
than in those without such injury (60).

For all robberies, approximately 54 percent
involved thefts andfor damages wortlt less than $50.
Only about one-tenth involved losses ol $250 or more,
In terms of the amount of economic loss, there was no
significant difference between robberies with and witl.
out injury.

With respect to the value of stolen property, it was
tound that whites experienced a higher proportion (29
percent) of thelt losses of less than $10 than did blacks
{18); conversely, there was some indication that blacks
had a higher proportion of robbery losses of $50.899,
No other significant differences between the races
emerped with respect to value of losses [rom theft.

In roughly three-fourths of completed robbery
victimizations, theft losses were not recovered by the
victinn, Losses were fully recovered in about 11 percent
of the cases and partially recovered in 15 percent,
althongh the two ligures did not differ signiticantly. Of
victimizations in which partial or total recovery was
eftected, a majority involved compensation or restora-
tion methods other than insurance, Insurance reimburse-
ments only accounted for about one-tenth of recoveries.
There was no significant difference between blacks and
whites with respect to recovery ol robbery lossus.

Approximately 14 percent of the assault vietimiza-
tions resulted in damage to the victim’s property. An
estimated  seven-tenths ol assaults  with property
damage involved losses valued at less than $50 and about
1S pereent caused damages of $50 or more: some 2
percent were $250 or more.

The large majority (96 percent) of personal crimes
of theft, synonymous with personal larceny, resulted in
ceonomic loss. Distinguishing among the types ol losses,
34 percent of the crimes involved theft only, 10 percent
entailed both damage and loss, and 3 percent reflected
damages without theft. Most personal larceny losses (71
percent) were calculated at less than $50. Victimizations
involving victim-offender contact resulted in a consider-
ably lower proportion of economic losses worth less
than $10, but in relatively more losses in the $10-§49
and $50-$249 ranges, than did those without such
contact, Overall, there appeared to be no substantial
difference between blacks and whites with respect to the
cconomic losses that accompanied personal crimes of
theft. However, whites sustained a somewhat greater
proportion of losses valued at less than $S50 than did
blacks (71 percent and 66 percent, respectively).

An estimated 86 percent of all personal larcenies
with contact between victim and offender, ie., purse

statehings and pocket pickings, had the outeome of loss
through thelt. Additionally, some 3 percent resulted in
damage losses only to the victim's property, O all
victimizations involving thett and/or damage, about 62
pereent resulted in losses valued at less than $50; 28
percent in losses of $30-5249: and 4 percent in losses of
%250 or more. In roughly 7 out of 10 personal larcenies
with contact that entailed economic consequences,
victims failed to recover, or to be compensated tor, the
thefts. A portion of thel't losses was recovered in toughly
onesfourth of the victimizations, whereas the entire loss
was recovered in about 8 pereent.

Rellecting the previlence of completed victimiza-
tions as oppased to attempts, roughly 94 percent of the
measured personal lareenies without contact culminated
in loss through theft; about 10 percent were ac-
companied by damage loss: and some 3 pereent involved
damage loss only, Among victimizations resulting in
economic loss, approximately 7 out of 10 involved
property worth less than $50; another 20 percent
involved losses of $80-5249; and 4 percent, losses ot
3250 or more, In some 84 percent of the victimizations,
nothing  was  recovered.  Complete  restitution  for
property theft aceurred in abovt 7 percent ol all
victimizations, and partial recovery was attected in about
9 percent, Whether partial or complete, insurance
compensation for thelt losses oceurred in about 3 vut of
10 cases.

Crimes against households

An estimated 9 out of every 10 household crimes
resulted in economic loss to householders. About 79
percent constituted theft losses, whereas another 12
pereent involved property dumage only. Considering
those with and without thelt, however, one-fourth of
the household victimizations were accompanied by
damage losses. OF the three measured houseliold crimes,
thet't losses were sustained most frequently and damage
losses least [requently in cases of household larceny, a
crime for which the oceurrence of attempls probably is
underreported and which normally does not entail the
use of loree,

Economic loss in more than half of ali household
crintes was estipnted at less than $50. This was the case
in a majority of household {arceny losses, as well as in
about 47 percent of hurglary losses. Tn contrast, muost
motor vehicle thefts involved losses well above $50.
When losses from theft alone were considered, it was
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shown that householders sutfered losses worth $1,000 o
more relatively muost trequently inomotor vehicle thelt
victimications and least often in huusehold larcenies.

There was @ sienifieant relationship between the
race of the head of household and tie amount ol foss,
When the three crimes were constdered collectively. for
instatiee.  wh houscholders experienced  a higher
proportics of economivc losses valued at $30 or more, as
well as at $250 or mote, than did white householders.
About 57 percent of the losses sustamed by whites wete
valued at less than $30, as opposed to about 46 percent
tor blacks. Race also appeared to be related to wmount
of loss recovered, white louseholders having recovered
theft Josses relatively more often than black ones. For all
louseliolds, thelt Tosses remained totally wecovered in
about three-fourths ol victimizutions entailing thelt.
Complete recovery ol thett losses aceurted in roughly
one-tenth, and partial recovery in about 13 pereent, of
the relevant victimizations. Among thetts tor which
there was tecovery, iistiratice compensation covered the
losses, at least purtially. in appronimately 28 percent of
the cases: in some two-thirds of the victimizations,
however, any recovery of thelt losses took place by
soine means other than insurance.

About 80 percent ol ill household burglaries cansed
cconumic losses of some kind: sotae two-thirds involved
theft losses, and another 21 pereent resulted solely in
damage Tosses. Combining those with and without thett,
property damages took place tn rouphly & out of 10
burglaries. Reflecting the more frequent occurrence ol
damages, refatively more forcible entries resulted m
economie fosses than did unlawtul entries without force.

In approximately 47 percent of burglaries attended
by economic loss, the value was less than $50. House-
holders sustained the greatest losses during burglaries
attended by lorcible entry. An estimated 0 of every 10
forcible entries resufted in losses valued at $50 or more
and roughly  one-third involved $250 or more: for
unlawll entry  (without toree). the correspunding
figures were about 45 amd 12 pereent. Overall, losses
from attempted foreible enury, altmost entirely in the
form ol property damage, were smaller than those tor
the other two lypes of burglary., and about 35 percent

were ol no monetary valoe. Only about § pereent of

attempted foreible entry losses were m the $50 or more
range, Some 2 percent ol attempted foreible entries
actually resulted in property theft, ie., household
Jarceny: such larcenies were effected in conjunction with

T
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attempts at burglary and, in accordance with the crime
classilication scheme, were categorized under the more
serious ol the twao allenses.

An exatnination ol data on cconomic losses stem.
ming {rom burglary revealed thut black householders
suffered a higher proportion ol lusses in the $30 or mme
catepory (47 percent) than did white householders (43).
This difference was accounted for entirely by the
relatively greater number of losses valued at 5280 o
mnote sustained by blacks.

With respect to theft losses associated with burglaty,
Howias discovered  that roughly 57 percent involved
property worth 350 or more. Only about 7 percent of
the victimizations resulted ' thett losses of 1,000 or
muie,

In some 77 pereent of all cases of property thelt
committed during household burglaries, the losses were
unrecovered and  there was no compensation for the
thelt. In 1o percent of the victimizations some part of
the value of the loss was recovered, and in 7 percent, the
entire loss was recovered. Black househiolders were less
likely thun white ones to have recoveted thelt losses, at
least in part: nwreover, blucks eltected complete restor
tion of thett fosses in a smaller proportion of victiniza-
tions (3 percent) than Jid whites (8). Partial o totd
recovery ol such losses was achieved through insurance
in about 48 percent ol the cases.

Turning to household lareeny, about Y3 percent o
the victimizations resulted in economic loss. Property
theft losses were sustained in 93 percent of the larcenies,
and damage losses alone in about 2 percent. Counting
those with and without thelt, some ¥ percent of the
victimizations involved damage. Approximately seven-
tenths of the relevant crimes involved economie losses of
less than $50. Only about 4 percent involved losses of
$250 or more, as compared with some one-third
involving losses of less than $10. Because they did not
result in theft, attempted larcenies had relatively lower
losses than completed ones, Thus, only 10 percent of the
losses associuted with attempts were valued at $50 o
more, compared with 27 percent for completions,
Furthermare, roughly 3 of every 10 attempts entailed
economice losses of no monetary value, in conlrast to
oty | pereent {or completed crimes, Black householders
experienced u sumewhat higher proportion of economie
losses of $50 or more (31 percent) than did whites (20),
When the value of stelen property alone was considered,
the relatively small proportion ol high loss victimizations

’

again was evident, Roughly 1 percent of the completed
Lurcenies involved thelt losses worth $1,000 or more,
and only about 3 percent resulted in losses ranging {rom
£250 to 5999,

In sote 83 percent of the hovsehold larcenies, thete
wits 1o recovery whatsoever of thett losses, whereus only
® percent of the cases resulted in total recovery. The
apparent difference between the percentages ol black
and white householders wmong whom theft fosses went
unrecovered was not significant, However, the propot-
tion ol victimizations in whichi such losses were fully
recovered was higher among wlhites (9 percent) than for
blacks (5). Recovery was accomplished through insur-
aniee alone in some 23 percent of the cases.

With respect Lo the third crime against households
motor vehicle theft about two-thirds of the victimiza-
tions were completed crimes that resulted in losses
through theft. Roughly §7 percent of the attempis
resulted in property damage, as did 31 percent of the
completed crimes. In all, 85 pereent of the victimizae
tions were attended by some sort ol economic loss.
Among these, some three of every four victimizations

resulted in losses valued at $50 or more, 63 percent ol

them in losses of $250 or more. Not surprisingly,
substantially higher cconomic losses were connected
with completed thelts than with attempts, 81 percent of
the former hiaving resulted in tosses worth $250 or more.
An insignificant portion ol completed victimizations
involved losses caleulated at less thun $50. On the other
hnd, some 62 percent vl the altempts resulted in
dumages valued at less than 350, whereas about one in
five involved losses of $50 or more, In terms of the
distribution of the value of losses, there were no
signiticant differences between white and black house-
holders. An examination of thelt losses alone showed
that most (84 percent) fell in the $250 or more range,
but there was no signilicant difference between those in
the $250-$§999 and $1,000 or more categories.

Relative to the other measured crimes against
households, the recovery rate for motor vehicle thelt
victimizations was good, total restoration of losses
having oceurred in over half the cases. Partial recovery
took place in one of four thells, while in a slightly
smaller proportion, nothing was recovered, Race of
household head did not appear to be a determinant of
whether or not recovery was accomplished. Reimburse-
ment through insurance accounted for about 13 percent
of all recovery activns.

Crimes against commercial
establishments

An estimated 89 percent of cominereial victimiza
tions measured by the survey resulted in economic loss
to the operators of business establishments, and in the
vast majority of instances there wis no recovery of
losses. Some three-filths of the crimes had theft losses,
and damages alone were associated with another 27
percent. However, joining property damage only cases
with those that also involved thelt revealed that damages
were sustained in 63 percent ol the crintes. With respect
to kind of business, there were no significant variations
among the proportions ol victimizations resulting in
economic loss, or in the amouns of loss,

About 9 out of 10 burglaries ol places ol business
tesulted i economie loss: toughly 8 percent entailed
thelt and 73 percent, damaye. About 41 percent of the
televant burglaries mvalved economic losses valued at
S50 or less: one-quarter, 331.8250: and about threes
tenths, more than 3250, The large majority (90 percent)
of thett losses from burglary were not recovered: only
about 2 pereent of ihe fosses were recoverad in tull,
whether througl insuraace or other means.,

Roughly four-lifths ol all commercial robbery
victimizations resulted in economice loss, Approsimately
three-quarters involved thelt losses, and about 13 per-
cent, damage losses, the latter arising mainly from
attempted robberies. Some 64 percent ol robbery
victimizations entailed the thefl of property worth more
than $50, with about three-tenths of the thefts valued at
more than $250, In an estimated 79 percent ol the
victimizations, there was 1o restoration whatsoever of
losses, Full recoverjes. including those effected through
insurance, were achieved in some 13 percent of the
robberies.

Time lost from work

Working individuals who are injured during the
course of a criminal attack and become incapacitated te
some degree, as well as those who sustain economic
losses and personal inconveniences related to criminal
events may well be obliged to stop working for varying
lengths of time before being able to resume normal
activities. In addition to reasons associated witly medical




conditions, victimized persons might find it necessary to
suspend their work in order to attend to such matters as
the filing of police reports, preparation ol insurance
claims, and replacenient of siolen or damaged property.
For cach personal and household erime, the National
Crime Panel survey gauged the cumulative amount of
worktime lost by all hous. hold members in the after-
math ol a victimization. Although it probably can be
assumed that for most cases of personal crimes of
violence it was the vietim who lost time from work, the
survey did not record the identity ol the household
member concerned.*? Once it was determined that a
curtailment ot work took place, the amount of time lost
was recorded and categorized for analysis as less than |
day: -3 days: 6 or more days: and length of time
unknowit.

Relatively lew victimizations, whether committed
against persons, houscholds, or commercial establish-
ments, led to worktime losses. In general, and as miglt
well be expected, the more injurious types of crime, as
well as those having more serious cconomic conse-
quences, tended to be more likely to result in work
interruptions. For several of the measured crimes-
household  burglary, motor vehicle theft, and, less
conclusively, personal crimes ol violence it was found
that black victims were more likely than white ones to
have lost time tfrom work. In addition, the data revealed
that black victims of violent crimes, of personal crimes
of theft, and af household crimes, were more apt than
their white counterparts to have remained away from
wark for longer lengths of time.

Crimes against persons

In about vne-tenth of all victimizations stemming
from personal crimes of violence, the victims or other
household members lost time {rom work as a conse-
guence of the experience. Although statistical signifi-
cance could not be attached 1o the difierence between
the proportions of rapes (15 percent) and robberies (11)
resulting m the loss of worktime, there was some
indication that the figure for cach of those crimes was
higher than the corresponding percentage for assault (9).
Among blacks, there was marginal indication that the

231 the interest of brevity, most references to the loss of
worktime are stated as applying te the victim, overlooking the
fact that, for crimes against persovs, it may have been
nonvietims (such as relatives or other hoesehold members) who
lost warktimw.
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proportion of violent victimizations attended by loss of
worktime (12 percent) was effectively higher than that
for whites (9). Similarly, there was some indication that
victimizations involving nonstrangers were relatively
more likely to have resulted in the suspension of work
by the victim (11 percent) than were those entailing
stranger-to-stranger encounters (9).

Of violent crimes reported to have led to loss of
time from work, some 48 percent of the absences were
of 1.5 days duration; proportionately, absences lasting
less than | day and those of 6 or more days did not
differ significantly. Perhaps linked to the prevalence
among blacks of higher victimization rates for certain of
the more serious forms of violent crime, black victims
were more likely than whites to have lost more than §
workdays; the proportions of victimizations concerned
were about 44 percent {or blacks and 21 for whites. In
contrast, whites were more likely (29 percent) than
blacks (14) to have stayed away from work for less than
1 workday. For the third category of time loss, 1-5
days, the difference between the two races was statisti-
cally insignificant.

As previously ndicated, approximately 15 percent
of all rape victimizations, including completions and
attempts, resulted in the loss of worktime. In roughly
three-fourths of the relevant cases, the number of days
lost was within the 1--5 range. Because the number of
sample cases ol rape victims who lost time from work
was small, statistically meaningful analysis on the charac-
teristics of such victims was precluded,

As could be anticipated, the 11 percent of robbery
victimizations that led to worktime loss consisted mainly
of offenses in which the victims sustained injury; the
relevant figures were 23 percent for robbery with injury
and 5 percent for robbery without injury. By victim race
and victim-offender relationship, the apparent differ-
ences between percentages of victimizations attended by
loss of worktime lacked statistical significance. Among
robbery victimizations in which victims missed work,
about 20 percent involved less thal 1 day; 49 percent,
1--5 days; and 31 percent, 6 days or more.

Paralleling the findings for robbery, a relationship
was cvident between the seve' sy of assault and loss of
worktime-~the proportion of aggravated assaults with
that cutcome having been greater (13 percent) than that
of simple assaults (6). Assaults perpetrated by persons
acquainted with or related to the victim were somewhat
more likely (10 percent) than those committed by

strangers (8) to have brought about work losses. How-
ever, differences in the corresponding proportions
according to victim race were insignificant, The relative
distribution of length of worktime lost by assault
victims was as follows: less than 1 day, 30 percent; 1 -5
days, 46 percent; and 6 days or more, 23 percent.

Only about 3 percent of all personal crimes of theft
were followed by worktime loss, a proportion that
applied to each of the two forms of the crime, those
with and without victim-offender contact, There was no
statistically significant difference between the propor-
tions of crimes of theft against whites and blacks
resulting in abstentions from work. Most (65 percent) of
the applicable victimizations involved losses of less than
| workday, whereas only 5 percent were for 6 days or
more. The predominance of losses of less than 1 day was
associated  chiefly with  the victimizations of
whites among whom some seven-tenths of the work
absences lasted that long; the corresponding proportion
for victimizations affecting blacks was about three-
tenths. Conversely, blacks were more likely than whites
to have lost 1--5 days of work.

Ciimes against households

Probably because of the inconveniences related to
the deprivation* of commuter automobiles and of ve-
hicles used in earning a livelihood, motor vehicle thefts
were more likely than either housechold burglaries or
larcenies to have led to the curtailment of work by one
or more members of the affected houschold. A differ-
ence alto existed between the latter two crimes, burgla-
ries more frequently having resulted in worktime losses
than household larcenies. Of all household victimizations
resulting in worktime losses, some 48 percent involved
absences lasting less than 1 day, whereas only about 1 in
20 were of more than 5 days duration.

About 6 percent of all household burglaries resulted
in worktime losses, the proportion for forcible entries
having been higher than that for unlawful entries
without force and for attempts at forcible entry.
Burglaries of houscholds headed by blacks were more
likely (10 percent) than those headed by whites (5) to

have caused such losses. Among burglaries resulting in
missed work, some nine-enths of the total {fell into

categories of fewer than 6 days, and only 4 percent.

involved losses of 6 days or more,

Comparatively few household larceny victimiza-
tions—only 2 percent --caused persons to stay away from
their jobs, and such work abstentions as occurred tended
to be of short duration. There was no significant
difference by race in the percent of victimizations in
which household members jost worktime. The more
costly larcenies, those involving the theft of items worth
$50 or more, were more apt (4 percent) to bring about
worktime losses than was the case with those valued at
less than $50 (1 percent); based on less conclusive data,
attempted larcenies also resulted in a higher rate of work
loss (3) than did the completed larcenies of less than
$50. As for the length of time lost from work, the
number of victimizations involving more than § days was
based on too few sample cases to be statistically reliable,
and those of less than 1 day outnumbered those of 1--5
days by approximately 2 to 1.

Time was lost from work by members of households
that experienced motor vehicle theft in about 16 percent
of the measured victimizations. Completed thefts were
linked to a higher rate of worktime loss (22 percent)
than attempted ones (5). Whereas about one-fourth
of victimizations of black households caused losses of
worktime, the figure for white households was 15
percent. About half of the motor vehicle thefts resulted
in worktime losses of 1--5 days, followed by those in
which less than 1 day (40 percent) and 6 days or more
(9) were concerned.

Crimes against commercial establishments

As a consequence of burglarics of commercial
establishments, time was lost from work by persons--
whether owners, operators, or employeés of the firms
concerned-in about 8 percent of the victimizations, For
robberies of business places, the corresponding figure
was some [l percent. The worktime lost was about
evenly divided between less than | day and 1 day or
more.
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REPORTING OF VICTIMIZATIONS

TO THE

The advent of victimization surveys makes possible
for the first time the measurement of the volume of
certain types of crime that are not reported to law
enforcement authorities. Prior to these surveys, crime
statistics reflected only those incidents that were reported
to the police and that the police felt to be legitimate
criminal offenses. The first victimization surveys revealed
a large amount of crime not reported to the police.??
This finding has been corroborated by results of the
National Crime Panel surveys. In addition to determining
the proportion of the relevant crimes which come to
police attention, the surveys have been able to identify
differences between the proportion, or rate, with which
crimes against persons, households, and commercial
establishments are brought to police attention and to
report on the reasons for not notifying police. The 1973
national survey and surveys conducted in selected large
cities during the years 1972-75 generally have shown
that, among the measured crimes, those committed
against persons were least likely to have been reported to
the police, wheres= crimes against businesses were most
likely.

Survey interviewers asked respondents who had
been victimized whether or not the police learned of the

24President’s Commission on Law Enforcement und
Administration of Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Free
Society, pp. 20-22, U. S. Government Printing Office, Washing-
ton, D. C., 1974,

POLICE

offense, either as a result of personal notification by a
member of the household, by someone else, or because
the police were on the scene at the time of the crime;
comparable information was obtained on burglary and
robbery of places of business. In this report, however,
the means by which police learned of the victimization
are not distinguished, the overall proportion made
known to them being of primary concern. Thus, when
reference is made to the reporting of victimizations to
the police, all methods mentioned above are included.

For each victimization listed as unreported to the
police, interviewers recorded all reasons given by cach
respondent for having failed to report. As a result, the
number of reasons cited exceeded that of applicable
victimizations, For purposes of analysis, the text and
accompanying data tables on reasons for not reporting
refer to the percentage distribution of the sum of all
responses.

Crimes against persons

As indicated by the victims of one or more of the
measured crimes against persons, the police were
apprised or learned of the occurrence of some 28
percent of all recorded victimizations. Personal crimes of
violence, however, were shown to have been reported
relatively more often than personal crimes of theft, and
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this relationship held true irrespective of the sex, race, or
age of the vietim,

For all personal crimes combined, males and lemales
reported their victimization experiences to the police in
roughly equal proportions. When the race of victims was
examined, no difference was evident in the reporting
rates of whites or blacks with respect to total crimes
against persons, For such crimes, victims age 12-19 were
the least likely to have reported their experiences tu the
police, unly 17 percent of the victimizations involving
members of this age group having come to the attention
ol the authorities. The propuortion increased for each of
the next two age groups.

For all personal crimes, the type of locality of
residence was not an important determinant of the
likelihood ol reporting a victimization to the police,
Nevertheless, crimes committed against persons residing
within the Nation’s central cities were reported to the
police slightly more often (29 percent) than those
carricd out against persons living in nonmetropolitan
arcas (27). Among suburbanites, the proportion of
victimizations attended by police notilication (28 per-
cent) did not differ significantly from that for central
city and nonmetropolitan area residents. Examination of
reporting rates among central city residents grouped by
size ol place revealed that persons in cities of
50,000-249.999 inhabitants were less likely to have
reported personal victimizations than those living in
¢cities having populations of ¥ to | million or 1 million
or more,

O the reasons given for not informing law enforce-
ment  authorities  about  personal victimizations, a
majority lell into two categories—-a beliet that nothing
could have been done about the crime (29 percent) and
the feeling that the crime was not important enough to
report (27). Fear of reprisal, the belief that the police
would not want to be bothered, and a reluctance to take
the time to report were infrequently cited, This response
pattern was coimmon to victims in central cities, irrespec-
tive of city size, to victims in metropolitan areas outside
central cities, and to those in nonmetropolitan places,

Personal crimes of violence

Some 45 percent of all violent crimes were brought
to police attention. With respect to the specific types of
crime, personal robbery was more likely to have been
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reported than personal assault, but the proportion of
rapes reported did not truly differ from that for either
of the other two offenses, A higher proportion of violent
crimes against females was reported than of that against
males (49 and 42 percent, respectively): this also held
true for robbery and assault, considered separately. The
relationship between vietim and offender appeared to
intfluence the reporting of victimizations. those involving
strangers having been reported more trequently (47
percent) than those between nonstrangers (41). This was
true among male victims, and there was marginal
indication that it was true lor females as well. [irespec-
tive of victim-offender relationship, violent crimes
against fernales were better reported than those against
males,

No  statistically  significant  differences existed
between the proportions of violeat crimes brought to
police attention by whites and blecks: this also was true
for personal robbery and assault considered sepu-
rately. Victimizations carried out against whites by
strangers were more likely to have been reported (47
percent) than those committed by nonstrangers (39),
but there was no corresponding difference among blacks.
For violent crimes committed by strangers, there was no
difference between the proportions reported by blacks
and whites: however, victimizations ol blacks by non-
strangers led to a higher degree ol reporting (51 percent)
than did the respective offenses against whites (39).

About one-third of all personal crimes of violence
committed against youngsters age 12-19 were brought to
police attention, a smaller proportion than for any of
the older age groups. Robbery and assault victimizations
of individuals in this age group alsv were least likely to
have been reported. In addition, personal crines of
violence committed against victims age 12-19 and 20-34
were more likely to have been reported to the author-
ities if the offender was a stranger rather than a
nonstranger: for persons in the two oldest age groups the
apparent differences between reporting rates were not
statistically significant.

The most common reason advanced for not report-
ing personal crimes of violence to the police was that the
experience was not important enough (25 percent).
Other frequently vcited responses were that nothing
could have been done and that the victimization was a
private or personal matter. For crimes of violence
involving strangers, the nonreporting of victimizations

was mainly attributed to the lack of importance
attached to the event and to the belief that nothing
could have been accomplished, On the other hand, when
nonstrangers were involved, the most frequently cited
response was that the victimization v.as a private or
personal matter (30 percent).

For the population at large. approximately <4
percent of all rape victimizations were recorded as
having been reported to the police. Among females
alone, there was some indication that the proportion of
stramger-to-stranger encounters brought to the attention
of the police was elfectively higher than that between
nonstrangers.

The difference between the proportion of rape
victimizations reported to law enforcement officers by
white (41 percent) and black (52) victims was statisti-
cally insignificant. Rapes conunitted against persons in
the youngest age group (12-19) were reported about 45
percent of the time, and those against persons 20-34 in
ghout 38 percent of the cases: here again, however, no
significant difference existed between the two propor-
tions, There was some indication that rapes of residents
of nommetropolitan areas were reported more often (62
percent) than those of persons in the environs of
metropolitan areas (38).

Among rape victims who failed to inform jaw
enforcement authorities of the attack, the privacy of the
matter was a frequently cited reason, Fear of reprisal
and the beliel” that nothing could have been done also
were relatively common responses. However, statistical
significance was absent among apparent differences in
the frequiencies with which those reasons were given.

According to the survey, some 51 percent of all
persanal robbery victimizations were reported to the
authorities, No statistically significant difference existed
between the reporting rates for victims residing in
metropolitan and  nonmetropolitan  areas. Robberies
accompanied by victim injury produced a higher propor-
tion of reporting (62 percent) than did those not
characterized by victim injury {40). Robberies ol fe-
mules were more likely to have been reported (03
percent) than those of males (47), and stranger-to-
stranger offenses were reported relatively more often
(53) than those involving nonstrangers (41). Of robberies
directedd at males, a higher proportion of those between
Strdagors were brought to police attention (49 percent)
than those involving nonstrangers (32); for robberies of

females, the difference between the corresponding
proportions was not significant. Whether or not the
offender was known to the victim, robberies of females
were more apt to have been reported than those ol
males.

For whites and blacks alike, law enforcement
authorities were inJormed of the occurrence of about
hall of all personal robberies; no true ditference existed
between reporting rates by members of the two races for
robbery with and without injury. In addition. for
stranger-to-stranger robberies, there was no statistically
significant  difference between the percent of cases
reported, However, blacks were more likely (63 percent)
than whites (30) to have reported robberies committed
by nonstrangers. Whites made known to police a
higher proportion of robberies commitied by strangers
{55 percent) than those committed by nonstrangers
{36), but for blacks the apparent dilference between the
corresponding proportions was not truly signilicant.

Overall, about three-tenths of the robberies carried
out against persons age 12-19 were reported to the
police, a much lower proportion than for any other age
group. A similar pattern existed for robberies not
attended by victim injury: and for robberies with injury,
persons age 12-19 had a lower reporting rate than all
others except individuals age 35-49,

The reason most trequently cited by vietims for not
reporting personal robbery to the police was the
fmpression  that nothing could have been done (31
percent): this was true as well for robbery without injury
and, with less certainty, for robbery with injury.
Stranger-ta-stranger robberies showed a similar response
pattern: for those involving nonstrangers, there was
marginal indication that “private or personal matter”
was the most comimon response.

As determined by the survey. about 43 percent of
all assault victimizations were reported to the author-
ities. In relative terms, such notification attended
aggravated assault (52 percent) more frequently than
simple assault (37) and assault resulting in victim injury
(53) more often than attempts at assault (39). Assaulls
against females were more apt to have been reported (47
percent) than assaults of males (41); this also was true
for simple assault, attempted assault, and, with marginal
certainty, aggravated assault.

The relationship between victim and offender did
not appear to cause substantial variations in the report-
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ing of assault victimizations to the police. When victiin
injury was present, however, the proportion of stranger-
to-stranger assaults reported (57 percent) exceeded that
of nonstranger assaults (48). Assaults of males by
strangers were more likely to have been reported (43
percent) than those committed by nonstrangers (37);
there was no corresponding difference for females. For
assaults carried out by strangers, there was no significant
difference between the proportions reported by male
and female victims; for assaults involving nonstrangers,
those against females were nore apt to have been
reported (47 percent) than those against males (37).

With respect to race, there was some indication that
white victims of simple assault reported a higher
proportion of the victimizations than black victims of
the same crime. However, for alt assaults, as well as for
aggravated assault considered separately, there were no
significant differences between the percentages for mem-
bers of ecach race. Assaults against whites by strangers
were more likely to have been reported (45 percent)
than those carried out by nonstrangers (40); based on
less conclusive data, the opposite was true for blacks.
For victimizations in which the offender was 4 stranger,
there was no statistically significant difference between
the reporting rates by members of the two races, but for
nonstranger assaults, blacks recorded a higher proportion
of reporting (49 percent) than did whites (40).

Victims in the youngest age category reported the
lowest proportion of assaults to the police (32 percent);
this finding also applied to apgravated assault, except
that the difference between reporting rates for persons
in the youngest and oldest age groups was marginally
significant. Assaults involving victims age 3549 were
more apt to have been reported (58 percent) than those
carried out against persons age 20-34 and 50-64 (48 for
both). Persons in each of the age groups, except 65 and
aver, reported aggravated assault relatively more often
than simple assault; for those in the oldest group, the
apparent difference between reporting rates lacked
statistical significance. With regard to area of residence,
assault victims living in nonmetropolitan areas informed
authorities about the victimizations more often (46
percent) than did central city dwellers (41).

Of all reasons given by assault victims for not
notifying law enforcement authorities, the largest
proportion, 28 percent, was attributed to the belief that
the event was not important enough. This response was
the most frequently cited for simple assault, as well, and
was one of the more common for aggravated assault.
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Personal crimes of theft

Approximately 22 percent of all personal crimes of
theft enumerated in the survey were brought to the
attention of law enforcement authorities. Personal
larcenies characterized by contact between victim and
offender were more apt to have been reported than
larcenies without such contact, Males and females
registered roughly equal reporting rates for all crimes of
theft and for each of the two types of personal larceny;
crimes of theft against whites were reported relatively
more frequently (22 percent) than the corresponding
victimizations of blacks (19). About 12 percent of all
crimes of theft carried out against persons age 12-19
were reported, roughly half the proportion of that for
persons in the next older age group. A comparable
pattern was evident for both larceny with and without
contact. With regard to the victim’s tocality of residence,
persons in nonmetropolitan areas reported a slightly
lower proportion of crimes of theft than did those
residing in central cities or in the outlying communities
within metropolitan areas.

The reason most often given for not reporting
personal crimes of theft to the police was that nothing
could have been done about the victimization (32
percent). This held true for larceny with and without
contact. The next most frequent response recorded was
that the victimization was not important enough (27
percent), followed by the reply that the crime was
reported to someone else (20). Combined, these three
responses accounted for about four-fifths of all the
reasons given by victims. Fear of reprisal, reluctance fo
take the time, and the belief that the police would not
want to be involved were infrequently cited.

About one-third of all larcenies with contact were
brought to the attention of the authorities. No statisti-
cally significant differences in reporting were evident
according to sex, race, and locality of residence.

Of the reasons given for not reporting larcenies with
contact, the belief that nothing could have been done
was the most common. Some 43 percent of all responses
fell into this category.

About one-fifth of all victimizations involving
personal larceny without contact were reported to the
police, the lowest proportion among the five survey-
measured crimes against persons. No true difference
existed between the proportion reported for crimes
against males and that against females; however,
larcenies without contact carried out against whites were

more likely to have been reported than those directed at
blacks (22 and 18 percent, respectively). Persons residing
in nonmetropolitan areas recorded a lower proportion of
reporting than those in communities surrounding central
cities and, based on less conclusive data, within the
central cities themselves.

Vietims of larceny without contact who failed to
inform the police of the victimization usually believed
that nothing could have been done about the crime (32
percent). The next most common response was ‘‘not
important enough” (28 percent) followed by “reported
to semeone else’ (20).

Crimes against households

Approximately 37 percent of the relevant house-
hold victimizations were reported to the police, Victim-
jzations directed at houscholders who owned or were
buving their residence were reported at a slightly higher
rate (38 percent) than those carried out against renters
(36). Regardless of whether they were owners or renters,
householders were most likely to have reported motor
veliicle thelts, [ollowed by burglary and houschold
larceny. Overall, no statistically significant differences
between rates of reporting were recorded for households
headed by whites and lor those headed by blacks,
irrespective of the form of tenure. Among whites,
homeowners had a higher proportion of reporting (38
percent) than renters (306); but, for blacks, there was no
signiticant ditTerence between the two tenure categories.

Law enforcement authorities were said to have been
contacted in about 31 percent of all household vietim-
izations carried out against families with annual incomes
of less than $3,000, a proportion that was lower than
that for any other income group. Victimized households
situated in nonmetropolitan areas had a lower rate of
police reporting than did households in either of the two
categories of metropolitan area, for which the percent-
ages were not statistically different. Among victimized
households located within central cities, those in com-
munities of | million or more were more apt to have
reported to the police than households in less populated
cities,

Not surprisingly, the reporting of household victim-
izations varied in relation to the size of the loss. For all
household crimes, the proportion reported rose sharply
as the value of the loss increased, from a low of 11
pereent for erimes involving losses of less than $10 toa

high of 86 percent for those involving losses set at $250
or more. This overall trend also was applicable to
burglary and household larceny considered separately.

The majority ol reasons given by victimized house-

holders for not informing the police about their experi-
tences were divided into two categories: a beliel that
nothing could have been done (36 percent) and a feeling
that the viclimization was not important enough (30).
Respunses indicating a fear of reprisal, a belief that
authorities would not want to be bothered, or 2
reluctance to allocate the necessary time to report were
far less numerous, No significant differences were
gvident in the relative distributions of reasons given by
blacks and whites. Respondents from houscholds with
annual incomes of less than $15,000 were more likely to
have stated that nothing could have been done rather
than the opinion that the victimization was un-
important; among the more aflluent, however, there was
no statistical difference between the frequency of the
two responses. The overall distribution of reasons tor
not reporting household crimes changed in relation to
the value of loss, As the value increased, the proportion
of responses categorized as “‘not important enough”
decreased, from a high of 37 percent for victimizations
involving losses worth less than $50 (including those of
no value) to a low ol 5 percent for victimizations with
losses of $250 or more. Also, householders who incurred
fosses of $250 or more were more likely to have based
their reticence on private or personal factors (18
percent) than was the case among those who suffered
losses of less than §50 (S percent).

The two explanations most frequently offered by
victimized houscholders in metropolitan and nonmetro-
politan localities alike for failing to notify the author-
ities were that nothing could have been done about the
offense and that it was not imporant enough to merit
police attention. Respondents from households located
within central cities and those from households in
nonmetropolitan areas were most likely to have ex-
pressed the conviction that nothing could have been
done about the crime. On the other hand, there was no
significant difference between the frequency with which
suburban householders gave the two leading reasons.

Burglary

Of the more than 6.4 million burglaries carried out
against households in 1973, approximately 46 percent
were reported to law enforcement authorities. Some
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seven-tenths of all forcible entries were brought to the
attention of the police, a considerably higher proportion
than that for unlawful entries (36 percent) or attempted
forcible entries (30). Householders residing in owner-
occupied homes were more apt to have reported all
burglarics, as well as those involving forcible and
unlawful entry considered separately, than families living
in rental units, Regardless of the form of tenure, there
were no significant differences between the overall
burglary reporting rates by whites and blacks. Among
whites, homeowners reported a higher proportion of
burglaries to the police than renters (48 and 42
percent, respectively), but the apparent difference
between the figures for black owners and renters lacked
statistical significance.

Households in which annual family income was
$3,000 or more were more apt to have reported
burglaries than those carning less than $3,000: the
relationship also applied to forcible entries and, based on
less conclusive data, to unlawful entries, About nine-
tenths of all burglary victimizations resulting in losses
worth $250 or more were reported to the police, the
highest rate of reporting among the various loss cate-
gories. Burglaries with $50-3249 losses were the next
best reported, whereas only about 18 percent of
burglaries involving losses of less than $10 came to
police attention, The burglarizing of households located
within central cities and surrounding metropolitan arcas
was more likely to have promoted police notification
than was the case in nonnetropolican areas..

The reasons given for failure to report household
burglaries to the police reflected the opinions that
nothing could have been done (36 percent) und that the
victimization was not important enough to merit police
attention (25). Other responses accounted for only a
small share of the total. There were no statistically
significant divergences in the answers of blacks and
whites.

Houschold larceny

During the 1973 reference period, roughly one-
fourth of all houschold larcenies were reported to the
authorities. Completed larcenics were brought to their
attention relatively more frequently (25 percent) than
attempted ones (20), and a higher proportion of
completed larcenies resulting in losses set at $50 or more
were reported (52) than those involving smaller losscs
(15). With respect to tenure, homeowners reported a
higher proportion of all larcenics and of completed
larcenies than did renters. For attempted larceny,
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however, there was no significant difference between the
reporting rates of victimized owners and renters. Some
one-fourth of the victimizations carried out against
houscholds headed by whites were reported to the
police, compared to about 19 percent for blacks, In
addition, white owners and renters were more likely
than black hcuseholders in the corresponding tenure
categories to have notified the police. When white

houscholds were examined separately, those owning

their own dwelling had a higher rate of police reporting
(26 percent) than renters (24); such was not the case
among black owners and renters. Familics earning less
than $3,000 annually registered the lowest reporting rate
of any income group (19 percent).

Household larcenies involving losses worth less than
$10 were reported about 9 percent of the time; in
contrast, approximately 63 percent of those resulting in
a loss of §250 or more were brought to police attention.
Larcenies carried out against households located inside
central uitics were less apt to have been reported (23
perceny) than those experienced by houscholds in
adjacent metropolitan communities (26) or, less con-
clusively, in nonmetropolitan areas (25) as well.

The reasons most frequently given for not reporting
household larcenies to law enforcement officials were a
feeling that nothing could have been done (36 percent),
followed by a belief that the victimization was not very
important (34). For black houscholds, the first response
(38 percent) was more common than the second (28),
but for white houscholds there was no significant
difference between the two (36 and 35, respectively).

Motor vehicle theft

Approximately two-thirds of all motor vehicle
thefts were brought to the attention of the police. Some
86 percent of all completed thefts were reported to the
police, whereas the relevant proportion for attempts was
32 percent. There were no statistically significant devia-
tions in the overall reporting rates across income and
tenure categories, There was some indication that blacks
were more likely to have reported motor vehicle thefts
than whites. Victimized houscholders within central
cities recorded a higher rate of reporting (70 percent)
than those in nonmetropolitan arcas (59).

As was the case for houschold burglary and larceny,
the most commonly cited reason for failure to report
motor vehicle thefts was that nothing could have been
done (37 percent). The insignificance of the event was
the next most common response (23 percent).

Crimes against commercial
establishments

According to the survey, approximately eight-tenths
of the 1.6 million measured victimizations of places of
business were reported to law enforcement authorities.

Broken down by type of crime, 86 percent of all
robberies and 79 percent of the burglaries were reported.
The failure to report robberies and burglaries of com-
mercial establishments was most often attributed to the
belief that there was nothing that could have been done
and to the feeling that the crime was not important
enough,
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APPENDIX |
SURVEY DATA TABLES

The statistical data tables in this appendix contain
results of the National Crime Panel surveys for calendar
year 1973, They are grouped along topical lines,
generally paralieling the sequence of discussion in the
section entitled “Detailed Findings.”

All statistical data generated by the surveys are
estimates that vary in their degree of reliability and are
subject to variunces, or errors, associated with the fact
that they were derived from sample surveys rather than
complete enumerations, The constraints on interpreta-
tion and other uses of the data, as well as guidelines lor
determining their reliability, are set forth in Appendix
I (personal and household sectors) and Appendix [V
(commercial sector). As a general rule, however, csti-
mates for each of the sectors based on zero or about 10
or fewer sample cases have been considered unreliable.
Such estimates, qualified by means of footnotes to the
data tables, were not used for analytical purposes in this
report. For data pertaining to the personal and house-
hold sectors, a minimum estimate of 10,000, as well as
rates or percentages based on such a figure, was
considered reliable. For commercial data, the corre-
sponding fligure was 5,000.

Victimization rate tables 3 through 28 parentheti-
cally display the size of each group for which a rate was
computed; as with the rates, these control figures are

estimates, On tables dealing with personal crimes, the
control figures reflect estimation adjustments based on a
post-Census population estimate. For houschold and
commercial victimization rates, the control numbers
were generated by the surveys themselves,

General findings (Tables 1 and 2)

These two tables display the number and percent
distribution of vietimizations, as well as rates of victimi-
zation., Each table covers all measured crimes, broken
out to the maximum extent possible insofar as the
forms, or subceategories, of each erime are concerned.

Victim characteristics (Tables 3-24)

The tables contain victimization rate figures for
crimes against persons age 12 and over (3-13), houss-
holds (14-23), and commercial establishments (24),

Victimization of central city,
suburban, and
nonmetropolitan residents
(Tables 25-28)
Tables are based on victimization rates by SMSA

locality variables, They cover erimes against persons and
houscholds.
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Table 1. Personal, household, and commercial crimes: Number
and percent distribution of victimizations, by
sector and type of crime, 1973

Victim-offender relationship in tion between victimizations and incidents, as they refate Peraont of crines Teroent of

sersonal erimes of violence to crilmes against persons, Major topical areas covered by Sector and typs of erime Number wlthin sector all erimen
,k'T' N ‘ 79-33 the remaining tables include: time of occurrence AL erlmes 37,658, Q0K 100G
(T.bles 29-33) bl d 0 (45-47); place of occurrence (48-52); number of offend- Peaii:g}} g;e‘?;zhmn «r»,f::;;m; 1(3(3.;' 'li.r:
There Is one victimization rate table, and four oo (s3y. use of weapons (54-56); physical injury to ; , 51493, 6 b
L. . P vl } Rape 15‘?1‘?‘)() e vy
percentage dlsmlmtmr{ lablc_s tefleet vietim character o ie (57.62); economic losses (63-73); and time lost l‘ﬁ’?é’ii‘tl‘é ;23:\ ﬁef)lﬁ; e :3.1%
isties Tor violent crimes involving strangers. from work (74-80). As applicable, the tables cover Robbery ' 1,120 100 Yl P
ol . nond N . g 18i- Robbery with injury 385,900 1.9 1,0
crimes against persons, houscholds, and places of bt s bbery with injury 338,900 1.4 L
Offender characteristics in ness, or or parts of those sectors (e.g., commercm} Rag‘m?ymﬁ;oﬂgfﬁry %gz,m&(: (;r; ‘1“3
N . " he dd v ati H erm i ) ¥ J § 4 el WY
nersondl crimes of violence robbery). When the d’xfa were Lompauble in terms o Asgaidt povis oo m.a e
(Tables 34-41) subject matter and variable categories, more than one Agﬁz{avaheg susault 1,681, 200 8,1 bt
Q0Ies a4~ - , Lth injury 545 400 2.6 144
y bl {information on the offenders sector was included on a table. Attempted aspault with weapon 1,135,900 5.4 30
Four tables present informatior Simple anoault 253,700 1.3 ]
., . . » characteristics ol both " e e e With injury £25 , 600 3,0 13
()lll} and luur‘}mvc data on ‘UIL },llflld&tCJJSt €8 l b l Reportmg Or victimizations Abtempted agssault without weapon 1,9()’?:1()(} Q. Al
victims and offenders. A basic distinetion also is made to the police cr?ues uﬁlm{grt o conncs 15|%§¢3,2<(:i aw 3'?«3
! T Pl 1 - vietimizations. eraon argeny with contac 512 A ] Y
between single- and multiple offender victimizations (Tables 81-100) Purge unatching 179,000 e e
Completed puree snatehing L& <o [SAH [EI%)
Y H to (lienly 4 e ¢ - of i Attempted purge snate kAR Vol (197
fime characteristics (Tables 42-80) [n[ormatloq is dgplaycd on the ‘0,\[0‘{1[ of reporting Poomt gicki}?; ting 108 30 b e
Crime characteristics (Tables #4 and on reasons for failure to report. Certain of the tables peroonal laveeny withoub contach Ay E7 500 oy w9
Tables 42-44 support the discussion of the distine-  display data on more than ene sector. Total population sge 12 and over 164,236,300 .
Houaehold sector 15,354,400 Lex3e} bt
Burglary £ 433 (00 41.9 174
Foreible entry 2043, 700 13.3 Haly
UnlLawful entry without foree 2,955,400 19. 7.8
Attempted foreible entry Lod3h, 000 943 34
Household larceny 7,590,700 49,4 2042
Lesa than $50 1,819, L00 1.0 130
$50 or more Ly2a7, 000 1.3 5.0
Amount not avallable L7150 1.2 07
Attempted larceny 5551100 LN Lk
Motor vehlele theft L4330, 500 2084 ER%]
Completed theft 265,300 5.0 243
thempted theft L4530 3,60 1o
Total number of households £y 021, To0 vea ves
Conmercial sector 11649, 1o 10,0 bk
Burglary 1,245,000 2.0 3.7
Gompleted burglary L,0%9,100 EQ Ll P
HOAbtempted burglory 385,900 QL6 M)
bhery 264, XX 160 S/
Completed robhery L4956, 1.4 .5
Attempted robbery 68,100 Lol ek

06

Total number of commerclal estsblishments
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NOTI:  Debedl may not add to tobtal chown beeause of rounding.

unrounded figures,
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Table 2. Personal, household, and commercial crimes:

Victimization rates, by sector znd
type of crime, 1973

Sector and type of erime Rate

Base of rate

Parsonsl sector

Crimes of violence 34
Rape 1
Compiated rape A
Attempted rape 1
Robbery ?
Robbery with injury P4
From gerlous asssult i
From minor assault 1
Robbery without injury 5
Ausault LE
Aggravated ausault 10
With injury 3
Attempbed assoult with weapon 7
Uimple wssauit 15
Witn injury A
Attempted assault without weapon w
Crimey of thelt Y
tergonal laresny with contact %
Purae snatcehing 1
Gompleted purne snatching L
Attempted purse snatohing o
Focket picking Ps
Pepnunal larceny witi oat contact 90
Howshold sector
urglary 93
Forcible entry o
Unlawful entry without furce 43
Attempted forcible wntry 21
Hougrehold larceny 104
Leun than $50 i
$50 or more I
Amount not available A
Attempted larceny B
Motor vehiclse theft 14
Completed theft 1e
Attempted thett "t
Commerclal sector !
Burglary A \
Completed burylary 151
Attempted tarplary 52 (
Robbery 39
Completed robbery 26
Attemptod ropbe oy 10

Per 1,000 persona
age 12 and over

Fer 1,000
househalds

Fer 1,000
commereial
eshablishmentys

NOTE:  Detell may nob edd to total shown because of rounding.
J Luss than 0.5 per 1,000,

Table 3. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons

age 12 and over, by type of crime

and sex of victims, 1973

(Rate per 1,000 population sge 12 and over)
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Table 6. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons
age 12 and over, by type of crime
and race of victims, 1973

(Rate per 1,00 pepatation are Léoand over)

ahite tlack ther

Ty of crime (sl yuos (L Loy o) {1yl 1)
i ot viclenes iz W o
Hege . ‘ 1
it ?i;r'rlx ' iy Lo
pobbepy with njudy . L LA
From ocerions asoaall ) B L
From minor a;oault 1 « b
o bbory without wnlury A G 1
Aol ot : 1t
Acpravated acsaul® i it :j«

Gitn Lniury
Atempted aconattowith weanen |

Gample acvanlt i : Lx
. 3 1

witho ipiay’ .
Atceppresd aciaalt o witnout Y H Li
Cedeen of et RS ! e
Ceprconal larceny witn % B n .
farse cnatehing ; : 1L
Porket pleking . o L¥A
feraondil laroeny without contact G e [OA

: Detail may not add to total oo becaus o pounding.  Rumbers in papentheses reter to

population in tte proups
Tiatimate, based on Bbount oop teser cample e, 1o statictically unreliabile,

Table 7. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons
age 12 and over, by typelof crime and
sex and race of victims, 1973

[Hate per 1,000 population are 12 and over)

Mali Pernale
Flack white Llack
Py af cxtime (73000 SIS TN ) Ty 4t gt
Yo 45 rG W3 o
Y Pa o
Lodniuar ‘ 2
wowitneat iniary 15 .

Aaalt o 1 J
srovavated acoaglt f 1:
Cimple assault S 11 A

crimes of theft v 1 e "

tepconal lareeny with contact .
Perconal lerceny witbout contact 10 93

Nt Detail may not add to total chown becouse of rounding. Tumbers in parenttoses refer to
population in the groul.
than e per by,
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Table 9. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons
age 12 and over, by race, sex, and age of victims
and type of crime, 1973

(Rate per 1,000 population in each group)

Race, sex; and age Crimes of violence Grimes of theft
White
Male
12-15 (7,186,600 77 38(3)
16-29 {6,633,600 EIA i
20-24 (7,318,400 87 135'
25-34 (12,198,200 49 7’31
35-49 (14,538,006 25 !
5064 (13,022,300 17 38
&5 and over (7,587,000) 9
Female
12-15 (6,906,400 38 i'zi
1619 (6,710,200 42 1:520
20~24, (7,753,600 h3 o
25-34 (12,556,300 2? o
35-49 (15,367,100 15 I
50-64 (14,568,600 8 i
45 and over (10,870,400) )
Black
Male
12-15 (1,143,100) 102 Jilo
16-19 991,200; 88 lg’g
20-24 {891,400 97
25-34 (1,268,000 38 lé’?
35-49 (1,520,600 43 g
5064 (1,217,900 31 5
%5 and over (716,500) 28 L
Female
12-15 (1,137,300 54 lPJ;
16-19 (1,080,000 62 Bla
2024 11,130,800 38 92
25-34 (1,609,500 49 Zg
35-49 (1,943,000 33 3;
50~64 (1,474,900 11 25;
65 and over (983,100) 11 2

NOTE: Mumbers in parentheses refer to population in the group.

Table 10. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons
age 12 and over, by type of crime and

marital status of victims, 1973
(Rate per 1,000 popalation age 12 and over)

Never Divorced end
married Married Widowed separated
Type of crime (46,083,900)  (95,594,600)  (11,496,100) (8,641,600
Crimes of violence 61 20 }h 73
Rape 2 F4 Z L
Fobbery 12 I 8 lg
Robbary with injury L 1 2
From serious asssult 2 1 1 %
From minor assault 2 Z L 2
Robbery without injury 8 3 3 10
Assault 47 16 7 53
Aggravated assault 19 6 3 2
With injury 6 2 2 9
Attempted assault with weapon 13 I 2 12
Simple assault 28 9 5 32
With injury 7 2 1 10
Abtempted asseault without weapon 21 7 3 2
Crimes of theft 155 69 33 111
Personal larceny with contact 4 2 5 8
Purse snatching L; ;_' Z ll:
Pocket pic
Personal fil\rﬁ:ff without contact 151 67 29 103

NCTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding, Numbers in parentheses refer to
population in the group; excludes data on persons whose marital status was not ascertained.

7 Less than 0.5 per 1,000. .
1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable,
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contact

FPersonal larceny

With

contact

Crimes of
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Fimple
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Without
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tion rates for persons age 12 and over, by sex

and marital status of victims and type of crime, 1973
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With

injury
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(Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)
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2
1
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Total

Rape
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20
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Crimes of
violence
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Table 11. Personal crimes
(3,008,700)

Never married (24,290,500)

Married (47,858,900)
widowed (1,811,400)

Divorced and geparated

Female

Sex and marital status

Male
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€3
i
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11
£9

Never married (21,793,400)
Divorced and separated (5,633,000)

Married (47,735,700)
Widowed (9,68%,700)

$25,00C
ar mare

{2,978,000)

©

tal statu

£ mari

315,500~

 $244,55%
(27, 72xy300

$10,00C-
514,999
(13,228,300
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up; excludes data on perscns who
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stati

ample cases, is

ess than

Tamber

Soc
(15,712,400

B3,

-

of crime and annual family income of victims, 1973

S

Table 12. Personal crimes

Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
Type of crime

wag not ascertained.

Less than 0.5 per 1,000,
1Estimate, based on zero or on zbout 16 or fewer
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Table 13. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by race
and annual family income of victims and type of crime, 1973

{Rate per 1,7 populaticn age 12 and cver

Rekbery Assanit Ferseonal larceny

Crimes of #ith Without Jrimes of With Without

Race and income viclence Hape Tetal injury Total Aggravated Simple trefy ) contact
White ) . » . . o
Less than 33,000 (13,943,500} ol < il 4 = e h : i
$3,000-57,499 {31,527,50G; £ z R = = “ = 3 8
37,500-%9,999 (17165‘.+11+00) a3 : x f‘ I “r i ) é;
$10,000-814,999 {33,160G,10C 7 P £ e = oy b4 < o
$15,000-32L4,99% EZbrwS!AI—T‘I 2 i .: - > “r B < - :.4.3
325,000 or more {2,57%,500) =5 i g b : P L3 L 18
BElack . - i _ B y . , . B «
Less than $3,00G (3,522,000 €3 E 1 z 2 iy .t 27 s i 56
$3,000-87,499 (£,553,50C) L 11 “ g e 33 <1 = i 7 7
$7,500-89,999 {1,900,30C} <% 1’7 iz 2z oz 4 = = =t p ”X
$101000—$11.'-1999 (2,6&7,50‘3/ 37 1 -‘-'i = 4'~—‘ *« 1: ;: 17: -::{;
315,000-824,999 (1,272,500} <2 1z ic L # s e e 2 il%‘
$25.000 or more (192,40} £s b 1131 1€ 1 204 3z P ¢ oz
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Nurkers in parenthece: refer to population o ihe groupy exoludes a8tz on persons whose Inccme level

waz nct ascertained.
Z Less thax ©.5 per 1,000. . . L
1Estimate, based op zero or on about 10 oy fewer sample caser, ic stavistlcaliy unreliable.

Table 14. Household crimes: Victimization rates,
by type of crime and race of head
of household, 1973

{Rate per 1,000 houserolds}

ALl racesz White EBlack

Type of crime {£9,0441,700] ££1,704,500} (4,592,700}

Burglary <3 22 138 103
Forcible entry P2t £ i3 2z
Unlawful entry without force Wi L3 37 fA<]
Attempted furcible entry Pt 19 ac 2

Household larceny 108 1iz 116 8c
Less than 350 70 71 £2 LE
350 or more = 27 3z z5
Amount not availatle L L 5 1g
Attempted larceny 2 R g 1g

Motor vehicle theft i% 1” <L 35
Compieted theft iz pos 17 21
Attempted theft F 7 7 1L

NOTE: Detall may not add to total shown becanse of rounding. lumbers in parentheses refer o
households in the group.

1Estimate, based on about 15 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

e

Table 15. Motor vehicle theft: Victimization rates on the basis of
theft per 1,000 households and of thefts per 1,060 vehicles
owned, by selected household characteristics, 1973

iate per 1,000 1 o00

Characteristic g?';:eh:lds'ru ?:fic?ff Zl-?:a Fater
Race of hnead of houcensl:

All racesl i4 iz

HLite 12 2

Dlack ZL. 2
Age of head of nousen-ld -

12-1% 34 3G

0 3 i

3549 o 2

5, e L

£5 and over 3 =2
Form of tenure ’ “

Cvned or being bougnt is o

Rented P ZE

-
1Includes data on "othepn races, not shown separately.

Table 16. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime and age
of head of household, 1973 :

{Rate per 1,300 households}

s - N .
Type of crime [ S i
Burglary

Forcible entry
Lnlawful entry witnout Sorce

Attempted foreibie entry % Ze 2z Py
Househeld larceny P % c o7
Less than $5C oL i B =
350 or more e e o3 oy
Amount not evailable i 3£ P 3
Attempted larcery % - : 3
Motor vehicle theft e il . -
Sompleted theft Tk - - <
Attempted theft =3 2 ol :
£ z ~ - -
NOTE: - “
lEctimate, pased B0 reler o ntUsenslis i tie griur.

SL
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Table 17. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime and
annual family income, 1973

Ty - -
- B vt e
- -7 I, b4
- Py ) - e . seeet
H - . -1y . o
.. i it R : : T v e
- - » . - M
. . . .- ' -
. ¥oamies . .
- ad Z
| : . MY s S e -
- . e T sy ¥ o < LA e
* TR - e e

. irtirm 3 , ~ey A d
hold burglary: Victimization rates, by race of hea
Table 18. Houseno ; and type of burglary, 1973

annual family inco

me,

[ 39 - -
B ..
CreerTel TTTOLLL ERR
» e V‘iA PANNPE G B - >
B ard In
» 1 -
., .
PES P i iztn PO hd .
% B < - j Al « - - I~ FoS PR
R o) bl id POR St PN e -
Wia & - - - - *
PO T e tarie,
»ormer e ra . 1 stiotivally e Lin

L

Table 19. Household larceny: Victimization rates
annual family income, and type o

, by race of head of househcld,
flarceny, 1973

{Rate per 1,000 housekelds )
Ccmpleted larceny
Race and income ALl househ:ld larceniesl Less than $50 857 or mare Attempted larceny
White
Less than 33,000 (7,497,700} 22 55 5 o
$3,000-37,499 (15,277,406} 139 73 <3 b
$7,500-39,999 (7,510,900 1Ll e =3 5
$10,000-81L, 599 (14,775,796} 114 o2 a8 G
$15,000-324,995 (9,299,200} 117 e 3z >
325,000 or more (2,960,106) 1z, e 8 £
Black
Less than $3,000 (1,900,600} GE 43 i 3
$3,000-37.499 52,547,900) ii3 39 6 <
¥7,500-%9,999 (713,306} %5 £G 32 2z
£10,000--814,999 (930,60G) 128 72 3% 24
$15,000-324,999 (448,700} 15 a5 52 =g
$25,000 or more (59,900 273 <57 Lir &g
NOTE: Detail may not add o total chown because of rounding. Tunbers in parerthezes refer to Househslds in the groupy excludss datz on perions whose incase

level was not ascertained.

*Includes data, not
2Estimate, based on

shewn separately, on larceniec for which the valus
E
28rs or on abeut 10 or fewer sample case

of losc was nct ascertained.
s, is siatistically wunreliasbie,

Table 20. Motor vehicle theft: Victimization rates, by race of
head of household, annual family income,

and type of theft, 1973

{Rate per 1,000 houceholds®

Race and income

Completed theft

A2l venhicle trefisz

Attempted trefs

White
Less than 33,000 (7,497,700}
$3,000-87,499 (15,277,400}
$7,500-39,999 {7,510,900)
310,000-$14,999 (12,775,700}
$15,000~824,999 (9,299,206}
325,006 or more (2,566,100}

Black
Less than 33,000 {1,900,@00'}
33,000-37,499 (2,547,900}
$7,500-89,999 (713,306®
$1.8,000-814,999 (930,800}
$15,000-32%,999 {(LL18,7005
325,000 or more {59,900)

17 z
1g iz
P2 13
z3 3
23 i,
iz G
12 74
g 12
35 3
45 1ia

154 132

4
K G A N

N

2]
k\ [T
SRS E

NOTE:
households in the groug;

Detail may not add to total shown becaus:z of rounding.

Munbers in parentheses refer to

excludes data cn perscns whose income ievel was not ascertained,
1Estimate, based on gbout 1C or fewer szmple cases, is statisticslly unreijanie.
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Table 21. Household crimes: Victimization rates,

by type of crime and number ot persons
in household, 1973

per 1,700 households,

T
[
Exdl
o

e Trp—three Frur—Tive Six or core

Type of crice (23,647,500% (33,782,600 STNE N v

Turglary 3 a7 o
Forcitie entry =L 0 <,

Trlawful eniry withoubt forge a7 ar =L
Attempted forcitle entry P Z0 <.

Household larceny 4 s S e w
Less than 350 5& [ BX o
3535 or mere iz 2 3z £8
Amount not availsble z L g &
Attemcted Iarceny b 2 2 12

Votor vehicle thefd pel g ZL paa
Compieted theft T iz is 1%
Attemplted thelt g 7 2 7

NTE: Detail may not adl to total chown Tecause of rouwnding. Nubers in parentheses refer ic

households in the group; excluwles dats on households whose rmxber of percons cquld not

te ascertained.

Table 22. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime, form of tenure,
and race of head of household, 1973

{Rate per 1,200 households})

Cuned or beirg bougnt Rented
A1L racesl Akite BElack ALL ravegt White Black
Type of crinme {25, ELE BOGY (RT,143,200] HCTSR= e vy {20,775, GO0) (25,561,500 [3,212,200%
Burglary 72 ™% 25 i< 1y 1Lk
Forcible entry 2, z1 £ s 35 £L
Unlawful entry without force 32 s 3z g1 cL e
Attempted forecible entry el it <7 P 25 Le
Household larceny iLL S 1z py 132 5%
Less than $50 £8 EE 7 TE 8% 52
$50 or more 5 ix 39 £y 33 7
Amount not availeble i 2 L 3 A 5
Attempted larceny 7 7 i G 17 5
Motor vehicle theft is pe iy 2 <7 2L
Completed theft g & <L 2 2 17
Attempted theft £ £ £l ] G 7
NGIE: Detail may not add to total shown becsuse of rounding. Numters inm parenthezes refer io househslds in Lke group.

1¥ncludes data on "other" races, not chown separately.

Table 23. Household c:fimcs: Victimization rates, by type of crime and number of units
In structure occupied by household, 1973

ZUroTer M

- . .
Ter or o
e
1Tt
Lil LiE e - .
T : : - iih
lad e i .
.- - p b
2 T e S sl
P PG S S 200
R ins G -
. Il o PN
: i S r S
“s Wi
- o z BN
: e e - e
. e e o T
SN rAMEr A e md . -
InorEcentr e S (e 1o iy e epeors S Ants
: NSRS T STIUIY enlluder dzba [ A S & nmrer

Table 24. Com_mg:rcial crimes: Victimization rates, by
characteristics of victimized establishments
and type of crime, 1973

Hate rer ER o

B S S 14 joadS AN

PR SAS S -\ o PR
~ L L
PR .-
-y «
L .
P, -
-
o
’ B o
- P
-7 .
PR v o~ e
LRREe pa il e nilo- I
Ler ENNamL T - P
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Table 25. Personal crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime and type of

08

locality of residence of victims, 1973

(Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over)

Metropolitan erees

50,000 to 249,999 250,000 to 499,999 500,000 te 999,999 1,000,000 or more

Outside Gutside Cubside Outeide Nenmeirc—
A1l Central central Central central Central central Central central politan
Type of crime areas cities cities cities cities cities cities rities cities areas
(262,23€,300) (1£4,955,500) (19,425,70C) (9,417,400} (14,084,900) (i0,06R,500) (14,453,900} (1£,977,100) (13,643,500} {51,210,800)
Crimes of violence 34 45 27 39 33 52 7 b 37 2Ly
Rape 1 1 1 21 1z Z 11 2 z 1
Robbery 7 2 3 g 6 ik & ir S 3
Robbery with injury 2 3 1 3 P 5 < 7 3 1
Robbery without injury 5 5 < 6 A 9 I 12 £ 2
Assanlt 26 35 24 29 PLS 36 31 22 27 pas
Aggravated assault 10 15 g 14 10 14 1z 1 G &
Simple ascault 16 19 15 1€ 1¢ P 19 14 pE: 1%
Crimes of theft 93 112 Gl 100 in1 11 i1z 313 97 U
Personal larceny with coniact 3 3 2 L 2 7 3 g L i
Personal larceny without contact S0 109 92 96 95 113 ii5 76 G, 72

NOIE:
of the entire metropolitan zr a.
Z Less than O.5 per 1,000.

Numbers in parentheses refer tc population in the group. Tetail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 26. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by type of
locality of residence, race and sex of victims, and type of crime, 1973

(Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over)

The population rsnge categories shown under the heading "Metropolitan areas" are based only on the size cf the central city and do not reflect the population

~ Robbery . Assault Crimes of theft
Personal Persgonal
larceny larceny
Crimes of With Without ALl erimes with without
Area and race and sex violencel Total injury injury Total fggravated Simplie of thetft contact contact
All areas
White male (68,484,400) 45 9 3 & 3é 15 21 107 P 104
White female (74,732,700) 21 3 1 2 14 x5 11 2, 3 a1
Black male (7,748,600) 59 3 2 15 ik =5 12 162 2 93
Black female (9,358,600) 37 7 3 [ 26 1z b7A 71 £ 54
Metropolitan areas
Central cities
White male (17,922,400) 59 16 £ ite L3 1% 23 ici 3 112
White female (20,366,700) 29 & 2 I 20 3 14 G 7 29
Black male (4,495,600) 70 31 12 9 A0 o5 i3 179 2 101
Black female (5,729,700) L1 10 4 3 27 i 1% T 9 £5
Outside central cities i
White male (27,928,000} L& # 2 6 32 15 “3 11s 2 il
White female (29,947,200) 21 3 1 2 1% “ i G £ 90
Black male (1,433,200) 51 1 £z 3 35 “5 i 117 iz 195
Black female (1,577,800) 32 “f =1 EEA Z2 ig 10 97 21 25
Nonmetropolitan areas
White male (22,634,000) 32 L i 3 <8 il 17 fied b 26
White female (24,418,800) 15 i 1 1 13 A 9 23 1 6%
Black male (1,819,800) JAS) 2 2 5 ¥4 22 G 72 ?5 7
Black female (2,051,100} 2k e ) L @l i3 4 49 A AR

HOTE:
Z

DRSS

‘than

PR

Q.5 ™ 1,
TR . Ssowey e

Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group. Detail may not add to tobal chown because of rounding.
o

locality of residence, 1973
_{kate per 1,000 households)

Table 27. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime and type of

Metropolitan areas

30,000 %o 259,999 250,000 o 199,999 500,000 5 999,59

1,000,000 or more

] Dutside Outside Cutside “Outsi 1
Type of crime ﬁgs Central central Central central Central central Central ?::z;t:; Noﬂ:tro_
(69,121 300) (6c:6ubles cities cities cities cities cities cities éj;bies poe e
1 ’ 1643,900) (71931;-,100) (/.;,,231“200} (5,8[,].;,’_’00) (L,587,900) (5’927,400) (6,915,500) (5,638 400) (215::‘6;; 700)
Burgl ~ . ' y
Forcible entry gg 1;; gi 111 81 135 92 106 100 7
Unlawful entry without force i3 8 Py fﬁ §7 20 29 i 31 18
. A'bt:m];:ted fercible entry 2 30 19 26 12 gz 12% ?)A b4 40
Gempleted Taroomyt L 1 109 131 15 11 125 2 2 z
Less than"‘?g"y 101 16 101 122 106 122 117 Zé 19 92
350 or more5 [ 27 69 85 73 82 82 52 o o
Phpadivg 27 35 29 33 29 36 > 77 61
pted larceny 8 11 A 3 4 3 20 28 22
Mogor vehicle theft 19 18 16 23 17 3(9) g 16 £ ¢
ompleted theft 12 13 10 1% 10 o 3 34 22 9
Attempted theft 7 5 6 ¢ 2 iz 17 23 14 5
L X 13. 11 8 3

NOTE:

18

The population range categories shown under the
- of the entire metropolitan area.
Includes data, not shown separately,

' heading '"Metropolitan areas"
fumbers in parentheses reter to households

X in the group. Detail :
on larcenies for which the vaiue of loss was et mey not. sad

not ascertained.

Table 28. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of
locality of residence, race of head of household,
and type of crime, 1973

(Rate per 1,000 households®

Aresa and race Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft
A1l areas
Wnite (61,704,600) ag 110
Black (6,998,700) 135 110 ii
Metropolitan areas
CGentral cities
White (17,667,600) 116 12
Black (4,354,80C) 155 132 22%
Outside Eentral cities
White (23,901,50C) 86 11
Black (1,189,700) 130 133 ;8
Nonmetropolitan areas
White (20,135,500) 69 91 9
Black (1,454,200) 82 106 g

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the group.

are based only on the size of the central city »nd do not reflect

the population

‘to total shown because of rounding.




Table 29. Personal crimes of violence: Number of victimizations
" and victimization rates for persons age 12 and‘over, by
type of crime and victim-offender relationship, 1973

{Rate per 1,000 personc age 14 and over)

sivie ctramrors Invoiving nonstramrsy:

Type of crime Rate Hambey
Crimes of violence “ e
Rape : B

Completed raps Z

Attempled rape - -
Robbery t -
Rotbery with in “ g
From sericu: < &
From minor + .
Robbery witho & iL
Asgault it o
Aggravated acoanlt ¢ Nt
with injury ; <
Attempted avcault with weapon E -
Simple assaunlt ¥ <
With injury “ <
Attempted accault without weapen 7 )

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shoim bocauss of rounding.

2 Leze than 0.5 per 1,000.

Table 30. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations involving strangers, by sex
and age of victims and type of crime, 1973

Robpery Aavanlt }
Sex and sge Crimes of violencs Harpe iotal with injury without injury Trtal Aggravated Cimple
i 7 “3 - 44 @ 52
Both sexes - o e " E L 53 o
12-15 57 e :’.?‘ - - 4 iz 2o
161 i n - o G ‘s i iz
2l s b :: 63
25-3k : 1;—; :&, :: ;~ = ;',‘
35-49 o 1 o . i G Qe
5064, g - iy o 5 s £x T
65 and over e i E2Y #7 a5 > -
ale 7L 120 95 2 2 o
SEORP . 5 - z
16-19 3 o > - b o
224 1 » J’? _g .;t* ": '/7.“. "'(
2531, "1 ﬂ,' : w é‘r; iz i
35-L9 75 e s i . G
50-£1, i : i H o 1% o
£5 aud ovrr ‘ G - - ,
Female o5 ’“ﬁ *‘ = li,“ 47 :
+2-15 42 j—’ i :—:: 5! :;' gW :‘:r;
16-1G 59 o g ind i i i
Lo o N w : ;7 e “
25-3, z o - Py o7 ]
35-19 50 i 7 o pet e &
506, i T z - 10 o
€5 and over 2 s =
IEstimate, baned on zZero or on sbont 10 or fewer sample case, 15 statistically uoelisbloo.
Table 31. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations involving strangers, by sex
and race of victims and type of crime, 1973
Robbery Assault
Sex and race Crimes of violence Rape Total With injury Withcut injury Total Aggravated Simple
Both sexes
White 67 76 36 82 88 62 66 59
Black 61 72 g7 86 a8 L7 L7 L8
Male
White 72 125 88 88 a8 48 70 66
Black 70 0 91 90 92 57 58 57
Female
White 57 77 79 68 86 52 52 L9
Black 18 76 77 76 78 36 31 Al
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable,
Table 32. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations involving strangers, by sex
and marital status of victims and type of crime, 1973
Robbery Assault
Sex and marital status Crimes of violence Rape Total With injury Without injury Total Aggravated Simple
Both sexes
Never married 66 78 83 80 85 61 ol 58
Married 70 76 90 89 9C 65 67 &l
Widowed 72 1100 93 96 9L 55 53 55
Separated and divorced 51 [9A 80 70 85 A1 42 L1
Male
Never married 69 g 85 86 85 &5 69 61
Married 75 100 a3 91 9L 70 i 69 71
Widowed 79 1o 93 92 93 63 *56 &8
Separated and divorced 71 10 90 gE 86 63 63 &3
Female -
Never married 58 a2 75 62 g3 52 50 5L
Harried 60 75 8z 85 a1 53 &G 50
Widowed 69 1100 9L 100 90 51 51 50
Separated and divorced 38 [N 68 L 8L 29 25 30

1Estimate, based on zerc or on shout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliszble.

€8




S Table 33. Personal crimes of viot:ince: Percent of victimizations involving strangers, by race
and annual family income of victims and type of crime, 1973

Assault
Robbery >
e T e Total Aggravated Simple
Race and annuel family income Crimes of violence Rape Total With injury Without injury v Ee
A1l reces! 75 81 57 53 53
Less than $3,000 gg Z?, gz 3 85 55 22 22
$3,000-37,499 & 72 89 86 9 & & P
$7.,500-89, 999 < 68 85 82 86 2 bk 5
$10,000-314.999 o oy 92 90 93 62 7L 25
$15,000-$24,,999 1 e 25 % 72 7 7
$25,000 and over 75
White 72 81 61 63 39
Less than $3,000 gi géf Z*Z [:18 8l 59 61 ?Z
$3,000-87,499 pys 26l 89 &L 93 61 &9 2
$7,500-89,999 2 &8 85 79 &7 & o 8
$10,000--314,999 P 78 90 88 g1 63 13 5
$15,000-$24,999 8 210 A 282 Pt 72 70 73
$25,000 and over 75
Black 2 g2 85 46 50 42
Less than $3,000 2 ;3’5 slg 79 90 ko sa) 2o
$3,000-$7,499 51{ 2100 86 2100 &0 % oy 22
$7,500-39,999 7 20 88 93 86 &3 alt >
$10,000-$14,999 73 2100 100 2100 100 L0 28 5
$15,000-$24, 999 Y 25 2100 2300 100 60 80 0
525,000 and over
"other" races, not shown separately. L .
:Egz%mu‘::.dgi:e;nonozeg o:'aonse,ibout 10 or fewer seample cases, is statistically unrelieble.
. - vi : istributi i -offender victimizations, b
Table 34. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of single-of 3 » DY
type of crime and perceived age of offender, 197
Perceived age of offender
12220 18-20 ge:nd Not known and not available
Type of crime Total Under 12 Tabal 1ok i
13 13 6L 2
Crimes of vidlence :]L_oog 1'} gg 12 8 2 Zg 12
Rape - 3 14 1
Robbery 100 13 gg 1, 15 16 5k n
Robbery with injury 100 15 37 7 1 15 59 b
Robbery without injury 100 y 33 7 13 13 6l 2
Assault 100 1 e [ 13 1 66 2
Aggravated assault 100 5 35 g 13 14 63 1
Simple assault 100
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
han O. ent. . : 3 N 5
izEs{J;i:tz, basecsl I;irgego or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statisticslly unreliable.
Table 35. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution
of single-ottender victimizations, by type of crime
and perceived race of offender, 1973
Perceived race of offender
Not Ymown and
Type of crime Total White Hack Cther st available
Crimes of vidlence 100 66 29 L 1
Rape 100 52 43 13 12
Conpleted rape 100 38 56 13 13
Attempted rape 100 57 38 1k 131
Robbery e L2 51 g 3
Robbery with injury 100 L8 4G 15 17
Robbery without injury 100 39 £E 5 i1
Assault 100 70 25 2 1
Aggravated assault 100 67 30 3 11
Simple assault 106 73 23 A hi
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.,
1Estimate, based cn about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
Table 36. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of single-offender victimizations, by
type of crime, age of victims, and perceived age of oftender, 1973
Perceived age of offender
12-20 <1 ard
Type cf crime and age of victims Total Under 12 Tetal 12-14 15-17 1820 over Nt known and ngt available |
Crimes of vidlencel
12-19 100 1 Aly 17 2 i9 32 1
20-3L 100 27 16 1 L i1 e2 B
35-49 100 21 15 <1 7 7 80 i
50-61 100 2 15 20 g 8 77 [
65 and over 100 =1 19 22 e 14 72 28
Robbery
12-19 160 2 67 po 30 27 <G 23
20-34 100 2 20 20 2L 15 76 =4
35-49 100 20 24 G 1l 12 70 =7
50-61, 106 20 22 20 231 13 78 212
65 and over 100 z 227 26 27 =20 2 €15
Assault
12-19 100 2 45 7 <G 13 22 L
20-34 100 2z 16 2 4 1% 22 2
35-49 1c0 21 i 21 3 £ 82 3
5061 100 2z 1L 20 7 7 a0 2
65 and aver 160 22 212 2 22 210 83 23

NCTE: Detail may not add tc total shown because cf rounding.
Z Less than 0.5 percent.
1Includes data on rape, not shown separately,
oo ®Estimate, based on zerc or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelishle.
W




@ Table 37. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution
of single-offender victimizations, by type of crime, race
of victims, and perceived race of offender, 1973
Perceived race of offender
Not known and
Type of crime and race of victims Total ite Black Cther not available
Crimes of vidlence
White 100 75 20 L 1
Hack 100 8 gag 12 12
Rape
White 100 &2 31 1 iz
Black 100 113 89 £ g
Robbery
White 100 52 L1 5 12
Brack 100 10 93 13 i,
Robbery with injury
White 100 60 32 16 3
Black 100 10 8L 15 01
Robbery without injury-
White 100 L9 L5 5 1
Hack 100 g 97 2 2
Assault
ite 100 79 16 3 1
Black 106 16 87 2 8
Aggravated assault
White 100 8¢ 17 3 iz
Hlack 100 11 85 hs} 13
Simple assault
White 10 79 16 L 1
Hlack 100 B 89 13 kY
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
Z Less than C.5 percent.
1Estimate, based on zerc or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
Table 38. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimizations, by
type of crime and perceived age of offenders, 1973
Perceived age of offenders
Type of crime Total A1 under 12 A1 12-20 All 21 and over Mixed ages HNobt known and not available
Crimes of violence 100 17 48 26 22 L
Rape 100 10 32 43 116 19
Robbery 100 11 48 28 19 5
Robbery with injury 100 17 L5 29 18 7
Robbery without injury 100 11 L9 27 20 3
Assault 160 27 48 25 . 23 3
Agpravated assault 100 1z L1 28 26 5
Simple assault 100 1z 54 23 21 2

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
Z Less than 0.5 percent.
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 cr fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 39. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimizations, by
type of crime and perceived race of ofrcnders, 1973

Perceived race of offenders

Type of crime Total All white AL black A1l other Mixed races Not known and not available
Crimes of vidlence 100 L6 jAlR 3 7 3
Rape 100 45 129 37 1né 13
Robbery 100 23 63 L 6 4
Robbery with injury 100 28 63 1 8 1
Robbery without injury 100 22 63 5 [ 3
Assault 100 57 30 3 7 3
Aggravated assault 100 51 35 L 6 A
Simple assault 100 62 27 2 7 2

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 40. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimizations,
by tvpe of crime, age of victims, and perceived age of offenders, 1973

Perceived age of offenders

Type of crime and age of victims Total A1l under 12 A1l 12-20 A1 21 and over Mixed ages Not lmown and not available
Crimes of vidlencel
12-19 100 2z yal 8 19 2
20-34 100 2Z 25 43 27 5
35-49 100 20 36 39 23 23
50-64 100 2 43 29 20 7
65 and over 100 2 48 31 1z 27
Robbery
12-19 100 20 76 8 14 21
20-34 100 2 30 39 2% 7
35-49 100 20 33 37 27 >3
5061, 100 21 39 3k 17 9
65 and over 100 22 46 32 213 28
Assault
12-19 100 2Z 70 7 20 2
20-34 100 2z 23 IAR 28 5
3549 100 20 38 L0 20 23
50-61 100 20 49 23 23 35
65 and over 100 20 54 233 210 )

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
Z Less than 0.5 percent.
}Includes data an rape, not shown separately.
2Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, i5 statistically unreliable.

L8



Table 41. Perscnal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimizations,
by type of crime, race of victims, and perceived race of offenders, 1973

88

Perceived race of offenders

Type of crime and race of victims Total All white A1l hlack Al cther Mixed races Net known and not available
Crimes of viclencel
White 100 53 33 L 7 2
Hack 100 8 8l 22 L 23
Robbery
White 100 28 56 5 8 3
Hlack 100 2 86 = 22 25,
Assault
White 100 A 23 3 7 3
Black 100 10 gL 22 26 21

NOTE: Detail may not add to toLal shown because of rounding.
iIncludes dzta on rape, not shown separately.
2Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 42. Personal crimes: Number of incidents
and victimizations and ratio of incidents to
victimizations, by type of crime, 1973

Type of crime . Incidents Victimizations Ratio
Crimes of violence 4,621,800 5,493,600 1:1,19
Rape 153,100 159,700 1:1.04
Completed rape L5,800 46,500 1:1.01
Attempted rape 107,300 113,300 1:1.06
Robbery 950,800 1,120,100 1:1.18
Robbery with injury 345,700 385,900 1:1.12
From serious assault 192,500 219,300 1:1.09

From minor assault 153,200 175,600 1:1.15
Robbery without injury 605,100 734,200 1:1.21
Assanlt 3,518,000 £,213,800 1:1.20
Aggravated assault 1,313,200 1,681,200 1:1.22
With injury 458,000 545,300 1:1.19
Attempted assault with weapon 855,200 1,135,900 1:1.33
Simple assault 2,204,800 2,532,700 1:1.15
With injury 554,200 625,600 1:1.,13
Attempted assault without weapon 1,650,600 1,907,100 1:1.16
Crimes of theft 14,709,400 15,160,000 1:1.03
Personal larceny with contact 123,600 512,400 1:1.06
Purse snatching 174,700 179,000 1:1.02
Completed purse snatching 103,100 106,200 1:1,03
Attempted purse snatching 71,600 72,900 1:1.02
Pocket picking 308,900 333,300 1:1.08
Personal larceny without contact 14,225,800 14,647 . 600 1:1.03

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

Table 43. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution
of incidents, by victim-offender relationship, type
of crime, and number of victims, 1973

Relationship and type of crime Total ne Tws Trree Four o more

£1} incidents

Crimes of vislence 1o 2% 2 P z
Rap= 15 G 3 1z 1.
Completed rape 156 5% 1z 2 3
Attempted rape 196 G5 15 1z 1
Hobhery 100 %3 5 “ 1z
Hobbery with injury 100 95 3 £ 1
Rebbery without injury s g1 [ “ 1
Assault T 22 2 « <
Aggravated asgaunli 1006 24, i1 3 =
Simple assauli 10 G o P H
Invoiving strangers
Srimes of violence 22 2 “ s
Hape 45 15 1 1
Completed rape 92 e 3 e
Attempted rape G2 17 iz 3
Robbery Ge 5 < 12
Robbery with injury 95 4 i1 12
Retbery without injury Gl S < 1.
Assault bl pn P 3
Aggravated assault or 12 3 kg )
3imple assanlt = = s b
Invelving nonstrangers
Crimes of viclence 3 & < I
Rage L0 1. S 1
Compieted rape 0 1 1 1
Aitenpted rape paay ir 1 2
Rotbery Gl 13 Ev3 11
Rcbbery with injury a2 11 1 1z
Rotbery without injury 73 1g il L
Arsanlt 97 7 i I
Aggravated assauli Ead 2 K i
Sirmple assault G 3 K 1:
NCTE: Detadl may not add to ictal chown beeause of reunding.
Z Less than 2.5 persent.

1Esitimate, based on zers or on aboul 10 or fuwer campis oas
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Table 46. Personal robbery and assault by armed or unarmed offenders: Percent distribution
of incidents, by type of crime and offender and time of occurrence, 1973

Daytime Nighttime Not known and
Type of crime and cffender Total £ a.m.-t pem. Total £ pom.—midnight Midnight—£ a.m. Mot known ot available
Robbery
By armed offerders 100 33 &6 53 13 1z 11
By unarmed offenders 100 A 45 3 iz 15 iz
Asgault
By armed offenders 10C } ¥ 52 }5A i3 1z i
By unarmed offenders 100 82 k7 38 G 1z 1
NGTIE: Detail may not add to total shewn because of rounding.
Z Less than 0.5 percent.
1Estimate, based on zers or on about 1C or fewer sample cases, is statistieally unreliable.
Table 47. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of incidents, by victim-offender
relationship, type of crime, and time of occurrence, 1973
Daytime Nighttime Not imown and
Relationship and type of crime Total 6 a.m.~& pum. Total % p.m.-midnight Midnight-6 a.m. Not known not available
Involving strangers
Crimes of violence 100 L 55 L3 12 2z b3
Rape 100 36 &y 13 21 15 15
Robbery 100 - 12 57 55 12 17 13
Assault 10C 45 5L L2 1z g 1
Involving nonstrangers
Crimes of violence 100 5k L6 36 10 1z 1z
Rape 100 18 52 36 114 g g
Robbery 100 56 12 3L 8 13 12
Assault 100 51, L6 36 10 1z 17

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown beceuse of Tounding.

Z Less than 0.5 percent.
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 48. Selected personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of incidents, by type of

crime and place of occurrence, 1973

Type of crime Tatal Ingide own hame Near wwn Loume In and pare
e R o . . -~ .

Crimes of vislence 1z G ik Az 11
Rape <% 14 e 1L F%4 hind
Robbery 11 & El £ A &

Robbery with injury 1z v ‘ : £3 ¢
Rotbery without injury 17 B 1 ~ <A ;
Assault 11 15 -2 o i -
e p ? X h

Aggravated acsault e 10 i i i 1z
Simple aspault 1 Z 26 =z : :“:‘
Personal larceny with contact % : 45 - e .
= 27 o7 i

Motor vehicle theft 1 b z 1 . N
Completed theft 13 et : 1 ;: 2
Attempted theft 17 2 1. 1, Py *

1 L 1 (¥4 iz

NOTE: Detail may not add 5 total chown becanse of rounding.
lEstimate. based cn zero or on about 17 or fewsr sampie cares, is chtatistically urreliatie.

Table 49. Pgrsonal robbery and assault by armed or unarmed offenders: Percent distribution
of incidents, by type of crime and cffender and place of occurrence, 1973

“m eireet or in park,

T mabna~d
s P, - s . . . 2, cohonl—
Type of crime and offender Total Ingide swn bome Near Two R Incide gsonotl groand and parxing Iot Eilzewhere
Robbery
By armed offenders 1 1z = ~ 2 :
: > ; % EL 7
By unarmed offenders 1740 11 - = s oZ £
Assault
By armed offenders pid & 3 * 1c ; S T
ki p - td e L £
By unammed offenders %0 1 e Y Py is iz

NOTE: Detadl may not add to tstal chown because of rounding.
Estimate, based on about 17 or feuer sampie cacec, 3o giaiistically unr-iiable.

€6
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Table 50. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of incidents, by victim-offender
relationship, type of crime, and place of occurrence, 1973
Insiie non— On sireet or in park,
residential playground, schocl—
Relationship and type of crime Total Ingide own home Near own home building Inside schosl ground and parking Ist Zlsewhere
Involving strangers
Crimes of violence 100 & 2 1 7 58 9
Rape 100 25 g 1£ 1z 42 12
Robbery 100 2 2 9 5 55 £
Assault 100 4 7 7 £ 11
Involving nonstrangers
Crimes of violence 100 22 1z 1z 17 29 12
Rape 100 21 g 1% 1o 153 i
Roboery i) a1 2 lg 1 30 g
Assault 100 21 13 1k n 3G 1L
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
1Estimate, based on zerc or on about 10 or fewer cample cases, 1s statistically unreliable.
Table 51. Larcenies not involving victim-offender contact:
Percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime
and place of occurrence, 1973
Type of crime and place of occurrence Percent within type Fercent of total
Total aes 100
Household larceny 1050 35
Inside owr home 1 5
Near own home 2E 3G
Fersonal larceny without contact 106 65
Inside neonresidential building 1L g
Inside school ZE 17
On street or in park, playground,
schoolground, and parking lot LE 30
Elsewhere in g9
... Represents not applicable.
Table 52. Larcenies not invoiving victim-offender contact:
Percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime, place
of occurrence, and value of theft loss, 1973
Table 53. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of incidents, by victim-offender
relationship, type of crime, and number of offenders, 1973
Iict known and
Relatlonchip and type «f orime Tital (ne vz Toree Four o omore % availablie
B P
&’4* i3 -+ 1;
i - X o
i P S i s
P =
43 iz 7 L 2
= 1, £ i 7
Sirple aszadt =k i< g h -
: trangers e 2z 2 i 1z
73 = g 2 .
e ig} W; o 145 1, 1
jiidq 0 o ?r :; ;v 1/ ig
o o 7 i : 1z
aytes Lk a1 2 s 2
LT hn N o 1z
Sirple asca 200G a4 7 4 5
O NOTR: Detail ray nc 23t %tctae shown becaiss of reunding.
w Z Less than T.% perecent.

lFstimate, based cn zert or on abouh 10 or few.r sampie cases, 15 statistically unreliatle.
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Table 54. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of incidents in which Table 57. Personal robbery and assault: Percent of victimizations
offenders used weapons, by type of crime and victim-offender ' in which victims'sustained physical injury, by selected
relationship, 1973 characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1973
Type of crime A1l incidents Involving strangers Involving nonstrangers i Characteristic Robbery and assault Robbery Assault
Crimes of wiolence 38 AN 32 Sex
Rape 24 29 115 ' Both sexes 29 3L 28
Robbery 48 51 33 Male 8 33 26
Robbery with injury 47 51 31 Female 32 38 3t
Robbery without injury 49 51 35 Age
Assault? 35 37 33 12-15 30 25 31
Aggravated assault 95 96 92 16-19 31 4 29
1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable, 2?:;2 :,? gg ?7
2Includes data on simple asssult, which by definition does not involve the use of a weapon. 3549 28 39 j'l?;
50-64 30 43 23
65 and over 32 34 29
Race
White 23 34 27
Table 55. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of types u::::mmr etotionsis 3 34 31
. . . . . n
of weapons used in incidents by armed offenders, by victim- Involving strangers 27 33 2
ff d I . h. f h d t f .l 973 Involving nonstrangers 34 L1 33
offender relations p, type ot crime, an ype oT weapon, Annual family income
Less than $3,000 37 40 35
‘ $3,000-87,499 32 32 33
Relationship and type of crime Total Firearm Knife Other Type unknown $7,500-89,999 25 39 21
$10,000-$14,999 25 29 21
ALL 4ncidents $15,000-$24,999 26 33 2,
Crimes of vielence 10 31 30 33 6 $25,000 or more 2l 31 22
Repe 100 13 125 29 3 Not available 31 13 27
Robbery 100 35 35 2L 6
Robbery with injury 100 18 33 38 11
Robbery without injury 100 L5 37 16 13
Aggravated assault 100 30 27 37 6 . . . e .
i gy 100 15 ¥ i ; Table 58. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations
Ltemptea agssau th weapan H : M H H .
Involving strangors 1 1 in which victims mcur-refi medical expenses, by selected
imes of 2 ' ‘ ' i
Grines of vislence 190 3 2 2 3 characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1973
Robbery 100 35 36 23 5
Aggravated assault 100 34 25 36 6 Characteristic Crimes of violence! Robbery Assault
Involving n‘onstrangers 100 » 5 8 g Race
Gr;_rg;: of violence w0 lhg 138 135 :0 Al%h;:::asz 2 ; g
Robber, 100 29 28 34 9
Aggr:vited assault 100 2 3% 38 6 Black 8 7 7
Victim-offender relationship
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Involving strangers ' 6 i 5
1Estimate, based on zéro or on shout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. Involving nonstrangers 6 3 [3
NOTE: Data include only those victimizations in which vietims knew with certainty that medical
) . . lexpenses were incurred and also knew, or were able to estimate, the amount of such expenses.
Table 56. Commercial robbery: Percent of incidents :1123332,‘;‘ Gata on rebwere racess not shown separately, . '
in Wthh Offenders used Weapons, by ty pe Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, in statistically unreliable.
of crime and type of weapon, 1973
Type of crime Al types Firearm Knife Qther
Robbery 61 49 7 N
Completed robbery é8 59 6 3
Attempted robbery 39 21 11 8

NOTE: The data are based solely on weapons of types recognized by persons on the scene ab the time of
the incident. For each robbery in which more than one weapon was used, the identity of only
the most lethal kind of wespon was recorded. Thus, the sum of the proportions of recognized
types of the three categories of weapons equals the proportion of incidents in which weapons
were used., Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

96



Table 59. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of | Table 61. Personal crimes of violence: Pércent of victimizations

victimizations in which victims incurred medical expenses, in which victims received hospital care, by selected
by selected characteristics of victims, type of crime, ‘ characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1973
and amount of expenses, 1973
Characteristic Crimes of violence? Robbery Assault
Characteristic and type of crime Total Less than $50 $50-$249 $250 or more Sex
Both sexes 7 9 7
Race Male 8 5
ALl races? Female 7 & Z
Crimes of violence? 100 43 37 20
Robbery 100 38 36 26 , Age
Assault 100 43 38 19 12-19 5 L 5
White 20-34 8 11 7
Crimes of violence? 100 43 38 19 3(5}—_“:9 8 9 8
Robbery 100 3k 36 30 : fo-bh 1L 17 "
Assault 100 L4 39 16 , 5 end aver 12 11 212
Black Race
Crimes of violence? 100 46 33 21 White 6 8 6
Robbery 100 a51 337 312 : Black 12 13 10
Assault 100 39 32 29 Victim~of fender relationship
Victim-offender relationship Involving strangers 7 10 6
Involving gtrangers Involving nonstrangers 7 7 7
Crimes of violence? 100 38 L1 21 .
Robbery 100 35 38 27 1Includes data on rape, not shown separately.
Assault 100 37 42 21 Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, i1s statistlcelly unreliable.
Involving nonstrangers
Crimes of violence? 100 51 32 17
Robbery 100 a7 aib 317
Asgault 100 49 35 16

NOTE: Data include only thoss victimizations in which victims knew with certainty that medical
expenses were incurred and also knew, or were able to estimate, the amount of such expenses.
Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

1Tncludes data on “"other" races, not shown separately.
aIncludes data on rape, not shown separately.
8Rsbimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 60. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations -
in which injured victims had health insurance coverage
or were eligible for public medical services, by
selected characteristics of victims, 1973

Characteristic Percent covered
Race
A1l races® 62
White 66
Black 52
Annual family incone
Less than $3,000 50
$3,000~87,499 54
$7,500~$9,999 66
$10,000-814,999 h
$15,000 or more 77

1Includes data on "other" races, not shown separately.
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Table 62. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of victimizations in
which victims received hospital care, by selected characteristics of victims,
type of crime, and type of hospital care, 1973

Inpatient care

1-3 L days Not
Characteristic and type of crime Total Fmergency room care Total days or more available
Sex
Both sexes
Crimes of viclencel 100 7 26 11 12 3
Robbery 100 65 35 14 15 24
Assault 100 77 23 16 11 22
Male
Crimes of vidlencel 100 7L 29 1 15 i
Robbery 100 81 39 16 15 27
Assault 100 75 25 9 1 23
Female
Crimes of violencel 100 el 19 1L 27 22
Robbery 100 79 221 24 213 2
Assault 100 8L 19 14 25 0
Race
White
Crimes of vidlencel 100 78 23 g 12 23
Robbery 100 66 34 15 15 25
Assault 100 a2 18 7 1 et
Black
Crimes of viclencel 100 [3A 36 17 14 25
Robbery 100 69 231 28 g 2,
Assault 100 59 41 21 23 27
Victim—offender relationship
Invalving strangers
Crimes of vidlence! 100 72 28 i1 13 23
Robbery 100 61 39 15 17 26
Assault 100 77 23 9 12 2
Involving nonstrangers
Crimes of vidlence® 100 76 22 10 10 23
Robbery 100 1100 0 10 0 10
Assault 100 76 2L 11 10 23

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
iIncludes data on rape, not shown separately,
ZEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 63. Personal, household, and commercial crimes: Percent of victimizations
resulting in economic loss, by type of crime and type of loss, 1973

All econamic Theft losses Damage losses
Type of crime losses All theft losses With damage Without damage A1 damage losses With theft Without theft
K11 personsl crimes 77 72 8 6l 13 8 5
Crimes of vidlence 25 12 2 10 15 2 12 ;
Rape 2 14 1L 1] 23 i) 19 |
Completed rape 39 115 .« 110 15 3L 110 2 |
Attempted rape 19 12 12 10 19 12 17 ‘
Robbery 66 59 11 58 18 1 7 i
Robbery with injury 76 63 21 L2 34 21 13 |
Robbery without injury 60 57 6 51 9 4 L ‘
Assault 1L coe voe ees 14 .o 14 :
Aggravated assault | 17 P oo eos 17 ses 17
Simple essault 1 vee cee ese 1 oese 1
Crimes of theft 96 93 10 8l 12 10 3
Personal larceny with contact 88 86 L a2 6 L 3
Purse snatching 67 59 17 53 14 7 8
Pocket picking 100 100 12 98 12 12 10 i
Personal larceny without contact 96 gl 10 8 12 10 3 |
A11 household crimes 90 79 13 65 25 13 12
Burglary 86 65 21 Lk 42 2 2
Forcible entry 95 79 58 21 7 58 16 -
Unlewful entry without force 88 85 k 8L 7 13 3
Attempted forcible entry 70 2 1 1] 69 1 68
Househald larceny 95 93 6 87 8 6 2
Campleted larceny 100 100 7 93 7 7 see
Attempted larceny 26 ves “es vee 26 vee 26
Motar vehicle theft 85 &5 20 L5 10 20 20
Completed theft 100 100 31 69 31 31 vos
Attempted theft 57 .o e cos 57 ses 57
A1l commercisl crimes 89 61 36 25 53 36 27
Burglary 90 59 1 17 73 L1 31
Robbery 80 75 8 &7 13 8 [

NOTE: Detail may not add to totgl shown because of rounding. Because both theft and damage losses occurred in some victimizations, the sum of entries under
"all theft losses™ and "all damage losses" does not equal the entry shown under "all economic losses.”
+ss Represents not applicable.
lEstimate, based on zerc ar on asbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 64. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations resulting in
economic loss, by type of crime, type of loss, and victim-offender
relationship, 1973

Theft losses

Damage losses
A1l economic All Invalving Invalving Al Involving Invalving

Type of crime losses victimizations strangers nonstrangers victimizations strangers nonstrangers
Crimes of vidlence 25 12 16 5 15 15 15
Rape 24 16 17 13 23 19 36
Robbery 66 59 59 57 18 17 21
Robbery with injury 76 63 63 61 34 34 36
Robbery without injury 60 57 57 53 9 g 11
Assault 14 P P eve 14 13 14
Aggravated assault 17 ese voe o 17 17 17
Simple asseult 1z cos .os .oe i3 11 12

NOTE: Because both theft and damage losses occurred in same victimizations, the sum of sniries under each "all victimizations" category does not equal the entry
shown under "all econamic losses."

sse Represents not applicable.
1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 65. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of \{ictimizations
resulting in economic loss, by race of victims, type of crime,
and value of loss, 1973

Race and type of crime Total No monetary value Less than 310 $10-$L9 $50-8249 $250 or more Not known and not available
A1l races? \ . 5
A1l personal crimes 100 3 33 2& 251) . 3
Crimes of violence? 100 13 23 2 2 - :
Robbery 100 5L 25 35 o 5 2
Robbery with injury 100 7 21 22 2 o !
Robbery without injury 100 32 7 P - 3 14
Assault 100 2 2 A 18 a2 15
Aggravated assault 100 22 17 25 5 a i
Simple assault 100 25 26 iy - 2 2
Crimes of theft 100 2 3L 35 P Y A
Personal larceny with contact 100 22 18 éz 2 ¥ 2
Personal larceny without contact 100 2 35 35 . -
All household crimes 100 5 ?3 28 23 115 S
Burglary 100 9 5 23 22 3 13
Forcible entry 100 5 8 11:;r P o 2
Unlawful entry without force 100 1 17 ?6 2 s 5
Attempted forcible entry 100 35 '2‘:2‘ 1 = : p
Household lavceny 100 2 21 25 57 : 2
Completed larceny 100 1 32 35 ; a 2
Attempted larceny 100 29 20 Bg 9 & o
Motor vehicle theft 100 s}" 33 o2 b it S
Completed tneft 100 o] Z A ; s 1
Attempted theft vy} 16 13 33 7
White 5
All personal crimes 100 2 3L 2& 5(9) 17; 2
Crimes of violence? 100 14 2L ;Q s 0 s
Robbery 100 A 23 55 2’? s 0
Hobbery with injury 100 8 23 25 = 5 0
Robbery without injury 100 31 31 5 : 3 i
Assault 100 25 21 2L 13 55 15
Aggravated assault 100 24 16 ‘223 9 3 o
Simple assault 100 25 25 5 Zg 3 4
Crimes of theft 100 1 35 35 > : :
Perscnal larceny with contact 100 22 19 43 P 4 i
Personal larceny without contact 100 1 56 35 2 ;
A1 household crimes 100 5 2L 28 gz 313 0
Burglary 100 9 16 23 2 u A
Forcible entry 100 <3 g 12 3 3 ;
Unlawful entry without force 100 ‘.E 18 2(7) ¥ b 2
Attempted forcible entry 100 35 2& = 2 2
Household larceny 100 2 33 35 P l{. 2
Completed larceny 100 1 33 35 z ot ~
Attempted larceny 100 33 20 Bg 2 &2 10
Motor vehicle theft 100 L 2 ik b & 2
Completed theft 100 3p z A 12 g g
Attempted theft 100 7 13 33 1
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Table 65. Personal arid household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations
resulting in economic loss, by race of victims, type of crime, and value of
loss, 1973 —continued

Race and type of crime Tatal 13 monetary vaiue Lezz than 310 BLO-3LG $5-82LG $253 or mors Not known and not available
Biack
All personal crimes 00 A 27 35 232 5 7
Crimes of violence? 00 10 19 25 32 & 11
Robbery 100G 25 H 3 Z5 36 (] a8
Robbery with injury 136 2% 3 12 3% 21z 313
Robbery wWithout injury 155 25 1% 25 32 an sé
Assault 100 12 25 27 4 2 1
Aggravated assanlt - 190 33y 1 33 a1y 25 315
Simple assaulb 0 333 g £V 3¢ ;xé 31?
Crimes of theft 190 z 9 25 22 5 s
Personal larceny with contact 100 21 i3 37 2 EYA 12
Personal larceny without contact 100 3 23 35 <1 5 *g
All household crimes 130 5 16 5 P A 12 11
Burglary 100 g 10 17 o, 23 15
Forcible entry ino i 2 12 Z4 37 16
Unlawful entry withoub force 100 5z 1z 32 25 i5 1
Attempted forcible entry 06 a7 2 15 ag A 1
Household larceny 100 z zt 5 22 3 &¢
Completed larceny 100 1 27 35 2 2 2
Attempted larceny 190 ag3 319 3%3 a3 a5 a3s
Motor vehicle theft 100 < 33 2 26 &7 13
Completed theft 100 313 A 31 AL 212 12
Attempted theft 100 312 315 37 216 20 s
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
Z Less than 0.5 percent.
Includes data on "other" races, not shown separately.
2Includes data on rape, not shown separately.
3Estimate, based an zero or on about 17 or fewer cample cages, io statistically unreliable.
Table 66. Selected personal crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting
. . L. - .
in theft loss, by race of victims, type of crime, and value of loss, 1973
Race and type of crime Total No monetary value L2ss than $1G F1C-349 $50-393 $LOC-32,.9 3250 or more Het available
A1) races? . .
Robbery 100 Ei Z4 27 16 $13 i &
Crimes of theft? 100 1 36 25 al g 5 3
White
Robbery 100 21 29 2’{ 13 15 12 4
Crimes of theft® 100 1 3t 35 11 g 4 3
Black 2
Robbery 100 2z “8 27 25 14 g =5
Crimes of theft® 100 1 ac 37 i3 g 5 b

NOTE: Detail may not add tc total shown because of rounding.
lIncludes data cn "other" races, not shown Separately.
2Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statisticelly unreliable,
3Includes both personsl larceny with contact and personal larceny without contach.
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Table 67. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations
resulting in theft loss, by race of victims, type of crime, and proportion
of loss recovered, 1973

Race and type of crime Trtal Nune revivered Tubal 5 Propertion uxioiiwn ALL rarsvered W0t availstle
ALl races?

All perssnal erimes? e 23 17 3 = 3 2 37
Rctbery 1K Fie ig = i 5 i1 22
Crimes of theft 108 2% iz 3 F 3 7 az

Fersonal larceny with contact G 69 24 E = = El s
Personal larceny without eontact I3 74, 3 z % 3 =

All household crimes 133 7% 1 2 2 4 i1 2z
Burglary pis ¥ jacd I8 i 2 o - Az
Houszehold larceny e a2 Z < s -~ 2 e
Motor vehicle theft 1K i = - 5 z 55 3z

White

All personal crimes? Xy e i E 4 3 2 fod
Rotbery is Fip A S i b 12 az
Crimes of theft 1 25 e = i Kl 2 f<ied

Personal larceny with contact 150 £3 pies <5 - B g 37
Fersonal larceny without eontact G 232 5 3 p 2 2 3z

All household erimes ¢ = 13 * = “ “2 an
Burglary e 75 o A 2 5 2 #2
Househoid larceny 100 22 7 e < . G az
Motor vehicle theft 15 19 P 3 ¥ 3 <k an

Black

All personal crimes?® 100 a1, 1 2 % i 5 373
Robbery 192 i iR Il ag . 2 a3
Crimes of theft 196 26 g 3 2 % 5 25

Person=l larceny with contact pio ¢ 2t il £ M 24 [ ag
Personcl larceny withcut contact 00 gE gl P 3 4 < 3z

A11 household crimes 100 3 e 4 z 5 E az
Burglary 100G 2L le - LW S El ar
Household lacceny 100 25 i 2 p 2 7 32
Motor vehicle theft 100 Vi A 27 % 25 5 2

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown becawse o»f rou iding.
Z Less than 0.5 percent.
}Inciudes data on "sther® races, nst shown ceparately.
®Incindes data on rape, not shown separately, bul exeiuier ds Dot dngalve Shefe,
*Estimate, based on zers or on shout & or fewer sacple cac-s
Table 68. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations
in which theft losses were recovered, by type of crime
and method of recovery of loss, 1973
Tvpe of spive Ioeal Iroapanie oIl ST Tetnag tray « Mewnod notoavallable
- - . 1 . . K -
ALY persongl crimes Ine . . :
Rrkbery B - 2 - e
Riktery wit & = z: o T
Rit-ry wit - - = e 2
Trimes of the - L T =
eriinal 2 = 5 . 2
AL Bougshoad opiveo PR o7 e H ?
Purglary L 5" i 22
Hiusehald lareony PRLY e o - -
Mitor vehiele fhefi PR - : s
NETR: Dezalil ray nod adid e toval
2 Lesp than 0.5 peruert. .
1In~ludes data Tnoraie, 0% nown nodems %z luer thelte
Protlmate, bared on zers rooroat
Table 69. Household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting in
theft loss, by value of loss and type of crime, 1973
Value of lirs MIoniuielili oplres Turxlarg HowTmnolnoLarny Miuoroverlole uheft

5 s P
: 1
: : 5 17
o T o 17
o - .
L o Py oy
: PR El o
32808537 i = B -
1,000 o pore > - el
It availstle & & i 2
NCTE: DBetail may noe add &0 tiial chown keranoe of rounding.
2 Less than 0.5 percent. o o
3Estimate, taged on zero or on abtout 1D ir fvwer sarpie vares, Lo stativtically wroellabis,

o s et

e
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Table 70. Commercial crimes: Percent of victimizations resulting in economic loss,
by kind of establishment, type of crime, and type of loss, 1973

Kind of establishment A1l econouic Thefi lcsses Damage lcsses
and type of crime losses All theft losses With damage Without damage 411 darage losses with thefy Without thefe
Retail -

#13 commercial crimes B89 A3 28 2% %} 33 26
Burglary Qi 59 48 i 77 it 21
Robbery a1 7a 7 ke 10 7 3

Wholesale

ALl commerzial crimes 91 59 33 26 55 33 32
Burglary 92 57 35 2z T 3 36
Rebbery B8C 20 1z el i3 i1z 1

Service

A1} commercial erimes 87 57 21 Kled £3 2% L3
Burglary 87 57 33 2 53 3 30
Rebbery T £3 Py 53 pAy Ry 1c

Cther

A1l commercial erimes 89 Hhy 37 27 52 27 2%
Burglary 90 53 13 22 48 L1 27
Robbery 8L 7L 1 66 117 1g 113

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Because beth theft and damage losses cccurred in some victimizations, the sum of entries under
"all theft losses" and "all damage losses” does nci equal the entry shown under "all econtmic losses.”
1Estimate, based cn zerc ¢r on abcut 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 71. Commercial burglary: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting
in economic loss, by kind of establishment and value of loss, 1973

-

Kind of establishment Total Less than $1C $10-50 $51-8250 $251 or mcre Not available

A1) establishments 100 19 22 26 30 3
Retail 100 17 21 27 33 2
Whalesale 100 17 22 2L 35 12
Service 100 23 23 2% 25 3
Cther 100 15 22 2% 3L 3

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is Statistically unreliable.

Table 72. Commercial robbery: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting
in theft loss, by kind of establishment and value of loss, 1973

Kind of establishment Total Less than 310 $10-850 $51-$250 $251 or more Kot available

A11 establishments 100 3 14 . 35 29 19
Retail 100 3 12 37 32 16
Service 200 15 20 40 1% 21
Other 100 12 118 132 39 129

1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

,

Table 73. Commercial crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting
in theft loss, by proportion of {oss recovered and type of crime, 1973

211 pormercisl o Burglary Rebbery
Preportion of loss recovered it ate
N
a0
Tebal pRe £ 1
b 5 7%
RE& gc B
Nore recovered t a 2
Seme recrversd & z P
Legs than half M 3 2
Half cr wore H ! 13
A1 reccvered &

XCTE: Detail may nct add Lo tota

1Estimate, baced <n about 1T o izally unreliable.

Table 74. Personal, household, and commercial grimes:
Percent of victimizations resulting in loss of time
from work, by type ot crime, 1973

Type oL arime

Al personal orirec
Orircs of vizlence
Rape
Gumpietled rape
1,

AL moaoercial orimes

Rectery

Izstimate, bacenr on gblut 15 op Dewer SETDLe Laely Lo ostatist




Table 75. Personal and household crimes: Percent of Table 77. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution
victimizations resulting in loss of time from work, of victimizations resulting in loss of time from work, by
by type of crime and race of victims, 1973 type of crime and number of days lost, 1973
Type of crime White Black Less than 6 days Not known and
ALL presonal erimes L P Type of crime Total 1 day 1-5 days or more not available
Crimes of viclence 9 o AL personal crimes 100 43 39 16 2
Kape 1) 176 Crimes of vielence 100 26 18 25 11
hobbery 1Jf 13 Rape 100 14 7 119 0
Ancault T8 3 Robbery 100 20 49 31 0
Crimes of theft 3 Assault 100 30 b6 z L
Pergenal lavceny with contact 3 12 Crimes of theft 100 65 27 5 3
ersenal larceny without contact 3 3 Personal larceny with conbact 100 168 132 10 10
M1 household epimes ’ - Personal larceny without contact 100 65 27 5 3
melome o h 9 ML househald crimes 100 48 13 5 1+
LA e 5 10 Burglary 100 47 L5 I A
e "j}amn&‘ 2 3 Household Llarceny 100 62 31 12 14
otor vehiele theft 15 25 Motor vehicle theft 100 L0 49 9 12
lEstimate, based con about 10 er fewer vample cavey, ig statistically unreliable, NOTE: Detail may not add to tobal shown because of rounding.

YEstimate, based on zerc or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 76. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations
resulting in loss of time from work, by type of crime

and victim-offender relationship, 1973 Table 78. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of

victimizations resulting in loss of time from work, by number
of days lost and victim-offender relationship, 1973

Type of crime AL victimizations Involving strangers Involving nonstrangers
Crimes of viclenee 10 9 11
gap'f 15 15 11g Number of days lost ALl victimizations Inyalving strangers Involving nonstrangers
chbery 11 11 1z
Asgault 3 8 10 Total 100 100 100
’ ol
‘Estimate, based oo oabeut 10 or fewer sample case, is statistically unreliable. Xiigsdggn Ly ig Zf 1243
6 days or more 25 7 22
Not known and not available 11 1 b

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
 Estimate, based on aboubt 10 or fewer sample cases, 1ls statistically unrelisble.

110



Table 81. Personal, household, and commercial crimes:

4 Percent of victimizations reported to the police,
g by type of crime, 1973
&
5 R Percent
B NAM N HOoo :r’gwg'cy Type of crime
g ) All personal crimes 28
g Crimes of vidlence ll:i
¢ Rape 51
2 2 Robbery %3
s 2 Robbery with injury 1
o From serious assault 53
5 From minor assault o
N Y i Robbery without injury 5
N 2 8 Assault S
E E = Aggravated assault 59
== g - A With injury . A
=S g 5, 9 Attempted assault with weapon 37
2 = 8 S ! x Simple assault i
MNef <t NFNO N 0 MmO - With injury
: ao) 5 R ) mj:‘ noT ; © B §| Atbem;r;gd assault withoub weapon 34
°a 3 g - & Crimes of theft ;g
= > 0 — _§ Perscnal larceny with contact %6
o v g Ne] o Purse snatching 3
) E g M Pocket picking 21
=3 g '9 5 < ‘é Perscnal. larceny without contact
f - —t
'-g - t; c o 1w wun % AL household crimes 22
2z =
220 |, S22 |® & Burglary 70
._5 > o 3 - g 2 @ :: Forcible entry thout, £ 36
“= o S3Q RZRAS FYR RQ Unlawful entry without force
—_-er " RIV RIRZ  FIR RRJR 5 L o~ = b A,,timpted forcible entry gg
S w4 - . O£ f * Household larceny 25
39 8 - 5 ‘- Q 8 Completed larceny 15
2 o -Q l’c;‘% a. v = u Less than $50 5
S S 2 '5 Y 2 g $50 or more 2
B > > 7 o E 8] & RE ) 3 Attempted larceny &7
L~ g L = K Motor vehicle theft i
A < £ e 3 Gomplebed theft ®
GE) -~ g =] = g'-t- 4 Attempted theft
L
O o ~ WO NI O -FO0 (YOO 3 QL ‘; o A1l commercial crimes 80
3 3 ; E N u\F'\\oq N.:TN mmgg-l -§ —rg > o o 8 88 : porgiar 79
= E 2 i :.:‘3 G © wn :-*5 oo g Robberyy 8
—-— Y 'y 2 . .
Q E g ’§ 2 e é % E Ytncludes data, not shown separately, on larcenies for which the value of loss was
S c .-1 E o e = not ascertained.
29 i ESg 3
SEC 22 o g§° : o
© 3 .
2B |, ir 9E £ Table 82. Personai crimes: Percent of victimizations
25 | %88 8EE% 587 8883% 1% s ; . reported to the police, by selected characteristics-
P . . P
N4 SRS 3 & of victims and type of crime, 1973
"2 15 3B . ‘é 23
= & ] . 5" .
] .E 3 g o g 3 g & Characteristic All personal crimes Crimes of violence Crimes of theft
B S o g- H8
o 2 g0 s (2 Fp N
L C 25 ad | Sex . 15 22
- ao ,% wh 18 Both sexes 28 e P
. —_— o 2818 Male ;3 49 22
™ 2 56 Female 8
> qv; o & Race 20
3 L .~
2= Zo White 28 2,5] 19
Ko I 2 n o % b Black 9
~ o % 5 % 5 ® N
- 5 ia g 8 bt s @ 5 £1858
B S8 o pd SE o pElc.
o 'é%‘d 94 o* 3 %’ 84 82|22
© 552 % By 859286 S| ES
o 2 g» 2 'Ej 2 g-u 2 ~% ,a N
S Buw Bo3f Hus Bo38) 24
8| d3idiss d33d355|° ]
[UNES I P T +3 .
sld 58 ABE S &5 A&E 5,5
LRR- G 113
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Table 83. Personal crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by

type of crime, victim-offender relationship, and sex of victims, 1973

All victimizations Involving sirangers Involving nonstrangers
Type of crime Both sexes Male Female Both sex=s Male Female Both sexes Mzle Female
Crimes of violence L5 42 49 57 45 52 41 36 L7
Rape Lty 58 L3 8 3100 L8 31 8 29
Robbery 51 &7 53 53 49 66 %3 32 53
Robbery with injury 62 58 70 66 65 82 Lk, L5 L3
From serious assault 71 67 85 71 66 9 66 75 153
From minor assault 52 L4 &2 58 £9 73 31 19 39
Robbery without Injury 46 £1 57 L7 43 57 39 26 65
Assault i3 41 L7 &ty 43 LT 41 37 47
Aggravated assault 52 5% 57 52 51 57 51 L8 56
With injury 59 55 &9 A0 57 71 59 52 57
Attempted assault
_ with weapon 48 47 59 49 58 52 47 45 L9
Simple assault 37 3k 42 39 37 43 35 29 L2
with injury 47 46 43 55 56 £2 337 31 L6
Attempted assault
without weapon 34 31 Lo 35 32 50 33 28 40
Crimes of theft 22 22 22 .. . .. .
Personal larceny with
contact 32 32 33 33 32 33 126 129 116
Purse snatching 26 176 35 36 R LS 35 12y, 10 121
Pocket picking 30 31 30 31 31 31 126 129 10
Personal larceny withont
contact 21 21 22 “es cen aea .

..+ Represents not applicable.

1Estimate, based on zero or on abeut 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 84. Personal crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by
type of crime, victim-offender relationship, and race of victims, 1973

A1l victimizations

Involving strangers

Involving nonstrangers

Type of crime White Black White Black White Black
Crimes of violence 45 57 57 Lt .37 51
& o i : : % 2
ery 5 ; 3
Robbery with injury 62 59 67 59 L0 ‘g0
From serious assault 72 66 73 68 69 152
Prom minor assault 52 A &0 &3 12 165
Robbery without injury 16 L5 48 43 32 65
Assault L3 L5 55 50 10 L9
Aggravated assault 51 5L 52 LS L8 59
With injury 57 &6 59 62 55 69
Attempted assault with weapon L2 18 50 A Ls 53
Simple assault 38 31 50 27 35 35
With injury L8 36 56 28 Lo 39
Attempted assault without weapon 35 30 36 26 34 34
Crimes of theft 22 17 “en . . oo
Personal larceny with contact 35 23 35 26 10 156
Purse snatching 35 3 35 132 10 1100
Pocket picking 33 28 34 2 10 151
Personal larceny without contact 22 8 . .. .
... Represents not applicable.
}Estimate, based on zero or on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statisbtically unreliable.
. - - - - f‘ M
Table 85. Personal crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by
type of crime and age of victims, 1973
| Type of crime 12-19 20-34 35-49 50-64 65 and over
‘ 3 35 37
‘ A1l personsl crimes 17 33 ';"; . v
Crimes of violence 32 gg 133 199 IZO
\ Robbery 30 P 55 8l 77
Robbery with injury A2 7 B, 87 L8
i From serious assault 52 s 12 78 67
i From minor assaulb 37 55 58 57 59
Robbery without injury 25 58 18 49
Assault 32 48 &9 62 59
: Aggravated assault 35 32 76 71 el
; With injury &7 ‘f 65 59 138
Abtempted assault with weapon 37 Z& 51 12 lld;
Simple assault 2% 5 73 ok i
With injury 33 5 o I 39 Lk
Attempted assault without weapon 23 L ,1 o o
Crines of theft 12 & % A1 K1
Personal larceny with contact 116 13] Iy LT
Purse snatching 16 38 LS 51 36
Pocket picking 16 z 3 28 27
Personal larceny without contact 11 5

IEstimate,

based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 86. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations
reported to the police, by age of victims ana
victim-ottender relationship, 1973

£11 victimizations

Involving sirangers

Invelving nonstrangers

Age
28
12-1! 32 34
20-32 50 52 gg
3549 58 3 %3
v 5061, 56 ?g 16
45 and over 58

S
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Table 87. Pe i . SR
oL lr.sonzli)l and household crimes: Percent of victimizations reported
O € police i H .
p » by type of crime and type of locality of residence, 1973
Type of crime 111 areas . Heiropolitan areas
S 2 Central ¢ tside 7 373
entr ities Quiside central cities Normetropolitan areas

All persoral crimes 28 2
s . 7 28
rimes of violence 55 ) 1

Rape s “‘{ L4 L7
Robbery 51 4 35 ps
hssault 52 5 2
L3 L1 7 52
Crimes of theft » o2 k3 46
Personal larceny with contact, 32 23 20
Personal larceny without contact 21 gg 22 33
22 19
A1l household crimes 37 33

Burglary 16 9 38 32
Household larceny 25 “ L8 18

Motor vehicle theft pre 23 25
= 73 £, 25
- 57

Table 88. P : . .
o Ic.zrso?)al and household crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to
€ poiice t i 7 H .
p » by type of crime and size of central city of residence. 1973
Type of crime A1l central citie x 353 -
s 50,000 t3 249,997 250,000 to 499,999 500,000 to 999,799 1,000,000 or more

A1l personal crimes 29 27 23
Crimes of violence L 0 3t 30

pape 4 13 e L7 46
Robbery 52 s 73 52 36
Assault " 38 48 54 53
Crimes of theft 22 H » bk 51
Personal larceny with contact 33 3‘5; << 21 23
Personal larceny without contact 22 21 24 41 30
2t 22 5]

A1l household crimes 39 38 as 53
Burglary 19 8 - 38 13
Household larceny 23 ‘:5 43 57 51
Motor vehicle theft 70 77 23 21 20

— ! 73 &6 59
Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelisble.
Table 89. Household crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by
< .
type of crime, race of head of household, and form of tenure, 1973
A1l houceholds? White households Black hougeheldis
Type of crime Beth forms Cwned Rented Eoth forms Cuned Herted Eoth forms Cuwrned Rented

A1l household :rimes 37 22 36 37 32 3% 1 37 38

Burglary L5 48 i3 L5 - 42 &7 & ¥ LS
Forcible entry 3 74 e 7z 72 £5 £5 T £,
Nething taken L7 o a2 53 58 A1 25 232 215
Something taken 77 21 ~z 7y =N 73 7 7 75
Yniswful entry without forze 35 3y 33 36 3 33 33 35 34
hitempted forcibie entry 33 & Z7 3 3z 3 22 B}i 2:7
Household larceny zZ5 Fo <3 pi 25 2 17 17 17
Completed larceny’ @5 o 23 e g 2 15 14 iy
Less than 350 15 b1 13 1% 1% ) 1z 14 12
$5C or more 52 £3 53 o) 7 52 31 i 35
Attempted larceny 25 “I 19 21 21 21 27 21 25
Motor vehicle theft £7 £7 £7 £8 £5 &6 Tie 72 i,
Completed theft 8 3£ < as 3z z 53 3 Fix
Attemtped theft 3z 5 2 32 35 Z4 32 234 225
}Includes data onr "other" races, roi shown separately.
2Estimate, based cn atout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
3 Includes data, not shown separately, cn larcernies for which the value of lcss was not assertained.
Table 90. Household crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the police,
by type of crime and annual family income, 1973
Type of crime Less thar $3,000  $3,000-37,457  $7,500-89,999  $10,000-814,959  $15,000-$2,397  $25,00C or more kot availatle
ALY household crimes 21 35 37 32 11 G 53
Burglary 38 54 L5 55 53 55 52
Forcible entry 57 i <, 71 a3 E44 22
Unlawful entry without force 27 23 35 36 4z 48 47
Attempted forcible entry 27 2 25 33 35 L1 3z
Household larceny 18 22 25 27 <7 28 g:}t
Completed larceny® 18 23 z5 28 27 27 3
Less than $50 11 i, 15 1% 5 & i3
$50 or more E1 &7 L3 5% 55 £E 57
Attempted larceny z5 18 z1 14 3 212 223
Motor vehicle theft 73 £ £5 s £ T £9
Completed theft 85 B3 28 22 g7 _75 21&-
Attempted theft 32 7 31 35 3 2i3 iz
1Tncludes data, not shown separately, on larcenies for which the value of loss was nct ascertained.
b 2Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 91. Household crimes: Percent of victimizations
reported to the police, by value of loss
and type of crime, 1973

2= :
£l r. 4 vamdem - .
- - D 4peet oarglary = r-l3 g N
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i 17 .
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o - o Ll
S “ B .
p -
S ) e e
o5 -
P cwmive F002 e
T 97 I I tath oard ooy e 1. e - B e s
ek * *, v
2004% o r liw AL Aty 1 .

Table 92. Persoval ar‘xdﬁho‘usehold crimes: Percent distribution of reasons for not
reporting victimizations to the police, by type of crime, 1973

Tyre of nrims Totar
AL perzonal arimesz ¥i
Srimes of viclente L . s
- N < - “ E -
i 1 15 1" i - -t 7
T a L - oy iv 2 P
o - 1 LS B 2 =
P B B * - T 2
o B ‘ - | o
Aggravated azzauld T e N : 2 : I« =
Ag b i K - - P
Sizple assault T . -, N - - - iF
Crimes of theft T - : - i “
Persoral larsen: [ ° B : - 13
Ferzonal lgryw 2+ 3 s - 4
i s . a ot
411 hougeheld arires : i B

Burglary x " .
Forsitle entry T 5 - ; N . . Z - S
Urdawful entry withoud foroe i B3 - : < - N

3 -~ x - - o st
Attempied foreitle entry v - . < . - . pos
Household lare R “ - . e o
N B R : : <

N i . L B : :

ted larceny . e z K : -

¥eler vehiole thef: o . 1- R 2 - I
Sorpleted thef: T < . ~ 1 -
Atterpted treft 3 - . R 1 H :

N . . E . %
- 1 Z
KUIE:  Detall may not afd *o 190 3 P peinairoe :
< Iecs tran 3.5 perount I -
Tk Loy N o
Estizate, Taied on Zers or tr Akt 00 cp feger caeo i o e - nEy e
S el 3Ty L Paltl omilr v Lt

Table 93. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of reasons
for not reporting victimizations to the police, by victim-offender
relationship and type of crime. 1973

Tistir—ciferder relatlonchiy ani el ATLTEe Soar <8 PR ot
type of crime Tital tarn enLun el - -z H
Invelving strangers
Crimes of viclenoe Lin po pae - - e
Fape b I 1. 12 1, 2 - 1o R
Rebtary P kN o? b i < - 2
Agcault p P o - - - : o1 z
Involving nonstrangers
Srires of viclence L ” = z ke : is .
Rape iz 2 3 2 : Ll 1 PN
Rotbery 1% . bl 2 i K T : i
. e - i : 1

Assault

HCTE:  Detail may net addi o 106G per
1Estimate, btased on zer:s or on gbout 17 9

Table 94. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of reasons
for not reporting victimizations to the police, by type of crime

and type of locality of residence, 1973

Type of crime and area of residence Totai e

Orimes against persons

Metropolitan areas
Central cities 1% 32 o - - ‘ z i L
Outside certral cities i 7 pasy 7 > s z I s
Normetropelitar: areas i P = * N iF L
“rimes against nousehclds
Metropolitan areas
Central ecities LK P * = = 1 < b
Qutside central cities pe ¥ e 4 st ‘< z - =
tionmetropolitan argas BAES P4 2 .- [ : p
HCTE:  Detall may not adi to 100 percent betauce of rounding.
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Table 95. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of reasons
for not reporting victimizations to the police, by type of crime
and size of central city of residence, 1973

Nething could Frivate or
Type of crime and sive ¢f -entral bhe iine; laczk Y Pear of Beported to Jther and
city of residence Tytal  of procf reprizal  somesne else  not given
Crimes sgainst perscno
AIl central cities pes 32 5 2 3 & 2 b pog
50,000 to 2.%,9%% 100 27 =7 g 3 £ 1 20 i
253,000 to z;?;,z;»g:v 00 22 < £ ; 2 1 17 1%
500,000 to 95%,97% 55 4] 3z i : 2 & : 1z 1z
3,000,000 or oore jie e a7 23 & o G M iz bad
&rimes against households
Al central cities 22 27 2 2 E z £ 3
55,000 to 249,997 34 3L 7 Z £ i i 13
257,000 to 199,977 35 P v 3 £ 23 2 1%
500,000 to 995,999 & &7 7 3 5 1z & 1z
1,000,00C or more 4G <7 2 2 k) H < 14

NOTE: Detail may not add to 100 percent becauce ¢f rounding.
Z Less than C.5 percent.
Estimate, tased on sbout 10 or fewer zample cases, IS statistizally unreliatle.

Table 96. Household crimes: Percent distribution of reasons for not reporting victimizations
to the police, by race of head of household and type of crime, 1973

Race and reascn 411 hounencld orimes Parglary Houzehsld larceny Moior vehicle thelt
White
Total x 19 96 1%
Nothing could te done; lack
of pronf i i 2
fiot important enough 2z 35 <z
Police would not want to be
bothered Bl 2 2 -
Too inconvenient or tire
consuming & pd b i
Private or perscnal maiter £ ¢ £
Fear of reprisal M : z i
Reported to somecne else . ‘ 3 3
Other and roht given L i i1 17
Elack
Total ¥ W 1y 176
Nothing could te done; latk
of proof 2 a3 iz 33
Nct important enough o il 2 5
Folice would not want 4¢ be
bothered . = B 1
Top inconvenient cr time
cgnsuming K i B 1
Frivate cr perscnal matter . i 2 1,
Fear cf rerrisal M 3. 1= 1-
Reportad to gomeone else O ) © 14
CGther and not giwv T e o1 1.7
WMTE: 43 to 13 percomn
z rrent.
R TarG Or T abiut 1T or Tevesr ogTiis omivi, G R PO BTN
Table 97. Household crimes: Percent distribution of reasons for not reporting
victimizations to the police, by annual family income, 1973
Reason Less than 33,000 $3,000-37, 499 37,500-$3,99% $10,000-31%,37% 315,000-32%,997 325,000 or more ¢t available
Total 310G 100 100 00 100 10C 100
Nothing could be done; lack "
of prgof 35 37 37 37 'J_‘L 3 éz
Not important enough 25 32 32 32 24 3 s
Police would not want to be ~ - 5
bothered 7 7 g 2 7 [
Too inconvenient or time ~ 4 - 3
consuming 3 z 2 bt i 5 5
Private or personsl matter ? £ ] 5 s .2 x5
Fear of reprisal 2 iz 1:: E 2 : z
Reported to someons else 7 2 L E ’i - L
Other and not given 14 12 Iz 12 i5 ; B
WMOTE: Detail may noi add to 140 percent because of rounding.
Z Lless than 0.5 percent. . .
1pstimate, based cn shout IJ or fewer sargle cases, is statiotically wraelistle.
Table 98. Household crimes: Percent distribution of selected reasons for
not reporting victimizations to the police, by race of head of household and
annual family income, 1973
Race ard income Total Nething could te dure; Iack of precf Kot zmportant endugh AIl giher and not given
White . e e
Less than $3,000 vl 34 o o
37,500-39,99% 100 35 38 2=
$10,000-31%,997 100 Z}? 3z 2
$15,000-$2%,595 10 34 3 3z
$25,000 or more 1050 32 22 2
Black - ~ ot
Less than $3,000 100 5o :»f 22
$3,000-57,499 10 3 2% £
$7,500-83, 959 I0G e f 4 z ;
$10,000-31%,9%9 106 32 2 27
$35,000-32%,599 200 ik g2 350
325,000 or more 100 ol Ly 2%

WOTE: Detail may not add to 100 percent because of rounding. X
YEstimate, based on sbout 10 cr fewer sanple cases, is statistically unreliakle.
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o 8 L o7 S 8 > B8 &R ¥ welicy For the housenold segment of the National Crime  olds, incapacitated persons, and individuals absent dur-
S s E5RRA" QR8N AR/IVF 109 e = 2 . L E g Panel surveys, a basic screen questionnaire (Form  ing the interviewing period. -
o w . . . .

Q = g g D =0 S 8 E NCS-1) and a crime incident report (Form NCS-2) were Once the screening process was completed, the
: = g - ST . . . . . . . :
é_) __g‘ * EEH > 8 & 2 g, used to elicit information on the relevant crimes interviewer obtained details of each revealed incident, if
P 5% A £ .2 23 committed against the household as a whoie and against any. Form NCS-2 included questions concerning the

IS - - Y s 3 v e s
oo 8 '51 . 28 £ q? 8_ 38 any of its members age 12 and over. Form NCS-1 was extent of economic loss or injury; characteristics of
£ E"g S| RAYR RRIK BAITS 829 0 §3 8 2 5 8g designed to screen for all instances of victimization offenders, whether or not the police were notified, and
5 o [5cs8 g E% . 8 < " 3 8y before details of any specific incident were collected. other pertinent details.
o _":’ =4&0e 2 5% 8 8 s 3 2g 3 g3 The screening form also was used for obtaining informa- In the commercial survey, basically comparable
== 18388 8388 88838 8888 8 By — §ocg b= R tion on the characteristics of each household and of its  techniques were used to screen for the occurrence of
Q . . . . . .
£ QS 5| ARAR RRAR RAAAR ARAA) g o3 Q%5 S g; E‘é B8 oy members. Household screening questions were asked  burglary and robbery incidents and to obtain details
Q . . . : :
4 0 8 5, 8 5 5% % 32 H § ed only once for each household, whereas individual screen-  concerning those crimes. Form CVS-100 contained
@ . - . . . . .
5 O W ©9 - o 3 83 gg sEg s E g ing questions were asked of all members age 12 and over. separate sections for screening and gathering information
I = g 8 £ L88%% gg f vB| &8 However, a knowledgeable adult member of the house- on the characteristics of business places, and for eliciting
. & 0 g ¥ .
o LN % 9% gl 5 BAS3AREL g o2 hold served as a proxy respondent for 12- and 13-year-  data on the relevant crimes.
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O.M. B Ho. 41.R2661; Approval Expires June 30, 1977

Fon NCSa1 ann NCS.2
815231

u.s QEPARTMFNT QF COMMERUCE
HEAU OF YHE CENSY
STING bt COLLECTING AGPNT FUR THE
LA G.NFOHCEMSNT ASBIITANCE ADMINISTRATION
U5 DERARTMENT OF JUSTICE

NOTICE = Your report to the Census Buteay g conlifential by law
(U5 Code 42, Section 3761). All identiliable information will be used
only by petsens engiged 1 and for the purpuses of the sufvey, and may
not be disclosed or refensed to others for any putpose

Sample {c¢ 4) |Comro| number {¢c )

INTERVIEWER: Frif Sample and Controf numbers, and
ttems 1, 2, 4, gnd 9 at time of mterview.

1. Interviewer identification

NATIONAL CRIKE SURVEY IPSUISegment Gk !Senal N
NATIONAL SAMPLE Jo_..._.| P ! : P
[N E—. . e ko s el
NCS-1 - BASIC SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE Fiagsehold nomber (ce “Land use (ce 94111 c
NC$.2 ~ CRIME INCIDENT REPORT

(9'2{;) 10, Fomily income (cc 27}
) 71 Under 81,000
©$1.000 to +,999

heusehold opnoh a business from this oddress?

W) N
o 2! Yes « Whot kind of business is !hn'?_;

.‘NTERVIEWER Enler unrccogmzabic busmesse& oniy

2
Code i Nam
a0 e 3771 2,000t 2,999
= . Al 3.00010 3.999
2. Record of interview ¢ 50 1 4.0
Line number of household : frate completed o 4000 0 4,999
respondent (ce 12) ! 6/ ' 5000t 5999
017 : 777 6,000 0 7,499
I TYPEZ NONINTERYIEW o 7500w 9999
" Interview not abtamned for 9 : 10.000 to 11,999
Line number NOTE. Fiit NCS-7 127 12,000 to 14,999
. Nonmremf\w Remrd.c 17} 15,000 o 19,999
{018} -~ - - for Types A, B, und .
& nuninteryiews 12,720,000 to 24,999
Wk 13 725,000 tv 49,999
{mey . 141 7] 50,000 and over
\0‘9) e e e 1o, Household members 12 years .
Complete 14«21 for poch iine number listed of age and OYER 7
4. Hausehold stotus e mber
L020) 1 i Same household as fast enumeration \92’) T nu e
2 Replacement household $ince fast enumeration b. Househ be” U ER -
3.7 Previous noninterview or not in sample before 12 yokrs
5. Special place type code {cc 6¢) q@(\\\» ) - Toml r\umber
oy SUUR  Ndpe
oo = AV 1\ A
& Tenute (cc B) \} ¥ Cn}n Incident Reporta Mlud7
) 1. i Qwned or being bought RS
27" Rented for cash . f'gz?;' e oeeenna Toral number - Feif stem 31
3. No cash rent AR an Contre! Cord
o' None
7. Type of living quatiers (ce 15)
P . 9 quenters tec 13a. Use of telephone (cc 25}
Housing unit
way) t . House, apartment, fiat  Phone s umit (Yes i ce 253)
277" HU un nantransient hotel, motel. ete. Phone interview acceptable? (cc 25¢ or 25d)
3V HU - Permanent m transient hatel, motel, etc. N v iyes
a " HU wm roaming house (0w BS o SKIP tg next
& 1 Mgbile hume or traiter 2 71 No - Refused number f Opplicable item
6.7 MU not specified above - Describe 3 i Phone cisewhere (Yes tn ce 25b)
Phone interview acceptable? (ce 25¢ or 2543
OTHER Unit 3IYes. }sxxp t0 next
2.7 Quarters not HU o rouming or boarding house 41 ' No « Refused number J 9pplicable stem
8 '3 Unst not pérmanent 1n transient hotel, motel, etc. 5 | No phane {No in ce 25a and 25b)
9 Vacant tent site ur teader site
107 Not speeified above ~ Descnbe7 13b. Praxy information ~ Fifi fur atl praxy mlerw&ws
™m Proxy Cinterview ”
e e e obtained for line number P _—
8. Number of housing units in structure (g€ 26} Pmyy (espondem name Line aumber
o) vt 5. 15-9 o .
2 12 &1 10 or more Reason for proxy mterview
313 7. :Mobile home or trarfer JOO N I - U
44 8 "} Only OTHER units
- " (2} Proxy nterview
ASK IN EACH HOLSEHOLD ohtained for line MUMYEL e
9. (Other than the . . . business) does anyone in this hf:‘;c;xy réspcnéem name

"[’Ln&é Tnumber

Reason for proxy mteryiew

I more than 2 Proxy Interviews, continue n notes.

CENSUS USE ONLY

@ @ @

N QI —
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PERSONﬁLVCﬁARACTERISTICS

{7 Yes - SKIP ta Check item B [ No

14, NAME 1s, 15, 17, T, 19, 202 1206, 21, 22, 23, 24,
(of housshold | TYPE OF LINE [RELATIONSHIP  |AGE  |MARITAL [RACE ORIGIN [SEX [ARMED {Education~ |Education—
[espondent] L INTERVIEW NO, TO HOUSEHOLD  {LAST |STATUS 1 FORCES | highest complste
] HEAD BIRTH- ! MEMBER| trade that year?
' XEYER - BEGIN DAY {
NEWRECORD | icc 12 iee 130 o 17 Jiee 18) fiee 19a) beco 19b) j(ee 21 jiee 21 f(ee 22) (cc 23
Las! o 2 e o
o3 {035) Lx) (0’3 @E’D @9 e @) e Q”
11 ] Per = Self-respondent " Head M. D Tiw, : v T Yes
20 Tel -- SeH taspondent 2 Yiile of head z Twd. 2{1Neg4: 2:7IFR] T iNe
Firsl 77T T 0 R = Prosy £ rapon | < |30 Own ciid USRI PYCSY N EERN - T RN I
. B G
4 iTel. = Proay | cover page LNIT 4, . Otherrefative At 4. iSep. : Orgin rade
§: INE~ Fill 1621 s Non-relative 5iTNM :
L ook at item 4 on cover page. is thus the same 26d. Have you been looking for work during the post 4 weeks?
CTHECK household as tast enumeration? (Box | marked) ('05” 177 Yes No —~ When did you fast work?
ITEM A

2{T] Less than § years 2go~ SKIP to 28a

(paty V[ Yes

U.S, poss

W) N
(046

. d. Were you
(0a7) 2 {7 Yes

State, ete.

250. Did you live in this house on April 1, 19707

«~ SKIP ta Check Item B 2{"}Ne
ession, etey)

. County

b, Where did you live on April 1, 19707 (State, forcign country,

27} 5 or more years ago
4[] Never worked SKiPto 29

27, 1s there any reason yvky"y\pu could not take o job LAST WEE}?
@52) 1 {7 No Yes -\z [ Already had a job

¢. Did you live inside the limits of a city, town, village, etc.?
2[7) Yes — Nome of <ity, town, village, EIC.

B WU Y
(Ask males 184 only)

in the Armed Forces on April 1

2{INo

cmporary tilness
$9) \\A
osv) work? (Nume of company,

=r ~ Specify -7
x{_J Never worked ~ SKIP to 29

CHECK
ITEM B

1s this person 16 yp

[ Ne - sKlPuﬁqO, Md[?'; :'&\\\\ \\\

Gomg te school
whom di
XI ness, orgamzaum ar other employer)

b. Whot kind of business ar lndusny is this? (E g TV and
radia mfg., retarl shoe store, State Labor Daportment, farm)

e[ With
2] Loa

a{ ] Kee

] ask about
(9‘,‘9; s ] No
. Did you he

(0370} {7 No

26a, What were you deing most o
keeping house, going to schaol) Shs
";)43‘) v ] Working - SKIP 1o 28a

5[] Going to school i
b. Did you do any work at all LAST WEEK, not counting work

arcund the house? (Note If furm or business operator n HH,

EEXK —Sjm\ki)g,
ethin ?

a job but not at work Retired
king for wark 8 T} U0ther — Spectly 3
ping house

unpard work.)
Yes - How many hours?..

= SKIP 10 28a

nable to work —SKIPtn 264

H[ Av‘fg’ed fjn_ru_?_s_ SKIP 1) 280)

(2s54) ] . — e

¢ Were you -
(055) t [7] An employee of o PRIYATE company, business or
bl lndlv:duu( for wages, salary or commissions?
2[T] A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, Stote, county,
or locol)?
3 [} SELF-EMPLOYED in OWN business, professional
practice or form?

4 7] Working WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or form?

Al HOUSEHOLD SCREEN QUESTIONS I

s - How many

29, Now 1'd like to ask some questions obout i Yes — How many| 32. Did onyone take something belonging ;
ctime. They refer only to the lost 6 months ~ times? to you or to unl member of this household, limes?
: from o pl«?cr where you T\r they wered :
iNo !cmpomn y steying, such as a friend's or . ho
between 1, 197._ond s 197 relative's homey, a hotel or motel, o7 !
During the last 6 months, did anyone break o vacation home? ;
into or somehow |llcgnl|y get inte your
{aportment/home)}, gerage, or another building T 133, Whet was the total number of motar @
on your property? vehicles {cars, trucks, e!c )} owned by
L you or any other member of this huuschold ‘o, None -
30, {Other than the incident(s) just mentioned) -1, Yes — How many during the last 6 months? SKIP 1t 36
Did you find o door jimmied, o lock foreed, : times? vy
or any other signs of an ATTEMPTED " 2
break in? No e
33
I 4’ 4o more
34, ?Id unyo?ehslo;l, 'ThRY to sluol,i‘u’usc Yes -How many
31, Was anything at all stolen that is kept 1 Yes - How many it7any of them) without permission? CNg  Hmes?
outside your home, or hoppened to be Jeft : times? c
out, such as o bicycle, o gqorden hose, or T .
lown furniture? (o!yher than any incidents iNo 35. Did anyone steal or TRY to steal parts 7 ves- Hn\" many
olready mentioned) e attached to (it ‘ony of them), such as a No  Himes?
battery, hubcaps, tape-deck, ete.?
|ND|V|DUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS |
36. The following questions refer only to things 1hu' - How many | 46+ Did you find any evidence that someone 7 iYes - How man
happened to YOU during the lost 6 months - oo Hlmu"?‘ " ATTEMPTED to stecl somethigg that : mest
belonged to you? (other thai oy incidents
between 1,197 __end ., 197__. N already mcn'ioncd) N
Did you have your (pncket plcked purse Mo o
snatched)? e _
37. Did anyone toke something (else) directly Yos - How many | 47+ Of Y°U olt 'I" ‘-" during }\5 I"i" é
from you by using force, such as by o times? m s\tolrepast 4o "?M"Q ”’\ happened
stickup, mugging or threot? : to which you\thddght was a crime?
" iNo (Do YokZount any ¢glls made to the

polic ncerning the incidents you
\ ) hove ys told me about.)
\

d. What kind of work were you doing? (E.g.; electrical
engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer, Armed Forces)

ave o |ob ot business from which you were

temporarily absent or an layoff LAST WEEK?

2} Yes - Absent — SKIP to 28a
3 [ Yes = Layolf = SKIP 10 27

o CTT. ]

e. What were your most |mpor7on' uchvnles or duhes’ (E.g:
tyfing, keeping gccount baoks, setting cars, Armed Forees)

Notes

38. Did anyone TRY fo rob you by usjng-dorce

or thredtening to harm you? (othy? phon
any incidents olready mentione

N\ \
T

No - SKIP to 48

i Yes — What happened?

\i “Nc
) B
=+ 58 I _]
39. Did anyone beat you up, attock you orKit Yes - Hnw many ®L
you with something, such as o rock or bottle? times? T T T T T s { 1 ]
(other then eny incidents already mentioned)
(T3
40, Were you knifed, shot at, or attacked with “'Yes - How many Laok at 47. Was HH member Yes - How many
some other weopon by enyone at all? {other . times? 12+ attacked vr threatened, or P times?
than any incidents already mentioned) \ was something stolen or an ;
e CHECK attempt made to steal something .
' ITEM C that befonged to him? No

41, Did snyone THREATEN to beot you up or

es - How many

FORM NCS 1 i 14.78:

Page 2

THREATEN you with a knife, gun, or some times? v
other weapon, NOT including telephone 48, Did anything happen to YOU during the lasf
threots? {other than any incidents already ™ 6 months which you thought wos o crime,
mentioned) but did NOT report to the police? (other
- than any incidents olready mentioned)
42, Did anyone TRY fo attack you in seme iYes - How many " No - SKIP 1o Check ltem E
other way? {other than any incidents already . tmes?
mentioned) ; , Yes — What heppened?
1 Ne .
43, During the last 6 months, did anyone steal : iYes -+ Haw many e ' i
things thot belonged to you from inside ANY . times? . LJ
cor or truck, such as packages or clothing? ! N . ! .
ke 1]
T
44, Wos anything stolen from you while you 1 Yes = How many Look at 48. Was HH member ' Yes—How many
were away from home, for instance at work, in times? CHECK 12+ attacked or threatened, or times?
a theoter or restouront, or while traveling? ' c was something stolen or an N
' ITEM D ¢
i INo attempt made to steal something
\ e that belonged to him? R
i i
45, (Other than eny incidents you've already . ifes - ‘Nlow‘n;any Do any of the screen ,qusuons contain any entries
mentioned) wos onything (else) at all ! mes for ““How many tunes
stolen from you during the last 6 months? ' CHECK [ No - Interview next HH member.
! No ITEM E End interview if lost respondent,
' and fiti 1tem 12 on cover page.
' R i Yes - Fill Crime Ingcident Reporrs,
FORM NCS5+1 14+13:78) Page 1
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

U.S. possession, otel)

State, ete, . Couaty

b. Where did yoﬁ live o‘r‘\‘Apr'il' 1; 19707 {State, loreién fount;y,

¢ Did you live inside the limits of a ‘cit;,ﬂlmm'.”vi"llugé, ote®

14, N }rs. 15, 17, 18, 19, 20s - t20b, L0122 23, 24,
ME YPE OF LINE [RELATIONSHIP  JAGE  [MARITAL 1RACE yORIGIN [SEX |ARMED | Edueatlon— |Edugations
" |INTERVIEW NO. "IESAHDOUSENOLD !I;IARS‘FH STATUS { FORGES! highest :omﬁl‘-'u"
. t
KEYE}( — BEGIN o : MEMBER] grade that yeat?
| Newmecoro G ) ce 12 fice 1ty e da hec b b e e Qupscan focad TR
ast ; N P N L o . X B
' 34 o) [039 om jow Gy foa e e
T Per o~ Seitraspondent t i Head oM v ow, ; MY Yes tooYen
N &0 1Tel. = Selfargspondr et 2, iWie of head 2 Wd ja ‘Nng‘ 2 CFl2 No FIEN '
First 10 i Pet = Proxy \ porgapgp | = |31 Ownchid cres (30 LD, L Y v PR (g . .
4 Utelow prosy [roverpage | N0 Lee omerreiauve | P 1al isep. s Gnge tade
5 'NLe Fitl Towgd 5 1Nontelative 5. I NM H .
CHECK Lock at item 4 on cover page. 15 this the same 26d. Hove you been looking for work durln§ the past § weeks?
TTEM A housetiold as tast enumeration’ (Hox ! morked) s i) Yes No - When did you last work?
AT [T} Yes « SKIP to Chack item B I Ne - 27 L.uss than & years ago- SKIP 1. M
~ 25, Did you live in this house on April 1, 19707 7] 5 or more years ago SKIPt. 16
(044) 1] Yes = SKIP to Check jtem B 2[2] Ne 17 Never warked

27, ls there any reason why you could not take o job LAST WEEK?

(9{,2‘) LN Yoo - 2]} Already had a jub

3™ Temporary tHness
a "] Guing te scheot
e 7] Gther - Specfy 7

0!5) 1 [ Ne 2T} Yes = Name of city, Town, villogs, ec, 1
248 . L .
tAsk males 8+ unly}
. du Wete you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 19707
(047) 1 [} Yes 2["}No
CHECK is thes person 16 years oid or older®
ITEM B (3 No « SKIP ts 36 £ ves

keeping house, going to school} or something else?

(54

2Bo. For whom did you (last) work? iName of compuny,
businecy, arggrmzabion ur other empiioyeri

s G <L) Nru_{v ‘v'«vgked ) I)é_;&% 7 ' )
b. What kind Af husinéss oRinddstry is this? f.g Ty o
. mig., Xetyr} shoe styee ‘;Sre Lutor Dpgstreat, farm)

260, What were you doing most of LAST WEEK ~ (working,

>

1\

e-‘f}u PRIVATE compony, business e

oy -
n emplo

e
L PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS
T, T e T T T T T S T A TN PN F TN 74
NAME TYPE OF LINE [RELATIONSHIP | AGE MARITAL [ RACE (ORIGIN {SEX [ARMED ! Educallon~ [Educallon=
INTERVIEW NO. TO HOUSEHOLD t LAST [STATUS ' FORCES : highsst complale
HEAD ' 8IRTH- 1 MEMBER: grade {hat yean?
KEYER - BEGIN | !
NEW RECORD Gz e T Lt i et fee Qfiee 2 frer 2 ‘ B
Lot (345 N LI ) Gy less jw ) 040 ) G {{aan
. Poe = Seifrespondo ? o Heag | by M W, : it iMh Vﬁ&i ‘ ' Yeos
< tep - Sedbesponiteaet 2 Wife of tpat oW e Nngl ;: Fiew TNy ‘ le” INn
Fat LR 7% T NP DR e TIX I EUO E S T T VO i b ;
IR T Pu:,}mwrww Mt e ameonte Axe 19 s, | : Qrgin 4 ! trade |
. e . et i i 1 | :
TR S ST A TN ST | b | f
Lk 2t e A anaw e page. 1o thes the same 26d. Have you been looking for work duting the past 4 weeks?
CHECK Nornehn i Ay Lt e aratons® tfox §onarked e voopYes Nu - When did you lost werk?
ITEM A Lpres SKIProcwecw prem o [ No S Less than & years aga - SKIP ) M
25a. Did you five tn this house on April 1, 1970? ‘:‘7} 5 or mare yeart ago SKIPto i
A1 i bres o SKIP Gk gt i LN a1 Never warked
e e o -
b, Where did you hive on April 1, 1970? (State, foreign country, ?7' Is f"”'" any '“°’°'" whyr”you c°“l:] ';'" take : 1ob LAST WEEK
U.5. possession, etcd) fisdt TN Yer - g7 ] Already had a job
) 7] Vempatary dness
AR N Connity a7  waang taoschosl
¢. Did you live inside the limits of u city, town, villuge, etc.? e Other - Specify J
st ) TN S Yes = Nane b oty s e, v )
L - P e e e st e .
LY { [ i I Tw . 28a. For whom did you (Tost) work? (Name of coaguiny
Ak e, DHe iy TR ARSI S VT SOTRNIIN 1. 4 '."""’; bl
d. Were you in the Armed Farces on April 1, 19707 K"
(111 C e LT ) v
: Do SR R ——— [ x| | Never ware} - SKIP 2\ 34
; ety e ol e » k ,
CHECK Bt perian e years ul " aider b. Whot-kind of bus\aeys or indusprpis-this? o0 T}
ITEM B Lo SKEP v {71 Yex radpe e\ retn 1 ehNe  ture, Shote LaLor (ingoyetanat
b - - - - b e - - . et
26u. What were you doing most of LAST WEEK ~ (working, \ '\
keeping house, going to school) or something else? . Wore Yol o .
SO Wy - SKEP L o e T T unable to we 1 {77 An tmployee of @ PRIYATE company, business or
P o
STV et e ko [ Retred \ individvol for woges, salary or commissions?
L g et s ul o &7 A GOYERNMENT employes {Federal, State, county,
A1 kR b or local)?
U et bt i . 11 1 SELF-EMFLOYED in OWN business, prafessionol
i R A ptactice or farm?
b Did you do any work at ali LAST W nyt counting work a! JWorking WITHOUT PAY 1n family business or farm?
uround the house? N e 0t fo R N
T d. Whot kind of work were you doing? 1§ 5. et
1 [ v - How many hours? - SKIP e one f“v‘"r Tk bk tppanty farner g Arne fE o e
ey
t. Dud you hove o job ot business from which you were e I o
temporarily abuont or on laynff LAST WEEK? oy What were your most imporiant activities or duties? (£ 5
VLK ol ves o Absenr SKIP v Jua B fong, PRI Gongnt ok, nediogr care, Snpe foorope
s1 Jren = Lagoft w SKIP T, 27 ) )
INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS
36. The follawing questions tefer only to things e Haw many 46. Did you find any evidence thot somepne | ves - How many
; thai happened to YOU during the last § months » times? ATTEMPTED to stesl something thot : times?
i between_ _ 1, 197 and . , 197 . bclgngcd to you? (c!hqr than ony
; Did you hove yourtpocket picked purse snotched)? He sncidents elready mentioned) .
Bt bt e s s b 8ot e e ] ) )
P97 Dod unyone take something (else) directl - 47, Did you call the police during the last & months ta repont
: from Wyu by using force !‘ich o3 by o LA fow Ry something that hoppened to YOU which you thought was o
i X Y . ceime? {Do noi count any calls made to the police
stickup, mugging ot theeel Mo - .
' - sl concerning the incidents you have just told me about.)
| 38 Dud anyone TRY to rob you by using force © vesw Howmany Lo . [No - SKIP Y. 48
| or threatening to harm you? [other than any | timas? N What h N §
' incidents alreody mentioned) ' Ne DY - Khat happened?
A, T
39. Did anyone beat you up, aftack youorhityou!  ypg - How many Tt .o
with something, such os o rock or bottle? times? ke d ) ) )
{other than any tncidents alrecdy muioned) N Coox at 47 Wax HE member 120 ye. - How wany
40, Were you knifod, shot at, or attacked with | yes - How many [CHECK MIACKE] L threaternd, or way san e times?
some oiher weapon by anyone of uli? (other Umes? ITEM C tung stolen proan atter stwade ta  No
than any incidents olreody mentioned) B steal samethung that belonged to him?! .
41. Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up or ¢ Yre o How many 48, Did onything happen to YOU during the lost 4 months which
THREATEN you with o knife, gun, or some Times? a3t you thought was o crime, but did NOT report to the police?
sther weapon, NOT including telephone theals?, -y -y (other than any incidents already mentioned}
L F??Eifll\nn any incidents olready menfim|cd¥ LN 1 INe - SKIP to Check ttor F
42, Did unyone TRY to attack you in some oy - How many ) {"1Yes - What happened?
othet way? {other then any incidents times? T
already mentioned) ' No o fhe o : - - -
43, During the lost 6 months, did onyone steol - Lok at 48 « Was HH member §2+ ¥es - How many
1 lhingsgﬁlnl belonged fo y,uu framynnsidc ANY; ves ‘I}:‘:ln’uny CHECK ‘]’!m‘:ked 'G' threatened, or was same ' timas?
1 iha? Ne ITEM D thang Stofes af an attempt made to |
car of truck, such os pockages or clothing? v - steal something that belonged to he? ! N s
44, Wos anything stolen from you while you I Yes - How many N
were awny from home, fot instance ot work, | times? Do ny of the screen QuEsuers contun any entries
in a theoler or restautont, or while traveling? ™ N0 CHECK for “How many t.nes?
- - YNNG = irtereen oyt M men Fad mterview  f
45, {Other than ony incidents you've olteady 1 yuc . How man bl Vo S FO :
mentioned) Was anything (else) ot all stolen tmes Y |ITEME Lvtrespotert, gnd ! to 0 ooyl page,
from you during the tost & months? L No {Yes i Jeme dngafpit Repaers,
¢ e A ’ Fage 4 ’

{048} t[ ] Working = SKIP 1o 284 ¢ [ Unable to work - § Pl‘u\( A}, &5) {3 ?\;
<[ With a job but ot arwork 7 [ ] Retired Y 1 b \indlvidual for wages, salory o commissions?
1{7] Looking for wark YN \\ ¢\ PA GOYERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county,
AL.1 heeping huuse - X\ Y z'st’;ué);r’l.ov ED in OWN busi fessional
s 7] Gming to school \gﬁ i1 Al . in usiness, professiona
- : ) o 2 practice or farm?

b. Did you do ony work at oll 1S EK, not\cquitiny work - i i i 9
around the house? (Nore: I for u::mes POrator oy MM, 4 :"E o ;V‘zldki‘nfg WIZHQUT PA: in f:mlly business ot farm
a5k gbogt unthaid work,) i} at kind of work were you doing? (F. g0 erectricul

v o ]No  Yes = How many h /= SKIP to 28y PURInent, stoch clerk, typisty furmer, Atned Forced
c. Did you !mve a job ot business from which you were (0463 [ T Tl
. temporarily absent or on layoff LAST WEEK? e, What were your most impostont aglivities or dufies? (£.g.
(o {1 Mo 2[[] Yes « Absent — SK/P to 28a Gy, keeting aeconnt buoks, Selting cars, Ammed Foooen
a3 Yes — Layoff — SKIP ta 27
) ) INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS
38, The following questions tefer only to things | . 46, Did you find any evidence that somaone T vas - How many
thot happened to YOU during the last 6 months -t Yes n;v:ln?uny ATTEMPTED IZ steal something that ! times? :
between, .1, 197 _ond ., 197 ... ! _bc'ong'ed to you? (olhgr than ony ! o
Didyou have your (pocket picked ‘purse s iatched)? Ne incidents olreudy mentioned) — R
37. Did anyone toke something (else) directl e 47, Did you coll the police duting the last & monthy to report
from y!u by using force, s?lch 0s by o Y ' ves n;:s'"y somelhing tha} hoppened to YOU which you thought wos o
stickup, mugging or threat? R Grime? {Do not count aay calls made to the palice
- - : 058)  concerning the incidants you have just told me about.)
38, Did anyone TRY to rob you by using force ! ves = Howmany |77 o i
ot threatening to hatm you? (other than any | times? T No - SKIP 12 48 )
incidents olieady mentioned) 1 No O — "1Y#s « What happened
39, Did anyone beat you up, attack you or hit you | ves « How many .
with something, such o3 o tock or bottle? times?
{other thon any Incidents alreody mentioned)'| No . T ok At A7 = Was HH member 120 E———
40, Were you knifed, shot ot, or attacked with |+ yes - How many |CHECK artacked or threatened, or was same- ! times?
some other weapon by anyone at oli? {other ! times? ITEM € thing stolen or an attempt made to  + No
thon any incidents already mentioned) It IND — steal something that belonged to him?i I
41, Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up ot SYes - Howmany | 48, Did onything hoppen to YOU duiing the lust 6 months which
THREATEN you with a knifs, gun, or some ! times? @59) you thought was o crime, but did NOT report fo the police?
E’";:f ‘;‘“F"n.‘Nozllid\ldl‘rw';'hph‘:[" 'e:')““?t' Ne |-ip e {othet than any incidents already mentioned)
othet than ony incidents alrecdy mention ) . m Ng = SKIP 1o Check liem E
42, Did anyone TRY to atteck you in some " Yas = How many [T} Yés ~ What happened?
o:htrdwny? (oﬂ\ndr)'han ony incldents H times?
already mentione T L e e b T e g Y et e Sy s i
H - - T
43, During the las} 8 months, did anyone steal 1 veg u fow man Look at 48 ~ Was HH membes Ik 3 yeg w How many
things that belonged to y’ou from inside ANY | ' times? " {cHECK a}:md‘“d ‘°' threatened, or was some- ' {imes?
cer ot truck, such os packages or clothing? R TINE e |ITEMD ls‘::gl :;z\ig:,::?h::‘;?&:‘?::‘:Qt?“m) ' iNo
44, Was anything stolen from you while you 171 Yes — How many - ! I
were away from home, for inmﬁ. ot wolr‘ll, ) . times? E}o{ ?‘?{ogf t'l;‘ sc‘reens,qxcs(\ans Gonttin any entries
in a theater or restaurant, or while travellng?  "INo many $ume
CHECK No = intery HH member, End
y l T [} No — Intetview next HH member, End interview if
- v(ncr:v.l:n:‘::;‘ ;:Z ::Ty‘ﬁdh'l:'q‘(oyli‘:)v:' :'I'I.:'oyl-n e —n;;snz‘w ITEM E fast eespondent, and fitl item 12 an cover page,
from you during the lost 6 months? VOING {7 Yes ~ Fili Crrme Inc.dent Reports,
H
FONM NERT hela. g Page 5
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AME TYPE OF LINE |RELATIONSHIP  :AGE_ |MARITAL |RACE |ORIGIN [SEX |A Educalion = - - i LINE [RELATIONSHIE  AGE  [MARITAL [RACE  ;ORIGIN |SEX | ARMED | Educallon = |Sduc3tion
T wTeRyiEw NO.  |TOHOUSEHOLD |LAST |STATUS i , anégs§y|r.‘f.“‘.l¢‘°" e INTERVIEW Wo. [T HousekoLo | Last tmcrus ; ) {EORGES  hlghest icﬁmplnl'“
KEYER - BEGIN HEAD (DIRTH| { ! | HEMBER g13ds {ihat year? KEYER < BEGIN JHRTH: ' ¢ |MEMBER] trade linat yesns
NEW RECORD co 13 o 13y TR i [T lu 13 1. fon %w A i‘ﬂ N3 HEN RECORD ol i po & N ESEEIN b : B
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b e s 3 s - . . i 1 { i i i =it 3 b i ok b b N . SOVRPURS SR S OSP U SRR S SR SUQRSIOUN S
CHECK Lock U itenn 4 o cover gt than the e 26d, Have you been looking for work during the past 4 weeks? CHECK gk t' ‘1‘ e i 1 the gt e ‘l 26d. Have you been looking for work dunng the past 4 weeks?
ITEM A hauneheld b Lt et aten? (R et L e Ko - When did you last work? ITEM A S g S e N When did you lost work?

M Tyen SKIR 1 ki iter B t RN - ’ . Polven  SKIP: ek g N A C gyt . .

L AT A Dotk ite LN STTLess than & years ago = SKIP v 28 LA T e SRIPy e s LN Ll Toewotan S yeus o SKIP

250, Did you bive in this house an Apni 1, 1970? ) 11775 or more yoars ago | SKIPT it 250, Did you live in this house on Apnl 1, 1970° s s el gany
ngx: D e SKIP to cbnok dten s Uk 2" TNever worked o A e e SKIP e e SN T AL e ket o
by Where did you live on Apsil 1, 19707 (State, foreign country, 27. s there any teason why you could not foke o job LAST WEEK? b. Whore did you hive on Apnl 1, 19707 (State, foreign country, 2, "“A”‘v°:° any reason "‘hYV you could not take a job LAST WEEK?
U.5. possession, ele.} Lo TN Yeu e o 01 Already had a ok U.§. possession, eic.} o v TN Yoo o DALYy U3 eh
Srie, pe ot ’ AL Temparary vhipse Lt e A f177 Trmparary lnesy
Wt 1te, . ooty o Tty el it o s
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1145 ) t T N SUTYYeN w Raene Tty bown, vdiage, ebe 7 4 RERE P‘ BETE R IR I A N T N S Rt S RN 4
PRI B e e . L R o [ 2 TR et e e o e e . st et
. t ~[ i T B 1 ?80. For whom did you (lust) wark? Npme o mpugy A oLl T r i 28u. For whom did you (last) wotk? ¥ ft gy
(Ank mules (Rs i Bk, RGN r o PhAr Ry fr) ' R T T S e et rne B
d, Wete you in the Armed Forces or April 1, 19702 piow N d. Were you in the Armed Forzes on April 1, 19707
Fogm Ty SR IRE R PRI YN 1 ThNe
~ LiYes o[ C Nmven weirke - Lai D : e [Nt s SKIP @
. . RS x| | Nover warkedt . SKIP i T - - x| x| MW 3
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) . « What kind of business or industry is this? (g TV oo [T . Yy b. What kind of business vt industry is tha? 5 Vo
JTEMBY U No - SKIP :,j_h e P MR TRt nnse stk Stte {abar m-;;ﬁnnmy, farm) ITEM B Uit o SKIR Y e ] G R AT e e e
260, What wete you doing most of LAST WEEK « (working, an ]LII 1 | A { 26a. What were you doing most of LAST WEEK ~ {working, v 4 ; A IR
keeping house, going to schos() or something else? T e Were you - i | keeping house, going ta school) or sometking else? ¢\ Were yyu v Lo
4 tL g Workeng e SKIP ro Cd e D7 Unable to work- SKIPrset |t Y0 An cmplo}c of 0 PR&ATQ company, business ot ; A R Working = SKEIP © - 250 07 thiabie ¢ wenn - SKIPS et et oy 1 AA emplayee of @ PRIVATE compony, business or
@[] Wath ajoh hutnot atwars o F Hetred {7 indjvidual\fot wages, shlayy or commissions? | ST aob Bt etk o] Tetiet \ Yoy ‘ individuni for wages, salary or commissions?
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oround the house? iNotp. if "(*'5 b“f“:%_ e 9 M, ‘ a\ ]\%rkmg Wl?’ﬂOUT PAY in fumily buswness or farm?® ! arcund the house? 8 tu TNy Ny N e ek, Faod ?N‘”k'“‘l WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or farm
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i4v o} JNe Y Es = How mony howee? ™\ _ = ",SKIP"V SaEr BURIAEE Sk Clerag tyfnad, forver, Armnd S oeoopn 4 o PN *ve o How 'many hours?® s SKIP . o Ltk Ty, tanes Armed o e
~ R v X ctgse g L VY ae [T
¢« Did you have & job or business {tomdvhich you were (s [ I T } | » Did you )‘luvl‘ o job or businesy fom whith you wore b
CURGYT ; : : 4 | 3 ;
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ohtry ol D 5 Resisted without force, used pvasive action (ran-drove away, T SRS ITEM E
, LIAMARAY o #s ey progety ’m:;t hefdsmupfeuy, focked door, ducked, shietded seff, ete) i S, ‘.v“.“' oo L ‘t.v " T
. Attempted ur thrpatened b t wher - Specify . : L P SRt A S A e
11 AR o dRety gty : s B O S ST - <. Way thy {putse waffol moneyd as your porson, for wnstance,
W Other ety 11, Was the crime committed by only ane ot mote than one persan? \ Rip 0 pochut or bemy held by you when it wos token?
. ) e , e p -
(L R SRS N IMH}"? knaw 1 More than one g , k My N
SKIP 1 tia : v N
. How dud the erson!s) un ck you? U : \
R ather way? | pﬂ ko . ”V? Any 4. Was this petson male f. How many petsons? . b Dud the person(s) ATTEMPT 10 take something tha i R e it oy e e oo rvrm]
025) ) o ot female? belonged 10 you or others v the housrhold? \?\\“ AL vk "
L 4 S ‘ e . . o
N Toed targr (na‘\ . Rale QJ) VT e 158} N SKif CH ECI\” \ R ETIN SK)P [N
4 Bor wath chpe b anld in bayad shoet, konded e Welu !hky lﬂt at (cmnle N T ITEM F . ’\‘ A
J ] -_ N [ S g v N ,
' :: i "" "“W'.' st :' . O‘\) ﬁ:l\" . Whai did ﬂmy lly ty mkc’ Anything else? 4 A . .
: o, slapped, ko ked doan 3 liewt M»uw N . Mo ' . e
b Grabbit Beh topped eped, pushed, Bt o \3 fMafe Lgmla e , o L ha. :’géz‘n;:;i;c{uk:l:‘ni was vhc vclue nf lho PROPERTY
. Uthaer . Spips oy }, How |J wonl {3an'¢ kuuw Sl N
N . Wi““’)’\ . Sl o e Pt oea 3 e i e g N
8a. Whut wete the injuties you suffeted, il any? - the p ”QH'W h\Naw old would ou say the " \ . : r ¢ ,", ¢ ,',w o L one Frag i\, ',‘ s o
v Anything elye® Mok ii thur abpivi &9 \ ' ‘MJW 42‘ _}} youngest was? Y e o ™ ' ) o
(26 0 None o SKIP v o SN \’ \ . W . S e et e S k ST ! i
N Mo (LB) v Under 12 5 0 2wt over - fied) 3 j o
N Raped KQ\ ‘ ¥ \ ') o 2, 1214 SKIP 1 [T G R T N I TR RIS TSN : o -
3 Attpngted rapn \\\ x o .\ 10 3 P i n Dot koew . ot ks o b. How did you decide lha value of the property thot was
a  knde of punshot waineds o ) ! “' | \“ T a i8.20 Pt Sk o . stalen® Any othet way? Wliw v s oppey
' By apen Boniy of 10eth ki ked out 8 S g e ’ wer . : ; .
o L N s . 2o oot +. How old would yeu suy the ettt e e v {165 - ot
[ eyt npaien . Rnocked gicans g LA oldast was? CHECK pred tha e Ba b b 3 RN
Hrasen, Blgk ey, wuth, s ratohies, swelhng S DORT know v Under 12 4 18 .30 ITEM ¢ Crhey e ] ' - e
I3 Pithpr - Shpa i fy cor : 1. Neo SKIP o e < D S R Y 31 R IR T
‘ ¢ Way the person someone you 2 2 '.4 ¥ A1 arover Yo,
b Wcae yolu infared fd(the i‘w,hxm that you necded knew ot was he a stronget? 3, 4507 i fian't know R e KR UEL A A S 1
medical atteintion after the attack? . v d. Was thet ollet \ i
.. " ) ) “e'c any of the cuonﬁ known . ¢ tpurse wollet monkyY on your persen, lfor Vo e e
(327) . Ne o SKIP re g Qiu} d Leranget J of related o YW"M ware they thadtnee o d pachet ar being held?
¢ Yes o Dt know all strongers? (s ! YL sRip e ' et
& Did you recerve any treatment at @ hospital®  krown b SKip QJ_Z) v A srangers SKiP ’ R o : I
() ¢+ N g e tre 2 Dow't kiow o . ,
; o Eaergoiey nom testment iy A + Al retatives sKiP PR Whot did hoppen™ Anyihing eleed Mow o 2 g ‘ o
C O Staged sverieght or tanper G Casuat 4 Some relatives [ (s} 7 Atk } 160. Was all o part of the sialen money ot property recavered,
B How muny days: » Avquamtance 5 AH known K Trovatencd woth bos fiot counfing anything received from insurence
(‘29) 5 el knows ¢ Sumv krigwr o U AT PRt b it b o g 18k ) Nt
Jd. What way the fofol vmeunt of your medicol 4 Wa W o "”I o k. Haw we” wele they know,ﬁ a4 Amengreire bron nhe.w . R Al SKtp e
expensey resulting from this incident, INCLUDING ol s the person d telchive o tMurk atd that oty . B2 APl ATETeAL. A A L N )
onything paid by inswonte? Jnclude hospual ) youts d@ 1By ight uaty ) ' o } ¢ ARt
end doctar billy, medicine, thetopy, braces, and Qﬁ} ‘ M 2 Casual aIP ' P AR s nrea e priioet E W 43 thi 5
uny other injury. ‘eloted medical expenses. ) ) L, cquarnEanee sy 1o m . A r IR L L e b. Whet was recovered? Anyt ing elye
INTERVIEWE R = 1 ronpndent €ons rot Ao Yoo Whot relationship R WeH wnown MOET L g Gty r R ) ]
LT doLt PHLULTIER B b R g e5tenate o Bpeese or ex-spouse S S A othm L Rpp 16 b e
UJ&) ¢ N oot - SK!P roadn 1 Parent I m;kwa':fct:g:ya;;fln(:d io you? . e i
o o ly *ye LI T R
‘ 3 LOO 4 wn cheld . N i \ ,
i . M ’ 149) * . Spouse vr 4+ Hrothers y ‘ witly tre e apre R
% Dun't keow «  Rrather or sister O ex-§pouse Sisters f :’hm qusdf’uk;n t};iu! beI‘onged to you of nthers tn the 5110 Cant gty teoueret SKIP !
, 9a. At the time of the incidens, were you covered . Lither ral 2 Parents [ Qth pe . auscho nything else? [OO 3 R Vo
by any medical insurance, ot wete you eligible o the % ative . s Own Specityy (‘_59 Lash $ gu) LW
for bencfits from any other type of health ey Lhitdren nd
l};«:‘n-lm progrom a;ehlm ant:md Vetetons' R . Froperty M i B oty oA
ministratiof, or Public Welfoee? P, U, ) Ve e gt !
(3y * Ne e e m. Were alf of them ~ QW) o Uiy st o SKIP 4 B e
(jl y B SKIP 1 10 e. Was he she ~ o W S : . ’y v e .
¢ Dant wow o (is0) *  White? LI A R IR UL O OO SN TR TR S L
N Yes Qa;} ' White? - 2 . Negra? ¢ [ANE S f NN N
. - . ? . Wy s 0
b. 01 you £°% o elasm with any of these 1nsurance < Negro? SKip 1. Other? = Specify 4 o
campanies ot programs m order o get patt or oll 3 Other? = (,ge.",;yy Y R s Ak e 4 ther L Ltor weh e
. ol your medicol espenses pard? 129 A Combination - Specity-y . Fat b odr b ae Th e-tes kL ot . What was the volue of the property recoveted texcluding
Qf) v Na L SKIP e 10 recaversd cashi?
2 Yf‘\ 4 {“' ¢ kiow e N R i S . . . N PR 't
) Ctkng W D t kiow [ Vi Nbe Ry 167) 0
R Y R AL - 2 = . - . - . . o A _3 - . E“‘““
Page i TS : e
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i i
, | CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Continued | i
170. Was there any insurance against thefi? Z0a. Were the police informed of lhls .ncudunf in any wuy"
0 (187 N
{170 Weoo ' SKIP - v o fun'tknow - SKIP o Creck fron 6
Lot t v ’ B Yoo - Who told them?
3 Househeld mensher
iz 4 Semeone else SKIP 1o Check trem G
. 5 Polive an seere
. . o 2
b. Was this foss reported to an insurance company b. What was the reason this incident wus nat reporied to
i N . the palice? Any other reoson? Motk gir thar apbiy)
s SKIP ¢+ ni Qg)\ ' Nothing conld be dore - lack nf proot
ey . . Tnd not think 1t arpor tant enough
‘ d Fobicn wouldn't want to be bathered
i A Vel B0t want to take UmE - s Tpeenvenient
¢. Wus any of this loes iecovered through insurance? : Frovate ar personal matter ded 1ot want to regaurt o
. . ; Dnd mot want 1o pet invnived
":772,} . St ot e - Atvard ot roprssal
. SKIp v “ Reported to sompane else
: Vo o ; Other - Specty. _
+ e CHECK 16 thiy person 1 \ff‘v‘tr'\‘ or '\\M(»vr‘
d. How much was tecavered? ITEM G b S':?;( \’.',‘,U]e“ frum 4
e - 2
TR R L Ferty el e - N
“7[ ' ‘ . ,l,'f ‘, T, . 21a0. Did you hove o job at the time this incident happened?
G et e gt ' (83} N o SKIP t ek rem by
; ) P w3
P . b. Whot was the job?
(13 ¢ e (186) ' Sanw s e \,w: I I\L% lptl\’m PLEAREN Si:lP "‘
- Checi Tron b
180. Did any hoyschold member lose any time from work 41 . f‘f"‘t '\“' "\ "\ Rnoribe A NCRD st s gt e
becouse of this incident? \ 4 ‘i, ¢ For w‘hnm d/d ynu v)olr(’ e oy PRS-
- J 3 \ ) e CEEY
| Joh AT
i NoOSKIPL i b e A
S \1\ I \‘ ; . 1
2 1] " - -
A How many mc:k [ . d. ¥hat kmo of business or industey is this? (F . rxanpe Ty
i . FEEE S U SR AEY TR LRI F T e Lol Dbt b
| ) Sy
- 0187) I |
b. How much time was lost uhoga.dxu‘ e ' :
. 2. Were you -
Q175 L tha § ey {(188) ' An smployee of 0 PRIVATE company, business or
. e individual for wages, salury or commissions?
B bt
B A GOYERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county or local}?
. [ L g SELF.-EMPLOYED ir OWN business, professional
practice or farm?
) ' B 4 Working WITHOUT FAY in fomily busmess or form
B R f. Whot kind of work were you daing? i e et
. eopineer, stack pierk, tybust, furmen
194, Was a~ything thai belonged to you or other members of | gy
the housechold damaged but not taken in this incidert®  [(189) I Lo
For exomple, wos o lock or window broken, clothing g. What were your most importan! aclivitiesor duties? (Fur axpple
domaged, or damage done to o car, ote.? VTR ROREE R s Doks, Sl G, Sk N et £
{176 . Ni SKIP »
Y Srnnne e s mcadens or seres o Ineadents
bW Y the d d 8l d laced? CHECK
. (Wus were! the da -
s were! the dumaged femfs) repaired or replace ITEM H
G e SKIR e
. N B
¢. How much would it cost to repair or reploce the
domaged stemis}? - .
Wt v .
R SKIP - oo -
. S
o L ook at 120 o Incident Report, 15 there an
d. How much was the sepair or replocement cost? entry far "How many?"
o . CHEC
{179} % Nt oo tkpow - SKIP & 29 |THEM IK Ne
: H Yo o Be nure you huve an bnicident Keport Jor each
3 L HE merber 12 years of 2ge ot uver who was
rabbed, narmed, o thregtened in thes ingident,
e. Wha poid or will poy fur !he (cpulrs ot replacomeni?
Anyone else? (i o By CHECK Is this the [ast inaident Report to be Billed for this person?
s : N w0 te next tnostent Repurt,
gDy 1 Hewseleldaepe ITEm) Yeq - ds this the 1ast HH member ta be interviewed?
. Lamtion No - irtery.pw next HH member,
Yes o« ENJINTERVIFW, Enter totg!
‘ PGt riumber of Crime (ncident Rep.orts
fritedd for this housebold
: e T frem 12 an the cover of NGSe,
B ‘e b Fape 'x

Fuorn Approved” (LM.BL No. 41-R260%

tPublic Law 93-83). Al! identitrable mfarmation wilf be used only by
persons engaged n and for the purposes of the survey, and may nol be
disclesed or released to others for any purpose.

L iDENTIFICATION CODES

a. PSU 1!: Sogment  Jc. Line No 1d. Part [ a. Panel
i
i
S P PO VU QS .
f. RQ g. Interviewer code . th, Total number
of mqrdents

NOTICE — Your tepurt lo the Census Bureau 15 confidential by 1aw | oo CYS. 100
621 ra:

S E PARTMENT OF COMMERCE

SOUIAL AND FLOHOMIL sTATISTILL ADMINISTRAT ON
st T E LR

TG AGENT § Ol

. STANOL AU LIRAT N

2 ANYIM NY CF AT

COMHERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURYEY

NATIONAL SAMPLE

Good moming (alternoon). 1I'm Mris.)

answering some gueslions for me,

INTRODUCTION
{yoaur namel
We ate conducling a survey in this area to measure the exlent (o which businesses are yiclims of
burglaries and or robberies, The Government needs {o know how much crime there is and where it is
to plan and adminisier programs which will have an impact on the crime problem. You can help by

hrom the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

Part | — BUSINESS CHARACTERISTICS

2a, Did you {the owner) operate this eslablishment al this

lacation during the entire 6-monlh period ending—— . . ... 7
V{7 Yes - SKIFP to 3a S
2 {1 No — How many months during LMU""‘S
the designated period? ..o \u

b. What were these monlhs?
i Jam 4 Apte 7 July Iy Qct.
2{ ! Feb, 5 | May 8 Aug 8. Nove
3¢ ] Mar, 5] 1 june 3 Sept =, Dec

The last time we were here {(Mr(s.). -gave informalion

o

7. Did anyone else operate any depatiments or
concessions of some olher business activily
in lhis establishment dunng the 6. month
period ending _

1 Yes - (sl edth depdriment, conopssion, or other
Busiiess actvity op o supardte jine of
Sectian ¥ af the segment folder, of not
dragdy Lsted. Comolete a separate
queslrotinire 107 each one that fdtls on
a sainple e,

< Mo

for! this eslablishment (was vacanl),

Bid anyone else own this eslabhshmenl during the
g-month period ending ..

t171Yes - Enter name
2, iNo
31 1 Don't know — Inquire df neighboring eslablishment.

INTERVIEWER —~ Gamplete addittonat quesuonnmmfa‘ by
contacling the formet owner(s) or lor vacant astablsshn s
by vontacting neighboring estabiishments, Complelo’ wmrah
Juestionnarres to account for all months of alerance peyiod.

w
&

. 15 this eslablishmenl owned or ope\ale&‘as an incarporated
bysiness? Y
o ies ~SKIP 104 T2i 0 Ne Y N
How Is this bustness dined or operabed?
1.7 i Individual propm:\ws}hp \ ‘\
2, Partnership
1. Government <(,m((/hw3 tarviow ONLY it
liquag stord or any type
of transportation

&

DO NOT ASK ITEM 8 UNTIL PART Il AND ANY
INCIDENT, REPORT'Y HAVE BEEN COMPLETED

8. Whal we‘xe your approxi al% RI0SS sales ol merchandlse
- ‘igd 0f 1€ enxs from serkices 3 this eslahllshnenl
~Jos Lhe previoys 12 monthyendife . . _
(Eshmale aynugl sales and of receipis if not in
bvsmess for'entire’12 months.)
\‘ 5 None
T e $10,000
%0000 t $24,999
4 $25,G00 ¢o $49,999
€0 850,000 ta §99,999
13

SLOUCO0 1+ S48, 999

$500,000 1o $793,
" $1.000,060 anit aver
g7 (ither ~ Specily

4 Other - Spectly7

.

INTERYIEWER USE ONLY

4 Doyou (lhe OWRer) opuale more lhan one establishment?
17 Yes 2; tNo

9a. Record of interview
{1} Date M

(2} Name o respondent

REAL ESTATE

G Apartrent rental office

&, ' Lumber, hardware,
mobile home dealers

[ Automotive

7
B ' Srug and proprigtary . SERVICE
.
: Gl'sqs:al ne sarvic ! BANKS
Ceations et k. TRANSPORTATION
L

! ALL QTHERS - Spemly7

# . Qrher reat estate

" Other retast

5. Excluding you (the owner) (the pattner) how many paid
employees did thls eslablishment average during the e e e ]
§-month period ending __ — {3) Titie of respondent
+i77 None 4‘_ Btolq
2 tto3 500120 or more 4y Te'e;nm-g Atea code] Number 7)[ xenn on
407 | 1 i
_ ek REDR SRR .
6a. What do you consider your kind of business b, Reason fot non-interyiew
to be at this localien?
OFFICE USE ONLY TYPE A
e 1 Occupant i busness during suivey peood but
- T o Lo unabie ty contact
b. Mark (X) one box ¢ Refusal and i business duting sareey period
RETAIL WHOLESALE ;. Other Tybe A - Specily =
1! Foad N Durable
2 "1 Eating and drinking " Nonduratle e e s e _ _
3 Generai merchandise MANUFACTURING TYPE B
47 Apparel € Dutabie 4 Present ooy ant set i hus ness during
5 . Furnsturé and ' sutvary period
appliance ® . iNedurable S0 vasant o ooy

& Other Tyvpe B beasu o, et - :i;;uy!,y

TYPE C

Occupint br nuntistabile agt vy
8 Qewolished
9 Oher Type € -~ Spec iy m,
»
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2

Part || -« SCREENING QUESTIONS

2. The last time this establishment was interviewed, ... burglary(les) were reported In

{month)

and..._.robbery(ies) were reported in ... .._...fmonth),
b, Mow 1'd [ike to ask some questions about particular kinds of theft or attempted theit, These questions refer

only to this establishment for the 6-month period endlng. ...

Form Appraved: O.M,B. No, 41:R2662

TRANSCRIBE THE IDENTIFICATION CODES FAOM ITEM 1
OF THE CQVER SHEET AND COMPLETE A SEPARATE
INCIDENT REPORT FOR EACH INCIDENT,

0, During this period did anyone break Into or some-
how illegally gel into this place of business?

18,

Number
V1 ves - How many times? e

{Fill an Incident Repart lor each)
é No

(Other than the Incident(s) just mentloned,) during this
period did anyone find 2 door [immied, a lock lorced,
or any other signs of an ATTEMPTED break-in?

Why hasn't this establishment ever been Insured against
huulary and/or robbery?
{7} Couldn’t afford st
2 : ] Couldn't get anyane to insure you
3 i Didn’L need it
4 {7} Self-insured
5 [} Premium too expensive
6] | Other —-Spoclly—;

IDENTIFICATION CODE

DEFARTMENT OF COMMERCE

°".”‘,C,VS']0° sociaL ARD ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMIN.
HEAUL Oy THE CENAUS

ACTING AS COLLECTKNG AGENT FOR

LAW ENFQ’RCCMLNT ASSISTANCYE ADMIN.

VDEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

INCIDENT REPORT
COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY -~ NATIONAL JAMPLE

a, PSU b, Segment {c. Lqm: d, Part |e, Panel |{. RO
wWa.

Record which incident (1, 2, etc,)

* oot ‘ INCIDENT NUMBER
is covered by this page

. Num:er
t Ives - How many tmes? ——

{FH an Ingident Report tor each) e e

20 'No

2

During this period were you, the owner, ot any
employee held up by anyone using a weapon,
force or threat of force on these premises?

. Number
10 ves — How many times? weme—s

{Fiil an Incident Raeport lor each) |

2:7iNg

&

(Other than the incidentis) alieady mentloned,)

did anyone ATTEMPT to hold up you, the owner,
or any employee by using force or threatening to
harm you while on these premises?

v iYes — How many times? — s ©
{Fiit an Incident Report for each
2" No

A
\

W
4
\\

preg

mpto

this perfod were you, { oWnu or any
vlnz

held up while deHVerlng i ise o
business money outside l
tamber
t 1 Yes ~ How many limes? coa——
{Fiti an Incident Report lor each)
2, " No

(Other than the incidedt Q‘wsl menllonlig

o

(Other than the incldent(s) just mentloned,) did
anyone ATTEMPT to hold up you, the owner, or any
employee while defivering merchandise or catrying
business money oulside the business?

Number
v iYes ~ How many times? —es-

19a. What security measures,

\
A TIWACR O s h s

b. When were these

It any, are present at security measures

this focation now, to first Installed

protect it against or otherwise

burglary and/oi robhery? undertaken?
Enter the

appropriala coda
from the list

You said that during the 6 months beginning . ommeune-
and ending ... . freler 1o screening quastions
10-15 Jor description of ¢time).

{, In what month did this (did the first) Incident happen?

170 Jan, 4V Apryt 777 July A7 10ct.
271 Febh, 5171 May 80 1 Aug. a7} Nov,
371 Mar, 6 71 June 9{ i Sept, ¢ [ Dec,

7a, Were you, the owner, or any employee injured in this
incident, seriously enough to require medical attenfion?

177 Yes ~ HOW Many? eeee ey [Number

2 I No « SKIP 1o Ya

b, How many of them stayed in a Number

2. About what time did It happen?
P Quring the day (6 a.me =~ & pahu)
Al might (B pamy = & aumyd
{776 pumy ~ Midnight
tMidaight = & aum,
417" Don't know what time at night
i Don't know

haspital overnight or longer?

8, 0f those receiving trealment in or out of a hospital, did
this business pay for any of the medical expenses not
c-vered by a regular health benelils program?

17 Yes ~ How much
was paid? 5 e .

o. Mark (X) all that aoply glven balow,

b. Codes

\
-

t 71 Alaem sy stem »- culs;de‘ \

ringing, bulld(‘ng alarm . \ ey

3. Where did this Incident take place?
1At thus place of business
' On delivery
1 Entoute to bang
i Other « Specily

|

2
3
4!

207" Neo

37" Don’t know

9a, Did any deaths occur as a result nl this incidenl?
“lyes

"1 Burglar alariy = Insida ring ng\
3 U Ccn( I alarm\’ \qngs at pelipe ')

&cba}r}mem ot urity agency -

af \Réfn reing devicey,
ars on windyws, grnlr.s.
AMBS, BIC, b vy i e

['jGu , WALCHMAN o o s e v s 0 a e

4. Were you, the owner, or any employes present while this
incident was occuring?

177 Yes

1No — SKIP 10 10

37 " Don’t know

i Na ~ SKIP to 15a

b. Who was killed \ g How many? - -
(M Jt«( alti thad a, Iy) \

(si.‘

7{ IFirearms o v v v ieen

B JCameras vouverarenean

9 IMirrors (il iiainaaes

TROBKS v e v ve i s

8 |1 Comply with National
Banking Act (for
banksanly} vociie oo

5a. Did the person holding you up have a weapon or so
that was used as a weapon, such as a bottle or wre
7 Yes

20 1 Na N
317 Dont knu;«} SKIP ! "

Er;wh:ye:s . B
o\ 3 [f'g udtomers e e
LN o i i
S
E )A [7 ' Innocent bystander(s) . . ... .. e
Y

b. What was the weapon? (A&L (x) all thal 8 )Q\
v 1 Gun
217 Rufe

1.7 Other « Specify

Offendertsy, . v

6/ 1Police. . ..., ..

T Other - Spemly_?

¢ 77 Lights — outside or additional
nside v vasncevias st

o] Other ~ Specily -

£ [7] None

{Fitl an Incident Report for each)

Codes for use in item 19b

27 ' No o
16a. Is this establishment insured agalnst burglary and/or LESS THAN 1 YEAR AGOD MORE THAN 1 YEAR
tobbery by means other than seit-Insurance? 1~ January 7 = July D~ =2 years ago
1 oiYes 2 - February B ~ August
N 3 - March 9 - September € ~ 2~5 yeurs ago
20 | No
" ‘ Don't knaw} SKIP to 17a a - April A - October
. 5 - May 8 - November F- ?35?;‘3:2 3
b, Does the insurance also c?vu other types of crime losses,§ & ~ June € - December
such as vandalism or shoplitting and employee theft? -
Rt prting anc empioy 20, INTERVIEWER | Were there any incidents
2 Ne SHIP lo 198 CHECK ITEM reported in 10~15?
. v e [_; No ~ Detech Incident Reports,
3; ‘Don't know r 0% in item Th on "
page 1, #nd conlinue wil
17a, Has this establishment ever been insured against item 8.
3
burglary and ot robbery by means other than 1 Yes — Enler number of incidenls
self-insurance? in item 1h on page 1, and
1 Yes continue with (Irsl
2 iNo —SKIP i0 18 inciden! Report,
3. Don't know = SKIP ty 19 NOTES
b, Did the insurance also cover other types ol crime losses,
such as vandalism or shoplitling and employee theft?
117 Yes
2, 'iNo
¢. Did you drop the insurance or did the company cancel
your policy?
.l L ' Busibessman dropped 1t v o v v o e s s SKIP to 192
2; lnsurance company cancelied policy
FOMM Cv§otie 162074 Page 2

62, How many persons were invm In committing the crime?
7 QOne - Continue with 6b below

217 Two

370 Three }SKIP to 6e

47 j Four ar more

%{ ] Oon't knaw ~ SKIP to 7a

4Z MO — O Z—

~ DO TvVmA

SKIP to 150

10, Did the offender enter, altemp! to enter, or remain in this
establishment illegally?

b. How old wauld you say the person was?

17 under 12 4177 1820
271204 5{712! orover
(7 1517 6 771 Don’t know

1777 Yes
277 Ne

Discontinue use of Incident Raport, Emler gt the top of

c. Was the person male or female?
{7 Male
2{71 Female
3 {1 Don't know
d. Was he (she) -
71 White?
27 Black?
31 Other? — Specity o v
4 { "} Don"t knaw

SKiP lo 7a

this sheel *'Qut of Scope~L.arceny,’” erase meident
number, change the answers (o scmemng questions 1015,
change number ol incidents i ilem 1h, page 1, and go
on 10 the naxt reported tncident, {f no other incidents

arg raporled, return to page 1 and complele items

8 and 9 and end the inlerview.

1, 0id the offender(s) actually get in or just lry to gel in?
17 Actuatly got m

217 Justtried to gat in

2, Was there a broken window, broken lock, alarm, or any

e, Huw old would you say the youngesl person was?

other evidence that the offender(s) forced (tried to force)
his {their) way in?

T Under 12 11820
2[7]!2-“ s [712l or cver ~ SKIP 10 &g
311517 67} Don't know -
- 2]71 No —~ SKIP to 14
{. How old would you say the oldest person was?
17V Under 12 a718-20 13, What was the evidence? (mark atl thal apply)
zT‘ 11214 5{71 21 or over .
af v '1 1517 6] Don't know Broken tock or window
2| " Forced door
8 We«e they male of lemale? SKIP 1o 154
- - a7 Alarm
1 f 1Al mate 377 Mate and femate i
1 All female 4{7} Don't know AT Other = SPECHY m e as i e

h. Were they —
1777 Only white?
2771 Only black?
3171 Only other? - Specify
417] Some combination? - Specify
5 [77 Don’t knaw

14, How did the oftender(s) gel in {try to get [n)?

v 7] Through untocked doar or window
27T Had a key
I3[ Other = SPECHY e e

4[] Don't knaw

FORM CVS HUL i8:20474" Page 3
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Form Approved: ©0.M,8. No, 41-R2662

* 7R INCIDENT REPORT ~ Contlnued

15a. Was anything damaged In this Incident? For example,
a Inck or window broken, damaged merchandise, etc,

1 Yus

2 No - SKIP lo 164

18a. Did you, the owner, of any employee here lose any time
trom work because of this incident?

117§ Yes ~ How many people? —mm [NUMbEr

b. Was (were) the damaged item(s) repalred or teplaced?
I Yes = SKIP 1o 15d
2. [Ho

2' No —SKIP lo 19a T

b. How many work days were lost altogether?
t, 1Less than | day

c. How much would i cost to repair or replace the damages?
(Estimate)

! e e } SKIP fo i5e

% i Don't know

20 115 duys
37 16-10 days e ]
4{ 1 0ver 10 days « How many?—-—s L

51 ] Don't know

d. Hoik much did HAcos"lwf;!epah of replace the damages?

v . i No cost ~ SKIP 16 16a
X Don't know

19a. Were any security measures taken after this [ncldent to
protect the establishment from future incidents?

1! jvYes
2" I No — SKIP to 20a

e. Wha paid or will pay for the tepairs of replacement?
tMark (X} all that apply}

1, 1 This business

& insurance

3. i Ownet of building (fandioed)

4. | Other - Spectly e
51 Don't know ’ -

b. Whal measures were taken?
tMark (X) all thal apply)
1 | Alarm systermt ~ qutside ringing
2 i Burglar alarm ~ inside ringing
37| Central ainrm X ’
s,

4" | Rainforeing device

16a. Did the olfender(s) take any money, merchandise,
equipment, or supplies?
1 i Yes

A
rge, . gates,
bars onA\ndow, et \ - \
5’[ i Guard, :\man \ i\ -
B :\%tch do \ \\ ) el
\(f._l,?earms \-\ \'\,, Y i

ameras

b. How much money was taken? s SF‘

2 No «SKIP to 18a “\ 8y I
' A \

9 ‘)y t;“\lrrols
Al ?\tccks

. Whal was the tolal valug ¢ %, eayipment, ot
at was the tolal ya ug_%merchan s‘.\é‘u%pment.gt ; N

supplies taken? I N
(o -
S s Vo

v . I MNone h -
X i Don't know} SK'P\')’}}'

e

B, i Lights — outside or additional inside
C ) Other — S/Joc:ly7

20a, Were the police informed of this incident In any way?
1. ]No

d. How was the value (merchandise, equipment, of stpplies
taken) determined?

1 1 Onginat cost
2] Replacement cost
3. Other — §pecily

Z2i{ i Don't knaw ~ SKIP {0 21
. Yes — Who told them? 2

A 1 Owner{s}
4! | Employee

o
5. | Someane else SKIP to 21

17a. How much, If any, of the stolen money and ‘or property
was recovered by insurance?

S

v !None - Why nol? 7

1.} Didn't report it

2! | Does not bave insurance

3 Nct settled yet

47 | Policy has a deductibie

5 jMoney and‘or marchandise was recovered
% Don't xnow

6] | Police on scene

b. What was the reason this Incident was not reported
lo the police? (Mark (X) ull that appiy)

1 || Nothing could be done — fack of proof

2 ] Cid not think it important encugh
37 TPolice wouldn't want to be bothered

4% Did not wont to take the time = tog iNconvenient

§ | Private or personal mitter, did net want to report it
6 Did not wans to get invelved
7 ] Afrald of reprisal

b. Hew much, if any, of the stolen money and ‘ot property
wat recovered by means other than Insurance?

-[or]

‘ione
3 Dan't know ; SKIP to 18a

s,.
v
X

8] Reparted to someone else
% { i Other ~ Specify 7

21, INTERVIEWER Are there mare Incidents
CHECK ITEM to record?

c. By What means was the stolen money andror
property recovered?
1, i Palice
3. 1 Othet — Specily

[21No — Return to page 1,
complete items 8 and
9, and end Interview,
{"1Yes ~ Flil the next Incident
Re,

i,

NOTES

TRANSCRIBE THE IDENTIFICATION CODES FROM ITEM 1
OF THE COVER SHEET AND COMPLETE A SEPARATE
INCIDENT REIPORT FOR EACH INCIDENT.

U5, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

50CtAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMIN,
DURBE AL OF THE CENSUS

ACTING AS COLLECTING AGENT FOR

LAW ENFOHGEMENT ASSISTANGE ADMIN
U.5, DEPARTMENT F JUSTICE

INCIDENT REPORT

Form CYS-100
(8e23-74

(DENTIFICATION CODE

COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY - NATION &l. SAMPLE

o PSU b, Segment je, Line !d‘ Part
tio.

o, Panet 1L RO

Record which incident (1, 2, ete.)

o e ‘ INCIDENT NUMBER
is covered by this poge

1015 tor descriplion of crimef.

You said thal during the 6 months beginaing — e
and ending ... {reler to sereoning queslions

1. In what month did this (did the Ii_rst) incident happen?

177 jan. 47 T Apnt 7 ety AL Qer,
217" Fab. 507 May 8 " Aug. 8" Nov.
37 Mar. &7 june s 1" Septy G Decy

7a. Were you, the owner, of any employee injured in this
incident, seriously enough to tequire medical atlention?
$0 Yes ~ HOW many? ammmme—as. [Number

¢ o - SKIP to 9a

b. How many of them stayed in 3 Number

2. About what time did it happen?

11 T During the day {6 aum. —~ & p.m.)
A night (6 pam, = 6 am,)
2777 6 pum. = Midnight
377 Midpight = 6 a.m,

577 Don't know

a Don't know what time at night

hospilal overnight or longer?

H4zZzmMO —0Z -~

8, Of those receiving treatment In ot out of a nospilal, did
this business pay for any of the medical expenses not
covered by a regular health benelits program?

177 ves - How much
was paid?

| U

3. Where did this incident take place?
1177 Apties place of business

2. On delivery

17 Enroute w bank
B

QOther — Specily U

2 No
1077 Don’t know

4> oTm=x

3a, Did any deaths occur as a result of this incidenl?

incident was occuting?
t77 ves

277 No ~ SKIP to 10
3071 Don’t kaaw

4, Were you, the owner, or any employee present while this

+ 7 Yes

2771 No ~ SKIP to 158 A
b, Who was killed? ¢. How many? -
tiark (X all that apply)

P DMREHSY L .

1. iyes

27 Na
107 Dontt kw;} SKiP to Ba

5a. Did the person holding you up have a weapon or something
that was used as a weapon, such as 2 boltle or wrench?

2 T Employees ... ... L ,_}

- Gun
Knife

b, Whal was the weapon? (Mark (X} atl that apply}

Qther - Spactfy e W

!

4 \‘ 1@n1 by st m;terts) REAY "\.
VY .
A

5o\ QMendenst, L3

\
3 Custemers \\ ..... NP U *3«“‘&‘-,A..,,..ﬁm,._

\
i cwlv - Spamly7

Three Skt
* Four gr mare

* Don't hnow - SKIP 1o 73

1t One - Continue W'N}Dow
I Twn -
} 2}50
o

1

2

3 M - . -
53, How many persons wera invalyed in com\ni\ti‘h»gﬁe crim‘t\;

+ \ ( N

¢ [

3

4

5

b, How ald would you say the person was?

1T ynder 12 407 18=20
2071214 577121 or pver
37 1807 67 Den't know

)
_\\

SKIP to 150

10. Did Ihe offender enter, atlempt to enter, or remain in this
eslablishment illegally?

v Yes
217" No

piscontinue use of ingident Repori. Enter at the lop of

177 Don't know

d. Was he {she) -

this sheet "'Qu!l ol Scope~Larceny,’” prase incident
number, change the answers lo screemng questions 10-15,
change number of mcidents w item 1h. paga 1, and go
on (0 the next reperied incident, 1 no other incidents

are reporled, relurn ta page 1 and corpieto ttoms

& and 9 and end the Interview.

1. Did the offendei{s} actually gel in or just try to get in?
TT Actually got

217 justtried to get in

v White?
27 Black?
o SKIP 10 7a
30 Other? = SPecily e
4" Don't kraw

¢, How old would you say the youngest person was?
v under 12 477 18-20
PRSP EE] 51721 or ovet ~ SKIP to 6g
3501517 6777 Don't knaw

12, Was there a broken window, broken lack, alarm, or any
other evidence that the offender(s) forced (lried to tarce)
his (their) way in?

1 Yes

1, How old would you say the oldast person was?

+ 17 Under 12 417718-20
PEREREIT] 721 or over
J‘ 1537 6} Dan't know

g. Were they male or female?
10 Al mate 177 Mate and femate
2 Al femate 477 Don't know

h. Were they ~
177" Only white?
<1 Only biack?
71 Only other? - Spscify .

PPN

77 Don't know

PORM v 5 {00 62174} Page 4

¢ Some combinatlon? = Specty e v

207 1No - SKIP to 14

13, Whai was the evidence? sAfark all that apply}

1177 Broken tack or window
h— 27 Foreed doot
- SKiP to 154
3¢ Alarm

3777 Qther a SPECHY cn e

4, How did the offender(s) get In (lry to get In)?

v 17 Through unlacked door or window

217" Had a key
Other = SPOCHY oo or oo o oo oo

7 Don’t know

FORM Cv5-100 163174

141
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EPORT ~ Continved

) Fotin Approved: O.M,B. No. 41+R2662

' Yes

§

4 No cost
S Don't knaw

& jinsatance
3. ! Qwnet of buillding (andiord)
4 i Other ~ Spoctly

% Dan't khow

15a. Was anything damaged in this Incident? For example,
3 lock or window broken, damaged merchandise, etc.

2. No -~ SKIP Io 164
b. Was (were) the damaged ilem(s) repaited of replaced?
) Yes - SKIP 10 150

H Mo
c. How much wo"uld it cosl to 're'pairr o xépla'cicr the damages"
(Estimate)
S @}W o 150
x Con't know

d. How much did it cost to kepai‘r'arvrreplé'ce the dérﬁégers?“

SKIP 10 16a

(Mark (X) atl thal apply}
1 This business

t o ¥es - How
F No - SKIP

L1 -5 days
kS 6=10 doys

5 on't know

18a. Did you, the owner, or any employee here lose any time
{rom work because af this incident?

b How mainy"'vid}k“days were fost allokelher? '
1 Less than | day

4 Qver 10 days - How many? e—e L

many people? ——nus. {N“m’;&"- T

SR S|

to 192

[tiars

protect the estab
1 Yes

o

4 Renfurcing

V. oiYes

b. How much money was laken? — §

c. What was the lotal value ‘nl'ﬂ\e-rchhnhidiée.?eﬁifipmen

d. How was the value {merc
taken) determined?
1, | Original cast
2" | Replacement cost
31 ! Qther — Spacily —

16a. Did the olfender(s) take any money, merchandise,
equipment, ot supplies?

2 Mo - SKIF o 18a

{findhe) sauipnt
N,

supplies taken? .
v Nore T i Y \
%1 Don't knuw} SK{P\\ K \&

R "

[3 Watch deg
7 Firearms

.. Camaras
,:Mma\r‘s

\ Lril\ks\
\,L.mﬂx;,} - o

e
9
A
]
19

\\.)
[ —

19a. Were any securily mieastres {aken alfer this incident to

2, iNo - SKIP 100
. 'Whal measures wete laken?
Mark {X) ail that apply}
1 Alntrm system - purstde rhging
&L Burgiar abarm — insede nnging

3. Centrat atarm

barg on wendow, et

& Guard, watghman

@i(h\;; - swocityyg A

lishment from Juture Incidents?

Jrvices, grates, gates,

4 3 A
Ll X ‘ 5
\ \ v
| [

tsrde & Adgrtiana isidh
K -~

Wete
1N
2 ! Don't know

3
4

H

1, Paiige

17a, How much, if any, of the stolen money and or property
was recovered by insurance?

2, P iher - Specily

v None ~ Why not? 7

was recovered by means other than insurance?

Don't know} SKIR (o 182
¢. By what means
propeity recovered?

s the slolen money and of

f:

o

~

1. ! Didn't repart it B
2. Does not havae insurance a
3. INot settied yet
4 Palicy has a deductidle K
5 " iMoney ang ur merchandise was fecovered &'
x . Don't know 7. Afratd of reprisal
b, How much, if any, of the stalen meney aad ‘or property : Reportad 1o

the police informed of this incident in any way?

- SKiP 10 21
Yes - Whe told them? )

i Sameane else
i Police on seene
. What was the reason this incident was nol teported |
to the police? (Mark (X3 ait that apply)
1 Notmng could be done - tack of proal
Did npt think (2 tmportant enough
" Policé wouldn’t want to be bothersd
Diig nat want to take the time - o N1Convenient
Private or persortal matter, did nol want So repart 1t

L g ot want 1o get mvolved

- QOther -~ Spemly—;

et e e o e Sk e £ 7 o g

Qwner(sy

=i '
Employe SKHP ta ot

saneone else

21. INTERVIEWER
CHECK {TEM

Are there more tncidents
to record?
{ | No =~ Relum to page 1,
complolo ttems 8 and
8, and end intorview.
iYes — Fill the noxt Incident
Roport.

NOTES

TRANSCRIBE THE IDENTIFICATION CODES FROM ITEM |

U.8, DEPARTMIENT OF COMMERCE
.’;9;'."‘,‘.:,"““0 5OCIAL AND'ECO QUIC STATISTICS ABMI:

HOM|
fl
ACTING Al COLLECTING
AMENT A33

FORM €vI1a0 i§.41 2a)

Page 6

307 Other - Spacely 3..’.1

. \ ‘\‘: g
—— \“,.,x,.\,‘ . ‘_,,\ﬁ_\ v

OF THE COVER SHEET AND COMPLETE A SEPARATE AR B SE m,‘_uéwgg%bs,*qm; |
g P NCIDENT. 5,
INCIDENT REPORT FOR EAGH INC INCIDENT REPORT N
JDENTIFICATION CODE COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY - NATIONAL SAMPLE |
o, PSU T Cegment o, Line |, Part | e, Panel | % RO v :\;:dcnl INCIDENT NUMBER |
e Record which incident {1, 2, etc.)
| | is covered by this page D
- jured In this E
e 6 months beRINNING e we e o Ta. Were you, the owner, or any employee injure
Z:; es:rll?n;hal duting lh. mzlarnm sc‘rola:lnggquashons incident, seriously enough to tequite medical attention? N
1015 for descep ol crima}, ot , v ves - How many? I &’LTnEEvm" e el T
1. 1n what month dig this (did the tirsi) incideni happen? o
I; 171 jan, a7 Apret 717 fuly A Qe 27 VN6 - SKIP 19 Y R
2 L Fab, 5! [ May 8. | Aug n | ' Mov. s L e o
i !M:r. 8 june 9!t Seply ol Den. b, How many of them stayed in 2 Number E
L - hospital overnight or longer?
2. About what lime did it happen? k P
' X:F‘ntn:h(eadn:“é “a":sm »Mm.’ 8, Of those fecelving treatment in of oul of 3 hospital, did 0
o "7‘( . Midnoghe fhis business pay for any of the medical expenses not
3 ‘;ﬂpd.m.xht -6 aum, covered by a regular health benefits program? R
4 o [on't know what timé at night 1 ' yes - How much @ T
51 Don't know was paid? 3 ... .
3. Where did this incident take place? & N
¥ At thes place of business 31 Dan't krow
2! On dehivery
317 Enroute to bank 9a, Did any deaths occut as 3 result of Lhis in¢ideat?
47 L Qther o SPOCHY o i i Vit ves
4, Wete you, the owner, or any employee present while this 2171 No - SKIP to 153
i 7 A e
lnqde;ﬂ e occurlng? b, Who was killed? c. How many? -
;3 : st SKIP 1o 10 Mark (X) all thal apply) U S
1 ! Don't knaw R T I UF S
- S
53. Did the persan halding you up have a weapon or samething . w,“pmy“s\“'\\ AAAAAA o T o
that was used as a weapon, such as a bollle or wrench? S VY
Vi Yas ¢ ',C\Js\»mars A VTN A AN e
. - A\ Y t 4y
3otk K o b «\;\tts ,,,,,,, .
S Dent kmwwsmP to 6a 7 7 o \h\‘ N 4 : \;\lnic/k,h:r\! ysnk?‘ 7
b, What was the weapon? (Mark (X) ali thatagply) N\ N LR R R RS S— -
117 Gun U \ RO e
2170 Radfe \

177 Uther s .‘Spéuly._;,

G2, Haw many persons werd invalyed in com\i(lrin&‘t\i clime?
V¢ One - Continue widrah bERQw v

21 i Two Y

107 Three SNIP(\(O\G‘G,}

4! Four nt more e

57 1 Don't know ~ SKiF to 7a

b How old Would you say the person was?

v Under 12 4] 71820
2T 214 87,2t ar over
31 15-17 517 Don't know

SKIP to 150

10, 0id the olfender enter, attempt 1o enler, or remain in this
eslablishment {llegatly?

c. Was the person male or female?
117 Maie
2171 Femate
3 Don't know

d. Was he (she) -

177 White?

271 Black? SKiP to 7a
3071 Other? = Specely v e

4 1 Don't know

7 Yes

21 I No 7

niscontinge use of incidonl Reporl, Enter &l the tep of
. this shoel **Qul of Scope-Larceny.’" erase incident

number, change the answers (0 screening questions 1015,
change number ol tncudenls in Hem 1h, page {, ond go
on 10 the nex! reported tncitdent. 1 no gther mculenty
ate rapiorted, telurn 10 page | ant complate rtems

8 and § and and the interview,

11. Did the offender(s) actually gef in or just try lo gel in?
v, Actuaty gotn

20 7 justined o getin

{12, Was there a broken window, broken lock, alarm, or any

e. How old would you say the 'youwngesl petson was?

other evidence that the offender(s) forced (tried 1o lorce)
his {their) way in?
viTiYes

20 INo - SKiP to 14

177 Under ¥ o 18~20
2 112014 51720 ar over = SKIP 10 69
3071517 6! 71 Don't know
I. How old would you say the oidest person was?
t177 Under 12 af 118-20
ARy L] 5120 of over
3771817 677} Don't know

13. What was the evidence? iMark all that apply}

2. Were they male or temale?
+ 17T AL mate 317 Male and female
2077 ANl femate 4171 Don't know

h. Were they ~
1771 Only white?
2771 Only black?

4«1~ Some combination? ~ Specily .....
$ {7} Don't know

3077001y OUNeIT = SPECHY o e s o i

v i Braken fock or windaw

. F 4 door
Booore SKIP [0 150
3! Atarm
407 Other = SPRCHY e crsm st weoen

14, How did the oftender(s) get 1n (iry to get In)?

127 Through wnlocked door or window
277 T Had a key
307 OLNEE = SPOOHY o 1= oo rm o o
i{ 1 Don't know

FGHM CVS.100 ‘Ai2la?4)
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« " INCIDENT REPORT - Confinued

15a.

o

P2y

=

Was anything damaged in this incident? For example,
a lock ot window broken, damaged metchandise, elc.

¥ Ty

2 Hp - YKiP 1o tha

Was I wetel the damaged item(s) repaired of teplaced?

1 Yes - GKI o Tha
¢ M

How much wovld it cost lo“reipair-or teplace the damages?
(Estimate}

T
v - @} SKIR 1o the

x Dot kow

. How much did i} cost te repallr ‘ot’teplavce the damaxes?”

: .
v No «ust ~ SKIF D 16a
* L't know

. Who pald o1 will pay for the tepaits of ceplacement?

Mk s X4 ki that apily!

v This Buginess

< trrsurane g

] Viwnet of huihhing Laddiordi
] ither - Spactly

s Lin®t kv

18a. Did you, the owner, or any employee here lose any time
lrom work because of this Incident?

v yes « How many people? - {N“'“"“'
2. No - SKIiP fo 19a
b. How many wnrkiydaysqw»évre' last Valtovge‘lhel?' o
t Choess than 1 Jay
W) U5 days

1 6«10 days [0."3, o

4 'Qvet 10 days — How many?e——
B Don't know

R —

o
Y

o o

a

"Did The olfenderis) lal\e‘any money. merchandise,

equipment, or supplies?
T Yo
& Ne o SKIB 10 TH)

How much money was laken? e §

#hat was (he tolal value of merchandise, eqﬁiprﬁér_\i; o -

supphies taken?

$ Com o

N Nutte
Yy Con -
% {an't kmm} SKIE 1ot 7 b \ Y
e se N e % e o
. How was the value (marchahdise, equipdent, or supplies
takeni determined? o

[ Original cog? e
Reptacement cost
1 itithar - Spocity

192 Weie any securify measures taken after this incident to
protect the establishment ftom future incidents?

v oives

2 No - SKIR ta 2da

What measutes were taken?

iMatk X4 ait that applyt

' Algrm gystem - outgnie pngog

o

&1 Barglar ararm - mgide snging
1 Centeal atarm

& Reinforeing sevi s, gratas. gates,
bars an winifow, ste.

o Guard, wat hman
watih tog
Firparms

o R

Mitrars : Y 3
T Loeky L Y
oLaahtd - catshde pr additiond) msee
E LA
o TUthet - SpaciHy y
N '}

*
L3
?
a Cameras
3
A
1]

H

RO S, S e i i e s

174,

o

o

How much, il any, ol the stolen money and ‘or properly
was recovered by insurance?

v Noae - Why not? 3

' Thrdn®t empart 1y

2 Lies anthave msurance

1 - Natgettted yot

4 Falioy has 3 deductble

& Money ang of merchandise was fecovered
x Cantt ke

. wa‘much. i vany.vnl the Syldlén monre’yvanvd olpwpelty o

was tecovered by means other than insurance?

o e
X Den't know o

. By what means was the siolen moﬁey nd ot

properly recovered?
' Pulice
Othar - Specely

R0a. ‘Wete the police informed of this incident in any way?
N
2 Qon'tknow - SKIP 10 21
¥es - Who told (hem? -
1. Qwneris)
47 Empluyes
8 D Sampsnp ¢ise
8, i Police un Suene

SKip 10 21

o

. Whal was the_reason this incident was not reported
to the police? (Mark ¢ X3 alf that appiy)
1 Nothing eculd be dond « Tack of praof
Urd not think f ampgrtant ensugh
Patice would =t vart to be bathered
. (ot want to take the ime = E30 incabventent
P Privats gr personal matter dr 1ot want to report it
Did siet want to get invalved
Afraud uf represal
i Reparted t6 samechs el'se
Other - Specly 2

L - )

21, INTERVIEWER } Are there more Incidents
CHECK ITEM to recard?

©UNo = Retum to page 1
compiote dlems 8 and
9. gnd end intarview.
i Yes s Futl the next Incigent
Repor.

NOTES

EORR CVS 00 o8 21 Y4y Page 8

APPENDIX |11

HOUSEHOLD SURVEY: TECHNICAL INFORMATION
AND STANDARD ERROR TABLES

With respect to crimes against persons and house-
holds, survey results contained in this report are based
on data gathered from residents throughout the Nation,
including persons living in group quarters, such as
dormitories, rooming houses, and religious group dwell-
ings. Crewmembers of merchant vessels, Armed Forces
personnel living in military barracks, and institution-
alized persons, such as correctional facility inmates, did
not fall within the scope of the survey. Similarly, U.S.
citizens residing abroad and foreign visitors to this
country were not under consideration. With these
exceptions, individuals age 12 and over living in units
designated for the sample were eligible to be interviewed
in person.

Each interviewer’s first contact with a unit selected
for the survey was in person, and, if it was not possible
to secure interviews with all eligible members of the
househoid during this initial visit, interviews by tele-
phone were permissible thereafter. The only exemptions
to the requirement for personal interview applied to 12-
and 13-year-olds, incapacitated persons, and individuals
who were absent from the houschold during the entire
field interviewing period; for such persons, interviewers
were required to obtain proxy responses from a knowl-

edgeable adult member of the household. Survey records
were processed and weighted, yielding results representa-
tive both of the Nation’s population as a whole and of
sectors within society, Because they arc based on a
sample survey rather than a complete enumeration, the
results are estimates.

Sample design and size

Estimates emanating from the survey art based on
data obtained from a stratified multistage cluster sample.
In designing the sample, the first stage consisted of the
formation of primary sampling units comprising coun-
ties or groups of counties, including every county in the
Nation, Approximately 1,930 of these units were so
formed and grouped into 376 strata. Among these strata,
each of 156 represented a singic area and thus came into
the sample with certainty. These strata, designated
self-representing areas, generally contained the larger
metropolitan areas. The remaining 220 strata were
formed by combining areas that shared certain character-
istics in common, such as geographic region, population
density, population growth rate, proportion of nonwhite
population, etc. From each stratum, one area was
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selected for the sample, the probability of sclection
having heen proportionate to the area’s population: areas
so chosen are referred to as being non-self-representing.

The remaining procedures were designed to ensure a
self-weighting probability sample of dwelling units and
group quarlers within each of the selected arcas,! This
involved a systematic sclection of enumeration districts
(geographic areas used for the 1970 Census), with the
probability of selection being proportionate to their
1970 population size, lollowed by the selection of
clusters ol approximately four housing units each from
within each cnumeration district, To account for units
built within cach of the sample arcas after the 1970
Census, a sumple was drawn, by means of an indepen-
dent clerical operation, of permits issued for the
construction of residential housing, Junisdictions that do
not issue building permits were sampled by means of a
sample of area segments, These supplementary proce-
dures, though yielding a relatively sowll portion of the
total sample, enabled persons oceupying housing built
after 1970 to be properly represented in the survey, As
the decade progresses, newly constructed units will
account for an increased proportion of the total sample,

A total of approximately 80,000 housing units and
other living quarters were designated for the sample. For
purposes of conducting the field interviews, the sumple
was divided into six groups, or rotations, each of which
contained housing units whose occupasnis were to be
interviewed once every 6 months over a period of 3
years; the initial interview was for purposes of bounding,
i.., establishing a time lrame to avoid duplicative
recording of information on subsequent interviews. Lach
rotation group was further divided info six pancls.
Individuals oceupying housing units within one-sixth of
each rotation group, or one panel, were interviewed each
month during the 6-month period. Because the survey is
continuous, additional housing units are selected in the
manner described and assigned to rotation groups and
panels for subsequent incorporation into the sample. A
new rotation group enters the sample cvery 6 months,
replacing a group phased out after being in the sample
for 3 years,

Among the 80,000 housing units designated for the
sample that was to provide information relating to
calendar year 1973, interviews were obtained from the
occupants of about 65,000, The large majority of the

lSclll\\fcightim: means that each sample household had the
same initial probability of being selected.
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remaining 15,000 units were Tound to be vacant,
demolished, or converted to nonresidential use or were
otherwise ineligible for the survey, However, approxi-
mately 2,500 of the 15,000 units were oceupicd by
householders who, although eligible to participate in the
siurvey, were not interviewed because they could not be
reached after repeated visits, declined {o be interviewed,
were temporarily absent, or were otherwise not avail-
able. Thus, the occupants of about 96 percent ol all
eligible housing units, or some 160,000 persons, partici-
pated in the survey,

Estimation procedure

in order to enhance the reliability of the estinates
presented in this sreport, the estimation procedure
incorporated extensive auxiliary data resources on those
characteristics of the population that are believed to
bear on the subject matter of the survey, These auxitiary
data were used in the various stages of ratio estimation.

The estimation procedure is performed on a
quarterly basis to produce quarterly estimates of the
volume and rates of victimization. Sample data from 8
months ol (ield interviewing are required to produce
these quarterfy estimates, As shown on the following
chart, data collected during the months of February
through September are required to produce an estimate
for the fiest quarter of any given calendar year.
Similarly, annual estimates are derived by accumulating
data from the four quarterly estimates which, in turn,
are obtained from a total of 17 months of {ield
interviewing,2 One purpose of this interviewing scheme
and the resulting estimation procedure was that of
offsetting expected biases associated with the tendency
ol respondents Lo place criminal victimizations in more
recent months during the 6-month recall period than
when they actually occuned,

The first step i the estimation procedure was the
inflation of the sample data by the reciprocal of the
probability of its selection. An adjustment was then
made to account for occupied units (and for persons in
occupied units) that were eligible for the survey but
where it was nol possible to obtain an interview.

Ordinarily, the distribution of the sample popula-
tion differs somewhat from the distribution of the total

et .

2'Phus, the population and houschald figures shown on the
victimization rate tabies in Appendix [ were based on an average
for these 17 months, centering on the ninth month of the survey
reference period, in this case, October 1973,

interview

January
February )
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April

June

Month of interview by month of recall

(X’s denote months in the o~-month recall period)

7 period of reference (or recall)

Month of First quarter
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July
August
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November
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May

June
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population from which the sample was draxyn in terms
of such characteristics as age, race, $ex, residence, ete.
Because of this, various stages of ratio estimation \Ycre
employed to bring distributions of the two p(.)pu.l:-mons
into closer agreement, hence reducing the vana‘bxhty of
sample estimates. Two stages of ratio CSlii.ﬂﬂthH were
used in producing data relating to crimes against persons;
the same two stages, plus a third, were applied for data
on household crimes.

The first stage of ratio estimation was applied only
to data records obtained from samiple areas that were
non-self-representing. lts purpose was 1o reduce the error
arising from the fact that one arca was sclect‘ed to
represent an entire stratum. For various categorics of
race and residence, ratios were calculated reflecting the
relationships between weighted 1970 Census counts for

Second quarter )
Jan, Feb, March April May June  July Aug. Sept.

Third quarter Fourth guarter
Oct.  Nov.  Dec.

X -
X X X )
X X X X X X
X X X X X X
) X X X X X
. X

all sample arcas in each region and the total population
of the region at the time of the Census. .

The second stage of ratio estimation was applied on
a person basis and brought the distribution of the sample
persons into closer agreement with independent p<?st~
Census estimates of the distribution of the population
by various age-sex-color categories. The third st;}gc of
ratio estimation was applied on a household basis and
performed a similar function with regard to the distribu-
tion of the stock of housing units by residence-tenure
categories. ) .

Concerning the estimation of data on crimes against
houscholds, characteristics of the wife in a husband-wife
household and characteristics of the head of household
in other types of households were used to determine
which sccond-stage ratio estimate factors were to be
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applied, This procedure is thouglit to be more precise than
that of uniformly using the characteristics of the head of
household, since sample coverage generally is better for
females than for males.

In producing estimates of personal incidents (as
opposed to those of victimizatipns), a further adjust-
ment was made in those cases where an incident involved
more than one person, thereby allowing for the proba-
bility that such incidents had more than a single chance
of coming into the sample. Thus, if two persons were
victimized during the same incident, the weight assigned
to the record for that incident (and associated character
istics) was reduced by one-haif in order not to introduce
double counts into the cstimated data. A comparable
adjustment was not made in estimating data on crimes
against houscholds, as each separate criminal act was
defined as involving only one houschold, When a
personal crime was reported in the household survey as
having occurred simultaneously with a commercial
burglary or robbery, it was assumed that the commercial
survey accounted for the incident and, therefore, it was
not counted as an incident of personal crime, However,
the details of the outcome of the event as they related to
thie victimized individual would be reflected in the
household survey results,

Series victimizations

As mentioned in the chapter entitled “The National
Surveys,” victimizations that occurred in series of three
or more and for which the victim was unable to describe
scparatcly the details of each event have been excluded
from the analysis and data tables in this report, Because
respondents had difficulty pinpointing the dates of these
acls, this information was recorded by the season (or
scasons) of occurrence within the 6-month reference
period and tabulated by the quarter of the year in which
the data were collected. For the majority of crimes,
however, the data were tabalated on the basis of the
specific month of occurrence to produce quarterly
estimates, Although no direct correspondence exists
between the two sets of data, near compatibility
between reference periods can be achieved by comparing
the data on series victimizations gathered by interviewers
from April 1973 through March 1974 with the regular
(i.e., non-series) victimizations for calendar year 1973,
This approach results in an 87.5 percent overlap between
reporting periods for the two data sets.

Table I, at the end of this appendix, is based on
such a comparison, It shows that there were slightly
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more than | million serics victimizations in the personal
erime sector and about 760,000 in the household sector.
Efforts ate underway to study the nature of series
victimizations, focusing on their relationship to regular
victimizations,

Reliability of estimates

The particular sample employed for this survzy was
one of a large number of possible samples of equal size
that could have been used applying the same sample
design and selection procedures. Estimates derived from
different samples would differ from each other. The
standard error of a survey estimate is a measure of the
variation among the estimates from all possible samples
and is, therefore, a measure of the precision with which
the estimate from a particular sample approximates the
average result of all possible samples. The estimate and
its associated standard error may be used to construct a
confidence interval, that is, an interval having a
prescribed probability that it would include the average
result of all possible samples, The chances are about 68
out of 100 that the survey estimate would differ from
the average result of all possible samples by less than one
standard error. Similarly, the chances are about 90 out
of 100 that the difference would be less than 1.6 times
the standard error; about 95 out of 100 that the
difference would be 2.0 times the standard error; and 99
out of 100 charices that it would be less than 2.5 times
the standard error. The 68 percent confidence interval is
defined as the range of values given by the estimate
minus the standard error and the estimate plus the
standard error; the chances are 68 in 100 that a figure
from a complete census would fall within that range,
Likewise, the 95 percent confidence interval is defined
as the estimate plus or minus two standard errors.

In addition to sampling error, the estimates
presented in this report are subject to nonsampling error.
Major sources of such error are related to the ability of
respondents to recall victimization experiences and
assocziated details that occurred during the 6 months
prior to the time of interview, Research on the capacity
of victims to recall specific kinds of crime, based on
interviewing persons who were victims of offenses drawn
from police files, indicates that assault is the least well
recalled of the crimes measured by the National Crime
Panel program. This may stem in part from the observed
tendency of victims not to report crimes committed by
offenders known to them, especially if they are relatives.
In addition, it is suspected that, among certain societal

groups, erimes that contain the elements ol assault are 2
part of everyday life and, thus, are simply forgotten or
are not considered  worth mentioning {o o survey
interviewer, Taken together, these reeull problems may
result in a substantial understatement ol the “true™ rate
ol vietimization frot assault,

Another source of nonsampling crror related to the
recall capucity of respondents entails the inability to
place the criminal event in the correct month, even
though it was placed in the corect reference period.
This source of error is partially offset by the requires
ment for monthly interviewing and by the estimation
procedure  deseribed carlier. An additional problem
involves (elessoping, ur bringing within the appropriate
a-month period incidents that oceurred eartier or, ina
few instances. those that happened alter the close ol the
reference period, The latter is believed to be relatively
rare because the bulk of the interviewing takes place
during the first week of the month Tollowing the
reference period, In any event, the ellect ol telescoping
is minimized by the bounding procedure described
above. The interviewer is provided with a sununary of
the incidents reported in the preceding interview and, it
a similar incident is reported, it can then be determined
from diseussion with the respondent whether the
reported incident is indeed a new one.

Methodological reseatch undertaken in preparation
for the National Crime Panel program indicated that
substantially fewer incidents of erime are reported when
one household member reports for all persons residing in
the household than when each houschold member is
interviewed individually. Therelore, the self-response
procedure was adopted as a general rules allowanees Jor
proxy response under the contingencies discussed carlier
are the only exceptions to this rule.

Additional nonsampling errors can result from
incomplete or erroncous responses, systematic mistakes
introduced by interviewers, possible biases associuted
with the sample rotation scheme, and improper cading
and processing of data, Many of these errors would also
occur in a complete census. Quality control measures,
such as interviewer observation, with retraining and
reinterviewing, as appropriate, us well us edit procedures
in the field and at the clerical and computer processing
stapes, were utilized to keep such errors at an acceptably
low level. As caleulated for this survey, the standard
errors partially measure only those nonsampling errors
arising from random response and interviewer erroist
they do not, however, take into account any systematic
biases in the data,

Standard error tables
and calculations

For survey estimates relevant to the personal and
household sectors, the standard errors displayed on
tables at the end ol this appendix can be used for
gauging sanipling variability . These errors are approxine
tions and suggest an order of magnitude of the standard
error rather than the precise error assockated with any
given estimate, Table 1L contains the standard error
approsimations applicable to estimated levels, or num-
hers, of criminal incidents and victimizations within the
personal sector, Standard etrors pertaining to househald
victimizations are given on Table HI Tables 1V and V
contain standard  errars applicable to personal and
househald vietimization rates, respectively. And Tables
Vi and VI pive standard errors [or percentages of
personal and household victimizutions. respectively.

The standard error of a dilference between tvo
sample estimates is upproximately equal to the square
root of the sum of the squares of the standard errars of
cachl estimite  considered  separately.  This  formula
represents the aetual standard errov quite aceurately for
the ditference between uncurtelated sample estimates,
If, however, thete s a high pusitive correlation, the
formula will overestimate the true standard error ol the
dilference and if there is a large negative correlation. the
formula will underestimate the true standard error of the
difference. To dlustrate the application of standard
errors i measuring sampling variability, refer to Datua
Table 3. Appendix I, which shows that the total
population age 12 and over used as a base for caleulating
viclimization rates for calendar year 1973 was
(62.230,300. Fur these persons the victimization rate
for erimes of violence wis 34 per 1,000, Linear
interpolation of values in ‘Fable 1V of this appendix
vields a standard error ol 0.8 for this vietimization rate.
Thus. the chiapces are 68 out of 100 that a complete
census figure would have dittered from this rate by no
more than 0.5, plus or minus. And, the chances are 95
out of 100 that the estimate would have differed from a
census figure by less than twice this standard error, or
that the 95 percent confidence interval associated with
the rate is from 33 to 35.

Data Table 4 of this report shows that the number
of persons age 12-15 used us a base for caleulai¥ig
victimization rates was 16,558,000, For these persons
the victimization rate for personal crines of theft was
176 per 1,000, Table 4 also shows that, for persons age
16-19, the base for caleulating victimization rates was
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Table 1. Personal and household crimes: Number and percent distribution of series
victimizations (4/73-3/74) and of victimizations not in series (1973}, by

sector and type of crime

Series vicltimizations Victimizations not in series
Percent Percent
Sector and type of crime Number in sector Number in sector
Personal sector 1,052,800 100,90 20,653,600 100.0
Crimes of violence 487,420 16.3 5,493,600 26,6
Rape To1g120 0.8 159,700 0.8
Robbery 51,570 5.9 1,120,100 5.l
Robbery with injury 27,490 0.7 385,900 1.9
Robbery without injury 12,080 5.2 734,200 3.6
Assault 7,730 L0.6 1,213,800 20.4
Aggravated assault 134,560 12.8 1,681,200 8.1
With injury L2,530 L0 545,300 2.6
Attempted assault with weapon 92,030 8.9 1,135,920 5.5
Simple assault 293,172 27.9 2,532,700 12.3
With injury 546,630 Lo, 625,600 3.0
Attempted assault without wzapon 246,540 23.L 1,907,100 2.2
Crimes of theft 565,380 53.7 15,160,000 73.L
Personal larceny with contact 19,350 3.9 512,400 2.5
Personal larceny without conbact 2556,030 52.8 14,647,600 70.9
Household sector 760,280 100.0 15,354,200 120.0
Burglary 277,560 36.5 £,433,000 £1.9
Forcible entry 70, 840 9.3 2,0L3,700 13.2
Unlawful entry without force 150,230 19.8 2,955,400 19.2
Attempted forcible entry 56,500 Tk 1,534,000 9.3
Household larceny 458,150 £0.3 7,590,720 L9.5
Less than %50 318,640 1.9 4,887,200 31.8
$50 or more 28,820 1.7 1,887,000 12.3
Amount not availsble 31,000 L1 271,500 1.8
Attempted larceny 19,600 2.6 515,100 3.6
Motor vehicle theft 2L, 570 3.2 1,330,500 8.7
Completed theft 18,620 1.2 865,300 5.6
Attempted theft 15,950 2.1 165,300 3.0

NOTE: Detail may not add to totsl shown becanse of
lEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
2As originally tabulated, personal larceny without contact was classified as a household crime, i.e,, larcenies occurring away from howme.

rounding.

The incompatibility of time frames is discussed under “Series Vietimizations," this appendix.

generally have involved the theit of items belonging to individuals rather than to thes household as a unit, it was decided to retabulate these larcenies within

the personal sector.

is not fully compatible with the corresponding one for victimizations not in series.

However, household larcenies away from home that occurred in zeries were not reisbulated on this basis, with the result that this figure

Because thess crimes
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Table Il. Personal crimes: Standard error
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Table VI. Perspnal crimes: Standard error approximations
for estimated percentages of victimizations
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APPENDIX IV

COMMERCIAL SURVEY: TECHNICAL INFORMATION
AND STANDARD ERROR TABLES

Commercial victimization survey results contained
in this publication are based on data personally gathered

metropolitan  character. Several stages of sclection
yiclded 24 substrata chosen with cqual probability and
in o manner to avoid strata used in other current

by interviewers from the operators (usually managers or
owners) of places of business and certain other organiza-
tional entities throughout the United States. Although
focusing on commercial establishments, survey coverage
extended to a relatively small number of other
organizations, such as those engaged in religious, politi-
cal, and cultural activities. Most units of Federal, State,
and local government were excluded. In applicable
jurisdictions, however, liquor stores and transportation

systems operated by government were within the scope boundaries of each segment.

business surveys. Within each stratum, onc area was
selected to represent the entire stratum, sample segments
having been selected within each area. In the 10
certainty sample arcas, a sample of segments was drawn
at the rate of 1 in 24 from among those segments not in
current use, Interviewers canvassed the selected segments
and conducted interviews at all business establishments
and other organizational units focated within the

of the survey; thesc were the only exceptions to the
general exclusion of government-operated entities.
Because they were based on a sample survey rather than
a complete enumeration, all survey results are estimates.

Sample design and size

Survey estimates were obtaincd from a stratified
multistage cluster sample consisting of a total of 34
sample areas, 10 of which were selected with certainty
and, therefore, were self-representing. The remaining
sample areas were chosen from an original total of 240
strata that had been collzpsed into 24 large strata, with
areas in each of the la.ter being as homogencous as
possible with respect to size, geographic region, and

A sample consisting of an estimated 2,900 places of
business was designated for interview each month,
yielding about 2,400 intervicwed establishments. At a
large majority of the 500 remaining businesses, it was
not possible to conduct interviews because the business
locations were vacant, buildings had been demolished, or
the businesses were otherwise not qualified for inter-
view. Establishments cligible for interview but where no
interviews were obtained because the business was
temporarily closed during the interview period, or
because the operator refused to grant an interview,
amounted to fewer than 1 percent of those cligible for
the interviews on which the 1973 survey results are
based. .
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For purposes of conducting the interviews, the
sample was divided into six panels, one of which was
interviewed each month during a given 6-month period.
Although the survey is continuous, it differs from the
household survey in that a rotation procedure is not
employed. Establishment operators are interviewed
every 6 months for an indefinite period.

Estimation procedure

The estimation procedure is performed on a
quarterly basis, as in the household survey, to produce
quarterly estimates of burglary and robbery victimiza-
tions and of victimization rates for each of those crimes.
Annual data represent the accumulation of the appro-
priate quarterly figures, with rates computed over an
average base for the year.

Data records produced from survey interviews were .

assigned final weights, applied to each usable data
record, enabling nationwide estimaies to be tabulated.
The final weight was the product of the basic weight
(500 for the full sample), reflecting each selected
establishment’s probability of being in the sample and an
adjustment for noninterview. A noninterview adjustment
was calculated for each of 17 classes of business; it was
equal to the total number of data records required in
each class divided by the number of usable records
actually collected. This factor was then applied to each
usable record in the particular kind of business category.

If an interviewer determined that a business had not
operated at the listed address for the entire 6-month
reference period, an attempt was made to secure
information for the balance of the period from whatever
firm previously occupied the location or, in the case of
vacancies, from neighboring businesses. However, in cases
of failure to account for the full reference period, no
further weighting adjustment was made.

Series victimizations were not treated separately in
the commercial sector because recordkeeping generally
enabled respondents to provide details of whatever
multiple victimizations may have occurred during the
6-month reference period. Thus, all reported incidents of
burglary and robbery against commercial establishments
are reflected in the data tables.

Reliability of estimates

Survey results presented in this report concerning
the criminal victimization of commercial establishments
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are estimates that were derived through probability
sampling methods rather than from a complete enumera-
tion. The sample used was only one of many of the same
size that could have been selected utilizing the same
sampling design. Although the results obtained from any
two samples might differ markedly, the average of a
number of different samples would be expected to be in
near agreement with the results of a complete enumera-
tion using the same data collection procedures and
processing methods, Similarly, the results obtained by
averaging data from a naniber of subsamples of the
whole sample would be expected to give an order of
magnitude of the variance between any single subsample
and the grouping of subsamples. Such a technique,
known as the random group method, was used in
calculating coefficients of variation, presented in this
appendix in the form of standard errors for estimates
gencrated by the surveys, Because the standard errors are
the products of calculations involving estimates derived
through sampling, cach error in turn is subject to
sampling variability.

In order to gauge the extent of sampling variability
inherent in the commercial survey results, standard
errors have been derived for a number of business
characteristics. Generalized standard errors, such as
those developed in connection with the household
survey, were not calculated. Instead, two tables in this
appendix display standard errors from the sample
observations for estimated values pertaining to selected
characteristics of business establishments. While these
standard errors partially gauge the effect of nonsampling
error, they do not take into account any biases that may
be inherent in the survey results,

When used in conjunction with the survey results,
the standard error tables permit the construction of
intervals containing the average result of all possible
samples with a prescribed level of confidence. Chances
are about 68 out of 100 that any given survey result would
differ from results that would be obtained from a
complete enumeration using the same procedures by less
than the applicable standard error. Doubling the interval
increases the confidence level to 95 chances out of 100
that the estimated value would differ from the results of
a complete count by less than twice the standard error.

As in the household survey, estimates on crimes
against businesses are subject to nonsampling errors,
principal among these being the problem of recalling
victimizations applicable to the 6 months prior to

interview. Because of a number of lactors, however, it is
likely that these errors were less prevalent in the
commercial survey than they were in the houschold
survey, These factors include the greater likelthood of
recordkeeping und of reporting to police by businesses,
as well as the concentiation of the survey on two of the
more serious crimes, burglary and robbery. To control
for the telescoping problem, a bounding procedure is
used whereby respondents are reminded at the beginning
of each interview of any incidents that were reported
during the previous interview.,

Other nonsampling errors may have arisen from
deficient interviewing and from data processing mis-
takes. However, quality control measures similar to
those used in the houschold survey were adopted to
minimize such errors,

Standard error tables
and calculations

In order to measure the sampling variability
associated  with selected results of the commercial
survey, standard errors are presented in two tables in this

appendix. The lirst of these, Table VI, conluing
standard errors applicable to the estimated number of
commercial victimizations, by type of crime, For each of
the measured offenses, Table IX displays standuard errors
for estimated victimization rates, by kind of establish-
ment and gross annual receipts.

Ta illustrate the use of the crror tables, assume that
one wished to measure the vartance associated with the
robbery victimization rafc against service enterprises - 25
per 1,000 establishments, as shown on Data Table 24
and on Lrror Table [X. The fatter reveals that the
applicable error for this rate iy 5.5, Thus, the confidence
interval surrounding the estimate is about 19,5 to 30.5;
in other words, the chances are about 68 out of 100 that
the results of a complete census would have produced an
estimate within this range, Similarly, the chances are
about 95 out of 100 that a complete enumeration would
have resulted in an estimate within the range of two
standard errors, or from about 14 to 36, For estimated
numbers and rates not shown on Tables VI and IX,
rough approximations of standard errors may be made
by utilizing the standard errors For similar values having
bases of comparable size,
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Table VIHI. Commercial crimes: Standard
error estimates for number of victimizations,
by type of crime

(A8 chances cut of 100)

Fatimabed namber

Lypes off erime of vietimlzations Standard errop

aplary 1, 3, GO0 98, 300
Conpleted burplary Iy iduy 100 70, CQ0
Attompted burplary IEASEN 21,700

it k;t vy #dyy 100 17,200
Gonpleted pobbory 1, D00 15,500
Attemptod rabbery Eiy (00 2,200

Table I X. Commercial crimes: Standard error estimates
for victimization rates, by characteristics
of establishments and type of crime

{2 chances out of 100)

Rurglary Rubbery
Estlmated Standari Eotimated Standard
Charasteristic rate error raty ereoy
Kind o f eopablistment
AT establlshmente 20 1.0 39 Fa
Retall PO Yoo ity 1000
Wholesale 194 Qe o3 12,7
Gervice 18 100 28 bk
dresiannual receipts
Lo than $10, 000 the 15,8 NS Rad
10, CO0=B2L, 99y by 1.0 ad EEA
Fty DOO=FL, 999 PN e Lt e
:i;z;(y' UL‘(I—Q}"’Q, Gk BN [N b
100, CO0=24,97, 999 2H0 il "1
FH00, CO0-F299, 999 23 A 11,0
$1, 000,000 ¢ mope A £ LE 14,0
e salos 1659 A 1y Ay
st imatey tased on &boub 10 o Tewer sample cases, Lo stativtically waeliables

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Age—The appropriate age category is determined by
each respondent’s age as of the last day of the
month preceding the interview.

Aggravated assault-—-Attack with a weapon resulting in
any injury and attack without a weapon resulting
cither in serious injury (e.g., broken-bones, loss of
teeth, internal injuries, loss of consciousness) or in
undetermined injury requiring 2 or more days of
hospitalization. Also includes attempted assault
with a weapon,

Annual family income—Includes the income of the
household head and all other related persons resid-
ing in the same houschold unit. Covers the 12
months preceding the interview and includes wages,
saiaries, net income from business or farm, pensions,
interest, dividends, rent, and any other form of
monetary income. The income of persons unrelated
to the head of household is excluded.

Assault—An unlawiul physical attack, whether aggra-
vated or simple, upon a person. Includes attempted
assaults with or without a weapon. Excludes rape
and attempted rape, as well as attacks involving
theft or attempted theft, which are classified as
tobbery.

Attempted forcible entry—A form of burglary in which
force is used in an attempt to gain entry.

Busglary—Unlawful or forcible entry of a residence or
business, usually, but not necessarily, attended by
theft. Includes attempted forcible entry.

Central city—The largest city (or “iwin cities”) of a
standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA),
defined below.

Commercial crimes—Burglary or robbery of business
establishments and certain other organizations, such
as those engaged in religious, political, or cultural
activities. Includes both completed and attempted
acts. Additional details concerning entities covered
by the commercial survey appear in the introduc-
tion to Appendix IV,

Forcible entry—A form of burglary in which force i
used to gun entry (e.g., by breaking a window or
slashing a screen).

Head of household—For classification purposes, only
one individual per household can be the head
person. In husband-wife households, the husband
arbitrarily is considered to be the head. In other
households, the head person is the individual so
regarded by its members; generally, that person is
the chief breadwinner.

Household—Consists of the occupants of separate living
quarters meeting either of the following criteria:
(1) Persons, whether present or temporarily absent,
whose usual place of residence is the housing unit in
question, or (2) Persons staying in the housing unit
who have no usual place cf residence elsewhere.

Household crimes—Burglary or larceny of a residence, or
motor vehicle theft. Includes both completed and
attempted acts.
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Househotd  Jateeny Thelt  or  attempted  theft ol
property or casht from « residence or its immediate

vicinity. Forcible entry, attempted foreible entry, or

unlawlul entry are not involved.

Incident A specilic criminal act involving one ur more
victins and oftenders, 1o situations where u personal
critne oceurred dJuring the course of a commercial
burglmy or robbery, it was assumed that the
commercial victimization survey accounted for the
incident amd, therefore, it was not counted as an
incident of personal erame, However, details of the
vutcome ol the eveat as they related o the
victimized individual would be reflected in duty on
personal vietimizations,

Kind ol establishment Determined by the sole wor
prinvipal aetivity at cach place of business.

Larceny Theft or attenipted theft ol property or cash
withoul force. A basic distinetion is made belween
persanal farceny and household larceny.

Marttud sttus Bach household member is assigned to
one ol the following eategories: (1) Martied, which
includes persons Taving common-aw  unions and
those parted temporarily for reasons other than
marital discond (employment, military service, ete.):
{2) Seputrated  and  divoreed,  Separated  includes
marrfed persons who liave a Tegal separation or lave
parted because ol marital discord: (3) Widowed; and
{(«4) Never married, which includes those whose only
martiage has been annulled and those living together
{excluding commuon-law unions).

Metropolitan area - Abbreviation for “Standard metro-
politan statistical area (SMSA)” defined below.
Motor vehicle Includes automobiles, trucks, motor-
cyeles, and any other wotorized vehicles legally

allowed on public roads and highways,

Motor vehicle theft Stealing or unauthorized tuking vl a
motor vehicle, including attempts at sueh acts.

Nonmetropolitan area A locality not situated within an
SMSA. The category covers o vardety ol localities,
ranging Irom sparsely inhiabited rural areas Lo cities
ol fewer than 50,000 population,

Nonstranger-- With respeet 1o crimes entailing direct
contact between victim amd offender, victimizations
(or incidents) wre ¢lassified as having involved
nonstrangers it vieum and  offender either are
refated, well known to. or casually acquainted with
one another. In crimes involving o mix of stranger
and nonstranger oflenders, the events are classified
under nonstranger. The distinction between stranger
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and nopstranger crimes Is not made for personal
larceny without contact, an offense {n which victins
ravely see the offender,

Oftender The perpetrator of a erime; the term generally
is applicd in relation tu crimes entailing contact
between vietim and offende.,

Offense A crime; with respect to personal crimes, the
two terms eant be used interelungeably irrespective
ul whethier the applicable unit of measure 8 o
vietimization oy un incident,

Quiside central cities - See “Suburban ared,” below,

Persanal erimes Rape, robbety o persons. assault,
personal larceny with contact, or personal larceny
without contact, Includes both completed and
attempted acts,

Persontal erimes of theft Theft or attemipted thelt of
property or cash, either with contact (but without
force or threat ol foree) or without direct contaet
hetween vietim and offender, Lquivalent to personal
layeeny .

Personal crimes ol vialence Rape, robbery of persons.
or assault, fnclades both completed and attempted
RN AN

Personad larceny  Equivalent to personal erimes ol thelt.
A distinetion is made between persongl larceny with
contaet and personal larceny without contaet.

Personal larceny with contact Thett of purse, wallet, or
cash by steafth direetly rom the person ol the
victim, but without foree or the threat ot foree,
Also includes attempted purse snatching,

Personul larceny without contaet Thelt or attempted
thett, without direct contact between vietint and
offender, of property or cash frony any place athet
than the victins honte ur its immediate vicinity, In
rire cases, the victim sees the offender during the
commmission of the uet,

Physical injury The term is applicable to each of the
three persomal crimes of vivlence, although daty on
the proportion of rapes resulting in vietim injury
were hot available during the preparation of this
report. For petsonal robbery and attempted robbery
with injury, a distinetion is muade between injuries
from  “serious  ussault” and  “minor assavlt.”
Examples of injuries from serious assault include
broken bones, luss of teeth, internal injuries, and
loss of conscioustess, or undetermined injuries
rerfuiting 2 or more days of hospitalization; injuries
from minor assault include bruises, black eyes, cuts,
seratehes, and swelling, or undetermined injuries

requiring less than 2 days of hospitalization. For
assaults resulting in victim injury, the degree of
harm governs classification of the event. The same
elements of injury applicable to robbery with injury
from serious assault also pertain to aggravated
assault with injury; similarly, the same types of
injurics applicable to robbery with injury from
minor assault are relevant to simple assault with
injury,

Race--Determined by the interviewer upon obscrvation,
and asked only about persons not related to the
head of household who were not present at the time
of interview. The racial categories distinguished are
white, black, and other,

Rape--Carnal knowledge through the use of force or the
threat of force, including attempts, Statutory rape
(without force) is excluded. Includes both hetero-
sexual and homosexual rape.

Rate of victimization--See “Victimization rate,” below.

Robbery—Theft or attempted theft, directly from a
person or a business, of property or cash by force or
threat of force, with or without a weapon,

Robbery with injury--Theft or attempted theft from a
persott, accompanied by an attack, either with or
without a weapon, resulting in injury, An injury is
classified as resulting from a serious assault if a
weapon was used in the commission of the crime or,
ift not. when the extent of the injury was either
serious (e.g., broken bones, loss of teeth, internal
injuries, loss of consciousness) or undetermined but
requiting 2 or more days of hospitalization, An
injury is classified as resulting from a minor assault
when the extent of the injury was minor (e.g.,
bruises, black eyes, cuts, scratches, swelling) or
undetermined but requiring less than 2 days of
hospitalization.

Robbery without injury~THeft or attempted theft from
a person, accompanied by force or the threat of
force, either with or without a weapon, but not
resulting in injury.

Simple assault—Attack without a weapon resulting either
in minor injury (e.g. bruises, black eyes, cuts,
scratches, swelling) or in undetermined injury
requiring less than 2 days of hospitalization, Also
includes attempted assault without a weapon.

Standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)—Except
in the New England States, a standard metropolitan
statistical area is a county or group of contiguous
counties that contains at least one city of 50,000

inhabitants or more, or “twin cities” with a
combined population of at least 50,000, In addition
to the county, or counties, containing such a city or
cities, contiguous counties are included in an SMSA
if, according to certain criteria, they are socially and
economically integrated with the central city. In the
New England States, SMSA’s consist of towns and
cities instead of counties, Each SMSA must include
at least one central city, and the complete title of an
SMSA identifies the central city or cities,

Stranger~-With respect to crimes entailing direct contact
between victim and offender, victimizations (or
incidents) are classified as involving strangers if’ the
victim so stated, or did not see or recognize the
offender, or knew the offender only by sight, In
crimes involving a mix of stranger and nonstranger
offenders, the events are classified under non-
stranger. The distinction between stranger and
nonstranger crimes is not made for personal larceny
without contact, an offense in which victims_rarely
see the offender.

Suburban area~The county, or counties, containing a
central city, plus any contiguous counties that are
linked socially and cconomically to the central city.
On data tables, suburban areas are categorized as
those portions of metropolitan arcas situated “out-
side central cities.”

Tenure--Two forms of household tenancy are distin-
guished: (1) Owned, which includes dwellings being
bought through mortgage, and (2) Rented, which
also includes rent-free quarters belonging to a party
other than the occupant and situations where rental
payments are in kind or in services.

Unlawfui entry—A form of burglary committed by
someone having no legal right to be on the premises
even though force is not used,

Victim--The recipient of a criminal act; usually used in
relation to personal crimes, but also applicable to
households and commercial establishments,

Victimization—A specific criminal act as it affects a
single victim, whether a pexson, household, or
commercial estublishment. In criminal acts against
persons, the number of victimizations is determined
by the number of victims of such acts; ordinarily,
the number of victimizations is somewhat higher
than the number of incidents because more than
one individual is victimized during certain incidents,
as well as because personal victimizations that
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oceurred in conjunction with either commercial
burglary or robbery are not counted as incidents of
personal crime, Each criminal act against a housc-
hold or commercial establishment is assumed to
involve a single victim, the affected houschold or
establishment,

Victimization rate--For crimes against persons, the

victimization rate, a measure of occurrence amorig
population groups at risk, is computed on the basis

of the number of victimizations per 1,000 resident
population age 12 and over. For crimes against
households, victimization rates are calculated on the
busis of the number of incidenis per 1,000 house-
holds. And, for crimes against commercial establish-
ments, victimization rates are derived from the
number of incidents per 1,000 establishments,

Victimize -To perpeirale a crime against a person,

houschold, or commercial establishment,
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