
() 

... 

f 
l~ II 
ji 
1 

. 
~ 

i , 
i 

I 
l 
( 
1. 
I 
1 
1 
I 

, 
i 
~ 

4 
\ 
\ 

" , 
/ 

,~ 

National Criminal Justice Reference Service 

nCJrs 
This microfiche was produced from documents received for 
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise 
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted, 
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on 
this frame may be used to evaluate the docul1}ent quality. 

III~~ 
111111.1 

111111.25 ""'1.4 "' 

2.0 

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART 
• NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A 

, -~-"'- ~ 

'''', ~ 

, 
I , 
i 
i 
t . 

~ 
I 

;, 

t 
, 

-,) 

Microfilming procedures us~d to create this fiche comply with 
the stanCdards set forth ,in 41CFR 10.1-11.504. .:(",p 

; .. 
" 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



f 

----------

"i 

Ii 
CRIM"I'NAL', -JUSTICE INFORMATION AND STATISTICS SERVICE RE!ORTS tNATIONAL , 

Victilnization Surveys :" 
Crilllinal Victilllization in the 

United States: A Comparison of 
1973 and 1974 Findings 

Crilllinal'Victilllization in' the 
United States.: 1973 

Crilllinal VicdlllizationSurveys in 
13 American .Cities: National 
Crillle Panel Surveys in Boston, 
':Buffalo, Cincinnati, Houston, 
Miami, Milwaukee, Minneapolis, 
New Orleans, Oakland, Pittsburgh, 
San Diego, S~n Francisco; and 

, Washington, D.C. ' . 
Crilllinal VictilllizationSurveys l.n, 

the Nation~s Five Largest Cities: 
National Crime Panel Surveys in 
Chicago, Detroit, Los Angeles, 

, New York, and ~h!i1adelphia 
Crime 'in Eight American Cities: 

-, National Crime Panel Surveys .in 
Atlan ta, Bal ti1llOre, Cleveland., 
D.allas, Denver, Newark, Portland, 
and St. Louis--Advance"~eport 

National Prison'er Statistics: 
Capital Punishment 1975 
Prisoners in State and Federal 

Institutions on December 31, 1974 
Census of State Correctional:· 
, Facilities, 1974: Advance Report 
Survey of J:mnates of State Correc-, 

tional Facilities, 1974: Advance 
Report 

Census of P.risoners in State 
Correctional Facilities,' 1973 

The Nation's Jails: A report on the 
census of jails from the 1972 Survey 
of Inmates of .Local Jails 

Survey of Inmates of Local Jails 1972: 
Advance Report 

'" , 

Children in Custody: 
AdvanG,e Report on the .Juvenile 

, -Detention and Correctional 
Facility Census of 1972-73 ' 

Report 'on the Juvenile Detention.and 
, ,Correc~ionalFac,ility Census of 

i971 

li 

Trends in.Expenditure and Employment , 
f:,' Data for the Crilllinal Justice System:, 

1971-74 ", .' 
Expenditure and Employment Data for the 

,Crilninal Justice Syst~'lI1~ 1974 
(annual) 

Criminal .Justice Agencies in ~gions 
1-10 (10 volumes) 

National Sur~ey of Court ,,organization: 
1971 
1975 Supplement to State Judicial 

,Systems 

Utilization of Crilllinal Justice 
Statistics Project: 
Sourcebook of Crillliual Justice 

Statistics 1974 
Public Opinion Regarding Cri1lle, 

, Criminal Justice, and Related 
Topics 0 , 

New Directions in. Proce,ssing of 
Juvenile Of fenders : The Denver 
Model 

Who Gets Detained? An Empirical 
Analysis of the Pre-Adjudicatory 
Detention of Juveniles in Detlver 

JuvenileDispositio~s: Social and 0 

Legal Factors Related. to the 
Processing of Denver DelinqJ:1ency 
Cases 

Offender-Based Transaction Stati,stics: 
New Directions in Da't;a Collection 
and Reporting '. ,. 

Sentencing of California 'Felony 
Off~~~ _ . 0 

The Judicial ;Processing of-Assault 
and Burglary Offenders ill Selected 
California Counties 

Pre-Adjudicatory DetentioIl.in Three 
Juvenile Cour'ts 

Delinquency Dispositions: An , 
Empirical Analysis of Processing 
Decisions in Three Juvenile Cpurts 

.",. 

t' 

I 
\' 

V: 
I' 

.(; 

f 
f 

I 
c 

I 
AN ANALYSIS of VICTIMIZATION 
SURVEY RESULTS from the 
EIGHT IMPACT CITIES 

by Michael J. Hindelang 
Project Director 

Albany, New York 

OCT 7 ~~ 

This project was supported by Grant No. 72-SS-99-6001, awarded 
to the Criminal Justice Research Center., Albany, New York, by 
the Statistics DiViSion, National Criminal Justice Information 
and Statistics SerVice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
u.S. Department of Justice, under the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended; the project, entitled 
"Analysis of National Crime Survey," ~l7as directed by Michael J. 
Hindelang and monitored for LEAA by Dawn D. Nelson. Points of 
view or opinions stated in this document are those of the author 
and do not necessarily reprclsent the official position or policies 
of the U.S. Department of Justice. 

LEAA authorizes any person to reproduce, publish, translate or 
otherwise use all or any part of the copyrighted material in this 
publication, with the exception of those. items indicating that 
they are copyrighted by or reprinted by permiSsion of any source 
other than the Criminal Justice Research Center. 

Copyright 1976 by Criminal Justice Research Center 

U.S. Department of justice 
T ' National Institute of Justice 

hiS document has b 
person or 0 . , een reprOdUced exa 1/ 
in this doc~~~~:at/on originating it. POinls ~/~i:~ receive,d from the 
represent the 0 . ?re th~s.e of the authors and oropimons slated 
Justice. Itlclat PosIt/on or POlicies of th Ndo. not necessarily 

e at/onat tnstitute of 
PermiSSion to reprod . 
granted by uce thiS COpyrighted material h b' 

as een 
PUBLIC DOMAIN BJS 

US DEPT OF JUSTICE 
to the National Criminal justice Refe 

rence Service (NCJRS) 
Further reprOdUCtion outsid • 

SIOn of the COPyright owner. e of the NCJRS system requires permis_ 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration 

National Criminal Justice 
Information and Statistics 
Service 



'f 

," 

(~ 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE () 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

Richard W. Velde, Administrator 

Henry F. Mcquade, Deputy Administrator 
for Po li cY"l,)ev:elppmeIA tl'.i" 

~"..~'{ ,'" ,_,' 1: < .' 

W ' 'I· D ~\3 •• t t Paul K. orme,J., ~ ePlll::ytlJ:1.UmJ.nJ.s ra or 
for Adminisd:~~eib'n it ,,;h 

"' :1<" 
, .. ' 

Harry Bratt, Assistant Administrator 
National Criminal Justice Information 
and Statistics Service 

BenjaminH. Renshaw, III, Director 
Statistics Division 

Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data 

Hindelang, Michael J 
An analysis of victimization survey results from 

the eight impact cities. 

1. Victims of "crlme--United States. 2. CrimE!. 
and criminals--United States. I. Title. 
HV679l.U551976 364 

() 

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Offlce 
Washingt()n, D.C. 20402 - Price $6.60 

o 

Stock Number 027-000-00441-5 
/) 

o 

I' 

{) 

-~..",..-----,----..--~---~-------'- -~-----­~. ' 
" 

o 

Chapter I 

Chapter II 

Chapter III 

\ 
;, 

" 
i 

o 

" 

,,:\ TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Introduction 
The Impact Cities Surveys 
The NCP Classification System 

Demographic Overview Of Impact Cities 
General Population Characteristics 

Age 
Family Income 
Housing Characteristics 
Education 
Employment 

Summary 

Personal Victimization 
Introduction 
Age Of Victim 
Race Of Victim 
Sex Of I: Victim 
Race, Sex, And Age Of Victim 
Family Income And Race 
Marital Status And Age 
Completed Versus Attempted Personal 

Victimizations 
The Victim-Offender Relationship 

Race And Sex Of Victim 
oAge Of Victim 
Chilracteristics Of The Victim In 

Relation To The Offender 
Age Of Lone Offenders 
Age Of Multiple Offenders 
Race Of Lone Offenders 
Race Of Multiple Offenders 

Elements Of Personal Victimizations 
Circumstances Surrounding Personal 

Incidents 
Time And Place Of Occurrence 
Number Of Victims 
Number Of Offenders 
1JseOf Weapons 

WeilponUseBy Victim,A,nd Offender 
Characteristics 
Race~n}-.Age Of Victim 

Page 

1 
3 

+5 

28 
29 
33 
36 
40 
42 
47 
50 

53 
(" 

53 
59 
63 
66 
66 
76 
80 

89 
99 

104 
107 

111 
112 
120 
129 
137 
148 

148 
149 
154 
156 
162 

169 
169 

, ' 

iii 

0 

\ i, 
i' 



r 

Chapter IV 

Table Of Contents (Continued) 

Characteristics Of Offenders Using 
Weapons 

Race Of Lone Offenders .. 
Race Of Multiple Offenders 
Age Of Lone Offenders 
Age Of MUltiple Offenders 
Sex Of Lone Offenders 
Sex Of Multiple Offenders 

Self-Protective Measures 
~xtent And Type Of Self-Protective 

Measures 
Age Of Victim 
Sex Of Victim 
Race Of Victim 
Offender's Weapons And Victim's' 

Self-Protective Measures 
Self-Protective Measures And Attempted 

Versus Completed Victimizations 
Consequences Of Personal Victimizations 
Injury Resulting In Ro~pital Treatment 

Prior Victim-Offender Relationship 
Race Of Victim 
Age Of Vic tim 
Medical Expenses 
Income Of Victim 
Value Of Property Losses· 
Race Of Victim 
Prior Relationship Of Victim and 

Offender 
() Recovery uf Stolen Property 

Work Days Lost 

Household Victimization 
Introauct{bn 
Race 
Race And Income".. (i 

Age'Of Head Of Household 
Home Ownership Versus Rental 
Home Ownership Versus Ren.tal, By Race 
Number Of Units In Structure 
Number Of Pers~n~ In Household 
Race And Number Ox Persons In Household 
Vehicle Theft 
Attempted And Completed Household 

Victimization . . . ij 
Place And Time Of Occurrence Of Househbld' 
. Victimization 
. CO~fsequ~nces Of Household Victimization 
Su:iinnary 
" 

iv 

172 
172 
l72 d 

174 
177 
179 
179 
183 

183 
191 
199 
201 

203 

205 
208 
209 
211 
213 
2.16 
220 

: 226 
228 
229 

232 
237 
243 

251 
251 
256 
259 
264 
271 
273 
274 
.:277 
279 
281 (\, 

284 

292 
298' 
3013 

{) 

Q .. : ..... " j 

f" 

I 
Chapter V 

Chapter VI 

\ Chapter VII" 

.~ 

Table Of Contents (Continued) 

Business Victimization 
Introduction 
Receipt Size 
Multiple Victimization 
Completed Versus Attempted Victimizations 
Use Of Weapons 
Time Of Occurrence 
Perceived Characteristics of Robbery 
Offenders 

Number Of Offenders 
Perceived Age Of Offenders 

Security Measures And Insurance Coverage 
Consequences Of Business Victimization 

Nature Of Loss 
Recovery Of Losses 
Injury 
Vlork Days Lost 

Summary 

F9-ilur~>To Report Victimizations To The Police 
Introduction 
Personal Victimization 
Household Victimization 
Busin~7-;s Victimization 
Amount Of Loss 
Attempted And Completed Victimizations 
Use Of Weapons 
Age, Race, And Sex Of Victim 
Race vf Head And Family Income 
Reasons Given For Non-Repotting 

Personal Victimizations 
Household Victimizations 
~usiness Victimizations 

r Victim Survey Estimates And The Uniform 
I!~ Crime Reports 

~
" Summary 
An Overview Of The Personal, pousehold~ And 
-Business Survey Results 
"'\l# 

Age Of Vic tim 
. Race Of Victim 

Income Of Victim 
Number Of Offenders 
Age Of Offenders 

312 
312 
320 
322 
325 
327 
331 

336 
336 
340 
342 
355 
355 
363 
365 
367 
371 

376 
376 
376 
378 
380 
384 
385 
392 
399 
417 
421 
424 
430 
434 

436 
448 

Race Of Offenders 
,Sex Of Offenders 
Use Of Weapon 
Injury Of Victims 

451 
451 
452 
452 
453 
453 

r45/~ 
~. e',,4S5 
'~~~456 

Amount Of Loss 
Recovery Of Stolen Property 
Tim~ Of Occurrenc.e 
Failure To Report Victimizations To 

Tb,e. Police " 
Conc1u!iing Note 

458 
4,5 9 
461 
46/3 

---- .. ~------

v 

11 
¢h 
'I:,,) 

.,' 



~ 
r; 

E 
r 
1 
t 
f! 
.~ 
-~ 

~ {; 

1\ 
·t 

Table Number 
o 

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

1.4 

1.5 

1.6 

1.7 

I:, 1.8 

. 2.1 

2.2 

-------.--~----

Table List 

Interviewed And Non~Interviewed Households 
In The Eight Impact Cities 
.' 

Individuals 12 Years 0f Age Or Older In ~ 
Interviewed Households Who Were Eligible 
To Be Interviewed And Those Actually 
Interviewed 

Eight nmpact Cities 

I~~erviewed dUd No~-Interviewed Businesses 
I~ The Eight Impact Cities 

Basic Weights Applied To Samples Drawn 
The Household And Business Surveys 

\\ . \~ 

Nat£onal Crime Panel Classification "Of 
Personal Crimes 

National Crime Panel 
Household Crimes 

Cla~ification Of 
II 

National Crime panel Classification Of 
oJ 

Busi~es$ Crim,es 

In 

9 

11 

l~ 

14 

18 

19 

20 

'fransformation Scheme For Converting National 
Crime, Panel Crime Classification To Uniform 
C;,ime Report: Crime Classification 21-22 

Selected D~mographic Characteristics Of The 
. 'Total And The Black population In The Eight 

o Impact Cities And In The United States As A 

'., Whole 
population 30 

,SelE"~ted Demographic Characteristics Of The Total 
And The 'Black Population In The Eight I~i(Qct 
Cities And In Tne United States AsA Wh()l~ 

({-Age 34 

vi 

\ 

Appendix A 

Appendix B 

Appendix C 

Appendix D 

Appendix E 

. , 

(J 

Appendices 
Table of Contents 

Technical Documentation 
Introduction 
National Crime Survev 
Commercial Victimi:~at,ion Survey 

Survey Instruments For Personal and 
Victimization Household 

Survey Instrument For C ommercial Victimization 

Standard Error Tables 

Classification of BusiDesses In Commercial 
Victimizat~on Survey 

A 
A-2 
A-2 
A-I? 

B 

C 

D 

E 

vii 



Tabl(, Number 
~, 

2.3 

2.4 

" 2.5 
1 
;; 
i' 
I' ;. 
d 1; 
I: 
! 
j! 
j} 
II 2.6 
\.1 
H 
H 
II 

U 
r: 
i, 

i, 
! 

3.1 

i 
I 
I. 
r 
\ 

II 
{) !~ 

v 
h 
li 
'I 

~ 3.3 
t~ 

b 
i~ 

" ! 
j 3.4 
., 
I {' 

\1 

. , 

/ 

Table List (Continued) 

Title 

Selected Demographic Characteristics Of The 
Total And The Black Population In The Eight 
Impact Cities And I~! The United States As A 
Whole . 

Income 

Selected Demographic Characteristics Of The 
Total And The Black Population In The Eight' 
Impact Cities And In The United States As A 
Whole 

Housing 

Selected Demo~raphic Characteristics Of 'l'he 
Total And The Black Population In The Ei~ht 
Impact Cities And In The United States A~ A 

" Whole 
Education 

,;\ , " 
Selected Demographic Characteristics Of The 

,+otal Anq The Black Population In The Eight 
Impact Cities And In The United States As A 
Whole 

Employment 

Estimated Rates (Per 100,000 Persons 12 Years 
Of Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimization 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of 
Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimization 

Eight Impact Cities 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of 
Age, Or 'Older) And Percentage Distribution Of 
Personal Victimization, Isy Age Of Victim 
f· () " 

Eight Impact C'ities: Aggregate 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of 
Age Or Older) Of Personill Victimization, By 
Race 

Eight Impact Cities 

.~. . 

vli~ 

Tab Ie Number 

3.5 

37 

3.6 

41 3.7 

44 
3.8 

(' 3.9 

48 

3.10 

54 
3.11 

\ 

" 
57 

3.12 

64 

.' Table List (Continued) 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of 
Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimization, By 
Sex 

Eight Impact Cities 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of 
Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimization, By 
Age, Race and Sex 

67 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 68-69 

Estimated Rates (~er 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of 
Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimization, By 
F.amily Income bnd Race 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate n 
Estimated Rates (Per" 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of 

Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimization By 
Marital Statuf~d Age 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 81-86 

Personal Victimizations Classified As "Attempted" 
And "Completed" n 

d Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 91 

Percent Distribution Of "Completed" And 
"Attempted" Personal Victimizations, By Sex 
And Age Of Victim 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percent Distribution Of "Completed" And 
'IAttempted" Personal Victimizations, By Race 
And Age Of Victim 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of 
Age Or Older) And Percent Distribution Of 
Personal Victimiz8tion,By Prior Relationship 
Between The Victim An~ The Offender 

92-93 

95-96 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 100 , 

II 'i 

ix 



r 

Table Number 

3.13 

3.14 

3.15 

3.16 

3.17 

3.18 

3.19 

3.20 

3.21 

lI:.> 
Table List (Continued) 

~ Page 

Detailed Relationship Of The i l.one Offender To 
The Victim 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 103 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of 
Age Or Older) And Percent Distribution Of 
Personal Victimization, By Race Of Victim, Sex 
Of Victim And Prior Relationship Between The 
Vic.tim And The Offender 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 105 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of 
Age Or Older) And Percent Distribution Uf 
Personal Victimization, By Age And Prior Rela­
tionship Between The Victim And The Offender 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 108 

Number Of Personal Victimizations, By Lone 
Versus Multiple Offenders 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 113 

Perceived Ages Of Lone Offenders Involved In 
Personal Victimizations 

Eight Im~act Cities: Aggregat~ 114 

Relationship Between The Perceived, Age Of The 
Lone Offender Alld The Age Of The Victim In 
Personal Victimizations 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 116-118 

Perceived Ages of Multiple Offenders Involved 
In Personal Victimizations 

Eight Impact Cities,: Aggregate 121 

Relationship Between The Perceived Ages Of ,~ 
Multiple Offenders And The Age Of lhe Victim 
In Personal Victimizations 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 123-125 

Perceived Race Of The Lone Offe~der In Personal 
Victimizations 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
i" 

130 

x 

I 

~,,",' ',,:j \1 ' 
~ , 

~ J 
I 
'~ 

Table Number 
( 

3.22 

3.23 

3.24 

3.25 

3.26 

3.27 

3.28 

3.29" 

3.30 

(1 

Table List (Continued) 

Title 

1\ 
Ratio Of Percentage Of The Lone Off~~der In 

Personal Victimizations Whose RacJI Is Perceived 
To Be Black/Other To The Percent~e Of The City's 
Population Which Is Black/Other 

Eight Impact Cities 

Relationship Between The Perce;,ved Race Of The 
Lone Offender And 'l'he Race Cf The Victim In 
Personal Victimizations 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Perceived Races Cf Multiple Offenders In Per­
sonal Victimizations 

132 

134-136 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 138 

Ratio Of "Percentage Of Multiple Offenders In 
Personal Victimizations Whose Races Are Per­
ceiv~d ~o Be Black/Other To The Percen~age Of 
If'"he City' s Pop~lation Which Is BlacktOther 

Eight Impact Cities 140 

Relationship Between Lhe Perceived Races Of 
Multiple Offenders And Race Of Victim In' 'Per­
sonal Victimizations 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 142-144 

Time Of Occurrence Of Personal Incidents 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 150 

Place Of Occurrence Of Personal Incidents 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 152 

Place Of Occurrence Of Personal Incidents By 
" Vic tim's Prior Relationshi'f To The Offe~der 

Eight Impact Cit:i,es: Ag\gregate 153 

Number Of Vic tims Involved -In Personal Incidents, 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 155 

.. ,-------

xi 

. 
~, , ' 

h' 



, 

, 
l' 

Table Number 

\\ 
,~ 

3.31 

3.32 

3.33 

3.34 

3.35 

3.36 

3.37 

3.38 

[) 

3.39 

--------------------

Table List (Continued) 

Title 

Completed Versus 'Attempted Personal Incidents, 
By '£he Number Of Victims 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Number Of Offenders Involved In Personal 
Incidents 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Completed Versus Attempted Personal Inci!;ients, 
By The Number Of Offenders 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Extent And TYpe of Weapon Used in Personal 
Incidents 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percent Distribution For The Use Of Weapons In 
Personal Victimizations, By Sex And,Age Of 
Victim 

Eight Imp~ct Cities: Aggregate 

Percent Distribution For The Use Of Weapons In 
Personal Victimizations, By Race And Ag~ Of 
Victim 0 

157 

158 

160 

163 

166-167 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 170-171 

Percent Distribution For The Use uf Weapons In 
Personal Victimizations, 'By Perceived Race Uf 
The Lone Offender 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 173 

Percent Distribution For The Use Of Weapons In 
Personal Victimizations, l$y The Perceived Races 
Of Multiple Off~nders 

Eight Impact Cities ; Aggregate 175 

Percent Distrihution For The Use Of Weapons In 
'Personal Victimizations, ''By Perceived Age Of The 
Lone Offender " 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 176 

(( 
"~I 

" 

-----------~.-.----------------

Table Number 

3.40 

3.41 

3.42 

3.43 

3.44 

3.45 

3.46 

3.47 

',1.-' 

Table List (Continued) 

Percent Distribution For The Use Of Weapons 
In Personal Victimizations, By The Perceived 
Age Of Multiple Offenders 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percent Distribution For Use Of Weapons In 
Personal Victimizations, By Perceived Sex Of 
The Lone Offender 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percent Distribution Fo+ The Use Of Weapons In 
Personal Victimizations, By The Perceived Sexe~ 

,\ 

Of Multiple Offenders 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percent Distribution For The Us~ Of Weapons In 
Personal Victimizations, 'By The Number Of 
Offenders 
Eig~t Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percent Distribution For The Use Of Self-Pro­
tective Measur.es In Personal Victimizations 

Eight Impact Cities~ Aggregate 

Percent Distribution For The Use Of Self-Pro­
tective Measures In Personal Victimizations, By 
Prior': Relationship Between The Victim And The 
Offender 

178 

180 

181 

184 

185 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 189 

Percent Distribution For The Use Of Self-Pro­
tective l1easures Used In Personal Victimizations, 

,By The Age Of The Vic tim 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 192 

Perc~nt Distribution For The Use Of Self-Pro­
tecti:ve Measures In Personal Victimizations, By 
The Age Of The Victim 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 193-197 

xii~ 



r 

Tab le Number 

3.48 

3.49 

3.50 

3.51 

3.52 

3.53 

3.54 

3.55 

----~'--------.,.. ' 

", ,""", ,'" "",w"~.,,,,, '''''''''~''''''"'_'=''=~='~_~~'=~'='''''''="'='''"~''':C,:~''':::-:, f"':.} 

Table List (Continued) 

Percent Distribution For t.he Use Of Self-Pro­
tective Measures i.n Personal Victimizations, ':>y 
tbe Sex Of the Victim 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 200 

Percent Distribution For the Use Of Self-Pro­
tective Measures in Personal Victimizations, 
by ·the Race Of the Victim 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

The Use Of Self-Protective Measures i.n }>ersonal 
Victimizations, by the Presence of Weapon 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

The Use Of Self-Protective Measures in Personal 
Victimizations, by Completed Versus Attempted 
Victimizations 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Injury and Extent Of Hospital Treatment Received 
ia Personal Victimizations 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

\~ 

Injury and ,Extent of Hospital Treatment Received 
in Personal Vic t imizations, by the Vic tim's 
Prior Relationship to the Offender 

Eight Imp~ct Cities: Aggregate 

Injury and the Extent of Hospital Treatment Re­
ceived in Personal Victimizations, by the 
Victim's Race 

Eight Impact Citie,s: Aggregate]) 

Percent of Victims Injured in Personal Victimi­
zations and the Extent Of Hospifal Medical 
Attention Which They Received, by the Age Of 
the Vic tim " 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

204 

206 

210 

212 

214 

217 

xiv 'I 
'I 

Table Number 

3.56 

3.57 

3.58 

3.59 

3.60 

3.61 

I 3.62 

3.63 

3.64 

3.65 

14 

Table List (Continued) 

Medical Expenses Incurred In Personal Victimi­
zations 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
221 

Medical Expenses Incurred In Personal Victimi­
zations, By Victim's Prior Relationship To The 
Offender 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Medical Expp.nses Incurred In Personal Victimi­
zations, By Race tf Victim 

Eight Impact Cities :tAggregate 

Medical Expenses Incurred In Personal Victimi­
zations, By Race Of Victim 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Value Of Property Stolen (Including Cash) XU 
Personal Victimizations 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Value Of Property Stolen (Including Cash) In 
Personal Victimizations, By Race Of Victim 

Eight Impact·Cities: Aggregate 

Value Of Property Stolen (Including Cash) In 
Personal Victimizations, By Victim's Prior Re­
lationship To The Offender And Victim's Race 

Eight Impact Citi~s: Aggregate 

Personal Victimization By Method Of Estim~ting 
Loss 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Personal Victimizations With Property Loss By 
Extent Of Recovery 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Pers~~al Victimizations With Property ~oss By 
Extent 9f Recovery, Race Of Victim And 
Victim-Offender Relationship 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

223 

225 

227 

230 

231 

233-234 

236 

238 

239 

, 



Table Ntunber 

3.66 

4.1 

4.2 

4.3 

4.4 

4.5 

4.6 

4.7 

-~---------- - ~ -

--------------:;:'-:-----------------------~'_,~_­h' 

Table List (Continued) 

Percentages Of Personal Victimi:1:ations In Which 
There Was Partial Or Full Recovery, By Value Of 
Property Stolen knd Race Uf Victim 

Eight TImpact Cities: Aggregate 241 

Work Days Lost Due To Personal Victimization 
Eight Impact Cities,: Aggregate 244 

-Kt - - \ Estimated Rates' (Per 1,000 Households) Of 
Household Victimization 

Eight ~pact Cities 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Households) Of House­
hold Victimization, ~y Race Of Head 

Eight Impact Cities 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Households) Of 
Household Victimization, By Race Of Head And 
Family Income 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Fouseholds) Of 
Household Victimization, By Age Of Head 

Eight -Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Estunated Rates (Per 1,000 HQuseholds) Of 
Household Victimization,Hy Race Of Head And 
Home Ownership Versus Rental 

255 . 

257 . 

260 

267 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 272 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Households) Of 
Household Victimization, By Number Of Units In 
Structure 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 275 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Households) Of 
Household Victimization, By Humber Of Persons 
In Household 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 278 

() 

,-

xvi. 

Table Number 

4.8 

4.9 

4.10 

4.11 

4.12 

4.13 

4.14 

4.15 

\ 4.16 

4.17 

Table List (Continued) 

Title 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Motor Vehicles 
Owned) Of Motor Vehicle Victimization, By 
Selected Household Characteristics 

Eight Impac t Cities: Aggregate 282 

Percent Distribution Of Completed ~d Attemoted 
Household Victimizations, By Race Of Head 4 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 285 

Place Of Occurrence Of Household Incidents 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Time Of Occurrence Of Household Incidents 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Time Of Occurrence Of Household Incidents Taking 
Place At Home }~d Elsewhere 

Eight Impact Cities 

Value Of Property Stolen !n Household Victimi­
zations, By Race Of He4d 

Eight Impact Cities:' Aggregate 

Property Damage In Household Victimizations 
By Race Of Head ' 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

293 

295 

297 

299 

302 
Household Victimizations -- , 

Stolen Property 
By Hethod Of Re~overy of 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percentage Of Household. Victimizations Xn Which 
There Was Partial Or Full Recovery, By Value vf 
Prop~rty Stolen 

303 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
304 

Percentage Of Household Victimizations rn Which 
There Was Partial Or Full Recovery, By Value Of 
Property Stolen And Racp Of Head 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 306 

, 



r ;, 

'.\ 

Table Number 

4.18 

5.1 

5.2 

5.3 

5.4 

5.5 

o 

5.6 

5.7 

5.8 

, 

Table List (Continued) 

Household lncidents, By Method Of Recover)? Of 
Stolen Property And Race 0r Head 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Businesses) Of 
Business Burglary And Robbery 

Eight Impact Cities 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 BusineRses) Of 
Business Burglary And Robbery, By Type Of 
Business 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

307 

0314 

316 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Businesses) Of Business 
Victimization, By Detailed Kind Of Retail 
Business 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate '317 . 

Percentage Of All Business Victimizations Which 
Are Burg!ary And Robbery, By Xype ufBusiness 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 319 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Businesses) Of Business 
Burglary And Robbery, By Receipt Size 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 321 

Businesses Victimized One Or More Times, By 
Type Of Business 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 324 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Businesses) Of 
Completed .And Attempted Business B~lrglary And 
Robbery, 'By Type Of Business 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 326 

Extent And Type Of Weapon Used In Business 
Robberies, By Type Of Business 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 328 

l\ 

.JO ~ • 

mii 

. Table Number 

5.9 

5.10 

5.11 

5.12 

5.13 

5.14 

5.15 

5.16 

5.17 

5.18 

Table List (C6r~~iinued) 

Title Page 

" 
Percentage Of Robberies With And Without ~inan-

cia1 I~oss, By Type Of Weapon And Type Of 
Business 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 330 
, -.;. 

Time Of Occurrence Of Business Burglaries By 
Type Of Busines.,s 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Time Of Occurrence Of Business Robberies. By 
Type Of Business 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Number Of Offenders In Business Robberies 
~y Type Of Business 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Perceived Races And Sexes Of Lone And Multiple 
Offenders Involved In Business 1tollberies 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

1 Perceived Age.s Of Lone Offender And Multiple 
Offenders ln Business Robberies " 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Extent),And Type Of Security Measures Used, By 
l'ype Of .Business 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percentages Of Businesses Victimized Amo.ng Those 
Taking And Among Those Not Tak:tl:ig Security , 
Measures, By Type Of Business 

332 

334 

337 

339 

341 

343 

EigJ1t Impact Cities: Aggregate 345 

ViC'. tim:tzed Bus ines sea Wi th Security Measures, 
J J Time at Which Secur ty Measures Taken 

Eight Impact Cities:, Aggregate 347 

Insurance Coverage, 'By Type Of Busin~s 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 350 

. . 

xix 

" . , 



r 

; 

; 
j' , 

i: 
1 
! 
r. 

Table Number 

5.19 

5.20 

5.21 

5.22 

5.23 

5.24, 

5.25/ 

5.26 

5.27 

(f 

Table List (Continued) 

Title 

Reported:Reasons For Lack Of Insurance Coverage 
Among Businesses Which Had Previously Beep 
-Covered And Those Which 'Had Not, By Type Of 
Business 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percentages Of Businesses Victimized, By Insur-, 
ance Coverage And Type Of Business 

351 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 354 

Nature Of Loss In Business Burglaries, By Type IC") 

Of Business 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 356 

Nat;u,t'e Of Loss .In'Business Robberies, By Typ'e Of 
Business 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Value Of" Property Stolen (Including Damages) In 
Business Burglaries, By Type Of Business 

357 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 360 

Value Of Property Stolen (Including Damages) In 
Business Robberies, By Type Ox Business 

Eigh t Impac t Ci ties: Aggregate.. 361 

B~siness Burglaries And Robberies By Value Of 
Stolen Property And Proportion Recovered Through 
Insurance 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 364 

Percentages Uf Attempted And, Completed Business 
Robberies Resulting Ln Injury To ~mployees 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 366 

Ii 
Percentages Of Attempted And Completed Busines~ 

Robberies Resulting In Hospitalization Of 
Employees 

Eight ,Impact Cities: Aggregate 368 

---.--~---

xx 

i' 

" , 

" 

Table Number 

5.28 

6.1 

6.2 

6.3 

6.4 

6.5 

6.6 

6.7 

6.8 

Table List (Continued) 

Title 

~ercentages Of Attempted And Completed 
Burglaries And Robberies Of Businesses 
Resulting, In Work Days Lost By Employees 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percentages Of Non~Reported Personal 
Vic timiza.,t:ion 

Eight Impact Cities 

Percentages Of NQn-Reported House­
hold Victimization 

Eight Impact Cities 

Percentages Of Non-Reported Business 
Victimizations 

Eight Impact Cities 

Comparisons 'Uf Selected Personal, Household 
And Business Rates Of Non-Reporting 

Eight Impact Cities 

Percentages Uf Non-Reported Business 
Victimizations, by Amount Of Loss 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Perc~ntages Of Non-Reported Personal , 
Househol~ And Business'Victimizations, By 
Completed Versus Attempt,ed Victimizations 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percentages {'of Non-Reported Household 
Burglaries, By Method Of Entry 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percentages Of Non~Reported Personal And 
Business Victimizations, ByU~e Of 
Weapon 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

fj 

xxi 

370 

377 

379 

381 

383 

386 

387 

391 

393 



f 

Tab Ie Number 

6.9 

6.10 

6.11 

6.12 

6.13 

6.14 

6.15 

6.16 

6.17 

6.18 

---- -------~---

Table List (Continued) 

Title 

Percentages Of Non-Reported Per§onal 
"lictimizationg:~ By A~~ And Race Of The Victim 

Eight Impact Citie~: Aggregate 404 

Percentages Of Non-Reported Personal 
Victimization, By Age And Sex Of The Victim 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate~ 406 

Reasons For Not Reporting Personal,Household 
And- Business Victimizations 

Eight. Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Reasons Given For Not Reporting Personal Victim­
, ization, '6y Victim's Prior Relationship To The 

Offender 

423 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 425 

Reasons Given For Not Reporting Personal Victimi­
zation, By Attempted Versus Completed Victimiza­
tions 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 427 

Reasons Given For Not Reporting Personal Victimization, 
By Use ,Of Weapon 

Eight Impact. Cities: Aggregate 429 

Reasons Given For Not Reporting Househo~d Victim­
ization 

Eight tmpact Cities: Aggregate 431 

Reasons Given. F()r Not Reporting Household Victimization, 
By Completed Versus Attempted Victimizations 

Eight Jmpact Cities: Aggregate 432 

Reasons Given Fur !'lot Reporting Business 
Victimizatj,ons 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percentages)! Of Non::-Reporting, By .0 

. Modificl,dUniform Cl:"ime Report Clasdfication 
Scheme 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

435 

439 (/ 

~ii 

t 

-----.". 

Table Number 

6.19 

6.20 

6.21 

6.22 

7.1 

7.2 

7.3 

i.4 

7.5 

Table List (Continued) 

Title 

Comparisons Of Victim Survey Counts Estimates and Uniform 
Crime Reports 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 441 

Comparisons Of Victim Survey C~Une8 Which Res­
pondents Said They Reported To The Police And 
Uniform Crime Reports, By Offense 

Eight Impact Cities : Aggregate '" 442 

Comparisons Of Vic tim Survey Es timates And 
Uniform Crime Report Figures, By Offense 

Eight Impact Cities 

Comparisons Of Rankings Cf Eight Impact Cities 
According To Victim Survey Estimates And 
Uniform Crime Report ~igures, By Offense 

Number Of Offenders Involved In Personal and 
Business Robberies 

444 

446 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 454 

Value Of Property Stolen (Including Damages) In 
Household and Business Burglaries 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 460 

Value Of Property Stolen (Including Damages) 
In Personal And Business Robberies 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Time Of Occurrence Of Personal And Business 
Robberies 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Time Of OccU1;rence Of Household And Business 
Burglaries 

E~ght Impact Cities : Aggregate 

462 

464 

465 

xxii i 

¥ 

J~ I "1\ 



f 

" , 

Figure Number 

2.1 

2.2 

2.3 

3.1 

3.2 

4.1 

4.2 

4.3 

6.1 

6.2 

Figure List 

Title 

Median Family Income During 1969 
. Eight Impll,s;t Cities 

Percent Of Population ,,(,25 Years Of Age Or 
Older) With Four Years Ot High SchooJ Ur More 
Education Completed, 1970 

Eight Impact Cities 

Percent Of Ciyilian Labor Force Unemployed, 
1970 

Eight Imp,act Cities 

Es timated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Yean- Of 
Age ~ Older) Of Personal Victim~zation, By Age 

38 

45 

49 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 60 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Year~ Of 
Age Or Older) (If Personal Victimization, By Age, 
Race And Sex Of Victim 

Eight Imp~ct Cities: Aggregate 70-73 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 H~useholds) Of 
Household Victimization, ~y Race nf Head 4~d 
Family Income 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
,:~) 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Househol~s) ~f 
Househ()ld"Victimization, By Age Of Head 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Estimated Rates" (Per 1,000 Households) Of 
Household Victimizptioo, By Race Of Head 
Number Of Person~ In The Household 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggrep.ate 

Percentages Of Non-Reporte~ 
Victimizations ~'or Detai.Led Categories 
Of Assaultive Violence With Theft 

Eight Impa~t Cities: Aggregate 

Percentages Of Non-Reported 
Victimizations For Detailed Categories 
Of Assaultive Violence Without Theft 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

And 

265-266 

270 

280 

395 

397 

-~---~--~ 

" 

,.x;t1v 

6.,3 

6.4 

6.5 

6.6 

6.7 

6.B 

6.9 

\ 
" 

6.10 

6.11 

Figure List (Continued) 

Percentages Of Non-Reported 
Victimizations For Detailed Categories 
Of Personal Theft Without Injury 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Perc~ntages Of Non-Reported 
Victimizations For Detailed Categories 
Of Household Burglary 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percentages Of Non-Reported 
Victimizations For Detailed Categories 
Of Household Larceny 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Proportions Of Non-Reporting 
For Total Persona! Victimizations, By 
Age Jf Victim 

Eight Impact Cities 

Percentages 0f Non Reported 
Victimizations For Detailed Categories 
Of Assaultive Violence With Theft, By 
Race And Age Of The Victim 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggr.egate 

Percentages Of Non Reported 
Victimizations For Detailed Categories 
Of Assaultive Violence Without Theft, 
~y Race And Age Of The Victim 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percentages Of Non Reported 
Victimizations For Detailed Categories 
Of Personal Theft Without ~njury, By 
Race And Agfa 0f '{'he Victim' 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

I .' 
Percentages '0£ Non-Reported 
" Victimizations For Detailed Categories 

Of Assaultive Violence With Theft, By 
Sex\\And Age Of The Victim 
Eight Imp~ct Cities: Aggregate 

Percentages Of Non-Reported 
Victimizations For Detailed Categories 
Of Assaultive Violence Without Theft, 
By Sex A\~ Age Of The Victim 
Eight lmipact Cities: Aggregate 

'~ 

xxv 

398 

400 

401 

402 

40B 

409 

410 

411 

412 



f -----'-*---

i 
i 
r 

, 
;( 

, 
i 
\ 

'. 

(/-; 
[~/' 

6.12 

6.13 

6.14 

----------

Figure List (Continued) 

Percentages Jf NO~l-Reported . 
Victimizations For Detailed Categor~es 
Of Pe~sonal Theft Without Injury, By 
Sex And Age I)f'The Victim 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percentages Of Non-Reported 
Victimizations For Detailed Categories 
Of Household Burglaries~ By RacE' Of 
Head and Family Income 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Respective Percentage~ 0f Tot~ 
Victim Survey ~nd Uhiform Crime 
Report Crimes Which Were Accounted 
For By Each Offense 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

/! 

o 

xxvi 

f, 

i 
f 

'+13 
~ 
~ . '" 

~ 
'0\ 

\, ,~ 
\) t 

I:;, l 

~ 419 ~ 
~ 

11 (, 

f 
~ 
to r, 

447 

c· 

Acknowledgements 

This work could not have been initiated without the years of pains­
taking and creative developmental work designed and implemented by the 
Statistics Division of the National Criminal Justice Information 
Statistics Service, Law Enforcement Assistance Ad~inistration in con-
junction with the Bureau of the Census. If '. 

In particular, a debt of gratitude is owed to Anthony G. Turner 
and George E. Hall for the innovative data collection programs which 
they have initiated in the Statistics Division of LEAA. It was pri­
marily through their efforts that the National Crime Panel series of' 
victi~ization surveys were initiated. 

.' 
In conjunction with the grant from LEAA under which the current 

report was produced, special thanks are due to Dawn Nelson of LEAA 
and Linda Murphy and Chet Bowie of the Bureau of the Census for the 
technical assistance which they have provided throughout the life 
of the, project. 

At the Criminal Justice Research Center, all of the project staff 
worked long and hard to assist in the production of this volume. They 
include: lJ 

Project Co-ordinators 

Mark A. Cunniff 
Terence F. Brennan 

Research Analysts 

Michael Gottfredson 
James Garofalo 
John Goldkamp 
John Gibbs 
Nicolette Parisi 

ComputeiProgrammers 

Steve Werner 
E:d D' Arcangelis 

Cleri:cal-Statistical 

Debbie Mann 
tarry Steinhart 

Clerical-Typing 

Susan Gottlieb 
Susanne Freeman 
,:Barbara Robarge 
Suzette Geary 
Ruth Moehrle 

xxvii 



r 
Chapter I 

Introduction 

In 1965 the President's Commission on L~w Enforcement and the 

Administration of Justice recognized that statistics on crimes known 

to the police which are collected by the Federal Bureau of Investi-

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

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

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

Challenge of Crime in a Free Society: 

Crimes reported directly to prosecutors usually do not 
show up in the police statistics. Citizeps often do 
not report crimes to the police. Some crimes reported 
to the police never get into the statistical system. 
Since better crime prevention and control programs 
depend upon a full and accurate knowledge about the 
amount and kinds of crime, the Commission· initiated 
the first national surv;eyever made of cdme victimi­
zation. l 

The survey sponsored by the Conunission--and conducted by the National 
J 

Opinion Research Center (NORC) of the University of Chieago--involved 

contacting a representative sample of .10~OOO households in the'United 
c:;~ 

States. In each household'the person questioned was asked whethe,r 

any member of; the household had been victim of crime during the pre-

ceding year. In the Commission's words, the results of this survey 

indicated that "the amount of personal injury crime reported to NORC 

\\ 
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is almost twice the UCR rate and the amount of property crime more 

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

As a result of the wealth of information provided by the NORC 

survey--not only information about the amount of crime, but also 

information about the circumstances surrounding the event, the rela-

tionship of the victim and offender, losses and injuries resulting 

from crime, reasons for not reporting crimes to the police, and so 

on--surveys of victims of crime came to be seen as a vehicle for 

providing essential information about crime which is not otherwise 

available. Stimulated by the pioneering work of the rresident's 

Commission, the National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics 

Service (NCJISS) of the Law Enfo~,cement Assistance Administration 

(LEAA)--in conjunction with the Bureau of the Census--began a long-

term effort to use surveys of victims of crime to complement existing 

information from police statistics about certain crimes against 

individuals, households, and businesses. 

The National Cr~e Panel (NCP), a nation-wide victimization 

survey, began in July, 1972; as a part of this program, a representa­

tive national sample of 10,000 households and 2,500 businesses is 

interviewed each month. 3 In addition to the national survey, similar 

surveys are being conducted in specific cities--for example, in the 

eight cities which are participating in the LEAA high impact crime 
)~/ 
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reduction program (Atla,nta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, 

Newark, Portland (Orega:n), and St. Louis).4 In this report, the 

results of the NCP victim surveys in the eight Impact Cities are 

presented and analyzed. 

The Impact Cities Surve~ 

3 

The procedures and instruments used in the Impact Cities victim 

surveys are the product of extensive experimentation and field test:1.ng. 

During the past three years several research and development pro-

jects have resulted in significant methodological imp~'ovements over 

the techniques used in the earlier NORC study. For eX\\lmple, a sur-
, 

vey of known crime victims5 conducted in San Jose, Cal::L;~ornia by the 

Bureau of the Census, under LEAA sponsorship revealed tllat victim 
" 

recall over a 12 ~onth period was no worse thau::J:hat over a six 

month period, for simply determining whether a crime had occurred. 

For most crimes, police-known victims reported the incident in the 

interview a high percentage of the time; exceptions were for assault 

and rape victims Who reported the victimization (that had previously 

been reported to the police) to the Census Bureau i ntervi ewers in one­

,half and two-thirds of the cases, respectively.6 

This "reverse-record check" was incorporated into a larger study, 

a portion of which was devoted to a determination of whether some of 
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the interviewing procedures used in the earlier NORC study were ap';, 

propriate. For example, the NORC survey had the household respondent 

answer screen questions for all household members in order to'ascer­

tain whether other household members should be interviewed: about 

such victimizations. 'The subsequent LEAA study, however, determined 

that this procedure was inadequate because the hous.ehold respondent 

was simply not sufficiently knowledgeable about the personal victi­

mizations of other household members. Thus, in the NCP surveys, 

each household member is individually interviewed regarding the 

. th t h r sh' e may have suffered. Asa result personal victimizatl.on a e 0 

1 and pl.·lot studies, the instruments'r'and. proced­of these methodologica 

ures used in the Impact Cities surveys reflected substantial 'refine ... 

ment over those used in earlier victimization surveys. 7 . , 

In. July to October, 1972, representative probability ~~amples of 

approximately 10,000 households and 2,000 business est:abl~fthments 

h eight Impa'ct Cities8 were selected for .study;~;by the in~ofte 

Bureau of the Census. In the household portion of .. the: surVey, a 

knowledgeable household member (designated the household re~pondent) 

was'selected to answer questions concern~ng victimi'zat'ions 'which 

h ld In addition, interviews were ,conducted affect t~e entire house 0 • 

with each household member 14 years of age or oldert_ ,Finally"infor- .. 

5 

mation about respondents 12 and 13 years of age was obtaihed by 

having a knowledgeable household member answer question!~ for these 

respondents. Since every household memb~r 12 years of age or older 

was eligible for study, approximately 21,000 interviews were conducted 

in the household portion of the survey, in each of the eight Impact 

Cities. ,The interviews covered victimizations occurring to the 

respondents during the previous twelve months. Since the interviews 

were conducted in July to Oqtober, 1972, the results presented herein 

pertain to victimizations occurring in the latter months of 1971 and 

most of 1972. For example, interviews conducted in September, 1972, 

would include victimizations occurrin,g in the period from September 

1, 1971 until August 31, 1972. It must be emphasized, therefore, 

that these results cover victimizations which occurred before the 

Impact Cities Crime reduction programs were underway. In view of 
- '~~~ 

this fact, these results obviously cannot address the effectiveness 
~~-0:;;1\ )'1 
'~Ir_ \.~I 

<::cff the "tlJ!.pact Cities crime reduction programs • 
./ 

,. j' In the household portion of the survey, respondents were asked 

a series of "screen" questions, in order'to determine whether the 

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

preceding twelve months. The household screen questions ind.ucled 

queries as to whether (during the preceding t,welve months) anyone 

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

, 
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home or garage; anything kept oU,tside of the home had been stolen; 

anyone had stolen or attempted to steal any motor vehicle or part 

of a motor vehicle; and so on. Individual screen questions--asked 

of each respondent 14 years of age and 01der9--were used to ascer-

tain whether (during the preceding twelve months) anyone had taken 

or attempted to take anything from them by force or threat of force; 

anyone had beaten them up, or threatened to beat th~ up; anyone 

had taken any of his or her belongings from inside of a car or truck; 

and so on. After the respondent had answered each of the screen 

questions, the intel';viewer asked additional questions to elicit 

details about any victimizations uncovered in those questions. In 
(V, 

(~// 

these follow-up questions respondents were asked about the specifics 
\\ ~<-;:::'-. 

of the incident such as tim; a~d~p1ace of occurrefiCe, extent of in-
C: ~\ 

jury and/or loss, whether the offense was 'reported to the police, 

and so 30. 

In the business portion of the survey, a sample of recognizable 

comme~cia1 estab1ishments--with the exception of banks and estab1ish-

ments engaged primarily in agricultural production--was selected 

for study in each of the eight Impact; Cities. An attempt was made 

to interview the owner or manager of the business, or, failing this, 

the accountant, assistant manager, or some other person knowledgeable 

about the affairs of the business. As in the h,ouseho1d survey, a 

\, 
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series of screen questions was first asked. 
These included whether 

anyone had broken into, or had a.ttempted to 
break into the respon-

dent's olace of b i 
us ness; and whether the respondent or any employee 

was he] d up--or whether an attempt ';cfa d 
rna e to hold them up--by 

anyone using force or threat of force i 
, ether on the premises of the 

business or in the course of making deliveries. 

As ,in the household survey, after the respondent 
had been asked 

each sc~~en question, the interviewer asked additional questions to 

'elicit details about any victimizations uncovered in the screen ques-
tions. 

business ", survey, these details included such things 
In the 

"
as circumstances surrounding the event,' t f ex ent 0 loss or injury, 

whether any stolen items wer d 
e recovere , and whether the incident was 

reported to the/police. 
" , 

It is important to point out at this juncture that in each of 

the eight Impact Cities the representative samples of households 

and businesses which were selected for study 
were independently drawn. 

In fact--a1though NCJISS assumed 
overall responsibility for the 

conceptualization and implementation oi" th 
e surveys--the household 

portion and the business portion of the victim 
, - " survey were conducted 

independently by two separate diVisions of 
the Bureau of Census; 

the Demographic Surveys Divi~ion conducted the victim survey of 

households, and the Business Division conducted 
the victim survey 

t,' 
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of businesses. Thus, while NCJISS gUided both efforts, the house-

hold and the business surveys were undertaken using different design 

and sampling procedures, different instruments, different inter-

viewers, andJi to some extent, different definitions. Readers in.~er-

ested in additional technical information about sample design, esti-

~JIl::>J:!Gih\nrocedures, interviewing procedures, non-interview rates, 
~;:::c:;/ -<,\, 

instruments, etc. in both the household and business surveys are 

referred to Appendices A, B, and C in which this information is 

presented in detail. Where differences between the household and 

business surveys have important implications for the survey results 

or their interpretations, such differences will.be noted. 

Table 1.1 shows the number of households selected for study in 

the household portion of the s~rvey, the number of hou~eholds inter-

viewed, the number of households not interviewed, and the reasons 

the non-interviewed households were not interviewed. In the eight 

Impact Cities, 95,173 households were se~ected for interview; of 

these, 77,509 were actually interviewed. Of ,those housing units 

selected for study, but which were not interviewed, most were un-

occ':1pied, demolished, or converted to non..,.residential use--and hence, 

f e3.l outside of the scope of the study. .. In only 4,090 hou§eholds, 
() 

did the respondents refuse to participate or were the respondents 
(;~ 

never found to be home •. ' Thus, of all h01J,seholdsin the Impact Cities 
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City 

Atlanta 

Baltimore 

Cleveland 

Dallas 

Denver 

Newark 

Portland 

St. Louis 

Total 

Total Households 
Selected For 
Survey 

11,593 

11,993 

12,038 

11,846 

11.,827 

11,897 

11,860 

12,119 

95,173 

b 

Table 1.1 Interviewed And Non-Interviewed Households ;n The Eight Impact Cities 

Total 
Households 
Interviewed 

9,490 

10,276. 

9,443 

9,523 

10,045 

9,241 

10,278 

9,213 

77,509 

Total 
Households 
Not Interviewed 

2,103 

1,717 

2,595 

2,323 

1,782 

2,656. 

1,582 

2,906 

17,664 

Household Refused 
To Be Interviewed; 
No One Found At Home 
After Repeated Visits 

321 

596 

689 

462 

'604 

625 

289 

504 

4,090 

Reason For Household Non-Interviewss 

Unit Unoccupied 

1,374 

883 

}I J 1,560 

1,671 

925 

1,382 

1,076 

1,858 

10,729 

Unit Demolished, 
Moved, Or Converted 
To Non-Residence 

408 

238 

346 

190 

253 

649 

217 

544 

2,845 

aSee Appendix A.under Type A, B, and C non-interviews for a more complete explanation of reasons for non-interviews. 
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which fell within the scope of the household portion of the survey 
.~\ 

(77,509 interviewed households plus 4;090 refusals or not-at-home = 

81,599) oJlly five pe1'cent (4,090-:81,599) did not participate in 

the survey. 

Froru Table 1.2 it can be seen that the 77,509 households in 

whi.ch interviews were conducted contained 168,459 persons twelve 

years Q~ age and older who were eligible to be interviewed. Of ."",: -, 

these, 98 percent (165,346) were actually interyiewed. Hence, in 

the Impact Cities, both in terms of the proportion of eligible house-

holds which participated, and in terms of the eligible individuals 
() 

in interviewed households, the response rate was very high. 

Table 1.3 presents data for the business portion of the survey 

regarding the number of businesses selected to .be ip.terviewed. In 

the Impact Cities as an'agg;!;'egate, 14,745 businesses were selected 

for studY:"inthe business P"-:Ftion of the survey. Of these, 11,453 

were actually interviewed. As in ~l)e household survey, .!llbst of 

the units in the business survey which were not interviewed fell 

outside of the scope of the survey; that is, the non-interviewed 

units were often vacant, not in businesss at the .end of the survey 

period, converted to residential use, demolished, etc. In only 423 

businesses was coope~ation with the survey refused or was it not 

(' possible to contact a person knowledgeable about the affairs of the \\ 
II 
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Table 1.2 

City 

Atlanta 

Baltimore 

Clev,eland 

Dallas 

Denver 

Newark 

Portland 

St. Louis 

Total 

\l 

If 

~,--------

.. 

.... 
" 

Individuds 12 Years Of Age Or Older In In,terviewed Households Who Were Eligible 
To Be Interviewed And thole Actually Interviewed. 

, Eight Impact Citiel 

Total Persons 12 Years Of Total Persons 12 Years 
Age Or Older In Interviewed Age Or Older Actually 
Households Interviewed 

20,641 20,516 

23,777 23,467 

20.953 20,039 

20,840 20,343 

20,994 20,671 

20.438 19,906 

21,014 20,8!)8 

19,802 19,546 

168;459 165,346 

0, 
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City 

Atlanta 

Baltimore 

Cleve1an4 

Dallas 

Denver 

Newark 

Portland 

St. Louis 

Total 

Total Businesses 
Selected For 
Surrrey 

1,504 

2,522 

,,2~459 

1,748 

1,723 

,1,425 

1;5.03 

1,861 

14,745 

--------------~-----

I' 
iI 

1.1 

~. ' 

Table 1.3 Interviewed And Non-Interviewed Businesses In The Eight Impa~t Cities 

Total 
Businesses 
Interviewed 

1,272 

1.829 

1,770 

1.297 

1,474 

1,097 

1,309 

1~405 

11,453 

Total' 
Businesses 
Not Interviewed 

232 

693 

689 

451 

249 

328 

194 

456 

3,292 

Reason For Business Non-Interviews
a 

Business Refused 
To Be Interviewed; 
No One Found At Businea. 
After Repeated Visits 

11 

,174 

.fJ7 

43 

6t:.~==;: 
27 

8 

3 

423 

Business 
Unoccupied 

209 

463 

577 

328 

160 

299 

In 

450 

2,657 

Unit Demolished, 
Or Converted 
To Residence 

12 

56 

15 

80 

29 

2 

15 

3 

212 

aSee Appendix ,A Under Type A, B, and C non-interviews for a more complete explanation of reasons for non-interviews • 
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business. In the eight Impact Cities, of all businesses which fell 

I' ". 
,Ii within the scope of the business survey (11,453 interviewed businesses 
~ , 

~\~ plus 423 refusals orfailures-to-contact • 11,876 only 3.6 perc~nt 
~-}J . 

423 -= 11,876), did ni.lt participate in the survey. 

l...::.order to compute population estimates from these samples 

of hotiseholdslO and businesses each sample case was assigned a com-

plex weighting factor. This weighting factor was derived by taking 

the inverse of the probability of selection and/adjusting this basic 

weight to take into account the'number of non-interviews. ll The 

basic weights for the households and businesses sampled are shown, 

by city, in Table 1.4. It must be recognized that while the basic 

weights for each samp1~ case in the household or business surveyi(a 

any given city are equal, the adjustments noted above introduce 

variability among cases within each city in the·:final weights. 

The survey results which are presented and discussed through-

out this report are estimates of population values. These estimates 

are computed by applying the final weights to the sample data. 

Because the samples--rather than entire populations were selected 

for study-~a certain amount ~f sampling error necessarily resulted. 

That is, since any probability sample of cases actually drawn is 

only one of a very large number of samples which could have been 
• 

drawn, it is expected that results based on'other p~obabjlity samples 
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Table 1.4 Basic Weights Applied To Samples Drawn In the Household 
,And Business Surveys 

Basic Wei hts 

City Households Businesses 

15.890 ./ 16.67 (/ Atlanta 

Baltimore 26.176 16.67 

Cleveland 22.631 16.67 

Dallas 27.917·, 16.67 

Denver 18.025 ~6.67 

Newark 10.741 17.24 

Portland 13.552 16.67 

St. Louis 20.267 17.24 

\\ 

15 

of the same population would differ--to some extent-- from the 

results based on the first sample. The extent to which the results 

can be expected to vary from sample to sample depends upon such things 

as the sample size and the. homogeneity (in the population of interest) 

of the charact~ristic(s) under investigation. 
<~------- -..--!,' 

Sampling variation can-be estimated through the use of standard 

errors. Further, standard errors can be used. to construct an inter-

val around any given~estimated population value, into which a specified 
II 

percentage (e.g. 95 percent) of estimates of the same population 

value would be expected to fall, if many different samples from the 

" same population were drawn. The nar:rower such "confidence" intervals 

are, the more reliable the corresponding estimates are said to be. 

Appendix D presents selected estimated population values and their 

respective confidence intervals. 

The i~NCP Classification System 

One of the problems facing a data collection and tabulation 

task like the FBI's Uniform Crime Repo:rting program (Le. a program 

which "depends on the cooperation of thousands of l,??al agencie~ in 

.orderto succeed), is that such programs 'are "often forced to use' 

classification systems which are based upon a few pieces of very 

basic i~~ormation which are likely to be available to, and provided 

1 964 
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by, cooperating agencies. Therefore thecycsult often is that the 

cla~sification system adqpted turns Ol.~t to be one with a few very 

broad categories which are too'gross for many analytical purposes.12 

Fortunately, in surveys of victims it is possible to obtainiithe in-

formation which is required to construct rather detailed crime 

classification systems. A portion of the developmental work pre­

ceding the National Crime Panel involved the conceptualization of 

a classification system which would utilize the richer and more 

complete information about the nature of victimizations which is 

possible 'Ito obtain when vic'tim surveys are used to generate the data. 
\') (! 

The NCP classification system separates criminal victimizations 

into three groups: personal, household, and commercial. In general 

terms, personal victimizations are those in which the victim and 

the offender come inco contact with each other. 

f'l 

zations are those ~hafts, not involving personal confrontation, 

which--in the main--ca~ be construed as affecting the entire house­

hold. Commercial victilizations are those in which the commercial 
C> \\,\, 

/) 

establishments are victim~i' Within each of these three gro¥ps, 

the victimizations are further divided into a relatively large num­

ber of narrowly defined categories; these sUb-d~',sions are mad~ 

using such crite;ria as whether the crime was actually .. completed 

or was o,~ly attempted, whether a. weapon was used, whether (and the 

-----~--~ 
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extent to which) injuries and/or losses resulted, etc. Perhaps 

the primary advantage of such a system is that the fine categories 

can be reconstituted in many ways to serve a variety of purposes. 

In Table 1.5 the basic building blocks for personal victimi­

zations have been stratified into ~ of the schemes which it is 

possible to construct, given the ·fine categories available; Tables 

1.6 and 1.7 present similar possible schemes for household and 

commercial victimizations, respectively., 
\\ ;: 

In its early developmental work, LEi¥A's Statistics Division 
~""='=~, /! 

explored the ~nalytic potenti~l of thi~:{lassification schemes pre-
, ( \\ 

sented in Tables 1.5, 1.6, and 1.7; ~tlese schemes later came to be 

known as the NCP Classification scheme. 13 While this NCP classifi­

cation scheme obvious.ly differs substantially from the traditional 

UCR scheme, the individual elements which constitute the NCP scheme 

~ be r~-constituted into the UCR format. Table 1.8 shows the 

,equivalent offenses in the two classification schemes .. 

Subsequent to the deVelopment of the NCP classification scheme, 
" 

LEAA's Statistics Division made the decision to replace this scheme 

with a modified and refined UCR,-type scheme. By the time th1:.s decis­

ion had been made, most of the analyses reported herein had be.en 

completed using the original NCP classification scheme. Are-analysis 

of some of the Impact Cities. data using the modified UCR-type scheme, 

----- -- ---,--
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National Crime Panel r.1AARtficAtion of Personal Crimes 

TYpe of Crime 

Assaultive Violence 
With Theft 

Rape 
Attempted rape 

Serious assault with weapon 

Serious auault with no weapon 
Minor assault 

Without Theft 

Rape 
Attempted rape 

Serioua asaault with weapon 

Serioua assault with no weapon 
Attempted assault with a weapon 

Minor assault 

Attem~ted asaault 

Personal The£t Without Injury 

Robbery 

With weapon 
No weapon 

Attempted robbery 
With weapon 
No weapon 

Purae.suatch, no force 

Attempted purse snatch, no force 

Pocket picldni 

Personal Crime Categoriesa,b 

Conditions 

Something was stolen or taken without permission or ther~ was an 
attempt to steal or take something without permission. 

Rape was the method of attack or the type of injury suffered. 
Verbal threat of rape or attempted rape as the method of attack C1r 

a,:,tempted rape injuries. 
The offender had a weapon or something he was· .• using as a weapon and 

the victim suffered any injury. 
The offender had no weapon and the victim suffered a serious injury. 
The offender had no weapon cn:-the victim did not know if the offender 

had a weapon.!!!!!! the victim was attacked in some fashion .!!!!!! 
received mino~ injuries. 

Nothing was stolen or taken without permission nor was there any 
attempt to steal or take something without permission. 

Ra~e was the method of attack or the type of injury suffered. 
Verbal threat of rape or attempted rape as the method of attack or 

attempted rape injuries. 
The offender had a weapon or something he was using as a weapon and 

the,victim suffered a serious injUry. 
The offender had no weapon and the victim suffered a serious injury. 
Th~ offender had a weapon and the victim was threatened with harm 

or was actually attacked but received no injury. 
The offender had no weapon or the victim did not know if the offender 

had a weapon.!!!!!! the victim was attacked in some fashion and re­
ceived minor injuries. 

The offender did not have a weapon and the victim was threatened with 
harm or was actually attacked but received no injury. 

Something was stolen or taken without permission or there was an 
attempt to steal or take something without permission, and the 
victim was nDt injured in any way. 

Something that belonged to the victim was stolen or taken without 
permission. 

The offender had a weapon or something he was using as a weapon. 
The offender did not have a weapon and the victim was threatened 

with harm or was attacked but received no injury. 
The offender attempted to steal something. 
The offender had a weapon or something he was using as a weapon. 
The offender did not have a weapon and the victim was threatened 

with harm or was attacked but rec~ed no injury. 
A purae was taken from the person and the offender did not have a 

weapon ~ the Victim was not th~tened with harm or actually attacke~ 
An attempt was made to take a purse from the person And the offen-

der did not have,,~ weapon!!!!!. the victim was not threatened with 
harm or actually ~ttacked. 

Cuh or a wallet was'\~akenfrom the lIerson .!!!!!! the offender did not 
have a weapon.!!!!!! th~~Vi~tim was not threatened with harm or ac-
tually attacked. "'<~ ~<'. 

--==-~ 

~e conditions which must be present for a main category must alao be present for each of its subcate­
lories even though the conditions are not repeated e.ach time in the outline. 

bror each personal incident the victim _at have been present when the incident occurred. 

! 
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Table 1.6 

National Crime Panel Classification of Household Crimes 
a 

Household Crime Categories 

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

Burglary 

Forcible entry 

Nothing taken 
Property dsmage 
No property ~smage 

Something taken 
Unlawful entry without force 

Attempted forcible entry 

Larceny 

Under $50b 

Under $10 
$10-24 
$25-49 

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

$250 or more 
NA smount 

Attempted larceny 

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

The offender actually got into the building and there was soce e'~i-
dence that the offender forced his way in.--­

Nothing was stolen or taken without permission. 
There was property damage. 
There was no proper~y damage. 
Something was stolen or taken without permission. 
The offender actually got into the building and there was no evidence 

that the offender tried to force his way in:-
The offender tried to get into the building without success and there 

was some evidence that the offender tried to force his way-:Gl. 

Theft except of motor vehicles or attempted theft except of motor 
vehicles. 

The sum of the stolen cash and stolen property. $0-49. 
The sum of the stolen cash and stolen property - $0-9, 
The sum of the stolen cash and stolen property· $10-24: 
The sum of the stolen cash and stolen property - $25-49. 
The sum of the stolen cash and stolen property - $50 or more. 
The sum of the stolen cash and stolen property - $50-99. 
The sum of the stolen cash and stolen property. $10Q-249. 
The sum of the stolen cash and stolen property· $250 or more. 
The amount of stolen cash is not ascertainable or the value of the 

stolen property is not ascertainable. ---
Attempted theft except attempted motor vehicle theft. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------.... ~!--

Auto Theft 
Theft of a car 

Theft of other vehicle 

Attempted theft of ~ car 
Attempted theft of other vehicle 

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

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

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

4rhe conditions which must be present for"a main categorY'must also'be present for each of its subcategories 
even though the cOnditions are not repeated each t~e in the outline. . 

bStolen checks and credit cards were uniformly considered as $0. 

\ 
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TYJle of Crme 

Burglary 
Attempted 

Completed 

Jobbery 
Attempted 

Ccapleted . 

~----------- - -

Table 1.7 

. , .-" 
\II.tional. Crme Panel Cl.~~f¥.:aJ.t::'on of Buainess Crimes 

~-' c,:.' 
Byligee. c[fm' CAteggries 

Soaditions 

~The offeader tried to get into the building illegally and there 
v .. evidence that he tried to force his way in. -- ~ 

The offender actually got into the bull.ding illegally, with or 
without usin& force. 

-------------------,/~, 
,~, ... \ 

I , 
, I 

The offaer attempted to take money. merchandise, equipment or v 
• upplie. belonging to the business from any employee oi" the 
bu.inesa (not including> money or personal property taken from. 
cu.tomer. or store peraonnel), whether or not the offender had 
:. weapon. 

The offender took money, merchandise, equipment or supplies 
beloqing to the businella from any employee of the business 
(DOt including IIOney or penonal property taken fromc.ustomers 
or.tore peJ:aonnel), whether or not th!!l offend!!!r had a '!leapen, 

" , , 

'. 

Unifora Crt.B ~eport 
Cl •• dUc.tion 

bpe 

ArMd Jobbery 

Uaaraed Iobbery 

T.ble 1.8 21 

Tran.forution Scheme For Converting tlstional Crime Panel Crime 
Cl .. sific.tion To Uniform Crime Report Crime Classification 

N.tional Crime Panel 
CI ... Uic.tion· 

bpe with thef,t 

:/ 

i' 

Atta.pted r.pe with theft 

bpe without theft 

Att.-pted r.pe without theft 

Sariou. • ••• ult without theft 
With we.pon 

\110 _pon 

Atte-pted .s •• ult with 
vaapon without theft 

Serioua .ss.ult with theft 
with we.pon 

Iobbery with weapon 

\':..7 

Att_pted robbery with weapon 

Serious .... ult no weapon 
with thaft 

L 

Condition 

Rape w.s the method of attack or the type of 
injury suffered a~d_ s~~thing was stolen or 
t.ken without perm~ssion or the~e was an at­
tempt to steal or take someth~o~ without per­
.balon. 
Verbal threat of rape or attempted rape as the 
method of attack or attempted rape injuries and 
somet~tng w.a atolen or taken without permission 
or ·t}!J~re was an attempt to steal or take some­
thiDg without permission. 
Rape waa the method of attack or the type of 
injury suffered ~ nothing was stolen or taken 
without permission nor was there any attempt 
to .teal or tske ,something without permission. 
Verbal threat of rape or attempted rape as the 
.ethod of .ttack or attempted rape injuries 
and nothing waa stolen or taken without per­
ii:Lision nor was there any attempt to steal or 
take somp.thing without permission • 

The offender had a weapon or something he was 
using as a weapon~ the victim suffered a 
.erious injury ~nothing was stolen or taken 
without permiasioft' nor was there any attempt 
to .teal or take something without permission. 
The offender had no weapon and the victim suf­
fered a aerious injury and nothing was stolen 
or taken without permission nor was there any 
.ttempt to ateal or take something without per­
lII1.alon. 

The offender had a weapon and the victim was 
threatened With harm or waSactual1y attack£:!.. 
bue received no injurY-and nothing was stolen 
cc taken without permission nor was there any 
.ttempt to steal or take something without per­
siasion. 

The offender had .. a weapon or something he was 
using as a weapon. and the victim suffered an 
injury ~ something was stolen or taken with':' 
out permission or there was an attempt to 
.teal or t.ke something without permission. 
The offender had a weapon or something he was 

. u.:l.ng as a weapon and something val!. stolen or 
taken without perlll1ssion ~ the victim was 
not injuried in any way. 
The offender had a weapon or something he was 
u.:I.na a .. a weapon.!!!!! the offender attempted 

""'""'--;:0 ateal .000ething and th~~ victim was not in­
juried in any way. --

The offender had no weapon ~ the victim auf­
fured •• erious injury ~ something was stolen 
or t.ken without permission or there was an 
.ttempt to·ateal or take something without per-
allision. . 

a,ft .. ch peracmal. incident the victm .at have bl!eD present when the incident occurred. 
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Uniform Crime Report 
Classification 

Unarmed Robbery -
(Continued) 

,\ 

Simple Assault 

Larceny 

Table 1.8 

Transformation Scheme For Converting National Crime Panel Crime 
Classification To.Unifo~ Crim~ Report Crime Classification 

(Continued) 

National Crime Panel 
Classification 

Hinor assault with theft 

Robbery no weapon 

Attempted robbery no weapon 

Minor assault wlthout theft 

Attempted assault no 
weapon with,,~ theft 

ill 

Purse snatch without force 

Attempted purse snatch 
without force 

Pocket picking 

Peraonal larcenY'without 
conts,ct 

Household Larceny 

Condition 

The offender had no weapon or the victim did 
not know if the offender had a weapon and 
the victim was attacked in some fashion and 
received minor injuries and something was 
stolen or taken without permission or there 
was an attempt to steal or take something 
without permission. 
The offender did not have a weapon and the 
victim was threatened with harm or was attacked 
but received no injury and something that be­
longed to the victim wal3iltolen or taken without 
permission. 
The off~der did not have a weapon and the victim 
was threatened with harm or was attacked but re­
ceived no injury and the offender att~pted to 
steal something. 
The offender had no weapon or the victim did 
not know if the offender had a weapon and the 
victim was attacked in some fashion and the 
victim received minor injuries and nothing 
was stolen ot taken without permission nor 
was there any attempt to steal or take some­
thing without permission. 

The offender did not have a weapon and the victim 
was threatened with harm or was actually at­
tacked but re~eived no injury and nothing was 
stolen or taken without permission nor was 
there any attempt to steal or take something 
without permission. 
A purse was taken from the person and the of­
fender did not have a weapon and the victim was 
not threatened with harm or actually attacked. 

An 'attempt was made to take a purse from the 
person and the offend~r did not have a weapon 
and theVictim was not threatened with harm 
~actually attacked. 
Cash ora wallet was taken from the person 
and the offender did not have a weapon ~ 
~ victim was not threatened with harm or 
actually attacked. 

Theft, except of motor vehicles or attempted 
theft, except of motor vehi~les, occu~ring 
under household incidents, 'elsewhere • 
Theft, except of motor vehicles or attempted 
theft except of motor vehicles, occurring 
under' household incidents, "at home". 
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suggested to our research team that for our present purposes, the 

original NCP scheme was preferable. 14 Hence, it was decided that 

the original NCP classification scheme would be retained for most 

analytical purposes throughout this report. lS 

Before reporting the results of the Impact Cities surveys, it 

is necessary to comment briefly on some of the counting rules used 

16 
in the NCP surveys. In rates of victimization, the unit of count 

is tl).e victim. A single incident may involve mUltiple victims; if 

two persons are robbed in a single incident, there are two victimi-

zations. Thus, the numerator 6f the Victimization rate reflects 

the number of victimizations, not the number of incidents. In ad-

dition, if a single person is victimized at (for example) two dif-

ferent times, that person is cpunted in the same way as two distinct 

victims would be. Therefore, the numerator of the victimization 

rate is not quite equal to the number of victims (since some victims 

are victimized more than once), but more exactly the numerator is 

equal to the number of victimizations. 

The distinction between victimizations and incidents is only 

germane for personal crimes, s~nce in household and business crimes 

the household and business units (rather than individuals) are con-

strued to be the victims. 
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In conjunction with victimization rates reported herein, it should 

also be not~d that the denominator of the rates are different for per-

sonal, house1,:lold, and business crimes. Contrary to the UCR procedure 

of reporting all crime rates per 100,000 persons, the victim survey 

computes victimization rates per 1,000 units at risk: personalvic-

timizations are reported per 1,000 persons 12 years, of age or older; 

household victimizations per 1,000'househ01ds,17 and business vic-

timizations per 1,000 businesses. Finally, it should be pointed 

out here that not all personal, household and commercial crimes are 

examined in the NCP surveys. For example, homicide is excluded from 
, 

the personal victimizations, and larcenies such as shoplifting and 

employee theft from businesses, are excluded from business victimi-

za,tions. Further ;"victimless" crimes such as drug use and prosti-

tution do not fall within the scope of the surveys. 

In the following chapters data relevant to the victim survey 

results will be presented in detail. Chapter two provides some 

background information about the eight Impact Cities which is designed 

to provide a basic descriptive overview of the cities from a demo-

graphic perspective. Chapter three and beyond are devoted to a 

presentation and analysis of the victim survey results themselves. 

In Chapters three, four, and five, personal, household, and business 

victimizations respectively are examined. In each of these chapters 

25 

the characteristics of those suffering victimizations, the conse-

quences of victimizations, and the circumstances surrounding vic-

timizations are analyzed. The failure to report victimizations to 

the police is the subject of chapter six. Finally, chapter seven 

summarizes and integrates the results. 

\ 

, 
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Footnotes 

lThe Challenge of Crime In a Free Society. A Report by the President's 
Commission o~ Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice. New York: 
Avon Books (edition), 1968, P'. 96. 

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

3In the national survey, each household and business in the survey is 
interviewed every six months on a continuing basis. 

\n this program, funds in the sum of $20 million have been made avail­
able to the cities by LEAA, in order to reduce burglary and stranger-to-

. stranger (i.e. crimes which do not involve relatives, friends, or persons 
well known to the victim) homicide, rape, and robbery. 

5These persons had reported being victimized to the police during the 
preceding twelve months. j 

, 
6For more details see San Jose Test of Known Crime Victims, U.S. 

Department of Justice, LEAA, Statistics Division, 1972. 

7Methodological Foundations for EstablishingA National Survey of 
Victimization, Richard W. Dodge and Anthony G. Turner, presented at the 
1971 American Statistical Association Meetings in Fort Collins, Colorado 
August 23-26, 1971, and s9~rces cited therein. 

8It is important to note here that the samples were drawn from within 
the city boundaries of the eight Impact Cities and hence do not include 
respondents from suburban areas outside of the city limits. 

9Also asked of the pr~xy respondent for each twelve and thirteen year 
old household member. 

lOIn addition to households, of course, individuals were sampled. The 
household weight differed from the person weight essentially according to 
the adjustments made for the within-household non-interview factor. 

110ther fine adjustments to the weights were 'made as well. For more 
detailed information see National Crime Survey:. Central Cities' Sample, " 
Impact Cities, 1972. Survey Documentation. U. S. Department of Commerce, 
Social and Economic Statistics Administration,Bureau of the Census, 1974 

I 

~. 
~.~I. 
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I 

l2For example, the published UCR categories do not 
entiatebetween attempts and completed crimes, between 
which also involve theft ana those which do not, etc. 
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generally diffex­
crimes of violence 

l3See NCP Classification Scheme Description, an unpublished paper pre­
pared by LEAA's Statistics Division. 

l4The question of what kind of classification ScheI"ie is "best" depends, 
of course, on a number of factors. The most important is the purpose to 
be served by the classification scheme. A scheme that may be excellent 
for analysis of variations in non-reporting of victimizations to the po­
lice may not be satisfactory for analyzing the extent of injury or loss 
suffered by the victim. 

A practical consideration which is also critical has to do with the 
number of incidents or victimizations falling into each of the categories 
of the classif;ication schemes. In victirl~ surveys--even those conducted 
on a massive scale--this constraint is lluite limiting. As will be clear 
from analyses presented below, in order to retain substantial reliability 
in the esiimates, it is necessary to limit crosstabulations to major sub­
categprieG of victimization. The NCP scheme appears to be more amenable 
to such a strategy than does the modified UCR-type scheme. In any event, 
the development of optimal classification schemes is the object of re­
search currently underway. 

15In conjunction with the failure to report victimizations to the po­
lice, the modified UCR-type scheme will be used. 

16For a detailed discussion of this topic see Classification and Counting 
Rules Employed For Persona~.Crimes in National Crime Panel, an unpublished 
paper prepared by LEAA' sWtat:f:stics Division. 

17For some purposes, vehicle thefts are reported per 1,000 vehicles 
owned. This issue is discussed in the chapter on household crimes. 

~ \l 
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Chapter II 

Demographic Overview Of Impact Cities 

Introduction 

Before entering into .an analysis of the results of the victi-

mization survey, it is important to provide some basic demographic 

information about the Impact Cities themselves, both as individual 

entities and as an aggregate. This chapter presents and discusses 

several selected·variables which appear ~~ be of c~ntral interest 
Ii 

in understanding the victim survey results. Where feasible, these 

variables will be contrasted among the cities as well as to avail-

abie -national figures. Certainly, this brief chapter does not ex-

haust the relevant demographic variables which could be,considered. 

The characteristics were selected both to familiarize the reader 

with the Impact Cities,and because they playa central role in the 

analyses which follow. It should be'emphasized that these data are 

derived from the 1970 decennial census ana cannot be considered 

compli;-i:!ely accurate for the cities as they exist today. However, 

they do represent the best and most complete demographic data avaii-

able for these cities. Furthermore, sinc~ the: victim surveys were 

conducted in1.ate 1972-- and since the referent:e period" for victi-:­
/r 

mizations was the preceding twelve months--thes .. e data would appear 

to provide a<,very satisfactory demographic desc};iption of the Impact 

" 

I 
I 

,~ 
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Cities during the victim survey reference period. It must also be 

emphasized, however, that there are some differences between the 

definitions of variables as they are generally used in Bureau of 

the Census publications (and used in this chapter) and the defini­

tions used in the subsequent chapters of this report. Although 

such discrepancies will generally be noted, the reader is referred 

to the relevant Bureau of the Census publications for further 

clarification. 1 

General Population Characteristics 

As Table 2.1 illustrates,. the total population sizes of the 

eight Impact Citie,s varied considerably, from a low of just over 

380,000 in both Newark and Portland , to a high of 905,000 in 

Baltimore. The mean population size of the eight cities was 6H',000. 

Not only did the cities' vary considerably in total population Size, 

but they varied substantially with regard to the proportionate size 

of their black populations; as well. For example, in Newark and 

Atlanta, blacks constituted a majority of the population (54 percent 

and 52 percent, respectively) whereas in Portland and Denver, blacks 

represented only a small proportion of the total population (six 

percent .and nine percent, respectively). As shown in Table 2.1, 

in the eight cities as an aggregate, blacks comprised 35 percent 
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Atlanta 

General 
\\ 

Population Total 497,046 ------ ---1'--
f' Black 52% --,---- - - - -

Spanish 2% 

Percent Change Total +2% in Population ,------ - - - -(1960-1970) Black +36% 

a 1970 decennial census. 

I> 

Table 2.1 

Selected Demographic Characteristicsa Of The Total And The Black Population 
In The Eight Impact Cities And In The United States As A Whole 

POPULATION 

Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver . Newark Portland St. Louts 
, 

i/O 

905.757 750,932 844.401 514,678 382,377 382,619 622.234 - - - - - - ------ - - - ---- - - - - ----_. - - - - - - - - - -
48% 38% 25% 9% 54% 6% 41% ------ - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

2% 5% 8% 17% 3% 3% 3% 

-4% -14% +24% +4% -6% +3% -17% ------ - - - - - . ------ - - - -- _.- - - - -- -- - 1-----\-
+29% +15% +63% +56% +50% +38% +19% 

i' 

. 
·'_r~ .. _---"""",_""""_""_,_,-<" __ """""",_,-,,,,,,~,,-_~,,,-___ « 

--i 

Impact 
City 
Aggregate National 

4.900,004 207,976~452 - --- - ------
35% 11% - - --- ------

5% 4% 

-2% +13% - - - - ------
+34% +20% 

" '" . , 
I~, 

~. ,\ , 
., 

I ... ~"~', 
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of the total population, as compared to the national figure of 11 

percent. 

In some of the Impact Cities there were sizable minorities of 

Spanish-American populations. 2 The greatest) proportion of Spanish-

Americans among the eight cities was in Denver, where 17 percent of 

the total population were Spanish-Americans. Dallas, with eight 

percent and Cleveland with five percent, were the cities with the 

next greatest proportions of Spanish-Americans in the population. 

Overall, the eight city aggregate prop~rtion,of Spanish-Americans 

was rather small--only f1ve percent of the total eight city popu-

latioll--which is similar to the national figure of four percent. 

An examination of the changes in population over the decade 
)) 

of 1960-1970, as shown in Table 2.1, yields some interesting' findings 

While the total U.S. population grew hy 13 percent, the Impact 

Cities as an aggregate decreased by two perceut in total population 

during this decade. The indiyidual cities va:~'ied substantially' 

with regard to total population change; while the growth in Dallas 

(24 percent increase) was greater than the growth in the nation as 

a whole, St. Louis and Cleveland were equally notable for showing 

the' greatest population decline among the eight cities during the 

1960-1970 decade (-17 percent and -14 percent, respectively). The 

~emaining Impact Cities demonstrated ~elatively modest total popu-
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lation changes. 

, in the Impact Cities (also shown in Table Black populat10ns 

2.1), showed substantial proportionate increases during the 1960 to 

1970 decade. Contrasting this growth to the nati~nal figure of'> 20 

. be seen that the black proportionate growth in the percent, 1t can 

h 't' ' an aggregate was greater (34 percent). While all eig t C1 1es as 

Impact Cities witnessed large increases, with a low of a 15 percent 

increase in Cleveland, Dallas clearly stands out as having had the 

most rapidly growihg black population among the Impact'Cities (a 

) De'nver (56 percent) and Newark ~(50 percent) 63 percent increase • 

showe/,~;the next largest black population increases. 
",i 

It appears that a major portion of i,l~e population change in 

the Impact Cities over the past decade was attributable to out­

migration by whites and in-migration by non-whites. Although the 

presented in tabular form, Cleveland, with 206,400 figures are not 

whites leaving, and Newark, with 106,600 whites leaving, were the 

Impact Cities which experienced the greatest out-migration by whites. 

On the other hand, Dallas" (46,900), Atlanta (32,700), B~ltimore 
CQ 

and Newark (31,500) each show~d large numbers of blacks (31,700), 

joining their populations during the 1960-1970 decade. On the 

average, the Impact Cities lost 96,000 whites and gained 18,000 

non~w4ites between 1960 and 1970. 
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The age composition. of the Impact City populations is an 

important demographical dimension to examine, not only for its theore-

tical import, but because of t~e central role age plays in the analyses 

which follow. As reflected in Table 2.2, when the eight cities are 

considered as aggregates, 55 percent of the total population was 

25 years old.or older in 1970. For the black population of these 

cities, the corresponding figure was 46 percent, indicating that 

the black population was generally "younger" than the population 

as a whole. These percentages are close to the national figures 

of 54 percent for the total population and 46 percent for blacks. 

On the whole, there was no't a great deal of variation in the age 

distributions of the populations of the Impact Cities. Of all Impact 

Cities, Portland (at 59 percent) had the greatest percentage of 

the population aged 25 and over, while Newark had the smallest 

percentage over 25 years of age (50 percent). With regard to black 

populations, the percent aged 25 and older varied from 44 percent 

in Dallas and Newark to,49 percent in Cleveland. Within Impact 

Cities~~ the proportion of blacks in the 25 years and older category 

was consistently about t~ perc~nta~e points less than the proportion 

of the total population in that age category. 

Ii 



Age: Percent Total 
25 Years Or ~--;:,....-
Older l;lack 

Age: Percent Total 
Between 15 1-- ---
And 24 Years Black 
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Table 2.2 

Selected Deaographic Characteristicsa Of The Total And The Black Population 
In The Eight,Impact Cities And In l~e United States As A Whole 

Atlanta Baltimore 

53% 55% 

-- - - - -
47% 47% 

20% 17% 

- -- ---
20% 18% 

Cleveland 

55% 

---
49% 

17% 

--
18% 

i) )) 

t1 

-

, . 
{' . 

AGE 

Dallas Denver Ne,Jark 
:;::::--

Portland 

54% 56% 51% 59% 
- -- --- - --- ,-- -

44% 47% 44% 46% 

18% 19% 17% 18% 
~--1----1---- 1--- -

18% P% 17% 18% 

., 

ImpaCt 
St. Louis City" National 

Aggr~gate 

57% 55% 54:!: 
~ -- 1---- .----

47% 46% 46% 

16% 18% 17% --- - -- f-- --
16% 18% 17% 
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Because of the proportionately small sizes oJ the Spanish-

American populations in most Impact Cities, percentages for per-

sons 25 and over were not generally calculated. It is interesting 

to note, however, that in Denver, where 17 percent of the popula-

tion was ::;panish-American, only 40 percent of the Spanish-American 

population was 25 or over--indicating a relatively young .Spanish-

American population in com~~,:ison to poth the total and black 

populations in that city. 

For the purposes of thisrepo,rt, it is important reexamine 

the distribution of young persons in a more refined age category, 

as for example those between the ages of 15 and 24. Table 2.2 

present's the proportions of both the. total and black populations 

which fall into this. category. As can be seen, in the 15 to 24 

year old ag~ group, the, eight city percentage for both the total and 
\~/ 

black populations were the same--18 percent. 'This can be compared 
" 

to the figl.lres presented earlier for the eight city aggregate per­

centages for total and black populations of persons ~5 and over, 

where there was a discrepancy of nine percentage po . .ints ( 55 per-

cent va. 46 percent). When, the .individual Impact Cities a1;e examined, 

the cities are found to have similar proportions of their total 

popl.llations in ~he 15-24 age group. Within each of the eight Impact 

Cities, ,the proportions of the black population falling into the 
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15-24 age group is similar to the proportion of the total popula-

f~ \ 

tion in'.,jj}is age group. 

Family Income3 

The median family incomes for the eight Impact Cities are 

presented~in Table 2.3 and again in Figure 2.1 for both black and 

to~\al' 'populations. Also presented is an aggregate median family 

j.n~!ome fo~ ·"all eight cities, derived by calculating the weighted 
, 

mean of the median annual incomes for all Impact Cities. In this 

manner, the eight city aggregate median family income for the total 

population was found to be $9,465, whereas for blacks the corres-

ponding figure was $7,111, or $2,300l:!!!!. than the median family 

income of all Impact City families. Nationally, the median family 

income of ·$"9,586 for all families is close to the comparable figure 

in the Im'tact Cities, but f~r black families the nationwide median 

of $6,,063';::~isalinost $1,000 less than that of the Impact Cities. 

Ws can clearly be seen in Figure 2.1, Dalla's stands! out as the 

Impact City with the highest median annual income for all families' 

($12,-474) ~ The next highest median was in Portland ($9,799), ~here 

the median family income was more than $2,600 ~ than in Dallas. 

In aaliition,as seen in Table,,2.3, Dallas had the largest absolute 

discrepancy. of all the eight cities. between the m~df~n income of 
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Table 2.3 

Selected De.oaraphic Characterist1~sa Of !be Total And The Black Population 
In The Eight x.pact Cities And In The United States As A Whole 

DfCCH! 

" 

Atlanta Balti.are Cleveland Dellas Denver 

", 

Median 'ally To tel $7.551 $8.815. $11.107 $12.474 $11.654 
~Ilcome ------- ---- . - - -~- - " .. ; 1------ ------ ------

" 
Black $6.451 $7.2811 $7.617 $7.084 $7.287 

.' . 
·Median FlIIllly 
Income 
Discrepanf:y Black -$1.100 -$1.526 -$1.4~Q -$3.708 -$2.331 

::;"1 

Percent of To tel 161 141 131 111 !II luiliesBelow .\:-. ------_. - --- ------ -- ,- --------- ------lederel Black 251 231 231 251 191 
Poverty I.evel 

a . , . 
11170 d.~ennia1 cenaua, bued 011 11169 inco.e. 

b MediaD, laUy IDCOIIa D18crepancy 18 equal to inco.e fr-r Black ainu8inc .. for Total. 

o 

" 

Newark Portland St. Louis 

$8.637 $9.7l1li ... _$!!!8~ _ - -- - - -------
$7.564 $6.567 $6.534 

-$1.073 -$2.955 -$1.648 

14% 81 141 - ---- ------ ------
18% 22% 211 

" 

.. 

Iapact National City 
Alaragate 

_ !'I!4~S:- _ _ !'I!5!6_ 

$7.111 $6.063 

-$2,354 -$3.523 

131 __ 1!~ __ ------
.241 301 
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Figure 2.1 Median Family Income During 1969 

~ Eight Impact Citi~s 

Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland 
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St. Louis, 
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Aggregate 
Total 

Total 
Population 
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National 
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all families and the median income of black families ($3,708). 
;;, 

Figure 2.1 shows that Atlanta had th~ lowe~t median family 
/, 

income of all eight ci~ies for black familie~,' $6,451. However, 

Atlanta figure 1)s still above the comparable national figure. The 
~ . " 

highest .median a~nual income for blacks in Cleveland where the 

figure was $7,617. 

Another method of examining income characteristics of the 

Impact Cities is to determine the proportion of the population which 

fell below the federally established poverty level. 4 Table 2.3 

presents these figures, demonstrating that Atlanta had the larg~st 

percentage of families whose income fell below the federal poverty 

lev~l (16 percent). Portland, on the other hand, had proportionately 

the fewest families b,elow the poverty level (eight percent). When 

all eight cities are taken together, 13 percent of ,all families 

fell below the federal poverty level as compared to the ,national 

figure of 11 percent. 

When only black f~ilies are considered, Table 2.3 demonstrates 

that Atlanta and Dallas have the greatest percentages of black fam-

ilies whose incomes fell below the poverty level (both at ?5 percent). 
,rr\" 

/. ..... ', ... ( 
<:",;;?/ .Jewark at only slightly less (18 percent) showed porportionately 

'v'" 

the fewest sub-poverty level black families. The eight city aggre-

gate of black families with sub-poverty level incomes, 24 percent, 
\1 
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is nearly tw:tce that of the aggregate total families figure. 
'-; ~ 

However, the percentage of Impact~ity black families bel&W the 
. ;,\ 

poverty level is less than the national figure for black families 

of 30 percent. 
o 

Housing Characteristlcs 

Table 2.4 presents data on the percentage of housing units 
(, 

in each city which were owner-occupied, both~or total and black 

housing. While nationally 63 percent of total housing units and 

42 percent of black ,housing units were owner-occupied, the cor-

responding figures for the eight city aggregate were som,ewhat lower, 
, , 

with 45 percent of the total and 33 percent of the black housing 

units being owner-occupied. In every Impact City, the percent of 

/) 
black housing Ynit5Qccupiedby 9WI)erS was lessDthan the~percent 

,I 

in the total population. As can be seen in -Table 2.4, some varia-

tion in percentages of owner-occu~ied housing units occurred among 

the Impact Cities. 

An additional dimension by which to vieJ'j\~he housing charac-
1.1 

teriatics of the Impact Cities is the average number of persons per 
, '~,~, 

room. This dimension may roughly be considered as an indication 

of "overcrowding" among the residents of the cities. JAs shown 

in Tahle 2.4, Newark staI"ds out as having had the greatest percen-
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Houaing Units: 
~T~t!1 __ Percent Ownelt'-

Occupied Black 

Percent of Hous-
ing Unite witb Total 
1. 01 Persona or - -- - -

More per Ro01ll Black 

a 1970 dectinnial censu •• 

n 
\j 

,-

-~-- ------~ 
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Table 2.4 

Selected Da.osraphic CharacteristicsBOf ~ total And The Black Population 
In The Eilht Iapact Cities And In ~ UDited States As A Whole 

HOUSING 
" 

Atlan~ Baltimore C1eve1aDd Dalla. I)enver Newark Portland 

41% 44% 46% 53% 50% 20% 56% ------ ------ ------ - -- - - - - -- - - - - -- . -----,. 
38% 30% 38% 4'4% 46% 16% 47% 

10% 8% 7% 9% 51 14% 3% ------ -----~- -- --- '- - - - ----------- ------
18% 14% 10% 21% 111' 18% 10% 

--

" :1 
.. 

, 

t1 

--I 

--1 

Iapact 
City 

St. Louis !asresate Hationa], 
" 

,41% 45% 63% ------ --- -- :-----
31% 331 42% 

121 8% . 81 
- -- -- ----,- --- '-

20% 161 19% 
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tage of housing units in the total population which lodged more than 

one person per room (14 percent). Portland and Denver are distinguished 

as having had the lowest percentage (three percent and five percent, 

respectively), or the least overcrowding, when the total population 

is considered. These percentages may be compared with the eight 

city aggregate of eight percent of total housing units which lodged 

more than one perso.n pe'r room. 

In comparison to the total population, Table 2.4 shows that in 

the eight city aggregate the percentage of housing units with more 

than one person per room for blacks was twice as high, with 16 per-

cent of the black occupied housing units lodging than one person 

per room. The Impact Cities with the most "ov~rcrowded" black 

housing were Dallas and St. Louis, with about 20 percent each. 

The least crowded cities for bl~ck housing were PO.rtland and 

Cleveland where ten percent of the black housing units lodged ,more 

than one person per room. Overall, the Impact Cities' figure of 16 

percent of black housing units of more than one person per room 

compares favorably with national data, where the corresponding figure 

was 19 percent. 

Education 

Another important dEmlographic variable fo examine in'!relation 

(I 

I 
I 
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to the Impact Cities is the level of educational attainment achieved 

by residents. Two relevant education measures are employed in this 

the percentage of persons 25 and section: 
over who have completed 

four years of high school or more, and the percentage who have com-

pleted foqr or more years of cO.llege. B h at are presented in Table 
2.5. 

Table 2.5 and Figure 2.2 demonstrate that , in the eight city 
aggregate, a lowiar percep.tage,~)f blacks in the 25 or older age 

category had 
. 

completed four years of high school or more than had 

persons in that a~e category in the total popUlation of the Impact 

Cities (33 percent vs. 44 percent). F i d or n ividual Impact Cities, 

62 percent of the total popUlation in Denvet: and 60 percent in 

Portland had completed at ieast' h1" gh schools making Denver and 

Portland the Impact Cities hi h h d w c a the greatest proportions of 

the populcsltion aged 25, and over which had completed at-least high 

school. On the other hand, Newark,· St. Louis and Baltimore , each 

with about: 33 percent, had the smallest percentages of high school 
-.~.: 

graduates in the total popUlation 25 years of age and older. 

Also shown on. Table 2. 5 a~d Figure 2 .• 2 are the percentages 

of blacks in the popUlation of the Impact Cities who have completed 

at least 1:our years of high school·. Cl 1 ear y, Denver (with 54 per-

cent) stands out from. the other Impact Cities as having the largest 
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Education: Total 
Completed Four -- - - -
Years of High b Black 
School or Hare 

Education: 
cOmpleted Four Total 
Years o~ College - ---

Black 'or More 
-, ., , " 

a 

Atlanta 

"" 
46% 

\ . 

Table 2.5 

Selected Demographic Characteristic.a Of The'Total And The Black Population 
In The,Eight Impact Cities And In The United States As. A Whole 

EDUCATION 

" 

Bilt:Unore Cleveland D8J.las Denvllr Newark Portland 

34% 37% 54% 62% 33% 60% - - -- - ------- --- - - 1------ - - -- - - .. -- - - - - - - - -
34% 28% 35% 37% 54% 33% 42% 

13% 7% 4% 14" 16% .4% 12% -. ---- - ------- ----- f------ ----_. - --- - - -- -
7% 4% 3% 51 7% 2% 6% 

St. Louis 

33% - - - --
31% 

6%, - - - - -
41 .. 

" . , " .~. 

1~70 decenqial cenauB. 
tz.1it b p,tcent based on persone 25 yean old or older. 

l 

'j 

Impact 
City 
Aggregate National 

44% 52% - - - - - ---- -
33% 31% 

10% 11% - - - -,'- -----
6% 4% 

1/ II 
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Figure 2.2 Percent of Population (25 years of Age or Older) with 
Four Years of High School qr Mor~ Education Completed, 1970 
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of blacks' in that age category who have completed at percentage 

hi h h 1 Portland (at 42 percent) ranks least four years of g sc 00 • 

II 
second and Baltimore (28 percent) ranks lowest in this regard. 

1 t of those 25 or older who have completed The nationa percen age 

1 (52 percent) i s higher than for the Impact high schoo or more 

Cities as an aggregate (44 perce':,lt), but about the same percentage 

of Impact City blacks in that age category had completed high school 

(33 percent) as had blacks nationally (31 percent). 

Table 2.5 presents data concerning the percentage of the popu­

lation who had completed four years or more of college. The eight 

city percentage for persons 25 or over, who had, completed four or 

more years of college, was ten percent--while for blacks, the 

comparable figure was noticeably smaller (six percent). The cor­

responding national figures were 11 percent and four percent, re-

spectively. Denver and Dallas (with 16 percent e.nd 14 percent, 

out as the Impact Cities with the g~eatest per­respectively) stand p 

centages of ~ollege graduates in the 25 and over age c~tegory. 

Cleveland and Newark had proportionately the fewest college 

graduates. 

All Impact Cities had relatively small percentages of blacks <, 

Denver 25 or older who had completed four or more years of college. 

and Atlanta, each with seven percerilt, were the cities with the 

------- ---- -----

I,' 

f'-,,·· 

largest percentages of black college graduates. Newark (two per-

cent) and Cleveland (three percent) had the lowest percentages of 

b:lack college graduates. 

Empl0Y!Rent 

(f 

The final demographic variables of the Impact Cities to be 

,discussed in this chapter are related to the employnj)nt charac­

teristics of the cities' populations. "The two variables selected 

for this purpose, and presented in Table 2.6, are the percent of 

47 

the Civilian Labor Force (aged 16 and over) unemployed and the modal 

occupational category of each city. 

As can clearly be seen in Figure 2.3 (and Table 2.6), according 

to the 1970 Census, the eight city aggre~ate shows that ~ subs tan­

'tially higher percentage of blacks in the labor force were unemployed 
~ .. 

0\;;8 percent) than were labor force members in the total population 

(4.3 percent). These figures are roughly comparable to the national 

picture, which shows that 4.9 percent of the total labor force and 

8.2 percent of the black labor force members were unemployed. 

Portland, Newark, and St. Louis (each with about 6.5 percent) had 

the highest rates of unemployment; Atlanta (3.9 percent) and Dallas 

" 
(3.1 percent) ~re notable for their low overall unemployment rates. 

Blacks experienced the gr'eatest unemployment in Portland (10.2 

percent) and St. Louis (9.2 percent), arid the least unemployment in '_.l #,'." 
f~l 

.. ' 
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Atlanta (4.9 percent) and Dallas (4.7 percent). 

Turning to the modal occupatio~al categories ~n the Impact 

'I 
Cities, also presented in Table 2.~~ in all cities but two the 

1/ 

modal occupational categories for/employed persons in the total 

population WaS "clerical and office workers," while for blacks it 

was "service worker." These were the same as ~he,lllodal categories 

nationwide. The two cities which were the exceptions, Newark 

and Cleveland, had as the modal category for both the total worker 

popula~ion and the black worker population, "operatives" (machine 

operators and factory workers). 

Summary 

The aggregate picture of the eight Impact Cities is one of no 

overall population growth, but an increasing proportion of blacks C 

during the 1960-1970 decade. This probably reflects the much dis-'-

cussed phenomenon of "white flight" to the suburbs. Within the 

cities there are disparities between the socio-economic condition 

(as indicated by income, education~ unemployment, and housing data) 

of blacks and that of the cities' P9pulation as a whole. However, 

the disparities are generally not as pronounced as they are nation-

ally. Overall, the Impact Cities' black population is better educa~ed, 

tess unemployed and less "overcrowded" (in terms'bf persons per 

I 
J 

I 

I 
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room) than is the black population nat~onwide. .... III addition, blacks 

in the Impact Cities have higher median incomes than do blacks 

nationally, and they also ,show a smaller proportion of families 

with incom~s below the ~ederal ·poverty level. 
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Footnotes 

lData inc::1uded in this sectioIl and the accompanying tables 
were generated from four basic sources : U. S. Bureau of the Census. 
Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1972 (93rd edition) 
Washington, D.C., 1972; U. S. Bureau of the Census, County and 
City Data Book, 1972 (a statisticala~stract supplement), U.S. 
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1973; U.s. Bureau 
of the Census, Census of population and Housing: 1970 Census Tracts, 
Final Reports. PHC (1)-14, 19, 45, 52, 146, 165 and 181; Gene:al 
Social and EC(lnomic Characteristics, Final Report PC (l)-Cl UnJ.ted 
States ·SummarY,~, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 
1972. 

2According to the Census Bureau and victimization survey. 
coun,ting rules~ Spanish-AmericQIls are counted among whites. 

3These income figures are from the 1970 Census and reflect 
1969 incomes. In addition, the data are for family incomes while 
the incOme figures in the victimization survey are for households. 
Households can consist of single or unrelated individuals, so the 
number of households ~ill exceed the number of families. See, 
County and City Data Book, pp. xxxiii and xxxvi for full definitions. 

4The federal poverty level takes a variety of factors into 
consideration. For a ,full explanation, see County and City Data 
Book, 1972, pp. xxxvi-xxxvii. 
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CHAPTER III 

Personal Victimization 

Introduction 

As the name implies, personal victimizations are those suffered by indi-

Vidual victims who, at least in some sense, come into contact with the offen-

der. Personal victimizations include crimes which threaten or actually result 

in personal injury to the victiml (such as assault), crimes in which an offen-

der confronts the victim and takes property from the victiril's possesion by 

force or threat of force, and crimes in which property is taken from the victim's 

p,erson by stealth (such as pocket picking). As noted in the introduction, 

Table 3 ~ 1 details the elements wh:J.ch constitute each of the personal cI'lm.es. 

It must be stressed again that ~ tables in this report are based on 

victimizations rather than incidents. If two people are robbed in a single 

incident, while only one incident is counted, two victimizations are counted; 

thus the number of victimizations must always be equal to or larger than the 

number of incidents. In discussing personal victimizations it must be clearly 

understood that it is quite p,ossible for a single individual to be the victim 

of a given crime--or for that matter to be the victim of different crimes--

more than once during the pr~ceding twelve months. Thus it is theoretically 

possible (though unlikely given the relative rarity of victimization) for the 

number of victimizations to exceed the number of persons in a given category. 

It should also be noted that the rates of personal victimization presented 

below ~re calculated by dividing the number of victimizations by the number of 

persons in the c~~egory being discussed. For example, the personal victimiza-

i 
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Table 3.1 

Estimated Rates (Per 100,OOOa Persons 12 Yessa 
Of Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimization ... 

Eight !Jnpact Cities: Aggregate 

,Population Base c 3,480,445 

Assaultive Violence 3,782 

With Theft 589 

Rape 18 

Attempted Raj?'i! 21 

Sericius Assault • 289 

With Weapon 248 

No Weapon 41 

Minor Assault 2'62 

Without Theft 3,193) 

Rape 31 

Attempted Rape 127 

Serious Assault 494 

With Weapon 439 

No Weapon 54 

Attempted Assault - With Weapon 931 

Minor Assault 390 

Attempted Assault - No Weapon l,22Q 

Personal Theft Without,Injury 2,215 

Robbery 810 

With Weapon 488 

No Weapon 321 

Attempted Robbery 539 

With Weapon 265 

No Weapon 275 

Purse Snatch, No Force 284 

() 
Attempted Purse Snatch. No Force 125 

Pocket Picking 456 

Total, .Persona:t Victimization 5.997 

·Note that although rates shown in this table are per 10d~000, 
r.t'esinall. subsequ~nt tables are shown per 1,000. 

b n Subcategories may not sum to total due to rounding. 

cThis is the populatiau base on which all rates. in this 
table have been calculatedv To obtain the number of 
victimizations which corre.spond to any given ra~~f'!-! 
m~ltiply the rate ~y the population base and divIde 
.by 100,000. 
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tion rates for females use the number of females (twelv'e years of age 8.nd 

older) in the population as the base of the rate. Although most of the rates 

used in this r,gport will be rates per 1,000, Table 31 reports rates of per-

sonal victimization per 100,000 persons twelve years of age or older for the 

eight Impact Cities as an aggregate. Rates in this first table are shown per 

100,000 because ~hen the full NCP classification of personal crimes is used, 

the victimization rate in some of the sub-categories is quite small. 

Table3.l indicates that for every 100,000 persons (twelve years of age 

or older) in the Impact "Cities as an aggregate, 5,990 personal victimizations 
!I 

occurred. More than half of this rate (3,200) is accounted for by assaultive 

violence without tllett;:.c The high rate of assaultive violence without theft 

victimizations results largely from the high rate of attempted assaul,fs, both 

with (930) and without 0;-:,220) a weapon. 
,--::,,' 

The rate of assaultive violence with theft (589) is much lower than the 

rate of personal theft without injury (2,215); thus when personal theft occur-

red i~ the eight Impact Cities as an aggregate', it was most often accomplished 

'~, 
without ~iury to. the victim. As can be noted from Table 3~ l , rates of rape 

~'" .' \-' 
~ . 

and attemptearape--whether accompanied by theft or not--were relatively small~ 

For exampl~, ~~ere w~re 18 rapes with theft and 31 rapes without theft for 

every 100,000 persons A12 years of age or older) in the Impact C~t~es as an 

aggregate. 

It is clear that the use of the NCP classification in its full fOI'm for ..... , 
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the remainde~ of this report would be both exceedingly cumbersome and--due 

to the relative infrequency with which some of the' subcat,egories of personal 

victimization occur--statistically unreliable, especially when victimizations 

are further broken down according to the characteristics of the victims. In 

order to minimize both of these difficulties, an abbteviate~l form of the NCP 
<\ 

scheme will be used throughout the bulk of the remainder of ,this report. 

The major sur.{~a,tegories of personal victimization used will be assaultive 

violence with theft, assaultive violence without theft and personal theft 

without injury; for Bome tables, personal theft without injury victimizations 

2 will be further sub-divided into robbery and personal larceny. Although the 

full NCP classification scheme can be reconstituted in a great variety of 
u li 

" 
ways, this abbreviated scheme has been selected primarily on conceptual and 

f 
empirical grounds. As will be nq~ed below, the,ge major sub-categories of 

1/ 
, 1/ 

personal victimization are related in different ways to many of the other· 

variables which will be examined in t~is -report. While the issuf! of how 

"best"" to re-constitute the full NCP classification scheme for various 

purposes is under continuing investigation? the abbreviated NCP scheme 

not.ed above will suffice for our purposes herein. 

Table 3.2 shows that inHthe eight Impact Cities as an aggregate, total 

personal victimizat:!.o{f occurred at a rate of about 60 per 1,0004..-or about one 

such victimization for every 16 persons. As noted in conjunction with the pre-

vious table, more than half of these victimization involved assaultive violence 
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Popuhtion Base 

Assaultive Violence 
With Theft·· 

Without Theft 

" 

Personal Theft Without Injury 

Total Personal V~,ctim~zation 

to 

Table 3.2 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Age Or Older) Of Persona'i. Victimizat1..ona 

Eight Impact Cities 

Atl'Bnta Baltlmore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland 

341,044 656,299 510,824 613,781 404,469 235,516 295,826 

4 9 6 3 6 9 5 

32 29 t, 30 33 49 13 42 
,~ 

23 31 27 11 18' 35 17 , 

59 69, 62 1:+7 73 57 64-
I 

a Subcategor.iea .. y !\ot aua to total due to rounding. 

.. 
.. 

o 

-1 

St. Louis 
Aggregate 

,·Total 

422,686 3,480,449 

5 6 

26 32 

19 22 

.. 

50 60 

\ 
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personal victimizations involving theft (assaultive without theft; of those 

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

five did'not-involve injury. 

From Table 3.2 it can be seen that total personal victimizations 

vary markedly from city to city. While Dallas had the lowest rate of total 

(47~, Denver had a rate (73) which was more than half personal victim~zation 1 

h of Dallas,' in fact~ in each of the three Ilt&jor. cate­again as large as t at 

h rate of victimization experi­goriesof personal victimization shown, t e 

enced in Denver wC\s much greater than that experience in Dallas. The table 

shows clearly that personal victimizations involving assaultive violence 

h Of these cities than were either with theft were much less frequent in eac 

assaultive violence without theft or personal theft without ~njury. Of 

Cities, Newark had the lowest rate for assaultive violence the eight Impact 

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

violence with theft (9); Newark also had the highest rate for personal theft 

without assault (35). Denver and Portland experienced the highest rates for 

assaultive violence without theft, but ran e ower k d 1 for assaultive violence 

with theft, and for personal theft without;J.njury. Overall, while TallIe 3. 2 

shows substantial variability in rates of personal vict~ization among the 

Impact Cities, the general pattern of relat ve y ow ra i ll tesofassaultive vio-

lence with theft, moderate rates of persona t e . w .J 1 h ft ithout i~ury, and rela-

tively high rates of assaultive violence Wit ou.t e _, , h t h ft is also in evidence.,-

the relationship between rates.of victimization and char­In the analyses below, 

acteristics of victims will be explored in det.ail. Where substantial city by 

{. 
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City deviations from the eight-city aggregate pattern exist, data for each 

of the Impact Cities will be presented.and analyzed. 

Age 0 f V:ictim 

Age is strongly aSSOciated with personal vicl~imization. As Fig. 3.1 indi-
t:, 

cates, total personal victimization peaks in the 16-19 age group and declines 

monotonically as age increases beyond that point. The figure makeS. it clear, 

however, that the pattern which is shown for total personal victimizations 

is determined almost wholly by the pattern for assaultive violence without 

theft; while the rate of assaultive Violence without theft for those l,n the 

16-19 year old group was 76 per 1,000, the rate in the 65 O;t;' older groilp was 

only six per 1,000. It might be argued that this gulf between victimization 

rates for the age extremes reflects, in part, relatively minor altercations 

which are common among adolescents; however, the fact that the assaUltive vio-

lence without theft Victimization rate in the 25-34 year old group--an age 

group well beyond adolescence--was three times greater than that in the 50-64 

'year old group and ~ times greater than that in the 65 and older group, in­

dicates that more than simply "schoolyard" fights accounts for generally 

decreasing rates of assaultive Violence without theft victimization as age 
increases, 

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

similar to--though much less exaggerated th~n--that of ~ssaultive violence 

fJ 



-------.... ,~ ..... -
): 

" :l 
~l 

Ii 
• 

60 

. Figure 3.1 
timated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Age 0;: Older) ,-Of Personal Victimization, By Age 

Es. ' Eight Impact Cities: A?gregate 
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without theft. The .rate of victimization for theft without injury in-

creased slightly from the 12-15 to the 16-19 year old groups and then 

decreased gradually with age for the next two age groups before leveling 

off. Assualtive violence with theft shows a similar general pattern; the 

the rate of assaultive violence with theft victimization was about twice 

as great in the 20-24 age group as in the 65 and older a~e group. 

Figure 3.1 shows not only that the rates -- but also the patterns __ of 

personal victimization are strongly related to age. For the four age groups 

made up by those 34 years of age and younger, assaultive violence without theft 

was the modal personal victimization. In the three older age groups, however, 

theft without assault was the modal personal victimization. In terms of propor-

tionsof total personal victimizations suffered by those in the four younger 

age groups, (see Table 3.3), about six out of ten involved assaultive violence 

without theft; for those in the 35-49, 50-64, and 65 or older age groups the 

respective percentages of total personal victimizations which involved assaul-

tive violence without theft are 40 percent, 30 percent, and 20 percent. While 

assaultive violence with theft made up a slightly greater percentage of total 

personal victimizations in the older age groups than in the younger age groups, 

theft without assault constituted a markedly higher proportion of total victimi-

zations in the three older age groups (from about one-half to two-thirds) than 

in the four younger age groups (from one-quarter to one-third). These data 

suggest, then, that as age increases beyond 35 years, personal victimization 

tends to be directed incEeasinglyagainst the victim's property rather than 

the victim's person. In personal victimizations involving younger persons 

. 
;61\ 
r.~~ 
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Table 3.3 
a 

Estimated Rates ~Per 1,000 Persons 12 Year~ Of Age Or Older) And Percentage Distribution Of Personal Victimization. B1 Age.Of Victia 

Bight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

AGE OF VICTIM 

65 or Age 
12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 Older Total 

Population Base 351,168 330.848 399,377 573.416 685.542 668,817 471.280 3,480,445 

Assaultive Violence 8% 7% 7% 8% 13% 16% 14% 10% 
With Theft [7] [8] [6] [5] (6] [6] [4J [6J 

(2,503) (2,729) (2,324) (2,866) (4,033) (4,089) (1,951) (20.494) 

Without Theft 62% 67% 67% 59% 40% 30% 20% 53% 
{54] [761 (58J [37] [18] [11] [6J [32J 

(18.803) (25,228) (23,235) (20.969) (12,475) (7,641) (2.777) (111.127) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 30% 26% 27% 33% 47% 54% 65% 37% 
[26J [29J [23] [20J [211 [21] [19J [22] 

(9,264) (9,716) (9,342) (11,483) (14,368) (13,953) (8,970) (77.098) 

Total Personal Victimization 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
[87J [114] [87] [62] [45J [38J [29J [60] 

(30,569) (37,673) (34.901) (35.311f) (30,875) (25.684) (13.699) (208.718) 

SSubcategories may not SUID to total due to rounding. rates appear inbrac1tets. 

o .' 

",. 
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(under 35 years ;of age) ,assaultive violence was much'more likely to be an 

element of the victimization than it was for the personal victimizations of 

older persons. 

RaceS of Victim 

For the eight cities as an aggregate, whites and black/others showed 

total personal victimiZation rates of similar magnitudes (see Table 3.-4); for 

the former the rate was 60, while for the latter the rate was 61. However, 

examination of the major sub-categories of victimization reveals some substan-

tia1 differences. The rate of assaultive violence without theft for whites 

was about one and one-half times that of black/others (36 vs. 25). For 

theft without injury,_ on the other hand, black/others had a rate of victimi­

zation (29) which was about one and one-half times that of whites (It). 

Futhermore, for assaultive violence with theft black/others have a larger rate 

than whites (seven vs. five). For personal victimizations involving a theft 

component (assaultive. vio1eIlce with ~heft and personal theft wi:thout injury), 

black/others had .rates which were higher than those for whites while for per-

sona1 victimizations without a theft component(assaultive violence without 

theft), whites had a h~gher victimization rate .• 

When these racial comparisons are examined in Table 3-.4 fer each of the 

eight cities individually, some cross-city variation is apparent. 

While the rates of total per.BQn~~ victimiza'tion experienced by whites anrl 

black/others in the aggrega:te w~re nearly identical, there were marked 
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Table 3.4 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years of Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimization, By Racea 
Eight Impact Citiea 

Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland St. Loui~ 

Population Base 

White 155,701 .3~2~9~5 _ • ~0~,~9~ ~ 4,.56.1 4.,12,. .. }61,j6!:_ _9§,&8~ _ - Z7~,~6! _ ?:5§.,Z4fi -jj - - - - - -:.. - -
'Black/Other 183,344 303,344 201,526 157,369 43,305 136,828 21,971 ' 165,941 

Assaultive Violence 
With Theft White 4 8 5 3 6 8 5 5 

'" -' ---- ------ - ---- ---- - I- - - - - - - .. - -- ---- - - - - - -
Black/Other 5 10 8 4 5 10 4 6 

Without Theft 

White 43 31 29 36 49 13 41 31 . ----- ----- --- - - ---- - -- --- -----I- - - - - - -- --. 
Black/Other 22 27 31 23 52 14 45 18 

Personal Theft Without Injury 

White 22 28 19 11 18 25 16 18 ------t- - - --- .. ----- -----t- - ---- to - -------- .. -1-._-- - . 
Black/Other 24 35 38 12 19 43 19 20 

Total Personal Vict1m1zation 
White 69 66 53 50 72 45 63 54 

------ ----- ----- ----- I- - ---- I- - - - - ---..... --1---- -. 
• Black/Other 50 72 77 38 76 66 68 45 

• Subcategories '" Dot sua to total due to rounding. 

.. 

11 

Aggregate 
Total 

_2~26.4~8'1..4 _ 

1,215,625 

5 - -- - -.-
7 

36 ------
25 

19 ---- --
29 

60 ---- --
61 
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.~ 
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differenGes in some of the cities. In Atlanta (69 vs. 50) and Dallas (50 vs. 

38) white.s wel<e victimized by total pe:;:osonal victimizations at a substantially 

higher r,ate than black/others, while in Cleveland (53 vs. 77) and Newark (45 vs. 

66) the opposite was found. For assaultive violence with theft, the eight city 

aggregate figures revealed that black/others had a slightly higher rate than 

whites; for six of the eight individual cities, the resul;(;1 are in the same 

direction. Victimization rates for personal th~ft without injury in the eight ,,~ 
l(~~\' 

city aggregate alsQ showed tHat these victimizations were endured by black/others 

proportionately more often than they were endured by whites; when the eight 

cities are examined separately this overall trend is found to hold--in many 

cities by a small margin--for each of the eight cities. Finally for as saul-

tive, violence without theft, although in the aggregate the victimization rate 

for whites was well in excess of that for black/others (36 vs. 25), the direc-

tion of this difference is the.same for only four of thecities--Atlanta, 

Baltimore, Dallas and St. Louis; in the remaining four cities, differences of 

smaller magnitudes and in the opposite direction are fou~d. 

In summary, while the aggregate differences between the rates of vic.ti-

mization of whites and black/others in the major subcategories of personal vic-

timization do not hold uniformly by city, the aggregate figures are a reasonably 

'Vertita'l summary of the pattern of results in the eight cities. More often 

than not, the racial differences observed in the aggregate are observed in 
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the individual cities as well. 
--1 

t 

Sex 'OfVict:lm. 

For total personal victimizations as a whole and for each of the sub 
'vi 

categories of personal victimization as well, Table 3,.5 shows that females 

had considerably lower rates of victimization than males. This finding holds 

not only in the eight city aggreate, but in each of the~individual cities 

as well. While males 12 years of age or older experienced 75 peraona1 vic-

timization .. s per 1,000 in the eight cities as an aggregate, females 12 years 

of age or older experienced only 47 personal victimizations per 1,000 in 

these cities. Eor assaultive violence without theft and theft without 
t 

injury the rates of victimization for males were about one and one-half 

those for females, while for 8.-esau1tive violence with theft "the rate for males 

was double the rate for females. 

Race, Sex, And Age Of Victim 
" 

The simultaneous effects of race, sex and age are examined in Table 3-6 

and Fig. 3',2 • In terms of "rates of total personal victimization, all four 

race-sex groups show the s~e general pattern of an initial peaking in victimi-

zation rates in the 16-19 age group (for all but the 'non--white females where 
II '. .. 

the peak is in the 20-24 age group), followed by a monotonic decrease in the 

rates as age increases. This pattern is most dramatic among the white males 

where the tota1.,per.sonal vicl~imization rate moves from 145 for the youngest 
~~~~ ~ 
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Table'3.S 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 ,Years Of Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimhation. By Sexa 
Eight Impact Cities 

" Atlanta Baltll110re 

Population Base 

Male 152,119 .. --.". - .. 2~2:.0~4 .... 

Female 188,925 364,255 

Assaultive Violence 
With Theft Male 7 13 .. .. .. --------.. 

" 

" '-'~ Female 3 5 

WlthCiut Theft 

Male 39 37 .. .. -- - - I- .. ---.. 
Female 26 23 

Personal Theft Without Injury 

Male 28 37 ------ .. .. ----
-

Female 18 27 

Total Personal Vlcttmization 
Male , 73 86 

c. ... . -..... ,- ---.-
~;emale 47 55 

• Subcategories .. y Dot aua to total dua to rouDCtina. 

ilL. 

"', ·l 

" 

Cleveland 

228,433 
~----"-

282,392 

7 
fo - --

5 

38 
~ ---

23 

29 - .... 
25 

74 ......... 

i 
;1, 

53 

--

.. .. 
1 

--

... -

DaUa. 

281,120 
J. - - - .. -

332,662 

5 -----
1 

44 
.. --- .. 

23 

16 ..... ---
7 

65 
... .. - - .. 

32 

Denver .. Newuk Portland St. Louis 

~ !8~,~4~ - }<!.3,.81} .. .. 1~6.:0.?2 .... l8~,!2? .. 

218,225 131,706 ,159,754 24l.,960 

!i 11 7 7 1--.-- - .. - .. .. .... I- - .. -.. - ~ --.. -. 
4 7 4 4 

63' 14 52 35 
~ --- -- fo .. -... --.. - ... -.. .. ~ -.. .. -. 

,37 n 33 19' 

~4 34 22 24' ----- ---- .. .. .. . .. .. .. I- .. .... .. . 
13 36 12 16 

". 95 5S' q 81 66 .. -- .. -- ~ ... ------. ~ ---I- - - ... -. 
54 S6 49 38 

Aggregate 
Total 

.lL5~0t.5~O -
1,919,879 .,' 

8 
j 

\ .. ---.. --
4 

41 .... .... -- \j 
,f 

24 

* 
{1 

}! 

26 .... ... ---
19 

-
/ ''-~ 

i.S 'I .. -.. ... .. .. 
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Table 3.6 

Esttmated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Age Or Older) Of Personal Victtmizatlo~. 
By Age, Race And Sex a 

Eight Impect Citiel: Aggregat~ 

VICTIM'S AGE 
" 

65 Or 

Su of Vlct1lll: Kale f-, 12-15 16-19 ' -20"24 25-34 35-49 50-64 oider 
.-

! Population Bue 

White 90,859 89,350 119.531 180,130 199,051 2l5,022 139,549 
~--.- .. - ------ 1------ ------ ------ ~----- -----

59,003 
-', 

84,143 107,1,22 43,4~3 Black/Other 85,004 67,426 
" 

60.965 

Aslau1tive Violenco .-
With Theft 

White 13 14 "I 4 6 7 5 
~----- ------ ~----- ------ __ 0 ___ -

~-.:.;--- f------
Black/Other 12 18 11 13 15 12 ~ 

Without Theft 
85' 86 123 51 28 17 . 7 

White 1------- ~----- ~----- ------ f------ ----- -----
B1ck/Other 

32 60 55 36 15 9 6 

Perlonal Th,eft Withoutllnjury 

White 46 I~O 27 19 17 16 16 ------ ... '---- '~----- --_ .. - ----- ----- .. _----, 

Black/Other 39 49 33 27 33 32 23 

j Total Personal: Victimization 

White 145 177 119 74 51 40 28 
r--"-"- f-'-.-- .... - -- .. -- ... ~~~-~- ~ .. -- ..... ro-----· -----

78 
-'~ ~ . - .. 

" 

Black/Other 120 98, n 62 54 35 . . . 

• _ Subcategorlea ~y aGt .... totot~ due to -· .... 1 .......... q., 

C., 

.. 

----------

Ala 
Total 

1,033,492 
~-----

527,076 

7 
I---~--

10 

47 
~ 

~-----
30 

23 r------
34 

77 
-.; -.- .. -

74 

,-

, J .. 
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Table 3.6 

Estimated Rates (Per 1.000 Persons 12'YearsOf Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimization, 
By Age. Race And Sex a 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

(Continued) 

Sex of Victim: Feaale 12-15 16-19 

Ipopul~tlon I .. e 

White 89,638 
~-----

98,258 J..-----
Black/Other 8S.667 75,813 

A.i.aultive VioleDCe 
With 'lheft 

~ 

White 5 4 
~----- ---;..--

nack/Other 3 5 

Without 'lheft 

WhiFe 
'65 73 

~-'---- ------
Bleck/Other 29 40 

!'er.onal 'lheft Without Inju~ 

White 11 
~-----

It, '---- .. ~ 
'-"-' 

Black/Other 10 16 

Total Per.onal Vlcttm1zatlon 

White 81 93 .. 
~ ... ---- .. -~-'-

. Black/Other' 41 61 

aSubcateaori •• "Y DOt _ to total. due to RUDdlDa. 
\\ 

.20-24 

13S,880 
~--, .. --

84,961 

3 
~-----

5 

52 ---_._-
32 

15 ------
2S 

70 -----
63, 

VICTIM' SAGE 

2S-34 3S-49 

183.040 226.441 
~-- .. -- ~-----

126,104 lS2.~~9 

3 3 
----,-~, '- -'--'--

6' 5 

33 14 

------, -----~ 
22 14 

12 13 
~----- ~~--- ... 

29 30 

·48 
~--' ... --- 30 ' 

~-----

!!7 48 , . 

'l 

65 Or 
SO-64 Older 

268.414 229,664 - .. 
J------ -----

104,416 58,6~ 

ti 4 
~----- -----

5 .3 

8 . 5 

~---~- -----
.C: 

9 5 

. 
17 1~ t---- ..... .--.. ~ .. -
33 24 

29 ' 28 I----'!""-. ... _---
47 32 

o 

Ale 
Total 

1,231,332 
~---~--

688,~47 

'~'J 

4 ------
5 

26 

-~----

21 

15 t------
2S 

45 ----""-
S1 
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Figure 3.2 

Estimated 'Rates (Per 1,000 Per~orts 12 Years Of Age Or Older) 
Of Personal Victimization, By Age, Race And Sex Of Victim 

Eight Inlpact Cities: Aggregate 

Total Pe.):sonal Victimization 
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Figure 3.2 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Age Or Older) 
Of Personill Victimization, By Age, Race And Sex Of Victim 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

(Continued) 

Assaultive Violence With Theft 
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Figure 3.2 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 'tears Of Age ~r Older) 
Of Personal Victimization, By Age'i_:~ace And Sex Ot Victim 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
. (Continued) 

Assaultive Violence Without Theft 
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Figure 3.2 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Age Or Older) 
Of Personal Victimh;ation, By, Age, Race And Sex Of Victim 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
(Continued) 
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group to the peak rate of 177 in the 16-19 age gro11p, followed hy a very sharp 

decline to 28 in the 65 or older age group. The pattern is most subdued among 

the black/other females, where the total personal victimization rate climbs 

from 41 in the youngest group to 63 in the 20-24 age group, and declines grad-

ua11y to 32 in the 65 and older group. Among 0.11 four of the race-'sex groups, 
F 

assaultive violence ,·1ithout theft contributes very he.avily to this overall pat­
':\ 

tern (see Table 3.6 ). In fact, among the female groups, assaultive violence 

with theft shows little variation by age, and personal theft without :injury 

actually shows a gradual overall increase as age increases.6 Therefore', among 

the two female groups not only did ~he ~ljoportion of total personal victimi-
,~ 

zations which was accounted for by per.onal theft without injury increase with 

age, but.:, the r~e of personal theft without injury vict:im.izations per 1,000 
i\ 

persons also generally increased with age. For black/other females this increase 

is marked;';:-rising" from ten in the 12-15 age group to 24 in the 65 or older age 

group. Among the two male groups, while the proportion of total personal vic­

timizations which are ac~ounted for by personal theft without injury also in-
. 

creases with age, the rate of personal thef~without injury victimizations de-

creases very markedly. From the youngest to the oldest age groups, among b1ack/ 

other males the rate of personal theft without injury victimizations decreases 

from 39 to 23, and among white males this rate decreases from 46 to 16. 

For both sexes, younger whites 'had total ,personal victimization,rates 

which were higher than ~ounger black/others, while older whites had rates of 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
f 

I 
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total personal victimization which were lower than, or comparable to, those 

of older black/others. For example, in the 20-24 ,age group, white males 

had a total personal victimization rate of 119 and black/other males had a 

rate of 98; in the 35-49 age group) on the other hand, white males had a 

rdte of 51 and black/other males had a rate of 62. Similarly, among females 

in the 16-19 age group whites had a total personal victimization rate of 93 

and black/other had a rate of 61; in the 35-49 age group, white females 

had a rate of 30 and black/other females had a rate qf 48. 

Fig". 3.2 recasts the data in Table 3.6 to facilitate rate comparisons 

within the three main sub-categories of personal victimizatioIl for the 

four race-sex groups. This figure indicates that except for the 12-15 age 

group, the rates of personal theft without injury for black/other males 

exceed those for white males; likewise--except in the two youngest age groups-­

the rates of personal theft ~ithout injury for black/other females exceed 

those for white females. By focusing on assaultive violence with theft it can 

be seen that--with the exception of 'the youngest and the oldest age groups-­

black/other males had higher rates than white males; the comparable ass8.u1tive 

\' violence with theft rates for white and black/other females show the rates 

for the latter were slightly higher than those for the former. 

Before leaving Fig. 3.2 ,it should be noted that, in general, as age in­

creases, the rates for each of the sub-categories of personal victimization for 

the four race-sex groups become more homogenous. For example, among the 12-15 

year olds, the highest rate of total personal victimization (145~-for white 

males) is about three and one-half times greater than the lowest rate (41--for 

1, 
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black/other females), while in the 65 and older age group the highest rate 

(35--for black males) is only one and one-quarter times greater than the lowest 

rate (28--for white males and white females). This pattern holds with about 

the same strength for assaultive violence without theft and personal theft. 

Thus as age increases, racial and sexual differences appear to be less im-

portan(;, in accounting for. variability in rates of personal victimization. 

Finally with respect to race and sex it can be noted that in victimi-

zations which involve an assaultive violence ~omponent, ~ifferences in the 

rates Q£ victimization across sex are somewhat more marked than are dif-

ferences across race. 

Family Income And Race 

For "the purposes of the survey, family income during the previous tuelve 
\\ 

months was defined as all money income of the household head plus that of a~t 

his (her) relatives twelve years of age or older, who were' household members 

at the time of the interview. Counted as income are gross wages and salary, 

tips, bonuses, pensions, dividends, interest, public assistance income, net 

income from a personal business and other similar sources of income. 

In general, Table 3.7 shows that for both whites and black/others, rates 

of personal victimization decreased as family income inc~ased.7 
'2iC:C~ 

Among whites~ 

the rate of total personal victimization decreases from a high of 83 in the 

under $3,000 category to 51 in the $7,500-$9,999, but then increases to 59 

in the $10 , 000-$14, .999 category, finally decreasing gradually to 51 in the' 

$25,000 and over category. Among black/others, the .rate of total pe1:'sonal 
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Table 3.7 

EBtimated RateB (Per 1,000 Peraons 12 Years Of Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimization, 
By Family Income And Racea 

Eight Impact Ci~ies: A~~reppt.e 

FAMILY INCOME OF VICTIM 

Under $3,OOOu $7,500- $10,000- $15,000. $25,000 Not 
.. $3,000 7,499 9,999 1t.,999 24,999 Or More Ascertaine~ 

I Population Ba.e 

White 236,811 541,595 289,221 530,967 318,075 120,158 227,997 
~-- ... -- 1-1- __ .. _ 1------ ------ fo------ ~-- ... -- -----

Black/Other 223,422 446,319 146,322 179,837 83,082 
I 

11,996 124,648 

AI.aultive Violence 
With Theft -

Whitt;) 9 7 5 4 4 3 5 
" r------.:o r------' r------ ------ .. -.~ ... -- f------ -----

~ 

Black/Other 10 8 6 . 6 2 9 7 --::'" ~ i 

Without Theft 
\~ 

1
1
, '\ ;, 

White 43 38 31 3iV 35 35 26 
, r------ r----- ~----- ------ 1----_.- 1'"----- fo-----

Black/Other 28 27 21 23 25 27 20 

Peraunal Theft Without Injury 

White 31 22 15 17 13 13 17 f------ ----- ----- ~----- ----- ~---- -----
Black/Other 35 31 26 24 22 28 28 

Total Personal Victimization 

White 83 66 , 51 59 53 51 48 ------ ----- f------ ------ ~----- ------ -... '---
I 

Blaek/Other 72 65 53 52 49 64 -,55 
-

a 
Subcategorie8 .. y not WII to total due to rouodiDa. 

o 

" 

Income 
Total 

2,264,824 
~-----

1,215,625 

5 1------
7 

36 
t------

' 25 

19 r------
29 

60 t-------
61 
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victimizations decreases steadily from 72 in the under $3,000 category to 49 

in the $15,000-$24,999 category, before rising sharply to 64 in the $25,000 

and over category~ In spite of this up-swing in the total personal victimi­

zations rate at the highest income level of the black/others, thegenerall~ 

decreasl.ng pattern in the total personal victimizations rate for black/others 

i,s more consistent than iSl the pattern for whites. 

In connection with the consideration of race effects separately above, 

it was noted that in the eight-city aggregate the rate of assaultive violence 

without thert for whites was.about one and one-half times greater than for 

black/others, while for personal theft without injury the rate for black/others 
(\ 

was about one and one-half times greater than the rate for whites. From 

Table 3. 7 it is clear these relationships maintain with about the same strength 
9 • 

for all income categories. S~ilarl~, the earlier observation that rates of 

assaultive violence with theftweFe high~r for black/others than for whites 

holds ~enerally for the in~ome categories--with one reversal in the $15,OOa-
._-' (\ 

$24,999 income category where black/others had a lower:tateof assaultive violence 

with theft than whites. 

For :p,erE3onal theft without injury, both racial groups show a generally 
II 

decreasing rate of victimizations as income increases. Among whites, for exam-
" 

pIe, the rate of personal theft without injury decreases froDl 31 in the under 

$3,000 bracket, to 17 in the $10,000-$14,999 bracket, to 13 in the $25,000 

and over category; among the black/others:, the rate falls steadily from 35 in 
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the lowest income bracket to 22 in the second ~ighest bracket, but then in-

10 
creases to 28 in the highest income bracket. Assaultive violence with theft 

,. 

shows a pattern strikingly similar--though notably stronger-~than the pattern 

shown for ,personal theft without injury. Am~ng the whites there is a mono-

tonic decrease in the rate of assaultive violence with theft as income increases. 

The rate drops from nine in the lowest income category to five in the $7,500-

$9,999 category, to three in the $25,000 and over category. Among the black/ 

others th~"'rate of assaultive violence with theft--similar to the pattern noted 

above for total personal victimizations .and personal theft without injury--de-

creases steadily as income'increases from ten in the under $3,000 category to 

two in the $15,000-$24,S99 category, but then rises very sharply to nine in the 

$25,000 and over category. 

Among both whites and black/others assaultive violence without theft 

shows the lowe~t rate in the $7,500-$9,999 income bracket with the rates in-

creasing toward the income extrenies. For the whites,. the rate of assaultiv~ 

violence without th~ft is 31 in the $7,500-$9,999 bracket, 35 in the highest 

income bracke't,and 43 in the lowest bracket; similarly, among black/others 

the respective rates for these income groups ar~ 21, 27 and 28. 

In sum, among both racial groups, rates of personal victimi,zations in­

volving theft gener81ly decreased as incom~~ncreased--except that the rate 

for black/others in the highest. income group. showed an up-turn. For personal 

theft without injury in particular. black/others had higher rates than whites 
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in each income group--in fact, black/others in the higher income,. groups endured 

personal th¢ft without injury at rates comparable to those endured by whites 
II 

in the lower income groups. On the other .hand, rates of assaultive victimi-

zation not involving theft were higher for whites than black/others in each 

income category and for both whites and black/others rates of a~sau1tive vio-

1ence without theft showed a U-shaped pattern such that the rate in the $7,500 

to ~9,999 income group was the lowest and the rates at the income extremes 

were higher. 

Marital Status and Age 

Table 3.8 shows the relationship between marital status and age on the 

one hand, and rates of personal victimizations on the other. Among those for 

whom marital status was ascertained, in every age group except the 12-19 age 

group, personal victimizations were endured at the highest rate by those who 

were divorced or.sep&rated, next by those who had never married, next by those 
.y 

who we~e widowed, and finally by those who were married. In the 20-34 age group, 

for instance, the respective rates of total personal victimization for these 

four marital status groups were '122, 85, 77 and 56; in the 65 and older age 

group the respective rates of total personal victimization were 56, 42,e; 32 

and 21. 

For the subcategories of personal victimization, the pattern noted above 

for total.persona1 victimizations generally held for rates of aEOsaultive vio-
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Table 3.8 

Esti.ated Rates (Per 1.000 Pereons 12 Years Of Age Or Older) Of Pe?8onal ~ict~zation.~y 
Marital Status And Age a 

Eight Impact Cities: . A~gregat~ 

Victu. Age Group: 12-19 

MARITAL STATUS, OF VICTIM 

Hot Hever Harried Divorced/ tUdowed 
Harried . SC)parated Aace1:taiDed 

, 
Population Ba.e 

639.712 31.443 3!.!,~l-) 1.667 5.403 

As.aultive Violence \',-.,--"~/ 

With Theft 
" 

S 2 4 0 10 

Without Theft \" 
'\~, 

" 
64 76 94 A6 24 

Per.al,al Theft Without Injury 

,-

28 30 23 0 10 

Total l'er.onal Victlmb:aUon' 
h 

100 109 '-' 121 46 44' 

'. 
• Subcat.l~rie. ..y not 8UII to tot4 due to ~1n&. 
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Table 3.8 

Estimated Rates (Per l,OOO Persons 12 Years Of Age Or 
Marital Status And Agea 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
(Continued) 

Older) Of Personal Victimization.By 

Victim Age Group: 20-34 

MARIIAL STATUS C,F . ICTD!. 

i,r' 

Never Married Divorcedl Widowed Not 
Married Separated Aace.!.~ained 

Population Base . " 
300,076 551,195 106,871 9,050 S,604 

Assaultive Violence 
With Theft 

, 
7 4 9 3 9 

Without Theft 
0 ( ,:) . 

.. S2 36 .~ 77 :5.1 24 

Personal Theft Without "InjurY , "\ 
" 

27 !( 16 3S 24 8 

Total Per.anal VictiJll1.zat1on 
" 

8S S6 122 77 41 
'.' " 

• Subcatelorle~ .., not sua to total d~. to rq~fua. 
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Table 3.8 . 

1,000 Pe\\sons 12 Years Of Age Or 
Mar\ttal Statu. And Agea 

Eight I~\act Cities: Aggregate' 
(O\~ntinued) 

Victim Age Group: 35-49 

" 

Older) Of Personal VJctimization.By 
il 

MARITAL STATUS OF VICTIM 

Harri~ Divorced/ Widowed Not 
Harried Separated - Mc=-e!'tai~ed 

, 
Population~Base 

54,191 491,~58 108,887 27,683 2,926 

A8saultive Violence 
With Theft 

" '. 7 4 12 11 22 

Without '!beft 

>~ 
,) 21 16 29 ~15 25 

Personal Theft Without Injury 

33 15 41 24. ,37 

Total Personal Vict~lzatlon 
\1,., 

"60 35 81 e_ SO 84 

a Subcategories .. , DOt add to total due to rouadiDi. 

" .' .. 

\. 

,'I 

D '~L 
; , 

,I . , , 
! 
~ 

'1 n 
:1 
:,'t 

¥1 $!' 
I! 

Y 
fl 

" I (:, 

" , \ ~ '" 
1\ 
11 
jj 

.' 



r 

: 

() 

\ 

~. 

Table 3.8 

Elltimated Rate. (Per 1.000 Perllonll 12 Years Of Agi Or Older) Of Perllonal Victiatzat1on.By 
Harital Statull And Age 

Eight Impact Citiell: Aggrega~e 

" (Continued) 
Victt. Age Group: 50-64 

MARITAL STATUS OF VICTIM 

Never Harried Divorcedl I Widowed Not 
Harried Separated Aacer.tarl\.ed 

populat1on'B~se 
2,177 \)) 45,,866 457,460 71,722 91,591 

, 
Assaultive Violence ,( 

With Theft J1=l\ .. ';) "\:' ; 
13 4 11 12 2~'\ 

II . It 

Withou\! Theft . ii/I 
1,\, / 

14 10 17 ~1.4 13 

Personal lbeft Without Injury 
:i 
Ii 

32 15 40 32 17 
-,' 

Total Personal Victtmlzatl~n 
(i 

59 28 67 S8 53 

• Subcategor!etj'aa, Dot II. to total due torOUDd1DI. 
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Table 3.8 

Eidmated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years ,,of Aga Or 'Oldar) Of Personal Vict£adzaUon.By 
Harita1 Status ADd Age 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
(Continued) 

Victim Age Group: 65 ADd Older 

MARITAL S'iATUS OF VICTIM 
" 

Hot Never Harried Divorcedl Widowed 
Harried ,:leparat~ A8certained .. -, 

Population Ba.e 

, 34.306 217,/tP2 24,297 193,071 2.205 

Assaultive VIolence 
With Theft 

9 2 8 !i 0 

WithOut Theft c 
;:/ 

\~ 

" 
6 .6 12 .6 13 

Perlonal Theft Without InjuJ:'J " 

" 
0 

I, 

28 
, 

13 31 . 22 31 ~" /' 
If 

Total 'Personal Victt.1.ation 
" ., . 

" 

42 21 56 32 44 
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lence without theft and personal theft without injury, but not for assaul-

tive violence with theft. For 'many of the comparisons among marital status 

categories, the differences are marked. In all but the youngest age group, 

rates of assaultive violence without tlt~.ff~::~,or those who were married were 
--. " 

about one-half as great as were the rates of assaultive violence without 

theft for those who were divorced or separated. The differences between 

the rates of personal theft ~ithout injury for these two marital status 

groups were eve~ greater; in each of the four older age groups the rate 

of personal theft without injury' for the divorced/separated group was 

about two and one-half times as great as the rate for the married group. 

Although the differences were not as great, for both assaultive violence with-
" 

odt theft a..'1d personal theft without injury, those in the four oldest age 

groups who had never been married were substantially mote likely to have 

11 been victimized than were those who were married. ~ven for assaultive 

violence with theft ,those who were married were substantially less likely to 

be victimized' than were those who were not married.12 In the 35-49 age group,; 

the rate of assaultive violence with theft for those who had never married (7) 

WFl,S nearly twice as great--and the rates for those who were divorced or separ-
~ " . 

ated (12) and widowed (11) were nearly three times as great--as the rate of 

assaultive violence with theft for those who were married 14). In the 65 and 

older group--ill comparison to the rate of assaultive violence with theft for 

those who were married (2)--the rates of assaultive violence with theft were 
,..."" ~ I) 

more than twice as great for thoae who were widowed (5), four times as great 
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Table 3.8 , 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Agl Or Older) Of Personal Victimization, By 
Marital Status And Age 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
(Continued) 

Victim Age Group: 65 And Older 

MARITAL 3'tAWS 0' VICTIM 
" 

Hot Never Mauied Dlvorcedl widowed 
Harried . Separated ARertained 

.~ • M 

" , 
Population lIase 

34,306 217,402 24,297 193,071 2,205 

Asaaultive violence 
With 'nleft 

9 2 8 5 0 

Without Theft 

6 .6 12 ,6 13 

Perlonal Tneft Without InjULrJ 0 

28 13 37 22 31 

Total Peraoual Victt.t.ation 
, 

~' 
42 .21 56 32 '44 

Subcateaorie. .., aot_ to total clue ~ rouodiq. 
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Table 3.8 

Eatt.8ted Rates (Per 1,000 Perspns 12 Years Of Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimiz~tion, 
By Marital Status And Agea 

0 

Never 
Married 

Population Base 1,074,151 

Assaultive Violence 
. With Theft 8 

Without Theft 
54 

Personal Theft Witho.ut Injury 

28 

Total Personal Victimization 
90 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
(Continued) 

Victim Age Group: Total 
MAllITAL STATUS OF VICTIM 

Divorced/ 
Married Separated Widowed 

1,749,458 315,570 323,062 

"\ 
4 10 7 

20 42 10 

15 ' 38 25 

39 90 42 

. 
aSubcategoriea .. y not aua to total due to Tounding. 

Net Ascer-
tained 

18,315 
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21 

17 
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lence without theft and personal theft without injury, but not for assaul-
I, " ,! 

tive violence with theft. For'many of the comparisons among marital status 

categories, the differences are marked. In all but the youngest age group, 

rates of assaultive violence without theft for those who were married were 

about one-half as great as were the rates of assaultive violence without 

theft for those who were divorced or separated. The diffet\')uces between 

the rates of personal theft without injury for these two marital status 

groups were even greater; in each of the four older age groups the rate 

of personal theft without injury for the divorced/separated group was 

about two and one~half times as great as the rate for the married group. 

Although the differences were not as great, for both assaultive violence with­
,// 

out theft and personal theft without injury, those in the~9ur oldest age 

groups who had never been married were substantially more likely to have 

been victimized than were those who were married.IIEvenfor assaultive 

violence with theft those who were married were substantially less likely to 

be victimized'than w~J:e those who'were notmarried.12 In the 35-49 age group, 

the rate of assaultive violence with theft for those who had never married (7) 

was nearly twice as great--and th~ rates for those who were divorced or separ-

ated (12) and widowed (11) were nearly three times as great--as the rate of 

assaultive violence with theft for those who were married 14). In the 65 and 

older group--in comparison to the rate of assaultive violence~~ith theft for 

those who were married (2)--the rates of assaultive violence with theft were 

more than twice as great for those who were widowed (5), four times as great 
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for those who were divorced or separated (8), and four and one-

half tfmes as great for those who had never married (9). 

Before l~aving marital status and age, it should be noted 
i 

parenthetically that the generally decreasing rate of personal 

theft without injury as age increases which was noted earlier, 

hold~, by and large, when marital status is controlled. Again, 

however, it is clear from Table 3.8 that this overall age trend is 

determined a~ost wholly by the rates of assaultive violence without 

theft. For the other subcategories of personal victimization, 

within the marital status categorie~, variations by age are much 

smaller. Even when marital status is controlled, it is again 

appa~~nt that as,age increases thefts without assault constitute an 

increasing proportion of p'ersonal victimizations; among those ove~" 

49 years of age, personal theft without ~njury was the dominant 

personal Vic~imization suffered. 
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Our analyses thus far have focussed, in the main, on broad categories 

of personal victimization. As was noted in the earlier discussion of the 

crime classification scheme--and as can be seen by reference to Table 1.5--

categories of personal victimization used thus far encompass a diverse col-

lection of illegal behaviors. As in most simple classi~ication of complex 

phenomena, within category homogeneity is traded off in return for a more 

manageable number of cate~ories; the smaller number of categories, in tum 

permits some rather fine analyses which the data would not otherwise be 

bl l2a a e to sustain, because the number of cases would rapidly be depleted. 

In recognition of the heterogeneity within the major subcategories of personal 

victimization used, aIlalyses in this section will examine variation across 

victims in an important aspect of the victimization--whether the victimiz'd­

tion was actually completed or'just attempted. 

Completed Versus Attempted Personal Victimizations 

All assaults with theft involve some completed criminal act--namely, 

either an assault 9r a theft or both. For our purposes here, a victimiza-

tion of attempted rape under this crime category was categorized as 
12b 

"completed" since it involved a completed theft. Since no assaultive vio-

lence without theft victimizations involved a completed theft, these~victi-

mizations were categorized as "completed" or "attempted" depending on whether the 

assaultive violel1ce was actually completed or only attempted. If the assaui'tive vio-

I' '~, 
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lence without theft involved a rape or an assault which was unsuccessfully 

attempted,'~the victimization was categorized as "attempted, II but if the 

assault or rape was actually carried out, the victimization was categorized 

as "completed". ')~'or the two types of personal "the~t without injury--rob­

bery without iiljury and personal larceny--similar decision rules have been 
:. \1 

utilized. Namely, if property was actually stolen th~!n these victimizations 

were "completed" but if no property was stolen then these victimizations 

were "attempted." Table 3.9 ,shows what has been'included in each "attempted" 

and "completed" category. 

7he distribution of attempted and completed victimizations is shown by 

sex and age in Table 3. ~O. It is apparent from this table that the majority 

of total assaultive violence victimizations (assaultive violenc~ with and 

without theft) for both males and females (59 percent for the former and 

62 percent for the lattar) were "attempted~" In both sex groups, the per­

centage of total assaultive violence"\t'!ct:f,mizations which were "completed" 

decreases from the younge~t age group to the 20-24 year old age group and 

then increases to apeak in the oldest; age group. The respecti,ve percen-

tages of "completed" total assaultive violence victimizations for these <\ 
three age groups are 47 percent, 34 pe~l;;ent, and' 5'2 percent for the males, 

), 
!I 

and 39 percent, 32 percent, and 52 percent for the females; For total 

assaultive violence victimizations, only in the oldest group among both 

sexes was a majority of the victimizations completed. 
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T.ble 3.9 

Peraonal Victimizations Classified As "Attempted" And "Completed"a 
Eight ~pact Cities: Aggregate 

V1et1m1i&t1on Category 

Total AsssultivtViolence 

CClllpleted 

Attt"lllpted 

Personal Theft Without Inju~y 

Robbery 

Completed 

Attempted 

Peraonal Theft Without Injury 

Larceny 

Completed 

Attempted 

Iueludn 

Rape With Theft 

Attempted Rape With Theft 

Serious Assault With Theft 

Hinor Assault With Theft 

Jape Without Theft 

Serious Assault Without Theft 

Hinor Aasault Without Theft 

Attr~pted Rape Without Theft 

Attempted Assault Without Theft With A Weapon 

Attempted Assault Without Theft Withou~ A Weapon 

Robbery Without Injury 

Attempted Robbery Without Iuj~ry 

Purse Snatch-No Force 

Pocket Picked 

Attempted Purse Snatch-No Force 

·See T.b~e 1.S for a more detaUed description of victimizations listed 
UDder "includes". 
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Table 3.10 

Percent Distribution Of "Completed" And "Attempted" Personal Victimizations, 
By Sex And Age Of Victima 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

VICTIM'S AGE -
12-J.5 16-19 20-24 25~34 35-49 50-64 

Total A ••• u1tlve Violence 47% 40% 34% 34% 47% 47% 

Completed 
(5,880) (6,731) (5,016) (4,6tl2) 

, 
(4,678) (3,316) 

53% 60% 66% 66% 53% 53% 
Attempted (6,534) i(10,195) (9,837) " (9,093) (5,177) (3,740) 

1--' 

'- 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total (12,414) (16,92,6) (14,8!i3) (13,775) (9,855) (7,056) 

'. 

PerlOnal theft Without Injury 62% 59% 57% 67% 73% 79% 
Completed (4,600) (4,066) (2,980) (3,759) (4,988) (4,696) -
Attempted 38% 41% 43% 33% 27% 21% 

(2,779) (2,849) (2,223) (1,842) . (1,890) (1,254) 
I 

100% 100% 100%, 100% 100% 100% 
Total (7,379) (6,915) (.5,203) (5,601) (6,878) (5,950) 

a 
SubcateBorie. ..y not .u. to total due to roundinB. 

u 

c 

65 Or Age 
Older Total 

52% 41% 
(1,142) (31,445) 

48% 59% 
(1,037) (45,613) 

100% 100% 
(2,179) (77,058) 

79% 67% 
(2,594) (27,681) 

21% 33% 
(676) (13,513) 

100% iOO% 
(3,270) (41,196) 
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,Percent Distribl,ltion; Of "COlipleted" And "Attempted" Personal Victillizations, 
~""-~ By Sex And Age Of Victims 

~::--

Eight Iapact Cities: Aggregate 
(Continued) 

VICTIM'S AGE 
, 

12-15 16-19 20-24 75-34, 35-49 50-64 
Female Sex of Vict;La: 

Total Aa •• ultive Violence 39% 34% 32~ 38% 44% 48% 

Completed 
(3,474) (3,748) (3,404) (3,195) (2,907) (2,263) 

. , 
",: 

" 

61% 66% 68% 62% 56% 52% Attempted (5,416) ; (7,284) (7,301) (6,.264) (3,749) (2,415) :, 

100% 100% 100%. 100% 100% 100% Total (8,890) (11,0,32) (10,705) (10,059) (6,656) (4,678) . 
' .. , 

Personal Theft Without Injury 6.7% 62% 73% 74% 75% 75% 

Coapleted " 
(1,254) (1,723) (3.032) (4,338) (5,587) (5,984) 

,', 

331 38% 27% . 26% 25% 25% Attempted (626) (1,078) (1,107) (1,541) (1,901) (2,020) 
" ,:;'~~ 

\9 

100% 1001 100% 100% 100% 100% Total (1,880) (2,801)" (4,139) (5,879) (7,488) (8,004) ". 
'1 

Q 
. " Subcategories .. y Dot SU2to total clue to roundina. 

; r, 
,0 

n'., 

65 Or 
Older 

52% 
(1,322) 

48% 
(1,227) 

100% 
(2,549) 

76% 
(4,342) 

24% 
(1,358) 

100% ' 
(5,700) 

:') 

Age 
Total 

38% 
(20,913) 

62% 
(33,656) 

100% 
(54,569) 

73% 
(26,260) 

l7% 
(9,631) 

100% 
(35,891) . 
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Although personal theft without injury for both sexes shows a higher 
• '-:::, y 

completion rate than total assaultive vio1enc~ in each age group, the 

U-shaped pattern of completed victimizations as age increases i~~evident 
11 :~ 

for personal theft without injury\j as well. For the males, the proportion 
I} 

of "completed" personal thefts without injury decreases f;rom 62 percent 

in the 12-15 age group, to 57 percent in the 20-24 age group, and then 

increases to a peak of 79 percent in th~ 50-64 age group; the females 

show a similar pattern except that the smallest percentage of "completed" 

robberies without injury is in a younger g~oup--the 16-19 age group where 

the completion rate is 62 percent as compared to 76 percent in the 65 or 

older age group. 

When rates of completion are examined by race and age (see Table 3'.11), 

regularities also emerge. For each of the three victimization categories 

black/others experienc~.4 a greater comp1et:f,.on rate ,than did whites; the res­
',J 

pective figures are 48 percent vs. 36 percent for total assaultive violence, 

70 percent vs. 52 percent for robbery without injury, and 91 percent vs'.' 81 

percent for personal larceny. This greater completion rate for black/others 

maintains, within each of the three victimization categories, for most age-

specific race comparisons. In both total assaultive violence victimizations 

and robbery without"injury victimizations, the U-shaped age pattern noted 

among males,~ and females above is in evidence within' both racial groups. In 

the case of total assa~ltiye vio1enc~, the respective completion rates for 

the 12-1:5, 20-24, and 65+ groups were 43 percent, 30 percent, and 52 percent 

for whites and 47 percent, 39- percent, and 53,percentfoi':!:he-Dlack/others.12c 
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Table 3.11 

Percent Distribution ~ Of "COI!Ipleted" And "Attempted" Personal Vict:fmizations By Race And Age Of Victim a 
. Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate ' 

VICTIM'S AGE 

12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65 or Total 
Older 

Race of Victim: White 

Total Assaultive Violence 
Completed 43% 35% 30% 31% 38% 43% 52% . 36% 

(6,523) (6,939) (5,636) (5,133) (3,994) (3~685) (1,933) (33,843) 
'. 

~. 

Attempted 5i% 65% 70% 69% 62% 57% 48% 64% 
(8,711) (12,842) (12,896) (11,372) (6,519) (4,826) (1,794) (58,960) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% . 100% 100% 100% 
(15,234)' (19,781) (18,532) (16,505) (10.513) (8,511) (3,727) (92.803). 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
Robbery Completed 49% 43% 48% 49% 54% 63% 62%. 52% 

(., (2,160) (1,715) (1,684) (1,796) (2,101) (2,365) ~1,554) (13,375) 

Attempted 51% 57% 52% 51% 46% 37% 38% 48% 
(2.283) (2,260) ,<1,861) (1,894) (1,779) (1,402) (957) (12,436) " ,j 

Total 100% 100% iOO% 100% 100% . 100% 100% 100% 
(4,443) (3,975) (3,545) (3,690) (3,880) (3,767) (2,511) (25,811) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
Larceny Completed 91% 84% 84% 84% c 84% 76% 80% 81% 

(654) (1',014) (1,535) ~ (1,626) (2,067) (3,176) (3,247) (13,319) 
-. , , 

Attempted 9% 16% . 16% 16% 16% 24% 20% 19% 
(66) (194) (287) (314) (386) (991) (800) . (3,038) 

" 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

\. L- (720) . (1,208) (1.,822) (1,940) (2,453) (4,167) (4,047) (16,357) 

a Subcategories may not sum to total due to rounding. 
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Table 3.11 
Percent Distribution .. Of "Completed" And "Attempted" Personal Victimizations, By Race And Age Of VictiJllll 

Eight Impact. Cities: Aggregate (r.ontinued) 

VICTIM'S AGE . 
12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65 or Total 

Race of V1ct:lm: Black/Other ,'J Older 

Total Assaultive Violence 
Completed 471 43% 39% 46% 60% 59% 53% 48% 

(2,834) (3.544) ('-,762) (3;341) (3,589) (1,894) (531) (18,49.5) 

Attempted 53% 57% ' 61% 54:!: 40% Itl% 47% 52% 
(3,238) (4,637) (4,246) (3,984) (2,405) (1,329) (469) (20,308) . 

Total 100% . 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(6,072) (8,180) (7 iC08) (7,325) (5,994) (3,223) (1,000) (38,802) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
Robbery COmpleted 68% 62% 63% 70% 72% 82% 82%. 70% 

(2,213) (2,103) (1,881) (2,305) (3,067) (2,474) (705) (14,808) 

Attempted 32% 38% 37% 30% ' 28% 18% 18% 30% 
(1,058) (1,292) (1,114) (999) (1,183) (059) (155) (6,360) 

':.j 
(} 100% Total 100% 100% 100% 100% . 100% 100% 100% 

(3,331) (3,395) (2,995) (3,304) (4,250) (3,033) (860) (21,168) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
Larceny .' Completed 100% 84% 94% 93% 88% 89% 92% 91% 

(767) '(957) (1,017) (2,370) (3,338) (2,668) (1,430) (12,547) 

Attempted 0% I 16% 6% 7%' 12% 11% 8% 9% 
" (0) (181) (66) " (177) (442) (323) (122) (1,311) 

.~ (-::' 
Total ".::;;o.::=;:-

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
~ (767) (1,138) (1,083) (2,547) (3,780) (2.991) (1,552) (13,858) . 

• ~ Subcategories _y not sua to to'al due to roUJU!ing. 
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In robbery withdut injury the lowest completion rate shifts from the 20-24 

,age gx:oup to the next younger~,ag~ group, but the pattern of ~igher comple-

tion rates maintains at the, age extremes. Again, the'completion rates for 

the oldest groups were highest; for whites more than three out of five, and 
i.~' 

for black/others more than four out of five robber~~s without injury were 

completed when the victim was fifty years of age or older. Personal larceny 

again diverges from the age pattern set by the other'two categories of vic-

timization; among both whites"and black/others the highest completion rate 

occurred when the victim was youngest (91 percerit for white victims and 100 

percent for black/other victims). 

The victimization results thus far presented suggest that rates of victimi-

zation are closely linked to the characteristics of victims--especially to age, 

sex, marital status, family income, and race. The higher victimization rates of 

younger persons, ma~es, and unattached persons (~hose who have never been married, 

who are divorced, or widowed) suggests that life styles may well be closely linked 
• 0 

to victimization. It seems quite likely that persons with these characteristics 

are more often exposed to situations in which victimization may well occur. Num-

erous public opinion polls have indicated for example that females and older per-

sons have substantially greater fear of being victimized than do ~les and younger 

persons; in fact, females and older persons disproportionately report being afraid 
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13 
to venture out at night. It can reasonably be expected that such fears 

would be translated into behavioral avoidance of "high risk" situations, 

thus reducing exposure to victimization risks. Similarly, persons who are 

not married--because they have fewer family attachments and obligations-­

may also have more of an opportunity to be exposed to victimization, simply 

by virtue"of spending more time away from home. 

The finding that income is related to rates of personal victimization may 

well be more a function of the types of neighborhoods in which victims reside than 

of the victims' income,~~~. Since police arrest and offenses known statistics 

were first analyzed, the strong inverse correlation between the economic level 

14 of social area and the level of criminal activity has been noted. Thus sur-

vey respondents with lower incomes presumably live in areas which have tradition­

ally been viewed as high crime areas and hence have an increased probability of 

being victimized. 

This "may also help to account for the relationship between race and victimi­

zation as noted earlier in this chapter. Black/others have a higher rate (than 

whites) of personal victimizations in which theft was involved. Racially segre~ 

gated housing patterns which exist in many cities often force black fami~ies to 

reside in neighborhoods in which housing quality is 'less than they can afford; 

that is, "black" neighborhoods are often more economically hetergeneous than 

"white" neighborhoods. T~erefore, black/other families may live in neighborhoods 

which have traditionally been viewed as high crime are~s, disproportionately more 

often, than white famiiies--even when income is controlled. Thus black/other fami-

lies may be trapped in high crime areas--and hence exposed to higher risks of personal 

o 
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victtmization--not only because of low incomes (as are their white counterparts) 

but also because of racially segregated housing patterns. 

Througqout the remainder of this report~ various findings which relate to 

these and other hypotheses will be discussed. Ona of the questions which is 

closely related to some of the ideas presented in the brief discussion above, 

is the question of the prior relationship between the victim and the offender. 

The Victim-Offender Relationship 

This section addresses the question of whether the victim and the offender 

were known to eacn other prior to the victimization. In connection with each 

incident, victims were asked: "Was the' person (offender) someone you knew or 

was he a stranger?" For purposes of analysis strangers were considered to be 

those offenders whom the victims had never seen before, ,whom the victims knel~ 

15 , 
by sight only, or whom the victims did not even know whether they were strangt~rs 

or not. In cases where there were multiple offenders, only if the victim did not 

know any of them--or if the victim did not know whether he or she knew any of 

them--were the offenders classified as strangers. 

Table 3.12 shows not only the estimated rates of personal victimization 

respectively involving strangers and non-str~~~rs as offen~ers, but it also 

shows the proportion of victimizations in any row which have been committed by 

strangers and non-strangers. From this table it can be seen that four out of 

five total personal victimizations involved strangers. An examination of the 

, " 
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Table 3,12 ) And P' t Eatimated Ratea (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Age Or Older . erCeD . 
Distribut:l.on Of Personal Victimization, By PrigI' Relationship Between 

The Victi~ And The Offender 
Eight Impact Cities: A t ggrega e 

.~ . ..;:. 

StraulIt:r liou-Strllullcr Total 

b Population Base 3,480,445 3,480,445 > 
3,480,445 

71% 29% 100% 
[27.01] [10.801 [37.811 Assaultive Violence 
-8~% 11% I 100:1: 

[5.22] [.66] [5.88) With Theft 
--raux- 0:( 

'II 100% 
, [ .17J [0] [ .17) Rane 

~ 

75% 25% 
.1 

100% 
[ .15] [.OS] [.20] Attempted Rape 
.~ J:I%" I TOM 
[2.55] [ .321 [2.871 Serious Assault 

m 12:1: ~OO~ n [2.18] [ .291 2.47 With Weapon 
92% 8% I .100"; 

~ :£ ;37] [.03] . [:40] No Weapon .. .. 
. f· 89!] 2.34 Kinor·Assault 1 IH .27 ,~ ! [ 10~I 2.61 

68% 32% f'l~~~;l 121.78 1 fln 11.1 
,. Without Theft 

5U 44% 100% 
Rape [ .17] [ .13) r.301 

79% 217. 100% 
[.99] [.27) [1.26] Attempted Rape , 

64% 36% 100% 
Serious Assault r 3.18l 11. 7S1 T . f4.931 

65% 3S% 100% 
With Weapon [2.851 [1.54] 14.391 

61% 39% 
[ l~~% [ .32) [ .211 .53 No Weapon 

71% 29% 
1 

100% 
Attempted Assault-With Weapon [6.62] [2.68] [9.30] 

59% 41% 
1 

100% 
[2.31] [1.58) r3.891 KinoI' Assault 

70% 30% I . 100% 
Attempted Assault-No Weap?n [8.48] [3.71) [12.19) 

!l4% 6% I 100% 
Personal Theft Without Injury [20.76] [1.39] [22.15] 

92% I 8% I 100% 
[7.4S) r .631 '~I' r8.081 Robbery 

93% 7% I 100% 
.[4.S5] [ .33] ['4.88] With Weapon 

. -nI' 9% 100% 
No Weapon [2.90] [.30] 'v p.20) 

;,1 100% 92% 8% 
[4.94.] r .451 fS.391 Attempted Robbery 

93% 6% 100% 
[2.47) f .171 oj: . f2.641 With Weapon 

90% 10% 100% 
No Weapon [2.46) [.29] [2.741 

98% 2% 1007. 
Purae Snatch, No Force [2.78] [ .05] [2.83] 

99% 1% I rl0~~ Attempted Purse Snatch, No Force f1.231 r .011 1.22 
95% 5% 100% 

Pocket Picking f4.331 r.231 14.561 
80% 20% 100% 

(47.77] [12;19] [59.96] ~otal Personal Victimization 
(166,272)c (42,446) c (208,720) c 

ta. a b i may not aUIII to total due to roundingj ratea appear in bradce SU categor es , . • 
b This is the population base on whieh all rA!,~~ in !'hia !'able have be~;n calcu ... ated. 

To obtain the number of victimizations which correllT'ond to any given "rate, .ult.i:?ly the 
~ate by the'ro~on baae and divide by 1,000. 

e Figure in parentheaes 'representa number of victt.izat1cn •• 
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major subcategories of personal Victimization reveals that there is substantial 

variation in the proportions of these victimizations involving strangers. 

While nearly 19 out of 20 acts of personal, theft· without injury and nearly nine 

out of ten acts of assaultive violence with theft were committed by strangers, 

conSiderably fewer acts of ass.aultive violence without theft (about two out of 

three) were committed by strangers. Thus, in each of the three majo~ sub-

categories of personal victimization a large majority of the victimizations . 
involved strangers. 

Closer examination of Table 3.12 reveals that, even for the finer subcate-

gories of personal victimizations, the basic findings in the broader categories 

- hold. In gen~ral, when theft was involved in the victimization, the offender 

was substantially less likely to have been known to the Victim than when theft 

was not involved; with the exception of .attempted rape, category by category 

comparisons show that those assaultive victimizations which also involved 

theft were substantially more likely to have had strangers as offenders than 

those assaultive victimizations without theft. For example, 100 percent 

of the rapes with theft, but only 56 percent of the rapes without theft, had 

offenders Who were strangers. Similarly, for serious assaults, those with 

theft were, substantially more likely than those without theft (89 percent 

vs. 64, 'percent) to have had offenders who were str'~ngers to the victim; again 

~or minor assaults, those with theft, more often than those without theft, in-

volved an offender who was a etranger (89 percent vs. 59 percent). Within the 

category of. personal theft without injury, the finer subcategories show a notable 

homogeneity in the proportion of offenders who were unknown to the victim; in 
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each of the sub .... categori~s of persop.a1 theft without injury, from 90 

percent to 99 percent of the offenders were unknown'to the victim. 

When the offender wa~ reported by the victim to have been a non-stranger, 

the victim was asked abcnt the specific nature of the prior re1a:'tionship--whether 

the offender was a relative; was well known, but not a.re1ative; or was a 

casual acquaintance. Table 3.13 shows these results for lone offenders only. 

As can be seen from the.se data, when the lone offender ·in total personal 

victimizations was a non-stranger, he was. likely to have been a casual ac-

quaintance (43 percent) or we11-~own, (42 percent); but'not a member of 

the victim's family when the offender was a family member, he was most likely to 

have been a spouse or an ex-spouse (8 percent). There is only minor variation 
/i 

in these percentages aCrOss the major sub-categories/Jof personal vic:timization. 

Unfortunate1y--d.u~",' to the small numbers which would resu1t--it is not pcs-

sible to maintain either the fine ~\~b-categories of personal victimizatiolil or the 

fine sub-categories of the "not stranger" designation in shbsequent analyses of 
, . 
,/ 

stranger/not stranger variations across various sub-groups of victims. However, 

since Tab1e3.12 shows that the variations (in t~e proportion of offenders in­

volving strangers) within the major sub;"'categories ofpg'l.~sona1 victiI!lization 
i! 

(assaultive violence with theft, assaultive 'violence without theft and personal 

theft without injury) are much smaller than the variations among these major sub-

categories--and since Table. 3 .• 13 shows that specific Victim-offendef relationship 
>I 

does not var.y markedly ttci;'ross the ~jor sub-categories of v,ictimization--
<>.:i\ j) 

using the grossei-:--<~ub-categories se.~s warranted. 16 
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", 

Total. 
Victimiza-
tion 

Aasaultive Violence 
With Theft " 

6.570 

Without Theft 
69.240 

" ':;.....-
Personal Theft'withoti,~ Inj!lry 

-- , 
" . --.-

29.140 
/; 

Total Personel:Victtmization 
10S.OSO 

:~ 

a 

Tabl .. 3.13 

Detailed Relationship Of The Lone Offender To The Victima 

Eight Impact Cities:·. Aggregate 

OFFENDER'S RELATIONSHIP TO THE VICTIM 

Percent Total. -Spouse. 
Non- Non- Ex- Own Brother. 
Stranger Stranger SpQuse Parent Child Sister 

20% 100% 6% 0% 0% 2% 
(1~300) (1.300) (80) (0) (0) (20) 

41% 100% 9% 2% 1% 2% 
(2Si.110) (2S.110) (2.550) (400) (160) (570) 

" 

lQ! -' l.Q!!!C "= =-1-%: .. ~.--- - ..... 1i· - 2f .. ~". 

(3.010) (3.010) (30) 
,> 

(50) (30) (70) 

31% 100% S~ 1% 1% ~!SO) (32.4~O) """ (3~.4s0) (2.6lO) (4{10~ (190) 

Subcategorieg may not sum to total due to rou~ing. 

" 

)) 

Wel.l. 'Known Casual 
Other but not Acquaint-
Relative Related ance 

3% 4S'% 41% 
(40) (630) '(530) 

4%' 41% 42% 
(990) (11.650) (11.790) 

3~"- 42% 49% 
(100) (1.270) (1.460) 

4% 42% 43% 
(1.140) (13.s~0) (13.S10) 
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Race And 'Sex 'Of Victim 

I t can be seen from Table 3.14 tha t in each of' the four race-sex groups 

and for each of the categories of personal victimization, the majority of 

victimizations are committed by offenders unknown to the victim; however, some 

notable variations across race-sex groups are in evidence. White and black/ 

other totals--whichare derivable from Table 3.14 reveal that the percentages 

of victimizations which were accounted for by non-strangers in both racial 

groups are similar for assaultive violence with theft and personal theft 

without injury. For assaultive violence without theft, however, a greater 

percentage of victimizations suffered by black/others than by whites involved 

non-strangers (41 percent vs.28 percent). Further,' and again not shown--

nor even derivable from Table 3.14 --is the finding that black/other victims 

of assaultive V'i,glence w;f,,j;hm,lt theft who wer,e victiuliZ,eg. PY lloll-strangers 
1:. 

were more likely than their white counterparts to have been victimized by 

offenders who were well-known (46 percent vs. 37 percent) and less likely to 

be victimized by offenders who were casual acquaintances (35 percent vs. 45 per-

cent). Thus, black/other victims are not only more likely than whites to 

have been victimized by offe~ders who were known (not strangers), but also 

by offenders who were well~known. 

Male and female total~, which are derivable from Table 3.14 , reveal that 

males and females only differed ~ubstant1ally along the stranger/mot-stranger 

:-"" i\, dililension for victimizations, involving assaultive ';~''''~I ,...ance without theft; for 
r / 
0'':~ 

o 

\. 

b 

1 
I 

, , 

" 

I 
~ <,) ,~ 

I" '.' 

( 
... 

l". 

iO' " 
"', 

" .. .c,:, 

• 'to 



f 
.. -....... 

\ 

i.' 

-----------_. 

,. ' 

" 
J." 

' . 

Table. 3.14 

Estimated Ratea (Per. l,QOO Persons 12 Years Of Age Or 'Older) And Percent Distribution Of Per-anal Victimization • 
. ~y Race Of Victim, Sex Of Victim And !,rior Relationship Between The Victim And The Offender 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

RACE AND SEX OF VICTIM 
'o' - . . " , . 

Male Femde/; 

Black/ Black/ 
White Other White Other 

Population B •• e 

... ~ 1,033,492 527,078 1,231,332 68'8,547 
Aa •• ultive Violence 

With'l'heft 91~ 90% 87% 831-
Stranger . [7) (9) (3) --[~)---., ------ ------ ------

97- 10% 13% 17~ 

Non-Stranger [1) [1) [0] [1] 
Without '!'heft 757- 65% ' 661- 537-

Stranger [35] [19] [18] [11] ------ ------ ---'--- ------
- "~ - ,,"~ ; "23% 35% • 341- 47% ~ .. 

Non-Stranger [12] [10] [9) [10] 

Per"onal Theft Without Injury 957- 927- 94~ 947-
Stranger (21] [31] [14] [23) ------ -'"!"------ ------ ------

S7- , 8% 67- 6'1. 
Non-Stranger [1] [3] [1] [1] 

Total Personal Vict~zation 
827- 817- 771- 761-

Stranger [63) [60) __ [~51 __ [38] 
I-----~- ------ -z4i- --18% . 19% 23% 

" Non-Stranger (14] (14) [10) (12) 
, 

a Subcategories " .. , DOt aua to to~ due to rouDdiaa. rat .. appear:lD br.cketa. 

'--'., .. 
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these offenses 38 percent of the females and 27. percent of the males were 

victimized by non-str~ngers. 

Table 3.14 iD.dicates that the race-sex combinations intensify the heter-

Q,geneity in the proportions of assaultive violence without theft victimiza..; 

tions which involved non-strangers; while only one-quarter of such victimi­

zations among ~1hite males involved non-strangers, about one~t.hird of these 

victimizations among white females and black/other males, and just 'under 

II one-half among black/other\.liemalesinvolved non-strangers. Within each racial 
\\ 
'.1 
I; 

group, victimizations of females involving assaultive violence without th~ft 

were ~ore likely than similar victimizations of males to have been committed 

by offenders known to the victim; within each sex group, assaultive .violence 

without theft victimizati0z\~<",of black/others were more likely than assaultive 

violence without-theft victimizations of whites to have been committed by .of-

fenders known to the victim. 

The comments above have been in terms of variations across the race~sex 

groups in column percentages. Analysis can ,focus as well cnrates per 1,000 
.' 

persons in each of the race-:sex g~oups who endure victimizations at. th~ hancis 

of\trangers artd non-strangers, since pairs of stl:'anger and non-stranger rates 

at markedly different levels can produce column percentd;lstributiorts which 

17 
are equal. 

At l:he beginni;ng of thi~'chapter it was noted tl1at for pe:t:'sonal theft 

without injury b1ack/ot!?-ers showed a rate of victimization one and one-half­

times as great as that for whites, while for assaultive viQ1erice without 

:1 
V 

! 
I 

I 
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theft the opposite was true--whites 

as black/others. 
showed a rate one and one-half times 

7 _ as great 
An examination of Table 3 h . 

... 14 sows that this observation for 
rates of peb:±lonal theft without injur i 

y s essantiallysupported When the 
victims are b di su - vided by sex and whether or 

~ot the .offender was a stranger. 
However, ill: the case 'of assaultive Violence 

without theft, it can be seen 

victfmJ::l:ation between whites and black/ 
that the difference in the rate of 

others is largely accounted for by 
strange, victimizations. F or non-stranger 

Victimizations white and black/other males had rates 
that were more compar­

able (12 vs.,lO, respectively) while 
the black/other f 1 

~a es had a rate slightly 
greater than that for white females. 

Age' of Victim 

Earlier in this chapter 
age was shown to be the ~baracteristic mn~t 

strongly aSsoci t d wi 1- -- --- --

._ a e tu personal victimization--a 
generally decreasing 

rate of total personal victimization 
as age increased was observed. Table 

3.15 shows that the proportion of total 
personal victimizations which in­

volved non-strangers d 
ecreased steadily from 29 percent in the 12-15 age 

group, to 16 percent in the 35-49 age group, 
to five percent in the 65 and 

An exa~ination of the majo.r b older age group. 
su c~tegories of personal vic-

timization shows th -, at ~though there are some reversals, this general pat 
t~rnis in eVidence for each of the subcate~.ories: -

among those suffering 
assaultive violence with theft, about one out of 

five of the victimizations 

"",''' }-' 
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Table 3.15 
Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Age .Or Older) And Percent Distribution. Of Personal 

Victimization, By Age and Prior Relationship Between The Victim And The Offendera 
. Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate . 

VICTIM'S AGE 

65 Or 
12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-61+ Older ... 

Population Base 
,;,: 

351,168 330,848 399,377 573,416 685,542 668,817 471,280 

. Assaultive Violence 
\{ith Theft 817- 85% 79% 87% 921- 97% 95'7. 

Stranger [6 J __ 11! __ __ J~J __ [4J [5J [6 J [4J ------- ------ ------ ------ f-------
19'7. 15% 21'7. 13% 87: 3% 57. 

Non-Stranger [1] [1] [1] [ 1] [0] [0] [0] 

Without Theft 62% 697- . 697. 667- 70% 757- '.' 837-
Stranger [33] [53] [40] [24] [13J [9] (5) 1------- ------ ------ ------ ------ ------- ------

387- 31'X. 31% 347- 30% 257- 17% 
Non-Stranger ,(20)" [23] [18) [12] [6 ] [3] [1) 

Peraonal Theft·;'ffithout Injury 
947- 98% 997-

S~ranger 
\qn~ 89% 927- 957-

[Z3] [26) [22] CO' [19] [20] [21] . [19] ------ ------ ------ ..., .. ~- --- --':"'--- ------ f-------<~-

Non-Stranger 137- 11% 8% 6% 5% 2% 1% 
[4] [3] [2] [1] [1] [0] [0] 

,. 

Total PeraQn~l Victimization 711- 761- 76'X. .771- 84% 91% 95% 
Stranger [62] [86] [66] [47], [38] [35] [28] 

t,: ------ ------ ------ ---_ .... - -.----- ------ I- -,- - - -: 
29% 24% 24% 23% 161- 9'%. 5'1. 

Non-Stranger [25] (28) [21] [14] [7] [3] [1) 
a 

Subcategories .. y DOt _ to total clue to rouDdiDa; ratea appear in bracketa. 

(j 

" 

-"'--'l 

-1 

Total 

3,480,445 

89% 
[5J ------
117-
[ 1] 

687-
[22] 

------
32% 

[10] 

947-
[21] -------

6% 
[lJ 

80% 
[48] 

------
20'X. 

[12] 
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of those under 25 years of age involved a non-str~nger, but the comparable 

proportion for those 50 years of age and older was about one out of 25; 

among those suffering assaultive violence without theft, 38 percent of those 

in the 12-15 year old, gI:OUp~ but only 17 percent 9f those in the 65 and 

older group, were victimized by non-strangers; finally for personal theft 

without injury, about one out of ten of the victimizations in the young-

est group, but only one out of one hundred of the victimizations in the 

oidest group involved non-strangers. 

By focusing on the rates in Table 3'.15 , it is interesting to note that 

the decrease in rates of personal victimization with increasing a~e is much 

steeper for victimizations involving non-strangers than for victimizations 

involving strangers. For example, the 16-19 year old group (which had the 

highest rates of both stranger and no'n-stranger total personal victimizations) 

had a rate of total personal victimization by strangers which was slightly 

more than three times the comparable rate for those 65 and older (86 vs. 28), 

while the same comparison for the non-stranger rates shows that the rate of 

the former was nearly 30 times larger than the rate of the latter (28 vs. 1): 

This substantially sharper decline with age in the non-stra~ger rate than 

in the stranger rate maintains for each of the subcategories of personal 

victimization. Clearly, this sharp drop off in the rat~ of non-stranger 

personal victimization contrib~tes '~ubstantially to tpe "verall decline in 

personal victimization as age increases. 

----------- ------ -------------~---------------------------------------

.111 

The fact that. the proportion of total pe~:sonal victimizations which 

were committed' by non-strangers decreased as .eLge increased. suggests that, 

among younger persons who are not strangers, ~:esort to interpersonal attack 

is a more common and accepted means of confli(~t resolution than among older 

persons who are not strangers. The fir1ding that black/otQer victims of as-

saultive viol lance without theft were more commonly attacked by non-strangers 

than were their white counterparts, has simil~lr implications. However, the 

nature of the victim=offender interaction canl~ot be fully appreciated without 

additional information about offender charact',aristics ~s perceived by the 

Victims of personal crimes. 

f!1aracteristics of the Victim in Relation to Il:he Offender 

In order to analyze the personal charactlarist;lcs of the offenders in 

relation to the perso~al characteristics of tlh.e victilns, it is necessary to 

separate those victimizations which involved la single offender from those 
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which involved multiple offenders. As will be clec}rbelow, <this single 

of:fender/Inultiple offender'dichotomy is necessary because the incidents 

involving multiple offenders are somewhat more complex to analyze. 

Table 3-.16 shows that 50 ,percent of the personal victimizations uncovered 

by the survey in, the eight Impact Cities were committed by single offenders. 

This figure varci~Hk from 32 percent for assaultive violence with theft, to 

36 percent for roERer~ without injury, to 43 percent for personal larceny, 
, 1/ 

to '62 percent for: assa\lltive violence without theft. Thus, when theft is 

apparently not the object of the personal v~\.()~timization, lone offenders are 

more prevalent than when the£~ is the~bject eff the victimization.
18 

o ./ 

Age of Lone Offenders 

In conjunction with each victimization reported by the respondents, 

victims were asked to estimate the age(~) of the ~ffender(s). ';-Because it 

was anticipated that respondents would have difficulty in accurately estima­

ting offenders' ages, it ,was decided to trichotomize the estimated ages of 

offenders into three broad groups: under 12 years of age; 12 to 20 years 

of age; and 21 years ,of age and older. Victimi~ations involving lone offen-
\'. 

del's will be considered first. 

From Table 3-.17 it is clear that only a very small minority of the lone 

offenders was estimated to be under 12 years of age. For total personal 

victimizations, only one percent of the offenders were estimated to be under 
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Table 3.16 

Number Of Personal Victtmizationa By Lone Vers~ Multiple Offenders a 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

NUHBBll or OFFENDERS 

!.nne Multiple Not 
Offender Offenders Ascertained 

Don't Know 

Aa .. ulU". V~o!ence 
With l'heft 32% 65% 3% 

(6,63J>l (13,260) (610) 

Without 'l'beft 621- 341 31. 
(69.300) (38.150) (3,680) 

Personeil Theft Without Injury 
!' Robbery 36% 621- 27-

, (17,060) (28,9~O) - (970) 

" i . 
Larceny 43% 337. 297-

(~,090) (9.310) (8,710) 

50% 43% .71-
Total Per.onal Vict1m1~tion (lOS,O~O) (89.660) (13.980) 

a Subcategories .. y not .ua- to total due to roundina. 

.. 

T<Y1'AL 

10<n 
(20,500) 

10~ 
(111,130) 

1007. 
(46,970) 

1007. 
(30.110) 

1007. 
(208.720) 
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Table 3.17 

Perceived Ages Of Lone Offenders Involved In Personal Victimizationsa 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

AGE OF OFFENDER 
~ 21 Or Not 

Under 12 12-20 Older Ascertained 
Don't Know 

Assault:l.ve V:l.olence 0% 39% 56% 5% With Theft (20) (2,580) (3,680) (320) 
" 

Without Theft 1% 31% 63% 4% 
(590) (21,770) (44,000) (2,950) 

Personal Theft· Without Injury 1% 42% 52% 5% 
Robbery (100) (7,210) (8,930) (790) 

Larceny 3% 51% 32% 14% 
(390) (6,140) . (3,860) (1,720) 

Total Personal Victimization 1% 36% 58% 6% 
(1,120) (37,690) (60,480) (5,790) 

a 
Subcategories may not aum to total due to rounding. 

( 

" 

.Total 

100% 
(6,630) 

100% 
(69,300) 

100% 
(17,060) 

100% 
(12,090) 

100% 
(10S,090) 

.\ 
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12, 36 percent to be between 12 and .20, and 58 percent to be 21 years of age 

and older. The age distributions of lone offenders for assaultive violence 

with theft and assaultive violence without theft are similar to the distri-

but ions for'total personal victimizations. The age distribution ~f lone offen-

ders for personal larceny, however, shows,'that these offenders were estimated 

to be somewhat younger than those involved in other personal victimizations; 

for example, while only about one-third of those involved in assaultive vio-

lence without theft were estimated to be under 21 years of age, one-half of 

those involved in personal larceny were estimated to be under 21. How does 

the age of the victim relate to the age of the offender? This question can 

be addressed from two perspectives--that of the victim and that of the offen-

der. 

For those victims between 12 and 19 years of age, about two out of three 

total personal victimizations were committed by lone offenders estimated 

to be about the same age (Table3.l8). For victims between 20 and 34 years 

of age, about three out of four--and for victims 35 years of age and older, 

more than three out of five--total personal victimizations were committed 

by lone offenders estimated to be 21 years of age or older. A similar pat-

tern emerges for assaultive violence with theft; assaultive violence with­

out theft, and robbery without injury. However, in personal larceny, only 

two out of five victims who were between 20 and 34 years of age--anq ~ne.out of 

three victims -35 years of age or older--were victimized by lone offenders es­

timated to be over 20 years of age. 
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Table 3.18 

P.ala,tionship BetweeD, The Perceived Age Of The l.one Offender And 
The Age Of The Victim In Personal Victimizations a 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Assaultive Violence With Theft 

VICTIM'S AGE 

12-19 20-34 

B B 
0% 1% 

(0) ,- (20) 
" 

39% 16% 
71% 20% 

(1,010) (410) 

11% 40% 
27% 73% 
(390) (1,490) 

. 
0% 28% 
0% 4% 

(0) (90) 

22% 31% 
100% 100% 

(1,430) (2,030) 
, 

,j 

35 or 
Older 

B 
0% 

(0) 

44% 
36% 

(1,150) 

49% 
57% 

(1,810) 

72% 
7% 

(230) 

48% 
100% 

(3,170) 

Total 

B 
.0% 
(20) 

100% 
39% 

(2,590) 

100% 
56% 

(3,680) 

100% 
5% 

(320) 

100% 
100% 

(6,620) 

o 
F 
F 
E 
N 
D 
E 
R 

S 

A 
G 
E 

Under 12 

12-20 

21 or 
Older 

~n't ow, 
Not 
Ascertained 

, 
Total 

" 

Assaultive Violence Without Theft 

VICTIM'S AGE 

12-19 20-34 35 or 
Older 

41% 34% 
1% U 1% 

(240) (200) (170) 

68% 21% 11% 
60% 15% 17% 

(14,780) (4,590) (2,400) 

20% 55% 25% 
35% 80% 77% 

(8,630) (24,290) (11,060) 

33% 43% 23% 
4% 4% 5% 

(980) (1,260) (6~O) 

36% 44% 21% 
100% 100% 100% 

(24,640) (30,35'0) (14,320) 

Total 

100% 
1% 

(590) 

100% 
31% 

(2l,nO) 

100% 
63% 

(44,000) 

100% 
4% 

,(2,950) 

100% 
100% 

(69,300) 

a Subcategories may not sum to total due. to rounding. B hss been, entered in cells :i;or which the baae on v1!l:LCh the percentage would 
have been colilputed Wila too aaalito calculate a reliable figure. " i,: 
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Table 3.18 

Re1atiol.8hip Between The Perceived Age Of The Lone Offender And 
The Age Of The Victim In Personal Victimizations a 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
(Continued) 

Personal Theft Without Injury: Robbery 

VICTIM'S AGE 

12-19 20<-34 35 or 
Older 

B B B 
1% 1% 0% 
(30) (40) (30) 

51% 21% 28% 
74% 25% 33% 

(3,700) (1,480) (2,030) 

12% 46% 42% 
22% 70% 60% 

(1,100) (4,090) (3,740) 

22% 35% 47% 
3% 5% 6% 

(170) (280) (370) 

29% 34% 36% 
100% 100% 100% 

(S,OlP) (5,860) (6,190) 

Total 

" B 
1% 

(100) 

100% 
42% 

(7 e210) 

100% 
52% 

(8,930) 

'100% 
5% 

(790) 

100% 
100% 

(17,060) 

o 
F 
F 
E 
N 
D 
E 
R 

s 

A 
G, 
E 

Under 12 

12-20 

21 or 
01de:t 

Don't Itaow, 
Not 
Aacertained 

Total 

Personal Theft Without Injury: Larceny 

VICTIM'S AGE 

12-19 20-34 3!! or Total 
Older 

15% 3% 82% 100% 
4% 0% 4% l! 
(60) (10) (320) • (390) 

19% 21% 60% 100% 
70% 46% 48% 51% 

(1,150) (1,280) (3,710) (6,130) 

6% 29% 66% l$lO:t 
13% 40% 33% 32% 
(220) (1,120) (2,540) (3,860>: 

13% 21% 65,% iOO% 
14% 13% 15% 14% 
(230) (370) (1,130) (1,720) 

14% 23% 64% 100% 
100%. -100% 100% 100% 

(1,640) (2,780) (7,690) (12,090) 

a Subcategories .. y not 8UII to total due to rouDdiD,; B hall been entered in cell. for vhl.ch te.~ base ou'which the percentqe would 
bay. b.e~, COllpUted was too _11 to calculate a reliable fiKure. 
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Tab1~, 3.18 

ReJ.aUonship :aetween The Perceived Age Of The Lone Offender And 
The Age Of The Victim In Personal Victimizationsa 

o 
F 
F 
E 
K 
D 
E 
R , 
S 

A 
G 
E 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
(Contlnu.~d) 

Tota\{ersonal Victimization 

VICTtH'S AGE 

r------
. (~;, 

" 
12-19 20-34 35 or Total 

, ~. Q1der 

'" 
30% 25% 47% II 100% 

Und,l:!r 12 1% 1% 2~ 1% 
(330) (270) (520) (1,100) 

-' (lj 
55% 20% 25% 100% 

12-20 63% 19% 30% 36% 
(20,640) (7.720) (9,350) (37,690) 

17% 51% 32% 100% 21 or 32% 76% 61% 58% Older (10,320) (30,990) (19,150) (60.480) 

Don't Know, 24% ., 35% 41% 100% 
Not 4% 5% 8% ,6% 
Ascertained (1:380) (2,020) (2,400) (5,790) 

',' 31% 39% 30% 100% 
Total 100% ·100% ,foo% 100% 

• C' (32.690) 1(41,020) ... (3i,3!:hl (105,090) 

~Subcateg~r1e8 "1 not BUB to ,total due ~~ rounding. 
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Overall, these results s.uggest ~ general pattern in which victims of" 
'\'''--) 

personal crimes are victimized disproportionately by offenders of·tous!l-

!l. the same age group. However, victims of pers()nal larceny who are over 

19 years of age, are ~qua11y likely to be victimized by offenders younger 

than themse1ve~ as by offenders in the same age group. 

The row percentages in Table 3.,18 permit a di1:feL'ent view of these same 

data by showing for lone offenders of given estimated ages, the proportion 

of victims falling into each of the three age categories. For total person-
:,~ 

a1 victimizations, offenders estimated to be 12 to 20 years of age were 

slightly more likely to have victimized someone under 20 years of age (55 

percent) than someone 20 years of age or older (45 percent). For offenders 

estimated to be 21 years of age or older, the large majority of victims 

(83 percent) were 20 years of age or older. 

An examination of the specific subcategories of personal victimization 
II/"- ":;-" 

reveals {isonie~important differences. For personal victimizations involving 
\\ '''~ , 

~ ~ . 

theft (assaultive violence with theft, robbery without inju~and personal 

larceny), lone offenders who were estimated to be under 21 years of age were 

more likely to victimize someone older than someone their own age. Whe~ the 
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lone offender's age was estimated to be 12-20, 81 l?~rcent of the victims of 

personal larceny, 49 percent of the victims of,'crobbery without injury and 

59 percent of the victims of assaultive violence with theft, were 20 years 

of age or older. On the other hand, for assaultive violence without theft, 

only 32 percent 6£ the victims of lone offenders estimated to be 12-20 years of 

age, were 20 years of age or older. For lone offenders estimated to be 21 years of 

age and older, p'ersonal victimizations which involved theft invo:J.ved an over-

whelming percentage of victims 20 years of age and older (90 percent), and 
T,< 

assaultive violence without theft involved only a slightly smaller percentage 

of victims over 20 years of age (80 percent). In summary, lone offenders 

in both age groups tended to victimize persons 20 years of age and over when 

theft was involved and tended to victimize persons in their own age group 

when assaultive violence without theft was involved. 

Age of Multiple Offenders 

The estimated ages of multiple offenders are shown in Table 3-19 where the 

age grouping used are uall under 12 years of age,1I "all between 12 and 20 

years of age," "all 21 years of age or older," and "mixed"--that is, offen-

ders from at least two different age groups. Table 3.·19 shows that about ltalf 

of the total personal victimizations committed by _multiple offenders were c!om­

mitted by offenders all of whom were estimated to be 12-20 years of age, while 

an additional quarter of these victimizations were committed by mUltiple of-
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Table 3.19 

Perceived Ages Of Multiple Offenders Involved In Personal Victimlzatlonsa 
Eight Impact Cltiesl.Aggregate 

AGES OF OFFENDERS 
() 

All All All Mixed Not As-
Under 12 12-20 21 or certained 

Older Don't Know 

Assaultive Violence 0% 46% 23% 22' 8% 
With Theft 

(40) (6,110) (3,030) (2,980) (1,100) 

Without Theft 1% 48% 24% 23% 4% 

(350) (18,280) (9,260) (8,580) (1,690) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 0% 50% 22% 22% 5% 
Robbery 

((1,490) (110) (14,410) (6,450) (6,500) 
, - Larceny 3% 53% 20% 17% 8% 

(240) (4,900) (1,860) (1,580) (720) 

==::;, 

To~al Personal Victimization 1% 49% 23% 22% 6% 

(730) (43,690) (20,610) (19,640) (4,990) 
~,~-

" 

• Subcategories .. ,. DOt 8UII to total due to roundina. 

" 
If 

.. 

TOTAL 

--
100% 

(13,260) 

100% 

(-38,150) 

'" 
'100% 

(28,950) 

100~ 

(9,310) 

100% 

(89,660) 
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fenders all of whom were estimated 1~O be 21 years or older, and another 

quarter were committed by offenders whose ages were estimated to be mixed; 

As was the case with single offenders, multiple offenders all of whom were 

estimated to be less than twelve Ylaars of age only account for about one 

pe.~cent of total personal victimizations. Table 3.l9indicates that the es-

timated age compositions of mUltiple offenders are virtually invariant across 

the various subcategories of personal victimization. 

A comparison of 'fab;tes if.-!7 }md 3.l9suggests that offenders estimated 
;~ --

to be under 21 yearf? of age '\(1ere more likely to be found among multiple 
II 

offenders than among single ~ffenders. •• Specifically, Table 3.17 shows that 

37 percent of the lone offenders were estimated to be und~r 21, while Table 

3.19 shows that 50 percent of the multiple offenders were estimated to be 

under 21 years of age. Further, if those whose estimated ages were not known, 

not ascertained, or mixed are eliminated from these two tables, four out of 

ten of the lone offenders but seven out of ten of the mUltiple offenders 

were estimated by their victims to be under""2l years of age. 

As shown above for single offenders, Table 3·.20shows for mUltiple offen-

ders the relationship betwee~ the victim's age and the perceived ages of the 

offenders. Very briefly from the victim's perspective, for each subcategory 

of personal victimization except personal larceny, about 70 percent of the 

victims who were 12-19 years of age--but only about 30 percent of the vic-

tims who were 20-34 years of age and 40 percent of the victims who were 35 
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All 
Under 12 

All 
12-20 

All 
21 or 
Older 

Hixed 

ign't ow, 
Not 
Ascertained 

Total 

.. 

Tabie 3.20 

Relationship Between The Perceived Ages Of Multiple Offenders And 
The Age Of The Victim I~i Personal Victimizal;ions 

Eight llIlpact Cities: Aggregate 

Assaultive Violence With T,~eft 

VICTIM'S AGE 

12-19 20-34 35 or 
Older 

B B B 
0% 1% 0% 

(0) (20) (20) 

46% 14% 40% 
74% 27% 38% 

(2,820) (830) (2,460) 

8% 33% 58% 
6% 33% 27% 
(240) (1,010) (1,750) 

23% 29% 48% 
18% 28% 22% 

(700) (850) (1,450) 

5% 28% 64% 
1% 10% 11% 

(SO) (310) / " , l.,:~ 
(730) 

29% 23% 48% 
100% 100% ·100% 

Total 

B 
0% 

(40) 

100% 
46% 

(6,110) 

100% 
23% 

(3,030) 

100% 
22% 

(2,980) 

100% 
8% 

(1,100) 

100% 
100% 

o 
F 
F 
E 
N 
D 
E 
R 
S , 

A 
G 
I 
S 

All 
Under 12 

All 
12-20 

All . 
21 or 
Older 

Mixed 

1Jon~t· 
)Cnow, 
Not 
Ascertained 

Total 

Assaultive Violence Without Theft 

VICTIM'S AGE 

-
12-19 20-34 35 or Total 

Older 

57% 17% 26% 100% 
1% 0% 1% 1% 
(200)' (60) (90) (350) 

68% 17% 15% 100% 
68% 25% 37% 48% 

(12,480) (3,050) (2,770) (18,280) 

18% 57% 25% 100% 
9% 43% 31% 24% 

(1,660) (5,310) (2.300> (9260) 

39% 40% 21% 100% 
18% 28% 25% 23% 

(3,330) (3,450) (1,810) ~8,580) 

45% 33% ~3% '100'% 
4% 4% 5% 4% 
(760) (550) (390) (1,690) 

48% 32% 19% 100r -
100% 100% 100% 100% 

(3,800) (3,040)' (6,430) (13,260) (18,400) fl~,-390i (7,370) .(38,150) 

• Subcategories "7 not .'-- to total due to'rcnmcl1qi II ~. been entertld in cell. for which the ba.e on which the "erentale would 
heye. been c~putedv.. too ... 11 to calculete • relieble Usure. 
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All 
Ul'.der 12 

All 
12-20 

All 
21 or 
Older 

Mixed 

. 
~n t ow. 
Not 
Aacertained 

Total 

. 'table 3. 20 

Relationship Between The Perceived Ages Of Multiple Offenders And 
The Age Of The Victim In Personal Victimizationsa 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
(Continued) 

Theft Without Injury: Robbery 

VICTIM'S AGE 

12-19 20-34 35 or 
Older 

18~ 27% 55% 
0% 0% 1% 

(20) (30) (60) 

50% 16% /;' 34% 
72% 32% " 42% 

(7,210) (2,290) !4,910) 

8% 41% 51% 
51 36% 28% 
(520) (2,640) (3,300) 

28% 31% 41% 
18% 27% 23% 

(1.830) (1,990) (2,690) 

27% 21% 53% 
4% 4% 7% 
(400) (310) (790) 

34% 25% 41% 
-100% -100% ,100% 

(9,.980) (7,240) (11, 73Q).. 

Total 

100% 
0% 
(110) 

100% 
5~% 

(l.4 ,410) 

100% 
22% 

(6.450) 

100% 
22% 

(6.500) 

100% 
5% 

(1,490) 

100% 
100% 

(28,950) 

o 
F 
F 
E 
N 
D 
E 
R 
S , 

A 
G 
E 
S 

, 

All 
Under 12 

All 
12-20 

All 
21 or 
Older 

Mixed 

Don't 
Know, 
Not 
Ascertained 

Total 

Theft W:I.thout Injury: Larceny 

VI<:TIM' SAGE 

12-19 20-34 35 or Total 
Older 

'. 

8% 33% 58% i:OO%-
2% 5% 2% , 3% 

(20) (80) (140) (240) 

12% 18% 69% -100% 
61% 51% 51% 53% 

(620) (880) (3,400) (4.900) 

2% 17% 81% 100% 
4% 19% 23% 20% 

(40) (320) (1,510) (1~86Q2 

13:t 18% 68% ~100% 
21% 17% 16% 17% 

(210) (290) (1,070) (1,580) 

17% 13% 68% -100% 
12% 5% 7% 8% 

(120) (90) (490) .(7020) 

11% 18% 71% 100% 
100% -lOO%" -100% -100%· . 
. (990) '(1,670) (6,630) (9,310) 

a Subcategories ' •• y ~ot sua to total due to rounding. B. ~e been entered in celIe for which the ba •• on which th. percenta.e would 
have been co~uted va. too -.11 to calculate a relieble figure. 
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Table 3.20 

Relationship Between the Percelv,d Ases Of Multiple Offenders And 
The Ase Of The Victill In Personal Victilliz:aUona a 

Eight Impact Cities: Asgresate 
(Continued) 

Total Personal Victimization 

VICTIM'S ,JJ;;E 

12-19 20-34 35 or Total 
.·Older 

All 33% 26% 4:l% .100%' 
Under 12 1% 1% 1% 1% 

(240) (190) (310) (730) 

All 53% 
':, 16% 31% 100% 

12-20 70% 29% 42%. 49% 
(23.120) (7.030) (~3\S3.1!) (43.690) 

All 12% 45% 4.3%; 100% 
21 or 7% ,,38% 28% 23% 
Older (2.460) (9.290) (8.850), (20.610) 

.. 
31% 33% 36% lOQ% 

H4ed 18% 27% 22% 22% 
(5.060) (6,570) (7.010) .. (19.640) 

' , 

Know. 26% \ 25% 48% 100%" 
Hot 4% 5% 8% 6% 
Ascertained (1.300) (1.27Q) (2.420) (4.990) 

., 
Total 37% '. 27% 36% 100% 

100%, l 100% ,100% 100%-
(33.190)'1 (24.330) (32,140) (89.660) . 

asubcatesories .. )' nOt s_ to total due to rQUnd1111 • 
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years of age and older--estimated that all of the offenders were under 21 

years of age; a majority of the victims of personal larceny in each age cate-

gory estimated that all of the offenders were under 21 years of age. For 

victims in the youngest age group, only a very sm,all percentage of personal 

victimizations--less than ten percent for each subcategory of personal vic-

tindzation--involved offenders all of whom were estimated to be 21 years 

of age or older. 

From the perspective of offenders' ages, Table 3.20 shows that mUltiple 

offenders (as Table 3.'18~howed for single offenders) who were perceived to 

have been older were unlikely to victimize younger persons, but multiple 

offenders who were perceived to be younger were rather likely to have vic-

timized persons who were older. For total personal. victimizations, just over 

half of the persons victimized by multiple offenders all of whom were esti­

mated to be under 21 years of age, were 12-19 years of age; for multiple of­

fenders all of whom were estimated to be 21 years of age and older, only 12 

percent of the victims were 12-19 years of age. Unfortm:~?-tely, for those 
L· .f/ 

offenders estimated to have been of "mixed" ages there is no way to ascertain 

the nature of the mix; for these offenders, however, an intermediate percen-

tage (31 percent) of their victims of total personal victimi~ations were 

between 12 and 19 years of age; 

For specific subcategories of personal victimization, differences exist 

in the age distributions of victims of multiple offenders of different age 

" . 
, , 
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compositions; these differences are congru~nt with those noted above for 

single offenders. Again for victimizations involving theft (assaultive 

violence with theft, rdbbery ;ithout injury and personal larceny), at 

least half--and for personal larceny more than four out of five--of the 

victims of multiple offenders who were estimated to have been 12 to 20 

years of age, were 20 years of age or older; while for multiple offenders 

all of whom were, estimated to be 21 years of age or older fewer than one 

out of ten of the victims of assaultive violence with theft, robbery with-

out injury and personal larceny were under 20 years of age. In victimi-

zationsinvolving assaultive violence without theft, seven out of ten 

victims of young multiple offenders (all estimated to be between 12 and 

20 years of age), four out of ten of the victims of mixed multiple of­

fenders, and two out of ten of the victims of older mUltiple offenders 

. (all estimated to be 21 years of age and older), fell into the 12 to 19 

year old age bracket. 

#' The data for single and multiple offenders are COnSiEJtent, therefore, 
JI J 

in suggesting that there is a tendency for offenders to have assaultive 

encounters (not involving theft) disproportionately with persons from 

their own age group; in victimizations involving theft, younger offenders 

are slightly more likoly to victimize older persons while older offenders 

,only rar:l:!ly victimize younger persons. 
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In most respects, these results are compatible with the results reported 

earlier in this chapter. Offenders in theft-oriented victimizations were noted 

above to have been unknown to their victims. In this section, it was found 

that theft offenders were also perceived to have been younger than their vic-

tims. From the point of view of the offender who is under 21 years, of age, 
{J 

older victims may be seen not only as more likely than victims who are the 

same age as the offenders to have valuable property on their persons, but also 

to offer less likelihood of resistance. 

In assaultive violence without theft on the other hand--victimizations 

in which offenders are dispropo~tionately more likely to be non-strangers-­

the victim and offender are also more similar to each other with respect to 

age. This is compatible with the notion that assaultive violence w:"th';I''.I.t 

theft is more like~y to arise out of ~nterpersonal friction 
c-i 

which is relatively conunon among acquaintances or in more spontaneous all.",!'­

cations among persons--although previously unacquainted--who find themselves 

in close physical proximity in public places. Such persons who are not stran­

gers--whe ther they are friends, lovers, spous-,,;s, or siblings-- are quite likely 

to be of comparable ages. Even persons who are strangers coming together in 

public places--bars, restaurants,entertainment ,events, etc.--are probably 

more likely than not to be of comparable ages, since many such gathering places 

attract similar audiences. Even places in the same generic category--e.g. 

bars or restaurants--attract clientele of dramatically different backgrounds, 

129 

depending on the specific type of place. For example, expensive 

restaurants are less likely to attract younger persons and "singles" bars are 

less likely to attract older persons. 

The data suggest that the victim-offender dyad--especially in assaul-

tive violence without theft--tends to be homogeneous with respect to age; this 

holds, both for lone-and for multiple-offender victimization. However, what 

about the racial, composition of the dyad? 

Race of Lone Offenders 

In conjunction with each vicitmization, the respondents were also asked 

whether they knew the race(s) of the offender(s). Table 3 21 shows that for 

lone offenders, the race of the offender was perceived by the victim to be 

white in 42 percent of all personal victimizations and black/other in 55 per­

cent of the v:i,ctimizations 19 in the eight Impact Cities as an aggregate. 

There'were marked variations in these percentages among the various 

subcategories of vicitimization for the eight Impact Cities as an aggregate. 

For assaultive violence without theft, the race of the lone offender was per-

ceived to be black/other in fewer than half of the victimizations, while for 

assaultive violence with theft, robbery without injury and personal larceny, 

the race of the lone offender was perceived to be black/other in nearly three 

out of four of the victimizations. Thus the ra~e of the 'lone offenderwas sub­

stantially ~ore often perceived to be black/other in personal victimizations invol-

, ; ~ 
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Table 3.21 

Perceived Race Of The Lone Offender In Personal Victimizations a 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

RACE OF OFFENDER 

Not Aacert-
White Black- a1.ned 

O'ther Don't Know .. Q 

Assaultive Violence 
With Theft 24% 74'!. l'!. 

i) 
(1.580) (4.970) (70) 

Without Theft 
53'!. 45'!. 21. 

(3§.500) (31,300) (1,520) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
Robbery 25t 737- 2'%. 

(4.300) (12.420 (340) 

Larceny 
18'f. 74'%. 9'%. 

(2.120) (8.860) (1.120) 

Total Personal Victimizations 
427- .. 55'%. 3t 

(44.500) (57.5S0) (3.040) 

a Subcategories .. ,not ~ to total due to round1ns. 

, ' .. 

i' 

--------------

Total 

100% 
(6.630) 

1007-
(69,300) 

1007-
(17,060) 

1007-
(12.090>. 

lOOt 
(10S.090) 
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ving theft. 

In all categories of personal victimizations there were considerable f1unc-

tuations in these percentages across cities. For total personal vietimizations 

the percentages of lone offenders whose races' were perceived by the victim to be 

black/other range from 34 percent in Denvet to 83 percent in Newark. In each of 

the Impact Cities, the race' of the lone offender was more often perceived to be 

black/other in personal victimizations involving theft than in personal victimiza-

tions not involving theft; further, the percentages of lone offenders who were per-

ceived to be black/other in victimizations of as~au1tive violence with theft, rob­

bery without injury and personal larceny were similar for each of the eight cities. 

Since the proportion of the general population which is black/other varies from 

city to city, it is necessary to take such variations into account in analyzing 

these results. Table 3.22 shows the ratio of thepercentage',of lone offenders 

in personal incidents whose races are black/other to the survey estimated percen­

tage of each city's population (12 years of age or older) which was black/other. 

In each of the eight cities the proportion of those lone offenders who were per-

ceived to be black/other is equal to or greater than their representation in 

the general population for each subcategory of personal victimization. 

In thei<}ight cities as an aggregate, 35 percent o~ the general population 
~ j' 'J 

(12 ye-ais of age or older) was estimated black/other, while the raceoof the lone 

offender was perceived to be b1ack/o~her in 55 percent of the personal victi-

mization. Since the 
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Table 3.22 

Ratio of Pereentase Of The Lone Offender In Personal Vict~ization. Whbae Race Ie Perceived To Be 
Black/Other To The Percentase Of The City'e Population Which Ia Black/Other e 

Eisht I.pact Citie. 

, 
Atlanta Baltillore Cleveland Dallas \ Denver Newark ' Portland 

Z.tiaated Percentage Of Total b 
Population Which Ia Black/Other 54% 46% 39% 26% 11% 58% 7% . 
Aaaaultive Violence 

1.46 1.85 2.13 2.96 4.18 1.69 8.29 With Theft (79%) (85%) (83%) (77%) (46%) (98%) (58%) 

1.00 1.37 1.41 1.54 2.82 1.31 4.14 Without Theft (54%) (63%) (55%) (40%) (31%) (76%) (39%) 

P~~aonal Theft Without Injury 1.39 1.80 2.05 2.85 4.27 1~47 6.57 

Robbery 
(75%) (83%) (BO%) (74%) (47%) (B5%) (46%) 

1.30 1.80 1.97 2.27 3.27 1.4B 8.29 
Larceny (70X) (63%) . (77%) (59%) . (36%) (86%) (5B%) .. 

.' 1 .. 11 1.57. 1.,67 1.81,,:, < 3.09 1,.43 4.86 Total Personal Vi~tiaization t (60%) i (12%) 
, 

(65%) (47%), ! (34%) I (8~%) (34%) f 

St. Loui. 
Auresate 
Total 

39% 35% 

1.87 2,.11 
(73%) (74%) 

1.15 1.28 
(45X) (45%) 

2.05 2.0B 
(BO%) (73%) 

2.00 2.11 
(78%) (74%) 

1.49 1.57 
(58%) (55%) 

a Perceatale. which appear in parenthe.e. tDd'icate the proportion of the total lo~e offender.·~no.e iaee i. percei"d to be Black/Oth.r. 

b The.e percata.e. are ded.ed (roa e.tillatea produced by the .ictia~ .. tiOl\ .un". in .ach Ilipact City. 
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ratio of the latter to the former is 1.57, those~offenders who were perceived 

to be black/others accounted for a substantially greater proportion of per-
\ 

sbnal victimizations than would be expected on the basis of their proportionate 

representation in the ge~era1 population. In most of the eight cities the 

:ratios for total personal victimizations are rather close to the aggregate 

.ratio, with the excep~ion of Atlanta, which has a smaller ratio (1.11) and 

;Denver and Portland, which have much larger ratios (3.09 and 4.86 respectively). 

As earlier analyses foreshadow~d, the ratios are greater for personal 

:victimizations involving theft (assaultive violence with theft: 2.11; robbery 

without injury: 2.08; personal larceny: 2.11? than for personal victimiza­

tions not involving theft (assaultive violence without theft: 1.28). Once 

again, this finding holds for each of .the eight cities. For each of the three 
y'~-= 

subcategories of personal incidents, Atlanta's ratios are' somewhat lower than 

the aggr~gate, while the ratios for Denver and Portland (especially the latter) 

are .marked1y larger than the aggregate. 

From Table 3,.23 it can be seen that for tot~l personal victimizations 

while 19 out of 20 black/other victims were vict-imbed by lone offenders whose 

.race was perceived to be black/other, about 13 out of 20 white victims were 

victimized by lone offenderswhose~ace was perceived to be white. Analyzed 

from the perspective of the perceived race of the offender, these same data 

for total personal victimizations show that for Qone offenders whose race was 

per,ceived to be white, 95 percent of their victms were also white, but for 

lone offenders whose race was perceived '~o be black/other, only 56 percent of 

(;1 
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Table 3.23 

Relationship Between The .erce1ved Rac6 Of The, Lone Offender ADd The Race Of The Victlll In Perlloaal, Victillizatioua 

White 

Black-
Other 

Total 

. Eight Illpact Cities: Aurelate 

Assaultive Violence With Theft 

VICTIM'S RACE 

White Black- TOTAL 
Other 

94% 6% 100% 
40% 4% 24% 

(l,500) (100) (1.600) 

45% , 55% 100% 
60% 95% 76% 

(2,230) (2.720) .(4.950) 

.5,'% 43% 100% 
100% l:OOI 100% 

q,730) (2,820) (6.550) 

o 
P 
F 
E 
N 
D 
E 
R , 
s 

R 
A 
C 
E 

White 

B1ack-
Other 

Total 

Assaultive Violence Without Theft 

VICTIM'S RICE 

Wh:l.te Blaek- TOTAL 
Other 

96% 4% 100% 
72% 7% 54% 

(35.190) (1.290) (36.480) 
, 

43% 57% 100% 
28% 93% 46% 

(13.360) (17.940) (31.300) 

72% 28% 100% 
100% 100% 100% 

(48.550) (19.230) (67.780) 

a Subcateg!?r1es may not8UIII to total'due to roundinBi "not a.cerUined" and "don't kilow" reaponaea to raee of offender are 
debt*! fl'Oll thiatable. 
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Table 3.23 

Relationship Between The Perceived Race Of The Lone Offender And The Race Of The Victim In Personal Vict1aizatioasa 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

(Continued) 

Personal Theft Without Injury: Jlobbery . Pereonal Theft Without Injury: Larceny 

VICTIM'S RACE. 

White Black- TOTAL 
Other 

White 89% 11% 100% 
41% 6% 26% 

(3,830) (460) (4,300) 

Black- liS%" ,55::&; lOO::&; 
Other 59% 94% 74% 

(5,530) (6,890) (12,420) 

56% 44% 100% 
Total 100% 100% 1,00% 

(9,360) (7,360) (i6,710) 

Subcattlgoriea .. y not IIUa to total due to rouodiq. 
are d~eted frca tM. table. 

o 
F 
F 
E 
N . 

D 
E 
R 

s 

R 
A 
C 
E 

White 

Black-
Other 

"Ttltal 

VICTIM'S RACE 

White Black-
Other 

89% 11% 
32% 5% 

(1,880) (22,0) 

46% 54% 
68% 95% 

(4,030) (4,830) 

54% 46% 
100% 100% 

(5,920) (5,070) 

TOTAL 

100% 
19% 

(2,120) 

.~""loo% 
" 81% 

(8,860) 

100% 
100% 

(10.980 

"not aecertained" and "IiuD't"mow" reaponaea to race of offeoder 
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Table 3.23 
a 

Relationship Between The Perceived Race Of The Lone Offender And The Race Of The Victim In Personal Victimizations 
Eight Iapact Cities: Aggregate 

o 
F 
r 
E 
II 
D 
E 
11 , 
s 

,11 
A 
C 
I 

;-. 

• 

(Continued) 

Total Per~nal Victiataation 

. VICTIM'S RACE 

White Black- TarAL 
Other 

Whita 95% 5% 100% 
63% 6% 44% 

(42,390) (2,090)' (44,500) 

Black- 44% 56% 100% 
Other 37% 94% 56% 

(25,180) (32,380) (57,550) 

66% 34% 100% 
Total 100% 100% 100r/~) 

(67.560) (34,480) (102,030) 

subcategories _7 not 8UIl to total due to 
rauDd1Da; '''not HcertaiRed" end :'don'tlmov" rupou •• 
tore. of offendar ara del.ted fr. thia table. 
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their v.ictims were also black/other. These patterns do not vary substantially 

of f en-

of rob-

" , 

Race of Multiple Offenders 

When multiple offenders were involved in the personal victimizations 

a picture similar to that for lone-offender emerges. Table 3.24 shows that 

for more than nine out of ten multiple-offender personal victimizations, the 

races of the mUltiple offenders were perceived to be either all white or all 

black/other; for the remaining victimizations the ,races of the offenders were 
() 

perceived to be racially mixed or the races of the offenders were unknown •• ~" 

To an even greater extent than for lone offenders,' the races of multiple offen-
fe', .... ~ 

ders are much more often perceived by the victims ,to be ali 'plack/other than 

all white (66 percent vs. 27.percent).20 As was the case for lone offenders, 

o / the races of multiple offender,s were more often perceived to b~ all black 
;1' 

f other in victimii;1;ationsin1folving' theft than in victimization!;! involving 
\ ~ 

assault without theft. For ~~p1~.in assaultive violence without theft, 

,\ 

the races of multiple offend~rs were perceived to be all black/other in 

49 percent of the victimizations; .,on the other hand for assaultive violence 
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(\ Table 3.24 
,,' c~) " 

Perceived Rae •• Of Multiple Offenders In Personal Victimizations a 
" Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

RACES 'OF Ol'P!NDERS 

All All Hixed 'Not Aacer- :1 
White Blaclt- tained 

", , Other Don't Know 

Assaultive Violence 19% 75% 3% 2% 
With Th.~t 

(2.570) (9.930) (450) (310) 

Without Theft 43% 491 5% 2% 
, 

(16.390) (18.810) (2.020) (910) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 15% 79% 3% 3% 
Robbery 

(4,200h (22.940) (970) (810) 

Larceny 10% 85% 3% 3% 
" 

(930) (7.860) (240) (280) 

Total Personal Victimization 27% 66% 4% 3% 

(24.100) -(59.""540)- (3.690) (2.320) 
'," a " Subcategories may DOt 8U8 to total due to roun4tna. 

. 
TOTAL 

100% 

(.1.3.260) 

100% 

(-38,150)" 

100% 

(28,950) 

'1"00% 

(9.310~, 

100% 

(89,660) 

.~ 
\ 
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" 
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with theft the figures are 75 percent perceived to be all black/other and 

19 percent perceived to be all white. For robbery without injury the figures 

are 79 percent perceived to be all black/other and 15 percent perceived to be 

all white; and, for personal larceny the figures are 85 percent and ten per-

cent, respectively, 

Table 3.25 shows that for each of the subcategor~es of personal victi-

mization, in each of the eight cities, the proportion of victimizations in which 

the offenders were perceived to be all black/other exceeds the proportion of 

black/others in the general population (12 years of age or older) of the respec-

tive city. For the eight cities as an agg regate, the offenders races were 

perceived to be all black/other in 66 percent of the personal victimizations 

while only an estimated 35 percent of the general population (12 years of age 

or older) was black/other; thus the ratio (66 percent to 35 percentY is 1.89. 

As was observed for lone-offenders--for each of the three subcategories of 

personal victimizations--the ratios are smaller·thanthe aggregate for Atlanta 

and larger than the aggregate for Denver and Portland, especially the latter. 

For assaultive violence without theft, for example, the aggregate ratio is 1.40, 

while the ratios for Atlanta, Denver, and Portland are 1.07, 2.82, and 5.57, 

respectively; for assaultive violence with theft, the aggregate is 2.14 and the 

respective ratios far Atlanta, Denver, a~d Portland .rel.56, 5.18 and 8.43. 

Let us now focus on the races of the victim and the multiple offender, 

considering for the moment only those victimizations in which the races of 

-----------------.----------~~~----------------
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Table 3.25 

RatiQ~f Percentage Of Multiple Offenders In Parsonai Victtmi.at1on. Whos. aac.s Ar~. Parceive4 To Ie 
Black/Other To The Percentase Of The City'. Population Which~. Ilack/Othera 

Eight X-pact Cities 

Atlanta Baltialore Cleveland 'Dallas Denver Newark Portland 

Estillated Percentage Of Total b 54% 46% 39% 26% 11% 58% 7% Population Which Is Black/Other , 

As,:ault1ve Violence 
With Theft 1.56 i 1.93 1.67 2.38 5.18 1.45 8.43 

(84%) (89%) (65%) (62%) (57%) (84%) (59%) 
'0. . 

Without Theft 1.07 1.54 1.13 2.00 2.82 1.17 .5.57 

(58%) (71%) (44%) (52%) (31%) (68%) (3
0
9%) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
Robbery 1.57 1.98 2.00 2.54 5.36 1.50 7.86 

(85%) (91%) (78%) (66%) (59%) (87%) (55%) 

Larceny 1.72 1.98 1.87 2.81 6.09 1.45 10.29 
(93%) (91%) (73%) (73%) (67,%) (84%) (72%) 

. 
Total Personal Victimization 1.39 1.83 1.62 2.19 3.91 1.43 6.86 

(75%) (84%) (63%) (57%) (43%) (83%) (48%) 

St. Lou:1a Aggregate 
01'0 tal 

39% 35% 

1.95 2.14 

(76%) (75%) 

1.10 1.40 

(43%) (49%) 

2.08 2.26 
(81%) (79%) 

. 
2.33 2.43 
(91%) (85%) 

1.64 1.89 

(64%) (66%) 

a Percentages which appear in parentheses indicate the proportion of total muitip1e offendera whose races are perceived to be Blac«/Other. 

b Theae percentages are derived fro. estiaates produced by the victfai.ation .~rveys in ~ach r.p~ct City. 
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the offenders were perceived to be either all white or all black/other. 
1 

Table3·.Z6 shows that in about 14 out of 15 of these personal victimizations, 

black/other victims were victimized by offenders a,ll of ~{hose races were per­

ceived to be black/other; on the other hand, in only about six out of 15 of 

these personal victimizations were ~~~'I:t>S victimized by offenders whose races 
21 

are all perceived to be white. 

From the perspective of the perceived race of the mUltiple offenders, 

these data present a simiJ.,ar image. When the races of the multiple offen­

ders were perceived to beaU black/other, fewer than half of the victims ?;t,:-;,: 
;, / 

total personal victimizations were also black/other. When the races ~t the~ 

multiple offenders were perceived to be all white, more than 90 percent of the 

victims of total personal victimizations were also white. Finally, when the 

races of multiple offende~swere perceived to be mixed, three out of four of 

the victims of total personal victimizations were wh~te. Within each of the 

multiple offender ';racial groups, the findings for total personal victimiza-

tions essentially hold for the subcategories of personal victimization shown 

in Table 3.26. However, it can. be noted from Table 3.26 that when the offen-

ders were perceived to be all black/other, the proportion of white victims 
I) OJ' 

ranges from slightly less than half for robbery without i~jury and assaul-

tive violence with theft, to slightly more than three out of five for assaul-
o 

tive violence without theft. In their entirety, these data for single and 
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Table 3.26 

Relationship Between The Perceived Races Of Multiple Offenders And Race Of Victim In Personal Victimizatipnsa 
• Eight IDIpact Cities: Aggregate ' 

Assaultive Violence With Theft 

VICTIM'S RACE 
i" 

White Black- TOTAL 
Other 

All 94% 6% 100% 
White 31% 3% 19% 

(2.410 (I.50) (2,570) 

All 48% 52% 100% 
Black- 62% 92% 75% 
Other (4,800) (5,130 (9,950)' 

Mixed, Not 63% 37% 100% 
Aacertaioed, 6% 5% 6% 
Don't Know (480) (290) (760) 

58% '42% 100% 
TOTAL 100r 100% 100% 

(7,690) (5.570) (Hi-280)' 

-• Subcategories .. y not 8Ua to total due to roundiol. 

o 
F 
F 
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A 
C 
E 
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Assaultive Violence Without Theft 

VICTIM'S RACE 

White Black- TOTAL 
Other 

All 92% 8% 100% 
White 52% 14% 43% 

(15,130) (1,270) (16,390) 

All 62% 3B% 100% 
B1ack- . 40% 80% 49% 
Other (11,590) (7,220) (lB,BI0) 

Mixed, Not B1% 19% ,100% 
Aacertaioed, B% 6% BX 
Don't lCnow (2,370) (550) (2,930) 

76% 24% 100% 
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 

(29,090) (9,040) (3B,130) 

a~~:"""''7"'''I(:,l i·'·.~:~m'"';,.~~~~~.;:Z;~';;~):':;~~~":"'-~~'::-~~~:.teo:t;=::=)?tt.i~'_""'"---""""''''''-'''''''''''''''-''''''''''~~~..:l::;r~~~~,..;~~~~;;..::a 
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Table 3.26 

Relationship Between The Perceived Races Of Multiple Offenders And Race Of Victim In Personal Victimization.­
Bight Impact Citiesl Aggregate 

All 
Mh1te 

All 
Black-
Other 

Mixed, Not" 
Ascertaint'id 
Don 't Knen,· 

TOl'AL . 

(Continued) 

Personal Theft Without Injury:. Robbery 

vICtIM'S RACE 

White Black- '.totAL_ 
Otber 

89% 11T. 100% 
23% 4% 15% 

(3,730) (470) (4,200) 

-47% 53% 100% 
68% 93% 79% 

(10,740) (12",200) ...(22.940) 

79% 23% ..100% 
9% 3% 6% 

(1,410) (410) (1,780) 

55% 45% 100% 
100% 100% 100% 

(15,880) (13,080) (28,950) 

• Subcategories may nat sum to total due to rounding. 

o 
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R 
A. 
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All 
.White 

All 
Black-
Other 

H:LXed, 'Not 
Ascertained 
Don't Know 

'IOTAL 

Personal Theft Without Injury: Larceny 

VICrIM'S RACE 

White Black- TOTAL 
Other 

95% 5% 100% 
18% 1% 10% 
(890) (50) (940) 

50% 50% lOOr. 
78% 92% 84% 

(3.950) (3,900) (7 860) 

41% 48% 100% 
4% 7% 6% 

(220) (290) (510) 

54% 46r. 100r. 
lOOr. 100% 100% 

(5,060) (4,250) (9.310) 
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Table 3.26 

, Relationship Between The Perceived Races Of Multiple Offenders And Race Of Victim In Personal Vict1mizationaa 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

. ' 

o 
:F 
p 
E 
N 
D 
E 
11. 
S , 

11. 
A 
C 
! 

,8 

(Continued) 

Total Personal Victimization 

VICTIM'S RACE 

White Black- 'l'OiId.. 
Other 

All 92% 8% 100% 
White 38% 6% 27% 

(22,160) (1,940) (24.100) 

All 52% 48% 100% 
B1ack- 54% ; 89% 65% 
Other ,(31.090) (28.460) (S9.~60) 

' .. - 75% 25% 100a:; .MiXed. Not 
Ascertained 8% 5% 7% 
Don't ltDov (4,500) (1,500) (6.000) 

64% 36% '100% 
'l'OfAL 100% 1.00% 100% 

(57,750) (31,900 (89,660) 

• Subcategori.. ~, DOt ega to ,total dua to 
rouadu.. 
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mUltiple offenders are in close agreement: blacklo~her victillis of personal 

crimes were overwhelmingly victimized by offenders whose races' were perceived 

to be black/other. and white victims ,of personal crimes were more ~~ikely to 

have been victimized by offenders whose races w~re perceived tope black/other 

than by pf.fenders whose races are perceived to be white. This holds for every 

major subcategory of victimization except assaultive violence without ,theft 

committed by lone offenders against white victims in which case a substantial 

majority (72 percent) of the offenders were perceived to be white. 

It is worth noting (from Tables 3.23 and 3.26 ) that of those personal 

victimizations involving lone white offenders and "all white" multiple of-

fenders, just le'ss than two out of three of these victimizations (44,500 out 

of 68,600) are accounted for by lone offenders; of those personal victimiza-

tions involVing lone black/other offenders and "all black/other" multiple 

offenders, fewer than half of these personal victimizations (57,530 out of 

117,070) are accounted for by lone black/other offenders. Therefore, just . . ":;., 

as those offenders who w?re perceived to be under 21 years of age were dis-

proportionately found among the multiple offenders, so too are those offen-

ders whose races were perceived to be black/other. 

Several observations regarding the perceived ra~e of the Qffender are 

in order. It must be stressed that these reflect perceptions of victims; 

how veridical these perceptions are, has not been adequately stuciied in the 
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NCP developmental work. Therefore, interpretation of these data must be 

cautious. 

Just as the lone-and multiple-offender data regarding the perceived age 

of the offender were in basic agreement, so too are the lone-and multiple-'J 

offender data regarding the pex'ceived race of the offender. Likewise, there 

are similarities between the age and the race results. l' For example, the finding 

that the racial composition of the victim-offender participants is more often 

homogeneous in assaultive violence without theft victimizations than in theft 

victimizations, parallels the comparable fi~ding regarding the similarity of 

the victim-offender participants with respect to age. These findings give 

h iti that assaultive violence without theft disproportion-support to t e propos . on 

ately arises in the course of day-to-day interactions. 

In perso~al victimizations involving the~t, the victim-offender partici­

pants are less racially homogeneous than in assaultive violence without theft 

victimizations. Once again, this findiF8 is parallel to a similar finding with 

age. In connection with the finding that th~ft offenders who are perceived 

to be young Clisproportionately victimize older victims, it was suggested that 

this may be so because younger victims arecless likely to have valuable prop­

pert yon their persons. Black/other offenders in theft victimizations may 

victimize whites for simLlar reasons--because they may be perceived as being 
22' 

more likely than black/other victims to have valuabl¢ property on their persons. ' 
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Before leaving the 10, erceived f th ff d race 0 e 0 en er, it is im,portant to 

note that in the NCP surveys--and in its decennial censuses as well-- the 

Census Bureau counts Spanish-Americans among whites. It is quite possible 

that some victims may be mistaking Spanish-Americans offenders for black/ 

others or simply that some vic~ims classify Spanish-Americans as other than 

white. If this were happening, the effect would, of course, be to inflate 

the proportion of offenders who were perceived to be black/others. 
This 

effect would be espeCially marked for cities such as Denver in which the 

Spanish-American population is large relative to the black/other population. 
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Elements Of Personal Victimizations 

Circumstances Surrounding Personal Incidents 

As can be seen by refel:'ence to the household interview schedule in 

Appendix B, the crime incident report contains many questions regarding 

the circumstanc~~ surrounding the incident. While some of these cir­

cumstances (e.g. whether a weapon was used by the offender) were taken 

i~to account in creating the N,CP crime classification system used herein 

(see Table 1.,5), information was solicited about many of the other 

details of the incidents ih order to provide additional information 
\' 

regarding the nature of crimj,nal incidents. In this section, some of 

these circu~stances will be explored in order to provide a clearer 

understnading of the nature of victimizations uncovered in the survey. 

In-particular, this section will examine the time and-place of occur­

rence, the number of victims and offenders involved, and type of weapon 

involved (if any). 

As noted above, the number of victimizations is not the same as 

the number of incidents, since som~ incidents involve multiple victims 

(and hence multiple victimizations); thus, the number of victimizations 

exceeds the number of incidents. In this section on the circumstances 

surrounding the crime, the inciden~ will be the unit of count, since-­

regardless of the number of victims involved--the incident usually only 

occurs at one time, in one plaGe, and so on. In this section, then the char-

149 

acteristics of the incident are examined. 

Time and Place of Occurrence 

Reference to the "total personal incidents" row of Table 3 .. 27 shows 

that nearly one-half of the personal incidents occurred during daylight hours 

(6 AM - 6 PM), tw~ out of five occurred between 6 PM and midnight, while only 

, 23 
one out of ten personal incidents occurred between midnight and 6 AM. 

Data not shown here indicate that this distribution maintains whether or not 

the victim and tpe offender are known to each other. 

The results in this table show that the majority of incidents involving 

assault--with or without theft--occurred between 6 PM and 6 AM. It can be 

noted further from Table 3,.27 that only 47 percent of the incidents of per-

sonal theft without injury which involved force or threat of force without 

fnjury--namely, robbery without injury~~but 64 percent of the incidents of 

personal theft without injury which did not involve force or threat of force-­

personal larceny-'::::occurred between 6 AM and 6 PM. OVerall, therefore, those 

incidents involving assaultive violence or force without injury were more often 

"nighttime" incidents, while those incidents involvj,ng per~onal larceny were 

more often "daytime" incidents. 

Personal incidents in each of the major subcategories are shown in 
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Table 3.27 

Time Of Occurrence Of Personal Incidents
a 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

'. 

TIKE 01' OCCUBRENCE 

6am-6pm 6pm to 
Mid!light 

Assaultive Violence 
With ~eft 38% .461-

(7,120) (8,600) 

Without Theft 461- 417-
(43,340) (38,640) 

, . 
Personal Theft Without, lnjury 

. RobberY 47% 42% 
(19,060) (16,730) 

Larceny 64% 29% 
(18,560) (8,4'0) 

TO:~l Personal Ind. dente 481. 4O'T. 
(88,060) (72,460) 

• Subcategories.), no~ ._ to total due to roundin&. 

blncluilea: don't kDov tille of nlalit., 

(] 

Midnight 
to 6am 

157-
(2,730) 

12% 
(11,630) 

10i'~ 
(4,110) 

5% 
(1,480) 

11% 
(19.950) 

Don't Knowb TOTAL 
Not Ascer-
tained 

0% 1007-
(100) (18,560) 

1% 100% 
(970) (94,530) 

-
1% 100% 

(380) (40,280) 

1'1. 100% (I 

(360) (28,920) 

., 

11 1007. 
(1.830) (182,290) 
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Table 3.28 to have occurred much more often iIi outside public places ("street, 
,r-
" park, field" etc.) than in any other location; in fact, for each suB'category 

1\ of personal incidents shown, the placle of occurrence was more likely to be 
- ji 

jl 
such a public place than all other categories combined. For assaultive vio-

lence with theft and robbery without injury~ seven out of ten of the inci-

f~ents, but for assaultive violence without theft and personal larceny, just 
,: 'I ," <I'., o( 

'\0 
more than half of the incidents, occurred in these outside public places. 

For total personal incidents, the next most likely place of occurrence was 

inside a non-residential building (such as an office building), or on a public 

conveyance; about one eighth of all personal incidents, but more than one-fourth 

of the personal larceny incidents, occurred in pl"aces falling into this category. 
" 

.,i\ 
,\ 

Finally. about one-tenth of all personal incidents occurred in the heme, of the 

victim and an additional one-tenth near the home (in yatld, on sidewalk in front 

of home, etc.) of the victim. 

As might be expected,the pz:ior relationship of the offender and the 

victim is associated with the place in which the inc~dent occurred (Table 
~-;:::;I 

3.29 ). The major differences between strange~~.1clnon-stranger incidents 
~~-

~:~~. ,-. 
in places of occurrence are between the~ategories of putside public pl~ces 

and inside the home of the Victim. When the offender was a stranger about two-

thirds of allperson~l incidents occurred in "street, park, field, etc,. ': 

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

incidents occurred in outside public places; personal~ incidents involving 
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Table 3.28 
. a 

Place Of Occurrence Of Personal Incidents 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

,P1;ACE OF OCCURRENCE 

Inside Vacation Near Inside b Street, c Inside Elsewhere Not"As~er Total 
Home Home Home Non..,Resi- Park, Etc. School tained 

denti~l' Bldl 
c, 

~ssaultive Violence 
With Theft 9% 0% 11% 5% 70% 2% 2% 0% 100% 

(1,660) (10) (2,100) (870) (13,060) (450) (340) (50) I (18,560) 

Without Theft 1'3% 0% 10%. 12% 527- 6% ·7% 0% 100% 
(12,420) (380) (9,710) (11,070) (48,760) (5,460) (6,330) (390) (94,530) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
Robbery 9% Or. 9% 5% 69% 5% 2% 0% 100% 

(3,460) (50) (3,610) (2,090) (27 ,~50) (1,980) (940) " (160) (40,280) 

Larceny 2% 0% .8% 27% 56% 3% 4% 0% 100% 
(550) (110): (2,180) (7,850) (16,230,) (750) (1,190) (80) (28,900) . . . 

Total Personal Incidents 10% 0% 10% 12% 58% 5% 5% 0% 100% 
(18,l~0) (560) (17,580) (21,880) (106,020) (8,630) (8.810) (660) (182,290) .' a Subcategories may not sum to total due to rounding. 

b Includes inside commercial building suchuas store, restaurant. bank,'gas station, public conveyanc~ or,station as well as 'indide office, 
factory or warehouse. 

c Includes school grounds. 
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Table 3.29 

Place Of Occurrence Of Personal Incidents, By Victim's Prior Relationship To The Offendera 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

PLACE OF OCCURRENCE 

C') Inside Vacation Near Inside Non Street, Inside Elsewhere 
Lf) Home Home Home Rcsidentia Park, Ett.. c School 
r-I Building.b 

0 

AssaUltive Violence 7% 0% 12% 5% 73% 2% 2% 
With Theft Stranger (1.110) (10) - (1.920) (770) (l2.010) (330) (270) 

- - - ---- ----- ---- - --- ------ ---- ---- 1-.:..----
Non-Stranger 27% 0% 9% ' S1 51% 6% 3% 

(550) (0) (180) , (100) (1.050) (120) (70) 

Without Theft 8% 0% 9% 12% 60% S% 5% 
Stranger (4.850) (150) _ ~.~OL (7.2..°E)_ -~~~) ..:.(~4~ (3.090), ------- r---- - - - - - - - ---

Non-Stranger 25% 1% 12% 11% 34% 7% ,10% 
(7.570) (230) (3,770) (3,370) (10.610) (2.020) (3.240) . 

Personal Theft Without Injury 7% 0% 9% 5% 72%' 4% 2% 
Robbery Stranger (2.520) (SO) ~ _Q'lli)_ (2.020) (26.630) (1.630) (760) --- ----- ----- -- - - - --- --- --1""----

Non-Stranger 29% 0% ll% 2% 41% 11% 6% 
(940) (0) (370) (70) (1.320) (360) (200) 

Larceny 1% 0% 7% 27% 57% 2% 4% 
Stranger (350) (llO) (2,070) (7,660) '(16,030) (610) (1.050) -----_ ... - -------- ;- ---- ----1--- - 1--'-:-- f- ----

Non-Stranli\er 21% 0% 9% 20% 21% 13% 13% 
(200) CO) (90) (190) (200) (130) (130) 

Total Personal Incidents 6% 0% 9% 12% 64% 4% 4% ' 
-Stranger (~.840) (330) (13.170) (18.140) (92.830) (6.010) (5,190) -------- - ----- U-1---- 10%- -- 35%"- - -7%- --m-25% 12% 

Non-Stranger (9.280) (2l0) (4,410) (3.7/10) (13.190) (2.620) (3.620) 

• Subca tegories ma,. not SUII to total due to round in • I 

Not Total 
Mccrtain-
ed 

0% 100% 
(50) (1~ ,490) 

--0";;- -1'00% -
(0) (2,070) 

1% 100% 
(340) (r.::,.660) ---- i- -- --
0% 100% 
(50) (30,870) 

0% LOO% 
(160) (37,060) --- .. -.--
0% 100% 

(0) (3,220) 

0% 100% 
(80) (27.930) 

r- - - . - ---
0% 100% 

(0) (970) 

0% 100% 
(610) (145,130) 

I- -- 0%- f- :1.00%--
(50) (37.160) 

b Includes inside commercial building auch aa atore, resta.rant. bank. ,&8 ~tat~on. public conveyance or atation .a well aa ina1deoffice, 
factory. or varelui08e~ . . ---

C Include. school: arouncla. 
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non-strangers occurred in the home of the victim one-quarter of the 

time, but personal incidents involving strangers occurred in the home of the 

victim only six percent of the time. 

In summary, in the Impact Cities personal incidents occur overwhelmingly 

in outside public places. Although personal incidents involving non-strangers 

are more likely than personal incidents involving s~rangers to occur inside 

the home of the victim, even personal incidents involving non-strangers are 

more likely to occur in outside public places'. than in the home of the victim. 

It would seem that, in general, those spending ,a great deal of time in 

outside public places increase their exposure to all types of personal 

victimization. 

Number of Victims 

The vast majot"ity of persotlal incidents were committed against lone 

victims. As Table 3.30 shows, about nine out of ten personal incidents involved 

a single victim. For personal incidents in which theft was an element (assaul-
I( 

tive violence with theft, robbery ~thout injury and personal larceny), 19 

out of 20 incidents involved a, person who was unaccompanied~ Victimization 

qf a trio or more was quite rare--only ,about one out of 50 incidents involved 
''i\ "1 •. -:=_: 
three or more victims. 

Using the criteria discussed above in our analysis of completed and 

attempted offenses, the incidents committed have been separated into completed 
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.N\Dber ·0£ Victims Involved In Personal Incidl;mts 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

~R OF VICTIMS 

One Two . Three 

Assaultive,Vio1ence . 
With Theft 95% 4% 17-

(17,550) (830) (120) 

Without Theft 89% 8% 2% 
(84,410) (7,140) (1,520) 

., 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
Robbery 93% 5% 1% 

(37,290) . (2,120) (520) ....... ... 
""" "."" 

Larceny 97% 2% 0% 
(28,160) (630) (80) 

~otal Personal Illcidents. 92% 6% 1% 
(167,430) (10,720) (2,230) 

• Subcateloriea .. , DOt 8UIl to total due to rOUDdinl. 

" 

Four Or 
Hore 

0% 
(80) 

2% 
(1,480) 

1% 
(330) 

~'~fl 

0% 
(40) 

1% 
(l,950) 

" 

-
TotAL 

100% 
(18,560) 

100% 
(94,530) 

100% 
(40,280) 

.. -' 
100% 

(28,920) 

100% 
(182,290) 
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and attempted incidents and cross-tabulated in Table 3.·31 by the number of 

victims present. This table shows that for assaultive victimizations, the 
,\ 

numb~l:' of victims present is related to',~the completion rate; when there was 

a lone victim, 42 percent of the incidents were completed, when there was a 

pair of victims 33 percent of the incidents were completed, and when there 

wE';re thre~ o:t:more victims, only 29 percent of the incidents were completed. 

These res~lts certainly suggest that to some extent, there may well be 

safety in numbers. Not only did personal victimizations of each type seldom 

occur to accompanied individuals, but when assaultive victimizations did 

occur they were less often completed when multiple victims were involved in 

the incident. 

Number of Offenaers 

Although incidents with more than one victim did riot occur very offen, 

incidents with more than on~ offender were rather commonplace (see Table 3,.32). 

!or only one category of personal incidents did single offenders predominate; 

65 percent of the incidents of assaultive violence without theft involved single 

offenders. However for crimes involving theft (assaultive 

violence with theft, robbery without injury and personal larceny) from three-

fifths to two-thirds of the incidents involved multiple offenders. In fact, 

about one-quarter of all personal incidents involve three or mpre offenders; 

for assaultive violence with theft and robbery without injury, about one-third 

; . 
"-~>j" 

I 

" -"1 
I 

o 

.t 

" c· 

\ . '. 

o 

.. , 

L .. 



\ 

\. 
,_r.J\ 
\,~.~ 

0 

,-r" I 
',j 

.. \ 

" 

o 

~' 

,:,' 

" ,'!) 

)\~ 

I" 
l, 

! 
'1 

I 
I 

,.'''''-

<> 

\ (> 
'1 

./) 
" T( 

• 

Table 3.31 

a 
Completed Versus Attempted Personal Incidents,BY The Number Of Victims 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

NUMlIER OF VICTIMS 
.. 

One Two Three Four Or Total 
More 

total Assaultive Violen~;e 
Completed 42% 33% 29% 29% 41% 

" 
(42,76P) (2,650) (470) (450) (46,310) 

Attempted 58% 67% 71% 71% 59% 
(59,210) (5,310) (1,180) (1,110) (66,770) 

\~\ 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

{lOl,950) (7,960) (1,630) (lS~60) (113,100) 
" " 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
" 

Robbery Completed 60% 55% 62% 52% , 60% 
(22,490) (1,160) (320) (170) (24,180) 

(I 
Attempted 40% 45% 48% 48% 40% 

(14,800) (960) (200) (160) (16,100) 
;, 

/1 
\\, 

\'-
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 1<H);t-

(37 ,290)~ (2,120) (520) (330) (40,280) 

,Personal Theft Withou\: Injury 
~;, Larceny Completed 86% 81% B B 86% 

(24,150) (510) (50) (40) (24,760) 

Atb!lllpted 14% 19% B B 14% 
(4~010) (120) (30) (0) (4.160) 

v' 

c= r; 
'_/ 

Total 100% 100% B B 100% 
(28,l;60) (630) (80) (40) (~~,920) 

,. 
a Subcategories may not.8\III to total due to~undiDg. 
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Table 3.32 

Number Of Offenders Involved In rersonal Incidents& 
1';lghtImpact Cities: Aggregate 

NUMBER OF OFFENDERS 

One '1'wo Three Four Or 
" More 

'e . 

Ass'aulUve Violence 
II With'l'heft 327- 277- - 19% 187-

# (5,990) (4,980) (3,460) (3,360) 

1 

-/ Without Thel;t 657. 10% 8% 12% 
I, .";:\ 

(61, ~).O) (9,920) (7,480) (11,380) 
#.,~'? 

:7, u 
\1 .' 

It' " 
.. ' . , ' . 

Personal Theft Without InjUry 
<I Robbery 38% 287- 177. 14% 

n (15,140). (11,410) (6,,950) , (5,460) 
l".; 

Larceny 4.07- ~ 197- 77. 4% 

;~ ;:,.::-' 
(11,680) (5,420) (~,130) (1,170) 

,( 

, 

To~l Personal""Incidents 527- 177- 117- 127. 
(94,610) (31,720) (20,000) , (21,350) 

" 
., 

", & {~'lbcategories .. , Dot eua to total due to roundina. 
\J 

Ii 
l CJ 

b 

. Don I t Know, 
Not Ascer-
tained 

4% 
(800) 

4% 
(3, 96~) 

37-
(1,350) 

c 

307-
(8,540) 

87. 
(14,640) 

TOTAL 

1007-
(18,560) 

1007-
(94,530) 

1007. 
(40,280>, 

100% 
(28,920) 

, 

100; 
(182,290) o 
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of the incidents--and for assaultive violence without,tQeft and personal 

larceny, one-fifth and one-tenth of the incidents, respectively--were commit-

ted by three or more offenders. 

When considered jointly, the data from the last two tables suggest that 

very often--and in crimes of theft, most of the time--offenders outnumbered 

victims. 

Comparable to what was done above for the number of victims, Table 3·.33 

cross tabulations completed/attempted incidents by the number of offenders in­

volved. In assaultive victimizations, the completion rate increased sharply 

from 35 percent when there was only a lone offender, to 53 percent when there 

were two offenders; l~th the third offende~ the completion rate edged up to 

56 percent, but then fell back to 48 percent when four or more offenders 

were involved. 

Robbery withou~ injury shows similar fluctuations. In lone offender 

'\robberies, 52 percent were completed. In two-offender inciq.ents 66 percent, 

and in three~offenderincidents 67 percent were completed; again, though, 

when four or more offenderR were involved, the completion rate fell back to 

. 59 percent. 

The pattern observed for assaultive violence and robbery without injury, 

is broken when personal larceny is examinec;1; the completion rate. for personal 
. , 

larceny incidents in which the'number of offenders was known hovers near 80 

percent, regardless of the number of offenders .involved. When the number of 
D 
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'rable3.33 
a 

Completed Versus Attempted Personal Incidents,By 'J:ne Number Of Offenders 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

NUMBER OF OFFENDERS 

One Two Three Four Or Don't Know, Total 
More Not Ascer-

tained 

Total Assaultive Violence 
Completed ~35% 53% 56% 48% 38% 41% 

(23,440) (7,f.!60) (6,110) (7,080) (1,810) (46,310) 

Attempted 65% 47% 44% 52% 62% 59% 
(44,340) (7,030) (4,820) (7,650) (2,940) (66,770) 

t, \ 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(67,770) (14,890) (10,930) (14,720) (4,760) (113,100) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
Robbery Completed 52% 66% 67% 59% 76% 60% ' 

(7,810) (7,500) (4~640) (3,210) (1,020) (24,180) 

Attempted 48% 34% 33% 41% 24% 40% 
(7.,330) (3.910) (2,310) (2,220) (330) (16.100) 

"- --

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(15,140) (11,410) (6,950) (5,460) (1.350) (40,280) 

Personal Theft Without Inju~y 
Larceny Completed 80% 80% 84% 80% 98% 86% 

(9,320) (4,330) (1,770) (940) (8,400) (24,760) 

Attempted 20% 20% 16% 20% 2% 14% 
(2,360) (1.07~) . (330) (230) (140) (4,160) 

Total 100% 100% 100% ~OO% 100% 100% 
(11.680) (5.420) (2.110) (1.170) (8,540) (28.920) 

subcategories lilly not Bua to total due to rOWlding. 
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offenders was unknown or not ascertainable--and this occurred for nearly 

one-third of the incidents--the completion rate was nearly perfect (98 per-

cent). 

In any event, assaultive victimizations and robberies without injury-~ 

and more than four out of five personal incidentS were of this type--were more 
\ 

often completed when the victim was faced with mUltiple offenders than when 

the offender was faced with a lone offender. 

Apparently, in personal victimizations in which theft is the motive, mul-

tiple offenders intimidate the victim. This intimidation induced by the 

presence of multiple offenders may well result in the victim's being less 

likely to resist, and hence victimizations in which multiple offenders are 

present may be more likely to be completed. However, in personal larceny--

purse snatch and attempted purse snatch without force and pocket picking--
.~ -. 

stealth rather than force or threat of force is the means used to secure the 

property. This may ex~ain why the number of offenders is not closely related 

to the rate of completions in personal larceny incidents: the victim's fail-

ure to resist may be expected to be linked more closely to the offenders' 

successful use of surprise than to their successful use of numeric intimi- >,. 

dation. The fact that almost all of the personal larcenies in which the num- \ 

" 
ber of offenders was unknown, were completed suggests that in these in.ci-

dents the element of surprist;;was used with such skill that the victim was 

.; ... 
\ 

\ 

> 0 

r 



r 

I; 
;i 
i1 
TI 
\'j 

II 
:1 
II 

j/ 11 
(I 
Ii, 
f1 
Ii :} 
" 

;t 
Ij 

tl 
~ 
il 
~ 
i! 
H 
1\ 
d 
jl' 

U 
1"' 
1 

5. 

, 

162 

unable to comprehend the number of offenders involved, much less resist the 

personal larceny. 

Finally with respect to the number of offenders, the fact that about 

two out of three incidents of assaultive violence without theft involved 

single offendet·s, once again indicates the more personal nature of these 

incidents. 

In toto these data regarding the number of offenders give evidence that, 

in terms of purely numerical strength, offenders' often have an advantage. 

In what other ways do offepders increase their relative strength? 

The Use of Weapons 

In connection with all personal incidents which were reported by res-

pondents, the interviewers asked whether the offender used a gun, a knife, 

or any other object (such as a club, a bottle, chain, etc.) as a weapon in 

the commission of the offense. As Table 3.34 shows, 38 percent of all per-

sonal incidents involved some weapon. Since, by definition, personal larceny 

cannot involve a weapon--and because personal larcenies constituted mo~e 

than one-eighth of all personal incidents--it is important to examine the 

percentages of the subcategories of personal incidents for the presence of 

weapons. The category showing the highest proportion of weapons is robbery 
','. 

" 

without injury, in which 52 percent of the incidents involved weapons; the 

categories of personal incidents next most likely to have involved weapons 
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Table 3.34 
a 

Extent And Type Of Weapon Used In Personal Incidents 
Eight Impact C,1.Ues: Aggregate .' 

TYPE OF WEAPON 

J Total Percent Total Gun Knife 
:;;~.~ - ,"", Incidents With With 

.' Weapon Weapon 
I> 

Assaultive Violence 
441- 30% 32%. With Theft 

18,560 (8,130) 8,130 (2,420) (2,630) 

Without Theft 42% 38% 28% 
94,530 (39,440) 39,440 (14,810) (10,9.80) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
Robbery 521- 51'1. 341-

40,280 (20,980) 20,980 (10,730) (7,lOO) 

Larceny 01-
28,900 (0) _. - -
, 

Total Personal Incidents 387. 41'7. 30'7. 
182,290 (68,550) 68,550 (27,99~) (20,740) 

.' , 

o the" Not 
Ascertained 

40% 37.-
(3,270) (280) 

' 361- 2'1. 
(14,130) (800) 

16'1. 3% 
(3,~00) (670) 

- -
, 

, 

30'7. 3'1. 
(20,690) (1,760) 

a Subcategories wtth1nCOIUIID, s 111&1 not SUIII to t6tal due tofround;lnS
1 

,sub categories ~tb1n; rows will sw. to ,raater than . 
total due to the fact that the data are taken from a multifle response question. . 

I, 
o _~~ " __ ~""V~ ,,,...~~ .... ~ ... "" __ ~ ... ~_,-<....... ' .... ", ,.:,...". .... ,.,.,~ .. _.~_ ... ""-_-,Q_--'--__ ~ ... ~ ....... ""-.-...~....-.... ' -~f' 
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" \ 

were assaultive violence with theft (44 percent) and assaultive violence 

without theft (42 percent). 

Table 3.34 is more specific in that it shows--forthose incidents in 

which we~pons were involved--the type of weapon used in each subcategory of 
24 . 

personal incidents. For those personal incidents in which weapons were 

used knives were used in about the same proportion (three .out· of ... ten)' in .. each . , 

of the subcategories of personal incidents shown. For those incidents-.in 

which weap'ons were used, guns were most frequently usedin,;incidents .of rob­

bel:'Y without injury (51 percent) and least frequently in incidents~of assaul­

tive violellce with theft (30 per.cent); conversely, "other,'!weapons~were used. 

least frequently in robberY_J!li~hout injury ~16 percent;) and most frequently' 

in assaultive violencl~with;tneft (40 percent). The t'inding that for incidents 

in which weapons are used, guns are most often used in :robberies withouctdn­

jury and leaSlt often in assaults with theft. raise the quest:ion.~of !.Whethex, the,. 

pres'enc~ of: .. ~ gun makes the use of physical assault unnecessar~; that,:is" 

thf~ pr~sence of a gun convinces victims not to resist •. · On~;the.~;othe.lit·hand'; 

lt7hen a gun ,;Ls used ,as' a weapon it would seem that offender.s would ,.h.e relllc­

tant to actl,J,ally use the weapon than when a less lethal weaponds inv.olved •. 

This issue~ill be pursued at greater lengths later in this: chapter. 

By an~ large, th~se data regarqing weapons indicate tha;t personal, in-I 

ciclent!3 .. in .~heImpact Cities very often involved weapons, and, when weapons 

were used in personal inc;Ldents, guns were more likely--for every subcate-

J 
! 

I 
~ 
i 

I 

165 

gory of personal incidents except assaultive violence with theft where 

"other" weapoIls were most often used--to have been used than other weapons. 

In conjunction with the use of weapons in personal crimes, the question 

arises as to whether certain categories of persons' are more likely than other 

to be victimized With weapons. In order to address this question, it i~ nec-

essary to shift our focus from incidents to victimizations, since the inter-

est at the moment is in the characteristics of the victims which are associ-

ated with victimizations involving weapons. 

Table 3,.35 presents information regarding the prevalence of weapons--

across sex and age (of victim) categories--in personal victimizations. This 

table reveals that in both total assaultive violence and robbery without in-

jury victimizations males were more often victimized with a weapon than fe-

males. In total assaultive violence, 50 percent of the males and 37 per­

cent of the females wp.re .7ictimized with weapons, and in robbery without 

injury, the respective figures are 59 percent vs. 50 percent. 

Among male victims of total assaultive violence and robbery without 

injury, weapons were more often used against victims in the 20~24 and 25-34 



" 

, 
" 

,'-, .. )"O!'f~· 

\ 
I 

Table 3.35 
, . 

Percent Distribution For The Use Of Weapons In Personal Victimizations, By Sex And Age Of Victim 
, Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

VICTIM'S AGE 

12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65 or 

Sex of Victim: Hale Older 

Total Aa8.ultive~nceb 
43% 52% 55% 1,55% \ 51% 41% 39% 

With Weapon (5,35~) (8,805) (8,134) (7,464) (5,007) (2,901.) (846) 
. 

Without Weapon 57% 48% 45% 45% 49% 59% 61% 
(7,012) , (8,019) (6,564) (6,228) (4,822) (4,103) (1,304) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(12,370) (16,824) (14,698.) (13,692) (9,829) (7,007) (2,150) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
Robbery With We£pon '40% 58% 66% 78% 

, ~ 

61% 65% 50% 
(2,505) (3.387) (2,7~3) (3,298) (3,029) (2,734) (1.011) 

Without Weapon 60% 42% 34% 22% 39% 351 50% 
(3,818) (2,491) (1,412) (912) (1,947) (1,487) (1,028) . 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(6,323) (5,878) (4,195) (4,210) . (4,976) (4,221) (2,039) 

, 

•. Subcategories '_y not sua to total due to rounding. . 
b Victimizations of rape and .t~eIlptecl rape a~e DOt Included in the tabulationa. 

" 

, 
j." 

Total 

50% 
(38,518) 

5'0% 
(38,052) 

100% 
(76,570) 

59% 
(18,747) 

41%' 
(p,095) 

100% 
(31,842) 
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Table 3.35 

,. Percent Diatribution ' For The Uae Of Weapona In Personal Vict1ll1.zationa By Sex And Age Of Victill a 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate • 

(Continued) 

VICTIM'S AGE 

12-1. !i. , 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65 or Total 
Older 

Sex of Victill: Female 

Total Assaultive ViolencE b 
With Weapon 34% 41% 35% 39% 40% 33% 30% 37% 

(2.801) (3.758) (3.138) (3.503) (2.449) (1,444) (736) (17,829) 
I' 

Without Weapon 66% 59% 65% 61% 60% 67% 70% 63% 
(5.468) (5.421) (5.783) (5.403) (3.665) (2.949) (1.707) (30.396) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(8.269) (9.179) (8.921) (8.906) (6.114) (4.393) (2.443) (48.225) 

Pe~sonal Theft Without Injury 
Robbery With Weapon 38% 51% 52% 44% 62% 51% 40% 50% 

(546) (758) (1.215) (1.220) (1.946) (1.306) (529) (7.520) 
, . 

. 
Without Weapon 62% 49% 48% 56% , 38% 49% ,60% 50% 

(903) (739) (1.131) (1.565) (1,213) (1.278) (807) (7.636) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% . 100% 
'(1.449) (1.497) (2.346) (2.785) (3.159) (2.584) (1.336) (15.156) 

Subcategories .. y not 8UII to total dU,e to roundiD&. 
Vict:lJaizationa of rape and atteapted rape are not included in the tabulationa. "' 
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year old age groups than against those in any other age group. In total assaul-

tive violence victimizations committed against males in the 20-34 age bracket 

55 percent involved weapons, whereas in total assaultive violence victimiza-

tions committed against males in the youngest and oldest age groups, 43 per-

cent and 39 percentr- respectively involved weapons. Similarly, in robbery 

without injury victimizati~ns, while 66 percent of the victimization suf­

fered by 20 to 24 year old males, and 78 percent of the victimizations suf-

fered by 25 to 34 year old males involved weapons, only 40 percent of the 

robbery without injury victimizations suffered by 12 to 15 year old males 

and 50 percent of the robbery without injury victimizations suffered by males 

65 years of age and older, involved weapons. For female victims of total 

assaultive violence, the proportion of victimizations involving weapons did 

not vary markedly across age groups. For robbery without injury, female victims 

in the oldest and the youngest age groups were least often victimized with wea­

pons (38 percent and 40 percent, respectively), while the proportionate use of 

weapons in the middle four age groups varied from 44 percent in the 25-34 year 

old group to 62 percent in the 35 to 49 year old age group. 

The finding that males--and particularly males in the 20-34 year old 

age bracket--were disproportionately victimtzeci with weapons indic~tes that 

weaP'?lns may ,be disproportionately used against victims whom the offenders per-
\1 

ceived as most likely or capable of offering resistance; while offenders with­

out weapons may be more inclined to seek out victims whom they perceived ~o 

be "weak", offenders with weapons may feel less of a need to select: victims 

using perceived weakness as one of'\,the major criteria of the decision. 

f! 
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Weapon Use By Victim And Otfender Characteristics25 

Race And Age Of Victim 

A perusal of Table 3.36 reveals that in comparison to whites, black/ 

others in nearly every age group--for both total assaultive violence and 

robbery without injury--were more often victimized with weapons. In rob-

bery without injury, for example, 63 percent of the black/others and 50 

percent of the whites suffered victimizations involving weapons. These 

overall differences maintain for victims of robbery without injury in each 

age group except the 25-34 year old group and the 50-64 year old group 

where there were no differences between whites and black/other. 

In victimizations of assaultive violence, 56 percent of the black/other 

and 41 percent of the white~ were victimized by weapons. This difference 

generally maintains across all six age group categories. In the youngest 

age group, for example, 57 percent of the black/other victimizations, but 

only 33 percent of the white yictimizations involved weapons; likewise in 

the 20-24 year old group (58 percent vs. 44 percent) and the 65 and older 

group (45 percent vs. 32 percent) weapons victimizations were more common 

for black/others than they were for whites. 

Finally, before leaving Table 3.36 it can be noted that . .for whites and 

black/other as well--and for both categories of victimization--the youngest 

and the oldest victims are once again nound to be least often victimized 

26 
with weapons. 
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Table 3.36 

Percent Distribution. For The Use Of Weapons In Personal Victiaizations,By Race And Age Of V~ctiaa 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

VICTIM'S AGE 

-
1:1-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65 or 

~ce of Victim: White Older 

Total Assaultive Violence b 

With Weapon 33% i 46% 44% 44% 41% 34% 32% 
(4,905)! fJ ,438) (7,513) (6.912) (4,181) (2,817) (1 .• 153) 

Without Weapon 67% 54% 56% 56% 59% 66% 68% 
(10.002) (10.044) (9.675) (8,922) (6.020) (5,473) (2.477) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(14.907) (18.482) (17.188) (15.834) (10.201) (8.290) (3.630) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
Robbery With Weapon 31% 48% 53% 65% 54% 58% 43% 

(1.372) (1,899) (1.881) (2,407) (2,~0) (2,176) (1,089) 

Without Weapon 69% 52% 47% 35% 46% 42% 571 
(3,065) (2.077) (1.664) (1,2~:3) (1,774.) (1,589) (1,422) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%. 100% 100. I 100% 
(4.437) (3,976) (3,545) (3,690) (3,884) (3,765) (2,511) 

i-

ta due to roundin • a Subcategories as,. not BUll to to 1 8 
b Victiaization. of rape and attempted rape are not included in the tabulation •• 

, ~I 

, 

Total 

41% 
(35.919) 

59% 
(52,613) 

100% 
(88.532) 

50% 
(12,934) 

50% 
(12.874) 

,100% 
(25,808) • /1 
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Table 3.36 

Percent Distributionl' For The Use Of Weapons In Personal Vietimizations.By Race And Age Of Viettaa 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate I 

(Continued) 

'VICTIM'S AGE 

12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65 or 
Older 

Race of Vietta: Black/Other 

Total A.saultive Violence 
With Weapon 57% 55% 58% 60% 57% 49% 45% 

(3.258) (4.123) (3.760) (4.055) (3,272) (1,532) (428) . 
Without W_pon 43% 45% 42% 40% 43% 51% 55% 

(2,476) (3,397) (2,673) (2,707) (2,469) (1,581) (533) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(5.734) (7,520) (6,433) (6,762) (5.741) (3,113) - (961) 

Persooa1 Theft Without Injury I 

Bobbery With Weapon 50% 66% 71% 64% 67% 61% 53% 
(1.678) (2,250) (2.119) (2.110) (2.864) (1.858) (452) 

Without Weapon 50% 34% 29% 36% 33% 39% 47% 
(1.653) (1.1~9) (877) (1.194) (1.387) '(1,176) (407) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(3,331) (3.391) (2.996) (3.304) (4.251) (3,034) (859) 

a Subcategories .. y DOt .,. to total due to r~iDa. 
b Viet1a1&atlou of rape and att.apted rape ue Dot iIlCluded ill, the tabulati01l!lo 

. -

Totlil 

56% 
(20,428) 

44% 
(15.836) 

100% 
(36,264) 

63% 
(13,331) 

37% 
(7.843) 

100% 
(21.174) 
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Characteristics Of Offenders Using WeaF?~ 

In the preceding analyses, attention has been focused on victims who 
. -

are disproportiohately .involved in vict~izations in which. weapons have 

been used. In this section an examination of personal victimizations will 

be made in order to determine whether 'certain off~nders are disproportionately 

involved in victimizations in which weapons, have been used. In considering 

perceived character1stics of offenders, it is again necessary for analytic 

purposes to consider first those victimizations involving lone offenders 

and next those victimizations involving multiple offenders. 

Race Of Lone Offenders 

In Table 3.37, lone offender.s have been 'dichotomized according to their 

perceived races--either white or black/other. 27 In victimizations of 
:! 
, \ 

assaultive violence those lone offenders whose races were perceived to be I 

white used weapons in a smaller proportion of victimizations than did thd~e 

lone offenders who~eraces were perceived to be black/other (38 percent 

vs. 49 percent). For robberies without inj~ry, the direction of the dif-

ferencein weapon use.between those lone offendess perceived to be white 

and those perceived to be black/other is the same as was found under 

assaultive violence, with those lone offenders perceived to be white using 

weapons less than those perceived to be black/other (48 percent vs. 56 

percent). 

Race Of Multiple Offenders' 

In victimizations involving multiple offenders, the differences in 

weapon use between the perceived races of the offenders within the crime 
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Table 3.37 

Percent Distribution" For Use Of Weapons In Personal VictilDizationa. 
, By Perceived Race Of The Lone Offendera ' ; 

Eight x.pact Cities: Aggregate 

RACE OF OFP!NDER 

White Black/Other 
Don't Know, 

Hot Total 
Mcertained ., 

Total -Assaultive Violence • 38% 49% 64% 44% . With Weapon (13.640) (16.340) (930) (30,910) 

Without Weapon 62% 51% 36% 56% 
(22,180) (17,060) (530) , (39,770) 

'-
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

(3S, 820) (33,400)- (i,460) (70,680) -
PerAna! Theft W~thout Injury 48% 

. ~ 
S6% 33% S4% 

Robbery With Weapon (2,070) (7,010) n10) (9,190) 

Without Weapon 52% 44% 67%- 46% 
(2,230) (5,410) (220) (7,860) 

• 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(4,300) (12,420) (330) (17,OSO) 

• Subcat,gories _y not IIUIl to total dl,le to roundiDa. 
b' - . (",. , 
beludas cu .. of rape liDII att..,ted I;a,.. 
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categories are more pronounced for robbery without injury than for 

assaultive violence. As can be seen from Table 3.38, multiple offen­

ders whose races were all perceived to be white were about as likely " 

. as mUltiple offenders whose races were all perceived to ~e black/other 

to have used weapons in victimizations of assaultive violence. How­

ever, multiple offenders wh6se races were all perceived to be black! 

other were more likely than offenders whose races were all perceived to be 

white, to have used weapons in robberies without injury (60.percent vs. 

50 percent). 

In summary then, there are differences among lone and multiple offen-

ders in the use of weapons when the offenders are examined with respect to 

perceived race. Where differences exist, offenders who were perceived 

to be black/other more often used weap~nsthan did those offenders· who were 

perceived to be white. 

Age Of.Lone Offenders 

Table 3.39 shows that use of weapons is. variable depending upon the 

perceived age of lone offenders. In assaultive violence, lone offenders 

whose ages were perceived to be under 12 used weapons in only 24 percent 

of the victimizations. Their older counterparts whose ages were perceived 

to be between 12 and 20, and 21 and older used weapons nearly twice as 

often (41 percent and 44 percent, respectively). 

For victimizations of robbery without injury, there are too few 

lone offenders whose ages were perceived to be under 12 to permit reliable 

estimates of the proportion using weapons. For lone offenders who were 
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Table 3.38 

Percent Distribution For The Uae Of Weapons In Personal Victfaizationa, 
B1 The Perceived Races Of ~ltiple Offenderaa 

ligbt !apact Cities: Aggregate 

lACES OF OFFENDERS 

All :~ll Don't Kno,!! 
White Blal.:Jc/Otber Hixed Not 

AacertaiQed 

Total A8aaultive Violence b Itlt% 46% 55% 47% 
With Weapon (8,060) (12,800) (1,330) (560) 

-
. Without Weapon 56% 54% 45% 53% 

(10,380) " (15,000) (1,100) (640) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(18,440),-

.... 
(27,800) (2,430) (1,200) 

, 

PeraonalTheft Without Injury 50% 60% 53% It1% 
Robbery With Weapon (2,080) (13,750) (520) (330) 

Without Weapon 50% 40% 47% 59% 
(2,120) . (9,190) (460) (480) 

Total 1001' 1001' 1001 100% 
(4,200) (22,940) (980~ (810) 

a . 
Subcategoriel "1 DOt .a. 'to total due to.~1Da. 

b 
bcluct .. ca .. of rape aDd att_pted rape. 

to 

. 

Total 

46% 
'(22,750) 

54% 
. (27,120) 

100% 
(49,870) 

58% 
(16,680) 

42% 
(12,250) 

100% 
'(28,930) 

\ 

" 

... 
" 



r~--
" 

"', .... ~ , 
+>r---
~ .. 

I 

1 

" I 
, 

'\ 

j 

1 

\0 ...... 
.-t 

- ------------

Tabl. 3.311 

P~rcent Distribution, For Use Of Weapona In Personal Victt.izations, 
By Perceived Ase'Of The Lone Offendera 

Eilht IIIP2ct Cities: Aurelate 

AGE OF OFFENDER 

UDder 12 12 - .20 21 or 
older 

.~ 

Total Assaultive Violence b 24% 41% 44% 
(ISO) (9,440) (19,440) 

With Weapon -
Without Weapon 76% 59% 56% 

(470) (13,800) (24,300) 
' .. 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(620) (23,240) (43,740) 

Personal Theft Without Injury B 49% 58% 
(40) (3,570) (5,210) 

Robbery With Weapon 

Without Weapon B 51% 42% 
(60) (3,650) (3.710) 

Total 
B 100% 100% 

(100) (7,220) (8,940)' 

a . 
Subcategories ~1 DOt 8Ua to total due to roundiaa. 

~c1ud .. c .... of rape 8DCl att..,tect rape. 

Don't bow) 
Not ' Total 

Ascertained 

61% 44% 
(1,880) '(30,910) 

39% 56% 
(1,200), (39,770) 

100% 100% 
(3,080) (70,680) 

47% 54% 
(370) (9,190) 

.. 

53% 46% 
(420) (7,860) ~ • 

.. 
100% 100% 
(790) '(17,050) 
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perceived to be in the remaining two age groups, those perceived to be 

in the older age group were somewhat more likely to have used weapqns than 

were those perceived to be in the younger age group (58 percent VB. 49 

percent). By comparing total assaultive violence and robbery "without 

injury, it can be seen that for each offender age group, weapons were 
! \ 

more prevalent in robbery without injury than in. :'total assaultive vio-

lenee. 

Age Of Multiple Offenders 

For multiple offenders too, there is variation across the perceived 

ages",Of offenders in the use of weapons (Table 3.40). In victimizations 
'0'· 

of assaultive violence, multiple offenders whose ages were perceived to 

be under 12, used weapons in three out of _ten of the viGtimizations 

while offenders whose ages were all perGeived to be 21 and older' used 

weapons ,in more than one-half of the vic:timizations; those offenders 

whose ages were all perceived to be between 12 and 20 years 'of age used 

wea~onB in four out of ten victimizations. 

In victimizations of robbery without injury, weapon use among the two 

28 "> 
older age groups, especially for offenders whose ages were all per-

ceived to be 21 years of age or older w~s more prevalent than was found 
c---

under assaultive violence. Furthermore, offende~s who were all per-

ceived to be 21 and older' were Bubstantiaily more likely than offenders 

who were all perceived to be between 1'2 and 20 years of ase to have 

used weapons in robbery without injury; in robbery without injury vic-

timizations involving the foTtD.er nearIy three out of four, but in 

victimizations involving the, latter fewer than one Qut _of two, involved 

weapons. 
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Percent Distribution-' Fo Th U Of . r II se Weapons In Personsl Victt.ir:ation8 
., The Perceived ABe. Of Hult1ple Offendel'88 ' 

Efaht "pact CiUe.: Aureaate 

•• u.:.S OF OiFENDERS 

All All All Don I t lnow" 
l'Jndu 12 12 - 20 ~1 or ol.der l1ized Not 

A.certained 

',I Total Aa •• ultive Violence b 29% 39% 53% 53% 47% 

With Weapon 
(100) (9,210) (6,230) (5,?20) , (1,290) 

71% 61l 47% 47% 53% 
i 

Without W •• pon (240) (14,590) (5,520) (!i,330) (1,440) 
, 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(340) (23,800) (11,750) (11,250) (2,730) 

Peraonal Theft Without Injury B 48% 74% 63% 59% 
Robber, With Weapon (0) (6,920) (4,790) (4,090) (880) 

Without Weapoll B 52% 26% 37% 41% 
(190) (7,480) . (1,670) . (2,400) (600) 

Total B 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(100) (14,400) (6.460) (6,490) . (l,Up> 

. 
• Swcat. ria. so .. , DOt ... to totd du. to round1q. 

~ud .. ca ... of rap. aad. atta.pted rape. 

, 

Total 

46% 
(22,750) 

S.% 
(27,120) 

100% 
(49,870) 

58% 
(16,680) 

42. 
(12,250) 

1001 
(28,930) 
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In general, lone and multiple offenders who were perceived to be 

older were more likely to use weapons in victimizations of assaultive 

violence and robbery without injury than were offenders who were perceived 

to be younger. Further, lone and multiple offenders in each of the per-

ceived age groups were, in general, less inclined to use weapons in 

assaultive violence victimizations than in robb~ries without injury. 

Sex Of Lone Offenders 

Table 3.41 shows that in assaultive violence victimizations, lone 

offenders who were perceived to be female were only slightly less likely 

to have used weapons than were lone offenders who were perceived' .to be male 

(37p~rcent vs. 44 percent). Some 'variation within the assaultive violence 
1/ 

category (not shown in tabular form) is apparent, however; for assaultive 
Jl 

/) 

used wiiapons 40 per'cent of the time 
;/ 

violence with theft lone male offenders 
c' 

and lone femal\as, 26 percent of the time. 
I; 

The corresponding percentages 
!f 
'r 

of weapons used in assaultive violence without theft were 43 percent and 

36 percent, respectively; In robbery withoutinjury--victimizations in 

which 19 out of 20 lone offenders were perceived to be male-:-only one-

third, of those offenders perceived to be Jemale, in contl'astto more than 

five out of ten offenders who were perceived to be mal.e, use weapons. 

Sex Of Multiple Offenders 

In viewing the perceived sexes for mult:1ple offenders (Table 3.42), 

there are notable differences in,theCuse of weapons for victimizations 

of both assaultive violence and ~obbery without injury. In the former, 
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Table 3.41 

Percent Distribution' For Uae Of Weapona In Peraonal Victta!zations, 
Jly Perceived Sex Of The Lone Offende.r a 

Eight Iapact Citiea: AUreg.te 

SEX OF OFFENDER 

Male relUlle 
Don't KDow) 

Not 
Aacertained 

b 44% 37% 711 Tot.l Asaaultive Violence (27,260) (3,200) (450) 
With Weapon 

Without Weap'!n 56% 63% 29% 
(34,160) (5,430) (180) 

Tot.l 100% 1(10% 100% 
(61,420) (8,630) (630) -

Peraonal Theft Without Injury 551 331 91 

Total 

44% 
(30,910) 

56% 
(39,770) 

100% 
(70,680) 

541 
Robbery With Weapon (8,940) '(240) (10) , (9,190) 

. Without We.pon 451 671 91% 461 
(7,280) (480) (100) :7,860) 

Total iool 1001 1001 1001 
(16,220) (720) .(110) (17,050) . . 

Subc.tegories .. y not _ .to total clue to rouadiDa. 

hJxclud .. c .... of rape 1IDll. at~_pt'" . rape. 
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Percent Distribution. For The Use Of Weapons In Personal Victimizations. 
By The Perceived Sexes Of Multiple Offendersa 

Eisht lapact Citiea: Agsresate 

SEXES OF OFFENDERS 

Hale Female 

. 
Total Aaaaulti~e Violenceb 47% 29% 

With Weapoll (18,600) (1,140) 

-
Without Weapon 53% ; 71% 

(21,180) (2,820) 
I 

I 100% 100% , 
I Total (39,780) (3,960) 

Pereonal Theft Without Injury 58% 33% 
Robbery With Weapon (15,360) (300) 

Without Weapon 42% 67% 
(10,9,50) (620) 

Total 100% 100% 
(26,310) (920) 

a'Subcategories .. y not IIUIl to total due to rouDdinS. 

b 
EKcludea caees of rape and att .. pted rape. 

Hixed 

49% 
(2,660) 

51% 
(2,790) 

100% 
(5,450) 

67% 
(910) 

33% 
(450) . 
1001 

(1,360) 

Iooli't Know. 
Not 

jAacertained 

51%.' 
(350) 

49% 
(330) 

100% 
(680) 

32% 
(110) , 

68% 
(230) 

100% 
(340) 

Total 

461 
'(22,750) 

54% 
(27,120) 

100% 
(49,870) 

58% 
(16,680) 

42% 
(12,250) 

100% 
(28,930) 
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Ta~le 3.42 

Percent Distribution, For The Use Of Weapons In Personal Victimizations, 
By The Perceived Sexes Of Multiple Offendersa 

Eight lapact Citie8: Aggregate 

SEXES OF OFFENDERS 

Male Female 

Total A88aultiv.e Violenceb 47% 29% 
With Weapon (18.600) (1.140) 

-
Without Weapon 53% i 71% 

(21.180) (2.820) 
I 

I 100% 100% I Total (39.780) (3.960) I 

Personal Theft Without Injury 58% 33% 
Robbery With Weapon (15,360) (300) 

Without Weapon 42% 67% 
(10.9,50) (620) 

Total 100% 100% 
(26.310) (920) 

"Subcategorie8 .. , net BUll to total due to roundilll. 

bkcludu c .. es of rape aDd att.pted rape. 

Mixed 

49% 
(2.660) 

51% 
(2.791)' 

100% 
(5,450) 

I 
67% 

(910) 

33% 
(450) . 
1001 

(1.360) 

ponlt Know. 
Not Total 

~8certained 

51%,' 461 
(350) '(22.750) 

49% 54% 
(330) (27.120) 

100% 100% 
(680) (49.870) 

32% 58% 
(110) (16.680) 

68% 42% 
(230) (12.250) 

I 100% 100% 
(340) (28.930) 
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when the sexes of the offenders were perceived to be mixed, weapons were used 

in assaultive violence to about the same extent (49 percent) as they were 

when the offenders were all perceived to be male. 

For victimizations of robbery without injury involving multiple of­

fenders as for victimizations of robbery without inju~y involving single 

offenders--there was substantial variation in the use of weapons de­

pending on the sex of the offender. Table 3.42 shows that when offenders 

in robbery without, injury were all perceived to be female, 33 percent 

of the incidents involved weapons, but when these offenders were all 

perceived to be male, 58 percent of the victimizations involved weapons. 

Again, when the offenders were pe~ceived to be of mtxed sexes, the rate 

of weapon use was greater than when the offenders were all perceived to 

be male (67 percent vs. 58 percent). Finally with respect to the sex 

of the offender it should be notid that male offenders and offenders 

of mixed sexes were more likely to have used weapons in robbery without 
. 

injury than in assaultive violence. 

By the way of summarizing characteristics of offenders who used 

weapons, it has been shown that offenders perceived to be black/other, 

21 years of age and older, and male, disproportionately used weapons in 

personal victimizations overall, these race, age, and sex effects are 

most marked for mUltiple offenders who are involved in robbery without 

injury. 

Before leaving the use of weapons, it is worth noting that victi­

mizations of both assaultive violence and robbery without injury show about 

the same proportion of weapon use regardless of whether a lone offender 

or multiple offenders were involved in the victimization. For assaul-

:J 

[1 
n 
iI t, 

r 
1 
I 
I 

f,'! 1 

fJ 

\ 

183 

tive violence, for example, 44 percent of the lone offender victimizations 

and 46 percent of the multiple offender victimizations involved weapons; 

in like fashion, for robbery without injury, 54 percent of the lone of­

fender victimizations and 58 percent of the multiple offender victimi~ 

zations involved weapons. The more refined analysis of this iss~e pre­

sented in Table 3·.43--using counts of offenders ranging from one to four 

or more--confirms that the extent of weapons use is not systematically 

related to the number of offenders who were involved in the victimi-

zation. 

Self-Protective Measures 

Extent And Type Of Self-Protective Measures 

During the course of their interviews, victims were asked whether 

they did anything tp protect themselves or their property in the course 
29 

of the victimization, and's if se, what protective measures were taken • 

Table 3.44 shows that self-protective measures were taken in about 

one-half of all personal victimizations. It is readily apparent from 

this table that the extent and nature of self-protective measures taken 

vary according to the type of victimization. Self-protective measures 

are more likely to be used to fend off assaultive violence (assaultive 

viole~ce with theft and ase~ultive violence without theft) than to 

retain one's property ~n the absence of personal assault (robbery 

without injury and personal larceny). While one-half to three-fifths 

of the victims of assaultive violence took self-protec~ive measures, 
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. Table 3.43 

Percent Distribution' For The Use Of Weapons In Personal Vict:lab:ation., 
By The Number Of Offenders8 . 

Eisht Impact. Cities~ Aggregate 

NUMBER OF OFFENDERS 

One Two 

Total A..aultive Viol~ce b 44% 44% . 

With Weapon (30,910) (7,390) 
,\ -

Without Weapon 56% ; 56% 
(39.770) (9.220) 

--
100% 100% Total (70.680) (16.610) 

Peraonal Theft Without Injury 54% 63% 
Robbery With Weapon (9.190) (8.330) 

Without Weapon 46% 37% 
(7 .~60) (4,890) 

[ Total 100% 100% 
(17 .050) (13,220) 

• Su/Jcategories .. y not WIt to total due to ~oUDd1Da. 
bEac111Cie• ca.e. of upe ad att_pted rape. 

Three Four or 
Hore 

43% 48% 
(S,480) (9,'310) 

57% 52% 
(7.120) (10.240) 

100% 100% 
(12.600) (19.550) 

56% 50% 
(4.720) (3.460) 

44% 50% 
(3.680) (3,440) 

100% 

I 
100% 

(8,400) (6,900) 

C/ 

Don't Know, 
Not 

Ascertained 

61% 
(3.260) 

39% 
(2.090) 

100% 
(5.350) 

40% . 
(560) 

60% 
(850) 

100%. 
(i ,410) 

--.---.. ----.----------'--------~--~-

Total 

4S% 
(S6.3S0) 

55% 
(68.440) 

100% 
(124.790) 

56% 
(26.260) 

44% 
(20.720) 

100% 
(46.980) 

.. 
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AS18ultive'V,io1imce 
With Theft 

Without Theft 

, 

Personal 'Theft Without Injury 
Robbery 

", 

Larceny 

Total Peraona1 Vict~cation 
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Table 3.44 

Percent Distribution. For The Use Of Self-Protective Hesaures In Personal Victimiz~tionaa 
Eisht IIIpact Citiea: A&8resate 

TYPE OF S~P-PROTECTIVE MEASURE 

Total Percent Of Total Uud lIit Reasoned Yelled Left ScenE 
Victilli- Total Ualng Protective Weapon Offender' With For lIe1p Ran Away 
cations Protective Measures Offender 

Measures , 

54'% 6'7. 61'% 6'% 207- 137-
20,500 (11,050) 11;050 (640) (6,690) (650) (2,150) (1,450) 

631- 8'7. 34'7. 13% 107- 317-
111,130 (69,580) 69,580 (5,680) (23,620) (9,030) (7,270) (21,290) 

; ... ,~ ~ 

421- 97- 28'7. 137- 14~ . 24% 
46,970 (19,870) 19,870 (1,730) (5,640) . (2,620) (2,8 0) (4,750) 

227- 11. 13'% 57- 367- 12'% 
30,110 (6,480) 6,1.80 (60) (870) (320) • (2,360) (770) 

517- 8'1. 347- 12'7. 14'% 27'% 
208,720 (106,970) 106,970 (8,100) (36,830) (12,670) (14,640) (28,310) 

lIeld On 
To 
Property 

107-
(1,130) 

07-
(260) 

107-
(2,020) 

327. 
(2,040) 

5'1: 
(5,440) 

a Subcatesode. within colUIIIDa .. ;, DOt aua to total due to roundinli aub cateaodea wit'!dn rowa will aua to &ruter than, total dUll to 
the fact that the data era tabu fro. II .w.tipla raaponae queation. , 

, 

1 

-1 
I 

" "~ 

Other 

Ii 
.1 
t· 
" ,. 

107-
(1,100) 

I: 
i , 

217-
(14,310) \' 

I' ;1 
l'J[!: " 7) 

,I( 

20'% 
(3,950) 

i 

r"'~' 
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(1,290) 

19'1: 
(20,660) 
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only one-fifth to two-fifths of the victims of robbery without 

injury and personal larceny took such measures. It is quite probable 

that (among other things) both hhe nature of the victimization and 

the circumstances surroun4ing it are likely to account for varia­

tions'in self-pr9tective measures taken., It should not be sur\\>rising 

that personal larceny which relies more on stealth than ~n force, 

should provoke relatively few victims to take self-protective m~a­

sures. Likewise, robbery without injury, while it uses the thr.~at 

so Often uses the threat of dead1x force (i.e. a gun) ,that of force, 

it is not surprising that few victims resist bYr using se1f-prote,rtive 

measures. 

In personal victimizations the most common se1f-protect:l.ve meaS!,'Jre 

taken was to hit, kick, or scratch the offender (34 percent) ,'followe'd 

by leaving the scene (27 percent), "other" (19' percent), yelling fent 

help (14 percent), reasoning with the offender (12 percent), using 

or brandishing a weapon (eight percent), and holding.ontto property 

(five percent). It should be noted parenthetically that the fact 
l 

that these percentages sum to 119 percent indicates that as many 

as one-fifth of the victims of personal crimes who took se1f-pro-

tectivemeasures, took more than one, measure. 

", 
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Just as the'extent of self-protective measures' taken varied according 

to the nature of the Victimization, so did the~ature of self-protective 

measures taken. Among those who used self-protective measures, hitting the 

offenderwaaused by a majority (61 percent) of victims of assaultive vio­

lence with theft,. but only by a small minority of victims of personal lar­

ceny (13 percent). Yelling f.or help, on the other.hand, was used by more than 

one-third o£'the victims of personal larceny, but by only one-tenth of the 

victims of assaultive violence without theft; running away from the scene was 

used by one-quarter of the victims of robbery without injury but only by 

one-eighth of the victims of personal larceny and assaultive violence with 

theft; holding on to property was used by one-third of the victims of per­

sona11arceny but only by one-tenth of the victims of robbery without injury 

and assaultive violence with theft. 

Just as it was noted above that the nature of the victimization and 

the circumstances surrounding it would be expected to be related to the ex­

tent of self-protective measures taken, it would also be expected that these 

factors would be related to the nature of self-protective measures taken. 

Since, by definition, personal larceny 40es not involve force or threat of 

force directed at the victim--but in purse snatching, for example, invo1v~s -0> 

wrelilt:f.ng the purse ,from the ,rictim--it should hot be surprisipg that the' se1f-
~ , 
/­

/ 
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protective measure taken disproportionately in personal larceny was to ,hold 

on to the property; in personal larceny, only one-eighth of the victims hit, 

kicked or scratched the offender. On the other hand in assaultive violence 

with theft--where the force is directed at the.victim,--thEee out of five 

victims use a self-protective measure which is directed at the offender. 

It is important to note here that in assaultive victimizations the victim may 

take an offensive self-pr~tective measure as an almost reflexive self-pro-

tective response. However, it is also quite possible that a victim may turn 

either a robbery without.injury or a personal larceny into an assaultive 

violence with theft by attacking the offender or even by taking a more defen-

sive self-protective measure. 

When a victim is faced by, an offender, it is reasonable'to speculate 

that the self-protective measure taken, if any, may be conditioned by the vic-

tim's attributes as well as by t.he victim's prior relationship to the offender. In 

Cable 3.45 ,victims are dichotomized according to whether or not they were 

acquainted with the offender. It is clear from this table that the victim­

offender relationship is reiated to the ex~ent--and in a limited f~shion-~ 

to the nature of self-protective measures taken. For total personal victi-

mizations as a whole, 60 p~rcent of thenon-stranger and 49 percent of the 

stranger victimizations resulted in self~protective measures being taken by 

the victim. In assaultive violence with theft, two-thirds of thos~ victimized 

by non-strangers but only about one-half of those, victimized beY strangers 
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Table 3.45 

Percent Distribution.' For, 
The Uae Of Self-Protective Measures In Personal Victimizations By Prior Relationship Between The Victim And The Offendera 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

TYPE OF SELF-PROTECTiI!E ,·IEASURE 

Total Percent Of Total Used Hit Reasoned Yelled Left Scene Held On To 
Victimi- Total Ueing Protective Weapon Offender With For Help Ran Away IIroperty 
zations Protective Measures Offender . , 

Measures .,' 

Assaultive Violence 52% 5% 60% 5% 20% 13% 12% 
With Theft - __ ~r!n~r_ 18,190 (9,500) _ y,50~ (500) - .£i~W _15!P)_ ..:.. ib860L _ g,~oL .-S1a.!l90) _ 

r-'- --- - -67%'-- - -9% - ,65% 8% , 18% ' 13% 2% 
Non-Stranger 2,310 (1,560) 1,560 (140) (1,010) (1'30) (280) (200) (30) 

Without Theft 63% 8% 30% 12% 11% 34% 1% 

.-
Other 

10% 
__ (2.7.9L 

9% . 
(140) 

20% -
Stt'anger 75,820 (~8,090) 48,090 (3,610) (14,570) (5,640) _ (~2802. S,y~OO) _(230L _ (!I,770) .... ---_._- - - -- ~-.-- - --- - ---- - 1----- - ----

Non-Stranger 61% 10% 42% 16% 9% 23% 0% 21% 
35,300 (21';500) 21,500 (2,050) (9,050) (3,410) (2,000) (5,000) (30) (4,520) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 41.%' 8% 29% 12% 15% 24% 10% 20% 
Robbery Stranger 43,170 (17,760), _17;76~ _(l.!..4~L - i 5 ,P21 I- -12 d,22L _ Sb590,L _.Q~OL _ .i1 al.BQ1 _ _ _ (3 ... 51,OL_ 

" ------.- -- - - - - - -'-
Non-Stranger 55% 11% 27% 21% 14% 23% 11% 20% 

3,810 (2,090) 2,090 (230) (560) (440) (300) (480) (230) (410) 

Larceny 22% 1% 13% 5% 37% 12% 32% 19% 
Stranger 29,080 (6,270) 6,270 (60) (810) (300) (2,340) (770) • (1,980) (1,180) 

- - - - -- - - - I- -.....:- I- --- --- - -- -- f-- -- -- -- --- - - -- ----.-
Non-Stranger 23% :0% 26% 4% 9% 0% 22% 44% 

1,040 (230) (230) (0) (60) (10) (20) (0) , (50) (100) 

Total Personal Victimization 49% 7% 32% 11% 15% 28% 6%' 19% 

_ _ _~:tilnaet. 
166,270 (81,610) 81,610 (5,700) (26,150) (8,680) (12,040) (22,630) .J5~01. -S~5,5001._ ---- --- - -- - r - - -. - -- -.--- -- --I- - - '-Non-Stranger 60% 10% 42% 16% 10% 22% 1% '" 20% 

42,450 (25,370) 25,370 (2,420) (10,680) (3,970) (2,590) (5,670) (360) (5,160) 

a Subcategories within columna _y'.not sua to tot,al due ,to rounding; 
the fact thae the da~. are taken froa a ~tiple reapo~, queation. 

" aub categoriea within rowa will aua to ,greater than total due to 
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took self-protective measures. Sim~larly, for robbery without injury, 55 per-

cent of those victimized by non-strangers, and 41 percent of those victimized 

For assaultive violence without by strangers used self-protective measures. 

theft and personal larceny, victims used self-protective measures to about 

the offender was a stranger or not; in assaultive the same degree whether 

theft, 63 percent of the stranger victims and 61 percent of violence without 

the non-stranger ~ vict~-s-, -and in personal larceny 22 percent of the former and 

23 percent of the latter--took sel -protec ve mea • f ti sures Stranger and non-

stranger victims alike were ~ore apt to use self-protective measures in the 

face of assaultive violence than in the face of personal theft without injury. 

To a limited degree, the prior victim-offender relationship also con-

ditionsthe nature of the self-:-protective measures taken. In assaultive vio-

lence without theft and personal larceny,when the offender was a non-stranger 

the victims who took self-protective measures were more likely to have hit the 

offender than when the offender was a stranger (assaultive violence without 

theft: 42 percent vs. 30 percent; persona • 1 larceny· 26 percent vs. 13 per-

cent). Victims of personal larceny who took self-protective measures were also 
./-') 

more likely to 'yell for help (37 percent vs. nine percent) or hold on to their 

Vic-pr9perty (32 percent vs. 22 percent) when the offender was a stranger. 

tims of robbery without injullY who took self-protective measures were more 

an offender who was a non-stranger than an offender who likely to reason with 

was a stranger. 

I , 
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The analyses above suggest some variations in self-protective measures • I .• 

used by type of victimization and victim-offender" relationship. Character-

istics of the victims will be examined below in search of variability in 

self-protective measures taken by different types of victims. 

Age of 'Victim 

A strong overall relationship between the age of the victim and the 

extent of self-protective measures taken is evident in Table 3.46 • For total 

personal victimizations, while 56 percent of the 12-19 year old victims and 

I 57 percent of the 20-34 year old victims used self-protective measures, only 

40 percent of the 50-64 year old victims and 30 percent of the victims 65 

years of age and older used self-protective measures. These overall variations 

are almost entirely determined by age variations in self-protective measures 

used in assaultive violence victimizations, especially those involving theft, 

variations are less marked for assaultive violence without theft and robbery 

Without injury, and virtually non-existent for personal larceny. It can also 

be noted from Table 3,.46 that in every age category the proportion of victims 

who used self-protective measures was greater in assaultive victimizations than 

in personal theft Without injury. 

Substantial differences among age groups in the nature of the self-pro-

tective measures used can be observed in Table 3,.-47 • For total personal victimiza-

tions, for example, as age increases, there is a decreasing tendency for the 
~ 
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Table 3.46 

Percent Distribution: Por 1he Uae nf 
Self-Protective Measures Used In Personal Viettmizationa,By The Age Of The Viett-a 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

VICTJH'S AGE 

12-19 20-34 35-49 50-64 

Assaultive Violence 
With Theft 64~ 61'h 49X 44X 

(5,230) (5,180) (4!030) (4,080) 

Without Theft 62X 67X 57X 56X 
(44,030) (44,210) (12,460) (7,650) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
Robbery 44'1. 45'1. 43'h 377-

(15,130) (13,530)' (8,130) (6,800) 

- .' 

Larceny 24~ 197- 22'1. 227-
(3,840) (7,290) (6,250) (7,130) 

-

Total Personal Vlett-1I:at1on 56'1. 5n 45'1. 4~ 
(68,250) (70,226) (30,890) (25,690)' 

aSweateaories My DOt .. to total due tCl l'OUDIl1q. 

.. 

\i 
)\ 

65 or 
Older 

38X 
(i,960) 

417-
(2,.770) 

327-
(3,380) 

22~ 

(5,610) : 

30'1. 
(13,700) 
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Aaaaultive Violence 
With Theft 

Without Theft 

Peraonal Theft Without Injury 
Rol:;bery 

Larceny 

it 

Total Peraonal Victimization 

a 

Table 3.47 

Percent Distribution For a 
The Uae Of Self-Proter,tive Heaaurea In Peraonal Victiaization~By The Age,Of The Victim 

Eight x.pact Citiea: Aggregate 
Victt-Ia Ase: 12-19 

TYPE OF SELF-PROTECTIVE MEASURE 

Total Percent Of Total Uaed Hit Reasoned Yelled Left Scene 
Victimha- Total Using Protective Weapon Offender With For Help Ran Away 
t10ns Protective Heasures Offender 

1M .... ",. ... 

64% 3% 70% 7% 13% 19% 
5,230 (3,350) 3,350 (110) (2,360) (230) (420) (640) 

62% 5% 41% 8% 10% , 35% 
44,030 (27,490) 27,490 (1,330) (11,350) (2,240) (2,750) (9,650) 

44% >', 5% 34% 14% 8% .33% 
15,130 (6,590) 6,590 (330) (2,230) (890) (510) (2,170) 

24% 1% 17% 4% 20% 13% 
3,840 (920) 920 (10) (160) (40) • (180) (120) 

--~ 

56% 5% 42% 9% 10% 33% 
68,250 (38,380) 38,380 (1,800) (16,100) (3,390) (3,840) (12,590) 

Held On To 
Property 

8% 
(280) 

0% 
(100) 

9% 
(610) 

29% 
(270) 

3% 
.(1,230) 

Subcategoriea within coluana _y not au. to total due to roundina; 
the fact that the data aee ~aken fro. a sultiple re.ponae q~e.tion. 

.ub cateaoria. within row. will' au. to areatar than total due to 

'. 

Ot.her 

8% 
(280) 

15% 
(4,020) 

14% 
(940) 

27% 
(250) 

14% 
(5,490) 

" 
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Assaultive Violence 
With Theft 

Without Theft 

Per~onal Theft Without Injury 
r) Robbery 

Larceny 

Total Personal Victimization . 

Table 3.47 

Percent Distribution For a 
The Use Of Self-Protective Measures In Personal Victimizations. By The Age Of The Victt. 

Total Percent Of 
Victimiza- Total Using 
tions Protective 

IM ..... RureR 

61% 
5,160 (3,200) 

67% 
44,210 (29,530) 

45% 
13.530 (6,140) 

19% 
7,290 (1,360) 

57% 
70,220 (40,280) 

-

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
Victim's Age 20-34 

(Continued)· 

TYPE OF SELF PROTECTIVE MEASURE -
Total Used Hit Reasoned 
Protective Wespon Offender With 
Measures Offender 

7% 65% 6% 
3,200 (220) (2,0110) (190) 

9% 33% 16% 
29,530 (2,790) (9,640) (4,720) 

12% 32% 15% 
6.140 (710) (1,960) (920) 

1% 16% 6% 
1,360 (10) (220) (110) 

9% 35% 15% 
40,280 (3,720) (13.910) (5,940) 

Yelled Left Scene 
For Help Ran Away. 

23% 12% 
(720) {370) 

11%- 27% 
(3,150) (7,9!,0) 

13% ·20% 
(770) (l,20Q) 

41% 16% 
(570) (250) 

13% .24% 
(5.170) (9,740) 

Held On To 
Property 

6% 
(190) 

0% 
(90) 

9% 
(530) 

21% 
(290) 

3% 
(1.120) 

a Subcategories within colUIIDI lII8y not BUIll to total due to roundina; 
the fact that the data are taken fro •• a .u1tip1e relponae que.tion • 

lub -catelorie. within rowl will 1_ to areater than total due to 

...... - ~ .. " .... ..' 

Other 

" I 

9% 
(290) 

24% 
(7,160) 

23% 
(1,360) 

15% 
(210) 

23% 
(9.060) 
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i.Aasaultive Violence 
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Without Theft ,', 

. 
'c 

Feracnal Theft Without Injury 
Robbery 

Larceny 

Total Personal Victimization . 
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Table 3.47 

Percent Distribution For a 
Tbe Uae Of Self-Protective Measures In Personal Victimizationa,By The Age Of The Victta 

Eigbt x.pact Citiea; Aggregate 
Victia'. Age; 35-49 

(Continued) 

TYPE OF SELF-PROTECTIVE _~E - -.~ ... . -

Total Percent' Of Total Uaed Hit Reaaoned 
Victimiza- Total Using Protective Weapon Offender Witb 

tiona Protective Measures Offender IU.na .... _ 

49% 7% 62% ", 8% 
4,030 (1,950) 1,950 . (130) (1,210) (160) 

57% 12% 25% 14% 
12,480 (7,110) 7,110 (820) (1,780) (1,010) 

;:; 43% 9% 22% 13% 
8,130 (3,520) CO> 

c 3,520 (310) (780) (450) 

1~·,22% 3% 
~""",. 

1% 10%. 
6,250 ~~~.4,360) 1,360 (40) .(140) (10) 

45% 9% 28% 12%. 
30,890 (13,950) 13,950 . (1,290) (3,900) (1,650) 

" , 

Yelled 
For ~e1p 

14% 
(270) 

11% 
(760) 

19% 
(6050) 

40% " 

(550) 

li'% 
(2,300) 

' .. 

,'i 

Left Scene 
Ran Away 

1\ 
9Z 

(130) 

26% 
(1,870) 

19% 
(670) , 

10% 
(140) 

20%' 
(2,840) 

Held On To 
~roperty 

5% 
(100) 

1% 
(40), 

11% 
(380) 

27% 
(370) 

6% 
(890) 

a subcategories Within co1Ul11la _y not aua to total due to roundi~; 
the fact that the data are taken frca a .altipl. reaponae 'queation. 

aub catasori.a within rove will aua tolreater thaQ total due to 
[) 

(, 

o 

Otber --
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12% 
(240) 

27% -
(1,930) 

! 
I 

I 
23% 
(800) 

22% 
(300) 

24% . 
(3,280) 
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Assaultive Violence 
With Theft 

Without Theft 

Personal Theft Without Injury 
Robber; 

if ,~ 

---rr 
Larc'~ny 

'- "',;:;" 

Total Personal Victimization 

" 

Table 3.47 

Percent Distribution. For 
The Use Of Self-Protective Measures"In Personal Victimizations, By The Age Of The Victia a 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregste 
Victim's Age 50-64 

(Continued) 

'l'Yn: OF SELV-:t'ROTECTIVE MEASURE 

Total Percent O( Total Used Hit ,Reasoned Yell.el1 1Iett Scene 
Victimi- Total Using Protective Weapon Offender With For Help Ran Away 
zationa Protective Heasures Offender 

Measures 

44% 6% 39% 2% 26% / H!% 
4,080 (1,810) 1,810 (llO) {700} (40) (470) (220) 

56% 15% 16% 19% 11% 34% 
7,65.0 (4,280) 4,280 (660) (680) (830) (450) (1,470) 

V 

37% 10% 17% 12% 25% 21% 
6,800 (2,510) 2,510 (240) (430) (290) (630) (530) 

22% 0% 15% 4% 31% 8% 
7,150 (1,590) 1,590 (O) (230) (70) (SOO) (130) 

/-\ 
,~; 

40% 10% 20% 12% 20% 23% 
25,690 (10,180) 10,i80 (1,010) (2,080) (1,200) (2,080) (2,370) 

Hel.d 011 
To Property 

26% 
(470) 

0% 
(10) 

15% 
(3~~) 

35% 
(550) 

14% 
(1,410) 

a 
Subcategories within colu.na may not sum to totAl due to rounding; 

the fact that the.1 data are taken fra. a _ltiple respODse question. 
sub categories within row. will aua to greater than total due to 

...... _ .. - .. _--------......... -
'':i 

'1\ o 

i Other 

13% 
(230) 

19% 
(820) 

24% 
(600) 

21% 
(330) . 

20% 
(2,000) 
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Aaaaultive Violence 
With Theft 

Without Theft 
" 

.Peraonal Theft Without Injury 
Robbery 

Larceny 

"-
Total Peraona1 Victimization 

TablEI 3.47 

Percent Dist:ribution P'or a 
The Uae Of Sel,f-Protective Heaaurea In PeraOlllll Vict:laizationll, By The Age Of The Victill 

~ight I!apact.C:Ltiell:~r~gate 

'~Vict1a"a 'Ager65 or Older 
(Cond.nued) , 

! 

TYJPE OF SELP";PROTECTIVE 'MEASURE --
Total Percent Of Total Uaed Hit Reasoned Yelled Left Scene 
Victimi- Total Using Protective Weapon Offender With For Help 1&n Away 
zations Protective Measurea Offender 

, ,-" Meaaurea , 

38% 11.% 47% 1% .31% 8% 
1,960 (740) . 740 (80) (350) (10) (230) (60) 

, -c, 
41% n Si% 13% 24% 12% 32% 

2,770 (1,140) 1,140 ,) (100) (150) (270) (140), (360) 

32% ex 21% 11% 31% 15% 
3,380 (1,070) ,1,070 (90) (220) (120) (330) (160) 

22%, 0% 10% 7% 44% 12% 
5,610 (1,210) ,1,210 . :(0) (120) (80) (530) (150) 

30% 7.% 20% 12% 29% 18% 
13,700 (4,190) 4,190 (280) (820) (490) (1,210) (750) 

- - - --- ~---

Held On To 
Property 

12% 
(90) 

2% 
(20) 

9% 
(100) 

47% 
(570) 

19% 
(780) 

a Subcategories within columna may not sum to total due to roundins; 
the fact that the data are taken frOll & .utip1e reaponse question. 

aub catesories withinrowa'wil1 .wa to Ireater than total due t~ 

", 
'<t.' 

IJ 

~; 

Other 

5% 
(40) 

32%' 
I 

(360) 

20% 
, (210) 

19% 
(230) 

20%1 
(820) 

---------

J~ ... ::!~_,-::.~,~..;.s;.~"t< , 



i 
f 

198 

victim who took self-protective measures to have hit the offender or left the 

scene and an increasing tendency to have yelled for help and to ,have held 

on to one's property. In specific ca,tegories of victimization these re1a-

tionships generally maintain and, in many cases, itensify. 

In assau1tiv'e violence with theft, 70 percent of the victims who used 

se1f-pro'tective measures in the youngest age group, 62 percent in the 35-49 

age group, and 47 percent in the oldest age group hit the offender as a se1f-

protective' measure. A similar pattern is ev,ident for assaultive violence 

without theft where 41 percent of the youngest victims,but only 13 per-

cent of the oldest victims who used self-protective measures hit the of-

fender as a self-protective measure. Also Jor assaultive violence with .... 

out theft, as age increases, there is ,~ generally increasing propensity for 
.-;/ 

victims who us'ed self':"protective mea'S(1reS to have tried to-reasonw'i:ththe 

offender--rising from one in 'twelve in the youngest group to one in four 

:in the-oldest group. 

For robbery without injury, the youngest victims who used seif-protec­

tive measure~ were more likely than the oldest to have run away from the 

scene (33 perbent vs. 15 percent) and less likely to have'yelled for help 

(eight percent :vs. 31 percent). Finally, for personal larceny, the 'oldest victims 

who used self-protective measures were more likely than the youngest victims 

to have held 'on tothe:lrproperty (47 percent vs. 29 percent) 'and to 'have 

yelled 'fbr lie1p (44 percent vs. 20 percent). 

.; 
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Sex Of Victim 

Table 3'.48, shows that male victims of total personal victimizations 

were about as likely as female victims of total personal victimizations to 

use some self-protective measures (52 percent vs. 50 percent); however, of 

those who used self-protective measures, male victims were more likely to 

have hit, kicked, or scratched the offender (39 percent vs. 29 percent), 
, . 

while female Victims were more likely to yell for help (26 percent vs. four 

percent). A study of the sub-categories of personal victimization reveals 

that there is a sex. difference in self-protective measures used only for 

personal larceny where females were four times as likely as males to use 

some se1f-procective measures (28 percent vs. seven percent). This last 

finding with respect to the victim's sex is probably entirely determined 

by the nature of the personal larcenies males and females are apt to endure. 

Although stealth is used ,in both pocket picking and purse snatch, the 1at-

ter-~which invo1vepredominat1y female victims--probab1y offer a much greater 

opportunity for the victim to use self-protective measures. 

Looking to the type of self-protective measures used by those who used 

self-protective measures, males were substantially more likely than females 

to have hit, kicked or scratched the offender in assaultive violence with 

theft (69 percent vs. 45 percent) and robbery without injury (32 percent vs. 

20 per~ent), put not in assaultive violence with~ut theft (36 percent vs. 

32 percent). Females who used a self-protective: measure ~ere more likely than 

males who used a self-protective measure to have held on to their property, es-

pecial1y in assaultive violence with theft (20 ~ercent vs. five percent) and 

personal larceny (34 percent vs. nine percent). For all subcategories of 
., ' 

personal victimization females who used ~e1f-



r --------~---.-----

\ 
r 
I 

.. 

." . 

b 

Table 3.48 

Percent Distribution For' a 
The Uae Of Self-Protective Measurea In Peraonal Victimfzation~ By The Sex Of The Vlett. 

Eight z.pact Citiea: Aaaregate 

TYPE OF SELF-PROTECTIVE MEASURE 
Total Percent Of Total !Used Hit Reasoned Yelled Left Scene Held On To Other 
Victimi- Total UsinE Protective Weapon Offender With For Help Ran Away PJ:"operty 
zations Protective !Meaaures Offender 

Measures 

Aasaultive Violence 56% 7% 69% 6% 8% 17% 5% 10% ... 
With Theft Hale I- !2!.?~_ _ J7...!19~L f- .1,19'1. ~. _ -f4~)_ ~~~ _ J4!P)_ . (580) . (1,190) _ 1270)_ __ (L4EL 

-~---- - - ~ -40%--~n-51% 4% 45% 6% 20% 9% 
Female 7,590 (3,660) 3,880 ,11 . (160) (1,760) (220) (1,540) (280) (770) (350) 

Without Theft 63% 10% 36% 14% 3% 27% 0% 22% 
Hale 64,150 (40,460) 40,460 (3,940) (14,440) (5,630) (1,250) (80) - - ,-- - .- - - - -- 1-- --- - -- - - - ~-- - 1----- - ---- (10.!..?~) -- -- ~~1~_ 

Female 62% 6% 32% 12% 21% 36% 1% 
46,980 (29,100) 29,100 (1,770) (9,190) (3,410) (6,030) (10,370) (180) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 42% 11% 32% 13% 7% 26% 8% 
Robbery Hale 31,830 J12,2~0)!.. 13;260 _(~4~L - .14 o.!,9E) I- .J1..t.?~Q.L __ (~.l _ J.3,420L _ J.1J!l2.Q) ------.- 1-- - - - -

Female 44% 4% 20% 13% 31% 20% 15% 
15,150 (6,630) 6,630 (260) (1,350) (850) (2,040) (1,330) (1,000) 

Larceny .7% 1% 17% 9% 4% 17% 9% 
Male 9.!,.36'!. __ J.6~) 

f- -.!.?~ __ ...9:.0)_ __ (!3.Dl ...0Ql. __ Q,O) _ _ ..Q.2Ql. _ {§.DL - -- - ..:. -- - . - -
Female 28% 1% 13% 5% 40~ 11i- 34% 

20,150 (5,820) 5,820 (50) (750) (260) (2,340) (660) (l,980) 

Total Personal Victimization 52% 10% 39% 13% 4% 25% 3% 
Male 118,26!l (61,560) 61,560 (5,870) (23,800) (7,900) (2,740) (15,640) _ (1~2~ - - -- --- ---- --- -- - I- - - - - - -- ---- -- ------::- . 

Female 50% • 5% 29% 11% 26% 28% 9% 
90 470 (45 410) 45.410 (2 230) (13 040) (4 760) (11 890) (12 640) (3 910) 

a Subcstegories within columna may not aum to total due to rounding; aub ~ateaotieawithin rowa will Bum to areater than total due to 
the fact that the data are taken fro. a _lUple reaponae question. 
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19% 
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protective measures were more likely than their male counterparts to have used 

yelling for help as a self-protective measure. These results suggest that 

females were more apt than males to have taken defensive self-protective mea-

sures while males were more apt than females to have taken offensive self-
'.~ 

protective measures. 

Race of Victim 

In total personal victimization--as shown in Table 3·.49 --white victims 

were more l!kely than black/other vic~ims to have used self-protective mea-

Ii I sures (56 percent vs. 42 percent). An examination'of the subcategories of 

personal victimization, however, shows that difference is largely a consequence 

of the fact that whites were disproportionately victims of assaultive violence 

without theft--the victimization most likely to have evoked self-protective 

measures among victims of both races. An examination of the subcategories 

of personal victimization reveals small but consistent differences in the pro-

portion of white and black/other victims who used self-protective measures. 

For assaultive violence with theft, assaultive vioience without t-heft and 

personal larceny, the difference is.about eight percentage. points; only,' for 

robbery without injury did considerably more white than black/other vic;tims 

use self-protective measures (49 percent vs. 34 percent). To some ext~!nt 

this racial difference may be a func'tion of the fact that black/other ~~ictims 

were more often victims of crimes' involving weapons--the presence of wliich 
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Table 3.49 

Percent Distribution For a 
The Uae Of S.lf-Protective Heaaurea In Peraona1 Victiaization,By The Race Of The Victia 

Eight Iapact Citi.a: Aggregate 

Total 
Victimi­
zation 

TYPE OF SELF-PROTECTIVE MEASURE 

Percent Of Total Uaed 
Total Vain~ Protective Weapon 
Protective Keaaure. 
Kea.urea 

Hit 
Offender 

Reasoned 
With 
Offender 

Yelled 
For Help 

Left Scene Held On To 
Ran Away Property 

Other 

Aaa.ultive·Vio1ence 
With Theft 

57% 
White 11,790 (6,730) 6,730 

5% 
(330 

59% 
...: _U,!!O 

64% 
(2,760 

6% 
(430) 

-- 5%"';' 
18% 15% 11% 10% 

_ ~,2401_ -l1~0£2 __ (~ot __ J.6J'll. 
t- - - - - - - - 50:i:'-' - - - -

Black/Other 8 ,7.00 (4,320) . 4,320 

- ---

Without Theft 64% 
White 81,000 (52,100) 52,10C -----------r---- ----

Black/Other 58% 
30,120 (17,490) 17,490 

--7% 
(310 

7% 
(3,630 - - ---

12% 
(2,060 

(220) 

32% 14% 
(16,900 (7,420) ----t----...:. 

38% . 9% 
(6,710 (1,640) 

21% 1U 
(910) (460) 

11% 
_ Q,47,£) 

10% 
(1,820) 

31% 
-l~~270) 

29% 
(5,010) 

10% 10% 
(410) (450) _. 

1% 22% 
_J.24~ _ J!1..!..2~)_ 

0% 18% 
(20) (3,100) 

Peraonal'Theft Without Injury 49% 9% 27% 12% 15% 25% 10% 22% 

'N o 
N 

Robbery _____ ~~e __ 25,81~ __ <!2,!7Ql _ E,i'0. 

34% 
Black/Other 21,160 (7,160) 7,160 

_ Jh!?Q. _ 
8% 

(550 

Larceny '<~ .25% 1% 

_(3 ..... 419 ~ _ j}.~.Q) _ ...ll.a.2.9.Q2 __ (hl2Ql __ (L.2§.PL __ <1,.z.:;.2L 
31% 15% 13% 23% 10% 17% 

(2,190 (1,060) (960) (1,630) (740) (1,190) 

6% 32% 39% 21% 
_ _ _ _ ~i~\~ _ 1.!,2~ (4.,100) ~,lOO. (20 ---- - --~ =~--.-

11% 
(460 

-- --I- -
(250) _ ,-ll,3301. 

11% _ -.5.460) _ -ll, 61<!l. __ J!I~)_ 

Black/Othe7J 13,860 

134,860 ----
73 840 

17% . ' 2% 
(2,410) 2,410. (liD 

56% 7% 
(75,600) .7.5,600 (5,140 

42% 
(31 390j 31 390 

10% 
(2 970 

17% 
(420 

33% 
(24.730 - - --

39% 
(12 090 

3% 42% 
(80) (1,020) 

13% 
(320) 

13% 13% 28% 
(9,650) (9,890) (20,870) - -- -- -- - -- - - -

10% 15% 24% 
(2.990) (4.7W (7 420t 

18% 18% 
, (440) (440) 

5% 21% 
(3,810) (15,470) - - - - ---

:5% '17% 
(1.620) (S .. ISO) 

a Subcategories within co1UIIIUJ may not INa to total due to roundiDli Bub cat_aort .. Within row. will alia .to areatar thaD total dua to 
the :fact thet the data ,are tWD ,froa a .u1ti~la r .. 'ponaa !lUeatioD. 
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may ha,ve discouraged the use of self-protective measures ~O 

Among those victims using self-protective measures, whites and black/ 

others show remarkably similar percent distributions of type of self-pro­
:~ ) 

tective measure employed for total personal victimization and for each of the 

sub categories of personal victimization as well. For total personal victi-

mization in each racial group, hitting the offender and leav!ng the scene was 
~ -':::;::;: 

the most commonly used self-protective measure, while holding on~tCl~one's 
" property and using a weapon were the least commonly used self-protective 

measure. Muong those using self-protective measures, for only two racial 

comparisons in the table is the difference between whites and black/others 

in type of self-protective measures used ten percentage points or greater; 
:') 

black/other larceny victims :~ifere more likely to have yelled for he..1.p (42 

percent vs. 32 percent) and less likely to have held onto their property 

(18 percent vs. 39 percent) than white larceny victims. 

Offender's Weapons And Victim's Self-Protective Measures 

When the offender has a weapon, is the victim less inclined to use 

self-prot~~tive measures? Table 3.50 pres~nts data relevant to this point. 

In assaultive victimizations, the offender's weap,on appears not to be related 
" ,-; '.' 

I 

to the use of self~protective measures. In assaultive violence with theft, 

55 p~rcent of the victims who faced an offender with a weapon and 51 per-
f 

cent of the victims who faced an offender without a weapon, used self-prote(\-
\\ 

tive measures. In assaultive violence without theft, the comparable percenta~l~ 

are 63 percent' and 61 percent, respectively. In robbery without injury, 
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Tabl. 3.50 

The U •• Of Se1f-Protec~v. MeaiUres In Perso~l Victimizat1ons • 
• , The Presenc~, Of A Weapon 

light Iapact Cities: Aggugate 

IProtective Protective 
~8Ures Measures Total 
~t Used Used ' 

. 
45% 55% 100% Assaultive Violence With Theft 
43%, 47% 45% 

With W .. pon (3.870) (4.760) (8.630) 

48% 52% 100% 
Witbout Weapon' 57% 53% 55% 

(5.100) (5.440) (10.560) 

47% 53% 100% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 

(8.970) (10,210) (19,190) 

37% 63% 100% 
As .. ultive Violence Witbout Theft 44% 46% 45% 

Witb W .. pon (17,890) (29,800) (47.720) 

39% 61% 100% 
l:fi,tbout Weapon 56% 54% 55% 

(22.730) . (35.200) (57.900) 
. 

100% 38% 62% Total 100% 100% 100% 
(40.620) (64.990) (1CI5,620) 

PersoD&l Theft Without Injury 64% . 36% 100% 
Robbery 62% 47% 56% 

/;:::-ilitb Weapon (16.930) (9,320) (26.250) 
.' -' <, 

49% SJ.% 100% 
Without Weapon 38% 53% 44% 

(10.170) (10.530) (20,720) 

58% 42% 100% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 

(27.100) (19,850) (46.970) 

aSubcategories _, DDt .ua to total due to:roundina. 
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however, when the offender had a weapon 36 percent.of the victims used some 

type of self-protective mea sur •. and when the offender did not have a weapon 

51 percent of the victims used some self-protective measure. Therefore, While 

in robbery without injury the presence of a weapon was associated with a 

smaller propensity of victims to use self-protective measures, the pre­

sence of a weapon in assaultive violence victimizations shows no similar 

association. 

Self-Protective Measures And Attempted Vs.Completed Victimizations 

For assaultive violence victimization in which the victim used one self-

protective ~easure, there was only a small difference in the proportion 

of completed victimizations in comparison to assaultive, violence victfmiza-

tions in which' the victim did not use self-protectj.ve measure (See 3.51 ). 

When self-protective measure were not used, 43 percent of the assaultive violence 

victimizations were completed as compared to 38 percent when self-protective 

measure were used. However, for the remaining two subcategories of personal vic-

r. , 
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Table 3.51 

The qse Of Self-Protective Measures In Personal Victimizations, 
By Completed Versus Attempted Victimizationsa 

Eiaht Impact Cities: .Aggregate 

Protective Protective 
lMeasures Measures Total 
lNot Used Used 

Total Assaultive Violence 42% 58% 100% 
43% 38% 40% 

COIIIpleted (21,840) (30,500) (52,360) 

37% 63% 100% 
Attempted 57% 62% 60% 

(29,150) (50,110) (79,260) 

39% 61% 100% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 

(50,990) (80,610) (131,600) 

Personal Theft Without Injury 78% 22% 100% 
Robbery 81% 32% 60% 

COIIIpleted (21,870) (6,310) (28,180) 

Attempted 28% 72% 100% 
19% 68% 40% 

(5,250) (13,560) (18,790) 

58% 42% 100% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 

(27,120) (19,870) (46,970) 
. 

Personal Theft Without Injury 87% 13%\ 100% 
Larceny 94% 53% 86% 

Completed (22',310) (3,450) (25,780) 

Attempted 30% 70% 100% 
6% 47% 14% 

(1,310) (3,030) (4,350) 

78% 22% 100% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 

(23,620) . (6,480) (30,130) 

a. 
~ubcategories may Dot sum to total due to rounding. 

-------- ---- ------ ----------­
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timizations there were marked differences in the completion rates depending 

on whether or not protective measures were used. 

In the· case of robbery without injury, the completion rate was 81 per-

cent when self-protective.measures were not used, but only 32 percent when self-

protective measures were used. Likewise for.nerRonal larceny, when self-pro-

tective measures were not used 19 out of 20 of the victimizations were"cOtn-

pleted, but wh~n self-protective measures were used unly about one-half of 

the victimizations were completed. 

In summary, self-protective measures taken by victims were more likely 

to be used .against assaults than against thefts without assault. Self-pro-

tective measures were also more likely to be used against non-strangers than 

against strangers. The greatest variations in the extent of self-protective 

measures used are across age groups; generally those in the older age groups 

used self-proteetive measures less often than did those in the younger a~e 

groups. The type of self-protective measure used varies notably by age and sex 

of the victim; in general, there :f.s a greater tendency for younger victims and 

males to use measures 't,uch as hitting the' offender and a greater fendency 
,';' 

II 

for older victims and females to use such measures as yelling for help. It 

appears then that victims who have less physical strength used primarily de-

fensive measures While victims who have more physical strength used primarily 

offensive self-protective measures. To a certain extent, offenders in personal 

theft who are faced by reSisting victims have the choice of whether to re: .. 
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taliate by assaulting the victim, trying to wrest the victim's prope'rty away 

from him(her?,or giving up the'victimization. If the first choice is exer­

ciaed, the victimization becomes'an assaultive violence with theft victimi-

" ~~tion with a completed assault. If the second choice is exercised the vic~ 

tinliza~,ion may become a completed personal theft without injury if the offen­

der successfully wrests the property away from the offender. If the third 
" 

option is exercis,ed, the victimization becomes an attempted personal theft 
" 

without injury.Befo~e much more can be said about th~ djnlamic~ of 

the relationship between s~lf-protective measure and attempted versus com­

pleted victimization~, more information regarding the sequence of events in 

the victim-offender confrontat'ion will be 'required. 

The Consequences of Pers(l~nal Victimization 

Personal victimizations may result in many and varied consequences to 

the victim. In some instances, the victim may suffer serious injuries or may 

lose valuable possessions, while in other personal victimizations injuries 

and losses may be slight or non-existent; in 'addition, the psychological and 

behavioral consequences of victimization may vary considerably from victim 

to victim. Although the latter will not be discussed in connection with the 

present work, 

31 
section. ' 

variations in injuries and losses will be examined in this 
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Injury Resulting in Hospital Treatment 

All of the respondents who reported having been attacked were also asked 

whether they'were injured to the extent that they needed medical attention 

after the attack; if such attention was required, respondents were asked 

whether they received any treatment at a hospital, and, if so, the length of 

their hospital stay d~;ing treatment. Since by definition, victims of per­

sonal theft without injury could not have sustained injuries requiring med-
32 

ica1 attention, the analyses herein will be restricted to those victims 

of assaultive violence with theft and assaultive violence without theft. 

The extent of injuries suffered in assaultive victimizations is re-

flected in Table 3'.,52. For those victimizations involving both assault 

and theft, about two out of five victims were injured to the extent that they 

33 required medical attention, while for assaultive violence without theft, 

only about one in ten victims were so injured. Therefore, when theft was 

involved, injury was about four times as likely as when it was not involved. 

As noted above, all injured victims were asked whether they received 

treatment at a hospital. From Table 3.52 , it can be, seen that injured vic­

tims of assaultive violence with theft and assaultive violence without theft 

received similar hospital treatment. About one out of five victims who were 

injured received no hospital medical attention, slightly more t.han three out 

of five received only emergency room treatment at a hospital, and one out of 

six bad a hospital stay of overnight or longer. Regarding hospital stays, 
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Table 3.52 

Iaju~ Aad !Ktent Of Hoapital Treatment Received In Personal Victimizationa a 
. lilht" Iapact Citiea: ~reaate 

EXTENT OF HOSPITAL TREA'I.'KENT 

Total Percent Total No Emeraency Hospital Hoapital Hospital Hospital Iospital Treatment Total 
Vict1llls Of Total Injured Medical Room Only One DSy 2-3 Days 4-7 Days 8 Or More ,aye Not Not Ascer Hospital 

Injured Victim. Attention Days j.\scertainec tained Days 

A •• aultive Violence 40% 100% 17% 65% 2% 2% 4% 8% 1% 0% 
.With Theft 20,500 (8,270) (8;270) (1,420) (5,390) (180) (180) (320) (6.50) (110) (20) 19,670 

11% 100% 21% 60% 2% 2% . 4% 8% 1% 2% 

i 
Without Theft 111,120 (12,350) (12,350) (2,640) (7,410) (280) (220) (480) (930) (180) (220) 22,110 

I 

I 
a 

SubcatelOries "Y DOt ._ to total due to roundiag. 
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half of those who stayed',in "the hospital over~ight or lqnger--or about eight 

percent of all injured'victims--stayed in the hospital ~lght'days or more. 

Finally, Ta:ble3:52 shows the total number of hospital days spent by 

all of the vic tims of assaul ti ve crimes ~4 This ~igure shows that for the 

20,500. victims of assaultive v'iolence with theft, 19,670 days--or about one 

day per victim--were spent in the hospital; for the 111,120 victims oD assaul-

tive violence without theft, 22,110 days--or about one-fifth of a day per 

victim--were spent in the hospital. The expected value for the number of 

hospital days for victims of assaultive violence with theft, therefore, is 

five times that for victims of assaultive violence without theft. Thus~ in-

jury in personal Victimizations--especially in assaultive violence without 

theft--was not only relatively rare, but also rarely required lengthly hos-

pitalization. 

Prior Victim-Offender Relationship 

As can be seen from Table 3,.,53, the relative rates of injury for victims 

of assaultive violence with theft and assaultive violence without theft which 

/' ~---.... were noted, above, maintain when the prior relationship between the victill(and" 

offender is taken into account. Whether the offend~r was a stranger or not, 

injury was substantially more likely when theft was involved than when it 

was not; however, lfhen the offender'was a stranger the difference in the rates 

of injury for assaultive violence with theft and assaultive violence without 
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Assaultive Violenct 
With Theft 

Without Theft 
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Table 3.53 

Injury And Extent.nf Hospital'Treatment Recaived In Personal V£ctiMlzations, By The 
Victi.'s Prior Relationship To The Offender 

Eight IMpact Cities: Aggregate 

EXTENT OF HOSPIT-'L TREATMENT 
\ 

Percent Of T~tal No Emergency. 
Total Tot;al Injured Medical RoOIl Ho8pital- Not Ascert-
Victi .. Injured Victims Attention Only bed ained 

41% 100% 16% 66% 18% 0% 
18,190 (7,540) (7,540) (1,240) (4,960) (1,]30) (20) Stranger --- --- _t __ - -- --- --- ---. 

32% 100% 26% 59% 15% 0% 
2,310' (730) (730) 

" 

(190) (430) (110) (0) Hon-Stranger . 
10% 10(11- 20% 6Z% 16% ' 2% 

Stranger 75,820 (7,445) (7,445) (1,460) (4,630) (1,200) (HiO) 
1---1---- --.-..:- --- --- t-- --1---

14% 100'; 241 57l 18% 1% 35,300 (4,900) (4,900) (1,180) (2,780) (890) (60) 
Non-StranRer 

-SUbcategories .. y not aUM to total due to rounding. 
brb18 18 equal to "Hoapitalized" divided by "Total Injured Vic,tiN." 

.,. 

" 

Total Mean 
Hospital H08pitnl 
DayI' Days 

18.800 2.49 ---. ---
870 1.19 

12,640 1~70 
---- ---

9,460 1.93 

, \ 

, 
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theft (41 percent VB. ten percent) are greater than when the offender was 

a non-stranger (32 percent vs. 14 percent).\ 

Tllis table also indicates that the r'ate of injury for victims of assaul-
"'-. ---

tive viol~nce with theft was slightly greater when the offender was a stranger 
(; 

than when the offender was not a stranger (41 percent vs. 32 percent). Much ,,' . -

more important, however, is the difference in the me~n number of hospital 

days spent by victims -of assault;!:ve violence with the!ft who were injured; 

when the offender was a stranger the average (mean) hospital stay was twice 

as long as when the ofEender was not a stranger (2.49 days vs. 1.19 days, 

35 respectively) • 

Race Of Vic tim 

Table 3,.54 shows that black/other victims of both assaultive violence 
/) 

with theft and assaultive violence tiithout theft: we~e injured at a slightly 

higher rate than their white counterparts; in the former victimizations, 

44 percent of black/others and 37 percent of the whites were injured, and in the 

latter, ,17 percent of the black/oth'~rs but only nine percent of t;hewhites were 

injured. Even among those victims who'were injured, there is some evidence 

to spggest that injuries endured by black/others reBu1t~d in more, and longer, 

hospital treatment. Of those injuredih.\ a~saultive violence with theft, two out 
1)' 19 (7 

of ten white victims but one out of eight black/other victims receiv~d ho h08Pi-' 

tal medical attention; likewise, for assaultive violence without theft, while 

three out of ten white victims received no hospit£::i medical attention, one out 

I' 

" 

!) 

\ 
.J 
\r 

• .. 

, .~ 

, • .t-. 

, = 
\1 

.i) 

\' <. 

:~ 

" 
'~ 

... 

""', 
0 0 

~ 

o u'i , 
,0 ,-;, 

" 
0 

" 

'-4 C:::. 
" , , 

, ,,;::;.' 



r 

'\ 
'"""'--r 
I 

\ 

c" 

n d 
/l 

1
,1, ~ 
( 

I 
I 

I 
I I 
I 
L 

I 
I 

Table 3.54 

Injury And The Extent Of Doepital Treatment Received In Personal Vict~i.atione. 
Jly The Vic till , s Racea 

Bight lIIIpact Cities: Aggregate 

i!XTENT OF HOSPITAL TREA'l'KFm 

Total Percent Of Total No Hedical EIIergency Hospital- Not 
Victim. Total I~jured Attention Room Only ized Ascertained 

Injured V1.C,tiiil8 , 

I 

AasaUltive Violence 
0% ' With Theft 37% 100% 22% 63% 15% 

White 11.790 (4.400) (4.400) (980) (2.780) (640) (0) --- --- --- - -- --- --- ---. 
,~Black.10~h~!, 44% I 100% . 12% 67% 21% 1% 

_.-- " S.710 (3.BOOj (3.BOO) (440) (2.560) (780) (20) 
I.'-~O 

\1 
Without Theft 91 100% 29% 561 13% 2% White 81.010 . (7.140) (7.140) (2.050) (4.000) (960) (120) . 

...:--- 1--- --- --- --- !--- --1----

Black/Other 17% 1001 111 67% . . 211 21 
30.110 (4:970) (4.970) '(530) . (3.320) (1.040) (80) , 

;..:~' -Subcategories .. , not .u. to total due to roundiul. 
b . • 
Thi. t. equal to l'Bo.pitalized" ,divided b, '~otal Injured Victu..." 

~ .. 
\\ 

(I 

Total Hean 
Hospital Hospital 
Day. Da,. 

8.660 1.97 --- ---
11.000 2.89 

9.580 1.34 

~-- ---
1'2.S4j) i.52 

'0 

o 

, 
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of ten black/other injured victims received no hospital medical attention. 

It must be noted that these data are equivocal since only the issue of hos-

pital med~cal attention is addressed; it is possible that whites who were 

injured more, often sought medical attention from non-hospital sources--for 

example, in the office of a doctor. While this is a possibility, other data 

in Table 3'.54 indicate not only that black/other victims were injured at a 

slightly higher rate than their white counterparts but also that black/other 

victims who were injured in assaultive violence with theft and assaultive vio-

lence without theft had longer average (mean) hospital stays than di~ in-

jured white victims. In assaults with theft, the average (mean) hospital 

stay for black/other victims was almost a day longer--and in assaults with-

out theft the average (mean) hospital stay fpr black/other,s was more than a 

day longer--than for whites involved in victimizations of the same type. 

Finally, data not shown in tabular form reveal that for assaultivevio-

lence with theft, 58 percent of the victims were white and 42 percent were 

black/other; however, of those victims of assaultive violence with theft who 

were hospitalized for eight days or longer, 45 percent of the victims were 

white and 55 percent were black/other. Similarly., for assaultive violence 

without theft, 73 percent of the victims were white and 27 percent were black/ 

other; but of those victims of assaultive violence without theft who were hos-

pitalized for eight days or longer, only 38 percent were whit~ and 62 percent 

were black/other victims •• In sum, in assaultive victimizations, bla~k/other 

victims were injured at a slightly higher rate than were white victims; when 

injury resulted, the former received more extensive hospital medical atten-

tion than did the ~atter. 
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Age of Victim 

In each of the five age c~tegories of victims (Table 3'.55, )., those en­

during assaultive violence with theft were subs~antially mqre likely than those 

enduring assaultive vio.lenc~ without theft to have suffered injuries. In the 

youngest group, for example, 22 p~rcent of former victims and tenrercent of 
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Table 3.55 

Percent Of Victilla Injured In PerltOna1 Victimizations And The Extent Of Hospital Hedical Attention 
Which They Received. By The Age Of The VicUJlle 

£ipt Iapact Cit:ies: Aggregate 

HXTENT OF HOSPITAL TREA'l'rIEN'l' 

Percent Of Total No Total 
Total Total Injured Medical Eaergency Hoap1tal- Not Hospital 
Victilu Injured Victim. Attention Ro01ll O(>,.ty ized Ascertained Day. 

,', 

A .. ault:l.ve Violence 
22% 100% 20% 58% 21% 1% 

With Theft 12-19 5.240 (1.l40) (1.140) (230) (660) (240) (10) 4.360 
44% 100% 16% 68% 16% 0% 

20-34 5.190 (2.300) (2.300) (360) (1.570) (370) (10) 5.620 

56% 100% 13% 74% 13% 0% 
35-49 4.060 (2.290) (2.290) (300) (1.620) (340) (0) 4.690 

<i 43% 100% 19% 62% 19% 0% i 
50-64 4.080 (1.770) (1.770) (350) (1.080) (330) (0) 2.810 

40% 100% 23% ~~~ 18% n • ., .. 
65- c: Clt!er " _",eft \'i80) (780) (180) (460) (140) (0) 2,180 .... 7~U 

,without Theft 
10% 100% 28% 58% 141 3% 

12-19 44.020 (4.560) (4.560) (1.250) 1(2.570) (600) (120) 5.230 

10% 100% 18% 66% 16% 2% 
"a-34 44.220 (4.730) (4.730) (810) (3.060) (770) (80) 10.250 

16% 100% 16% 58% 25% 1% 
35-49 12.470 (1.,980) ,(1.980) (320) (l.l30) (490) (20) 6.190 

11% 100% 28% 53% 19% 0% 
50-64 7,660 (830) (830) (230) (440) (160) (0) 420 

65 or.~lder 
81 100% 221 61% 171 01 

2,750 (230) (230) (50) (140) (40) (0) 90 

Subcategories .. y not ... to total due to nundiq. 

"'ru. 18 equa1 to "Total lIo,apital Daya" divided by "Total Injured VictiM." 

.. 

He.n 
no.p~tal 
DaYIL 

3.86 

2.44 

2.05 

1.61 

2.79 

1.18 

2.22 

3.19 

.51 

.39 

o 
:.. 

.. 
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the latter victims--and in the oldest group 40 percent of the former and eight 

percent of the latter--were injured. It is interest~ng to note that while 

rates of injury were rather homogenous across age groups for assaultive 

violence without theft, there was marked variation in the rate of injury 

across age groups for assaultive violence with theft. For example, while few­

er than one quarter of the 12-19 year old victims of assaultive violence with 

theft were injured, more than half of the 3-5-49 year old victims of assaultive 

violence with theft were injured; in the remaining age groups, about four out 

of ten victims of assaultive violence with theft were injured. 

Although variation in the rat •• of injury to victims of assaultive vio­

lence without theft is minimal, variation in the corresponding-average lengths 

of hospital stays is notable. Those in the 20-34; and to an even greater 

extent those in the 35 to 49, year old a~e~roup ;ho suffered assaultive 

violence without theft injuries had longer average hospital stays than did 

those in either younger or older age groups; for victims of assaultive vio­

lence without theft, the average hospital stay for those 35-49 years of age 

was about eight times that for those 50 years of age and older. 

Injured victims of assaultive violence with theft show a different con-

stellation of average hospital stays. For these victims the youngest age 

group had the longest average hospital stay (3.86 days), wh~le those in the 

50-64 age category had- the shortest average hospital stay (1.61 days). Com-
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paring assaultive violence with theft and assaultive violence without theft 

it can be seen that for each of the age groups except the 35~49 year old 

group~ the average hospital stay for victims of assaultive violence with 

theft was longer than the average stay for victims of assaultive violence 

without tQeft. For some groups these differences are marked indeed. In the 

youngest group the average hospital stay of the former was more than three 

times longer than that of the latter (3.86 vs. 1.18 days); in the 50-64 year 

old group, victims of assaultive violence with theft spent, on the average, 

a day longer than did victims of assaultive violence without theft (1.61 vs • 

• 51 days) and in the oldest group victims of assaultive violence with theft 

spent an average of nearly two and one-half days longer in the hospital than 

victims of assaultive violence without theft (2.79 vs •• 39 days). 

Finally, it should be noted from Table 3.55 that--regardless of age-­

the modal hospital attention received by injured victims of both assaults 

involving theft and assaults not involving theft was emergency room treat-

ment only. This is congr,uent with data presented in the two previous tables 

in which victims were separated by race and by prior relationship to the of­

fender. In each of these tables it can be seen that about six out of ten 

victims injured in assaultive-violence victimizations received emergency room 

treatment only. 

In summary, injury occurred at a higher rate and generally resulted in 

a longer average hospital stay when theft was also involved in the assault. 
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Figure 6.1 

Percentages Of Non-Reported Victimizations For Detailed ~tegor1es O~ 
Assaultive Violence With Theft 

22% 
(1.420) , 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Assaultive Vioience 
With Theft 
~-------

Minor Assault 

44% 
(9,140) 

Completed - ~'-
33%' . 
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Attempted 
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Under assaultive violence' without theft (~igure 6·.2 ), the type of 

assaultive violence suffered~ ~7as related to rates of non-reporting; for 

instance, attempted assaults had a 62 percent non~report~ng rate while ser-

ious assaults had only a 40 percent non-reporting rate~ While the presence 

or absence of a weapon in serious assaults was not substantially related to 

non-reporting, in attempted' assaults the weapon factor was quite impor-

tant; in attempted assaults, 52 percent of those with weapons and 70 percent 

of those wit.hout weapons were not reported to the police. Likewise under rape, 

those which were completed (34 percent) had a much lower Eate of non-report-

ing than did those which were only attempted (57 percent). 
" ,/- . 

Finally, personal thef t without injury in Figure 6,,3 shows that,. while th~ 

finer subcategories of victimization (robbery without injury, purse snatch, 

and pocket picking) were not dramatically variable in ra,tes of non-reporting, 

the introduction of. the weapon/no weapon and attempted/completed dimensions 

brings out marked variation in non-reporting. For example, under robbery 

without injury, the combination of the two dimensions results in a non-report-

ing rate of only 33 percent for completed personal robberies with weapons 

and, at the other extreme,a non-reporting rate of 73 percent for attempted 

personal robberies without weapons. Under purse snatch, the non-reporting 

rate for completed victimizations(40 percent) was only'half that for attempted 

victimizations (80 percent). 
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Weapon 

40% 
(17,200) 

- ---
40% 

(15.300) 

" 

36% 
(1.880) 

--------------~-----
" 

Figure 6.2 

Percentage. Of Non-Reported Victimizations For Detailed Categories Of 
Assaultive Violence Without Theft 

Bight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

56% 
(13.570) 

Assaultive Violence 
Without Theft 

.' 62% 
(74,820) 

Weapon No ..!,eap~ _ C0.!!!Elete.!.. -
52% 70% 34% 

(32,380) (42,440) (1.090) 
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Figure 6.3 

Percentagea Of Non-Reported Victimizations For Detailed Categories Of 
Personal Theft Without Injury 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Personal Theft 
Without Injury 

54% 
(77 ,070) 

Purse Snatched 
--------
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(47,020) 

Completed 
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40% 
(28,200j 
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33% 
-(17,OSO) 

50% 
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Attempted _._--_ .... 
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(18,820) 
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(14,200) 

Attempted 

------
80% 

(4,340) 

------------ ---------

Pocket Picked 

64% 
(15,880) 

:, ... 

----------------------------~~~~---~~:~I~--~------~----~~~~--~--------~--~--~.~r~ __ ~ _ _w~ __ ~~~ __ ~~,~~~~,~,~=._~~'~;'--.~,~~~m1~lrll~~~~~~~~~~~=m==~~~~~'~~~-~~~:; 
tit' '""",", . 

. '\. 

(1 

,~ 
\ 



f 

399 

Figures 6.·4 and 6.5 ~~ 
Present trees for household burglaries ana'", 

(!! ,\ 

household larcenies. Briefly, the former shows that in addition to 'the 

method of entry being an important factor, under forcible entry, those 

burglaries in which something was taken had a much lower rate of non-report-

ing than those burglaries in which nothing was taken (21 percent vs. 43 

percent). For actual larceny, the tree diagram verifies the monotonical-

ly decreasing rate of non-reporting as the value of the items stolen in-

creases. 

Although these tree diagrams for personal and household victimizations 

are not very wieldy, th.ey are useful in demonstrating that the variations 

in non-reporting~-especially those for personal victimizations--are more 

complex than they originally appeared. Unfortunately, these tree dia-

grams ignore one important set of characteristics of the victimization 

situation--namely the characteristics of the victim. It may well be that 

primarily these characteristics--rather than the characteristics of the 

victimizations in and of themselves--account for variations in non-reporting. 

To what extent is this the case? 

Age, Race, and Sex of Victim 

Figure 6.6 illustrates that in each of the eight Impact Cities, those 

in the youngest age group had. the highest rate of non-reporting for total 

personal victimizations. In the eight-city aggregate, the non-reporting 
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Figure 6.4 

Of Non-Reported Victimizations For Detailed 
Household Burglary 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
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Figure 6.5 

Percentages Of Non-Reported Victimizations For Detailed Categories 
Of Household Larceny 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
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rates ranged from 63 percent in the 12-19 year old age group to 42 in the 

65 or older ,ag~ group. 

Table 6.·9 shows differences in non-reporting by ,age and race. Among 

both whites and black/others, for each of the. three'major subcategories of 

personal victimization there is a decr~ase in the rate of non-report~ng as 

age increases. Th~s pattern is least marked am~ng white victims of assaul­

tive violence Without theft: where the non-repOrti,ng rate was 66 percent for 

the youngest victims alld 55 percent for the oldest victims. no.wever, in 

geI!:ra1, the greatest. difference in non-report~ng was b.etween the 12-19 

year old and the 20-34 year old ~ge groups. 

Table 6'.,9 can also provide information regarding the relative rates of 

non:'reporting for whites and black/others, within particular age and type-

of victimization groups. Firs,t it can be s!!en that age-specific racial dif-

ferences within the per,sonal theft without injury category were slight. 

Second for' assaultive violence with theft, only among the youngest victims--

where the non-reporting rate for whites (61 percent) was 'half again as great 

as that for black/others (42 percent)--and among the oldest victims--where 

the non-reporting rate for whites (16 percent) was 1esst;>han half that of 

the black/others (39 percent)--were there great differences in non-reporting 

rates. Finaliy, for assaultive violence without theft, ,as t;heage of the vic­

tim increased, so did, the~ differellc:es-betw~\:y r~tes of non-reporting for, 

the two racial groups. In the 12-19 year -old age group, 'the nOll-reporting 
C) 

rate for whites was only slightly greater'than that for black/others, but in 

the~;!0-34 year oldgroui> (57 percent vs. 47 percent), and the 35 or older group 
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Table 6.9 

Percentages Of Non-Reported Personal Victimizations, 
. By Age And Race. Of The Victima . 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

aG.r; OF Y.ICTIM . 
12-19 20-34 35-49 50-64 65 Or Total 

". Older I, 

Aasaqltive.Violence 61% 34:1: 27% 33% 16% 38% 
·,With ,Theft White (3,220) (2,640) (1,820) (2,610) (1,520) (11,790) 

r- - - - - - - - - - - - f- - - - -, -
Blaclt/Other 42% 35% ··23% 30% 39% 33% 

(2,030) (2,550) (2,230) (1,480) (440) (8,680) 

Without Theft 66% 57% 54% 57% 56% 60% 
White (31,780) (32,410) (8,700) (5,900) (2,220) (81,010) 

~ - - - - - - - - - - - _. - - - - - - -
Black/Other 60% 47% 35% 41% 48% 51% 

(12,240) (ll,820) (3,780) (1,740) (580) (30,120) 

Personal theft Without Injury 72% 50% 48% 44% 49% 54% 
White (10,330) (10,900) (6,340) (7,930) (6,550) (42,050) 

I- - - . - - - I- - - - - - - - - - - - _. 
Bl&CIt/Other 65% 52% 44% 52% 46% 53% 

(8,610) (9,920) (8,040) (6,020) (2,410) (35,040) 

Total Persooal Victimization 
\ 

67% 54% 49% 47% 46% 56% 
White (45,350) (45,940) (16,850) (16,430) (10,290) (134,850) 

I- - - - - - - 1-- - - - -. - - - - - - - _. 
Blac~/Other 61% 48% 39% 46% 45% 50% 

(22,870) (24,290) (14,040) (9,240) (3,420) (73,820) 

a 
Subcategorie • .. ,. not ... to total due to roUDdins. 
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(55 percent vs. 38 percent), the differences were more substantial. 

In Table 6.10 , compara'ihe data for non-reporting by age and sex are 

presented. Again it can be seen that within each sex group, there was a 

decline in the rate of non-reporting for each subcategory of personal vic-

timization as the age of the victim increased. Although rates of non-

reporting for males and females in the same age groups were similar for 

personal theft without injury, some differences for the other categories 

of personal victimization are apparent. For the two categories of personal 

victimization which involv~d assaultive violence, the non-reporting ,rates 

for males were generally greater than those for females. In assaultive 

. violence with theft, for example,..,.-in comparison to females--males in both 

the youngest group (59 percent vs. 45 percent) and the oldest group (29 

percent vs. 14 percent) had higher rates of non-reporting. For assaultive 

violence without theft, males continue to have higher non-reporting rates 

than females in the youngest group (67 percent vs. 60 percent) and in the 

oldest age group (59pe~cent vs. 52 percent). Fiqally, with respect to 

Tables 6 .. 9 and 6·.10 it should be noted that--for all three age groups and 

within both race and sex groups-~rates of ~on-reporting were lower for assaul-

tive violence with theft than for assaultive violence witpout theft or 

personal theft without injury. 
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Percentages O~~on-Re~rted Personal Vic::timization,,..'ByAge 

AnC1 Sex Of The Vic::tiaa . 
Eight ~pac::t Cities: Aggregate 

AGB- OP--¥ICTIK 

( 

12-19 2~34 35-49 50-64 65 Or Total 
Older 

I Assaultive Violence 59% 35% 30% 34% 29% 40% 
With Theft Hale (3,810) (2,930) (2,660) (2,570) (900) (12,900) - ---:- -~- ---" --- -- - ---

Female 45% 32% 16% 30% 14% 29% , 
(1,410) (2,270) (l,360) (1,520) (1,040) (7,580) 

Without %heft 67% 59% 57% 61% 59% 62% 
Hale (25,520) (25,690) (7,180) (4,470) (1,270) (64,160) --- ------ I--- - --- -- ..... 
Female 60% 48% 38% 42% 52% 51% 

(18,480) (18,510) <'5,290) (3,160) (1,510) (46,980) 
, 

70% 55% 48% 49% 45% 57% Personal Theft Without Injury 
Malf! (14,290) (10,810) (6,890) (5,950) (3,280) (41,170) 

~-- --- --- --- --- ---
Felllale 68% 47% 45% 46% 50% 49% 

(4,680) (10,040) (7,490) (8,010) (5,700) (35,900) 

Total Personal Victilllization 67% 56% 49% • 
, 

50% 46% 58% 
Male (43,640) (39~430) (16,720) (12,990) (5,460) (118,280) ------ --- --- -~ .... ---
Female 60% 47% 39% 43% 46% 49% 

(24,610) (30,790) (14,180) (12,680) (8,250) (90,450) 

a 
Subcategories "7 not aum to total due to rounding. 
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~mking these comparisons in the non-reporting rates of victims of 

different ages, sexes, and races is equivical because, as was shown in the 
r 

earlier part of this chapter, rates of non-reporting not only vary across 

the major subcategories of personal victimization, but also within these 

subcategories, according to the specific nature of the victimization suf-

fered. Thus, younger victims--and some white and some male victims--may 

have higher rates of non-reporting because of the specific nature of the 

victimizations which they suffer. In the follOwing six figures the tree 

diagrams presented earlier show rates of non-reporting for victims in each 

brancho who have been segregated into age and race groups (Figures 6.7 to 

6·,·9 ) and age and sex groups (Figure 6.10 to 6.12 ). 

In Figures 6.7 to 6.9, victimizations involving assaultive violence 

with theft, assaultive violence without theft, and personal theft without 

injury, respectively have been sub-divided into the specific types presented 

in the earlier tree diagrams. In addition, however, these figures sub-divide 

victims by race (whites appear on the top of each "block",and black/others 

on the bottom),and, within each racial group, by age (within the top and 

bottom of each block, rates for the 12-19, 20-34, a~d 35 oro older age groups 

are sho~ from left to right.) 

It is apparent from: Figures 6. 7 to 6,-9, that--with relatively few 

reversals--the non-reporting rates decreased as,;the age of the victim in-

creased, even when very fine categories of ass~ultive violence with theft, 
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• 1 II. 
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1 
(20) 

221, 
(230) 
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UtO) 

251 20r 
(1,110) (2,190) 
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ItlhC 'lIop.cC 1:11:1... Anupta 

".I.ultlvi Vlo1.~ea ~1th notc 

\/hita 
61% 34% 271 

(3,220) (2,640) (5,950) -------
421 351 27% 

(2,030) (2,550) (4, ISO) 

Hlnor A .. llolt 

\/hlc. 661 411 321 
(1,750) (970) (2,840) ------

lack/Othl. 61% 411 351 
(900) (880) (1,790) 

521 ZSlI: 211 
(12!0)_(I!l!!'L(hl601. \/hita 

211 37X 221 
(tiO) (1.070) (1,180) 

alack/Other 

I 
\/hita 

11.ck/Otho. 

Aceo.ptea 

1 
(SO) 

• (60) 

1 
(120) 

241 
(2$0) 

,53% 
(150) 

• (110) 

RIp. 

., 521 521 
(140) • (270) (210) ------
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Figure 6.8 

E.tiaated Percentqe. Of Non R_port Vict1ai&&tion. 'Por Detailed Categories Of Asoault1ve Violence Without 'rheft, By Rac. And Age Of The Vict1=:l 

Eight Impact Citie.: Aggregate 

Assaultive Violt'nce Without Theft 

66% mJ 55% 
White (31,760) (32.410) (16,820) 

~------- -0'1 GO% 47% 38% 0 Black/Other (12,240) (11,820) (6,100) ..:2" 

~ 
Minor Aaaault Rape. 

63% 57% . 40% White 
54% 53% 70t White 

!2'~).-!.J'~).-Jl!E°L _ (1,470) (1,740) (4!.0) t--------
Black/Other 59% 46% 24% DIGok/Other ~l%.,. 51% 35% 

(1,23") (1,100) (420) (erio) (770) (230) 

~ 
Atte:npted CoopletoJ 

White 54% 55% 72% lihUe 52% 43t B .. (1,220) (1,460) (400) (250) (280) (40) t------ --- I- -------
nlack/Other 54% 66% 28% 1'- 10: B nack/Other ., 

\ 
(560) (560) (1S0) (240) (210) (50) 

, 

At,tempted Assault Serious Assault 

White 70% 61%. 59% 'White 51% 37% 33% 
20,330) (22,810) (12,750) (4,790) (4,220) (1,710) 
~.------- '--------

Black/Other 71% ~2% 44% Black/Other 40% 32% 40% 
(7,270) (7,660) (4,010) (2,860) (2,230) (1,370) 

~~ / ~ 
\:eapoD 

No Weapo~ Weapo" 
t\o toleap~2Q 

62% 51% 49% - White 75% 69% 65% 
White 

SO: 39% 36% lIbite ,5: 31% 19: ~'h1te 
(7,740) (9,610) (4,620) (12,590) (13,200) 2.,~)_ ~4,~) .J..3'~) ..Jl,~OL _ (420) (700) (370) 
~--~---- - - --- I-- - --- --

63% 47:; 2aX Black/Other 79% 61% , 62% Black/Other 40% 33% 24% BlaCk/Other B B 63: Blick/Other (3,6aO) (4,620). (2,150) (3,590) (3,040) (1,860) (2,770) (2,120) (1.190) (110) (\20) (190) 
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Figure 6.9 

a.tiaated Percuta,eo Of Non Report VictW •• tiono For Detailed Categories OfPenonal Theft Without Injury, By Boce And Age Of The Victim 

Eight Impact Cities: /lcgregate 
,>- , 

I , , . . 
l"Greonal Theft Without Injur~ 

,\ --
i White 12% 50% 47% 
It} (10,330) (~9~ (20,~)_ ;...-;---

Black/Other 65% 52% 47% 
(8,610) (9,920) (16,470) - - -, 

Pocket Picked 
Purse Snatch 

77% 61% 56% • White 75% 57% 49% 
White 

(1,320) (2,210) (5,030) 
(600) - (1,430) (5,650) 

~'------- - - -,---'''--
76% 65% 63% BlaCk/Other 69% 52: 50% 

!lack/Other 
(1,400) (1,940) (3,980) (490) (l:nO) (4,320) 

~~ 
Att""'pted Coepleted 

White 81% 72% 83% White 71% '6:: 27~ 
(260) (600) (2,190) -(~)- ~OL ~,~-

c- -------
Black/Other 100% 96% 79% nack/Other 52: 45l 4j: 

(180) (250) (870) (310) (1,460) (3,450) 

Robbery 

White 71% 46% 41% 
(8,410) (7,250) (10,180) -----_._'-

lack/Other 63% 48% 37% 
(6,710) (6,290) (8,130) 

Att""pted Coapl.ted 

White 80% 57% 64% 60% 34% 26: 
I-(~4D~ (3~0~ '.:!.:6~ _ 

lihUe 
(3,870) (3,'480) (6,020) 

1--' - - - - - - -
lack/Other 76% 64% 54% 

lacklOther 56% 0\0% 32% • 
(2,350) (2,110) (1,880) (4,360) (4,180) (6,250) ----- ------ .' ------ -------lIupon No Weapon Weapon No \leapon 

.'h1t* 73% 48% 59% White 85% 65% 69% White 48% 33% 20% Whit.· 66% 38% 32% 

..51~02- ~6~ 2.,~) _ " (2,700) (1,890) (2,150) (1,430) (2,410) (3,420) (2,460) (1,060) (2,610) 

1----- ---- t---- ----- 1..-,;-------
Elack/Other 75% 59% 56% Black/Other 78% 72% 49% Black/Other 51% 33% 26% Black/Other 

63% 55% 43% 
(1,170) (1,350) (1,020) (1,170) (150) ifl(900) (2.750) (2,860) (4,160) ~1,620) (1,300) (2,070) 

-'''., "' 

j 
._~~_~ ___________ .-\\--_ '- __ , __ " __ "', .. ·.·_··_ .. "_fl·_. _____ .,_~· __ ~. ~"'~_"~._'_~ ____ " '_'_.'_'~"" '''_''_''" .. ,' 
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E.t1mat.4 Porcantaga. Of lIon-lepona4 Victiail.tion. ror Dat4110d Cot.gorl •• Of A .. oultiva Violanca lIith '!'haft, By Sax And Aia Of '!'ha Victia 

Eight Impoct Citi .. 1 "ggroso.a 

Serious ASSDult 

43% 3]% 
, (1,820) 0,960) 

24% 
(3,930) 

11% • 
(1,140) 

, Assaultive Violence IIlth Thert 

Mole 59~ 35% 
(3,810) (2,930) 
-~--

~----__ --~K-i-n-o-r-"-.-.-.U-I-t-------~~~::J~ Ropu 

1!410 72% 41% 42% 
0,930) (860) (2,140) ------

'i'emDlo 48% 43% 27% 
(710) (970) (2,510) 

Ita Weapon lIe.pon Att .... pt.d 

]I 

(SO) 

II 
(30) 

28% 
(250) 

• (70) 

28% 1"'1 
(670) 

6% 
(320) 

Kill. 

rllial. 

'4% 33% 23% 
(1.760) (1,720) (3,250) --- -- .. --

42% 22% 14% 
(400) (680) (810) 

HAi. I I B 
(20) (80) (80) lid. 

~~-----
raul. • 401 18% 

(80) (300) (170) , 
PtlIUl. 

.. 

Completed 

]I 

(30) 
B 

(30) 
II 

(lO) 

33% 21Z I' 
(l80) (2'0) (loa) 

• 

o 
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Eat:lllated Parcctases Of Non-lieported VictWut10nl For Detailed Cat.goriea Of Assaultive Violenoe lIithout Theft, By Sox And AS- Of The Viotia 

Eight Impaot CiCie.. Aggregate 

AlIlIJ-Iltive Viol'ence, Without 'Thert 

Kal. 67% 59% 58% 
(25,520) (25,690) (I9,9~O) 

:---- - ----
Fema:(. 60% 48% 41% 

(18,480) (18,510) (9,960) 

Minor As&ault Rape 
() 

Y.-Ie 
64% 67% 35% Male B B B 

(3,650) (2,UO) (1,070) W-,(~ (110) (0) -------- --- ---
'Female 53% 45% 30% Ft:~le 58% 52% 58% 

(2,810) (2,550) (1,280) (2,170) (2,400) (670) 

------ --------Att""pted CC:lpleteJ 

Kale a a B Hale B a B 
(90) (100) (0) (0) (10) (0) --------- r-- -------

Female 66% 58% 59% Female 3'· 28% SU 
(1,670) (1,940) (580) , (500) (460) (90) 

1\ 

1 
Attempted AS8ault Serious A,aault 

Kale 74% 64% 64% 
!' .. le 47% 36% 34% 

(16,660) (18,810) (9,930) (5,140) (4,570) (1,900) f--.-.,__----- --------
Female 65t 50% 44% FOQAle 45% 33% 28% 

(11,030) (11,630) (6,840) (2,480) (1,900) (1,190~ 

~ ~ If 

\leapon No Weapon 
We;apon No t:eapQ~ 

66% 55% 52% - Kale 80% 74% 72% 47% 37% 3~% 54% 32: SOt (7,610) (9,840) (3,860) -.J9~0)_ (~7~ ~O~ _ 
Kale Kale -----_._- (4,780) (4,050)(1,640) (350) (500) (260) 

55% 36% 28% 71%, 59% 56% ------,.- -_ .. - --- --
(3,850), (4,370) (2;920) 

Feaale 
(7,180) (7,260) (3,920) F .... 1. 45% 35% 29% • r ..... le 41% 20% 21% 

(2,310) (1,610) (f20) (170) (300) (290) 
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l'iot1utod Porc.nta ••• Of Hoo-lI.ported V1ctitd.aUon. For lletaU.d C4toaorte. Of Perlon~l Theft Vithout Injury, ., S ... And A •• Of Th. Viccia 

E1tl.c Impuct CHt •• 1 Aggrc •• t. 

,"reonll Th.ft Vithout Injury 

11011 70% 551 481 
(14,290) (10,810) 0',120) 
~----.---

i .. d. 68: 411 47% 
(4,680) (lO,04Q) (21,200) ---- ---~ 

" 

Pocket Picked 
'ur ••. Snatch. 

181 66% 631 Hal. J • 47% 
Hal. (2,030) (2,310) (4,650) I (70) (80) (190) -- ------1---------- ~, 

raaal. 75% 54% SOl 

'cza1. 791 58X .56% • (1,030) (3,060) (9,760) 
(680) (1,820) (4,330) 

--------~ Au_pted COllpleted 

I • I I 

. 

• • 1101. 1101. 
(30) (60) UO) :-(~_ ~)_ ~40)_ --------

F_l. 
c 90% 77% a31 Faaal. 6S1 46% lSI 

(400) (790) (3,t-l0) (b30) (2,270) (6,750) 

Ilobb.ry 

1101. 68% 52% 421 
(12,200) (',4%0) (11,%30) f--------

'_1. UX 39X 36% 
(2,910) (5,100) (7,050) " 

Coapl.cod 
Att.pud 

eoz 65X 621 
lIal. S8% 40X 12Z 

1101. (6,600) (4,400) (7,140) 
(5,600) (4,020) (3,UO)._ r--.- --- ---r-------- , •• 1. S'X 34% 26% 

, ... at. 131 46X S91 (1,660) (3,250) (4,120) 
(l,nO) {I ,'50) (2,%30) 

~~ ~ ~ 
V.apoa IIo>lIeapou lleapoa Kg lleapoll . 

" 

161 58% set .31 71f f\ ,91: leal. S21 ,,% 211 leal. 6$% 601 191 

(1,960) Hal. r--(~~ (!1.6~ ~160). _ U,nO) (150) (2,620) 
(2,460) (%,4%0) (3,140) (l,sao~-, n,I30) - ------~- ~-,------ 1--- ..... -----

611 39% 60% .sx $2i 
cnl ... 1. UX 27% 20% ,-.1. UX ", 42; 3~: 

(540) (790) (1,040) 1_10 (710) (1,060) (1,240) (7~0> (\',620) (%.7.:) (910) (1,63Q) (2.0S0) 
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assaultive violence without theft, and personal theft without injury vic­

timizations were examined; this pattern also generally held within both 

racial groups. 

By focusing on the most finely sub-divided branches of the tree for which 

reliable comparisons can be made, Figu~e 6.,7 shows that white victims of rap~ 

in ,the two older age groups, and white victims of serious assault with a 

weapon in the youngest age group, had rates of non-reporting which were 

substantially greater than their black/other counterparts; on the other hand, 

20-34 year old black/other victims of serious assault with a weapon and 

:,35 or older black/other vj.ctims of serious assault without a weapon had 

higher rates of non-reporting than their w~ite counterparts. 

Figure 6.8 shows that under assaultive vio~_ence without theft, 12-19 

~nd 20-34 year old white victllns of comp1etedxape had rates of non-report-

ing which were four times higher than black/others simiiar1y victimized; also, 

the oldest white victims of attempted rape were more than twice as likely as 

the oldest black/other victims of ,attempted rape, not to have reported the vic­

timization to ~he police; 1ikewi~e, the youQ.gest and olde,st white victims of 

serious assault with a weapon, and the oldest white victims of attempted 

assault with a weapon had higher rates of non-reporting than their b1ack/ 

other counterparts. Only for 35 year old or older victims of serious assault 

without a weapon and 20-34 year old victims of attempted rape were the rates 

of non-reporting fOJ: black/others g'reater than those for whites. 
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Figure 6,.9 presents data for personal theft without injury. In these 

victimizations black/other victims of attempted purse snatch who' were 12-19 

and 20-34 years of age, and b1ac.k/other victims of completed purse snatch 

who were 35 or older, bad higher rates of non~reporting than their white 

counterparts. Similarly, 12-19 and. 20-34 year old black/other victims of 

completed robberies without a weapon, and 20-34 year old victims of at­

tempted robbery with a weapon, had higher rates of non-reporting than 

similarly victimized whites. Only the youngest white victims of completed 

purse snatches and the oldest white victims of attempted robberies with-

out a weapon had highet:rates of non-reporting than their black/other coun-

terparts. 

The data in Figures 6.7 to 6.9 have made it clear tha~ although age 

is consistently related to non-reporting, the relationship of non-reporting 

and race is very comp1ex.to say the least. Certainly when age and specific 

type of victimizations are controlled victims of neither race are consis-

tent1y found to have higher rates of non-reporting. Where racial differ-

ence~ do exist, sometimes whites, and sometimes black/others have higher 

rates of non-reporting. Are the results any more consistent for compari-

sons across sex? 

Using the same scheme,except that now males are on the top of each block 

are on the bottom, Figures 6~10 to 6.12 present rates of non-reporting by 
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age and sex. From these figures it can be seen that among both males and 

females, within specific types of victimization, there was a generally de-

creasing non-reporting rate as age increased; while some inversions occur, 
J' "",,_ 

the overall pattern stands out. 

Figure 6.10 shows that under assaultive violence with theft, the oldest 

and youngest male victims of minor assault had non-reporting rates' which 

were greater than their female counterparts. LikeWise, 20-34 year old male 

victims of serious assaults without a weapon and 35 or older male victims 

of serious assault without a weapon, had higher rates of non-reporting than 

their female counterparts. 

Under assaultive violence without theft (Figure 6.11 ), males in all . ~ 

three age categories who were victims of serious assault without a weapon 
u 

or attempted assaults with a weapon--as well as 20-34 year old and 35 year 

old or older male victims of attempted assault without a weapon and 12-19 

.and 20-34 year old male victims of minor~assau1t--fai1ed to report their 

victimizations to the police at a higher rate than their female counter-

parts. 

Next, Figure 6.12 shows the comparative rates of non-reporting for 

personal theft with~ut injury. Twelve to 19 year old male victims of com­

pleted robbery with a weapon, and 12-19 and 20-34 year old male victims 
" 

of attempted robbery with a weapon had higher rates of non-reporting than 

their female counterparts. Also 20-34 year old male victimS of completed 
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robbery without a weapon and 12-19 and 20-34 year old male victims of attem­

attempted robbery without a weapon, more often than their female counter­

parts, failed to report their victimizations to the police. 

Thus, all cross-sex comparisons in Figures 6,.,10 . to 6.12 which show 

differences, show males to have had higher rates of non-reporting than 

females of the same age who were victimized in the same specific type of 

victimization. 

When the v~ctim's prior relationship to the offender was considered in 

CC?njunction with the characteristics of the victimization and the characteris­

tics of the victtm which have been reviewed in,the tiee diagrams above, very 

f~w differences were discovered. That is, once the detailed nature of the 

victimization and the characteristics of the victims were taken into account , 
. stranger and non-stranger victims were generally found to have similar rates 

of non-reporting. Thus in personal victimizations, although the characteristics 

of the victimization itself and, to a lesser extent, the attributes of the vic­

tim were related to failure to report victimizations to the police, the victim's 

prior relationship to the offender was not found to be related to non-reporting. 

Race Of Head And Family Income 

For household victimiZations, race of head and family income were simu1-

taneou.ly introduced into the household non-reporting tree diagxams in an effort 

to determine whether these characteristics are ~e1ated to non-re~ortin~ indepen-
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dent of the detailed type of household victimization suffered. 

Figure 6.,13 shows rates of non-reporting in burglary victimizations 

for the two racial groups and the six income groups (shown in ascending 

order from left to right in Figure 6~13). The results in this figure 

suggest that the earlier findings--of highest non-reporting rates for 

attempted forCible entry, next-highest for unlawful entry, and lowest for 

forcible entry--hold generally when race of head and income are controlled. 

When burglary victimizations as a whole are considered, income spec i-

fic comparisons show that non-reporting among households headed by whites 

was slightly higher than among households headed by black/others. 

Further, among households headed by whites there was a gradual, though 

irregular decline in non-reporting as income increased. Those white house-

holds with a family income of under $3,000 had a 52 percent non-report~~g' 
'""r 

rate and those with a ~amily income of $25,000 or more, had a non-repqrting 

rate of 40 percent. Among black/otherhouseho1ids, a' simila.r pattern can be 

observed, except that there is a slight upturn in the non-reporting rate for 

those with incomes of $25,000 or more. 

Wh,;n the finer subcategories of burglary vic,timizations are examined, no 

race or income effects are found for attempted forcible entry burglaries. 

For unlawful entry burglaries, no systematic income trend among black/others 

is found; however, among white victims of unlawful entry, those in the lowest 

income group had a higher rate of non··reporting than those in the highest income 
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Figure 6,13 

Eatimated Percentage II Of Non-Reported VicUtlizationo For Detailed Categories or Housnhold Burg!ariea. By Race Of Head And Family Income 

Eight Impact Cities: As&regat~ 

:'; Burglary' 

White 52% 47% 49% 45% 47% 40% 
~,~).Q3,650).Q5.:19!!2..'2M7~1.<til'?1&l £f!....69.Ql 

44% 44% 40% 34% 35% 40% 
BLock/Other 20,620)(32,7BO) (8,960)(11,730) (5,420) (720) 

Attempted Forcible Entry Unla"ful Entry 

White 62% 55% 60% 53% 56% 48% 
(6,610)(11,780) (5,670)(10,4S0) (7,870) (4,640) 
-' - '"7" - - - - - - - - "'-

H% HI ~% 6~ ~% 6n 
(4,670) (8,840) (3,680) (6,520) (3,540) (1,420) - -- - - - ------'--

Black/Other 44% S8% SI% S5% 46% B 
(S ,260) (7,490) (1,930) (2,180) (1,360) (lS0) 

68% 71% 68% S7% 66% B 
(S,520) (7,950) (2,260) (3,060) (1,4S0) (120) 

Forc~,ble Entry 

White 33% 26% 29% 13% 20% 14% 
(6,960)(13,050) (6,620) (9,470) (S,270) (2,640) 
1-- -- - --- -- --..,..-

Bl k/O h 30% 26% 22% IS% 13% 31% 
ac t er (9,850)(17,360) (4,790) (6,480) (2,610) (450) 

~ r-------------~~----------~ .~----~------------------~ 
SoClething Taken 

~"b1te ~30% 21% 24% 16% 14% ax 
~3~(lO,51~(S~0~7,670)~4,290)~2.28.02. 

Black/Other 27% 23%" ,~9% 14% 13% 34% 
(8,510)",5,290) (4,230) (5,760) (2,380) (410) 

53% 
White (300) 

r--
/ 

40% 
1I1ack Other (350) 

Nothing Taken 

~'hite 47% 
(1,600) 
I- -

48% 46% 44% 46% ~o% 

~S~ (::'48~ (~8~.y~I02... ~O~ 

hlack/Other 53X 
(1,310) 

34% 17% B 
(710) (230) (SO) 

45% 39% 
(2,050) (570) 

No Property D~age Property Dac.:J.~e 

61% 
(S40) 

62% 
(290) 

471; 43% 32% B 
(360) (370) (340) (60) ---------

B 
(60) 

B B 
(110) (70) 

5 
(0) 

4S% 4S% 44% 43% 53% 4~X 

White ~280) 5.::0:!!! ~1~ E.,~) ~660) ~330~_ 
56% 43% 35% 37% B B 

Black/Other (970) (1,760) (510) (600) (150) (50) 
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group (62 percent vs •. 48 percent). Income-specific racial comparisons 

for unlawful entry burglaries show that whites with incomes of under $3,000 

and whites" with incomes of$~5, 000-$24,999 had higher non-reporting rates 

than their black/other counterparts. 

In forcible' entry burglaries in which something was taken, white and 

blaclt/other households show decreasing rates of non-reporting as income in-. " 

creases; amon~black/others again, there is an upturn in the non-reporting 

rate in the $25,OOO"or mor,e income group. I~ fo:t:~ible entry burglaries in 

which nO,t·hing was taken, black/others, ,but not whites, show a decreasing 

rate of non-reporting as income increases. 

Income :specific.racial comparisons show that higher income white house-

hc:il.ds'which. were'lV'ictimizedby forcible entry burglaries 'in which nothing was 

taken, had' higher Ilon-reporting rates than their black/other counterparts. 

In forcible e~Dy'burglaries in which something was takenpnly one income-

specific racialRcomparison showed a difference--black/other households in 

the highest income group had a higher non-reporting rate than their white 

counterparts (34 percent~vs. eight percent). 

Rates of non,,:,reporting'for household larcenies and vehicle thefts showed 
I 

so' little ~ystematicrelationship to race and income :that t.hese results afe 

not shown. 

In sUlDIIlary, race and income showed only some small relations to ratias 
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of non-reporting for household victimizations. Wgere relationships did 

exist, rates of non-reporting were generally higher for whites than for 

black/others and higher for low income than for high income households. 

Reasons Given FO~Non-Reporting6 

All·househo1d and business survey respondents who told the interviewers 

that their victimizations were not reported to the police were asked, "What 

was the reason this incident was not reported to the police?"" Responses to 

this question were grouped into nine categories: 

1. Nothing could be done--lack of proof 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .• 

6. 

7. 

B. 

9. 

Did not think it important enough 

7 Police wouldn't want to be bO,thered 

Did ,hot want to take time--too inconvenient 

Private or personal matter, did not ~nt' to report itB 
. 

Did not want to get involved 

Afraid of reprisal 

Reporte~~~o~~~omeone else 
/;/ \\ . 

Other~-SpecifY 
Respohdentswere free to give a.s many reasons as '¢th€y 'liked for their failure 

to report the victimizations to the police; henc~!" ihthefollo~irig· tables 

. on reaSOns given fornon~reporting, row percentagksmay sum tb"more tha.n 100 

percent. 
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In Table 6.11 the distribution of reasons uhich were given by victims 

of tot~l personal, household, and business victimizations are presented. 

For each category of victimization, the belief on the part of the victim 

that nothing could be done about the victimization was the reason most fre-

quent1y given, followed by the belief that the victimization was not suffi-

cient1y important to report. In fact, about four-tenths of the victims 

cited the former reason and one-third the latter r~ason. 

This table also shows that reasons which were given by victims in all 

three categories are strikingly similar. The only notable differences are 

in the "private matter" and "fear of reprisal" categories. One out of eight 

victims of personal crimes and one out of twenty victims of household crimes 

cited "private matter" as their reason for failure to report the victimization 

to the police. Fear of reprisal was cited by one out of twenty-five personal 

yictims, one out of one hundred household victims, and virtually none of the 

business victims as a reason for failure to report the crime to the police. 

To a large extent these differences may reflect differences among the 

three broad groups of victimizations. As was shown in an earlier chapter, 

about one out of five personal victimizations were committed by persons who 

were known to the victims; thus for some of these victims the personal victimi-

zation confrontation may indee4 have reasonably been construed as a "private 

matter." Similarly, since in personal victimizations the personal identity of 

the victim was sometimes known to the offender, it is understandable that 
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Total Hou.ehold Victimization 

. Total Buaine •• Victillbiit10n 
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Table 6.11 

Rea,aon. POI' Not Reporting Personal, Houaehold And Buaine .. Victimizationaa 

Eiaht Impact Citie.: Agaregate 

REASONS FOR NOT REPORTING VICTIMIZATION 

Nothing Did Not Police Did Not Penonal Or . Afraid 
Could Be Think It Wouldn't Want To Private Of 
Done--Lack IIIport.nt Want 'to Be Take Tille, Hatter, Did Repriaal 
Of .Proof Enou~h Bothered Too Incon- Not Want To 

venient : Report It 

36% 29% 6% 3% 13% 4% 
(40,510) (32,210) (6,870) (3,720) (14,530) (4,860) .. 

43% 36% 7% 3% 5% 1% 
(190,110) (159.l20) (29,560) (14,550) (19,940) (2,410) 

42% 37% 5% 6% C 0% 
(11,586) (10,264) (1,404) (1.735) - (138) 

, 

Reportecl 
To 

Otherb . Someona 
nae 

10% 16% 
(10,810) (18,300) 

8% l2% 
(36,210) (52,070) 

9% 15% 
(2.284) (4,031) 

a . ~ 
Subcategories within row. will .um to gr.at.r than total due to the fact that the data are taken froa a .ultiple re.pon.. que.tion. 

Total 
Non-
Reporta 

112,690 

433,480 

27,889 

bindude. ''Did not vant to let involved." In neitber the bou.abolcl nor bua1lle.. • .urvey va. thiareaaon often cited ~nd hence it va •• eraK with 
all "other" reaponse.. In the bu.ine ••• urvey. for exaaple. only 1% of the buain.a.e. which did not report their vicUa1&atioDB to the police 
c1tecl not vantiq to let involved a. the nason. 

c 
Rot ~ed in busin ••• portion of the .urvey. 

_.~.,._", ____ ~,~"" ___ , __ -c~ •. " .. ,._". __ *",-_.,. •. _~-.,,. 
_._.,._.~_ _;or - .. ",- -' ~.- ~ ,-. . . 
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"fear of reprisal" was cited by some personal victims. In household 

victimizations where the personal identity of the victim was less 

likely to have been known by the offender and, at the same time, the 

identity of the offender was less likely to have been known to the vic-

tim, "fear of reprisal" and the belief that the victimization was a 

"private matter" would be expected to be less often cited reasons for 

failure to report victimizations to the police. In order to examine 

reasons for non-reporting in more detail the reasons given for failure 

to report victimizations in the major subcategories of personal, house-

hold, and business victimization will be examined. 

Personal Victimizations 

Reasons for non-reporting are shown in Table 6 .. 12 by the victim's 

relationship to the offender for each of the major subcategories of per-

sonal victimization. When total personal victimizations are viewed by 

the victim's prior relationsh~p to the offender, two substantial and 

logically expected differences emerge. Stranger victims were more 

likely than non-stranger victims to give as a reason for non-reporting 

that "nothing could be done" (42 percent vs. 15 percent) and the former 
j, 

were less likely than ':the latter to give "private matter" as a reason 

for non-reporting (eight percent vs. 33 percent). These differences 

hold for each of the major subcategories of personal victimization. 
",. .. 

These are important findings, especially in light of the finding above that 
1\ 

stranger and non-stranger victims of personal victimizations have similar 

rates of non-reporting. ,It appears then that although rates of non-reporting 
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~sau1tive Violence 
With Theft 

Stranger 

Non-Stranger 
Without Theft 

Stranger 

Non-Stranger 
Personal Theft: Without:) Injury 

Stranger 

Non-Stranger 

Total Personal VictUnization 

Stranger 

Non-Stranger 

Table 6.12 

Reaaons Given For Not Reporting Personal Victimization •• ay Victim'. Prior Relation.hip 
. To The Offendera 

Noth1ng 
Could Be 
Done-Lack 
of Proof 

50r. 
(3.230) 

t- - -
151. 
(140j 

32% 
(13,850) 

!-W - -
l4'r., 

(2,700) 

52% 
(19,860) 

r-- - -26% 
(730) 

42'7. 
(36,940) 
I-~,-

~~y 
(3,570) 

Eipt IlIIpllCt CLUe.: Agregate c' 

rUla"1fot 
Think It 
Important 
Enough 

167-
(1,030) - -307. 

(270) 

34% 
(14.810) - -

28% 
(5.590) 

26% 
(9,910) 

- -20%· 
(570) 

" 2~7. 

~760L 
271-

(6,450) 

REASONS FOR NOT REPORTING VICTIMIZATION 
olice 

Wouldn't 
Want To Be 
Bothered 

91. 
'(590) - -4% 

(40) 

57-

~OO)_ 

3% 
(550) 

8% 
(3,130) 

.10% 
(270) 

77. 
(6.020), 

41-
(860) 

P1Q fiot 
~ant To 
trake Time.,· 
troo Incon­
j'lenient 

31-
(180) - -0% 

(0) 

41-
(1,560) _ =a 

2% 
(310) 

2% 
(50) 

4% 

(3,lGu) - -2% 

(360) 

Private Or 
Personal 
Hatter. 
Did Not: 
Wailt To 
R,eport It 

7'7. 
(450) 

(250) 

10% 
(4,640) -' -35% 
(6,960) 

4% 
(1,620) 

21% 
(610) 

8% 
1-(6:2,2;.0) _ 

33% 

(7,820) 

Afraid Of 
Reprhal 

57. 
(340) 

16% 
(150) 

Reported 
To Someone 
El:ae 

Other 

9% 
(580) - ,~ 

20% 

(180) 

20% 

..... .J!.:300J.,. 
91-

(80) 

4% 1U 171-

..ll.32.2l.. 
16% 

(3,200) 

..Q.. 79<lL' , ~.85.2l. 

7% 
(1,330) 

37-
(1,100) - -6% 

(170) 

44 

(3, 230} -- -77. 

(1,650) 

(2,360) 

6% 
(2,470) - -13'1. 
(360) 

9% 

S!..!.920,.L 

12l 

(2,890) 

14% 
(5,580) -'-17'7. 

(480) 

.l,b7. 

(14,430) -'-16l 

(3,870) 

a Subcategories within columna may not sum to total due to ro~nding; Bub categoriea within r~w8 will aum to greater than total due to 
the f&c~)that <the data are taken fra. a multiple reapons. question. 

D 

Total 
Non-Reports 

6,450 - --
900 

20,010 

38,550 - -
2,830 

88,940 -.-
23,760 o ' 
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for stranger and non-stra:nger victims were similar, the two, groups of vic-' 

tims differed in their reasons for non-reporting. Clearly when the offender 

is known to the victim, the victim has less of a reason to believe that noth-

ing can be done and more of a reason to believe that the confrontation is a 

private concern. 

In stranger victimizations, vict~ of assaultive violence without theft 

(3~ percent) were substantially less likely than victims of assaultive vio-

lence with theft (50 percent) or victims of personal theft without injury 

(52 percent) to have given "nothing could be done" as a reason for non-report-

ing. At the same time, 'stranger victims of assaultive violence with theft 

(16 percent) were less likely than stranger victims of personal theft without 

injury (26 percent) or assaultive violence without the~t (34 percent) to give 

~ "not important enough" as a reason. ":c" 

Table 6·.13 permits an examination of non-reporting reasons for attempted 

versus completed personal victimizations. In general, those suffering attempted 

victimizations, more. often than thos& suffering completed victimizations, 

give as a reason for not reporting the victimization to the police that it 

was not important. For example, of those victims of attempted robbery without 

injury 32 percent gave "no.t important" as their reason for not repo:t:t:ing, 

whUe22 percent of those victims of completed robbery without injury gave' 

this reason; likewise in 20 percent of the attempted larcenies and 31 percent 

of the completed larcenies, "not important" wa~given as a reason for not 
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Table 6.13 

Given For Not Reporting Per"onal Victill\izationli, By Attempted Versus Completed Victimizations a 
Reasons Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

REASONS FOR NOT REPORTING VICTIMIZATION 
Nothing Did Not Police Did Not Private Or Afraid Of Reported Other Total 
C.ould Be Think It Wouldn't Want To Personal Reprisal To Someone Non-Reports 
'Done-Lack Important. Want To Be Take Time, Matter, Else 
Of Proof Enough Bothered Too Incon- Did Not 

venient Want To 
Report It 

Assaultive Violence Without Theft 19% 0% O~ Ql 64% 30% 3% 197. 
Rape Completed (70) (0) (0) • (0) <230) (110) (10). (70) 360 

f- - - .- - - - - - - - - - - -. - - - -- - -33% 10% 4% 3% 307-
... ,. 

7% 51. 22% 
Attempted (830) (240) (110) (70) (760) 

'. 
(180) (120) (540) 2 500 

Assault 25% 26% 4% 2% 22% 6% 16% ~O% 

Completed 1-'-(3.590) _ (3.120) .J!:0) (310) ~080L. -l88°L <Z.rl.2O)_ (2,860L 14.32.2-
c - - - _. -26% 357- 5% 3% 16% 4% 107- 16% 

Attemp·ted (12,090) (16,470) (2,140) (1,490) (7,560) (1,930) (4,6'0) (7.340\ 46,810 : 

Personal Theft·Without Injury 481- 22% 11% 3% 7% 41. 1% 15i. 
Robbery Completed (5,360) (2,500) (~20) (370) (740) (460) (820) - (1,700) _ .u,..200...:. --- - - - - -- - - - - -.- -. 

401 32i. 10% 4i. 8% 4'7. 7t 13% 
Attempted (5,O~0) (4,OOO) (1,250) (540) (960) (530) (940) (1,640) ·12,610 

Larceny .' 
60% 20% 5% 4% 41- 1% 7% . 141. 

ComPleted (8,410) (2,830) (690) (600) . (530) (200) ..,1220L ll.c.980L. ~030_ - - - - - - - - I-- - - - -
50t 31% 6t 47- 0% 2t 3'7. 2bl 

Attempted (1,770) (1.100) (230) (150) (0) (70) (.100) (730) . 3.550-
Subcate&oriel .v1thiD columna .. y not aum to total due to roundiDa. aub categoriea within· row. vll~ au. to areater than total due to .the f~t 
that the data are taken frOli a 1IJ1tiple r .. poue queation. 
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Table 6.14 

Reasons Given For Not Reporting Personal Victimizations, By Use Of Weaoona 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

REASONS FOR NOT REPORTING VICTIMIZATION 

Nothing Did Not Police Did Not Private Or Afraid Of 
Could Be Think It Wouldn't Want To Personal Reprianl 
Done-Lack Important Want To Be Take Time, Matter, 
of Proof Enough Bothered Too In- Did Not 

.' convient Want To 
ienort It 

Assaultive Vio1ence-TotalD 
29% 24% 6% 4% 20% 6% 

Weapon (7.500) (6.040) (1,430) (1,040) (5.010) (1,500) -.-.- ... ".~'= ~ 
_.- -"- - - .... -.- - - -

No Weapon 27% 36% 4% 2% 15'% 4% 
(11.300) (15.250) (1.820) (920) (6.220) : !j (1.800) 

Personal Theft Without InjuDy 46% 21% 11% 5% 8% 5% 
Robbery (5.160) (2.380) (1,240) (560) (950) (550) 

Weapon --- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - -.-
L". ........ 33% 10% 3% 6% 4% 

No Weapon (5.250) (4.120) (1,200) (360) (750) , (440) 

Reported Other Total 
To Someone Non-
Else Reports 

9% 22% 
(2.010) (5,580) 25.700 

- - ... ~'. - - - - -13% 14% 
(5.590) (5.970) 42.340 

5%- 16% 
(610) (1.800) 11.270 - -- - - - - .- -= 

9%" 12% 
(1,190) (1.540) 12,530 

-a 
Subcategories within colUlllls '" not sum to total due to roundine; sub categories withi" rows will aua to gr •• ter than total due to thill fact 
that the data are taken fro.. a aultip1e rssponse question. 

b Ezc1ude. victiaizationa of rape and ~tteapted rape. 
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involving weapons. 

Household 'Victimizations 

Table 6.15 shows that for household victimizations the greatest var-

iation across the major subcategories in the reasons given for non-reporting 

occurred for larcenies of different amounts. For larcenies of less than $50, 

45 percent of the victims cited "not important" and for larcenies of $50 or 

more, only 15 percent cited this reason. On the other hand, 38 percent of 

the former, but 56 percent of the latter gave "nothing could be done" as the 

reason for not reporting. 

An examination of reasons for not reporting household victimization by 

similar to those noted above for personal victimiZation. Table 6·.16 shows 

that reasons for not reporting attempted and completed burglaries were, simi-

lar, except that "not importantll was more often cited as a reason for not 

reporting by victims of attempted burglaries than by vict~s of completed 

burglaries (39 percent vs. 28 percent). Although the gata are not shown in 

tabular form, dichotomizing the completed burglaries into those using for-

cible entry and those using unlawful entry, produ~es a similar difference. 

"Not important" was given as a reason for failure to report one-third of the 

unlawful entries, but only given as a reason for failure to report one-fifth 

of the forcible entries. 

When attempted versus completed vehicle thefts are examined, "not impor-
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Table 6.1S 

Reusons Given For Not Reporting Household Victimizationaa 
(,~ Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

REASONS POR NOT REPORTING VICTIMIZATION 
, i 

// Nothing Did Not Police Did 'Not Private Or Afraid Of Reported Other Total // 

ji Could Be Think It Wouldn't Want To Personal Reprisal To ,Non-Reports 
I" / Done-La~k lIIlportant Want To Be Take Time, Matter, ,someone ,I 

Of Proof E~ough . Bothered Too Incon- Did Not Else 
venlent Want To 

Renorl" It 

Burglary 

46~ 32~ 77- 2~ 47- O~ 57- l4~ 
-,~ (4S,910) (31,690) (7,220) (2,930) (4,850) (920) (5,850)' (14,680) 98,170 

Larceny-Total 

437- 38~ 6~ 3'% 47- 07. 9'% ll~ 

(137,130) (122,900) (20,880) (10,!l60) (14,360) (1,430) (~9. 910) (34,820) 320,400 

Under $SO - _. -

381- 4S1. 67- 31. 37- 07- ' , 101. 87-
/1 ;; 

(81,780) (95,510) (13,200) (6,330) (8,230) (660) (22,010) (18,680) 210,280 

$50 Or More - - - - - - - - I- - I-- _ .. I-- - I- - - -
• 567. '151. 71. 41. 51. 1% 81. 121. 

(37,070) , (9,980) . (S,210) (3,080) (3,840) (1,180) (5,370) (8,540) 65,750 

Vehicle Theft 
481. 307- 10'7. 4% S% 0'7. 3% 177. 

(7,070) (4,530) (1,460) (660) (730) (60) (450) (2,570) 14,870 

Total Household Victimization 
" 43% 367- 71.' 31. 5~ 11. 87- 12'7. 

(190,110) (159,120) (29,560) (14,550) (19,940) (2,410) (36,210) (52,070) . 433,440 

a Subcategories within columns may not sum to total due to rounding; sub categories within rows will sum to greater than total due to the fact 
that the data are taken fro. a multiple reapoDse question. . . 
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Table 6.16 

Reasons Given For Not Rcp~rting Household Victimizations, By Completed Versus Attempted Victimizations a 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

REA~UNS FGk NOT REPORTING VICTIMIZATION 
Nothing Did, Not Police Did Not Private Or Afraid Of Reported Other Total 
Could Be Think It Wouldn't Want To Personal Reprisal To Someone Non-
Done-Lack Important Want To Be Take 'l'J.me, Matter, Else Reports 
of Proof Enough Bothered Too In- Did Not 

~ convient Want To 
Report It 

47"1. 28% 7% 4"1. 7% 17- 6% 15% 
Completed (29,150) (17,410) (4.010) (2,210) (4,430) (740) (3,470) .(9.240) 61,520 

I- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - '- - -'., 

46% 39"1. 9"1. 2% 17. 1% 7% 1/;% 
Attempted (16,760) (14,280) (3,210) (720) (420) 

I 
(180) (2.380) (5,040) 36,650 

437. 38% 77. 3% 5% 07- 107. . 107. 
Comp~eted (123,870) (109,980) (19,040) (9,520) (13,550) (1,270) .Q8,~)_ I J,28!l50.L 287,800 

( ~ W- '717.- - - .--" -_ .. - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
407. 67. 4% 2% 0"1. 5% 19"1. . 

Attett.'Pterl,_~~ .< 13,260) (12,920) (1.840) (1,440) (81,0) (160) (1,760) (6,070) 32,600 
, 

21% 19% 10% 6% 19'7. ' 1% 7% 28% ~ 

Completed (530) (4~,0) (240) (150) (480) (3CJ) (180) (710) 2,540 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --

53"1. 33% 101. 47- 21. 0% 21. 15% 
Attempted (6,540) (4, ()50) (1,220) (510) (250) (30) (270) (1,860) 12,330 

Total Househ"ld Victimization 
31,800 3'8,700 351,860 Completed 153,550 12~,,870 23,290 11,880 18,460 2,040 -- - - -- - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - -- - - -! 

Attempted 36,560 ;n,250 6,270 2,670 1,480 370 4,410 12,970 81,580 

a Subcategories within col~ "Y DOt IIUIl to tot". dua to roUDd1nai aub cataaoriaa v1tbin",rowa will aua to areater thaD. total due to the fact 
that the data are taken frca a .ultiple reaponaequeation. 

o 

" 

" , 

f , 

I . ' 



". / 

-------~ -~-----~------- - -~-

433 

tant" was again more ofteIl;given as a reason for no~ reporting the victimi­

zation to the police in 'attempted, than in completed vehicle~pefts (33 per­

cent vs. 19 percent). Two other interesting 'and important differences 

emerge, however. In 53 percent of the attempts, but in only 21 percent of 

the completed vehicle thefts, "nothing could be done" was givent'ls a reason 

for not reporting victimization to the police. In addition, in about ~I1e 

out of five completed vehicle thefts,but in only one out of fifty attempted 

vehicle thefts which were not !'eported to the police, was "private matter" 

given as a reason for not reporting. It is likely that in some of the vic-

timizations for which "private matter" was cited, the offender was known to 

" i 
the victim--perhaps someone who had access to the vehicle's keys and/o~ 

someone who had previously (but not in the inst~ht case) been given permis-

sion to drive the vehicle. 

In household victimizations--much the same as in personal victimizations--

"not important" was more often cited as a reason for non-reporting by victims 

of attempted, than by victims of completed crimes. Only for vehicle theft--

where "nothing could be doneu , private 'matter", and "other" emerged as reasons 

" differentially cited by victims 9f attempted and completed criJC",~s-- do sub-

stantial differences exist in'the remaining'reasons given by vic,tims of attemp-

ted and completed crimes for not reporting the victimizations to the police. 

Finally, it is worth noting with ~~spect to total household victimization 

that race of head .and familY"income--as characteristdcs of victimized house-
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holds were not related to reasons given for failure to report victimizations 

to the police. 

of respondents 

for failure to 

(f 
,Q 

In fact, for neither race nor income·' did th~ percentage 
II 

in any),! race or income row who subscribed to a given reason 
}j 

report a victimization to the police, differ by more than 

five percentage points from the percentage of all respondents who subscfibed 

to the respective reason for non-reporting; thus, regardless ,of race or 

income, victims failed to report household victimizations to the police for 

similar reason~--primari1y b~cl:iuse they believed that "nothing could be 

done" and the victimization was "not important." 

Business Victimizations 

Reasons given for the failure to report business burglaries and rob-" 

beries are shown in Table. 6·.17. This table indicates that "nothing could 
I, o ' 

be done" was slightly more o~ten cited as a reason (for the failure to report 

businesses burglaries than as a reason for the failure to report business 

robberies (50 percent vs. 41 percent). In addition, "not important" was 

cited more often in business burg1at:.i~~'than in business robberies (38 per-
,~--, ' 

.,~~ 

cent \TS. 18 percent). F~J;~y, "reporting the victimization to someone. else" 

was cited more often as a reason for failing to report business robberies 

than business burglaries (20 percent vs.eight percent). 
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Total Busine.. Victimization 
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Table 6.17 

Reaaona Given For Hot Reporting. Businews Victt.ization.8 

Eight Impact Cities: .Aggregate 

• 

REASONS FOR NOT REPORTING VICTIKLZATION 

Nothing Did Not Did Not Did t<{ot Afraid Reported 
Cocld Be Think It Want To Want To Of To 
Done--Lack Important Bother Take The Reprisal SOIIIeone 
Of Proof Enough The Police Tillie Else 

41% 38% 5% . 6% 0% 8% 
ClO.670) (9.946) (1.298) (1.629) '(70) (2.029) 

. 
, 

50% 18% 6% 6% 4% ' 20% 
(916) (318) (106) (106) (68) (355) 
'. 

42% 37% 5% 6% 0% 9% 
(11.586) (10.264) (1.404) (1.735). (138) (2,384) 

'" 

Otherb Total 
Non7Jteporta 

14% 
(3.542) 26.075 

.28% 
(499) 1.814 

141 
(4,041) 27,889 

a ' 
; Subc:ategoriea within C:Olu.n8 aay not 8ua to to_al due to roundinli 8ub c:atel0rie. within rowa vlll a .. to pater thaD. total 

due to the fact that the data are taken froaa au1tiple reaponae.quaat~. 
b 

IDelude. "Did GOt 1faDttoset tnV41vecl" re.ponae. 
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Victim Survey 'Estimates And'TheUrtiform Crime Reports 

The question of how victim survey data relate to "official" crime 

data is a critical one. Since most decisions about the extent and nature 
\ 

of the crime problem are based on official crime s~atistics, it is obviously 

crucial to have some indication of biases in these,. official statistics. 

The results in the first section of this chapter st~ong1y suggest that 

the nature of the victimization itse1f--as well as its constituent e1ements--

is closely related to failure to report the victimization to the police. 

Thus more "serious" offenses--those in which weapons are used, which are 

completed, in which loss is greater, etc.-- are disproportionately reported 

to the police; further, auto thefts and commercial burglaries and robberies 

are disproportionately reported as well. Hence, if one were to rely on offi­

cial statistics to provide a picture of crimes occurring, the picture would 

be distorted in overrepresenting those crimes which are disproportionately 

reported to the police. 

There is, however, another complicating problem. Namely, some of the 

crimes reported by victims:,to the police may not be officially recorded as 

crimes by the po1ice10or ~y not be reported to the YBI's Uniform Crime 

Reporting program. Although ~he comparison of victim survey data and Uni­

form Crime Report statist,ics is important,the ability to .make such a com-

parison is not one of the major justifications for undertaking the National 

Crime'Pane1 victimization- surveys. In fact, such comparisons between the 
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Uniform Crime Reports and the victim 
survey.resu1ts in the Impact Cities 

are 
problematic;' at'best, such comparisons are gross for several reasons: 

1) The victim survey results reflect victimizations suffered by 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

. 'residents of the city in question, whether or not these vic­

timizations occurred Within the city in which the victim re­

Sides; the UCR statistics in a given city reflect victimiza­

tions of all pers~ns (whether or not they are 

city) which o~cur within the city boundaries. 

residents of the 

The Victim survey results only count Victimizations occurring 

to those reside~ts who are twelve years of age and older; the 

UCR statistics count crimes against persons of all ages. 

The victim survey does-not attempt to count some of the offenses 

which are counted in the UCR statistics. 1 ' , a though the victim 

survey does count some larcenies, it does not count commer~ia1 

larcenies (e.g.~shop1ifting and employee theft) which are tab-

ulated in the UCR statistics. 
• 

While the victim survey results reported herein cover a reference 

period of twelve months, this twelve month period does not coin-

cide with either the 1971 or the 1972 calendar year; the pub­

lished UCR statistics are available only for the 1971 or the 1972 

calendar year. 

Although the National Crime Panel system of -classification for 

" 
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incidents enables one to re-cast the survey results into the 

UCR categories, some differences between the two systems in 

counting rules do exist. 

6) The victim survey results are only estimates which are subject 

to samp1~ng error. 

7) There is evidence to s~ggest that memory lapses and telescoping 

have some effect on the number of victimizations repo~ted to 

interviewers in surveys. 

In view of these difficulties, our victim survey/UCR comparisons will be 

brief. 

Before turning to the data themselves, some things should be noted. 

Recall that Table 1.·8 showed the victim survey/UCR equivalencies. In addi-

tion, however, the following should be noted. For rape and aggravated as-

sault the UCR counting rules use victimizations, and hence counts of vic-

timizations for these victim survey offenses have a1so'been used; for the 

remaining offenses the UCR counting rules use incidents, and incidents have 
., 

also been used .for the victim survey counts. The UCR definition of rape 

applies only to female Victims, so male victims of rape have been excluded 

from the victim survey estimates. Finally, since the UCR data for 1972 

coincided most closely with the victim surVey reference period, the 1972 

UCR data were used. 

Table 6.18 shows the rates of non-reporting for the victim survey 
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Table 6.18 

Percentagea Of Non-Reporting, By Modified Unifora Crime 
Report Claasification Scheme 

Eight Iapact Cities: Aggregate 

Rapea 
47% 

(6,340) 

Aggravated Assault 48% 
(49,580) 

Robberyb 38% 
(85,120) 

BurglaryC . 38% 
(325,581) 

Larcenyd 69% 
(487,870) 

Vehicle Theft 23% 
(65,690) 

a 
Excludes male rapes. 

bIncludes personal and business robbery. 
c 
Includes household aDd business burglary. 

d 
Includes personal and household larceny. 
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data which have been re-cast into the UCR format using the UCS/UCR equiv-

alencies shown in Table 1,'8, Vehicle theft had the lowest non-reporting 

rate (23 percent), followed by robbery and burglary (38 percent); the highest 

non-reporting rate was .for larceny (69 percent) while rape (47 percent) and 

aggravated assault (48 percent) had intermediate rates. These rates of non-

reporting will be helpful in interpreting the victim survey/UCR comparative 

data in Table 6.19. 

For the e~ght Impact Cities in the aggregate, the victim survey esti­

mates and the UCR counts are in the most agreement for vehicle theft (the 

ratio of the former to the latter is 1.00) and in the least agreement for 

larceny (3.02) and burglary (2.71). For rape, aggravated assault, and rob-

berythe agreement between the two is closer, with ratios between 2.05 and 

2.23. 

The close correspondence between the victim survey and the UCR data 

for vehicle theft is expected on the basis of the very low rate of non-

reporting for vehicle theft. At the other extreme, the discrepancy between 

the victim survey and UCR figures for larceny also can be accounted for 

largely by the high rate of non-reporting for larceny (69 percent). The 

relatively high ratio for burglary (2.71) is problematic, since the non-

reporting rate for burglary is relatively low (38 percent). 

Table 6. 20 shows ratios--for the eight city aggregate-..,.15f victim survey 

figures to the UCR figures for only those crimes which the respondents said 
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Table 6.19 

Compar~s~ns Of Victim Survey Estimates Apd Uniform Crime Reportsa 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

c Uniform Victim Ratio Of Victim 
Criille Survey Survey To 
Rep~r.ts Uniform,Crime 

Reports 
'. 

Rape, ~~090 6,340,b 2.05 

Aggravated As.ault 24,095 49,580 2.06. . 

76,3u2 c . .. . .' 

Jlgb~er¥ .",.1. ".,L 2.23 . '-:~ .... ,., . 

Burglary 119,984 325,581 d 2.71 
:i' 

Larceny , 161,799 487,870 e,'; ~>. 3.02 
:Cy ' -

Vehicl~, 'Tbeft 65,966 65,,690 1.00 
\\ 

a 
Data taken from Table 76, Uniform Crime aeports, 

b . 
Excludes male rapes. 

1972. 

c 17 
Include. peraGnal/and colllUrcial robbery. 

d 
Includes household and c~~rc1al burilary~ 

e . v 

Include. personal and household larc.ny. 
, • .1 
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Table 6.20 

Ccimpat'isons Of Vict:1l!l Survey' Crimes Which R~l3pondents Said They Reported 
To The Police And Unifo~ Crime RePorts, By Offensea 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Uniform Victim 
Crime: Survey 
Reports 

Rape 3.,090 3,364
b 

Aggravated Assault 24,095 25,793 

Robbery 34,274 
c 

47,431 

Burglary 
~ 

119,984 201,873
d 

,; -,_.-

e 
Larceny 161,799 149,900 

" Vehicle Theft 65,966 50,581 

a. 
Data taken from 7able 76, Uniform Crime Reports, 1972. 

b·", 
Excludes male rapea. 

c . 
Includes personal and commercial robbery. 

d 
Includes household and commercial burSl.ry. 

e . 
Include. personal and household larceny. 

" 

Ratio Of Victim 
Survey To 
Qniform Crime 
Reports 

1.09 

, 
L07 

1.38 

1.68 
... -,._,-

.93 

.71 

, . , 

.\ 

, I 
....... < 



r 

~ 
T 

~ 
j 

" I' 
~ 
i\ 
~ 
;l 
~ 
'1 
U <, 
,I 
i~ 

\1 
" H 

q 
11 

t~ 
Ii 
l ~ 
r} 
" 
~~ 
~ 
t: 
" it 
t~ 
:i , t\ 
r. 
" :. 
i! 
~~: 
I' 

---~ ----------

.' 
,." ~u ,"~ __ ~.~·H '"'~"~". ,. __ ~"'_.~",.,...''''"·~,...", _ _"-.,..,.,.... __ -''.,.".._,;r,~' :":~~;;:'\:w~~"''C~~~':':''''~~::f::~~~~~':::::'-'::''7~'''-'' :, 

443 

they had reported to the police. These new ratios indicate. that the great-

est discrepancy is for burglary. This is curious since burglary is the one 

offense for which crimes against ,non-residents (which the UCR would count 

but which the victim survey would not) would likely. bias the comparison 

11 
only slightly. Without additional data on this point it is possible only 

to speculate. It could be that police are "downgrading" some of the victiln 

survey burglaries to larcenies or trespasses, thus inflating the ratio. 

Unfortunately, the pursuit of this point is beyond the scope of the data 

available. 

Table 6,,21 gives evidence of considerable inter-!!ity variation in the 

ratios of victim survey to UCR counts for the individual offense categories. 

Rape and aggravated assault show ratios that are most variable across cities, 

while the ratios for robbery, burglary, larceny, and vehicle theft are less 

variable. 

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

ratios for Portland (4.08), Denver (3,17), and Atlanta (3.15). Likewise 

for aggravated assault Newark's ratio (.55) is very much smaller than the 

ratios in Denver (4.14), Cleveland (3.98), and Portland (3~41). 

Reference to the tptal row of Table 6.·21 shows that in no city was 

the total number of offenses in the UCR figures in excess of the survey 

estimates. For the eight cities as an aggregate, the victim survey to UCR 

ratio was 2.47. In only two cities (Newark, 1.56; St. Louis, 1.62) were 
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Offen •• A. Defined In UniCo ... Cd". Report. 

R~pe Aecrevntcd ASOAult Robbery Burglary Larceny--Total 

I b I 1 Victl .. 
c 1 

Victl .. d 1 
Vietl." I Vlct!l!l f ,Victim 

lYItio f r I 
Ratio' V.C.R. Suryoy Ratio U.C.R. Survey u.c.n. I Su .. oy Ratio U.C.R. Survey u.c.n. I Survey 

I I I I I , I 1 I 1 AtlOl:;ta 256 S07 3.15 2,143 1 5,030 2.35 3,074 7,73 /, 2.52 14,676 40,703 2.77 11,S05 50,050 
1 I 1 1 

I I I I I !.31t1:oore 465 757 1.63 6,365 8.555 1,34 9,504 19,052 2.07 16,986 52,903 3.11 27.80-4 79,690 
I 1 I 1 I 

I I 1 I 1 
Clovela..e.d 462 1 996 2.16 1,988 I 7,909 3.98 5,639 1 12,836 2.28 10,4'6 I 40,031 3.83 12,860 I 53,050 . 

: I,OS3 
I I I I 

D.11 •• 533 2.03 4,529 8,672 1.91 2,616 I 7,710 2.95 21,475 1 57.621 2.68 30,336 1 9S,890 , 
I I 

4.1~ I I 1 
Dc:nver 3G8 11,168 3.17 1,927 

I 
7,978 2,014 

I 
7,3J1 3.64 16,750 41,921 2.50 18.984 1 85,850 

I 

~ie\l"3rk 
I I I 1 1 325 320 .98 2,583 1 1,427 .55 4,788 8,084 1.69 11,040 25,229 2.29 8,632 1 16,360 

, ! w~_ . , 
--".~ .. ,~ - I - '. w_ !. ._-.-- " ' . . ---,," ~ 

j I I 
'-~ , 1 Portland 169 

1 
690 4.0S 1,344 1 4,5S8 3.41 1,715 5,105 2.98 11,034 1 29,677 2.69 17,916 1 57,600 1 

S;. Louh 512 I 527 1.03 3,216 I 5,"3 4,S44 I 1 1 
I 1 

1.69 
1 

7,850 1.62 17 ,577 
I 

37,516 2.13 27,462 1 46,380 

Ac:grcC.1te Tata~ 3,090 
, 

2.05 24,095 I 49,602 2.06 1 1325 ,601 161,799 :407,870 16,348 34,274 1 76,502 2.23 119,984 2.71 
1 1 

& 
Oata taken from TAble 76, Uniform Criae Reports, 1972. 

bExcludel c:ale 'rApe!. -:} 
e 

...:::t lnelude. persot\01l And coa.erclal robbery. 
~ d 
..j ;nclude. household and coc:Eftorc1al t-urglary. . . 

Iaclud .. P"UOIl'Ll and bou .. hold larceny, 

' .... t10 of V1ttiaSurve,. data to thl fiSUro. of the UD1fora Crim. loport., 

I) 

Ii 

Vehicle Then Total 

I 
: Vlcti .. ! 

Ratio! 
I Vlctl .. 

btlo ( u.c.n. I Survey U.C.R'
I 

Survey 

1 , 
2.S1 1,,150 4,4S0 1.08 42,104\ 10S,S().\ 

I 
I I 

2.76 8,350 9,960 1.19 69,554 1171,717 I 

4.12 17 ,526 : 1',590 1.00 49,921: 132,412 

I , 
3.26 5,387 1 6,840 1.27 64,876, IS0.S16 

4.52 7,661 1 
1 

0,650 1.13 47 ,704: 132,59S 

8,055 
I 

3,930 .49 35,423 1 55,350 1.90 ! ... --.- .- , I 
1 4,910 1.3S 35,736 : 10~.570 3.21 3,558 
1 J' 

11,279 
I 

9,330 .63 64,590 : 107,0.\6 1.69 I 

3.02 65,966 : 65,690 1.00 409,20S ~,Oll,6~1 2.47 I 
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the ratios less than 2.00. In the six remain~ng cities the ratios were 

quite homogeneous, r~ng~ng from 2.24 to 2.50. 

The data in Table 6~21 are somewhat simplified by the rankings shown 

in Table 6.22 From this table it is apparent that, overall, the UCR 

figures and the victim survey figures similarly rank the eight Impact Cities 

A measure of the similarity in the paired rankings for each offense is given 

by the row labeled "tela "--the sum, across cities, of the squared difference.s 

between victim survey rank and the UCR rank. If the two sets of rankings 

for any given offense were only associated by chance, the £d~ would be ex-
12 

pected to be 84. Although the correspondence in the rankings for .rape 

and aggravated assault is not very close, the correspondence for the re­
;ii 

maining offenses is quite close. 

Finally, ·-1.n--regardtovictim-aurvey and UCR comparisons. Figure 6:14 

shows, for each of the six offenses, the percentages of the total victim 

survey and UCR crimes that are accounted for by ~ach offense. For rape, 

aggravated assault, robbery, and burglary, the percentages of the respective 

victim survey and UCR totals which are accounted for by these off~nses are 

strikingly similar. While 40 percent of the UCR crimes were larcenies, 

48 percent of the victim survey crimes were larcenies; although 16 percent 

of the UCR crimes were vehicle thefts only ten percent of the victim survey 

czimes were vehicle thefts. Toa large extent, the "overrepresentationll 

of vehicle thefts amOng UCR crimes and the "underrepresentation" of lar-
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Table 6.22 

Comparisons Of Rankings Of Eight Impact Cities According To Victim Survey 
Estimates And Uniform Crime Report Figures, By Offengea 

OFFENSE AS DEFINED IN UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS 

Rape Aggravated Assault Robbery Burglary Larceny 

I I I . 
Uniform Victim Uniform Victim Uniform Victim Uniform I Victim Uniform I Victim 
Crime I Survey Crime I Survey Crime I Survey Crime , Survey Crime I Survey 
Reports I Reports I Reports I Reports I Report8 I 

I I I I I Atlanta 2 5 4 3 4 4 4 5 3 3 
I I I I I , I I I I Baltimore 6 4 8 7 8 7 6 7 7 6 I I I I I 

I I I I I Cleveland 5 
I 

6 3 5 7 I 8 1 I 4 2 4 
I I 

, I I I I Dallas 8 
I 

7 7 
I 

8 3 I 
3 8 I 8 8 8 , 

I I I I I Denver 4 8 2 6 2 
I 

2 5 I 6 5 
I 

7 
I I 

I 
._. 

I -
I t I Newark 3 

1 '7 5 
I 

1 5 I 6 3 t 1 1 
I 

1 
I if 
I 

~~i 

Portland I 2 I I 4 
I 

1 I 3 1 1 
I 

1 2 2 I 5 
I I 

I 
I I I I St. Louis 7 

I 
2 6 4 6 5 7 3 6 

I 
2 

I I I 

.Id 1 64 44 4 32 26 

Smaller number a of crimes received lower ranks. 

. , 

fI 

Vehicle Theft 

Uniform I Victim 
Crime I Survey 
Reports I 

I 
2 2 I 

I 
6 7 I 

I 
8 I 8 

I 
3 I 4 

I 
4 5 

I 

I 
5 

I 
1 

1 I 3 
I 

7 I 6 
I 
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In Table 5 .. 13, business robbery victimizations have been di.chotomized 

into those involving lone offenders and those involving multiple offenders, and 

within each of these groups offenders have been further separated 

according to their perceived races and sexes. It is clear from this 

table that virtually all of the robbery offenders· were perceived to be 

male; only about 150 (less than one percent) of the more than 18,000 

robbery offenders were perceived to be female. Of these few females, 

8 nine out of ten were perceived to be black. 

Among lone offenders, 23 percent were perceived to be white 

males, 69 percent were perceived to be black males, and seven percent 

9 were perceived to be "other. 1t A similar picture emet:ges for multiple 

offenders except that robberies in which the offenders were all 

perceived to be black males (80 percent) constituted a greater percentage, 

and robberies in wh~ch the offenders were all perceived to be white 

males constituted a smaller percentage, than was the case for lone-

·offender robberies • 

. In sum, Table 5.13makes it clear that th~ vast majority of business 

robberies involved offenders who were perceived to be: a) male; 

b) b1aek. F()r robberies in which the perceived sex of the offender 

was known, 98 p~rcent of the robberies involved offenders who were 

perceive~ to be male. With regard to race, in. nearly three 'out of 

four total business robberies in the lmpact Cities, the race of th,e 

offender was perceived to be black; in one out of six such victimizations 

i.) 

\ 

" 

339 
Table 5.13 

Perceived Race. And Sexes Of Lone And Multiple Offenders 
Involved In Business RobberieS a 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

N Percen·t 

White Male 1707 23% 
White Female 18 0% 
Black K&l.e 5053 69% 
Black Female 85 1% 
Otherb 

504 7% 
Lone Offender-Total 7367 100% 

All White K&l.es 1164 11% 
All White Female. 0 0% 
All Black K&l.es 8653 80% 
All Black Females 51 0% 
Other,c 895 8% 

Multiple Offenders-Total 10,763 99% 

~Subcategorie8 .may not .um to total due to roundin' 1 d 
(four per.cent of the grand total) in which the DUm:~re:~.:f::n!!!8c:::sunknown. 

blnc1udes offenders perceived to be of "other" 
or .exes were not ascertained. races and offenders whoae races 

clnc1udes: offenders who were perceived to be of "th II • 

acted in racially mixed groups' and offend h·o er races, offenders who 
a.certained. .• ers w ose.races or sexes were not 
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""; 

the offender was perceived to be white, and in one out of twelve 

victimizations, the offender's race was perceived to be !lother," 

was unknown, or there were multiple offenders whose races or 

sexes were perceived to be mixed. 

Perceived Age Of Offenders 

Two out of three lone robbers were perceived to be 21 years of 

age or older ('J;able' 5.,14 ). Only one out of five lone robbers were perceived 

be between the ages of 12 and. 20, while no lone robbers were perceived 

to be under 12; for about one-seventh of the lone robberies, the victim 

was unable to estimate the age of the offender. 

In robberies involving multiple offender.·'S, ther¢'were n.O robberies 
;1 ,<.:~ 
" "" 

in which all of the offenders were perceived "to'b'~ under 12; in 

17 percent of the robberies, the offenders were al~ perceived to be 

between the ages of 12 and 20, and in 45 percent of the robberies, the 

offenders were all perceived to be 21 years of age or older. In the 

" 
remainder of the robberies involving multiple offenders (38 percent), 

the offenders were perceived either to be of mixed ages or the victim 

was not able to estimate the offenders' ages. Finally, in connection 

with the offender's age, it is notable that--for both lone and multiple 

offenders--the bulk of those who were perceived .to be under 21 years 

of age were perceived to be between 18 and 20 years of age. Thus, 

only a small minority of lone - and multiple-offender robberies, 
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Table 5.14 

Perceived Ages Of Lone Offender And 
Multiple Offenders In Business Robberiesa 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Under 12 

12 ... 20 

12 ... 14 

15 ... 17 

18 ... 20 

21 or Older 

Don't Know 

Lone Offender -- Total 

All Under 12 

All 12 ... 20 

All 12 ... 14 

All 15 ... 17 

All 18 ... 20 

All 21 or Older 

b Other 

Multiple Offenders -- Total 

0% 
(0) 

19% 
(1.475) 

0% 
(35) 

4% 
(304) 

15% 
(1.136) 

66% 
(4.861) 

14% ' 
(1.034) 

100% 
(7 ,~70) 

0% 
(0) 

17% 
(1.871) 

1% 
(72) 

4% 
(468) 

12% 
(1.331) 

45% . 
(4.801) 

38% 
(4.086) 

100% 
(10.758) 

·Subcategories may not a~ to total due to rounding; excludes 838 cases. (four ,~,ercent 
of the Brand total) in which ~he number of offen4ers wa~ unknown. 

brncludea those offenders whose agea were not known and thoae offendera acting in 
aroupa with mixed ages. 
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(about oue out of four); of robberie's involving those perceived to 

be under 21, most involved offenders perceived to be between 18 

and 20 years of age. In sum, robbery offenders were overwhelmingly 

perceived to be male, black, and over 18 years of age. 

Security Measures And Insurance Coverage 

During the interview, business respondents were asked "What 

security measu~es, if any, are present at this location now, to 

protect it against burglary and/or robbery?"lOOf the total businesses 

in the ImP.act Cities; 59 percent replied that they had some type of 

security measure (see Table 5.15) • Manufacturing (70 percent), 

retail (69 percent), and wholesale businesses (64 percent) were most . " ~.. .. .. 

likely, and service (51 percent) and real estate (4S percent) 

businesses were least likely to have taken security measures. 

Besides security measures classified as "other," total businesses 

taking security ~asures were most. likely to use reinforcing devices 

'such as barred doors and windows (29 percent), guards orwatchmert 

(26 percent), central alarm systems (24 percent), and local alarm 

systems (18 percent); less popular as security devices were watchdogs 

(six percent), firearms (seven percent), and cameras (three percent). 

Retail businesses--the type' of business most often burglarized and 

robbed-"'which had'ta~ensecurity measures relied primarily on reinforcing 

devices (35 percent) and cent:l:'~l (28 ,percent) and local (26 percent) 
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Total Percent 
Number Of With Secur-
Businesse ity~-

sures 

Retail 69% 
70,505 (48,4031) 

Wholesale 64% 
18,482 (11,867) 

Real Estate 45% 
8,663 (3.913) 

Service 51% 
86,540 (44,210) 

Manufacturing 70% 
12,185 (8,584) . 

All Other 54% 
27,305 (14,626) 

Total 59% 
223,680 (131,603 

Tabla 5,15 
Extent And Type Of Security Measures Used,By Type Of Business a 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

TYPE OF SECURITY MEASURES 

Total Local Central • Reinforcing Guard, Watchdog 
With Se- Alarm Alarm Device Watchman 
curity System System 
Measures 

26% 28% 35% 14% 9% 
48,403 (12, ~19) (13,347) (17,061) (7,035) (4,197) 

15% 40% 25% 21% 4% 
11.867 ~1,774) ('1,816) (2,996) (2,517) (529) 

5% 11% 11% 42% 4% 
3.913 (195) (446) (431) (1,625) (156) 

13% 18% 26% 34% 6% 
44,210 (5,648) (7,813) (11,523) (14,850) (2,702) 

19% 30% 31% 24% 4% 
8.584 (1.616) (2,595) (2,629) (2,090) (307) 

9% 20% 24% 38% 3% 
14.626 (1,355) (2,872) (3,471) (5,579) (463) 

18% 24% 29% 26% 6% 
131,603 (23.307) (31.889) (3t1.1l1) (33,696) (8.3.54) 

Firearms Camera Other 

ll% 3% 23% 
(5,493) (1,409) (11,076) 

--
3% 1% 32% 

(342) (121) (3,836) 

6% 5% 42% 
(223) (187) (1,640) 

6% 3% 30% 
~2,631) (1,342) (13,443) 

2% 1% 32% 
(205) (103) (2,786) 

1% 2% 36% 
(185) (369) (5,293) 

7% 3% 2SI% 
(9.079) (3,531) (38.0i'f.> 

• Subcategories within co1111111U1 lIIIly not 8UIl to total due to rounding; sub categories within rowS will not .um to total due to tlie faCt that the data 
are taken froa a multiple responae question; excludes two percent of the businesses for which it:wa. not ascertained whether-any •• curity aea.ure. 
were in use. 

bot total bulllin •••••• percent which u ••• eeurity _Uretl. 
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alarm systems. Wholesale businesses which had taken security 

measures relied most heavily on central alarm systems (40 percent), 

while real estate (42 percent) and service (34 percent) businesses 

which had taken measures relied, most on guards or watchmen~. In 

view of the high proportion of robberies in which weapons--

primarily guns--:were tJ,aed, it is perhaps surprising that relat'ively 

few business establishments reported having firearms on the premises 

(four percent for total businesses). Although retail businesses are 

somewhat more likely than other businesses to report having a firearm 

,on the premises as a security measure, even among these retail businesses 

.a firearm is reportedly present in only eight percent of all retail 
lOa 

establishments. 

How do security measures taken by business establishments relate 

to victimization? Table 5.16<addresses this question by showing the 

percentages of businesses which were victimized among those taking 

and among those not taking security measures. For total businesses, 

31 percent of all businesses with security measures, but only 20 percent 

of those without security measures were victims of burglary and robbery. 

This pattern generally maintains when the data are further sub-divided 

according to type of business. Among retail establishments, for 

example, 41 percent of those with security measures but pnly 30 percent 

of those without security measures' were victimized; the difference 
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Table 5.16 

Percentagea Of Budnesae. Victillized Among Thoae Taking And Among Those Not Tuiog Security Mea.ur ... B1 r,p. Of Bu.io ... • 
Eight Impact Citie.: Aggregate 

TYPE OP BUSINESS 

aetail Wholeaale Real Service Manu- All Total 
Bstate fee turing Other 

Security Meaaures Taken 41% 25% 24% 26% 32% 25% 31% 
(48,403) (11,867) (3,913) (44,210) (8,584) (14,626) (131,603) 

Security Measures Not Taken 30% 16% 20% 16% 18% 17% 20% 
(22,099) (6,615) (4,949) (42,334) (3,510) (12,681) (88,746) 

Total 36% 22%' 20% 21% 28% 21% 26% 
(70,505) (18,482) (8,663) (8,6,540) (12,185) (2~,305) ~223,680) 

Subcategories in columns will not sum to total siDee two ~ercent of buainesses for which it was Dot aacertained whether any , 
.ecurity measuree were in u.e are excluded; .ub ~.tegoriea in rows mar, not sum to total due to rounding. 
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between those with and without security measures was smallest fbr 

real estate businesses where 24 percent of the former and 20 percent 

of the latter were victims of burglary or robbery. 

Since victimization itself may prompt the adoption of security 

measures, it is crucial to examine the time--relative to the 

victimization suffered--at which the security measures were imple­

mented. Fron Table ,5.17 it· is clear that being victimized did indeed 

prompt the use of security measures. This table includes only 

businesses which were victimized and which reported having security 

measures at the time of the interview. For total Dusinesses, 28 

percent implemented security measures only after having been victimized 

and ad additi~nal 28 percent of the businesses adopted at:least one 

additional security measure after having been victimized; the 

remaining 44 percent of the businesses had a security measure before 

the victimization and did not add an additional security measure after 

the victimization. tnten the data in this table are examined by type 

of business, it can be seen that, in general, the "before victimization 

only" category is the modal categor.y, with the other two categories 

("after victimization only" andllboth before and after victimization") 

absorbing roughly similar proportions of the remaining cases. . . . 

If the percentages of those businesses in Table 5.-17 which have 

taken security measures r~d which are victimized are recomputed aft~r 

r~oving those businesses which took security measures only after 
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~fore Victimization Only 

~fter Victimization Only 

Both Before And After 
'Victimizs,t!on 

Total Victimized BU8inesses 
With Security He88u~es 
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. Table 5.17 

V1ctlat.~ Budneaaea Wl,th Security Heaaures. By Tille 
, Ii,At Which ~ecurity Hessures Taken 

Eight x.psct Cities: Aalregate 

TYPE OF BUSINESS 

Retail Wholesale Jle61 Service 
Estate 

47% 39% 'i 53'; 41% 
(9.186) (1.159) (497) ,(4.646) . 

25% 39% 30% 30% 
(4.851) (1.146) , (279) (3.407) 

29% 23% '17% 29% 
(5.671) (663) (155) (3.235) 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
(19.708) (2.968>- (931) (l,l,288) 

.~ ,'. 

-'k 

,I 

Hanu- All Total 
. ~acturing Other 

45% 38% 44% 
(1.233) (1.403) (18.124) 

24% 35% 28% 
(665) (1.294) (11,642) 

30% 26% 28% 
(826) (963) (11.513) 

100% lOti 100% 
(2.724) (3.660) (41.279) 
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victimization, businesses with security measures before being victimized 

were still no less likely than those without security measures to 

have been victimized. Twenty-three percent of total businesses with 
11 

security measures taken bef~~~ the victimization, and 20 percent of 

buainesses with~ut security m~~~'aures' at all, were victims of burglary 

or robbery. Similar results mEiintai~ when the businesses are separated 

by type. For no type of business is the proportion of Victimized 

businesses with securi,ty measures taken before the victimiza~ion 

substantially smaller than the 'proportion of vict~ized bus~'Jlesses 

not taking security measures at all. Obviously, the finding that 

those businesses with secur:i:ty measures were no less likely to'have 

been victimized than those businesses without security measures does 

not mean that security measures were without @ffect. It may well 

be that businesses (within each type of business) which took security 

measures, in fact, took them because victimization seemed probable. 

Thus, businesses in high crime areas, businesses which were attractive 

targets, etc. ,may have taken security measures. Although the security 

measures taken may have deterred some business victimizations, the 
.. 

fact that businesses taking security measures may have J)een~,ispr~~or-

tionately high risk businesses, may account for the net result that those 

with security measures were no more likely than those without tq have been 

victimized. 
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Insurance Coverage 

All business respondents were asked: "Do you have insurance 
12 

against burglary and/or robbery?". Table 5.18 shows that about 

one-half of total businesses in the Impact Cities carried insurance 

against burglary and/or robbery. Real estate (42 percent), retail 

(45 percent), and service (45 percent) were least likely to carry 

such insuranc~while wholesale (65 percent) and manufacturing 

(63 percent) businesses were most likely to carry such insurance. 

It is likely that wholesale and manufacturing businesses were 

disproportionately insured because they were disproportionately 

found among businesses with larger receipt size; in addition, these 

types of businesses are probably more likely to have larger inventories 

on hand. 

Table 5,19 shows--for those businesses not havin~ burglary or 

robbery insurance at the time of the interview--reasons given for 

not having such insurance. Of total businesses without insurance at 

the time of the interview, ten percent had been previously covered, 

84 percent had never been covered, and for six percent it was not 

sscertained whether the business had been previously insured. 

The percentages of those previously covered ranged from 15 percent 
, "-

for retail businesses to three percent for real estate businesses. Of 

those total businesses which had been previously covered, slightly more 
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Covered By InsuraOce 

Not Covered By Insurance 

Not Ascertained 

Total Businesses 

Table 5.18 

Insurance Coverage,By Type Of Business a 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

" 

TYPE OF BUSINESS 
. 

Retail Wholesale Real Service 
Estate 

45% 65% 42% 45% 
(31,767) (12,103) (3,658) (39.362) 

54% 34% 56% 53% 
(38.044) (6,242) (4.812) (46.249) 

1% 1% 2% U 
(690) (137) (191) (928) 

U)lJ% 100% 100% 100% 
(70.501) (18,482) (8,661) (86,539) 

Subcategories -7 not aUil to total dua to rOUDdtna. 

\ 
" 

Manu- All 
facturing Other 

63% 56% 
(7.629) (15.194) 

37% 43% 
(4.471) (11.842) 

1% 1% 
(85) (269) 

,100% 100% 
(12,185) (27,305) 

I , 

Total 

49% 
'(109.718) 

50% 
(111,660) 

1% 
(2.300) 

100% 
(223,673) 
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Table 5.19 

Reported Reasons For Lack Of Insurance Coverage Among Businesses Which Had Previously Been Covered 
And Those Which Had Not, By Type Of Business,a 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Previously Covered Never Covered 

Total Not Total Dropped I cancelled INot Total Too I Unable To I Did Not ,Other/Not 
Covered By By Insur- .Ascertained Expensive Obtain Need It Ascertained 

Business ance COUl- I - I I 
I pany I I 

Retail 15%b I I 81%b 
, 

I 100% 
20:::c I 50l c 49~ I 2~ 100% 40%c I 28.:r: 12%c 

(38,048) (5,551) (2,758) I (2,704) (89) (30,667) (12,308) (6,128) I (8,551) I (3,680) 

Wholesale 100% 14% I 77% I I 
100% 65% 29% I 6% 100% 22% 

I 
11% 46% I 21% 

(6,246) (895) (582) I (262) (51) (4,784) (1.,037) (540) I (2,184) (1,023) 
I i J 

~ 

I I Real ElitOlte. 100% 3% I 85% 
100% 45% I 44% 11% 100% 21% . i 5% I 62% I 12% 

(4,808) (157) (70) (69) I (18) (4,071) (852) J (209) I (2,530) I (480) 

Service 100% 8% 
, 

I 87% I. I 100% 60% 39% 1% 100% 18% I 10% 62% 11% 
(46,249) (3,799) (2e261) I (1,486) I (52) (40,132) (7,284) (3,849) I (24,721) I (4,278) 

Manufacturing 100% 12% . I I 
81% I I 

100% 71% I \;: 26% I 3% 100% 23% I 9% I 50% I 18% 
(4,469) (530) (375) \,~138) I (17) (3,614) (821) I (329) (1,799) (665) 

Al,1 Other 100% 5% 
, I , I 

87% 
100% 57% I 43% I 0% 100% 13% I 5% I 62% I 20% 

(11,847) (553) (314) I (239) I (0) (10,'320) (1,374) (535) (6,384) 1 (2,027) 
I I 

• 
Total 100% 10% 84% I I I ., I 100% 55% 43% 2% 100% 25% 12% 49% 13% 

(111,667) (11,485) (6,360) I (4,898) I (227) (93,588) (23,676) I (11,590) I (46,169) I (12,153) •. , 
Subcategories may not ... to total. due to round1n& • 

• 11Th ••• p.rcenta,e •• ua to Total Hot Covered" co1uau. 
cThe •• percenta, ••• l1li to "Total" colUlllla underPrevf" ... , .. 1'.nv.,,~tIIl: __ Covered. 

o 

a 

-~ I 

Not 
Ascertainec 

Total 

5%b 

(1,830) 

9% 

(567) 

12% 

(580) 

5% 

(2,318) 

7% 

(325) 

8% ." 

;(974) 

6% 

(6,594) 

.. 
. ' 

\ 
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than half (55 percent) of the businesses cancelled their insurance 

themselves, and 43 percent.were cancelled by the' insurance companies. 

Some types of businesses--such as manufacturing (71 percent) and 

wholesale (65 percent) businesses--which no longer had insurance cov­

erage, were substantially more likely to have cancelled the insurance 

coverage themselves than were other types of businesses. For real estate 

and retail businesses, insurance coverage was equally likely to have been 

cancelled by the insurance company or by the business. 

Of those total businesses reporting never having burglary or 

robbery insurance, one-half reported tha1;<l.~hey did not need such in-
- ~~( 

surance, one-quarter that it was too p~pensive, and one-eighth 

that they were unable to obtain it. The reasons for not having 

insurance varied considerably by type of business. For instance, 

40 percent of the retail businesses which pad never been covered, 

but only 18 percent of the s~rvice businesses and 13 percent of the 

"other" businesses reported that such insurance was too expensive. 

Retail businesses were also about twice as likely as other types of 
I 

businesses to have reported that they were unable to obtain such 

insurance coverage. Because retail businesses had such high rates of 

business victimization--and since retail businesses were disproportionally 

found among smaller receipt-size businesse~ which were unlikely to 

have excess capital--the cost of insurance may well have been dispro­

portionatelybeyond the capabilities of many retail businesses. 

Finally, while only 28 percent of the retail businesses reported 

tl,lat they did not need such insurance, 46 percent of the wholesale 

businesses, 50 percent-of the manufacturing businesses, and 62 percent 

\ 
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of the service, real estate, and "other" businesses-reported that they 

did not need insurance against burglary and robbery. It is worth 

noting that the types of businesses most likely to feel that such 

insurance was mot needed were also the types of businesses most 

likely to use guards or watchdogs as security measures; i~ addition, 

these businesses had rates of victimization which were substantially 

lower than those endured by retail and manufacturing businesses. 

In Table . 5.,20, the relationship between insurance coverage and 

business victimization can be observed. For total businesses covered 

by insurance 25 percent, and for businesses not covered by insurance 

28 percent, were victims of robbery or burglary during the reference 

pet'od. For each type of business there was no substantial difference 

between insured and non-insured businesses of the percentages victimized. 

In fact, the largest difference is six percentage pOints--between retail 

., businesses with insurance coverage (33 percent) and retail businesses 

without insurance coverage (39 percent). 

In summary, about one-half of the businesses in the Impact Cities 

carried insurance to guard against burglary and robbery. Of those not 

covered by insurance, some types of businesses--notably service, real 

estate and "other" d 
' --reporte that such insurance was not needed, while' 

retail businesses reported that such insurance was either too expensive 

(40 percent) or not obtainable (20 percent); Finally, those businesses 

with rob~ery or burglary insurance were not substantially more--or less-­

likely to have been victimized than those businesses without this kind 

of insurance. 
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Table 5.20 

Pereentagea Of Buaineaa •• Vietim1z~l.By Inaurance Coverage And Type Of Buaineaaa 
Eight Impact Citiell: Aggregate 

TYPE OP BUSINESS 

Retail Wholesale Real Service Hanu- All 
Eatate facturing Other 

Victimized At 'L.aat Once 331 20% 181 21% 28% 21% 
(10.620) (2.467) (675) (8.226) (2.103) (3.229) 

Not Victimized . 67% 80% 82% 79% 72% 79% 
(21.147) (9.636) (2.9,83) (31.136); (5,526) (11.965) 

- I 

Total Buaine.a •• -100% 100% 100% 1001 100% 100% 
(31 .. 767) (12.103) (3,658) (39.362) (7.629) (15.194) 

Victimized At Leallt Onc~ 39% 25% 20% 22% 30% 22% 
(14.942) (1.557) (958) (9.98811 (1.3j7) (2.571) 

Not Victimized 61% ' 75% 80% 78% 70% 78% 
(23.~02) (4,685) (3,854) (36,261) (3.134) (9.271) 

Total lu.in •• ae. 100% 100% 100% 1001 
. 

100% 100% 
(38,044) (6.242) (4,812) (46,249) (4.471) (11,842) 

'Subeat.gode. ..y not a. to total due to roundina. 

r: 

II 

II 

Total 

25% 
(27.320) 

75% 
(82.393) 

100% 
(109.713) 

28% 
(31.353~ 

72% 
(80.307) 

100% 
(111,660) 

('. , 

o , 
r 
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Consequences Of Business Victtmization 

During the course of the interview, business respondents were 

asked whether anything was damaged but not taken in the incident, and 

how much re.patrs cos ts were, whe ther and how much money was taken, and 

whether and < how mhch merchAndise,. equipment, or supplies were taken. 

Loss was def:lned as the sum of damage, cash loss, and the value of 

goods lost. 

Nature Of Loss 

In Table~5.2l it can be seen that burglaries of total businesses 

resulted in loss of merchandise or other material in a majority of the 

burglaries (53 percent), while no loss was sustained in 15' percent of 

the burglaries, repair loss only was sustained in four percent of the burglaries. 

burglaries, and cash loss was sustained in four percent of the bu:rglaries. 

Th:i.l;lpattem holds generally for each type of business with the 

exception that real estate businesses which were victtms of burglary 

were more likely than total businesses to have suffered no loss (25 

percent vs. 15 percent) and less likely than total businesses to have 
Ii; 

los t merchandise or other materf.al (33 percent vs. 53 percent). 
1\ • 

"\ 
Table 5.-22 shows the comparable ~lata for robbery victims. Those 

total businesses which were victtmized by robb~ry had n~ 10s~ in one 

out of four' of the victtmi,2:ations, s\1Eltained cash loss only in three 
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I Table 5.21 

I Nature Of Loss In Business Burglaries. By Type Of Busines8 a 
, Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

TYPE OP BUSINESS 

Retail Wholesale Real Service Manu-
.. ·£!itate facturing 

No Loss 12% 18% . 25% 16% 15% 
(5,,157) (1,305) (846) (5;,377) (1,031) 

Repair L088 Only .' 
29% 33% 36% 27% 24% 

(13,017) (2,368) (1,224) (9,304) (1,608) 
.. 

CaBb Los8 Only 
3% 2% 6X 5% 2% 

(1.286) (153) (204) (1,658) (138) 
~~. 

Merchandise Or Other 56% 47% 33% 52% 58% 
Material Loss (24,750) (3.320) (1,102) (17,566) (3,881) 

Total'Burg1aries 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(44.210) (7,1:46) (3,'376) (33.905) (6,658) 

.' 

• Subcategories .. y IU)t .. to total ~u.to rooadiDS. 

f' 

-'1 

All Total 
Other 

18% . 15% 
(2,131) (15,847) 

23% 28% 
(2.701) (30.222) 

3% 4% 
(388) (3.827) 

, 
57% 53% 

(6,781) (57,400) 
u 

, 

1001 100% 
(12,000) (107,296) 

, 
r 

:1··· "' ..... -~-" -.... . 
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Table 5.22 
i 

Nature Of Loss ~n Business Robberie~Jy Ty'p~ Of Businessa 
. Eight Impact C'ities: Aggregate 

TYPE OF BUSINESS 

RetaU Wholesale Real Service Manu- All Total 
Estate facturing Other 

No Loa. 
18% 3U B 32% 66% 26% I 23% 

(2,257) (243) (17) (1,330)- (242) (264) (4,353) 

~epair Loss Only 
U - 2% B 1% 0% 2% 1% 

(156) (17) (0) (35) (0) (20) (~28) 

Cash Loss Only \\ 
29% 62% 60% 65% 45% \IJ 52% . 

(8,129) . (345) (:34) (2,194) (105) (632) (11,439) 

Merchandise Or Other ) 

Material Loss 16% 22% .B 16% 5% 11% t, 16% 
(1,999) (171) (0) . (655) (17) (109) (2,951) 

" 

Total Robberies , 
100% 100% B 101% 100% lOU ,1001, 

.,;-;/ i",\(12.541) (176) (51) (4.214) 
" 

(364) ,(1,025) (18,971) 

a ,~. " 
Subc.tego~1es may DOt ... to to~al due ~o_rOUIlcliD&. B ba! been entered ;lu cell. for which tbe ba •• 011 ~icb the 

perCel1Cage vo~d }lava. beenCOllPut,ed va. toe; ~ to calculate a reliable fiaur" 
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out of five incidents, and sustained loss of merchandise or other 

material in one out of six i~cidents; repair loss only was experienced 
" 

in only one percent of:the robberies. When the businesses are 

examined by type, the results just noted for total businesses 

essentially maintain. There is, however, one dramatic exception; 

while robberies of total businesses resulted in no loss in one out 

of four incidents, robberies of manufacturing businesses resulted',in' 

no loss in two out of three incidents. This very large failure 

rate in robberies of manufacturin.g businesses may help to explain why 

they had a robbery rate that was one-third of the rat;e "'suffered by 

total businesses. 

By way of sU1Illlary and comParison to robberies, bu+glaries of 

total businesses in the eight Impact Cities were: slightly less 

likely than robberies of total businesses to result in no lqss 

(15 percent vs. 23 percent); substantially less likely to re~J.llt 

in cash loss only (four percent vs. 60 percent); and more likely to 

result in merchandise or other material loss (53 percent vs. ~6 percent). 

These differences clearly reflect the different nature of these two 
. 

the different atms of the offenders involved in each. In crimes and 

burglaries the offenders' diJ,"ect fo!:,ce ~gaillst the property (thus 

inflicting damage) ,; their· aim is primarily the procurement of property, 

since large amounts of cash are re1ative1Y'inaccessible in most businesses. 

'In robbery the force used is directed against an ind1v~dual representing 

the business and the aim of the offender is to bb'ta.in ~ash; thus in the 

course of robberies, repair loss is infrequent and cash loss is frequent. 
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Tables S.,23 and 5,.24 show the amount of loss (:f:ncluding damages) 

endured by businesses in burglary and robbery victtmizations, 

respectively. In burglaries of total businesses, four out of ten of 

the incidents resulted in losses of less than $50, one-fifth in 

losses of $50-$249, and three-tenths in losses of $250 or more; 

only one out of ten burglaries of total businesses resulted in losses 

of $1,000 or more. 

By cumulati~,g the percentages of burglaries which had losses 

in each of the categories of loss, it can be 'seen from Table 5.23 

that for total businesses the cumulative value of.50 percent--the 

median--falls in the $50-$249 category. For each of the types of 

businesses except real estate businesses (where the median loss was 

in the '$10-$49 category), the median loss was between $50 and $249. 

Table 5.23 also shows the mean loss in burglaries of each type 

of business. For each type of business the mean loss was substantially 

greater than the median loss. For example, while the mEi4ian loss 
'\ 

for burglaries of tota~ businesses was between $50 and $249, the 

mean loss was $500. This large discrepancy between the median and 

mean losses indicates that the, distribution of losses is quite positively 

skewed--f.e. that a relatively small number of ~)'CL!:;,esses suffered 
, . F 

. f. 
very large losses. Although the mean. loss wa~ well in excess of the 

Jl 
,'/ 

median:c loss for each type of business,this was especially true for 
I 

Ii wholesale businesses where the mean loss was$1,Q40, as compared, to' 

a median loss of $,50-$249. 
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Wholesale 

Service 

Res1 Eetate 

Hanufacturills 

Other 

Tota1luaill .. aea 

Table 5.23 

Value Of Property Stolen (Including Damages) In Business Bur~laries. Bv Tvpe Of Businesa a 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY (INCLUDING DAMAGES) 

Under • ~ ~l"OOO Or Don't Not Aacer-
None $10 $10-49 $50-249 $25D-:999 More Know tained 

12% 5% 16% 24% 19% 11% 7% 5% 
(5,157) (2,346) (6,995) . (10,745) (8,503) (4,851) (3,292) (2.317) 

18% 5% 15% 19% 18% 11% 12% 1% 
'.} 

" 
(1,305) (362) (1,108) (1,352) (1,301) (811) \(ij45) (67) 

'16% 7% 21% ·20% 18% 8% 8% 2% 
(5;377) (2.299) (7.004) (6.898) (5.958) (2.793) (2.877) (702) . 

25% 11% 20% 11% 10% 4% 14% 5% 

(846) (360) (679) (374) (334) (138) (469) (172) 

15% 5% 15% 21% 18% 14% 9% 3% .1 \ 
(1.031) (358) (993) (1.370) (1,217) (940) (583) (171) 

.--
18% 6% '17% 22% 20% 8% 8% 2% 

(2.131) (699) (2.072) (2.607) (2.356) (937) (916) (290) .. 
15% 6% 18% 22% 18% 10% 8% 3% 

(15.847) (6.424) (18.~51) (23.346) (19.669) ,(10.470) (8.982) (3.719) .{ l: 
a Subcategories .. , Dot aua to total due to rOUDliins. 

·"f,{:. 

o 

- •• ~~,.--... _.,-, ... , .,..' ,"'.') ".~ ••• ~,~ 1 . " 

Totu1 Mean Lo.a 

100% 

. (44,206) $590 

100% 

(7,151) $1.040 

100% 

(33.908) $350 

100% 

(3.372) $160 

100% 
(6.663) $530 

100% 
(12.008) $350 

;. 

100Z 
(107.308) $500 

, 
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Table 5.24 

Value (!f Property' Sto1e~ (Including Damages),t1n Business Robberies, ~y '),:ype of JIu.ine •• a 
i Eight Ia~ct Citie.: Aggregate 

('f) VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY (INCL~UING DAMAGES) 

$1,000 or 
.J 

• Not Ascer-
~ean io.a Non(;) Under $10 $10-49 $50-249 $250-999 ,More Don't.JCDov tained Total 

18% 2% 14% 38% 18% 4% 0% 6% 100% 
RetaU (2,257) (224) (1,719) (4,721) (2,306) (513) (33) (772) (12,545) $230 

31% 2% 181 16% 13% 20% 0% 0% 100% 
1;lho1eaale (243) (~8) (1311) (121) (104) (153) (0) (0) (778) $780 

32% 2% 21% 30% 10% 3% 0% 3% 100% 
Service (1,330) (70) (884) (1,269) (416) (106) (0) (138) (4,213) $140 

B B B B· B B B B B 
f . 

Real ,Eatate (17) (17) (0) (0) (17) (0) (0) (0) (51) B . 
67% 0% 0% 10% 14% 10% 0% 0% 100% 

Manufacturing (242) (0) (0) (35) (51) (35) (0) (0) (363) $150 
1---

26% 0% 14% 21% 12% 11% 0% 15% 100% 
Other (264) (0) (i47) (220) (128) (ll3) (0) (155) (1,027) $1,680 

.. 
23% 2% 15% 34% 16% 5% 0% 6% 100% 

Total Businesse. (4,353) (329) (2,889) " (6,366)' (3,022) (920) (l3) , (1,065) (18,977) $390 . 
~ Subcategories .. y not lUll to total: due to rounding. B' has been entered in cells for vhich the base on which the percentage would hav~ been 
cor~uted vas too small to calculate a reliable figure. 

.. 
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b i (Table 5.24 ) resulted in losses of Robberies of t~tal us nesses 

f th incidents, $50-$249 in 34 percent of less than $50 in 40 percent 0 e 

the incidents, and $250 or more in 21 percent of the incidents. 

While only one-fifth of the robberies of total businesses resulted 

in losses of $250 or more, one-third of the robberi~s of wholesale 

1 f ~250 Computations of the median loss businesses resulted in osses 0 ~ • 

values from Table 5.24 shows that the median losses for total businesses, 

retail businesses, and "other" businesses fell into the $50-$249 

category;. for manufacturing businesses the median robbery loss was 

. -.~. b i the median robbery $O,~nd for wholesale and se:L"¥".ee us nesses, 

losses fell into the $10-$49 category. 

An examination of the ~ robbery losses in Table 5.,24 again, 

show' that· mean losses we.:r;e ~onsiderably in excess of median loss~a. 

For total businesses, while the median robbery loss fell into the 

robbery~loss was $390. The means for $50-$249 interval, the mean 

wholesale businesses ($780) and especially for "other" busines.ses 

($1,680) were particularly discrepant from their respective median 

values. Thus, for robbery also, these resul.ts sugges_t; that a relatively 

suffered very large robbery losses. small number of businesses 

A comparison of the mean losses .in burglaries and robberies shows 

that the mean burglary loss for total bus~nesses ($500) exceeded the 

mean robbery loss for total businesses ($390). The pattern.clof more 

costly burglaries than robberies (in terms of mea,n loss) h\lds for 

i except "other" businesses, where the'I'mean robbery each type of bus ness 

loss ($1,680) was several times greater than the mea.."l burglary loss 

($350). 

I 
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Certainly when the relative volume of burglaries and robberies 

are considered in conjunction with the amount of loss, burglary 

emerges as a crime far more costlier in dollar amounts lost than 
13 

robberies. For total businesses, an estimated 104,000 burglaries with 

an estimated mean loss of $500 resulted in ari estimated total loss 

of more than $50 million dollars to businesses in the Impact Cities 
14 

in a single year; for total businesses, an' estimated 18,000 robberies 

with an estimated mean loss of $390 resulted in an estimated total 

- loss of $7 million dollars to businesses in the Impact Cities in a 

single year. Thus total dollar losses in burgl~ry were roughly 

seven times greater than. total dollar losses in robbery. Even for 

"other" businesses which suffered substantially greater mean losses 

for robbery than for burglary, the total losses in burglary were far 

greater than the total losses in robbery ($4.0 million vs. $1.5 

mil1i~m) • 

Recovery Of Losses 

Table 5.,25 shows for total businesses with 'burglary and robbery 

losses mf various amounts, the proportion of businesses wh~ch recovered 

some of their losses through insurance. For both burglary and.robbery, 

as the value of the losses increase's, there"was a monotonic increase 
" 

in the proportion of businesses recovering s~e of their losses. For 

examp~e~ in both b~rg1aries and robberies in which the losses were 

less than $10, none of the victimized businesses recovered any of their 
" 

losses, but for vietimizations in which losses were $1,000 or more, 

more thanpne-quarter of the burglarized businesses and two-fifths 

of th6, robbed businesses recovered some of their losses. For each 

. 
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Table 5.25 
Business Burglaries ADd Robberies,By Value Of Sto1e~ Property And Propor,tio~ aecovered Through Insurancea 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY 

Under $10 $10-49 $50-249 $250-999 $1.000 Or TotaA With 
Kore Loall 

P R 100% 99% 94% !lS% 72% 90% 
a E None (6.424) (18.662) (21.894) (16.714) (7.483) (71.177) 
0 c 
p 0 0% 0% 1% 4% 5% 2% 
0 V .1% to 49.9% (0) (0) (261) (766) (588) (1,585) 
R E 
T R 0% 0% 2% 7% 15% 4% 
I E 50% to 99.9% (0) (51) (499) (1.407) (1.598) • (3.555) 
0 D 
N 0% 1% 3% 4% 8% 3% 

All (0) (138) (692) (782) (831) (2,443) 

Total Burglary 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(6,424) (18,851) (23.346) (19.669) (10,470) (78.760) 

.... .:: . 

P a 100% 95% 87% 80% 60% 86% 
R E None (329) (2,732) (5.556) (2.427) (551) (11.595) 
0 c 
p 0 0% 0% 1% 3% 6% 1% 
0 V .1 ~~ 49.9% (0) (0)' . (51) (87) (52) (190) 

'" a E 
T a 0% 1% 3% 8% 11% 4% 
I E 50% to 99.9% (0) (35) (173) (226) (105) (539) 
0 D 
N 0% 4% 9% 9% 23% 9:1 

All (0) (122) (586) (282) (212) (1.202) 

Total Robbery 100% 100% 100% 100% '100% 100% 
(329) (2.889) (6.366) (3,022) (920) (13,526) 

a 
Subcategories may not aua to total due to rounding. 

b Excludes those cases where there vas no loss or value of stolen property vas not koovn or DOt ascertained. 
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amount-of-loss category, robbed businesses were at least slightly 

more likely to have reopvered some of their losses than burglarized 

businesses; further, a substantially greater proportio,n of robbed 

than burglariZed businesses in each loss category was likely to have 

recovered all of their losses. For example, when losses were between 

$250 and $999, nine percent of the robbed businesses and four percent 

of the burglari:zed businesses recovered all of their losses; when 

losses were $1,000 6r greater, 23 percent of the former but only eight 

percent of the latter recovered all of their losses. 

Overall, these data on recovery through insurance suggest that 

the chances of recouping losses in either burglaries or robberies 

were not good; robbery victims were more likely than burglary victims 

to have recovered some of theirlosses--esp«acially when the amount 

lost was $1,000 or more. 

Injury 

By definition, robbery is the only crime included in the survey 

of businesses which could have resulted in an injury. In th.e course 

of the interview, robbery victims were asked whether any of the 

employees of the business were injured seriously enough to require 
15 

medical attention. Table 5.26 shows that less than one out of ten 
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Table 5.26 

Percentages Of Attempted And Completed Bustness Robberies Resulting 
In Injury To Employe.s a 

Eight Iapact Citiea: Aggregate 

ROBBERY 

Attempted Completed Total 

With Inju~ 7% 8% 8% 
(335) (1.130) (1.465) 

Without Injury 93% 92% 92% 
(4.225) (13.257) (17.482) 

'. 

.Total 100% 100% 100% 
(4,560) (14.387) (18.947) . . 

Subcl!Ot~goriel My Ilotlua to total du~to rouad1na~ 
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business robbery incidents resulted in 'injury to an employee. More 

specifically, of the 18,947 business robberies, only 1,465 (eight 

percent) resulted in injury to an employee which was serious enough 

to require medical attention. Further, from Table 5.26 it can be 

seen that this rate of injury was about the same in attempted robberies 

( .. even percent) as in completed robberies ,(ai'gilt percent) • 

From Table 5,.27 , it is apparent that injury to employees serious 

enough to require hospitalization was very rare. In only two percent 

of the businesR ~obberies was ,an employee injured seriously enough 

to require hospitalization. As was the case with injury, hospitalization 

was evidently unrelated to whether the robbery was actually completed 

or only attempted. In cor~ection with the analysis of the use of 

weapons above, it was noted that most robberies of businesses involved 

the use of a weapon by the offender. Despite the potential for 
" \ 

serious injury which was created by the presence of a weapon--especially 

a fit'learm--that potential was not often realized in the course of 

robberies of businesses. 

,Work Days Lost 

All businesses which were victimized by either burglary or robbery 

were asked whether any employees lost any time from work because of 

the incident. Work days might be lost not only as a result of injury, 

but as a result of meetings with the police, appearance in court, etc.; 

thus, empioyees of ~urglarize6 bus inesseF.f'}~may also have los t work days. 
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business robbery incidents resulted in 'injury to an employee. More 

specifically, of the 18,947 business robberies, only 1,465 (eight 

percent) resulted in injury to an employee which was serious enough 

to require medical attention. Further, from Table 5.26 it can be 

seen that this rate of injury was about the same in attempted robberies 

(weven percent) as in completed robberies (ei'ght percent). 

From Table 5·.27 , it is apparent that injury to employees serious 

enough to require hospitalization was very rare. In only ~ percent 

of the busines~ ~obberies was ,an employee injured seriously enough 

to require hospitalization. As was the case with injury, hospitalization 

was evidently unrelated to whether the robbery was actually completed 

or only attempted. In connection with the analysis of the use of 

weapons above, it was noted that most robberies of businesses involved 

the use of a weapon by the offender. Despite the potential for 

serious injury which was created by the presence of a weapon--especially 

a firearm--that potential was not often realized in the course of 

robberies of businesses. 

Work Days Lost 

All businesses which were victimized by either burglary or robbery 

were asked whether any employees lost any time from work because of 

the incident. Work days might be lost not only as a result of injury, 

but as a result of meetings with the police, appearance in court, etc.; 

thus, employees of burglarized businesses may also have lost work days. 
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Table 5.27 

Percentages Of Attempted And Completed Business Robberies Resulting 
In Hospitalization Of Emp10yees a 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

ROBBERY 

Attempted Completed Total' 

With Hospitalization 
2% 2% 2% 

(104) (225) (329) 

Without Hospitalization 
98% 98% 98% 

'.' 
(4.456) (14.164) (18.620) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(4.560) (14.389) (18.949) 

Subeategories "7 not sua to total du. to roUDdina. 
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Table 5.28 indicates that employees of businesses which are 

burglarized had some work days lost in connection with eight percent 

of the burglary incidents, while employees of businesses which were ., 

robbed had some work days lost in 13 percent of the incidents. At 

least part of this small difference between work days ~ost by employees 

of businesses which were robbed and those which were burglarized can 

be attributed to the extent of5.i:njury to robbery victims noted above 

(Table 5·.·26 ). In fact, if the number of.·~injured employees is subtracted 

from the number of employees having work days lost, only six percent 

of the non-injured employees of businesses which were robbed, were 

found to have lost any work days~J 

Whether t.heincident was completed or only attempted seems to have 

been related to work days lost for employees of businesses which were 

burglarized and robbed. Among the former, three percent of the attempted 

and ten percent of ·the completed burglaries resulted in work days lost;. 

and among the latter six percent of the attempted and 15 percent of the 

completed burglaries resulted in work days lost. It"'is likely that 

completed victimizations were more likely t~~n attempted victimizations 

to have been reported to. the police (a question which is addressed in 

the next chapter); hence work days lost more often in conjunctio~ with 

completed crimes may have been due, at least in part, to time .required 

to meet with the police, make appearances in cou~t, etc. 
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Table S.28 

Percentage. Of Attempted And Completed Burglarie. And Robberie. 6f Bu.in= •••• 
Re8ultina In Work Day. Lost By E.ployee. a 

Eight IIIpact CiUe.: Auregate 

Attapted COlIPleted Total 

Work Day. Lo.t 3% 10% 8% 
(927) . (7.491) (8.418) 

, 

No Work Day. Lo.t 97% 90% 92% 
(29.501) (69.122~ (98.623) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(30.428) .(76.613) (107.041) 

c 
Work Day. Lo8t 6% . ·15% 13% 

(294) (2.093) (2.387) 

No Work Day. Lo.t 94% 85% 87% 
(4.282) (12.278) (16.560) 

Total 100% 100% ·100% 
(4.576) (14.371) (11.947) 

Subcategorie ... y DOt .u. to total,due to rOUDd1D&. 
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Summary 

By way of summarizing what has been reported in this chapter con­

cerning business victimization~ it was found that there was considerable 

variation in the burglary and robbery victimization rates from city to city, 

although ~~ti.S with high burglary rates also had high robbery rates. 

Burglaries in the Impact Cities occurred with f~r,;ii;;.eater frequency than 
--' ,t.~,_» , 

did robberies; in each city the burglary rate was more than four times 

greater 'than the robbery rate. Among all tyPes of business establishments 

studied, retail establishments had the highest rates for both burglary and 

robbery in addition to having the highest proportion (along with "other" 

businesses) of multiple victimizations. Receipt size was not found to be 

strongly related to either burglary or robbery victimization rates, even 

when type of business was controlled. 
J) 

Abol!t three-fourths of both burglary and robbery victimizations were 

actually completed; retail businesses again stood out as suffe~ing the 

highest rate of victimizatiops among all business types of both attempted 

and completed vietfmization~. Most of the business robberies which oc-

curred in the Impact Cities involved the use of a weapon; when a weapon 

was used, it was almost always a gun. In addition, robberies in which a 

weapon w~.s used were .more likely to result in some loss to the business. , 

As would perhaps be expected given the nature of the offenses, .burglary 

appeared to be predominately a nighttime occurrence, while robberies oc-

curred primarily during the daytime. 
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With regard to robbery offenders, they were almost always perceived 

to be males--for both lone and mUltiple offenders. Among lone robbery 

offenders, a farge majority were perceived to be black/other males and 

over 18 years old; a similar picture emerged for multiple offenders. 

Sixty percent of the businesses surveyed reported that they took 

some form of security measure against burgiary and/or robbery. By examinLng 
\ . 

the time at which th~se/measures were taken relative to victimization, it 
i~,- '1: // 

was seen that being the victim of a business robbery or burglary prompted 

the use of security measures. About one-half of total businesses carried 

insurance against robbery and/or burglary; however, for each type of busi­

ness there was no substantial difference in the percentage victimized be~ 
(j 

tween insured and non-insured businesses. (( 
\. 

For total businesses, the estimated mean loss' from burglaries in the 

eight Impact Cities was $500, which resulted in anest:4nated total loss 

of more than $50 million. For robberies, the estimated mean loss was 

$390, while the estimated total loss was $7 million. Thus, the estimated 

loss· from burglary in the eight cities was over seven times that for robbery. 

Finally, it was seen that as the value of the loss increased in busi-

ness robbery and burglary victimizations, there was a concurrent increase 

in the proportion of businesses recovering some of their losses, Although 

chances of some recovery was better for business victims of robbery than 

for business victims of burglary, the chances of some recovery wa~?rela­
/I 

( 
tively slim for either category. \\ 
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The next chapter presents an examination'ofa topic for which vic­

timization surveys are uniquely suited--failure to report victimization 

to the police. The three major c~tegories of victimization will be 

examined --personal, household, and business. Not only will the char-

-------------- .~ 

acteristics of those repo ti d r ng an not reporting victimizations be examined, 

but the reasons given for nat reporting victimizations to the police will 

also be analyzed. In addition,characteristics of the victimizations them­

selves will be summarized in relation to non-reporting. Finally, the next 

chapter will present a brief discussion concerning some of the benefits 

of, and problems inherent in, comparing victimization survey results to 
'J 

police statistics. 
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Footnotes 

lI~ fact, pilot work had indicated that many businesses did 
not keep satisfactory written records even of burglaries and robberies 
which they had. 

2It should also be made clear here that although injury to, or 
personal robbery of, an employee or customer in the course of a business 
robbery is counted as a personal victimization, there is not a double 
counting of the business incident; care h~s been taken to count 
such incidents only once. 

3See Appendix E for definitions of the types of businesses. 

4Tbe following are brief descriptions of detailed types of retail 
businesses: 1) Food--Establishments primarily selling food for home 
consumption (supermarkets, etc.) •.. 2) Eating and drinking--Establish­
ments primarily selling prepared foods and drink~ for consumption on or 
near the premises. 3) General Merchandise--Establishments which sell 
several lines of merchandise such as dry goods, apparel and accessories, 
furniture and home furnishings, small wares, hardware, and food 
(department stores, etc.). 4) Apparel--Establishments primarily 
engaged in selling clothing of all kinds and related articles. Does not 
include department stores. ~) Furniture and appliances--Establishments 
primarily selling merchandise used in furnishing the home, such as 
furniture, floor covering, draperies, household electrical and gas 
appliances. 6) Lumber, hardware, farm equipment--Establishments primarily 
selling lumber, building materials, the basic lines of hardware, paint, 
wallpaper, electrical supplies, etc. 7) Automotive--Establishments 
which sell new and used automobiles and new parts and accessories, 
aircxaft and marine dealers and mobile home dealers. 8) Gasoline 
serv.iee-stations. 9) Drug and proprietary--Establishments which fill 
and sell prescriptions and patent medicines and health aids. Proprietary 
stores sell the same merchandise as drugstores, but do not fill or 
sell prescriptions: 10) Liquor--Includes liquor stores operated by 
States, counties, and municipalities. 11) Other retail. 

5 
Of course, none of those businesses suffering both robbery and 

burglary were victimized only once. 

'~./.lCtually the rate, accurate to the nearest "tens," rounds 
to zero (34 robberies divided by 8,663 real estate businesses). 

7Actually the rate, accurate to the .nearest "tens," rounds 
to zero (17 robberies divided by 8,663 real estate businesses). 
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8For the perceived races of robbery offenders, black rather 
than black/other (as was used in the earlier chapters) has been used 
since this is how the Bureau of the Census personnel coded the 
business robbery data for tabulations. 

9See footnote "b," Table 5-13 _ 

10See Appendix C, question 204 of Commercial Screen Questions, page c-2. 

10aNote that the four percent figure for total businesses and the 
eight percent figure far retail businesses cited'here are percentages 
of all businesses (not percentages of business using security measures) 
in the respective categories which had firearms in the premises. 

lilf any victimization occurred. 

l2See Appendix C, question l7a of Commercial Screen Questions, page C-2. 

l3Excludes burglarized businesses for which the amount of loss was 
not ascertained. 

l4Excludes robbed businesses for which the amount of loss was 
not ascertained. 

15 
See Appendix C, question 9a. of Robbery Incident Form, page C-4. 
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CHAPTER VI 

Failure To Report Victimizations To The Police 

Introduction 

It has often been'suggested that victim surveys are necessary because, 

among other reasons, some-victims of crimes fail tq report their victimiza­

tions to the police. 1 In fact, critiques of official crime statistics often 

begin by noting that failure to report crimes to the police is one of the 

major limitations of official crime statistics; further, it has sometimes 

been argued that non-reporting may be variable across crimes, across geo­

graphic areas, and across time.2 Hence, one of the most critical questions 

asked of those respondents in. the NCP surveys who experienced victimization 
/' ,~) 

was whether the victimization had been reported to the pol:lO::iii.' In the analy-

ses that follow, results will be presented in terms of percentages of.~ 

reporting--the ratio of non-reported victimizations to total victimizations. 

Personal Victimizations 

Table 6.1 presents data indicating that slightly more than one-half 

(54 percent) 'of all personal victimizations in the eight Impact Cities as 

anaggri'iigate were ~ "reported to the police. This overall rate of non-re-
.... , i\ 
":!.II,-

porting of personal vlctimizations was similarly high in most of the eight 

cities. While the J;'stes of non-reporting for total personal victimizations 

ranged from 48 pe~cent in St. Louis to 59 percent in Portland, six of the 

eight cities' had rates of non-reporting which were over 50 percent. 
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Atlanta . 
Assaultive Jio1ence 

401 
With Theft 

" 
(1.490) 

58~ .' 

Without Theft .. (10.830) 

Personal Theft Without, Injury 

571 
(7.720) . 

Total Personal Victimization 
.. 

" 561 

(20,040) 

Table 6.1 

Percentages Of Non-Reported Personal Victimizations a 
Eight Impact Cities 

I 

Baltimore Cleveland Dallas ' Denver Newark 

351 341 271 371 381 
(5;710) (3.100) (1.800) (2 .. 460) (2.110) 

53~ 591 
. i~'?' 601. 

601. 50~ 

(18.900) (15.120) (20.040) (19.810) (3,120) 

481 531. 591- 60~ 581. 
(20.540) (13.600) (6.850) (7.140) (8.270) 

491- 541- 581. 581- 53'%; 

(45.150) (31.820) (28,690) (29,410) (13,500) 

a Subc;ategories _, ,DOt 8UIl to total clue 'to rouDlliDa 

Aggregate 
Portland St. Louis Total 

,:.: 

39~ 39~ 351-
(1.570) (2.260) (20.490) 

611. 521- 58'1 
(12,350) (10.960) (111.130) 

601. 461. 541-
(4.910) (8,070) (77,100) 

\ 

591- 487. 
. 

541- • 

(i8,830) (2l,290) (208.720) 
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When non-reporting is examined by type of personal victimization, it 

is seen" that: the eight cities' in aggregate showed' the' low.est: rate of non­

reporting for assaultive violence with theft: (35' percent), followed by per­

sonal theft without injury (54 percent) and finally by assaultive violence 

without theft (58 percent). The individual cities were again found to be 

rather homogeneous with regard to non-reporting. For assaultive violenc.e 
/} 

with theft, the rates ranged from 27 percent in Dallas to 40 percent in 

A'flanta; all cities except Dallas had rates of non-report~.ng which fell 

between 34 percent and 40 percent. For personal theft without injury, 

the rates of non-reporting ranged from 46 percent in St. Louis to 60 per-

cent in Denver and Portland; assaultive violence without theft had non-re-

porting rates of 50 percent or greater in each of the cities, ranging from 

a low 50 percent in Newark to a high of 61 per.cent in Tortland. 

Household Victimization 

Turni~g to non-reporting of household victimizations, Table 6~2 suggests 

that the variation in the rates of no~creporting across subcategories of 
\~\ 

household victimization was greater than'variation across the subcategories 

of personal victimization. For the eight cities as an aggregate the lowest 

rate of non-reporting was for vehicle theft (23 percent), followed by burg-

lary (45 percent), larceny of $50 or more (46 percent) , and la.rceny of less 

than $50 (81 percent). 
o . , 

With the exception of non-reporting for larcenies 
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Atlanta . 
Burglary 

441-

(25.320) 

Larceny-Total 

74'7. 

(46,340) 

Under $50 

857. 

(25,530) - .-
$50 Or More 

55'7. 

(15,440) 

Vehicle Theft 

211-

(4,480) 

Total .HoUl~hold Victimization 
61'%. 

" (76,150) 

Table 6.2 

Percentages Of NGIl~Reported Hp./isehold Vic timlzationsa 
Eight Impact Cities 

Baltimore Cleveland DaUas Denver Newark 
. 

421- 461- 481- 427. 487. .' 

(32.890) (28.670) (41.080) (30.750) I (13,140) 

681- 751- 721- 687. 687..~: 

(70,990) (48,680) (96,500) (83,490) (12,800) 

78'7. 837. 84'%. /./ 81'7. 74'7. 

(39,300) (26,920) (5~,280}' (48.560) (5.750) - - - - - - - - -
477. 55'%; 497. 397- 587-

(21,090) (14,280) (30,420) (25,880) (4,740) 

22'7. 241- ~41- 2Z% 20r. 

(9,960) (17,590) (6,840) (8,640) (3,930) 

sn 57'1. 631 5B't S2'X. 

(113,850) (94.940) (144.420) (122,890) (29.870) 
., 

• Subcategories .. y DOt a • . to total due toroulldiD .. 

I: St. 
Aggregate 

Portland Louis Total 

481- 427. 451-

(2l,aSO) (24,60l') (218 310) 

68'X. 651- 707. 

(56,150) (42,820) (45i,780) .. 
80.,. 777. 811-

. , 
(33.040) (24'.,':1,.10 ) (259.480) 
- - - t.'_ . ....f..- - -

431- 371- 46% 

(16,640) (12,250) (11.0,740) 

201- 257- 231-

(<+,910) (9,330) (65,680) 

6~ S3'X. 581 

(82,920) (76,750) (741,790) j~ • 

.-«. 

,':p- , 
\ 

L. 



~ 
j~ • 

~ ), 

" 
i~ 

J 
;~l r I 

'/1 

:> 

. , 

---------------------. ----------- ---------------------

380 

of $50 or more, the subcategories of household victimizations are even more 
.(~ 

homogeneous across cities' than the subcategories of person~ victimizations. 

Vehicle theft ranged from a low of 20 percent in Portland and Newark to a 

high of 25 perl::ent in St.' Louis. Burglary shqwed a similarly narrow range, 

from 42 pe~cent in St. Louis, Denver, and Baltimore, to 48 percent in Dallas, 

Newark, and Portland. Non-reporting percentages for larceny of $50 or more 

had the greEl-test variability, ranging from 37 percent in St. Louis to 58 

percent in Newark. Finally, larceny of less than $50,which had the highest 

aggreg~te rate of 'non-reporting" varied by city from 74 percent tn Newark 

to 85 percent in Atlanta. 

Business Vidl.uiZation 

Rates of non-reporting for business victimization are presented in 

Table 6,.3. Business robberies had an aggregate non-reporting rate of ten 

percent, while business burglaries had a 24 percent rate. An examination of 

these rates by city shows non-reporting rates for burglary to be more homo.., 

geneoutk:.than those for robbery. Rates for the former varied from 19 per-
i. 

cent in Baltimore to 29 percent in Atlanta and St. Louis. For the latter, 

rates varied from four percent in Denver to 12 percent :f,n Porttand and 

'"' 
St. Louis, to 25 percent in Newark. Of the typ~s of victimizatipn thus f~! 

!; 

examined, business robbery is the only one for which the rate for any city 

was dramatically out of line With the rates for the remaining cities. 
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Table 6.3 

Percentages Of Non-Reported Business Victimizations a 
Eight Impact Cities 

,: 

Atlanta Baltimore h1eve1alllf 

Burglary 291 19% ,:is'7. 
';> (15,380) (19,998) - (11,'376) 

n, 

Robbery 
87. 51- 10'7. 

; 
J3,27S) (4,666) (2,38~) 

Total Business Victimization 257. 167. 23'7. 

~/~ (18,655) (24;664) (13,764) 

'~ ,~ 

c::;;:/a 5~Dcategories .. , not sua to total due to roUDdiDi. 
/' 

,/' 

~, .... ~.' -; -

Dallas Denver Newark 

267- 247- 207-
(16,545) (11,186 ) (12,089) 

87- 4'7. 257-
,(2,259) (1,375) (1,880) 

,247. 22t 211 
(18,804) (12,561) , (13,969) 

-', /..---
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~.f , 

I 
I.; 
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j( 
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t I) 
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1 Aggregate 
Portland St. Louis Total 

~ \' , 
~ ~. 

C I, 
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231- 29'7. 247-
(1,826) (12,898) " (101,298) 
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127- 12'1. 101 
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Comparisons ofagg~egate rates of non-reporting for personal, house-

hold, and business victimizations show th~t rates of non-reporting for busi-

ness victimizations were among the lowest rates obserVed; of the household 

and personal victimizations only vehicle theft had a rate in the range of 

the non-reporting rates for business victimi.zations. In order to facili-

tate more specific c01I\!iarisons of non-reporting of personal, household, and 

business victimizations, some of the data presented thus far have been re-

arranged (and in some instances more finely subdivided) and presented in 

Table 6.4 

In each city, the non-reporting rate for household burglaries was great-

er than the non-reporting rate for business burglaries; in the aggregate the 

former was more than one and one-half times larger than the latter (45 per-

cent vs. 24 percent). 

A similar compari$on of personal robbery without injury and business 

robbery shows that in each city the non-reporting'rate- for personal rob-

beries was well in excess of that for business robberies. For the eight 

cities combined, the non-reporting rate for personal robbery (51 percent) 

was more than five times larger than the rate for business robbery (10 per-

cent). In the aggregate, when we compare tables 6-.. 1 with 6.4, we find 

I 

even personal assau\ltive violence with theft (in effect, robbery with 

assault) to have a j~ubstantially higher rate of non-reporting than business : 

robbei'y (35 percer,it vs. 10 percent). 

, , 
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Personal Theft Witbout Injury 

Robbery 

Larceny 

Rouseboldtarceny 

At Home 

Elsewhere 

Housebold Burglary 

Busine.. Burglary 

lusineae Robbery 

Table 6.4 

Coaparisons Of Selected Personal, Household And Business Rates Of Non-Report~nga 

Eight Impact Cities 

Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland 

57% 48% 53% 59% , 60% 58% 60% 
(7,720) (20,540) (13,600) (6.850) (7,140) (8.210) (4,910) 

,co . 
46% 45% 49% 55% 63% 54% 60% 

(4,000) (11.850) (9.220) , (4.460) _ (~7~)_ _ <.!,72°L (3.470) 
1---- - - -- - - -- - - -- - ---

69% 52% 62% 66% 54% 62% 60% 
(3.710) (8,700) (4,370) (2,390) (2.360) (3,560) (1,450) 

74% 68% 75% 72% 68% 68% 68% 
(46.340) (70.990) (48.680) (96.500) (83,490) (12,800) (56.150) 

79% 71% 80% 72% 69% 70% 70% 
(16.010) (28.490) (18.460) (41,100) J3~.~02.. (4,700) ..i21.!6~) _ - - - - -- -- - - - - - - -- - - --

72% 66% 72% 72% 67% 67% 68% 
QO.330) (42.510) (30.230) (55,400) (50,830) (8.100) (34.530) 

44% 42% 46% 48% 42% 48% 48% 
(25.320) (32.890) (28.670) (41 ~080) (30,750) (13,140) (21,860) 

29% 19% 25% 26% 24% 20% 23% 
(15.380) (19.998) (11,376) (16.545) (11,186) (12.089) (7.826) 

8% 5% 10% 8% 4% 25% 12%· 
(3,275) (4,666) (2,388) (2,259) (1,375) (1,880) (860) 

-
Subcategories -7 DOt .. to total. !Jus to roaing. 

.,.' 

c 

St. Louis 

46% 
(8.070) 

43% 
(4,500) . - - - ,~ 

51% 
(3.56!), 

65% 
(42.820), 

67% • 
_(~.~Ol 

64% 
(26.84Q~ 

42% 
(24,600): 

29% • 
(12,898), , 

12~~:·. 
(2,282)' 

.. 

Aggregate 
Total 

54% 
(77 .10~) 

51% 
. (47.020) - - --

58% , 
(30.080) 

'70% 
(457.780) 

72% 
(179.020) - - - -

69% 
(278.770) 

45% ' 
(2~8,310) 

24% 
(107.298) 

10% 
(18,985) 
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From Table 6.4 , it is also clear that personal larceny had a substan-

tially lower non-report~ng rate than did household larceny., While the non-

reporting rates for personal larceny varied somewhat among Impact Cities--

from q low of 51 percent in St. Louis to a high of 69 percent in Atlanta--

in each city the non-reporting rate for personal larceny was lower than 

the non-reporting rate for household larceny--regardless of whether the 

latter was at home or elsewhere. Both the larceny at homeaand larceny 

,elsewhere non-reporting rates were consistently high across the cities; the 

f,ormer ranged from 69 percent in Denver to 80 percent in Cleveland and the 

ll'!tter ranged from 64 percent in St. Louis to 72 percent in Atlanta, Cleveland 

and Dallas. It should be pointed out that the aggregate hous.ehold larceny 

non-reporting rates were higher than any other type of criminal victimi-

zation; over seven out of ten at-home larcenies were no,t reported to the police. 

Amount of Loss 

Reference to Table 6.·2 indicates that household larcenies of items worth 

less than $50 wert;) not reported to the police proportionately as often in 

any city as were larcenies of $50 or more; in the aggregate while four out 

of five household larcenies of under $50 were not reported to the police, 

less than half of the larcenies of $50 or more were not repOr~2Q:, to the 
r 1. 

police. Further, data not shown in this table reveal that oniy Ilbout two out 
\\ ~, 
~,,-, -~ '" :-:::;"" 

of five larcenies'of items worth $250 or more were not reported' to th~ police; 
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That this trend held for robberies and b~rglaries'ofbusinesses is clear 

from Table 6.5. For example, in robberies'in which'the loss'was under" $50, 

the rate ofnon-report~ng was 18 percent; however~ for robberies'in which 

the amount of loss was $50-$249 the non-reporting rate was 2 percent, and for 

robberies in which the amount of loss was $250 or more,' the non-reporting 

rate was one percent. For business burglaries a similar trend is in evi­

dence; burglaries with losses of less than $50 had a non-reporting rate of 

39 percent, while for losses of $50-$249 and $250 or more the non-reporting 

rates were 19 pe~cent and 5 percent, respectively. 

Attempted and Completed Victimizations 

The relation of amount of loss to rates of non-reporting raises the 

question of what other elements of the victimization are associated with 

tend~ncies to report the victimization to the police. In earlier chapters, 
\~--

personal,'\1 household, and business victimizat;lons were dichotomized into 
I) 

attemptei and completed victimizations for some analytic purposes. Using 
il 

those I~ame de~initions of attempted and completed victimizations, it is pos-

sibIri to examine whether this aspect of the victimization was related to 
" 

i' 

non:ireporting to the police. The results of Table 6.6 demonstrate that 

whether the victimization was completed or only attempted is rather strong-

1 i ' 3 y related to non-report ~g; for each subcategory of victimization, non-

reporting was substantially more likely in attempted than in completed'vic-

timizati(;ms. AmOlng personal victimizations for example, although two out 
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Table 6.5 

Percentages Of Non-Reported Business Victimizations. By Amount Of LoSI a 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

AMOUNT OF LOSS 

Under $50 b $50-249 

Burglary 
391 191 

(50,016) (23,332) 

Robbery 

181 21 
(8,336) (5,982) 

Total BUlinesl Victimization 
361 1S1 

(S8,352) (29,314) 

.Subcategodel .. ,. not ~u. to totaldue to rouDdiDa. 

bInclud .. ' atteapted vict~zati0D8. 

,$250 Or 
I Mn .... 

51 
(30,096) 

11 
(3,635) 

51 
(33,731) : 

Not Total 
~certa1ned 

141 241 
(3,721) (107,165) 

31 101 
(1,032) (18,985) 

121 221 
(4,753) (126,283)C 

clncludea 133 buralary caaea. not included in the bu!t,lary IUb-total, whue it val DOt 
.. certaiPed whether or not tb~ vict1a1 •• tion V&8 r.ported to the police. ' 

" 

" 

-1 

I~ 

,\ 



r ,~, 

'I r 

~: 

~ 
~ 

1.1 

~ 
" )', 

J ~ 
il 
'\ 
iI 
:1 
], 
H , 
fj 
~~ 
L n 

il q 
\1 
;'1 
'i 
~ 1 
I 

" if 

M 

~ 
I'i 
n 
11 

~ 
" ji 
I 
il 
'1 

~ 
~ il 
,I 
~ 

U 
!i 
:l 
" ; 1 

4 
" 
;! 

a 

b 

387 
Table 6.6 

Percentages Of Non-Reported Personal, Household And 
Business Victimizations, By COIIIpleted Versus Attempted Victimizations a 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

" 
Ii 

P.ersoo.d Victimization b Completed Attempted Total 

Assaultive Violenc~ Without Theft 
34'7. 57'7. 52'7. 

Rape (1,090) (4,410) (5,500) 

46'7. 627- 5 a'? 
Assault (30,170) .(74.840) , . (105~~ 6~;0) 

Perloual Theft Without Injury 

407- 677- 517-
Robbery (28,180) (18,790) (46,970) 

5~7- 807. 587-
Larceny (25,760) (4,350) (30,100) 

Household Victimization 

377- 687- 457- . 
Burglary (164,110) (54,180) (218,290) 

697- 791- 707-
Larcenv (416,470) (41,320) (457,790) 

67- 647- 237. 
vehicle Theft (46,450) (19,240) (65,690) 

Busine5s Vict1mization c 

37- 29i lOi 
RobbEry (14,400) (4,585) (18,985) 

17% 43% 24% 
Burglary (76,698) (30,440) (107,13,8) 

Subcat~gories may not sum to total due to rounding. 

'Assaultive Violence with theft is excluded since virtually all 
victimizations in that category are completed. 
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of five completed robberies without injury were not r~ported to the police, 

two out of three attempted robb~~ies without injury were not reported to 

the police. For assaultive violence without theft, victimizations where a 

completed rape was the method of attack, 34 percent' were not r.eported to 

the police, and for victimizations in which the rape was nO.t completed, 57 

percent were not reported to the police. Similarly,. in assaul~ive violence 

without theft where assault was the method ~f attack, 6,2, percent! of the 

attempted and t.opercent of the completed vict::l.Ddzations were/nat reported to 

the police. 

In connection with the non-report:tllg rates of personal'victimizations 

it is important to note that the homogeneity in the non-reporting rates of 

the subcategories of personal victimization for attempted ·and completed vic-

timizations combined, is partially an artifact of the pr~portion,of' attempted 

and completed vict~i2aticns in each subcategory. Por exampl~.p~rsonal 

lar.ceny/.and assaultive violence without theft had identical toJ!a'l rates 

of non-reporting (58 percent). Howev~r, since five out. of'six""'o"f the~ 

former ,t but less than three out of ten of the latt~r w{:re compileted" the 

total. non-reporting results .are misleading. For completed;;.: and,Rarticu"; 

larly for attempt~~ victimizations, larceny had higher r~tes o~',.non-

reporting. 

On the o,ther hand, in household victimizations, the heteroge~e1ty in 

-.. , 
h 

~----- ---------
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the non-report:i,ng rates across the subcategories is almost wholly determined by 

the heterogeneity in rates of non-reporting for completed'victimizations; 

the attempted household victimizations had relatively homogeneous non-repor­

ting rates in each of the subcategories. 

CompariQons of the attempted and completed household victimizations in 

each subcategory show that although more than one-third of the completed bur­

glaries were not reported to the police$ slightly more than two-thirds of 

the attempted burglaries were not reported to the police.' While the compara­

ble percentages for larceny show the smallest difference (69 percent vs. 

79 percent), rates of non-reporting for vehicle theft were extremely diver­

gent for completed and attempted victimizations; whereas only six percent of 
II 

the completed vehicle thefts were not reported to the police,' more. ithan ten 

times this percentage--64 percent--of attempted vehicle thefts were not re­

ported to the police. Finally, this pattern of differences be~een the rates 

of non-reporting for completed and attempted victimizations was in evidence 
'.' 

for business robberies in which three percent of: th~ completed, but 29 per­

cent of the attempted, robberies were not reported to the police. 

In conjunction with household burgl~ry victimizations,respondents were 
'" 

asked whether the offender: a)actually got;~n (or ,just tried to get in); 

,.and b) whether there was evidence (such as a broken lock or window) that the 

p.~rson forced his way in.4 The response,s' to these items led'to atricho-
, 

tomizationof method of entry into forcible entry' (a - yes, b = yes), unlaw­
;/-
/ 
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ful entry (a = yes, b = no), and attempted forcible entry (a = no, b = yes). 

In effect, this trichotomization by method of e~try simply sub-divides com-

pleted burglaries into those in which the entry was unlawful (i.e. without 

force) and those in which the entry was forcible. In the previous table, 

the difference in non-reporting between attempted and completed household 

burglaries was established. Table 6.7 demonstrates'that the rates o~ non-

reporting of completed burglaries varies strongly by method of entry. When 

the entry was forcible the rate of non-reporting was less than half of 

the rate of non-reporting when the entry was unlawful (25 percent vs. 55 

percent); while onl~ one out of four forcible-entry burglaries were not 

reported, two out of three attempted forcible-entry burglar~~s were not ',-, ~ 

II 
reported to the ~~lice. "1B,"toto, these r.esults suggest tnolit in burglaries, 

~. ~ 

not only the completed-attempted dimension, but also the presence or ab-

sence of force in toile entry, is related to the "failure to' report the vic-' 

ttm!zation ~o the police. 

In <"um, these dat:a regarding completed versus attempted personal) house­

hold, and business victimi.:l:ations show without exception t?ft completed vic-
r. U. 

timizati<?ns were more often reported to the police than attempted victimiza-

tions; such differences were largest for vellicle theft and p,usiness robbery, 

and sma~lest for larceny. 
, :1 

When'method of completed entry in household burg-
\", 

laries"was considered~ those burglaries'accomplished 'by forcibft', entry were 
\. 

. ~ 
found to have a subs.tantia1ly lower rate of non-reporting than wlrre unlawful-
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T.ble 6.7 

P.rcent., •• Of HOD-Reported Bou.ebold lurll.ri.~lyK.tbod Of EDtryA 
Bight Iapact Cit1 •• : Alar.gat. . 

~leted Burgl.ry 

Unlawful Entry 55% 
(70.920) 

Forcib1. Entry 25% 
(93.200) 

t-- - -- ~) - - f- - -Att~ted Bur.lary 

Forcib1. Entry 68% 
(54.180) 

Total Burglary 45% 
(218.290) 

• Subc.t.lOr1e•· .. yDOt ega to total due to rv~1aa. 
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entry burglaries. 

The relationship. between ,the' use of weapons and non-reporting is shown 

in Table 6.8. This table gives evidence that another element of the vic-

timization--theuse of a weapon by the offenaer~-is tied to reporting the 

victimization to the police. In victimizations of assaultive violence with 

theft, 30 percent of those in which the offenderusea a weapon and 41 per-

cent of those in which the offender did not use' a weapon, were not reported 

to the police. For assaultive violence without theft, the percent differ-

ence between the non-reporting rates for weapon-present and weapon-absent vic-

timizations was even greater~-49 percent 118. 66 percent, respectively. 

Robberies without injury showed a similar difference; when the offender had 

a weapon 43 percent of the victimizations were not reported to tbe police, 

but when the offender did not have a weapon 60 percent of the victimizations 

were not reported to the police. 

Although the rates of non-reporting for business robberies were lower 
i 1\ 

than personal robberies without injury (both when a weapon was present and 

when a weapon was not present), once again, the rate of nan-reporting in 

weapon-present bus!!~ess robberies was substantially low(.!r than the rate of 

non-reporting in wt\~pon-absent bt!siness robberies (five percent vs. 22 per-
\:':"':'::"'11 " __ J 

\' 

cent). Thus, across each of the categories' of victimization, the presence 

of a weapon was uniformly associated with a lower' ,rate of non-reporting. 
, ' 
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Table 6.8 

Percentages Of Hon-Reported Person .. And Busineaa Victiai&atione, 
By Use Of Weapon 

Eight Dapact Cities: Aggregate 

Weapon No Weapon Total 

b 
A.saultive Violence 30% 41% 36% 

With Theft (8,660) (10,560) (19,220) 

;;:\ 
49% ,.,.. 58% Without Theft UUAo 

(47,68,0) (57,880) (105,560) 

'. 
Personal Theft Without Injury (3% 60% 51% 

c' 
Robbery (26,,250) (20,720) (46,970) 

uaine8~ Victimization .. , 

RobberyC 5Z' 22% 8% 
(14,630) (2,571) (17,201) 

• Subcategories may not sum to total due to rounding. 
b 

Excludea c •••• of rape and attempted rape. 

cExcludes those c.ses where it vas not .scsrtained whethar o~ DOt • 
weapon vas present. 

•. !5. 

~ 
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In 19UDD1lary, the dimensions of attempted/completed, weapon/no weapon, 

method of entry, and amount of loss--in addition to the subcategories of 

victimization themse1ves--have been shown to bere1at~d to rates of non-

reporting. It would clearly be helpful to examine the simultaneous effects 

of these dimensions; however, using all applicable ~imensions simultaneously 

would result in many cells with too few cases for reliable estimates of non-

reporting rates. A compromise prooedure is to produc;:.,e "tree diagrams" in 

which selected dimensions related to rates of non-reporting are taken into 

account. 

Figure 6 .. 1 shows such a tree diagram for assaultive violence with 

theft. As can be seen from this diagram, the specifi~ type of assaultive 

violence itself is related to non-reporting; for example, while 36 percent 

of all assaultive violence with theft victimizations were not reported to 

the police, 29 percent of those which involved serious assault, 35 percent 

which involved rape, and 44 percent which invo1veq minor assault were not 

5 
reported to the police. Under serious assault, 30 percent of those with 

weapon and 22 percent of those without a weapon were~ reported to the police. 

Under rape" completed (33 percent) and attempted (37 percent) victimizeltions 

had similar non-reporting rates. For assaulti"e violence with theft, the 

weapon/no weapon and attempted/completed dimensions appear not to be strongly 

re1ate4 to non-reporting independent of the type of assaultive violence 

(serious, minor, or rape). 
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While a relatively small proportion of victims of assaultive violence with-

out theft were injured' (one-tenth), injury in crimes' of assaultive violence 

with theft was much more common (two-fifths). Injured victims ~f assaultive 

violence with theft and assaultive violence without theft spent an average of 

about two days in the hospital--a stay Nhich was somewhat longer for assaul-

tive violence with theft victims of strangers, black/other yictims of both 

assaultive violence with theft and assaultive violence without theft, the 

youngest and oldest victims of assaultive violence with theft, and the 35-49 

year old victims of assaultive "yiolence uithout theft. 

Medical Expenses 

Victims of assaultive crimes were asked about the total medical expen-

ses which they incurred as a result of .the incident. They were asked to in-

·clude all expenses--even those paid by insurance--for "hospital and doctor 

bills, medicine, therapy, braces, and any other injury-related medical ex-

36 
penses". If the respondents were uncertain about the amount of medical 

expense incurred, they were encouraged to make an estimat~. 

As can be seen from Table 3:.',56, fewer than one out of five injured 

victims of assaultive violence with theft and assaultive violence withoBt theft 

incurred no medical expenses. For another three out of ten injured victims in 

each of these two categor.ies, the amount of medical expense was either unknown 

or not ascertainable. The distribution of medical expenses for those injured 

in assaultive violence with theft and assaultive violence without theft are 

------ -----------.. ,-.------------------ ---------------------------------------., 
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Total 
Vict~ 

Assaultive Violence 
131.600 

With Theft '20.470 
}<- • 

Without Tbeft 
lll.130 

b 

Table 3.56 

f1adical Expenses Inc .. cred In Personal Victlllizations a 
Eilht x.pact Cities: Aaarelate 

AMOUIIT OF MEDICAL EXPENSE INCUIUUm 

Percent Total Hone $1-9 $10-49 
injured Injured 

16% 100% 18% 3% 19% 
(20.610) (20.610) (3.680) (590) (3.900) 

40% 100% 17% 2% 18% 
(8.2!0) . (8.270) (1.390) (190) (1.460) 

11% 100% 19% 3% 201 
(12.350)' .(12.350) (~.290) (400) (2.440) 

a SUbcstegories .. ,Dot aua. to total due to XOUD41Da. 

.. 

$50-249 $250 Or 
More 

20% 12% 
(4.130) (2.440) 

23% 12% 
(1.910) (990) 

18% 12% 
(2.220) (1.430) 

, 

Don,'t how 
Hot Ascer-
tained 

29% 
(5.860) 

28% 
(2.320) 

29% 
(3.580) 
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quite similar. About one- fifth of the injured victims in these assaultive 

victimizations--20 percent of.those injured in assaultive violence with 

theft and 23 percent of those injured in assaultive violence without theft--

incurred medical expenses of $1-:-$49, an additional one-fifth had expenses 

of $50-$250, and one-eighth had expenses of $250 or more. 

When the victims are separated according to whether the offender was 

known to th~_~ictim (Table 3.57 ), similar percentages of those injured 

in stranger (17 percent) and non-stranger (19 percent) vict~izations had no 

medical expense. When stranger/non-stranger comparisons of the proportions 

of those injured victims of assaultive violence with theft and assaultive 

violence without theft who incurred no medica~ expense are made, no substan-

tial differences are observed. 

However, at the other end of the medical expense continuum, one dif-

ference can be observed. of those victims of .assaultive violence with theft 

who were injured by offenders who were strangers, 34 'percent incurred medi-

cal expenses of $50 or more, while 47 percent of those who were injured by 

offenders who were non-strangers incur medical expenses of $50 or more. 

Befor~ leaving Table 3-.57 , it is interesting to note that while more 

than half of the stranger victims who incurred medical expenses of $50 or . -

more (2,550 out of 4,700) were victims of assaultive violence with theft, 

only one-fifth of the lion":'stranger victims who incurred medical expenses of 

$50 or more (350 Qut of \1, 820), were victims of as saul tive violence with 
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Table 3.57 
, ' 'a 

Medical Expenses rncurred In Per.ona1 Victiaization~ly Victia!. Prior Relati9nship To The Offender 
Eight,I.pact Citie.: Aggregate 

AHOUHT OF MEDICAL EXPENSE INCURRED 

Total Percent Total None $1-9 $10-49 $50:-249 ' $250 9r 
Victilu Injured Injured Hore 

Assaultive Violence 16% 100% 17% 3% 19% 20% 12% 
93,990 (14.980) (14.980) (2.600) '~ 

Strange1=' 1\ 
(460) (2.760) (2.940) (1.760) 

15% 100% ' 19% 2% 20% 21% ,12% 
Non-Stranger 37.610 (5,650) '(5,650) , (1.080) (130) (1~120) (1,160) (660) 

""W1thTbeft 
41% 100% 16% 2% 19% 22% 12% 

Stranger 18,180 (7.540) (7.540) (1,230) '(170) (1,410) (1.670) (880) 
, , 

33% 100% 21% 3% 7% ':3.2;t 15% 
Hon-Stranger 2.290 (730) (730) (160) (20) (50) (~40) (110) 

Without Tbef.t 
", ~,!% 

75.81() 
10% 100% 19% 4%' • 18% 12% 

Stranger (7.440) (7.440) (1.37.0) (290) (1.350) (~;.2?0) (880) 

14% 100% 19% 2% , 22% 19%. 11% 
Hon-Stranger 35.320 (4.900) (4.900) (920) (110) , (1,070) (920) (5,50) 

a subc:atesorie • .. , DOt 8UII to total due to, roUDdiq. 

-,,-

" '. 

Don't Know 
Hot Aseer-
tuned 

30% 
(4.400) 

27% 
(1.500) 

29% 
(2.140) 

~. 
24% 

(180) 

31% 
(2,260) 

271 
(1,320) 

, 
;., . 
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theft. 

Turning to the race of ,the victim, Table J.58 shows that a subs tan-

tially greater propo:r:tion of black/ot:her (than white)" injured' victims of 

assaultive violence had medical expenses which fall into thelldon't know/not 

ascertainable" category (37 percent vs. 22 percent). This racial 'difference 

holds for injured victims of assaultive violence with theft and assaultive 

violence without theft, as well. 

While the proportion of white victims injured in assaultive violence 

without theft who incurred medical expenses of $50 or more was only slightly 

greater than t~e comparable proportion for black/other victims (31 percent 

VS. 26 percent), the racial comparison when both assault and theft were in-

volved shows a larger d~fference; 41 percent o~white--but only 28 percent 

of black/other--injured victims of assaultive violence with theft incurred 

medical expenses of $50 or more. 

Unfortunately, these comparisons are somewhat confounded by the fact 

that the two racial groups show different proportions of victims whose med-

ical expenses are unknown or not ascertainable. If only those victims whose 

medical expenses are known are included in the analysis, the slight differ-

ence in the proportion of white and black/other victims of assaultive violence 

without theft with medical expen~esof $50 ,and over disappears (40 percent vs. 

43 percent, respectively) and the comp'arable racial difference for assaultive 
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~ .. ulUve violence 
, White 

'" 

Black/Othu 

With ,neft 
White 

Black/Other 

Witbout '1'baft 
White 

Black/Other 

'. 

Tab1. 3.58 

a H.lical !zp •••• IAcurred ,In Peraonal Victt.1&aUon •• ly Race Of Vict:lJa 
li&ht lIIpact CiU •• : Agrepte 

...MfOU1tt or HlDlCAL BAlDSI IRCbdID 

Total Percent Total Hone $1-, $10-4' 
Victw Injured Injured 

. 
l2% 10C'% 17% 5% 21% 

92,800 (~l,540) (11,540) (1,'60) (520). (2,430) , 

23% 100% 19% 1% 16% 
38,800' ('.080) '(',080) (1,720) (70) (i,470) 

37% 100% 141 3% 20% 
11,790 (4.410) (~,410) (600) (lSO) (860) 

441 100% ~ll 1% 16% 
8,680 (3,870) (3,870) (7'0) (1i0) (600) 

91 100% 1'% 5% 221 
81,010 (7,130) (7,130) (1,360) (370) (1,.570) 

17% 100% 18% " U 16% 
30,120 (5,210) (5,210') ('30) (30) (870) 

• Subcetelorl~. .., DOt aua to total due to rOUDdiaa. 

f1 

$5Q-249 ' 

22% 
(2,500) 

18% 
(1,620) 

27% 
(1,200) 

181 
(710) 

" 
18% 

(1,300) 

17% 
(890) 

-1 

$250 Or Don't lCDow 
More Hot Aacer-I .. _~ __ .i , .' 

';' 

14% 22% 
(1,560) (2,570) 

10% 37% 
(870) (3,330) 

' 14% 22% 
(620) ('80) 

10% 35% 
(370) (1,340) 

13% 22% 
(940) (1,590) 

9% 38% 
'(4'0) (1,990') 

, 

, .. ~ 

, , 
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violence with theft shrinks s~ightly (53 percent vs. 43 percent, 'for whites 

and black/o~hers,·respectively).37 

Income of Victim 

The relationship between the victim's family income and the amount of 

medical expense is shown in' Table 3·.59. It is clear from this table that 

as income increases so does the proportion of -.;r:1.ctims who incurred medical 

expenses. Of those injured victims with incomefl of less than $3,000; 24 

percent reported incurring no medical expenses; fpr those with incomes of 

$7,500-$9,~99~ $15,000-$24,000, and $25,000 or more, the comparable per-

centages are 16 percent, 13 percent, and 3 perc,ent. At the upper end of the 

medical expense continuum of those injured in assaultive victimizations, 

20 percent in the lowest income category, 36 percent in the $10,000-$14,999 

income category, and 52 percent in the highest income category reported having 

incurred medical expenses of $50 or more. 

It should be noted that the percentage of injured victims having medical 

expenses which were unknown or not ascertained decreases as income increases. 

Thirty-six percent of the injured victims in the lowest income bracket, but 

only 7 percent in the highest income bracket had medical expenses which were 

unknown or not ascertained. However, if only those whose medical expenses which 

were known are included in the analysis, the di~ect relationship between i~-

come and medical expenses'reported above maintains.' 
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Under $3,000 

$3,000-7 499 

$ 7,500-9.,999 

$10,000-14,999 

$15,000-24,999 

$25,000- or More 

Not Ascertained 

Total 

" ' 

, . 

Table 3.59 ' 

• Medical Expenses Incurred in Personal Victimizations, By Race of Vict~ 
, Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

AMoUNT OF MEDICAL EXPENSE INCURRED 

Total " Percent Total 
Victima In 1 u:t:ed In:luJ'ed None $1-9 $10-49 $50-249 

20% 100% 24% 3% 17% 13% 
20,779 (4,090) (4,090) (970) (120) (710) (540) -

18% 100% 17% 2% 20% 20% 
39.281 (6,880) (6,8'10) (1,190) (130) (1,390) (1,380) 

14,104 1.6% 100% 16% 3% 21% 24% 
(2,220) (2,220) (360) (70) (470) (~30) 

.. 
13% 100% 17% 5% 15% 22% 

27,437 (3,570) (3,570) (610) (190) (530) (800) -
10% 100% 13% 1% 21% 23% 

14,744 (1,500) (1,500) (190) (20) (310) (340) . 
6% 100% 3% 0% 38% 38% 

4,995 (290) (290) (10) (0) (110) (110) 

20% 100% 16% 3% 19% 22% 
10,296 (2,030) (2,030) (320) (60) (390) (440) 

, 16% 100% 18% 3% 19% 20% 
131,620 (20,610) (~O,610) (3,650) (590) (3,910) (4.140) 

, 

• Subcategories _Y DOt nil to total due to 'rOlJ,Miq. 

,'-

,-
.-

Don't lCnov 
$250 or Not 
More Ascertained 

7% 36% 
(270) (1,480) 

11% 29% 
(770) (2.020) 

16% 19% 
(360) (430) 

14% 26% 
(500) (940) 

20% 23% 
(300) (340) 

14% 7% 
(40) (20) 

10% 31% 
(200) (620) 

12:t 28% 
(2,440) (5.850) 

\, 
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The relationship between income and medical expenses may reflect the 

fact that those with ~igher' incomes'are more able to afford more competent 

or more luxurious--and hence more expensive-~medical attention. 

In sum, the medical expenses incurred by victims of assaultive violence, 

while not exorbitant, may be a substantial burden' for many victims. One-eighth 

of those victims of assaultive violence who received'injuries'had medical 

expenses of greater than $250 and an additional one-fifth had medical expen­

ses between $50 and $249. If only those injured victims of assaultive'vio­

lence whose medical expenses we:re known are included, nearly one:,-,.half (45 

percent) had medical expenses" of $50,or more. For assaultive violence with 

theft, non-stranger victims more often than stranger victims, and white vic-

tims more often than black/other victims, incurred medical expenses of $50 

or more. 

Value of Property Losses 

Personal victimization may have financial costs not only in terms of 

medical expenses but also in terms of cash and goods stolen or goods damaged 

in conjunction with victimization. Since by definition38 assaultive violence 

w~thout theft does not include theft or attempted theft, our analyses here 

will focus on financial loss in the two subcategories'of personal victimization 

in which theft and attempted' thefts do occur--assaultive violence with theft 

and personal theft without injury. 

------ -----------
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Table 3-.60 indicates that most of the victims of theft-related vic­

timizationswere involved' in personal theft without injury rather than in 

assaultive violence with theft. Further, in each of these major subcate­

gories, of personal victimization more than two-thirds of the victims did, 

in fact, suffer property loss. For those having property stolen, the value 

of the property stolen in assaultive violence with theft and personal theft 

without injury is similar. In more than one-half'of the theft victimizations 

in which there was some loss, the estimiated'value of the stolen property 

was less than $50, in another 15 percent of the'victimizations the estimated 

value was between $50 and $99, and in only about six percent of the victimi­

zations was the estimated value of the property stolen worth $250 or more; 

in about ten percent of the victimizations, the estimated value of the prop­

perty stolen was not ascertainable, and in only orie percent of the victimi­

zations was the estimated value of the stolen property categorized as "none,.",39 

Race of Victim 

In theft victimizations whites had property actually stolen in a smaller 

proportion of victimizatio,ns than did black/others (Table .3,. 6~ ). In assaul­

tive violence with theft 63 percent of the white victims and 73 percent of 

the black/other victims had property stolen, while in personal theft without 

injury 63 percent of the white victims and 78 percent of the black/other 

victims had property stolen~ 
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Total 
Victims 

Victimizations With 
Theft 97,570 

Assaultive Vio1en~e 
With Theft 20.480 

Personal Theft 
W~thout Injury 

77 ,090 

-------~---~ ----

b 

Table 3.60 

Value Of Property Stolen (Including Cash) In Personal Victimizations
a 

. Eight llapact Cities: Aggregate 

VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY 

Percent Total None $1"'9 $10-49 $50-99 $10.0-249 
With .Loss With Loss 

69% 100% 1% 21% 35% 15% 11% 
(67,640) (67,640) (710) (14,470) (23,350) (10,370) (7,590) 

.-
.t 

67% 100% 1% 18% 32% 15% 15% 
(13.710) (13.710) (170) (2,520) (4.410) '(2,040) (2,020) 

70% 100% 1% 22% 35% 16% 10% 
(53,920) (53,920) (540) (11,950) (18.940) (8,340) (5.570) 

I a Subcategories "7 DOt _ to total d •• to rOUDdtna. 

o 
!"I") 
N 

t1 

$250-999 $1000 Or 
Hore 

5%. 1% 
(3.260) (930) 

6% 2% 
(780) (250) 

5% 1% • 
(2,480) (700) 

Not ABcer-
ta1ned 

10% 
(6.940) 

11% 
(1.530) 

10% 
(5.410) 

r 

r 
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Total 
Victilu 

Victimizations 
With Theft 53,840 White 

Black/Other 43,730 

Aaaaultive Violence 
With Theft 

White 11,790 

Black/Other 
8,690 

Personal Theft 
Without' Injury 42,050 

White 

B~ck/Other 35,040 

Table 3.61 

Value Of ,P~pert' Stolen (Includins Cae~) In Personal Victiaizations.ly Race Of Victia ~ 
, EiSht IIIpact Cities: Aaaregate 

VAwE OP STOLEN PROPEltTY 

Percent Total None . $1-9 $1D-49 $50-99 $100-249 $250-999, 
With Los,S With Loss 

63% 100% 1% 23% 37% 15% 10% 4% 
(33,980) . (33,980) (350) (7,960) (12,720) (4.980) (3,260) (1,290) 

77% 100% , .1% 19% 32% 16% 131 6% 
(33,650) (33,650) (360) (6,510) (10,630) (5.390) (4.330) (1,970) 

63% 1001 1% 23% 34% 14% 13% 5% 
(7.400) (7.400) (60) (1,690) (2,520) (1,000) (970) (380) 

73% 100% 2% 13% 30~ 17% 17% 6% 
(6,320) (6,320) . (110) (830) (1,890) (1,060) (1.050) (400) 

63% 100% 1% 24% 38% 15% 9% 3% 
(26,600) (26,600) (290) (6,270) (10.200) . (4.010) (2,290) (910) 

e 

78% 100l 1% 21% 32% 16% 12% 6% 
(27,350) (27.350) (250) (5,680) (8,740) (4.350) (3.280) (1.570) 

, 

Subcategories .. , not sua to total ,due to rouqdins. 

.. 
\: 

'; ~'\ .. 
, " 

$100.0 Or 
Kore 

2% 
(620) 

1% 
(330) 

3% 
(190) 

1% 
(60) 

2% 
(430) 

1% 
(270) 

Not Ascer-
tained 

8% 
(2,810) 

12% 
(4,130) 

8% 
(610) 

15% 
(920) 

8% 
(2,200) 

12% 
(3.210) 
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Not only were white victims less likely than black/o~her'victims to 

had property stolen~ but ,the property stolen 'from whites had a somewhat 

ler estimated value than diq the property stolen'from black/others. 

ssaultive violence with theft, the property stolen from whites was 

ed at less than $50 in 58 percent of the victimizations and that stolen 
" 

black/others ~~as,:;,{~lued' at less than $5'0 in 45 percent of the victimi-
I~ t 

ons. For personal theft without injury, the comparaple figures for whites 

blaek/others were 63 percent and 54 percent, respectively. Among nei~her 

al group was loss of $250 or more very extensive--about one out of six-

victims in each racial group had property worth $250 or more stolen. 

rRelationship of Victim 'arid 'Offender 

When the victims ate separated according to whether or not the offender 

a stranger (Table 3~62), black/others are found to have property stolen 

greater proportion ~f stranger victimizations than whites .for both as­

tive violellce with theft (72 percent vs. 63 percent) and personal theft 

out injury (79 percent vs. 63 percent); in non-stranger victimizations, 

ver, this pattern maintains for assaultive violence with theft (76 per­

vs. 66 percent) but not for personal theft without injury (67 percent 

67 percent). 

It is interesting to note that property stolen'inri6ri~sttanger victimi-

ons was more costly than that stolen in stranger'victimizations in one 
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, Total 
Victims 

Victimizations With 
Theft 

White 50,310 

Black/Other 
40,120 

Assaultive Violence 
With Theft 

White 10,590 

Black/Other 
7,590 

Peraona1'Theft 
Without Injury 39,720 White 

Black/Other 32,530 

'. 

b 

Table 3.62 

Value Of Property Stolen (Including Cash) In Personal Victimizations, By Victim'. 

Percent 
With Loss 

63% 
"(31,640) 

78% 
(31,180) 

63% 
(6,630) 

72% 
(5,490) 

63% 
(25,030) 

79% I 
(25,670) 

Prior Relationship To The Offender And Victim's Race 
Eight Impact C~ties: Aggregate 

Victim's Prior Relationship To Offender: Stranger 

VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY 

Total None $1-9 $10-49 $50-99 
With LOBI 

100% 1% 23% 38% 15% 
(31,640) (310) (7,400) (12,060) (4,790) 

100% 1% 19% 32% 16% 
(31,180) (360) (5,990) (9,980) (4,990) 

100% 1% 23% 35% 14% 
(6,630) (30) (1,500) (2,290) (910) 

100% 2% 12% 32% 17% 
(5,490) (110) (670) (1,750) (910) 

100% 1% 24% 39% 16% 
(25.,030) (290) (5,900) (9,770) (3,880) 

100% 1% 21% 32% 16% 
(25,670) (250) (5,320) (8,230) (4,080) 

$100-249 

. 9% 
(2,970) 

Ij% 
(4,000) 

13;1; 
(830) 

16% 
(900)' 

9% 
(2,140) 

12% 
(3,100) 

• Subcategories may not sua to total due to rounding. 

" '\ 

f1 

$250-999 ~1000 Or 
More 

4% 2% 
(1,200) (470) 

5% 1% 
(1,670) (280) 

6% 3% 
(380) (190) 

-5% 1% 
(270) (60) 

3% 
, 

1% 
(820) (280) 

5% 1% 
(1,400) (220) 

Not Ascer-
tained 

8% 
(2,460) 

12% 
(3,890) 

8% 
(500) 

15% 
(820) 

8% 
(1,960) 

12% 
(3,070) 
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Total 
Victim. 

Victimizations With, 
Theft 3,530 White 

Black/Other 3,610 
" 

A •• aultive Violence 
With Theft 1,200 White 

Black/Other 
1,100 

Peraonal Theft 
Without Injury 

White 2,330 

Black/Other 
2,510 

\ . 

Table 3.62 

Value Of Property Stolen (Including Cash) In Personal Victimizations, By Victim's 
Prior Relationship To The Offender And Victim's Racea 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Percent 
With Lo •• 

67% 
(2,340) 

70% 
(2,480) 

66% 
(790) 

76% 
(830) 

67% 
(1,570) 

67% 
(1,650) 

Victim's Prior Relationship To Offender: Non-Stranger 
(Continued) 

VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY 

Total None $1-9 $10-49 $50-99 $100-249 
With Lo.s 

100% 2% 24% ' 28% 9% 12% 
(2,340) (40) (560) (660) (220) (290) 

100% 0% 21% 26% 17% 1-3% 
(2,480) (0) (520) (650) (420) (330) 

100% 4% 24% 29% In 18% 
: (790) (30) (190) (230) (90) (140) 

100% 0% 19% 17% 18% 18% 
(830) (0) (160) (140) (150) (150) 

100% 1% 24% 27% 8% 10% 
(1,570) (10) (370) (430) (130) (150) 

100% 0% 21% 30% 16% 11% 
(1,650) (0) (360) (510) (270) (180) 

a Subcategorlel .. y not _ to total due to rouad1lla. 

, 

$250-999 . $1000 Or Not Allcer-
Here tained 

4% 6% 15% 
(90) (lSO) (350) 

12% 2% 10% 
(300) (SO) (240) , 

0% I 0% 14% 
(0) (0) (110) 

16% 0% ~ (130) (0) (100) 

6% 10% 15% 
(90) (150) (240) 

10% 3% 8% 
(170) (SO) (140)' 

, 

\, 
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category of theft . amo,ng both black/ o~hers and whites '. Specifically, for 

black/o~her'\~ictims of assaultive violence with' theft who' had property stolen, 

34 percent of the victimizations committed'by'non~strangers,'and 22 percent 

of the vietimizations committed'by strangers resulted'in property losses of 

$100 or more. Among white victims of personal theft without injury who had 

property stolen, 'on the other hand, ,26 percent of the'victimizations committed 

by non-strangers but only 13 percent of the victimizations committed by 

strangers resulted in property losses' of $100 or more. Finally, it is worth 

noting that for assaultive violencw with theft committed by non-strangers, 
-

in 34 percent of the property loss victimizations of black/others, but only 

in 18 percent of the property loss victimizations of whites was the value 

of the:.property stolen worth $100 or more; for property worth $250 or more 

this difference is even more pronounced (16 percent vs. 0 percent). 

Table 3.63 shows the methods by which the amounts of loss reported 

:'-n Tables 3-.-60 through 3'.62 werederiveci for berth assaultive violence with 

theft and personal theft without injury, the methods used to estimate the 

value of the stolen property were similar. In about three out often theft 

victimizations, only cash was stolen and hence the eash loss was reported. 

For about four out of ten of the losses, the original COSt of the stolen 

items was used to evaluate the loss and for an additional one out of seven 

losses, the victim's estimate of the value of the stolen goods was the method 

used; for abotlt one out of 20. of the thefts, the'actual cost of replacing the 
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Cash 
Only 

" 

Assaultive Violence with Theft 26% 

(3.590) 

30% 
Personal Theft without Injury 

(16.120) 

• 

'. 

Table 3.63 

Personal Vietia1z.tio~By Method Of Estimating Lossa 
Ei&ht z.pact Cities: Aggregate 

METHOD OF ESTIMATING LOSS 

Original Rep1ace- Personal Insurance Police 
Cost Only .ent Estt.ate Report Est:llllate 

Cost Only Only Only Only 

38%! 7% 14% 1% 0% 
.. ' 

(5.230) (920) (1.920) (140) (30) 

37% 5% 15% 0% 0% 

(19,960) (2.480) (8,310) (200) (90) . 
Subcategories "7 not s .. to total due to rollllllioa. 

-i 

Don't '. Not 
lCnow Other "'certained Total 

3% 4% 7% 100% 

(420) (500) (950) (13.710) 

2% 3% '8% 100% 

(940) (1,640) (4,190) (53,950) 
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stolen goods was used' as the basis of the estimate • 

. Recovery' of'S tolen" Property 

To what extent is property which is stolen in personal victimizations 

recovered? 

Property stolen from victims in the course of personal victimizations 

may be recover~d through the efforts of the victim, the police, or the victim's 

insurance company. Data not shown in tabular fO,rm indicate that when some 

property ~tolen in a' personal victimization (or its replacement value) was 

recovered, the method of recovery was through insurance in less than one out 

of ten recoveries; in the remaining cases, the property was recovered through 

some "other" means such as the efforts of the victim 'or the police. 

Table 3.64 shows that in four out of five personal theft victimizations, 

none of the property stolen is recovered. This low rate of recovery is simi-

lar for victimiza~ions categorized as assaultive violence with theft and per-

sonal theft without injury. .Is can be seen from Table 3.65 , however, if the 

offender was a no~-stranger,~ the likelihood of recovery was greater than 

if the offenderw~a a stranger. Among white victims of assaultive violence 

with theft who had property stolen, some property (or its replacement value) 

was recovere4 in 22 percent of the victimizations involving strangers and 38r 

percent of thevictimiza'tions involving non-strangers; for black/other vic-
D 

tims of assaultive violet~ce with theft who had property stolen, the respective 
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Table 3.64 

Per.anal Victiaization. With Property Lo.~ By Extent Of Recovery a 
!ilht x.pact Citie., Ailrela~e 

ilTiNT OF RE~OVERY 
" .~ 

Not Total 
None So •• Ascertaine4 with LO •• , 

A ••• ~tive Violence with Theft 791 211 01 1001 
(10,840) (2,900) (0) (13,740) 

Peraonal Theft without Injury 781 221 ,0% 100% 
(42,250) (11,67,0) (30) (53,950) 

,I 
" 

• Subcatelorie ... y not,a .. to tot;al due to roundtna. 

" , 

'A\ ~\' 
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Table 3.65' 
J 

Per.m,al Vict:la1aatioo. Wy:h ,Property Iio •• , By Exteot Of Recovery, Race Of 
Victia ADd Victt.-Offeoder Relatioo.hipa 

ZiBht x.,act Citle.1 AaJreaate 

IUilIT or UCOVDY 

I!ot, Total 
Hooe SolIe A.certaioec with Lo •• 

Aa.aultlve Violeocewith Theft 
78% 22% 0% 1001 

. White StraqeJ: u..J.W._ .a..~)_ W __ 
...t6.,6/d1)_ 

Not Straoler '!~O\ , !~~~O\ ~~\ ~~~~\ 
85% ' 15% 0% 10<>% 

Black/Other Straoler ~6W"":' j!5Ql.. _ 
ill __ 

..15~L 
64% 36% 0% 1001 

Hot Straoser (530) (300) (0) (830) 

Peraooal Theft without Iojury 75% 24% 01 99% 

White Straoser 
(18,900) (6.110) (30) (25,040) --- --- ,--- --_ . 
.57% 431 0% 1001 

Not S~raoler 
(900) (670) . (0) (1.570) 

0 83% 171 01 1001 

Black/Other Straoser 
(21.190) (4;490) (0) (25.610) -- - -- - --- ---761 241 P% 1001 Hot Straoler (1.260) (400) (0) (1.660) 

aSubcateiorie ... y oot .ua to total due to roUDdiDa. 
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Total Vi~t:lJllization With Theft 
White 

B1.,ck/Otber 

Aaa.ultiteVloI.nce vitb Theft 
" . 

White 

Bl.ck/Other 

Per.onal Theft vitho~t Injury 
White 

Bl.ck/Otb.r 

Table 3.66 

Percent.ge. Of Personal Victimization. In Which There Wa. Partial 
Or Full Recovery, By Value Of Property Stolen And Race OfVict:lJlla 

Eisht Imp.ct Citie.: Aggregate 

VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY 

- $1,000 or 
$1-9 . $10-49, $50-99 $100-249 $250-999 More 

161 241 21% 25% 26% 64% 
(7,960) (12,720) (5,010) f '(3,260) (1,290) (620) --- --- ---~-- --- ~--12% j 16% 12% 8% 12% 52% 
(6,51Q) (10,630) (5,410) (4,330) (1,970) (330) 

13% 25% 15% 24% 21% 63% . 
,(1,690) (2,520) (l,OOQ) (97~) (380) (190) 

I- -- --- --- -- - --- ---
18% 16% 8% 7% 25% 50% 
(830) (1,890) (1,060) (1.050) (400) (60) 

17% 23% 22% 25% 27% ' 65% 
(6,270) (10,200) (4,010) (2,290) '(910) (430) --- ---- ---- ----- - 1---
11% 16% 13% 8% 9% 52l 
(5,680) '(8,740) (4,350) (3,280) (1,570) (270) 

.~~~ tho.e c •••• where the value of .to1en property v.. "oone. ~~. 
4' ' . " 

f} 

~~-~-.--- -

-~1 
I 

Not 
Ascertained Total 

44% 24% 
(2,810) (33,670) 

1--- ---42% 17% 
(4,130) (33,310) 

39% 23% 
(610) (7,360) 
~-- ---

34% 16% 
(920) (6,210) 

45% 24% 
(2,200) (26,310) --- - .... _-
44% 17% 
(3,210) (27,100) 

, 

~\ 

, 
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more, resulted in full or partial recovery; similarly for black/others, 17 

percertt ot" all 10 6:\Ses ~ 'but 52 percent of all losses' of' $1', 000' br more, ' resul ted 

in full or partial recovery. This large difference in the recovery rate 

for losses of ~l,OOO or more, holds for each ,type of theft and for each racial 

group. Such large differences in the rate of recovery might',be expected for 

several reasons. Very valuable property is likely tO'be insured, and if 

',insured, the victim would be almost certain to file a claim to collect for 

the loss. Very'valuable personal property--especially rings, watches, brace­

lets, necklaces, etc.--are likely to be unique,'and hence relatively eaBily 

identifiable. Finally, when very valuable property is stolen, especially 

the victim, but even the police, would be motivated to invest the effort 

required to search for the goods and/or the thief. 

By way of summary, the majority of theft-related personal victimizations. 

result in property losses (including cash) of less than $50. In comparison 

to whites, black/other victims are, in general, more: likely to h~ve property 

stolen--and when property is stolen to have property of greater value stolen-­

in theft-related personal victimizations. Black/o~hers in assaultive violence 

with theft and whit~s in ~ersonal theft without injury lose property of greater 

value to non-strangers than to strangers. While property recovery is relatively 
f.J 

rare, property stolen by non-strangers is more likely than that stolen by 

strangea-s, to be recovered'. 

" 
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wort.<: Days Lost 

One final "loss" associated'with personal victimization nhich will be 

briefly touched upon is the number of work days lost because of the victi­

mization. Victims of personal crimes were asked whether any househc)ld mem­

ber lost time from work b~cause of the victimization and,altogether, how 

much time was lost. Such work days lost might'include time lost because of 

injury, to file poiice reports, to appear in couFt, and so on. 

Table 3,.67 shows that one out of ten of all personal victimizations 

resulted in work days lost; across the subcategories of personal victimi­

zation, this proportion varies from one-twentieth for personal theft without 

injury to one-quarter for assaultive violenc~ with theft. In assaultive 

personal victimizations in which the victim may have been injured, the great-
I 

est proportions of work days lost appear; for assaultive violence with theft--

which was shown above to have had an injury rate four times that of assaultive 

violence without theft--the rate of work days lost was about two and one-half 

times that of assaultive violence without theft. 

Among those losing work days, victims of personal theft without injury 

show the Ireatest proportion losing one day or less, followed by v.~~tims 

of assaultive violence without theft, and finally by victims of assaultive 

violence with theft. Amo.ng thos~ los~ng work .days,the greatest propor­

tion who lost more than ten work days is found among victims of assaultive 
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Total 
Vict:lma 

Assaultive Violence 
With Theft .' 

\ 20,470 

Without Theft 
111,130 

Peraonal Theft Without Injury 

7.7.090 
c:; 

Total PeraonAl Vietfllillatiolla 
208.690 

" 

Table 3.67 

Work ·Daya Loat Due ~o Panoaa1 Victfllillatioll a 
Eilht lapact~itiaa: AI8resate 

--
'I 

NIDQlER OF WRK DAYS.'~ST 
Percent Total Leaa Thall 1-5 Day. 6-10 Daya 
With Loat With Loat QBe Day 
Daya Daya 

, 
24% 100% 12% 51% 10% 

(4,910) (4,910) (610) (2.490) (500) 

10% 100% 23% !t6% 8% 
(11,010) (11,010) (2,560) (5,040) (850) 

5% 100% 36% 49% 6% 
\ 

(4.170) (4.170) (1,480) (2.050) (260) 

-
10% ' 100% 23% 48% 8% 

(20,140) (20.140) (4.660) (9.560) (1,630) 

a 
Subc.te~or1a. _y DOt ... to total due torouadiDI. 

t-

\ , 

" 

Over 10 DOIl't ltIlov 
Daya, Not ABcar-

taiDed 

26% 0% 
(1,290) (20) 

21% 2% 
(2,320) (240) 

7% 3% 
(270) (160) 

19% 2% 
(3,870) (420) 

- , "I 

, 1 . 
''t"o .... "". 
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violence with theft (26 ,percent), followed by'victims of assaultive violence 

without theft (21 percent), and, finally by victims'of'personal theft without injury 
40 

~seven percent). As was the case with injury, an analysis of work days lost--either 

in terms of the proportion of all victims who' lost'work days or in terms of 

the proportion of victims losing work days who lost the'greatest number of 

work days--indicates that victims of assaultive violence with theft had ,the 

highest probability of suffering negative consequences'as a result of their 

victimization. 

These data on work days lost suggest that work days were most often 

lost for recuperatory purpofJes rather than for other purposes. In those 

personal victimizations in which assault was not involved (personal theft 

without injury), the proportion of victims losing work days was least. 

Even if those who were hospitalized are subtracted from those losing work 

days, the assaultive crime with the higner injury (assaultive violence with 

theft) shows a greater proportion of victims who lost, work days; it thus may 

be that some of those injured but not hospitalized were recuperating at home. 

In this chapter, personal victimizations and incidents have been consi-

dered. As was noted ,in the introductory chapter, the NCP,survey in its house-

hold portion also gathered data regarding household victimizations~-burglary, 

larce,ny, and auto theft. In the next chapter' some' of the'same variables 

which were analyzed in conjunction with personal crimes will be analyzed in 
~\ 
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conjunction with ,household crimes. Specifically, analyses' will focus gener­

ally on characteristics of those'who are victimized~ circumstances'surrounding 

the victimizations,' and consequences'of the'victimizations.' 

,~' 

\ 
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Footnotes 

lSpecifically excluded is murder. 

2This further sub-division will be made especially when differences 
between robbery and personal larceny in relation to the variables under 
discussion exist. 

3A research project in which this issue will be investigated in de­
tail is being directed by the author. 

~ereinafter all rates will be per 1,000 unless otherwise noted; 
for convenience "per 1,000" will not be'~repeated in reporting each rate. 
Unless otherwise noted, personal victimization rates will be reported per 
1,000 persons 12 years of age and older, household victimization rates 
will be reported per 1,000 households, and business rates per 1,000 busi­
nesses. 

5S,ince races other than black and white constitute too small a pro­
portion of the total population in the Impact Citites to permit separate 
analyses, blacks and "other" races will be combined for analytical pur-
poses and will be referred to as black/others. " 

6Although the data are not shown separately, this gradual increase 
in personal theft without injury is largely accounted for by purse snatch 
and attempted purse snatch, two subcategories of personal theft without 
injury. 

7As can be seen from the table"for about one out of ten respondents 
in each racial group, family inc?me was not ascertained. 

BIt should be ,noted that a relatively small proportion (five percent) 
of black/others have incomes in excess of $25,000; the reliability of the 
estimated rate for this group is less than that of other rates in the 
total personal victimization r,ow. 

9The only reversa~ was for total personal victimization in the under 
$3,,000 category wllere the rate for black/others was only slightly larger 
than the rate for whites (35 vs. 31). 

. lOIt should be not~!i in passing that fewer than five percent of the 
," black/ others had incomes of $25,000 or OVer. 
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11 
The only exception was in the 65 and older age group where the rates 

for assaultive violence without theft for these two marital status cate­
gories were virtually identical. 

12 
The only exception was in the two youngest age groups, where those 

who were widowed showed lower rates than those who were married; however, 
even in those two age groups, the rate of assaultive violence with theft 
for those whci were married is considerably less than the rates for those 
who had never married or who were divorced or separated. 

12aThat is, along two or more polychotomous dimensions simultaneously. 

l2b There may be some few cases where the attempted rape may have 
occurred in conjunction with an attempted theft. Neverthless, these few 
cases are counted as completed victimizations. For an explanation of which 
elements must be present for each category under the NCP scheme, the reader 
is referred to Table 1.5. 

12c Note, however, that both the 35-49 and 50-64 age group among the 
black/others show greater completion rates. 

13 ' See generally Chapter two, Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statis-
tics, 1973; M;ichae1 J. Hinde1ang, Christopher S. Dunn, L. Paul Sutton, and 
Alison Aumick (Eds.) U. S. Government Printing Office. 

14 See generally Ecology, Crime, and Delinquency, Harwin Voss and 
David Petersen (Eds.) New Yorlc: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1971 

15But to whom the victim had never said more than "hello." 

160bviously when the data are sub-divided according to the personal 
characteristics of the victims, some variations within the major subcate­
gories which do not appear ,in Table 3-13, may emerge. However, given the 
problem of small numbers, it is not feasible to examine this possibility 
with the data at hand. 

17 
For example, Table 3-14 shows that th~ stranger/non .... stranger per-

cent distributions for personal theft without injury for white males and 
for black/other males were similar. Yet the stranger rates of personal 
theft without injury for black/other males were about half again as large 
as for white males. 

18 The number of offenders will be explored in greater detail below when 
circumstances surrounding the incident are discussed. 

19In the remaining victimizations, the race of the offender was re­
portedly not known. 

20 
In the remaining victimizations the races of the offenders were either 

perceived to be mixed, or were reportedly unknown. °Ge text below for a 
brief discussion .of "mixed" and "unknown". 

I 

\ 
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21 
These figures are derivable f T b a dNA" ' ,rom a 1e 3-26 by excluding the "mixed n •• row and re-compu ti,ng the' 1 co umn,percentages. 

22 ;/ 
Clearly, other considerations-- ha' 

availabi1ity'to the'offender' and oth ,~:r ps most importantly the victim's 
to victimize~as well play importan~r ~ct?irsre11ated to the'opportunities 
timization.' ro es n se ection of targets for vic-

23 
6 AM Whi6 1e the proportions of total personal incidents falling into the 

- PM and the 6 PM - ..12 AM tim ' i d ' 
that since the' first time period con~ai:~ ~~ are S~i!,~r, it must be noted 
time period, the'mean number of ce as m,~ny hours as the second 
period is almost twice that of t~nC~dents p:r hour during the second time 
the first time period.,' e mean num er of incidents per hour during 

24 
Itt ~ince mo~e than one weapon may be invoived in 

ype ~ weapon percentages in Table 3-34 may total 

25 

a single incident, the 
to more than 100 percent. 

The extent of weapon use and the t f 
discussed in terms of being an element of~~eoin:~~~~~ employed has been 
is examined in conjunction with th d h • When weapon use 
tim and the offend () h e emograp ic characteristics of the vic-

er s, owever we introduce e1 t h" h 
priate1y analyzed in terms of th~ victimi emen s w 1C are more appro-
istics of the victim after all 1 z:tion. The demographic character-
tion counts. Furthe:more in tho~:niontY e 10~ked at in terms of victimiza­
involved, one Victim's e' ns ances were two or more victims are 
offender(s) may differ ~r~~e~~!~no~fathehdemograPhiC characteristics of the 
refle~t individual victim char not ere Since we find it important to 
of the offender(s) in re1ationa~!e~~:tics a~d their individual perceptions 
Victimization counts, rather than inci~~:;ac:~~~sofi:e~~~n use:.iwe employ 

26 ' s sec. on. 

The only exception was for the 
assaultive Violence. youngest black/other victims of total 

27 

offende;nW::o:!tt~o!:r~:n!o~fa:~:r~:~!:~~:~ the perceived race of the lone 

28 
There were too few offenders in the bb ' 

whfos
h
e ages'were 8.11 perceived'to be. under l~otoe;!r:~~h~~i!~iury ~~egory 

o t e proportion using weapons. ' e es ates 

29 
See questions lOa and lOb from Crime Incident Quest'ions, 

30 page B-12. 

See an ,examination of this issue below. 
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31 
In addition to gathering data relevant to the background of the 

respondents and victimizations they experienced, the National Crime Panel 
interviewers also administered an attitude survey schedule. This atti­
tude schedule inquired about respondents' fear of victimization, beliefs 
regarding recent increases or decreases in the crime rate, ways in which 
the respondents' behavior may have changed because of the perceived risk 
of being victimized, etc. These data and how they relate to recent vic­
timization experience will be the subject of a forthcoming work. 

32 
See Table l-S. 

33 
For ease in communication hereinafter, injured to the extent re-

quiring medical attention will be simply referred to as injured. 

340nly those spending overnight or longer in the hospital contribute 
to this to tal 

35 
For assaultive violence without theft, an opposite--and much less 

marked trend--is observed; slightly more non-stranger victims than stranger 
victims of assaultive violence without theft were injured (14 percent 
vs. ten percent) and those non-stranger victims of assaultive violence with­
out theft who were injured spent--in comparison to stranger victims--a 
slightly longer average stay in the hospital (1.95 days vs. '1.73 days, 
respectively). ' 

36See questio~ 8d, from crime incident questions, Page B-12. 

37Although these percentages are not shown in Table 3-58, they are 
easily derivable by simply subtracting the number of victims in the "40n't 
know/not ascertainable" category from the total number of victims injured 
and recomputing the percentages for the remaining "amount-of-medical-expense" 
categories. 

38See Table 1-5. 

39This includes valueless property--such as a letter--and also credit 
cards and checks. 

40 
AnalY~J~s not presented here show that these basic relatio1],sh:i,ps 

hold when the~':r,:.espondents are dichotomized by .race. 
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Chapter IV 

Household Victimization 

IntrodJlction 

As noted in the first chapter, the household portion of the victim 

survey not only included interviews with individual household members 

rega'rding their own personal victimization, but also included an inter­

view with the household respondent regarding victimizations of the entire 

household. The household respondent was a household member who could 

reasonably be expected to be knowledgeable about household victimizations. 

Under the NCP classification scheme, household victimizations in­

volve offe\nses directed against property which, in general, is not unde'r 

the direct physical control of the pwner; thus, in household victimiza­

tions, t,he owner of t~e property is not typically confronted by the 

offender. According to th~ definition used here, if the victimization 

is to be classified as a household victimization, the owner must suffer 

no injury or threat of injury if, during th~ victimization, the owner 

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

enable the of.fender to complete the offense or flee, the crime becomes 

a.persona1 victimization. 

Thus, household victimizations are distinguished from personal 

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

',i 
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theft or attempted theft; and b) the former cannot involve a personal 

confrontation between the victim and the'offender during the commission 

of the crime in which force is either used or threatened against the 

victim. In addition, household incidents are those which for the most 

part, can be construed as affecting the entire household rather than 

individual household members. It is necessary to emphasize "for the 

most part" because one group of larceny events--includedas household 

victimizations herein--may occur away from the household and may only 

directly affect an individual household member. These are larcenies 

by stealth carried out by someone who has a legal right to be in the 

place from which the property was stolen. This includes, for example, 

thefts of ~unattended) personal belongings from a public place, office, 

automobile, etc. 
!"/' 

Such larcenies are referred to here as "elsewhere" 

larcenies--i.e. larcenies not occurring on the property of the household. 

Since such larcenies do not relieve the victim of property on his (her) 

person--and because these ,larcenies are by stealth and do not include 

personal confrontations in any sense--they have been excluded from 

personal victimizations. Obviously, these victimizations do not fit 

neatly into either the personal or the household' category. In some 

respects these elsewhere larcenies are, however, rather similar to lar-

cenies from the, property of the household (the latter are designated here 

253 

as "at home" larcenies) of bicycles, lawn furniture, ornaments, etc. 

A notable difference, however, is that "at home" household larcenies 

necessarily involv~ the offender's trespas~ onto the household's property, 

while "elsmo1here" household larcenies, by definition, do not involve 

such a trespass onto the household's property. 

In order to avoid analysis of still another set of victimizations-­

entitled perhaps, "impersonal victimizations"--these "elsewhere" lar-

cenies have been placed in the household group of victimizations. This 

solution is, of course, imperfect. Hence special care will be taken to 

analyze these larcenies separately from other household victimizations , 
whenever these "elsewhere" larcenies show an uncharacteristic relation­

ship to the other variables under examination. l 

Except for the elsewhere larcenies, the entire household can reason­

ably be construed as having been victimized in househa,ld victimizations. 

In larcenies from the property or burglary, even if the belongings of 

only one househQld member are actually taken, invasion of the household's 

property is clearly involved; similarly, the theft of a motor vehicle 

usually touches household members beyond the registered owner. Since, 

in household victimizations, the victim is construed to be the house­

hold, each incident can involve only one victim--the entire household-.­

and there is, therefore, no difference between counts of victimization 

, 
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and counts of incidents. In addition, since the household is construed 

to be the victim, estimated rates of household victimization are computed 

2 
per 1,000 households. 

Table 4.1 shows that, the estimated total household victimization 

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

3 by the survey. That is, in the eight Impact Cities as an aggregate 

there was about one household victimization for every two households. 

Clearly, the total ra~e of victimizations of households was substantially 

greater than the total rate of victimizations of persons which was noted 

in the previous chapter. 

About 60 percent of the household victimizations were accounted 

for by larceny, 30 percent by burglary, and ten percent by vehicle theft. 

Even though burglaries and vehicle thefts were dwarfed by larcenies, 

there was more than one burglary for every eight households and more 

than ,one vehicle theft for every 25 households during a twelve-month 

period. 

It is clear from Table 4.1 that the rates of household victimiza-

tion varied dramatically from city to city. In terms of burglary, 

Atlanta is highest with a rate of 161 with Denver (158), Portland (151) 

and Dallas (147) clustered close behind. For vehicle theft, on the 
,\ 

other hand, Cleveland's rate (76) was II10re than half again as great as 
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Table 4.1 

Estimated Rates(Per 1,000 Households) Of HouBeho1d VictimizatiQn a 
Eight Impact Cities 'I 

Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland 

Number Of Households 157,067 284,417 -......,(-- > 230,404 280,348 194,~15 106,741 144,704 

Burglary 161 
,~ ~:) " ._. 

, 
"J116 124 147 158 123 151 

Larceny 
A~ Home Under $50 57 61 44 85 99 20 88 

$50 Or More 35 29 24 48 51 16 . 44 

Elsewhere 
Under $50 105 77 73 116 150 34 140 

$5(f-6:r More 64 46 38 61 82 28 71 
.. 

Vehicle Theft 29 35 76 24 44 37 34 

Total Household Victimization 485 400 412 515 631 280 573 

~rcenie. in which the BlOunt of los. v .. not a.ce~ta1Jied are not .hown •• parately but are included in the totAl 
household victt.1zatioD catelOry. 

", .. 

(1 

, Aggregate 
St. Louis . .!fatal 

197,108 1,595,409 

125 137 

48 65 

21 34 

74 98 

41 54 

. 
47 41 

3,,9 ,465 

o 

, 

" 

/' '" 
r 
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the rates in St. Louis (47) and Denver (44), the cities with the second 

and third greatest vehicle theft rates, respectively; at the other extreme, 

Dallas (24) and Atla~ta (29) had relatively small rates of vehicle theft. 

Race Of Vic tim 

How do these rates of household victimization vary according to 

the characteristics of the household? Tab.le 4.2 shows tha(t for the 

eight cities as an aggregate, in households headed by whites the total 

household victimization rate was slightly great.er than in households 

headed by black/others (473 vs. 447). However, both the burglary rate 

(172 vs. 120) and the vehicle theft rate (50 vs. 37) for black/other 

households were substa~tial1y greater than for white households; only 

for the rate of larceny did households headed by whites have a victimiza-

tion rate in excess of that for households headed by black/others.' 

<'-':>="'.'=""'~4.n examination of these data by city, shows results which are com-
'"-....:.:.::;,,,, 

patib1e with the aggregate results for burglary and vehicle th'eft. 

Ratesr cif burglary suffered by households headed by black/others were 
(( 

substan~ially greater than the rates suffered by households headed by 

whites. The differences are especially marked in Newark and Cleveland, 

where the burglary rate for black/othe'I: households was more than twice 

that of white households; in AtJanta--a1though the burglary rate for 

black/other households was also greater than for white households--the 
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Table 4.2 . 

( 
I, L' a 

8stimat;ed Rates, Per 1,000 Households) .Of Household Victimization, By Race'tlf Head 
. Eight Impact Cities ' 

11"\ 
C'I 

Atlal1ta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland 

Number Of Households 79,751 163,945 145,062 214,059 175,315 44,887 134,514 White I-- - !-- - I--' - i-- - ~ - I-- - f-- -
Black/Other 77 ,317 120,472 85,342 66,290 19,300 61,853 10,190 

Burglary 
() 146, 88 136 148 70 148 Whi'te 86 

~ I- - t-- - I-- - t-- - I-- - I-- -
Black/Other 177 156 186 '. 181 247 162 196 

Larceny 
192 157 117 217' 251 55 228 Under $50 White -;-::' - -o:r' - -- - - "-- - I-- - ~ - - --

, . 
Black/Other 138 113 116 148 231 53 238 

h 

$50 Or More . 
White 116 79 .55 115 130 43 111 

f-- - - -- - - r ,- ~ - ~ - ~ -Black/Other 80 67 73 88 156 45 170 I 

Vehicle Theft 29 33 68 22 40 31 33 White I, 
I-- r-- I- --!-- - r-- - .... ~ - - .. - -

Black/Other 28 37 91 33 84 41 48 
\\ "" 

" 
Total Uollsehold Victimization " 

White 518 394 356 527 616 221 563 
t-- - ~ - r-- -- I-- - r-- -- r-- - '"'- -

Black/Other 450 409 501" 476 772 . 322 70S 
\~. 

~rceniesin which the amount of 10 •• was not a.certained are DOt .h~, •• parately but are included in the total 
bou •• bold victiaizaUon category. ' • 

to 

St. Louis 

127,598 
~ -

69,510 

109 
10- -

154 

135 
f-- -

99 

68. 
~ -

52 

41 
.f- -

58 

388 - -
392 

o 

r 

II Aigregate 
-'Total 

, 
1,085,132 

I-a --
510,277 

r- 120 -'-
172 

183 
r- -'-

119 

95 
I- - -

74 

37 
I-- - -

50 

473 
I- - -

447 . 
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racial difference was the smallest. 

The racial differences in rates of vehicle theft are smaller than 

the burglary rate differences, but households headed by black/others 

had higher rates than did households headed by whites in seven of the 

eight cities. Only in Atlanta was there no difference L_ the vehicle 

theft rate of black/other and white households; in six of the eight 

cities, the black/other vehicle theft rate was more than one-third 

greater than for whites, and in Denver the black/other rate was double 

that for whites. 

For larceny of items worth $50 or more, the eight city aggregate 

difference between the rates for households headed by blad(;~other (74) 
/ ' 

{ ...... I 
~ t--.) 

and whites (95) does not hold for each Impact City; in Portland, Cleveland 

and Denver black/other households had rates which were gr~ater than 

those for whites, and, in Newark there was no difference b~tween the 

black/other and white rates. For larceny of items worth less than $50, 

a similar pattern emerges. The substantial racial difference in the 

aggregate black/other and white rates does not hold for Portland, 

Newark, or Cleveland; in the remaining Impact Cities, however, ,the 

under $5Q larceny rates for white households were generally considerably 
\\ . 

larger than the under $50 larceny<?:,ates for black/ others. 
'<:::::.:c~,., 

\, 
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Race And Income Of Victim 

When family income is controlled (Table 4.3), households in the 

eight city aggregate headed by black/others in every income category 

except the $25,000 or more category had a total household victimization 

rate which was at least slightly greater than. households headed by 

whites. In the lowest income category the total household victimtzation 

rate for black/others was 324, while that for whites was 303; in the 

$10,000 to $14,999 category, the rate for the former was 605, while 

the rate for the latter was 574; but in the highest income group, the 

rate for the black/others was 723 ~hile the rate for the whites was 796. 

When t~~ particular subcategories of household victimization in 

Table 4.3 are examined, burglary shows the same pattern evidenced for 

total househord victimization--the rate for black/other households is 

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

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

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

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

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

109. Diffet:ences of similar magnitude and i.n the same direction, were 

found for the $7,500-$9,999 inc,ome group (161 vs. 118) and for the 

$15,000-$24,999- group (197 vs. 140). In the highest income category 
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Table 4.3 

E_t1*ated Ratea (Per 1,000 Houaeholds) Of Household Victimization, '1 aace O~ Head And rami1y Income a 
Ei&.ht Impact Citiea: Aggrega.te 

Uoder $3,000- $7,500- $10,000- $15,000"; $25,000 or Uot 
. $l.oon 7,499 9,999 14,99.9. 24,999 Kol'e Aacntaioed Total 

Numbel' Of·8ouaebolda .<:) 
';,~ < 

.~. ··cc ;r". '; "-
\fuite·, 167.544 289,023 1:\5,214 218,269 119,056' 44,026 112,000 1.085,132 --- --- --,-- --- --- --- --- ---

Blacik/.othel' 122,680 184,395 55,825, 63,935 27 ~466. 3.906 52.070 510,277 

"Iurglary 
.. 

10.9 116 \fuite 118 121 140 1~8 95 120 - -.--. --- ~,-------------- ---
Black/Othel' ~68 .178 161 184' . 19? 185 146 172 

LuceDY - iotal 176 251 325 408 486 561 226 316 \fuite J 

~-- --------- ---------- ---
Black/Othel' 135 212 270 340 403 449 185 225 

Undel' $50 108 145 189 238 278 321 129 183 \fuite 
1---":'- --- -_.---- -,----- -.-- ---

Black/Othel' 72 112 140 178 218 ~39 n'> 
,,~ 119 

$5001' Kol'e 
\fuite 46 74 97 123 152 190 68 95 

1----._'- --- --------- ------ ---
Black/Otbel' 44 69 88 117 128 126 58 74 . 

VebicleTheft 
\fuite 19 35 44 45 50 38 33 37 

1------- --- --- -~.------- ---
Black/Other 20 43 S9 82 99 89 66 50 

Total Houaebold Victimization 303 403, 487 574 676. 796 354 473 \fuite 1-'; 

...... -~ ------------------- ---
Black/Otbel' 324 433 490 ~05 699 723 397 447 

Subcateaorie ... , DOt a .. to total due to nuadiDi. 

I 3_ m :q ~~n_"" .. """"'=--...... '-' -, ---
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th~ burglary rate for whites exceeded that for black/others (198 vs. 185). 

For larceny in the eight city aggregate whites in each income 

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

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

terms as the burglary r~te differences--show that in each income category 

the rates for whites were about one-third greater 'than the rates fo'r 

black/others. For example, in the lowest income bracket white house­

holds had a larceny rate of 176 and black/other househo1d:$' had a larceny 

rate of, 135; in t~e highest income category, the rate for the former 

was 561 and the rate for the latter was 449. 

4 
Eight city aggregate vehicle theft rates show a pattern essentially 

similar to tfi, ... f'shown for burglary--in most inc'ome categories, the rate 
, ;>':.r>/ 

for blacKlothers exceeded that for whitee. Only in the lowest income 

group (where the black/other and white rates were nearly identical) is 

this diff~reDce not clear. Beginning with the $3,000-$7,499 income 

category, the rates for black/others (43) and whites (35) are discrepant 

and, as income increases, this discrepancy intensifies: $7,500-$9,999, 

59 vs. 44; $10,000-$14,999, 82 va. 45; $15,000-$24,999, 99 vs. 50; 

$25,000 and more, 89 vs. 38. 

In sum, these data show that in the Impact Cities as an aggregate, 

whites in each income category had'a rate of viczimization by larceny 
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in excess of that for black/othen.; on the other hand, black/others in 

. had rates of burglary and vehicle theft victim­;mos t income. ca tegor1es 

ization which exceeded those of their whi~~ counterparts. 

Once again, when these results are examined for each of the eight 

cities individually (not sho,wn \in tabular form), the aggregate results 

essentiapy hold for burglary and vehicle t~eft, but a great deal of 

variability exists for larceny. 

Of 40 comp~r.'isons (eight~ities by the five income groups below 

$25,000) between the burglary rates of black/other and white households, 

b 1 · t ;n all 40 com. parisons; even when black/others had higher urg ary ra es • 

the $25,000 or more income category is included, the burglary rates of 

black/other households .werefound to be higher than those of white house­

holds in 44 of the 48 comparis.ons. Similarly, for vehicle theft, 41 

of the 48 rate comparisons showed that households headed by black/others 

had higher vehicle theft rates than did households headed 11y whites. 

However, in only 27 of the 48 comparisons for lat;ceny was the white 

rate greater tJ.lanthe :black/other rate; thus, when income is controlled 

the direction ;of the difference between the rates of larceny for 

whi te and bl~,ck/ other households depends on(( the particular city and 

income group"compared. 

Before leaving Taple 4.3, it should be noted that this table shows 

clearly that within each racial group rates of victimization of each 
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type were positively and substantially associated with income. Among 

whites there is a monotonic increase in the total household victimiza-

tion rate, moving from 303 in the lowest income bracket to 796 in the 

highest income bracket; the same continually increasing pattern can be 

observed for black/others, where the total household victimization rate 

rises from 324 in the lowest, to 723 in the highest income category. 

Although each of the subcategories of household victimization 

evidence this general trend, the pattern is least marked and consistent 

for burglary rates among black/others, where the rate climbs from 168 

in the under $3,000 group to only 185 in the highe~t income group (note, 

though, the burglary rate of 197 in the $15,000-$24,999 group). HOwever, 

for the other two categories of household victimization, the rates for 

black/other households more than triple from the lowest to the highest 
. 5 

income categories: larceny, 135 vs. 449; vehicle theft, 20 vs. 89. 

Among the whites, the burglary rate continually increases with 

income; those in the highest incQme bracket had a rate which was more 

than 80 percent greater than that in the lowest income bracket (198 vs. 

109). It is worth noting, though, that about two-thirds of this differ-

ence is accounted for by the difference between the burglary rate for 

the $,25,000 or more and the $15,000-$24,999' income groups; the rate 

for fhe fo~mer was 140, while the rate for the latter was· 198. 
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The larceny rate .for whites steadily increases from the,,)owest 

to the highest income groups; th,e larceny rate more than triples from 

7 176 in the under $3,000 to 561 in the $25,000 and more group. Similar ly, 

vehicle theft for whites rises from 19 in the lowest income category 

to 50 in the $15,000-$24,999 category, but then recedes to 38 in the 

highest income category. 

Figure 4.1 summarizes the relationship between race and income on 

the one hand and rates of household victimization on the other. Among 

both whites and black/others, rates of victimization by larceny~ bur-

glary, and vehicle theft generally increase with income; the gradient 
./r'j 

for rates of larceny in both racial groups is espe't~)1ally 'steep. Conse-

quently, the proportion of total household victimiaation in each racial 
;';..-, 

group which is accounted for by the larceny rate increases with inconi'e. 

Age Of Head Of Household 

R~tes of total household victimization are shown in Table 4.4 to 

be strongly related to the age of the head of household. The total 

household victimization rate declin~s steadily :rz:om 665 iri the 12-19, 
'.:: 

age group to 595 in the 35"'-49 age group; the total
C

' household victimiza-

{'ion rate then declines steeply to 393 in the 50-64 year old group, and 

even more steeply to 172 in the oldest group. 
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Fi!:u~~ 4.1 

Estimated Rates (Per ).,000 HCluseholds) Of Household V!ctiDiization, 
By Race Of Head And Family Income 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Race Of Head: lo1hite 
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Figure 4.1 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Households) Of Household Victimization, 
By Race Of Head And Family Income 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
(Continued) 

Race Of Head: Black/Other 
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Table 4.4 

Estimated Ratea(Per 1,000 Households) Of Household 'Vict1m1zatio~ By Age Of Head a 
Eight Impaet Cities: Aggregate 

AGE OF HEAD 
, 

65 Or 
0 12-19 20-34 35-49 50-64 Older 

\Number Of Households 25,123 453,012 390,717 403,394 322,553 
71 

Burglary. 194 182 159 116 68. 

Larceny-T9ta1 .. 
430 375 385 240 91 

" 

At HOlle H7 150 145 92 : " 45 -- - - - . -- - :- - ~ -
ElseWhere 313 225 240 148 46 

Vehicle Theft: 4+. !, .,~j 57 51 36 13 

Tot~Household Victimization 66.5 614 S95 . 393 172. . 
Subcategories M, not SUil to total due to rounding. 

i) 

Total 

1.595,399 

137 

287 

112 
I- --175 

41 
~ 

465 

I ..,.-______ .." ... __ ~_._.l' 

,. 

" , 

" .. ' 

'A~ - ~, 
-~ 

" 



r 

268 

An examination of the subcategories of household victimization show 

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

victimization is discern;tb1e in the subcategories. Rates of burglary 

were relatively homogeneous for heads of households whose ages fell 

into the 12-19, 20-34, and 35-49 age groups; in these groups the respective 

rates of burglary were 194, 182 and 159. For the 50-64 year old age 

group, the burglary rate fell ,substantially (to 11,6) and in the oldest 

age group the burglary rate fell dramatically to 69. Thus the burglary 

rate for households headed by those over 65 years of age was only slightly 

greater than one-third that of the households headed by those in the 

12-19 year old age group. 

For rates of larceny, the difference between the extreme age groups 

was even more pronounced; the larceny rate in the youngest group (430) 

was nearly five times, that in the oldest group (91). As was the case 

for the total household victimization rate and the burglary rate, house-

holds headed by those 50-64 years of age, and especially by those 65 

years of age and older, had rates of larceny at 1eve1s.which were clearly 

distinguished from those in the younger age groups. Finally, before 

leaving the rates of larceny, it should be noted that--unlike the 

burglary rate and the total household victimization rate--the larceny 

rate is not observed to decline monotonically as the age of the ,head 

c; 

" 
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of household increases; after dropping from 430 in the youngest group 

to 375 in the 20-34 year old group, the larceny rate rises slightly 

to 385 in the 35-49 year old group, before dropping steeply to 240 in 

the 50-64 year old group. 

As was observed for income, the relationship between age of head 

and larceny is stronger for "elsewhere," than "at home," larcenies. 

For example, the former rate ranged from 313 in the 12-19 age group to 

46 in the 65 or older age group, while the latter rate ranged from 11\7 

in the youngest to 45 in the olders group. 

Rates of vehicle theft also fail to show a perfect dedreasing 

pattern as age increases. The rate climbs from 41 in the 12-19 age 

group to 57 in the 20-34 age group from which it falls to 51 in the 

35-49 age group; from this point the vehicle theft rate decreases markedly 

to 36 in the 50-64 year ~ld group, before p~ummeting to 13 in the oldest 

group. Once again, the two oldest age cohorts show rates which are 

clearly lower than those of th b lk f 8 e u 0 younger respondents; the rate 

of vehicle theft for the oldest group was less than one-third of that 

for the youngest group. 

Figure 4.2 neatly summarizes the relationship between household 

victimi~ation and age of the household's head. Overall, rates of house­

hold victimization show a strong inver,s(;! relati~nship to the age of the 

head of household. I' h b f h neac su category 0 ousehold Victimization, the 
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Fif.ure 4.2 
Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Households) Of Household Victimization, By Age Of Head 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
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rates for those heads of household who are under 50 years of age were 

substantially higher than the rates for those households headed by 

persons 50 years of age and older. Even more dramatic is the differ-

ence between households headed by persons in the 65 and older group; 

in each category of household victimization, the rate for the former 

was at least 70 percent greater than the rate for the latter. 

Home Ownership Versus Rental 

Table 4.5 indicates that home owners ~ad a total household victim-

ization rate which exceeded that of renters (485 vs. 447) by a relatively 

slim margin. A glance at the subcategories of household victimization 

show that the difference in the total household victimization rates 

between owners and renters is attributable to a relatively large differ-

ence in the rate of larceny (319 vs. 259, respectively) which contributed 

far more to the total household victimization rate than either the 

burglary rate or the vehicle theft rate. Further with respect to lar-
;~" 

ceny, it is important to point out that the rates for owners and renters 

differed substantially more in larceny of items worth less than $50 

) ) 
.1 

::r-:5" 

(186 11S. 142) than in larceny of items worth $50 or more (94 vs. 82). 

For burglary; the rate of victimization for renters (145) exceeded 

that for home owners (127); for vehicle theft the rates of renters and 
, 
~ 

owners are of comparable magnitudes (43 vs. 39). , 
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Table 4.5 

Estimated Rates (Per 1. 000 Hour;eholds) Of Household Victimization. By Race of Head Knd Home Ownership Veraus Rental a 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate ' . 

RACE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 

I -'-.. ··-~1 
'fOTAL WHITE BtACt</OTHER 

Owned Or Owned Or Owned Or 
Tenure Being Bougl Rented Being Bough Rented Being Bough Rented 

Number Of Households 
j 

747.88tl 847.523 564,467 520,664 183.413 326,859 

" 

/:'~\\, 

177 '~~urg1ary 
, 127 145 115 126 163 

(I 
) 

Larceny-Total 319 259 330 300 262 193 

" , Under $50 (/ i86 142 197 168 151 100 
I-- ...... ' --ht - I-- - - - t-- - - -

$50 Or More 94 j 82 95 95 91 ' 64 

" 1\ 
Vehicle Theft ,\ 39 43 ,", 31 44 66 40 . 

::-
,-'"\ ,\, -' ... \ 

t~i~~~ ~ouseho1d Victimizati~n-,? 485 447 47,7 470 ' , 511 411 , 
~\'!oOl~'" ,."'(~"'" I 

~t'(:Jriie~ 1n which the 8IDOu~tOf loss lias not ascertained are not shown;l'eparate1y but are included in the total 
bou.ahold victimization category. 
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Home Ownership Versus Rental. By Race 

When the household victimization rates for those owning as compared 
(C--' 

to those renting are examined within the two racial groups, some notable 
, 0 

variations are evident (Table 4.5). Among whites the total household 

victimization rates of owners and renters were nearly identical (477 vs. 

470), while a~ng black/others the home owners had a higher rate of 

household victimization than did the renters (511 vs. 411). By examining 

the specific subcategories of household victimization it can be seen 

that among both whites and black/others, rates of burglary for owners 

were about the seme as for renters (whites: 115 vs. 126, respectively; 

black/others: 163 vs. 177, respectively).9 

Turning to larceny, tne overall rate of victimization for white 

ewners was only slightly greater than that for white renters (330 vs. 

300). This difference was accounted for entirely by larcenies of items 

worth less than $50; the rates of larceny of items worth $50 or more were 

identieal for white ,owners and renters (95). For the black/others, 

however, the dif~~rences in the rates of larceny for the owners and 
',' 

renters were substantially more ma+ked--the total larceny rate for the 
~ 11 

former was almost 50 percent greater than"the comparable rate for \:he 

latter (282 vs. 193); this difference was slightly greater f()r items 

worth less thaT\ $50, (lSi .vs. 100) than for items worth $50 or more 
\ ,J ... < "~i~ 

(91 vs. 64). 
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For vehicle theft, the difference between the rates for owners 

and renters in each racial group was substantial. Among whites, renters I, 
had a rate of vehicle theft which was nearly 50 percent greater than 

that for owners (44 vs. 31) and among black/others the opposite was 

found--owners had a rate of vehicle theft which was more than 50 

percent greater than that for renters. Viewing these same findings 

from the perspective of the race of the head of household, among home 

owners the rate vehicle theft was more than twice as great for black/ 

others as for whites (66 vs.3l), while among renters, the rates for 

whites and for black/others were about the same (44 vs, 40, respectively). 

In sum, while the larceny rate of home owners exceeded that of 

renters, the burglary rate,of the latter was slightly greater than that 

of the former, These differences were not nearly ,as strong as those 

observed above for race, income, or age of head of household. 

Number Of Units In Structure 

The number of units in the structure (apartment house, duplex, 

single family' dwelling, etc.) in which the interviewed household was' 

located appears not to be systematically related to rates of house-

hold victim:J.zation (Table 4.6). The total household victimization rate 
\(~ 

was highest for single unit structures (505~, followed by structures 
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Table 4.6 

Estillated Rates (Per 1,000 Households) Of Household Vict11llizatiol\ By Number Of Units In Structure a 
Eight x.pact Cities: Aggregate 

NUMBER OF UNITS IN STRUCTURE 

Five To Ten Or 
One Two Three Four Nine More 

Number Of HousehoUs 8'74.097 192.877 58.263 80.747 100.415 258.515 

Burglary , 135 122 149 148 170' 134 

Larceny-Total 330 217 181 242 261 243 

Under $50 - m. r-- 119 r-- 94 - lli. -. ,.2!1_ _l.3\... - -
$50 Or More 100 68 ., 61. 74 82 78 . 

Vehicle Theft 40: 51 46 48 46' 33 

Total Household Vict1a1zation 505 390 376 439 .477 411 

OtheJ; 

1,676 

80 

203 

.. ...,!!t1_ 

48 

0 

282 

aLar~enies in which the GIOunt of 10 •• va. ~t ucertained are DOt .hown separately but are iacluded in tbe total 
bou.ebold victia1zation category. 
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Not 
IAscertained 
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with five to nine units; the remaining number-of-unit categories had 

rates reasonably close to 400, with the exception of the very low rate--

282--evidenced by "other" structures (mobile homes and non-housing 

units, such as houseboats, tents, etc.). The prominence of single unit 

structures over all others in terms of total household victimizationi 

rates is attributable to the high larceny rate shown by single-unit 

structures. This rate of 330 compares with larceny rates in all of the 

other categories which were substantially lower--ranging from 181 to 

261. An examination of these results controlling for the race of the 

head of household (not shown in tabular form) gives results which are 

no more systematic.t.than those shown in Table 4.6. Finally, in.connection 

with T~ble 4.6 however, it should be ~oted that if only multi-unit 

structures are conSidered, households ,in structures with two or three 

units have lower rates of larceny than do those structures with four or 

more units. 

For burglary, households located in struct~res with five to nine 

• 
units had the highest rate (170), followed by households in struc,tures 

with three units (149) and then by households !in structures with four 

units (148); !'other" housing units had a very low burglary rate of 80. 

Vehicle theft from household~ in structures with between two and nine 

units' occurred at rates froll' !.6 to 51, while single-unit households (40) 
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and households in structures with ten or more units (33) had slightly 

lower rates. Structures classified as "other" had a vehicle theft rate 

of zero. 

Number Of Persons In Household 

As the number of persons in the household :i,ncreased, so did the 

rate of total household victimization (Table 4.7). In one-person house­

holds, the rate of total household victimization W,tlS 266; for two to 

three person households, four to five persons households, and six or 

more person households the rate winds steadily upward, moving from 440, 

to 673, to 755, respectively. 

This overall trend maintains for larceny and vehicle theft and , 
to a lesser extent, for burglary as well. 

i:;\ Attending first to the burglary 

rate, it can be seen tp rise steadily from 106 for one-person house­

holds to 174 for four to five person households, leveling off at 178 

for six or more person households. Vehicle theft gives evidence of a 

similar trend; the increase is from 21 in one-person hcuseholds to 60 

in four to five person households, leveling off at 64 in households of 

six or more. 

The gradient for larceny is similar, but even more pr~nounced. 

The rate of larceny mor~ than triples from the one"person households (138) 
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Tab1~ 4.7 

Eatt.&tedRatea(Per 1.000 Bouaeho1da)Of Houaeho1d Vict!.izati~,iy Nuab.r Of P.raona In Bou.ebolcSa 
Eilbt Iapact Citi.a: Allreaat. 

HUKB~ OP PERSONS IN BOI1SEHOIJ) 

One Two To Pour To Six Or 
Three 'i.,e More 

Nuaber Of: Hou.ehoUa 412.508 748.875 301.983 132.039 

Iurs1:~J:y. 106 131 174 178 

Larceny-Total 138 268 439 \ 513 
~~, 

~ 
Under $50 76 150 251 303 

~ - ..... - .~ - - -
$50 Or Hote 41 83 137 153 

Vebicle Theft 21 41 60 64 

Total BouaeholcS Victiaization 266 440 673 755 
',~;:~' . 

-x..rcen1..a in whicb the aIIOuot of 10" vaa not aeceruined are not ahovn aeparately but ar. incl~ed in tb. total 
belua.bOleS victiaiaation cat.lory. 
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to four to five person households (439), beforeb~ginning to level off 

for six or more person households (513). 

Race And Number Of Persons In Household 

Figure 4.3 shows that the relationship between rates of household 

victimization and number of persons in the household essentially holds 

within households headed by both whites and black/others." Among whites, 

it is clear from the figure that the number of persons in the household 

was related about equally strongly to the rates of vehicle theft and 

burglary, but much more strongly to the rate of larceny. 

Among black/others, the relationship of household victimization 

rates to the n~ber of persons in the household was less marked. While 

the ~L'a,tes'uf, v~hicl~,theft.-and, l;n'~gny inc;:reasedmonotonica:J.J,.y w:i,th th.e 

number of persons "in the household, the rate of burglary only did so 

for the first three categories of "number of persons" (1, 2-3, and 4-5); 

the ,Jurg1ary rate for. six or more person households was slightly "less 

than that for four and five person households. It is apparent from the 

figure that there was a greater tendency for the rates of these house­

hold victimizations to level off (and iIi the case of burglary, even to 
I' 

show a downturn) for black/others than for whites, as the number of 

persons in the household increased. 

I' Finally, among 'both racial groups, as the number of persons in 
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the household increased, so did the proportion of the total household 

victimization rate which was accounted for by larceny. Among whites, 

however, this proportion was greater than among black/others in each 

"number of persons" group. For whites, larcenies in each "number of 

persons" group accounted for a majority of household victimizations; 

for black/others, this was true only for households having four or 

more persons. 

Vehicle Theft 

As noted at the outset of this chapter, rates of household victim-

izations have been discussed .in relation to the number of households, 

ratheri:hlm the number of persons. While this makes intuitive sense, 

especially for burglary, it"''seems less appropriate for vehicle theft 

10 and larceny. In order to get a finer calibration (than households) 

of the "units" at risk in vehicle theft, survey :cespondents were asked: 

"What was the total number of motor vehicles (cars, trucks, ect.) 

,owned by you or any other member of this household during the past 

,, 11 twelve months? 

Table 4.8 reports the estimated number of vehicles owned per house-

hold in the eight Impact Cities as an aggregate. On the average, there 

were 1. 16 motor vehicl"es awned per household. 
, /;\ 

An examination of the 

various sub-groups in Table 4.8 indiaates that the average number of 
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Table 4.8 

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Motor Vehicles Owned) Of Motor 
Vehicle Victimization, By Selected Household Characteristicsa 

Eight :J.:mpact Cities: Aggregate' 

Number Of Number Of Rate Of Rate Of Rate Of 
Motor Vehi- MotorVehi- Motor Completed Attempted 
cles OWned c1es Owned Vehicle Motor Vehi- Motor Vehi 

Per House- Thefts And cle Thefts cle Thefts 
hold Attempts 

Type Of Tenure 

Resilience Owned 1,092,866 1.46 29 20 9 Or ~eing Bought 

Ue~ldence Rentec 752,202 .89 51 36 15 
, 

Race Of Head 

White 1,419,489 1.31 31 2~ 10 
, , 

Black/Other 425,608 .83 I 63 46 17 
/ 

~--r' ___..,._ 
I 

Age Of Bead 

12-19 26.217 1.02 40 27 13 

20-34 576,582 1.27 48 33 15 

35-49 535,632 1.37 39 28 11 . 

50-64 497.367 1.23 31 22 9 

65 Or Older 209,270 .65 23 16 7 

Total Households 

Total b.845.068 1.16 38 
II 

27 11 

• Included in this table, but not included under ''Vehicle Theft" in other 
household victimization tables, ar~ vehicle thefts which occurred in 
conjunction with personal victimizations; subcategories may not sum to 
total due to rounding. 
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motor vehicles owned varies substantially across sub-groups. White 

households had an average of 1.31 motor vehicles per household while 

black/other households had only .83 motor vehicles ,per household. 

Similarly" home owners had 1.46 motor vehicles per household, while 

renters had only .89 motor vehicles per household. 

Age of head shows a curvilinear relationship with the average number 

of vehicles owned per household. Those household heads in the middle 

age groups had the greater number of motor vehicles per household, with 

the average number decreasing 'toward:~ the age extremes. The magnitude 

of these variations in the average number of motor vehicles owned by 

different types of households makes it imperative that comparative 

rates of vehicle theft be examined using the number of motor vehicles 

owned as the base of the rate. 

Table 4.8 shows rates of vehic Ie theft per" 1,000 vehicles owned. 12 

From this table it can be seen that the rate of completed vehicle theft 

per 1,000 vehicles owned by ~hites was less than half that of black/ 

others (21 vs. 46); for attempted vehicle thefts, the difference in 

the rates is in the same direction, and, while still large, the differ­

ence is not as pronounced (10 vs. 17) as for complE,lted vehicle thefts. 

Rates of completed and attempted vehicle theft per 1,000 vehicles 

owned are related tp about the same degree to the age of the household 

head. For completed vehicle thefts, the rate per 1,000 vehicles'>,owned 
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climbs from 27 in the youngest group, to 33 in the 20-34 age group, 

before steadily declining to 16 in the 65 and older age group. For 

attempted vehicle thefts, the rate moves from 13 in the'12-l9 age group 

to 15 .in the 20-34 age group, before falling to 11 in the 35-49 age 

group, nine in the 50-64 age group, and seven in the 65 and older 

age group. Table 4.8 also shows that the rates of attempted and completed 

vehicle thefts per 1,000 vehicles owned w~re substantialiy greater for 

renters than for owners. For completed vehicle thefts, the rate for 

renters was 36 as compared to 20 for owners; 'likewise for attempted 

vehicle thefts, the rate for renters was 15 while that for owners was 

nine. 

Attempted And Completed Household Victimization 

The proportions of household victimizations which are 'actually 

completed are shown for eacJ:t of the subcategories of household victim-

ization by race of the head of, the househol-d in Table 4.9. The race-

total figures while not appearing in Table 4.9, but derivable from 

that table, d~monstrate that for each type of household victimization 

that the vast majority of the victimizations were .completed:' 75 percent 

of th~ burglaries, 91 percent of the larcenies, and 71 percent ef the 
13 

vehicle thefts. Of course, in burglaries and vehicle thefts--since 

motor vehicles and household premises are more likely to be locked--
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Table 4.9 

Percent Distribution Of Completed And Attempted Household Victimizations;By Race Of Head a 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

C Compl,eted, Attemllted Total 
"-

Burglary 
76% 24% 100% 

White (99,077) (31,381) (130,458) -- - - ~-
IIlack(Other 74% 26% 100% 

(65,057) (22.807) (87,864) 

Larceny 
91% 9% 100% 

White (313,049) (29,748) (342.797) - - - - ~-
Black/Other 90% 101, 100'; 

(103.427) (11,569) (115,nOO) 

Vehicle Theft 68~ 3'-1., 100~ 
White (27,505) (12,1156) (40,361) -- - '-- - ~-

Black/Other 751, 25% , 1001. 
(18,938) (6,384) (25,322) 

Total Housebold Incidenta 86% 14~ 100% 

White ~~631} ~3,2!a ...w3,609) 

Black/Other 82% 18% ,100% 
(187,422) • (40,760) (228,186) 

" 

a Subcategor1:ea .. ,. not .,. to total due to roUDding. 
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more often than in larceny of property, attempts are likely to 1ea'li'e,\\~ 

physical evidence such as broken windows or locks. Thus, the lower 

completion rates for burglaries and vehicle theft may reflect, in 

h 1~ke1ihood that attempts will have become known to part, t e greater .. 

o 0 0 i Except for vehicle theft where the respondent in these v~ctLm~zaons. 

black/others showed a slightly higher completion rate than whites 

(75 percent vs. 68 percent), the rates of completion for household 

victi.mizations'were virtuaqy identical for the two racial groups. 

When these data are further broken down by income (table not pre-
r-

sented), although some additional variability emerges, the proportions 

of completed household victimizations remain relatively homogeneous 

across income groups within subcategories of household victimizations. 

Larceny is mostomogeneous ~n _ ~s • h . 0 thO regard Among whites, the range 

of com'pletiofi rates for larceny was from 91 percent in the four middle 

income groups to 94 percent in the highest income groups; among black/ 

others, the completion rates for larceny ranged from 86 percent in the 

highest income group, to 92 percent in the lowest. 

For both whites and black/others, rates of completion for burglary 

were very similar for all income groups und.er $25,000--ranging from 73 

percent to 79 percent; however, in both racial groups the rates for 

those with family incomes of $25,000 and over were slightly higher--

84 percent for the whites and 83 percent for the black/others. 

I 

~87 

Contrary to the differences which emerge for burglary, in vehicle 

thefts there was a tendency for those of both racial groups in the lower 

income brackets to suffer higher proportions of completed vehicle 

thefts. Among the Whites there was a gradual decline in the rate of 

completed vehicle thefts from 78 percent in the lowest income group, 

to 70 percent·in the $3,000-$7,499 group, to 66 percent in the $7,000 

and over income groups. Among the black/others. the pattern was more 

jagged; although the $10,000-$14,999 income group showed the highest 

propDrtion of completed vehicle thefts (80 percent), the lowest income 

group showed a rate of completion (77 percent) which exceeded that of 

the highest income group (64 percent). In summary, although some differ-

ences for burglary and vehicle theft have been noted, the completed 

versus attempted proportions did not show dramatic variation across 

race and income categories. 

By way of sunnnary, 60 percent of the total household victimization 

rates in the eight city aggregate were found to be accounted for by 

larcenies, 30 percent burglaries, and ten percent motor vehicle thefts. 

For the eight city aggregate, households headed by black/others had 

rates of burglary and vehicle theft yictimization (per 1,000 households) 

which were greater than those for households headed by whites; on the 

other hand, White households had higher rates of household larceny than 

" 
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did black/other households. While the racial findings with respect 

to differences in the rates of burglary and vehicle theft (per 1,000 

households) held generally within the individual cities, the direction 

of the racial differences in larceny rates varied from city to city. 

These findings with respect to racial differences generally maintain 

when income is controlled. That is, in the eight city aggregate, within 

most income groups the overall findings of higher rates of burglary 

and vehicle t~left for bla,ck/other, than for white, households are also 

observed; likewise, in most income groups, white households had higher 

rates of larceny victimization than did blac·k/ other households. Once 

again, however, while the racl\1\l differences for burglary and vehicle 

theft maintained within income categories for most of the individual 

Impact Cities, the racial differences for larceny were not consisten,t 

across the individual cities. 

Rates of household victimization by larceny, burglary, and vehicle 

theft were found, in general, to increase with income. The property 

of higher income households is presumably more attractive to thieves 

than is the property of lower income households, and this greater 

attractiveness may well account for the direct relationship between 

rates of household victimizat~on and income. In connection with income 

it is also worth noting that ;rates of household larceny--especially that 
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which occurred "elsewhere"--increased most substantially with income. 

This finding is probably partly a result of the fact that higher income 

households have more goods per household which may be stolen; hence, 

since the rates are calculated per 1,000 households, higher income 

households may simply have more goods at risk. It might also be ex­

pected that persons from households with higher incomes are more mobile 

than those from households with lower incomes, and hence the property 

of the former may be more often at risk "elsewhere" than the property 

of the latter. 

Household victimizations were also found to decrease markedly with 

the age of the head of household--especially rates of larceny (particularly 

"elsewhere" larceny) and vehl."cle theft'. Th f" d· ese l.n l.ugs may be related 

to both the greater mebility of y' ounger ' d h persons an t_~ more property 

they are likely to have at~risk, in comparison to older persons. For 

example, rates of vehicle theft--which (as will be shown below) dis­

proportionately occurs away from the owner's home--may be greater f~r 

younger families, in part, because they may be more mobile than older 

families. In addition, the riumber of toys and household belongings 

available to be stolen from the household property (in the yard and in 

front of the hgme) maY'be greater for younget', than older, families; 

again, the property at ,risk may account for some of the age-related 

differences in larceny'~ rates. 
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When household victimizations ~ere examined according to whether 

the housing unit was owned or rented, white and black/other owners were 

found to have higher rates of larceny than their renting counterparts. 

The fact that these larceny rate differences were greater for thefts of 

items worth less than $50 than for items worth more tha~ $50, again 

suggests that owners--who disproportionately more often have their own 

yards, porches, and so on--may have more property lying about and avail­

able for larceny. Although ownership versus.rental was found to be 

related to rates of household victimization, the number of units .in 

the structure in which the household was located, was not systematically 

reldted. 

The rate of vehicle theft (per 1,000 households) for white owners 

was smaller than for white renters, but the rate of vehicle theft for 

black/other o~~ers. was greater than for renters. This difference is 

accounted for by the high vehicle theft rate for black/other owners, 

which was more than double the rate for white owners. 

Finally, the number of persons in the household was found to be 

closely related to the rates of household victimizat;ions, especially 

to larceny and vehicle theft rates (per 1,000 households). As the 

number of persons increases, so did the rates of household victiin'iza-

tions. With regard to larceny, mor~ persons per household would be ex­

pected to be associated with more goods per household and more goods 

t J . 
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at risk. Likewise it would be expected that more persons per household 

would be associated with more vehicles per household. Hence, since 

rates of larceny and vehicle theft (per 1,000 households) were based 

on the number of households, rather than the amount of property at risk, 

a built-in artifactual difference may have been partially rep,ponsible 

for this finding. 

In concluding this summary it should be noted that household 

characteristics were, overall, not found to be strongly related to the 

rates of completion of household victimizations. 

Now that an overview of the variations in rates of household 

victimizations across households with various characteristics has been 

presented, attention will turn to the circumstances surrounding house­

hold victimizations; namely, the place and time of occurrence. 

, 
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Place And Time Of Occurrence Of Household Victimization 

Table 4.10 shows the distribution of place of occurrence of household 

victimizations. As would be expected on the basis of the nature of the var-

ious types of household victimiziations, the place of occurrence.ds quite 

variable across the subcategorie13 of household victimizations. 
. 14 

By the definition used herei.n, burglary involves an entJ;'lY. into the 

household premises by a person who did not live there and who had no right 

to be there. Hence, it is not sUl=prising that all of ,the burgl.ries took 
. 15 

;',place either inside the home or at a vacation home. 

Relatively few household larc\~nies, on the other. hand,·takeplace with-

in the home. Again, by definition, a theft from the. home would ':'only be cate-

gurized asa la'rceny if conunitted by someone who had a right .to be there-

such as a visitor or a workman. Larcenies near the home would likely include 

thefts of lawn furniture, outside ornaments, and personal prope~~y (e.g. 

bicycles, lawn mowers, tools, etc.) left outside~ Larcenies e~~where would 

include the thefts (occut'1:ing away from home) of any object$ nO.~.lin thre po-

session of the victim at the time of the theft. 

Most household larce'nies occurred either near home or in ag, open public 

place such as a street~ park, or field. Although the household larcenies 

of it~s'W'Qrth l.essthan $50 and those worth $50 or more have s::J.milar place-

of-occur,rence distributions, the latter were more likely to h1Ive occurred 

in open public places (43 percent vs. 34 percent) and ins1:ge the home (nine 

vs. ffvepercent) and less likely to have occurred inside.school (three p~r-. 

cent vs. ten percent). Overall then, about four out of ten'larcenies occurred 
'~ -\ 

near or actually inside of the home, while the remainder occurred elsewhere; 
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,Burglary 

Larceny-Total 

Under $50 

$50 Or Mor.· 

Vehicle Theft 

Total idusehold Incident. 
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Table 4.10 

Place Of Occurrence Of,Bouaebold Incidentsa 
Bi8bt Iapact Citie.: ~8re8ate 

AREA OF OCCURRENCE 

Indde Vacation Near Inside Non- Street. 
Bome Bolle BoIae ReddenUal Park. Etc. 

DuUdin8 

97% 3% 0% 0% 0% 
(212.100) (5.910) (0) (0) (0) 

7% 1% 33% 10% 38% 
(30.160) (2.680) (148.890) (44.960) (176.070) 

5% 1% 35% 11% 34% 
(1\3.960) (1.600) (89.950) (28.100) i- (8~0) 
~- ~ - . - - ~ -

9% 1% 3.Q% 9% 43% 
(12.050) (990) (42.470) (12.580) (60 180) 

1% 0% 26% 2% 69% 
(820) (120) (17.240) (1.050) (45.500) 

33% 11 22% . 6% ' 30% 
(243.080) (8.720) (166 100) (46 010) l221 570) 

b 

Ineide Elsewhere 
School 

0% 0% 
(O) (0) 

7% 5% 
(32.790) (20.820) 

10% • 4% 
, (26.510) 
.~ - _(l~O) 

3% 6% 
(3.520) (8.510) 

0% 1% 
(130) (660) 

4% 3% 
(32 910) (21 460) 

~an1.s 1D which th • .-out of .10 •• ".. not aac.r~a1Dacl are DOt shown .. paretel,. but are :lncludacl 1D the total 
bouaabold nctiaiaaUoD cateaory. " 

" 
, ;1 

.. 

" 

. 

Not 
IAscertainee 

0% 
l290) 

0% 
(1.410) 

0% 

r-- ~) 

0% 
(430) 

0% 
(180) 

0% 
(1 900\ 

Total 

100% 
(218 310) 

100% 
(457.780) 

100% 
_(25~0) 

100% 
(140.740) 

100% 
(65.680) 

100% 
(741 jiO\ 
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of those larcenies occurring elsewhere, ,about two out of three occurred in 

open public places. 

Vehicle theft, in part because of its nature, shows a distinctive place-

of-occurrence distribution. About seven out of ten vehicle thefts took place 

in an open public place and the bulk of the remaining v.ehicle thefts 'occur-

red near home. Thus it appears that vehicles may.well be better protected 

near the home wnere a garage and/or the owner and neighbors ~ay be in a po-

sition to keep a watch on the vehicle. 

Briefly swmnarj.zing, burglary was the only household victimization 

which took place entirely at or near home. Six out of ten household lar-

cenies and seven out 'of ten vehicle thefts occurred away from home; most of 

these lIelsewherell vict,hqizations occurred in an open publ;i.c place. 

Time Of Occurrence 

Of all household v:,ictimizations (Table 4.11), about halfwere:;-eported 

to have occurred between 6 pm 'and, 6 am, about four-tenths between 6 am and 

6 pm, and the remaining one-tenth were reported to have occurred 5.1;: an un-

known time. An examination'of the sub-categories of ' household victimization 
\ 

reveals that burglaries were more likely to have occurred at an unknown 

time (15 percent), larcenies next most lik~ly (ten percent), and vehicHe 

thefts least likely to have occurred at an unknown time (tour percent). 
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luralary,. 

Lucany - Total 

Under $50 

$50 Or More 

Vebicle Theft 

Table 4.11 

TUie Of Oecqrrence Of Rou .. bold Incidenu a 
Eizbt I.act Cities: A~srqate 

TIME or OCCURJlENC! 

6_-6.- 6 .... 6 .. Don't 
bow 

39% 46% ' 15% 
(85,540) (99,.720) (32,290) 

39% 51% 10% 
(179,750) (231,190) (44,630) 

42% 46% 11%' 
~9,~ ..illo,~ ~.5~ 

'36% 55% R~ 
(50,490) (77,600) (It ,890) 

22% 731. 41-
(14.:::30) (48,210) (2,680) 

Total Housebold Incidents 38% 51% 111-
(279.630) (379.100) (79,590) 

b 

Not Total 
~certained 

0% 100% 
(760) (218,310) 

0% 100% 
(2,230) (457,800) 

0% 100% 
~,olli.. 

11. 
(259,450) 
t--l0~ 

(780) (140,760) 
1% 100~ 

(460) (65,6110) 

0% 100% 
(3,450) (741,790) 

Larcenies in which the 80unt of 10 .. vae DDt .. certained are not shown .. parately but are included in the total 
bouaehold vict1aization cateaory. 
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Of those h.ousehold victimizations occurring at a known time~6more 

than half in each subcategory occurr~d at night (6 pm to 6 am). Vehicle 

theft (77 percent), substantially more often than either larceny (56 percent) 

or burglary (54 percent), is an offense which occurs disproportionately 

d~ring the nighttime. Finally, before leaving Tab Ie 4.·11 

noting thatl'larc~nies of $50 or more were more likely than larcenies of . 
// 

less than $50 to have occurred at night (61 percent vs. 52 percent). 1/ 

As Table 4.-12 indicates, household victimiz'ations which occurred at hc.lme 

have different distributions of time of occurr~nce than those household vilctim-

izations which occurred elsewhere. Vehicle thefts ?ccurring elsewhere werEI· 

more likely to have occurred during daylight hours than were vehicle thefts 

occurring at home (26 percent vs. 11 percent) •• In the larceny category, 

thefts of items worth $50 or more which occurred elsewhere were only slightly 

more likely than those which occurred at home to have occurred during the 

daytime (39 percent vs. 30 percent); the corresponding comp~rison for 

items worth less than $50 shows that larcenies occurring elsewhere were 

much more likely than those occurring at home to have taken place during 

. daylight hours (52 percent VS. 28 percent). 

Thus, vehiole thefts occ~rring elsewhere Qecurred disproportionately 

during the daytime, since this is the time vehicles are probably most 

likely to have been away from home. Those vehi~le thefts occurring at 

home occurred at night, when the owner and other neighborhood residents were 

less likely to have the vehicle in view; much the same explanation could 

account for the differences in time of occurrence between at-home and 
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Table 4~ 12 

Tillie Of Occurrence Of Household Inc1dent8~'Taking Place At Home And Elsewhere a 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

TIME OF OCCURRENCE . 
6811-6pm 6pm-6am Don't Know Not Total . ~, Ascertained 

Burglary 39% 46% 14% 0% 100% 
At HOlle ~83~ (97,250) r-(30,330) f--

(720) (212,120) 
I- - ,........ -

Elsewhere 
28% • '40% 32% 1% 100% 

(1,710) (2,490) (1,960) (40) (6,190) 

Larceny - Total 28% 58% 14% 0% 100% 
At Home (49,680) (103,780) .--(2~0) ~O) t-!179,020) 

~'- ~- t--
47% 46% 7% 0% 100% 

Elsewhere (130,090) (127,380) (19,920) (1,350) (278,770) 
Under $50 

28% . At Home 55% 17% 0% 100% 
(28,670) (51,670) 1--(17~) f--

Q2,.0) ~103~'-
f--oe - I--- -

Elsewhere 
52% 407- 7% 0% 100% 

(80,920) (62,,620) (11,330) (590) (155,550) 

$50 Or More 30% 59% 10% 1% IOOl' ;, 
At Home (16,460) (32,140) (5,520) (400) (54,520) 

f--O ~ I-- - I-- - t-- - !-- -
Elsewhere 39% 53% .. 7% 0% 100% 

(34 000) (45.470) -(6.370) , (370) (86 210) 

Vehicle Theft 11% 84% 5% 0% 100% 
At Home (1,970) (15,180) (S50) (70) (18,070) 

r- - t--- - - - -- ~-
Elsewhere 

. 26% 69% 4% 1% 100% 
(12.370) (33.030) (1 830) (390) (47 620) 

Total HousehDld Incidents 33%' 53;; lliX u;r; 100;; 
At Home -ill5,~ _.Q16,210) ---iSS, 870) _(1,.630), ~9,2002 

,43% " 49% 7% 1% 100% 
, ~!iewhere (144 160). (162,900) (23,720) (1.810\ (332.590) 

a Larcenies in whir~ tne amount of lo,s was not 'ascertained are not shown separately but are included in the total 
hou~ehold vii:t:iJllization category. ',', 
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elsewhere larcenies of items worth less than $50. 

For burglari~s, those occurring elsewhere were more likely than those 

occurring at home to take place at an unknown time (32 percent vs. 14 per-

cent), which would be expected, since vacation homes are likely to be un-

attended for- longer periods of time. ~e apparent difference between the 

proportion of elsewhere vs. at-home burglaries occurring during daylight 

hours is accounted for to some extent by the different proportions of 

those respective types of burglaries which occurred .at unknown times. 

If only those burglaries occurring at known times are included, those at-

home were only slig~tly more likely than those elsewhere to have occurred 

between 6 am and 6 pm (46 percent vs. 40 percent). 

Consequences Of Household Victimization 

All victims of household incidents were asked the vCilt~e of the property 

stolen, the cost of damage aone, the method by which the value of the 
. //\\ 

stolen property was decided upon, and the method of recoyery, if any. 
~. _ .. ,,·c. 

In Table 4·~·ll the amount of loss for each ~'u~category of household vic-
(I, \\ 

timization is reported by r.ace. For both whites and black/others, it is 

apparent that there is,considerabl~ variation--across the subcategories of 

household victimization--in the value of the property stolen. The majority 

of larcenies suffered by both racial groups, but almost nQne of the vehicle 

thefts, involved property worthlless than $50; burglaries resulted in losses 
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Table 4.13 

Value Of Property Stolen In'Household Victimizations, By Race Of Heada 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY 

:1 
, 

None ' $1-9 $10-49 $50-99 $100-249 $250-999 

;--~" 1% 8% 22% 1S% 21% 21% 

White 
(460) (6,850) (18,680) (12,260) (17.640) (11,280) -- - ---------~-- ---

B1ack-other 0% 4% . 13% 13% 22% 34% 
(230) (2,060) (7,550) (7,830). (12,760) 09;710) 

1% 24% 39% 16% 12% 4% 
(2,140) (74,730) (122,030) (50,090) (38,110) (13,040) 

white I-- _.- f ------ ....... _- - -- ---
Black-Dther, 1% 1.7% 40% 20% 12% 4% 

(1.240) (17,530) (41,760) (20,390) (12,430) (4,120) 

9% 0% 1% 2% 11% 45% 

White (40) (100) (190) (430) (2.920) (12,320) --- -'-- i-- -- -- - --- ---
Black:-Other 0% 0% 1% 1% 7% 41% 

(0) (30) (180) (180) (1,350) (7,730) 

Total Household Incidents 1% 19% 33% 15% 14% 10% 
, 

(2,670) (81,~60) (140,880) (62,780) (58,670) (42,670) 
White, ~ ........ ..,. 

-~- ....... 
__ .a;- --- ..... -- - --~-

1% 11% 27% 16% 15% 18% 
i? m.aclt-Dther - (1,490) (19,610) (49,490) (28,370) (26,580) (31,610) 

a , 
Subcatesoriea .. y Dotaua, to total due ,to rouadiDI. 

----------'- ~-- -----

Not $1,000 or Ascertained More Total 

8% 4% 100% 
(7,000) (3,~10» (83,360) --- t-- -- ---9% 5% 100% 
(5,340) (2 .~20~) (58,190) 

1% 3% 100% 
.,(1,880) (10,930) (313,030) 

--- --- ---
r q 
" 1% 5% 100% 
11 
,I ~ " 

(650) (5,330) (103,430 i; 
[~ 

39% 3% 100% 
(10,710) (800) (27,500) 

jl~ 
1,; 
!i --- -- - ---45% 5% 100% 

(8,460) (950) (18,880) 

. 
t~ 

~ 
i 
,f 

5% 4% 100% r 
(19,590) (14,&50) (423,1100 ---1---- ~--

I 
I 

8% 5% 100% 
(14,460) (8,930) (180,560 
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of property of intermediate amounts. 

For household victimization as a whole, more than half of the victimi-

zations sU.ffered by whites but less than four out of ten of those suffered 

by black/others resulted in property worth less than $50; at the other ex-

treme, fewer than one out of six household victimizations of whites and more 

than one 'out of four household victimizations of black/others involved loss-

es of property worth $250 or more. 

An examination of the subcategories of household victimization reveals 

that most of the difference between the two racial groups was accounted for 

by different property losses in burglaries. White victims of burglary had 

property worth less than $50 stolen in 31 percent of the victimizations 

while the comparable figure for black/others was 17 percent; white victims 

of burglary had property worth more than $250 stolen in 29 percent of the 

'victimizations and black/other victims of burglary had property of this' 

value stolen in 43 percent of the victimizations. Although these differ-

ences for burglary do emerge, no such differences are evident for larceny 

or vehicle theft. In larcenies, about three out of five victimizations 

in each racial group resulted in property of less than $50 being stolen, 

while only about one out of 20 lar,t;:eny victimiZations in each raci'al group 
{; 

resulted in property of $250 or more being stolen. Likewise, only about 

14 percent of the white and nine percent of the b~ack/other vehicle thefts 

resulted in property of less than $250 being stolen. 

a j 
! 

i \ 
! 

'. 

In addition to the losses suffered by the theft of the property itself, 

there were also losses incurred by damage done in the course of the victimi-
17 

zation. Table 4.14 shows that in burglaries, 47 percent of those suffered 

by white households and 62 percent of those suffered by black/other house­

holds, involved property damage. This d1fference between racial groups in 

percent of victimizations involving property damage narrows for the crime 

categories of vehicle theft and larceny. The respective figures for the two 

:acial groups are 49 percent and 46 percent for 'vehicle theft and 16 percent 

and 17 percent for larceny. Of all three types of victimization, larceny 

shows the lowest incidence .of property damage, a circumstance which is ex~ 

pected given the nature of the crime. Of those victimizations in which 

damage occurred, vehicle theft resulted in the greatest proportion of vic­

timizations in which the amount of damage was $50 or more; for none of the 

categories of household victimizations were there racial differences in the 

amount of damage. 

I' 

In household victimizations in which property was stolen, 'victims may 

have recovered some or all of the property itself, or some or all of the value 

of the property through insurance. Table 4.15 shows that partial or full 

recovery of property stolen was realized in one-quarter of the household 

victimizations. The percentage, however, varied dramatically across the 

three major subcategories of household victimization,. In only 20 percent f,f 

of the larcenies and in only 24 percent of the burglaries, but in 83 percent 

\ of the vehicle thefts was Some rJ~overy realized. 

It is, clear from Table 4.16 that -- for each/major type of household victimi-
~j 
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Table 4.14 

Property D ... ge In Household Victimizations. By Race Of Heada 

Eight ~pact Cities: Aggregate 

VALlJE OF DAMAGE 

Total Percent Total Don't )(now. $1-49 $50-99 
lncidenta With With 

::. Dau,e Damage 
---- .- -'~.-'<-' --_. 

Burglary 47:i: 100% 
White 130.450 (61,410) (61.410) 

Black/other 62% . 100% 
87. 860 (54,480) (54,480) 

Larceny 16% 100% 
White 342,190 (53,010) (53.010) 

. 'Black/Other 115,000 
17% 10.0% 

(19,460) (19.460) 
Vehicle Theft 491 100% 

White 40,370 (19,820) (19.820) 

Black/Other 4.6% 100% 
25,320 (11,630) (11.630) 

Total 8ou.~old V:!.cc1z:I1zaC1ons 26% 100% White 513,610 (134,250) (134.250) 

Black/Other " 38%, 100% 
228,17.0 (85.580) (8S,580) 

a . 
Subcategories "7 DOt .. to total d... to nunda •• 

N o 
en 

No Cost 

30% 51% 5% 
(18.550) (31.070) (3.040) 

34% 47% 4% 
(18.650) (25.520) (2.300) 

23% 55% 9% 
(12,080) (29.2,50) (4,600) 

27% 48% 10% 
(5,240) (9,340) (2,030) 

18% 38% 9% 
(3.600) (7.620) (1,870) 

19% 31% 11% 
(2,200) (3.660) (1,330) 

25% 51% 7% 
(34,220) (67.950) (9.500) 

30% 45% 7% 
(26,060) (38,560) (5.660) 

$100-249 $250 Or 
Hare 

4% 2% 
(2.430). (1.030) 

2% 2% 
(1.140) (940) 

5% 1%-
(2.650) (760) 

4% 2% 
(830) (360) 

13% 15% 
(2.610) (2.990) 

13% 15% 
(1,540) (1,740) 

6% 4% 
(7,720) (4.780) 

4% 4% 
(3,540) (3,060) 

, 

Noc: 
AScertained 

9% 
(5.280) 

11% 
(5.920) 

7% 
(3.660) 

8% 
(1,630) 

6% 
(1.150) 

10% 
(1,120) 

8% 
(10.110) 

10% 
(8 650) 
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Table 4.15 

Household VictiDizations , By Method Of Recovery Of Stolen PropertyA 
Eight Impact Citie.: AUras.ta 

H!THOD OF REC(,)VERY 

Total Percent With Total With . Inaurance Other 
Recovery Recovery 

24% 100% 54% 42% 
141,54.0 (34,000) (34.000: ) (1~.240 ) <14.310) 

20% 100% 41% 56% 
416.320 (81.290;) (81,290 ) (33.650 ) (45.390) 

83% ;) ';tOO% 15% 66% 
46,440 (38.320 ) (38.320 ) (5.810 ) (25.100) 

Total Hou.ehold Victimizations 25% 100% 38% 55% 
604.290 (153.590 ) (153.590 )" (57,680 ) (84.820) ;"1 

• Subcategories may Dot SUII to total due to rounding. 

" 

.. 

Both 

4% 
(1.340) 

3% 
(2.200) 

19% 
(7.190) 

7% 
(10,740) 

Not 
Aacertain_ 

0% 
(100») 

0%, 
(20» 

1% 
'(no) 

0% 
(350) 
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Table 4.16 

Percentages ?f Household Victimizations In Which There/Was Partial 
Or Full Recovery. By Value Of Property Stolena 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY 

$1-49 $50-99 $100-249 $250-999 
$l,OOO'or Not 
More Ascertained 

. 
1l:t 16% 22% 26% 47% 67% 
(35',140) (20,120) (30,400) (37,000) (12,350) (5,880) 

12% 20% 29% 31% 38% 75% 
(256.050) (70.460) (50,550) (1:7.],80) (2,530) (16,270) 

-
36% 70% 73% 8U 88% 76% 
(500) (600) (4.310) (20.070) (19.180) (1.770) 

12:&: 20% 29% 42% . 70% 73% 
(291.670) (91,160) (85,260) (74,270) (34.050) (23.880) 

Total 

24% 
(140,890) 

19% 
(413.050) 

82% 

(46.360) 

25% 
(600,300) 

• Exclude. thos., cas •• where th.9alU. of ato1en property W •• "DOne", .ub categories _y not sua to total due to roundina. 
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ization--there is a monotonic increase in the proportion of victimiza.tions 

resulting in recovery, as the value of the p~operty stolen increases. In 

one out of ten burglaries of ttems worth $1-49, in one out of four burglaries 

of items worth $250-$999, and in ne&rly ane out of two burglaries of items 

worth $1,000 or more, some rec'overy was realized. Although the variations 

are less pronounced. for· larceny and for vehicHe theft, similar patterns can 

be observed for these victimizations as well. 

Table 4,.,17 presents these same data except that households have been 

dichotomized by the race of the head. Although the racial differences for 

vehicle theft and larceny are generally small, differences for burglary are 

apparent. Twenty-nine percent of all white households, but only 17 percent 

of all black/other households which were victimized by burglary realized some 

recovery. In the larger loss categories this racial difference was even more 

pronounced. While 40 percent of the white households suffering burglaries 

in which the losses wer.e $250-$999 recovered some of the value of the prop­

erty stolen, only 15 percent of their black/o'ther counterparts were as for-

tunatlr; for burglaries of items worth $1,000 or more, 58 percent of the white 

householfls., but only 33 percent of the black/other households, reUized 

some property recovery. 

One reason for the race differential in property recovery is suggested 

by Table 4rlS. From this table it is clear' that black/other households 

which were victimized by burglary and 1arceny recovered property stolen in these 
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Table 4.17 

Percentages of Household Victimizations in Wilich There Was Partial 
Or Full Recovery, By Value of Property Stolen sad Race of Heada 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY 

$1,000 or 
$1-49 $.50-99 $100-249 $25:>-999 Hore 

12% 20% 31% 40~ 58% 
White (25.530) (12.260) (17.640) (17.280) (7,000) 

fo--- ~-- - ----- ~-.-
10% 9% 11% 15% 33% 

Black/Other (9.610) (7.830) (U,760) (19,710) (5,340) 

13% 24% 34i 36% 42% 
lJhite (196.770) (50.090) (38.110) (13.040) (1.880) ---~--1------~- -9% 12% 14% 17% 26% 

Black/Other ~59.290) (20,390) (12.430) (4.120) (650) 

50% 77% 80% 82% 90% 
White (290) (430) (2.920) (12.320) (10.710) --- -- - --- ~-- --~ 

20% 72% 57% 78% 87% 
Black/Other (210) (180) (1,350) I (7.730) (8,460) 

Total Household Incidents ll% 2l% 35% 51% 74% 
White (222.540) (62.780) (58,670) (42,67.0) (19,590) 

~-- ---~-- ------9% 12% 15% 31% 64% 
Bb,f:k/Other (69.100) (28.370) (26,580) (31.610), (14.460) 

Not 
Ascertained Total 

63% 29% 
(3,210) (8:a,900) --- ---

72% 11% 
(2.670) (57,960) 

75% 20% 
(10.930) (310,890) --- ---

74% 14% 
(5.330) (102.190) 

75% 84% 
(800) (27,460) --- ----

79% 80% 
(950) (18.880) 

72% 26% 
(14,950) (421.230) --- ---74% 22% 
(8.930) (179.070) 

a 
i.xcludea thoae c .... where the value of atol~~perty vaa llnoDe II; subcategories "Y DOt a. to total due to 1'0UDI1:lq. 
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Table 4.18 

Houaehold Incidents, By Method, Of Recovery Of Stolen Property 
ADd Race Of Heeda 

Eight !.pact CIUel.: Aaaregate 

! 

METHOD OF RECOViIlY 

Total lFercen. wid Total nlurance Other_ 
iIlecovery Recovery 

29% 100% 60% 35% 
lihite 83,360 ( 24,170) ( 24,170) U4,540) ( 8,520) 

Black/Other 17% 100% 38% 59% 
58,150 ( 9,830) ( 9 830) ( 3.710) ( 5.770) 

21% 100% 44% . 51% 
White 312,980 ( 66,630) (66.630) ( 29.600) ( 34,190) 

Black/Other 15% 100% 26% 72% 
}'03-,340 ( 15,650) ( 15,650) ( 4,040) U1,230) 

, 
" '84% . 100% 16% 62% . White 

27,500 ( 23,180), (23,180) ( 3,800) (14,440 ) 

Black/Other· 
; 

80% 100% ,13% 70% 
18,940 ( 15,140) (15,140) " ( 2,030) UO,670) 

Total HousehOld Incidenta 27% 100% 42% 51% 
[g1,2J 980) White' 423.840 (112,980) (47.920) (57,170 ) 

: . 22%- 100% 24% 68%-
Black/Other 180,440 ( 40,590) ~ AO,590) (9.750) <27.670) 

a 
Subcategoriea -1 not a. to total due to_ ~UIIIllD1~ 

. 
Both Not 

A:scertained 

4% 0% 
( 1,060) ( 40) 

3% 1% 
( 280) ( 60) 

3% 0% 
( 1,840) ( 20) 

2% 0% 
(380) ( 0): 

' 21% 1% . 
( 4.830) ( 130) 

' 16% 1% 
( 2,370) ( 80) 

7% 0% 
" ( 7,700) ( 200) 

8% 0% 
( 3,050) ( 140) 
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crimes through insurance proportionately less often than ,white households. For 

burglary, 60 percent of the white househol~s but only 38 percent of the black/ 

other households which recovered some property va~ue, made such a recovery 

h 
. th comparable figures for larceny are 44 percent' and 26 throug 1nsurance; e , 

percent, respectively. 

SUMMARy, 

, 

By way of summarizing, vehicle thefts resulted in the greatest values 

of property ).oss and larceny in the least; values" of property ):.oss in burg-

lary were intermediate. Burglaries suffered by wi.ite-households resulted 
" 

" 

in ,smaller property losses than those suffered by 'black/other households. 
',I, ' 

In addition, burglaries of black/other households, more.often than burglaries 

of white households, resulted in some property damage. 

Recovery of property stolen in household victimizations varied dramatic­

ally by type of victimization; in most of the vehicle thefts,but in very 

few of the larcenies and burglaries was souie recovery realized. Within 

each category 'of household victimization"as the value,o~ the stolen proper­

ty increased, so did the proportion of victimizations resulting in full or 

partial recovery. This probably reflects the increasing likelihood that 

valuable property will be insured ~.and; i:f"Hnsured, that a c l,airitwill be filed; 
• .d' 

prop'rty is more easily identifiable and hence that more valuable stolen 

easier to recover; and that both the victim and police will probably exert 

greater'efforts to recover the property when it is otgreater value. 

~.;;~c, *~_~~.,.~~_ ....... _ 
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In burglaries, white households have a greater rate of recovery than 

do black/other ,households, in spite of the fact" that the latter, overall, 

lost more valuable property in burglaries than did the former. This is 

accou~ted for, in part, by the finding that black/others recover property 

by insurance in both burglary and larceny in a smaller proportion of victim­

izations than do their white counterparts; however, in vehicle thefts, black/ 

oth~rs and whites recover property by insuran~e to about the same extent. 

In conclusion, black households not only suffered higher rates of burglary, . 
but when burglary did occur it resulted in higher property losses, more 

damage, arid less recovery. 

While the results presented up to this point have been/confined to the , i' , 

data from the household portion of the survey, the next ch~pter turns to 

data collected in the business portion of the survey. TI1e chapter on 

business victimization will also address the qu.estions 170f how much busin~ss 

victimization there is, what the characteristics of businesses suffering 

victimization are, what the circumstances surrounding victimization are, 

and what the consequences of victimization are. 

----------~- --
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Footnotes 

1 -, ' 
In some previous publications prepared by the Bureau of the Census 

Analysis Unit, under contract to LEAA's Statistics Division, the "elsewhere" 
larcenies have been designated' "larcenjes without contact" and included 
as personal victimization. 

2While this procedure has some advantages--especially in providing 
a better measure (than counts of individuals) of the "population at risk", 
particularly for burglary and motor vehicle theft--there are disadvantages 
as well. Larceny from the property may depend not only on the number 
of households at risk, but also the amount of removable property around the 
household premises. The amount of such property may, in turn, be corre­
lated with the number of persons. in the household. Similarly, the num-
ber of motor vehicles available for theft are not constant across various 
types of households. These problems will be discussed in the text below. 

3Hereinafter, household victimizations will be reported without 
repeating' "per 1,000 households" each time a rate is given. The reader 
may assume that household \TictimizatiDn rates are per 1,000 households 
unless otherwise noted. 

4It should be recalled here that vehicle theft rates are in rela­
tion to the number of households rather than the number of vehicles owned. 
Rates based on vehicle ownership will be discussed below. 

5A1though this finding generally holds both for "at home" and "else­
where" larcenies, the finding is substantially stronger for "elsewhere" 
than for "at home" larcenies. Across income categories "elsewhere" lar" 
cenies range from 64 tQ 316, 'lat home" larcenies range only from 71 to 
133. 

6A similar pattern was not found among the black/others where the 
burglary rate was higher in the $15,000-$24,999 income group than in the 
$25,000 or more income group (197 vs. 185). 

7As with black/others, among whites there was a greater increase in 
"elsewhere" than "at home" larcenies with income.. The rates of the former 
ranged from 72 in the lowest income group to 175 in the highest income 
group; "at home" rates ranged from 104 in the lowest, to 386 in the high­
est income group. 
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8 
Note that households headed by 12-19 year olds--the group showing 

the next lowest rate of vehicle theft victimization--constituted about 
two percent of the households headed by persons under 50 years of age. 
For the remaining 98 percent of the households headed by persons under 
So--namely those headed by persons 20-49--the rate of vehicle theft was 
nearly half again as great as the rate for those in the S0-64 year old 
group. 

9 
~arenthetically, it should be pointed out that among both owners 

and renters the burglary rate for black/others was about one and one-half 
times as large as that·for whites. 

10The number of larcenies--both those occurring at home and those 
occurring elsewhere--are likely to be cQrrelated with the number of persons 
in the household, because the number of persons is likely to be correlated 
with the property available for larceny. 

11 
See question 33 of Household Screen Questions, Page B-S. 

12 . 
~able 4-8 includes vehicle thefts which occurred in conjunction with 

personal Victimizations such as assaultive violence with theft and robbery 
without injury. In earlier tables and discussion of rates of vehicle thefts 
per 1,000 households, vehicle thefts occurring in conjunction with personal 
victimizations have not been included. 

-" 

l3As was the case for all tables before Table 4-8 all of the vehicle 
thefts in Table 4-9 are household victimizations--that is, thefts of ve­
hicles which did B2! occur in conjunction with a personal victimization. 

14 
See Table 1-6. 

l51f any building on the household's property is burglarized, the burg­
lary is recorded as having occurred at home. 

16 
These percentages can be derived from Table 4-11 by recomputing the 

row percentages when the "don't know/not ascertained" categories are ex~luded. 

17 Data not shown in tabular form indicate that the value amounts of 
property losse,s reported in the survey were determined in about half. of the 
household victimizations by the original cost of the property, in one-quarter 
of the household victimizations by the respondent's personal estimate ,of 
cost of the loss, and in one-eighth of the 'household victimizations by the 
cost of replacing and/or repairing the property. 
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Chapter V 

Business Victtmization 

Introduction 

Business victtmizations which fell into the scope of the survey 

were limited .to :burglary and robbery. Larcen1es--either in the form 

of employee tlleft or shop1ifting--and other crimes su~~ as malicious 

destruction of property were not deemed feasible for stuoy in the 

survey. 1 

In business victtmizations, as in household victimizations, there 

is no need to distinguish between incidents and victimizations since 

the business is construed to be the victim: Thus,regarciless of the 

number of employees who are confronted in a single robbery, the 

business has suffered one incident and one victimization. If an 

employee or customer is robbed of his (her) own personal property or 

injured in the course of the business victtmization, the individual has 

indeed been victimized as well as the business. However, such victimizations 

of individuals are picked up in the household portion .of the survey and 

counted as personal victimizations,and hence are not of central concern 

here. The point is that one business victimization is counted-when 

the business is robbed (or burglarized) regardless of the number of 
2' 

employees who may have been confronted by the offender. 

Because the business is construed as the victim iil all business" 

," .' '. 
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victimizations, rates of business burglary and robbery are reported 

in this chapter as rates per 1,000 businesses. As has been the 

convention in the previous two chapters, for ,ease in communication, 

rates per 1,000 will be reported without repeating the "per 1,000" 

each time a rate is reported. 

Table 5.1 shows the rates of burglary and rotibery of business 

victimizations in each of the eight Impact Cities. The rates of burg-

1ary and robbery--especially the 1atter--vary considerably from city 

to city. For burglary, Dallas, Portland, and Cleveland all e¥perienced 

370 or more fewer burglaries per 1,000 business establishments. At the 

other extreme, businesses in St. Louis and Baltimore experienced 530 or 

more--and those in Atlanta 74Q--burglaries per 1,000 busirtesses. 

In terms of rates of business robberies Po~tland, Dallas, and Cleveland are 

joined by Denver to mak~ up the cities with rates under 9Q, while the rate 

in Baltimore is more than half again as lArge--and the rate in Atlanta more 

than twice as large--as that in any of these four cities with the lowest 

rates. As it happened, the four cities with the lowest burglary rates 
. I 

were also the four cities with the low~st robbery rates. In each of the 

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

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

the burglary rate was more than five times the robbery rate. 
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Number Of Businesses 

Burglary 

Robbery 

Total CommercialVict1m1zation 

Table 5.1 

Estimated Rates (Per 1.000 Businesses) Of Business Burglary And Robberya 
Eight Impact Cities 

Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark 
,! 

20.700 34.600 31.000 46.600 25.200 19.200 

740 580 370 360 440 630 

160 140 80 50 50 100 

900 710 440 400 500 730 

Subcategories "7 Dot 818 to total due to rounding. 

Portland St. Louis 

22.000 24.300 

360 530 

40 90 

400 620 

...... _., 
T 

Aggregate 
Total 

223.680 
. 

480 

90 

570 

}--. 

o 

.\ 

." '. , 
1 
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What characteristics of businesses are .associated with high 

,rates of business victimization? Table ,5. 2 addresses this question. 

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

for retail businesses
3

(630) and next highest for manufacturing 

businesses (550). "Other" businesses, wholesale businesses, real 

estate businesses, and service businesses all showed similar and 

substantially lower rates of burglary victimization; for every ten 

bueinesses in these categclries about four burglaries occurred during 

the twelve-month period. 

By examining the rates of robbery sho~Tn in this table, it can 

be seen that only for reta~l businesses was the rate of robbery above 

that for total businesses. While there were 180 robberies for every 

1,000 retail business establishments, there were 50 or fewer robberies 

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

businesses; real estate businesses had an especi'ally small robbery 

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

this 'category. In!2!£, retail establishments had a combined burglary 

and robbery rate which wa~ abol,l.t 40·,percent greater than the rate for 

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

(810 vs. 580). 

---------------

, 
'. 

Because of the very high rates of victimization for retail businesses, 

it may be valuable .t<;> exami.nevictimizatlons by detailed type of retail 

4" . . . 
b-qsiness; these data are shown'in Table 5.3. An examination pf the 

,. 

eight-city aggregate burglary rates for the detailed kinds of retail 

businesses shows that these rates were relativelY homogeneous except 
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Table S.2 

E~t:lJlated Rates (Per 1,000 Businesses), Of Business Burglary ~ Robbery,By Type Of Business a 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

TYPE OF BUSINESS 

Retail Wholesale Real Service Manu- All 
.J!state facturing Other 

Number Of Businesses 
70,SOS 18,482 8,663 86,S40 l2,18S 27~30S 

Burglary 630 390 390 " 390 SSO 440 

Robbery 180 40 10 SO 30 40 

Total ~ustDeas Victiaization 
810 430 400 440 580 480 

a Subcstegories _,. DOt sua to total due to rouDdina. 

.. 

Total 

223,680 

480 

90 

570 
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Businesses 

Burglary 

Robbery , 

Total 
Business 
Victilllization 

, . 

Table 5.3 

Estimated:Rates (Per 1,000 Businesses) Of Business Victimization, B] Detailed Kind Of Retail Busineasa 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

c2 DETAILED Iq!ID OF RETAIL BUSINESSb 

Lumber, 
.. 

Food Eating and cGeneral Apparel Furniture Building, Automotive Gasoline, Drug and Liquor Other Group Drinking Merchan- Group and Appli- Hardware,· Group Serville Propr:tet- Stores 
Places didog BIlce Group Fat:ll Equip- Stations ary Stores 

Group ment aroup . 

11,620 16,164 4,547 5,701 3,085 1,430 5,133 5,341 1,64.1 2.726 13,111 
(~ 

f~~ , 650 (. 670 610 500 690 550 1,160 820 560 530 350 

" 

310 190 160 ,110 160 60 40 290 250 280 .. 80 

, " 
430 ) 960 860 770 600 840 . 620 1,200 1,110 810 820 ; 

p' 
" 

-~....-

c· 

a Subcategories may not sum to total due to rouri4ing. 

bse~ text for fuller description of categories under d~~~ed kind of retail budne .... 

" 
(1 

'-1 
! 

Total 

70,505 

630 

180 

800 

~ 

b 
l' ~\ 

.~ 

, 
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that the automotive group had a rate nearly double that of retail 

businesses as a whole (1,160) and gasoline and service stations 

also had an elevated rate (890), while "other" retail businesses 

had a very low rate of burglaries (350). 

The rates of robbery show substantially more variation. The 
( 

food group, gasoline and service,stations, liquor stores, and drug 

stores all show rates of robbery which are equal to, or greater than 

250. At the other extreme, the automotive group, the lumber, €tc. 

group, and the "other" retail businesses had robbery rates below 100. 

An examination of. the combined rates of burglary and robbery 

victimization r~veals . that, the ~\1tQPl9tive gropp, gasoline and serviee 

stations, ~d the food group had the highest rates of victimization; 

in fac:;t, in. the eight Impact Cities, there were more robberies and burg-

lar:i,el;lin these three categories combined" during the previous year than 

there were businesses in these categories. 

It is clear from Table 5.4 that the EXP£ of business is closely 

associated not only w:f,th the rates of both burglary and robbery, but 

also with the "mix" of robberies a!l.d burglaries suffered. Of the 

estimated 126,000 burglaries and robberies suffered by total businesses, 

Table 5"(4 shows that 85 percent were burglaries and 15 percent were 

robberies. However, someJ:;ypes of businesses show percentages substantially 

'discrepant f'rom these 'overall figures.. Reta;i.:!" businesses suffered,' the 

highest percentage of robbery victtmizstions (22 percent) suffered ~y 
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Table 5.4 

Percentage Of All Business Victillizations Which Are Burglary And Robber,rBy Type Of Busine •• a 
Eight I.pact Cities: Aggregate 

TYPE OF BUSINESS 

Retail Wholesale Real Service Manu- All 
Estate lac turing Other 

Burglary 78% 90% 99% 89% 95% 92% 
(44,209) (7,143) (3,376) (33.904) (6,660) (12,001) 

. 

Robbery 22% 10% 1% 11% 51 8% 
(12,540) (773) (51) (4,213) (364) (1,024) 

'. 

Tot~. Buaine •• Victimization 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(56,749) (7,916) (3,427) (38,117) (7,024) (ll,025) 

• Su~ateg9r1e8 .. y ~ot SUll to total due to rOUlldiuJ. 

w'_'" _ > ~~"h.' ., ..... ~_ . ' 

Total 

85% 
. ,(107,293) 

15% 
(18,965) 

100% 
(126,258) 

.\ 
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any type of business. In fact, of all robbery and burglary victimi-

zations suffered, the next highest percentages of these combined 

victimizations which were made up by robberies were 11 percent for 

service businesses and ten percent for wholesale businesses; at 

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

victimizations suffered by real estate businesses were robberies. 

Hence retail establishments not only had by far the highest rates 

of burglary and robbery, but also the highest proportion of total 

, victimizations which were robbery victimizations. Are there other 

characteristics of the businesses which are asso~iated with robbery 

and burglary vic timizall:ion? 

Receipt ~ize 

All respondents in the survey of businesses 'Were ~fJ~i' "wh~t 

wet'e your approximate sales of merchandi'se and/or receipts from 

ser-vices •• ~at this estaQllslur.ent" during the past calendar year? 

Responses were categorized ,as shown in Table 5'.5. The data i11 

this table show that the receipt' ~ize of businesses is not strongly 

related to the rate of victimization by burglary or robbery. For 

total businesses with annual receipts of $1,000,.000 or more, the 

burglary rate was 480 and the, robbery rate was 80. For total bus.inesses 

'\\ 
in the next three lower recel:pt size categories ($500,000-$999,999; 

"\, 
100,000-499,999; and $50,000-$99~99) the rates of burglary were between 
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Number Of Bu.ine •• e. 
0 ,- " 

Burglary 

" 

l4J»bery 

Total' ju.ine •• Vict1a1zat1oD 

a 

., .' 

Table S.S 

E.t:lJlated Rate. (Per 1,000 Budne •• e.) ',Of Businesa Burglary And Robbery, By Receipt Size a 

Eight ,Impact Cities: Asgregate 

RECEIPT SIZE 

No Under $10,000- $25,000- $50,000- $100,000- $500,000-
Sale. $10,000 24,999 49,999 99,999 499,999 999,999 

12,417 31,674 23,648 2,2,663 27.12S 40,685 12.770 .' 

450 SOO 510 440 520 S30 S30 

. 40 80 90 80 90 100 80 

\~90 S90 610 S20 610 630 ~10 

Subc.telorie ... y DOt .u. to total due to rOUDd~. 

$1.000,000 Not 
Or More . !Ascertained 

?? ~/.n ............ v 30,155 

480 3S0 

80 70 

( ... \ 

560 420 

, 

,\ 
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520 and 530, and the rates of robbery were between 80 and 100. The 

burglary rates for total 'businesses in the three' lowest receipt size 

categories ($25,000-$49,999; $10,000-$24,000;. under $10,000) were slight­

ly smaller (440, 510, and 50.0 respectively). than, and the robbery rates 

were about the same (80, 90, 80, respectively), as the rates in the 

larger receipt size groups. While total busin'esses with no sales had 
f 

a burglary rate (450) which was compa~ab1e to that of businesses with some 

sales, businesses with no sales had a robbery rate (40) which was half 

(or less) than that of all businesses with some sales. 

When these data were further broken down by type of business (not 

shown in table), receipt size was not found to be systematically ralated 

to the rate2f robbery or burglary victimization.within any of the type 
~/</ 

I;:::'" 

of bus;~ess groups. 
:~~~,:// 

In summary, while type of business was strongly associated with 

both the extent altd the "mix" of victimization, receipt size--even when 

type of business w~s controlled--was associated with neither the extent 

nor the "mix" of burglary and robbery victilmization. 

Multiple Victimization 

As the Table 5.1 indicated, the 224,000 businesses in the eight 

Impact Cities suffered a total of about 126,000 burglaries and robberies. 

Although the overall·bYs1ReS~~vict:f.mizationrate was 570, this does·~ 

indicate that .57 percent of the businesses were victimized; that is, some 

of the businesses were victimized more than once during the reference period. 

---- ----- ~-~--------

I 
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From Table 5.,6 it can be seen that of the 224,000 businesses of 

all types, 59,000 were v.ictims of either burglary or robbery during 

the twelve-month period. Thus, while the rate of business victimization 

was 570 for total businesses, only 26 percent (59,000/224,000) of all 

businesses were victimized. In terms of the percentage of businesses 

victimized, retail businesses again headed the list (36 percent), 

while "other" (21 percent), service (21 percent), and wholesale 

(22 percent) businesses fell at the bottom. 

Table 5.6 shows, in addition, that three out of ten businesses 

which.had been victDnized,had been victimized more than once by burglary 

or robbery during 'the twelve-month period; further, about half of these 

multiple victimS had their businesses robbed or burglarized three or 

more times. The proportion of victimized businesses which were multiple 

victims varies from one out of three for retail and "other" businesses 

to one out of six for real estate businesses. 

Data not shown in tabular form reveal that,of those businesses 

suffering burglary only, 75 percent were victimized once, 13 percent 

twice, and 12 percent three or more times; for those businesses 

suffering robbery only, 85 percent were victimized' once, ten percent 

were victimized twice, and five percent were victimized three or more 

times. For each type of busine~s, multiple victimization by robbery 
5 

only waS less likely than multiple victimization by burglary only. 
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Table 5.6 
a au.ina •• ee Vict:lllized One Or More Tille .. By Type Of Bueinee. 

Eijht IIIpact Citi .. : Agregate 

T!PE OF BUSINESS 

RetaU Who1.eal. Il.al S.rvice Manu-
!atat. facturing 

VictJ~1.&ed ,Once 66% 73% 85% 74% 73% 
';'1, (16,860) (2,929) (1,444) (13,504) (2,516) 

V1.ct:lll1.zed Twic. 19% ' 15% 4% 13% 13% 
(4,905) (602) (71) (2,296) (46],) 

V1.~~1m1.&ed Thr.. Time. 8% 6% 4% 5% 6% 
(2,027) (256) (69) (986) (206) 

V1.ct1.aized Four Or More 7% 6% 7% 8% . 7% 
T1IIea (1,936) (243) (119) (1,534) (257) 

Tot.L Bu.tu ••••• V1.ct:lllized 100% 100%· 100% 100% 99% 

l' (25,728) (4,030) (1,703) (18,320) (3,440) 

• Subc.telorlea .. ,. DOt ... to total due ~o rouDdiq. 

All . Total 
Other 

66% 70% 
(3,884) (41,137) 

19% 16% 
(1,1135)· (9,440) . 

5% . 6% 
(274) (i,818) 

10% 8% 
(579) (4,638) 

100% 100% 
(5,842) (59,033) 
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Completed Vs. Attempted Victimizations 

Attempted burglaries were defined as those in which there 

was evidence (such as a broken window or lock) that someone had 

tri~d to force his way into the business premises~ but the person 

had not actually gotten in; completed burglaries were defined as 
(I 

those in which an unauthorized person actually got. into the 

325 

business premises. Attempted robberies were defined as those in which 

the person holding up the bl.lsi_ness did not take any money, merchandise, 

equipment, or supplies which belonged to the business; completed 

robberies were those in which the person holdi~g up the business 

took money and/or merchandise, equipment, or supplies. 
(;! 

Of the 107,000 burglaries and 19)000 robberies(,uffered by 
, I . 

\! 
victims in the eight Impact Cities, about three-quarters of both the 

:~ 

burglaries (76,806) ,and the 'I'0bberies:.(14,389) were actually completed~ 
" -

5.7 shows that for total businesses the rate of completed 

burglar,;;,es was 340 and the rate of attempted burglaries was 140. The 
, W{ \) 

,~ . . 
C;'rates of 'completed burglaries ranged from 430 for retail and manufacturing 

businesses 1:;0 .260 for wholesale 'i?t.l,sinesses. The rate of attempted 

burglaries for retail bus:f,.-q.esses (190) was half again as large as 

\~~he next highest rate (130~' for whole'sale bus:i.ness:S) and more than 

twice as' large as/the, lowest rate (90, for "other" businesses). 

While ;,three out of four robberies perpetrated against total 

bttsiness~s were ~~pleted, ,about five ou:t of six of those perPetrated 
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T.ble 5.7 , 
E.t1aated lat .. (Per 1,000 Bu.~.De •• e.) Of Completed And Attempted Busines. Burglary And Robbery. By Typa Of Busin •••• 

Eight'r.p.ct Citie.: Aggreg.te 

Number Of Bu.ine •• e. 

Burglary 
Completed 

Total 

,:l!.obbery 
, Coapleted \; 

Ret.U 

70.505 

I) 

c 

430 

190 

630 

\ 
\ 

140 

30 

~ 

TYPE OF. BUSINESS 

Wholesale aeal Serv1-ce 
~.tate 

18.482 8.663 86.540 

260 290 280 

.130 100 110 

390 390 390 

30 o 30 

10 o 

40 o so 

Manu- All Total 
f.cturing Other. 

12.185 27.305 223.680 

430 350 340 

120 90 140 

550 440 480 

"" 

10 30 60 

" 

20 10 20 .. 

30 40 

.. 

. 
'''~ 

~ 

, " 
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against retail businesses were completed.' Especially in terms of 

completed robberies--but also in terms of attempted robberies--

retail businesses suffered the highest rate of victtmization. 

For example, the rate of completed robbery vic~tmization for retail 

businesses was 140, but the comparable figure for whplesale, service, 

and "other" businesses was only 30, and the rate for real estate 

businesses was zero. 6 The rates of attempted robbery ranged from 

30 for retail businesses to 20 forl,f;ervice and manufacturing 

1 businesses, and zero 'for real'estate'businesses. Finally, before 

leaving Table 5' .. 7, it is worth noting that only for manufacturing 

business did the rate of attempted robberies (20) exceed that'. for 

completed robberies (10). 

Use Of Weapons 

By definition, burglaries cannot involve the use or threat of 

force directed at individual persons in order 'tp secure valuables. 

Hence, the use of weapons is only relevant for those business 

victtmizations categorized as robberies. Table 5.8 indicates that most 

(77 p~;rcent) pf'the 19,000 business robberies involved a weapon of 

some kind. Weapons were most prevalent .in robberies of "other" and 

retail business; in such robberies, weapons were used in more than eight 

out of ten cases ~ In robberies of. service businesses J weapons were used 

in about seven out of ten cases and in robberies of wholesale and manu-

facturing bUSinesses, weapons were used ,in about .halfof the cases. 

Thus, in robberies of each type of"business, weapons were used more 

than half of the time. . 
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Table 5.8 

Extent And Type Of Weapon Used In Business Robberiea, i y Type Of Businea. a 
Eight Iapact Citie.: Aggregate 

TYPE OF BUSINESS 

Retail Who1eaale Real Service Manu-
Estate facturing 

12,5!t3 774 51 4,213 362 

~ercent With Weapon 81% 54% B' \ 69% 
(2'.860) 

52% 
(10,167) . (415) (17) (190) 

Robbery With Weapon 100% 100% B 100% 1~:l:t 
(10,167) (415) (17) (2,860) (190) 

Gun 89% 88% B 87% 73% 
(9,044) (364) (17) (2,475) (139) 

, 
Knife 5% 12% B 10% 18% 

(470) (51) (0) (280) (34) 

Other , 6% 0% B 3% 9% 
(653) (0) (0) (105) (17) 

All Total 
Other 

1,027 18,970 

84% . 77% 
(866) (14,532) 

100% 100% 
(866) (14,532) 

78% 88% 
. (679) (12,735) 

20% 7,% 
(170) (1,005) 

. 
2% 5% 
(17) (79~) 

aSubcategories .. , not .wa to total due to roundins; B ha. been entered in cella for which the ba •• oD,vbich'th~ 
percentage vol.lld ha"e beem COilputed va. tlJ}~ ... 11 to calculate a rdiab1e figure. '. . 
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Table 5.,8 also makes clear than when .~ weapon was used, it 

was aLm~st always a gun~ In robberies of total businesses in 
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which a weapon was used, a gun was the weapon in 88 percent of the 

robberies,knlves were used in seven percent of the robberies, and 

"other" weaPons were used in five percent of the robberies. Regardless 

of the type of business robbed, guns predominated as the type of 

weapon. 

Roqberies in which weapons were used are more likely than 

robberies in which weapons were not used to result in some loss--in 

either cash, merchandise, equipment, supplies, or damage to the 

property--to the business. Table 5.9 shows that 81 percent of the 

robberies of total businesses involving weapons, but only 60 percent 

of the robberies of total businesses not involving weapons, resulted 

in some loss tQ business •. The comparable difference was ~ost marked 

for service businesses (77 percent vs. 46 percent) and least marked 

for retail businesses (83 percent vs. 76 percent). It 1s interesting to 
,j> 

. # 
note that not only was the presence or absence of a weapon relat~ 

to the proportion of businesses suffering loss, but also the ~ of 

weapon was related to the proportion of businesses experiencing loss. 

For total businesses, 85 percent of the robberies in which guns were 

used, 63 percent of the robberies in which knives were used, and 44 

percent of the robberies in which' "other" w~apons were used, resulted 

in some loss to the victimized business •. The general pattern maintains 
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Table S.9 

Percenta,e ··Of Robberiea With ADd Without Financial Loaafay Type Of Weapon ADd Type Of Budn ... a . 
Eight Impact Citiea: A"re,ate 

TYPE OF BUSINESS 

Retail Who1eaa1e Ileal Service Manu- All Tot~ 
Batate facturing Other 

Robbery Without WeapoD 76% 50% B 46% B B 60% 

With Loaa 
(943) (102) (10) (461) (0) (38) (1,561) 

I- - - - -.- -- -- - - - - - - - -- - --
24% 50% B 54% B B 40% 

Without Loaa (293) (103) (0) (545) (68) (52) (1,061) 

Robbery With WeapoD 83% 75% B 77% 49% 71% 81% 

With to .. 
(8,475) (311) (17) (2,214) (88) (668) (11,'793) 

I- -- - -- - - - - -- - - - - -,- - - -
17% 25% I 23% 51% 23% 19% 

Without Loaa (1,692) (104) (17) (646) (102) (198) (2,759) 

Gun ,86% 81% B 82% B 82% 85% \',( With Loaa (7,799) (294) (17) (2,038) (88) (556) (10,792) 
~ - - - - - - --- - - - --- - -- - - -

14% 19% B 18% B 12% 15% 
Without Loaa (1,245) (70) (17) (437) (51) (123) (1,943) 

bUe 78% B. B 57% B B 63% 
With Lo.a (365) (17) (0) (158) (0) (95) (635) 

I- -- - - - - - - - - - --- --- - - -
B B B B B B 37% 

Without Loaa (105) (34) (0) , (122) (34) (75) (370) 

Other 47% B B B B B 44% 
With Lo.a (311) (0) (0) (18) (0) (17) (346) 

~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - --
53% B B B B B 56% 

Without Loaa (342) (0) (0) (87) (17) (0) (446) 

aSubcate,or1e ... y not BUll to total due to round1q; B baa b .... entered ill cella for which the b ... on which tha 
percenta,e would have' b .... ca.puted w .. too ..all to calculate a reliabl. fiaure. 
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for each category of businesses for which a sufficient number of 

cases existed to compute reliable percen~ages. For example, in 

robberies of retail businesses, 86 percent of those involving 

guns, 78 percent of those involving knives, and 47 percent of 

those involving "other" weapons resulted in some loss to the 

business; in robberies of service businesses the respective 

percentages were 82, 57, and 17. 
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Finally with respect to weapons used by offenders in robberies 

of businesses, it is fmportant to note that robberies in which 'no 

weapon was used were! almost as likely to result in loss to the 

business as robberies in which knives were used as weapons; for 

robberies of total businesses J the respective figures were 60 percent 

vs. 63 percent. Further, robberies in which no weapons were, used 

were actually !!!2!:!. likely to result in loss 'to the business than 

robberies in which "other" weapons were used. For example, for 

robberies of total businesses in which no weapons were used, 60 

percent--and for robberies in which other weapons were used, 44 percent--

.resulted in loss to the business. For robberies of retail businesses 
, ~ 

(76 percent vs. 47~ercent) and service businesses (46 percent vs. 

17 percent) the respective comparisons were even more pronounced. 

Ttme Of Occurrence 

Only one out of ten total business establis~nts which were 

victfmizedb~ burglary were burglarized between the hours of 6 am 

a:r;ui 6 pm (Table 5·.10); an additional 15 percent, were burglarized 
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Total 
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Table 5.10 

TiM Of Occurrence Of Business Burglaries.By Type Of BusiD.ss· 
, Eight Iapact Cities: Aggregate' 

Retab! ~lesal. 

5% 11% 
(2~012) (781) 

14% 22% 
(6.020) (1,588) . 

48% 25% 
' ,. (21.026) (1, An'n ,-.- .. , 

IT' 
r. f....~1 ., 

'! 29% 34% ,. 
(12.639) (2.409) l! 

'/ 

, 6% 8% 
,.(2,505) (S«i'2) 

/.U2% 10~% 
(44.202) (7.147) 

I; 

il '! .; 

/1 
(I 

TYPB;OP BUSINESS 

Real 
Estate 

, 

32% 
(1.067) 

13% 
(431) 

21% 
-(723.) 

19% 
(652) 

15% 
(497) 

100% ' 
(3.370) 

., /-; 
r/ 

.~ 

Service 

I 
13% 

(4.3!i3) 

15% 
(5,126) 

30% 
',' (lv,Ooo) 

31% 
(10.671) 

11% 
(3.646) 

100% 
(33.904) 

~I 

Manu- All Total 
facturing Other 

13% 16% 10% 
(895) (1.895) (11.043) 

U2: 12% lSI 
(1.295) , (1.494) (15.954) 

. " 

28% 20% 35% 
-' (i.655) (2.439) (37.9i8) 

" 

28% 35% 30% 
(1,862) (4.243.) (32.476) 

(f 

,j ")~ 
j 

,.,-
"\ 

11% 16% 9% 
(757) (1.931) (9.698) . 
99% )19% 99% 

(6.664) (12,002) (107 •. 2851) 
" 
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between 6 pm and 12 midnight, 35 percent between midnight and 6 am, 

and 30 percent at some unknown hour between 6 pm and 6 am. Thus, 

four out of five burg1a~ies of businesses occ~rred at night. The 

percentages of burglaries occurring during the dayttme var.ied . ),: 

from only five percent for retail business to 32 percent for real 

estate businesses. 

As would be expected, robberies (Table 5.11) showed a distinctly 

different time of occurrence pattern fr~ that shown by burglaries. 

Nearly three out of five business robberies. Qccurred between 6 am 

and 6 pm; an additional one-third took place between 6 pm and 

midnight, and only one-tenth occurred between midnight and 6 am. 

There was substantial variation by type of business. For example, 

while rei:a11rcbbaries ~ere evenlydivide.d, between 'day time and night-

tf.Jne, "other," wh~lesa1e, and manufacturing businesses were dispro-

portionate1y ~obbed during the dayttme. "Over~l1. while b.urglaries 

in th~_,Impact Cities were essentially a Jlighttime phenomenon, 

robberies were ess~tially a dayttme phenomenon. 
,~ 

By way of ~~arizing the business vict~ization results to this 

point, it was shown that cities w'lth high rates of burglary vict~1.zation, 
. /W\ 

(,.~ , ' 

also had high ,rates of robbery v:l.ctimization. Retail businesses \:h 

the eight-city ag~egate s~ffered the highest rates of both burglary 
1*-, 

and robbery v!lctimiz,Btion, as well as the highest proportion of 
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6 .... 6pm 

6plI-Hidnigb1: 

Hidnight-6_ ._ . - .. 

Ni8ht~Hour unknown 

Don't Know 

Total' 

Table 5.11 

T:lae Of Occurrence Of Business Robberies. By Type Of Business a 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

TYPE OF BUSINESS 

Retail ,Wholesale Real Service 
Estate 

50% 84%. B , 67% 
(6.312) (652) (17) (2.818) 

38% 10% B 24% 
(4.711) (69) (34) (1.017) 

12% 7%. B 9~ 
~1.48'3) (52) (0) (361) 

.' 

0% 0% B 0% 
,(0) (0) (0) (0) 

0% 0% B 0% 
(34) (0) (0) 

, 
(18) " 

100% 100%, B 100% 
(12.540) (773) '(',1) (4.214> 

.. 

Manu- All Total 
factl!ring Other 

'76% 88% ,58% 
(275) (902) . (10.976) 

; 

24% 10% 32% 
(87) (10~) (6.022) 

0% 0%" \\ 10% \\ 
(0) (0) (1.896) 

0% 0% 0% 
(0) (0) (0) 

0% . 2% 0% 
(0) (18) (70) 

" 
100% 100? 100% 

(362) {1.0~4) (18.694) 

·Subcstegories .. y not II\QI to total due to roundinl; B has baen:'enterecl 1n cell. for which the ba.e on which the percentale 
would have beenCOllpUted w.. too ...u. t~ cele<1late • reliable fipre. . . 

.. 
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combined burcglary and robbery victtmizations which were robbery 
(~ 

victimizations; further, retail and "other" businesses had the 

highest proportion of multiple victimizations. Although business 

type was closely related to rates of business victimization, business 

receipt size was related to neither rates of burglary nor rates of 

robbery. 

Weapons were used in about three out of four robberies of 

total businesses "and four out of five robberies of retail businesses. 

Robberies in which weapons were used were mocre likely to have resulted 

in financial loss than robberies in which weapons were not used. 

However, when knives were used as we!1pons," loss was no more likely 

to result than ~en no weapon was used, and when "other" weapons were 

used, loss was actually less likely to result than when no weapon was 

used. 

When ttmes of occurrence were examined, burglaries were found to 

be predominantly nighttime occurrences, while robberies were found to 

be predominantly daytime occurrences. To a large ~xtent, the respective 

definitions of each offense dictate the time of occurrence. Because 
)} 

burglari~'\s generally occur when the business is thought to be empty-­
'\ 
\\ 

and since b~sinesses are disproportionately empty at night--business 

burglaries tend to be committed at night; some burglaries, however, 

may be cODlllitted during the daylight hours on the weekends and during 

other periods when some ppsinessestend to be unoccupied. On the other 
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hand, robberies--because these offenses must involve a confrontation 

between the victtm and the offender--occur disproportionately during 

daylight hours when businesses are disproportionately operating; 

however, some businesses, such as retail businesses, which have 

traditionally longer hours of operation, also tend to have their 

robberies occurring at night as well as during' the daytime. 

Now that some basic information regarding the nature of business 

offenses h~s been presented, what can be said about offenders 

involved irrvicttmizations of business? 

Perceived Characteristics Of Robbery Offenders 

Number Of Offenders 

Bec'ause offenders who are involved in burglaries do not ,generally 

confront the victtm, analyses of perceived characteristics of offenders 

are necessarily Itmited to robbery offenders. In robberies of total 

businesses (Table 5.12), a lone offender was involved in four out 

of ten victtmizattons, two offenders were invo,lved in four out of 

ten victtmizations, and three or more offenders were involved in two 

out often victtmizations. Lone offenders were involved in robberies 

of retail, service, and manufacturing businesses to about the same 

extent as in :i\'o~ber:l.es of total business (four out of ten); however, 

lone offenders were less often involved in robberies of wholesale 

businesses (25 percent) and more often involved-in robberies of "other" 

businesses (44 percent). 

---- ~----- -:----:----------
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Four Or More . 
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Not Ascertained 

Total 

Table 5.12 

Number Of Offenders In Business Robberies, By Type Of Businessa 
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

TYPE OF BUSINESS 

Retail WhOlesale Real Service Manu) 
Estate factur1ng 

39.% 25% B 38% 37% 
(4,923) (191) (34) (1,624) (137) . 

36% 31% B 42% 29% 
(4.548) (241) . (0) (1.801) (104) 

15% 13% B 12% 14% 
(~.947) (103) (17) (510) (52) 

-' 

5~. 18% B 2% 5% 
(670)<c> (139) (0) (89) (17) 

4% 13% B 5% 14% 
(453) (101) (0) (191) (53) 

99% 100% B 9~% 99% 
(12.541) (775) (51) (4.215) (363) 

All Total 
Other 

44% 39% 
(459) (7,368) 

\\ 

39%'~ 37% 
(400? (7.094) 

9% 14% 
(89) (2.718) 

4% 51 
(38) (953) 

4% 4% 
(38) (836) 

100% 99% 
(1.024) (18,969) 

·Subcategorle. ..,. DOt aUII to total clu. to roundln» B hall b •• n entereel 10 cella for which tIM. b ••• on which th. 
parcent ... woulcl hay. b .... cOllpUtaci va.' too ... 11 to calcUlate • rel1.b1. fipre. 
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Figure 6.14 Respective Percentages Of Total Victim Survey And Uniform Crime­
Report Crimes Which Were Accounted For By Each Offense 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 
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cenies among UCR crimes was accounted for by the high rate of reporting 
13 

vehicle thef.ts--and the low rate of reporting larcenies to the police. 

SUMMARY 

In sU1IUIlary, this chapter has shown ,that a large proportion of crimes 

were not reported to the police. Failure to report victimizations to the 

police were most closely associated with circumstance surrounding the vic-

timization; in general, more "serious" victimiz a:ions were disprOl?Ortion-

ately reported to the police. On the whole, with the exception of the 

victim's age, the victim's characteristics we~e not strongly related to 

non-reporting. Among thos'e not reportff~g vist1inizations to the police, 
\ ;---' 

the belief that "nothing could be don~~'- ~~that the victimization was 

not important were the two reasons most conunonly cited. 

When the victim survey and UCR figures were compared, the former 

showed high~r levels than the latter, especially for larceny. Except 

-for rape and aggravated assault, the rankings of the eight cities for 

given offenses were similar for the victim survey and the UCR counts 

of crimes. Overall, these comparative data sugge$t that the two 

s011rces of crime statistics differ more in the level than in the 

nature of the offenses counted. 
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Footnotes 

1 
See' President' tJ C01IUIlission on Law EnforceID.ent and the Administraticln 

of Justice. }'ask ~~o:r::ce 'Report:· Crime and Its·Impact-..;.An Assessment 
(Washington, U. S.Government Printing Office, 1967). , ' 

2 ,. 
See f!or example T. Sellin atld M. Wolfgeing;The 'Measurement 'of 'D(n'in-

guency (NeTN York: Jbhn Wiley~ 1964). 

30bV.iously, completed victimizations :I.nvolving property also involve 
mor,e exte,l1sive Losses I, than attempted' vic timizations; however, even at tempts 
can result in some lo~,s,' primarily in terrAs of property damage. 

4Sf!e questions 6c and 6d, Appendix:B of Incident Report, Page B-1!. 
• , ' .II' 

5 ' 
Note thrtt each of these are subc('.Ltegories under assaultive violence 

with theft. J,:n the discussion of the )tree diagram resUlts, discussion of 
the sup'er-ord,inate category will gene,rally precede discussion of the subor­
dinate categories; reference to the ,diagrams themselves will remove any 
doubt a:bout which victimization category is being discllssed. 

6 
Unless otherwise spec'ified ~ all of the percentages reported in this 

section are based upon those 'no!:. reporting victinrlzations to the police. 

1 
Unfortuna~ely, the slightly different wording .of this alternative which 

was used in the business survey gave this reason a much different flavor. In 
the business survey the wording was "Did not want to bother the police." 

8 
Used only in the household survey. 

9 
These data are not shown in tabular form. 

10 
This may come BLbout as a resUlt of error, a conscious effort on the part 

of the police to manipUlate the statistics, or the genuine belief on the part 
of the police that nio ,crime has b'een c01IUIlitted. 

11 
Although visitors to one of the Impact Cities could have their hotel 

or motel'ro'oms burglarized, these "elsewhere'" burglaries' were found in the 
present data to be quite rare. 

/;, " 
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12 This is based 
coefficient: 

on the formula for 
6r,d1. 

1 - "N (N'_J) 

Spearman's rank order correlation 

d value of zero when the two ranks This coefficient takes on an expec~e tting the value of this equation 
are associated' purely bbY cha~ceitie;) s:quals eight, b d Z -84. to zero, when N{the num er 0 c 

h f of commercially-owned vehicles--13 It should be noted here that t e ts t din. t he victim survey; 
h UCR fi ures--were not coun e 

although counted in t e g f the relative underrepresentation 
this also undoubtedly helps to account o~ ther it may be that owners who 
of vehicle thefts in the victim s~rvey. ~~er a~ evening of drinking report 
"misplace" their cars in parking ots or ~di ery" of the car--even if the 
vehicle thefts to the police; subsequ:n~he o~~o~nal report of the vehicle 
police are notified--may not result i H ' r g "victims" who discovered 
theft being classified as groundless. owe~e , uld probably not report such 
that their vehicles had not really be;~ s:Ot:~ ;~ctors--the victim survey not 
'victimizations" to the interviewer" d es hi 1 "thefts" which the owners sub-
counting commercial vehicle thefts an ve hCl~ to explain why the ratio for 
wequently discovered were groundless--may e p 
vehicle theft in Table 6-20 was so low. 

i , 
I 

\, 
\~ 

Chapter VII 
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An Overview Of The Personal, Household, And Business Survey Results 

In this chapter the findings from earlier chapters will be briefly 

considered in relation to one another. This ~~ll not only serve to 

summarize the findings but will also highlight similarities and dif-

ferences among the results from the personal, household, and business 

portions of the surveys. This chapter will concern itself only with 

those characteristics of the victim, the offender~ or the incident 

for which at least some comparisons between personal, household, and 

business crimes are possible. 

~e Of Victim 

Rates of personal victimization were found to be inversely 

related to the age of the victim. This pattern of generally decreasing 

rates of personal victimization as age increased was especially strong 

for assaultive violence without theft; for theft victimizations, however, 

the pattern was much less marked (Figure 3.1). While those under 25 

years of age were victims of assaultive violence without theft much 

more often than they were victims either of personal theft without 

injury or assaultive violence with theft, those 50 years of age or 

older were victims of personal theft without inju~y more often than 

they were victims either of assaultive violence without theft or as-

sault1ve violence with theft (Table 3.3). 

" 
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Household victimization rates were similarly inversely related to 

the age of the head of household. This pattern held generally for 

each of the major subcategories of household victimization; however, 

the rfilation was>especially strong for household larcenies which 

occurred "elsewhere" (Table 4.4). OVerall, the personal and household 

vi~timizatio~'findings are in agreement in suggesting that as age 

increases,thelikelihood of suffering personal or household victi-

mization decreases. 

Race Of Victim 

.Rates .ofvictimization for personal theft offenses-assaultive 

violence with. theft and personal theft without injury--were higher for 

black/others than' for white~\ however, rates of assaultive violence 
. ~ -

i) 
without theft were higher fq:~' whites than for black/others. In house-

,\:-,~ 

hold vicdmizations black/others had higher victimization rates 

than whites •. :for :b.Urglary and vehicle theft, but for houf2ehold lar­

cenywhites had higher rates of vict:finization than black/others. 

Thus for bothr.personal and t?usehold victimizations, black/others 

bad higher r~~es for two of the major subcatego~ies while whites had 

higher rates for one of the major subcategories. 

Income Of Victim 

For eacb:of the major subcategories of personalvict1m.ization 

'there was a .general trend for the rates of victimization to decrease 

'as income . increased. In household victimizations a stronger and 

opposite patte-rn emerged; as income increased SO did rates of burglary, 
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larceny, and vehicle theft. Even when race was controlled, the 

general inverse relationships with income for personal victimizations 

and the direct relationships with income for household victimizations. 

maintained. 

Number Of Offenders 

In the majority of personal robbery incidents
l 

and business 

robbery incidents more than one offender was involved. Table 7.1 

Age Of Offenders 

In Personal and business victimizations, virtually none of the 

lone offenders was·perceived to be under 12 years of age. More than 

one-third of the lone offenders (Table 3.17) and nearly one-half 

of the multiple offenders (Table 3.19) involved in personal victimi­

zations were perceived to be 12 to 20 years of age. More of the lone 

offenders in'business robberies (66'percent - Table 5.14) than in 

assaultive violence wlththeft (56 percent - Table 3.17) were esti-
,. 

11I.ated to be 21 years of age or older. Although about three-.tenths 

of the personal and four-tenths of the. business multiple-offender 
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\ ( Table 7.~· 
. ~ .. " L f 'a Nllllbar Of Offe..aer. Involvedjln Personal/Alld Bu.ine •• ltobberie. 

Eiaht Iapac~ Citie.: Agaregate 

, NUllber Of .offenders 

FourA5r Don't Kn9W. 
One Two Three More ,Not . 

!Aacertaf.ned Total 

35% 28% 18% 15% 4% 100% fersonal Robbery (20.370) (16.080) (10.290) (8.710) (~.140) (57.550) 

39% 37% 14% , 5% 4% 100% 

Bu.ine.. Robbery (7.368) (7.094) (2.718) (953) (8j6). (18.9~9) 
,. 

aSubcategoriea "7 not sua to total' due to roundtni. 
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crimes involved offenders 'ihose ,ages were perceived to be mixed or 

whose ages were unknown (T~~ble 3.19 and'Table 5.14) a substantially 

greater proportion 'of the business robberies (45 percent - Table 5.14) 
I , 
,i 

than the personal robberieEI without injury (22 percent - Table 3.19) 

or assaultive violence vict:imizations with theft (23 percent - Table 3.19) 

involved offenders who w:ere, all perceived to be 21 years of age or 
\1 

older. Overall, then, offe~ders whQ robbed businesses were 
,I 

perceived to be older than o:~fenders who robbed ind:l,viduals. 

Race Of Offenders' 

In,'both personal and bus:[,ness victimizations the offenders were 

perceived to be black/others a~out twice as often as would have been 
I, . , 

expected on the basis of the pr~,port~¥-,n of black/others in the Impact 
_\{ 

II 

City populations. In personal ai~d business :r;j)bberies with lone of-

fenders, the offender's race was perceived to be black/other in 
\,2 

seven out of ten of the victimizations. In multiple-offender rob-

bery victimizations the offenders' races were all perceived to be 

black/other in three-quarters or more of tqe victimizations. Thus, 

although the majority of the population in the Impact Cities was 

white, the lone and mUltiple offenders in personal a~d business, 

victimization were perceived to be black/other in a vast majority 

of the victimizations. 

Sex: -0£:: Offenders 
o 

I~ lone and mUltiple personal and business ~obberies, offenders 

perceived to be female were quite rare. In personal robbery without 
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injury, for example, lone offenders were perceived to be female in 

four percent of the incidents and multiple offenders were all per-

ceived to be female in three percent of the incidents (Tables 3.41 

and 3.42). In business robberies one percent of the lone-offender 

victimizations involved offenders who were ~~rceived to be female 
'\ 

and in zero percent of the multiple-offender victimizations the 

offend~~s were all perceived to be female (Table 5.13). 

Use Of Weapon 
Weapons were found to be quite prevalent in both robberieS of 

persons and robberies of businesses. For example, weapons were 

used in 44 percent of the assaultive violence with th~ft incidents 

and in 52 percent of the personal robbery without injury incidents 

(Table 3.34). In business robberies, weapons were used in more than 

three out of four of the incidents (Table 5.8). Although the 

proportions ofa~sau1tive violence with theft and robbery without 

injUry personal incidents in which weapons were used were similar, 

of those incidents in which weapons were used, the weapon was much 

more likely to be a gun in personal robbery without injury incidents 

than in assaultive violence with theft incidents (51 percent vs. 30 

percent). As suggested in Chapter III, this may indicate tbat wben 

faced with a gun, victims may feel less inclined to resist and hence 

thevictimizatipn remains a robbery without injury; when faced with 

a knife or other weapon, victims may feel more inclined to resist; 

hence, possibly converting a robbery without injury into an assaultive 

457 

violence with theft 0 • . n the other hand, offenders using deadlier (and 

noisier) weapons such as guns may be less inclined to attack the of-

fender--either gratuitously or in response to the victim's r i 
because of the potential es stance--

of killing the victim and/or b att i ecause of the 

ent on that could be drawn to the situation by a gunshot. The 

data at hand cannot resolve this uncertainty. 

weapons were used , guns were much more 

In any event, when 

often used in business than 

in personal robberies' gu , ns were used in nearly nine-tenths of the 

business robberies in whi h c weapons were used. 

The greater prevalence of weapons in ge 1 nera , and guns in parti-

cu1a~ in business robberies Business may be due to several factors. 

robbers were found to be older than personal rob~ers and f hence the 

ormer may~e more often have chosen robb ery as a "profession"· 
.especiall ' weapons, 

. y guns, may simply b . . e one of the tools of the trade . I • n a 
related vein, business robberies may well involve more planning and 

less spontaneity th an p~rsona1 robberies. Next, the older business 

may have greater access--both ill robbers n ega and illegal markets 

to guns than the younger personal robber. Also business robbers 

can expect to have to "control" more i) people during a robbery than 

would personal robb ers. This greater "control" problem 

b

in business 

ro beries is compounded 
. 

by the fact that three or more offenders 

were more often fou~n in '1".,\ personal than in business robberies at the 

same time that lone v'ichims were found to be the most . common targets 

in personal robberies' , thus the ratios of off d en ers to victims 

(including bystanders) is uluch less favorable in b :l us nes~ than in 

---- ~- ------ - -
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personal robberies~ Finally, robbers may reasonably anticipate 

that businesses are more likely than individual victims to have 

, In combination, all of these reasons may con-protective weapons. 

tribute to the greater prevalence of guns and other weapons in 

business as compared to personal robberies. 

Injury Of Victim! 

Of all pe.rsonal robbery victimizations, injury serious enough 

to require t'!le4ical attention was sustained in 12 percent of the 

victimizations. 3 In business robberies injury resulted to aU ~floyee 

i id t 4 Thus the risk of injury appears in eight percent of the nc en s. 

to be somewhat greater in personal robberies than in business robberies--

in spite (or perhaps because) of the fact that deadly weapons were used 

in more of the latter than the former robberies. 

Hospitalization resulted in two percent of the personal robbery 

victimizations ,5 and also in two percent of the business robbery in­

cidents. The finding that personal robbery more often than business 

robbery results in injury but that both types of robb~ry equally often 

re~ult in ,hospitalization may ,indicate that injured victims of business 

robberies were more likely than injured victims of personal robberies 

1 however, injured victims in business to have been'injured serious y; 

robberies may have been disproportionately hospitalized, in part, 

because the business (or its insurance company) may have been ~1nan­

'1 11 more able than individual victi'ins of personal robbery to pay cay , 

hospitalization costs. Similar economic factors--in addition to the 
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fact that business robberies are more often reported to the police--

may help to explain why work days were lost in eight percent of the 

personal robberies and in 13 percent of the business robberies. 

Amou!lt Of Loss 

The monetary losses in household and business burglaries are 

compared in Table 7.2. These comparative percentage distributions 

of loss suggest that household and business burglaries result in 

6 similar losses for the categories shown. For example, 37 percent 

of the household burglaries and 39 percent of the business burglaries 

resulted in losses of $50 or less. At the other extreme, 24 percent 

of the household burglaries and 28 percent of the business burglaries 

resulted in losses of $250 or more. Even when burglaries in which 

losses of $1',000 or more are considered (not shown in Table 7.2), 

'. 

about one out of ten household and business burglaries are found to fall 

in this category. In view of the fact that the business burglary rate 

was found to be more than three and one-half times greater than the 

household burglary rate, a pertinent question seems to be, what makes 

businesses more attractive burglary targets than households if not 

the value of property stolen? Perhaps business targets are more at-

tractive because the merchanidse stolen:from businesses is more 

"valuable" for resale purposes since much of this merchandise may 

be new and because the burglar may know itl advance the nature of 

the merchandise on hand in the business establishment; in addition, 

because of the regular hours kept by most businesses, the burglar 
c" 
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Table 7.2 

V.lu.-.Of. Property Stolen (Including Daaages) In' Household' And Budness Burglarie.a 

Bight Iapact Citie.: Auregate. .. 

/ 
~alue,Of ~tolen Property (Including Damages) 

• CI 
Don't Know, " 

~250.dr Hor~ Not . None $1-49 ' $50-249 
Ascertained 

Household ..!urgla:,. 
0-:-

7% 30% 25% 24% 14% ' 

(( 
(13,07(j) (57,270) (49.260) (46,460) -(27j340) 

'Bu.iness Burglary 151 24% 221 28% 11% 
(15,847) (25,275), '(23,346) (30,139) '(12,701) 

·Subcatelorie ... ' DOt .. to total due to roUDdiDl~ 

"\ 

~ .• j' 

I 
( 

.' , 

Total 

100% 
(193,400) 

1001. 
(107,308) 
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may b~ more certain (than theyw6uld be with households) that the 

premises' are unoccupied at the time of the b~rglary. 
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When losses sufferec:i in busines~ robberies versus losses suffered 

in personal robberies are examined (Table 7.3), some rather substantial 

differences are apparent; financial loss was.greater in the former 

th~n in the latter. For example, while more than half of the business 

robberies resulted in losses of $50 or more, only one-third of the per-

sonal robberies resulted in losses of $50 or more. 

While businesses are apparently more luc~ative robbery targets 

than individual vietims, businesses are also probably riskier targets 

than individuals. While robbers can, by and large, choose where to 

confront individual victims, robberies of b~siness generally occur 
7 

within the "defensible space" of the businesses. These premises 

may be protected with guards, firearms, watchdogs, alarms,or cameras 

(Table 5.15). The presence of such security measures, however, was 

not found to be related to the rate of business robbery victimization 

(Tables 5.16 and 5.17). 

Recovery Of Stolen Property 

Two general observations regarding the recovery of stolen property 

in personal, household, and business victimizations seem warranted. 

The first is that (with the dramatic exception of vehicle theft where 

there was some recovery in five out of six of the incidents) in about 

four out of five victimizations there was no recoyery of stolen property. 

This poor probability of recovery eXists for personal, household, and 
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?ersonal Robbery 

Business Robbery 

Table "7. 3 

Va1~e Of Property Stolen (Including Damages) In Personal And Business Robberiesa 
. Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Value Of S~olen Property (Including Damages) 

Don t Kn~w, 
None $1-49 ' $50-249 $250 Or More . Not . 

Aacertained 

3% 51% 26% 7% 13% 
(1,170) (23,440) (11,910) (3,220) (St77O) 

23% 17% 34% 21% 6%' 
(4,353) (3,218) . (6,366) P,942) (1,098) -

-
aSubcategories .. j not sua to total due to rounding_ 

Total 

100% 
(45,530) 

,. 

100% 
(18,977) 
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business thefts as well: The second observation is that for,'! all three 

categories of victims there was a generally monotonic increase in 

the proportion of victimizations in which some recovery was'r.!ade as 
",li 

the value of the stolen property increased. Overall, the prognosis 

for some recovery of property--especial1y property worth less than 

$l,OOO--seems very poor. 

Time Of occurrence( 

In compariso'n to personal robbery, business robbery was found 

to occur more often during daytime hours than nighttime hours (Table 

7.4); 58 percent of the latter, but 45 percent of the former occurred 

during daylight hours. This difference is probablY,accounted for largely 

by the fact that daylight hours encompass a large proportion of the 

business operating hours for most businesses. 

It is worth noting, however, that both business robberies and 

especially personal robberies were more heavily concentrated in the 

6 p.m. to midnight time interval than in any other interval. That is, 

while this interval constitutes one-quarter of the 24 hour day, 32 

percent of the business robberies and 43 percent of the personal rob-

beries occurred during these hours. 

Burglaries of businesses not only occurred at times which were 

discrepant from the times at which burglaries o~ households occurred 

(Table 7.5) but the former also occurred at times which were markedly 

discrepant from the times at which personal and business robberies 

occurred. Although four out of ten household burglaries occurred 
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Table 7.4 

Ti\me .if Occurrence It pers~~'~' bd BUBiness Robberiesa 

E1.ght JJapact ~,ties: Aggregate 

. 'Ume Of Day 

6PM- ~idnight -
6 AM- 6 l'H Midnight 6AM 

'45% 43% 11% 
P,reona1,,,Robbery 

\ 
(25,790) (24,790) (6,450) 

58% 32% 10% 
Buainess ltobbery , (10,976) (6,022) (1,896) 

• Subcategories uy Dot IIUIl to total due to mUDding. 

bInclud•• dOD' t bow: t:ble of night. 

pon t l(nQW, D 

Not 
i".scerta:i-ned 

1% ' 
(480) 

0% 
(70,) 

,,--
: 

Totd 
.,~ 

100lt 
(57,551» 

':~ 

100:E 
(18,69!~) 
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Table~7.S 

Tiae Of Occurrence oIf Household And Business Burglariesa 

Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate 

Time Of Day 

68111-6 pm 6 pm - 6 am 
:/ (Day) (Night) 

39% 46% 
Household Burglar" 

(8S.~40) (99.720) 

10% 80% 
Business BUrgUary· 

(11.043) (86.348) 

aSubcate,or1e. Ba1 not sua to total due to rounding. 
~ i 

o 

-

Don't Know. 
Not Ascer-
tained 

15% 

(33.050) 

9% 

(4~.3.74) 

. Total 

100% 

(218.310) 

100% 

(107.289) 

.1 
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p.m., only one out of ten business burglaries 

occurr; during these hours. Thus, while household burglaries w~re 

nearly e n1y divided between daytime and nighttime, four out of 
! 

five bus! esses which were burglarized were burglarized at night. 

at night, 

nighttime. 

rg1aries would be expected to occur disproportionately 

nce businesses are disproportionately closed during the 

ouseho1ds, on the oth~! hand, have less predictable 

periods of a sence, hence household burg1~~ies are more evenly spread 

throUgh~ut t1i\ 24 hour period. 

Failure To Report Victimizations To The Police 

Because ~~; non-reporting of personal, household, and business 
~ 'l . 

victimizations J~re compared with each other in Chapter VI, non-reporting 

.1/ ! f h For victimizations of all types, 
will only be t~uched.upon brie 1y ere. 

. \ 

i d be most. closely tied to the nature o,f the non-reporting ,a~ foun to \, 

victimization lather than to the characteristics of the victim or the 

:"'ture~f" d.;'1ioF're'l."t!~1>ip oet)o"en the victim and the offender. 

The victimiz~t~9ns most often--:;:;;~;d to the police were business 
,\ , 

victimizations ~~d vehicle thefts (Table 6.2 and 6.4). In general, 
, 

completed victimizations,' v1;.ctimizations in which weapons were used, 

and victimiz~tionsin whi~h financial loss was greater tended to be 

reported to the' police more often than victimizations wli~:~tb, were only 

attempted, victimizations in which a weapon was no~ used, and victimi­

zations in whichfimincia1 loss ~as les.s (Tables. 6:5, 6.6, and 6. V· 
II 

~~ ims and .ma1e victims tended to report Victim, i­In general, youngerv1ct 

zations to the police less often than older victims and female victimS 

-~-- ---------------
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(Table 6.10). 

Reasons given for failure to report victimizations to the police 

were similar for personal, household, and business victimizations 

(Table 6.11). For each of these categories of victimization "nothing 

could be done" was the reason most often cited, followed c10~e1y by 

"not important enough". Reasons given for failure to report victi-

mizations to the police were not found to be closely associated 

with characteristics of those suffering the victimizations. 

A Concluding Note 

The 'National Crime Panel victimization data have begun to pro­
. r 

vide extensive and systematic information regarding the characteristics 

of Victims, the nature of victimizations, and the consequences of 

victimizations. The analysis presented in this report is only the 
.. 

first attempt to tap the potential of these data. ,This repo'rt 
-----<----_ .. 

provides a great deal of descriptive information(~hiCh will ~erve as 
\\ . 
\ " 

the foundation upon which further research will bu~d. 
>~.::::,~'; 

~ 

However, it should be emphasized that the results presented through-
J 

out this report provide vast stores of vital information, the scope 

and depth of which has not .heretofol!e peen available. 
I 

Knowledge 

about who is victimized and where and when victimizations 'occur 

have important implications for public education programs; police 

patrol strategies, and environmental engineering. Data regarding the 

nature and extent of injury and loss can provide information essential 

for determining the feasibility of, or planning for, victim compen­

sation programs. Information about the level of ,stolen property 

~., 

~ 
\\ 
>~ 
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recovery may stimulate interest in property identification efforts. 

Knowledge about the kinds of victimizations which are disproportionately 

not reported to the police give an indication o~ the biases in official 

data about "offens~ known." Specifics of why and by ,whom victimizations 

" \1 
are not being reported to the police have significant implications 

for theeduc~tion of criminal justice agency personnel and the public 

as well. A clearer understanding of the prior relationship between 

the victim, and offender has important theoretical and practical con-

sequences. 

These are only a few of the many areas in which victim survey 

results hola the potential for shaping public policy and individual 

behavior in our collective and individual attempts to deal with the 

phenomenon of crime. As the National Crime Panel data for the national 

sample and for samples drawn in other cities become avail~ble and 

widely disseminated, some of the information r~quired for informed 

decision-making in response to the crime problem will be at hand. 

It remains primarily to the criminal justice planners and practitioners 

to take advantage of these results by incorporating their implications 

into the systemic response to crime in the United States. 

.... ' 
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Footnotes 

lpersonal robberies enc,ompass those NCP categories of personal 
incidents which are included in the'UCR category of robbery as shown 
in Table 1. 8. 

2As noted in Chapter V, in the business portion of'the survey 
blacks were categorized separately from those'of other races~ For ease 
in communication here, "black/other" will be used in reference to both 
the personal and business offenders' races. Although, the separate tables 
for personal and business robberies for the race findiggs discussed be­
low have not been constructed, the reade~ can refer to Table 5.13 to 
confirm findings reported for business robberies. For personal robbery, 
reference to the categories of "personal theft without injury-- robbery" 
and assaultive violence with theft in Tables 3.21 and 3.24 should con'" 
vince the reader of the accuracy of the statements in the text. 

3, , 
This figure can be approximated by taking the number of injured 

victims of assaultive vio'lence with theft in Tabl~ 3.52 and dividing by 
the total number of victims of assaultive violence with theft and robbery 
without injury in Table 3.16. 

4Since the number of employees who were present dufing the robbery 
was not taken into account in computing this percentage--only the num­
ber of incidents in which at least one employee was injured was counted-­
the discrepancy between the personal and robbery injury rates in terms 
of the ratio of the number of injured victims to the number of victims 
exposed to injury would be slightly larger than the discrepancy noted 
above. 

Srhis figure can be approximated by taking the number of ho~pital­
ized victims of assaultive violence with theft in Table 3.52 an~'dividing 
by the total number of victims of assaultive violence with thefi' and 
robbery without injury in Table 3.16. . 

6The losses shown in Table 7~3include damages. 
of the property stolen is considered, businesses and 
endure similar distributions of loss. 

If only the value 
households still 

7Some robberies of busines,s may occur in the course of' business 
deliveries. 
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Introduction 

In July, 1972, the Bureau of the Census beg,an conducting for L.E.A.A. 

two independent surveys of victims of crime in the eight Impact 

Cities: Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, Den.ver, Newark, 

Portland (Oregon), and St. Louis. In each of the eight cities a 

survey of households was conducted to inquire about personal and' household crimes 

(National Crime Survey-Impact Cities Sample) and a survey of businesses 

was conducted to inquire about commercial crimes (Commercial Victimization· 

Survey). The National Cr,ime Survey (NCS) consisted of approximately 

12,000 households per city and the Commercial Victimization Survey (CVS) 

consisted of approximately 2,000 commercial establishments per city; 

interviews were conducted over a 16-week period beginning in July, 1972. 

The NCS focused on measuring the extent of victimization in the 

categories of assault (inc1udingi~~e), robbery, Iarce~ny, burglary, 
'\~ 

and auto theft. The CVS focused on ~Uring the extent of commercial 

victimization in the categories of bUr~y and robbery. In both surveys, 
. ~. 

respondents were asked about vi~ timiZatiOf1 occurring during the previous 

12 months... \ 

\ 

" A. National Crime Survey "~ 

1. ,,!.,.amJ?~I:!Design 

The basic frame from which the sample for the National Crime 

Survey Cities Sam~le was selected was the list of housing units 

, 

! 
I 
I 

\ 
\ 

enumerated in the 1970 Census of Population and Housing. 

The sample was selected within strata defined by the Census 

characteristics of the housing unit. 

Occupied housing units were grouped into 100 strata by 

tenure, family size, family income and race of. head. There 

were four strata for vacant housing units using the rent or 

property value 0 f the unit. In addition, thel~e was a separate 

stratum for persons in certain types of group .quarters. 

In addition to the above, a sample of new cons:truction 

building permits was selected for each survey city to account , 

for units constructed since the 1970 Census. 

On the average, 12,000 occupied households werli~ eligible for 

interview in each city. Within each selected housiiig unit, 
'~:, 
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all occupants age 12 and over were eligible for sample. Of the 

12~000 units, 500 occupied units were visited but interviews 

were not obtained because the occupants were not found at 

home after repeated calls or were unavailable for some other reason. 

In addition" there were also 1,700 sample un,its which were 

visited but were found to be tempQrari1y occupied by nonresidents, 

vacant or otherwise not to be interviewed. 

2. Estimation Procedures 

Tbe esti~ations for thi~ s~rvey were developed throu~h the use 

of ratio estimates using 1970 Census counts of housing units. 

Ratio estimates were applied to data records produced from interviews 
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conducted at housing units selected from the Census and were 

used for up to 52 ratio estimate cells corresponding to sets of 

strata used in the selection of the sample. Ratio estimates 

were not applied for units selected from nelq construction 

building permits or for units in group quarters. 

The final weigh:l~ applied to the records selected from the 1970 

Census list of occupied or vacant housing units was the product 

of the' appropriate ratio estimate factor, a weight to reflect 

the probability of selection and an adjustment for noninterviews. 

The final weight for persolls in group quarters and new construction 

units was the product of the weight to reflect the probability 

of selection and the adjustment for noninterviews. 

The effect of this estimation procedure is to reduce the variation 

in sample size in each of the strata. Ordinarily, this is controlled 

by sampling within strata. In this design, however, it was necessary 

to select a sample larger than required and to delete units that 

were also in sample for certain other Census Bureau programs. 

Ir-~~ 
siile was un~roidably intro-~ 

;1, 11 
eslimate is a reduction 

As a result, some variation in .sample 

duded. The general effect of a ratio 

in sampling error below what would be obtained by weighting all 

of the sample households and persons by a uniform factor. This 

reduction can be substantial for some items. 

Reliability Of The Estimates 

Since the estimates are based on a sample, they may differ 

somewhat from. the figures that would have been obtained if a 

o 

\ 
" \ 

"".~:-~.!;." 

complete census had been taken using the same schedules, 

instructions and interviewers. In addition to sampling 

variability, the results are also subject to the errors of 

response, nonreporting, and processing inherent in censuses as 

well as sample surveys. 

The standard error is primarily a measure of the sampling 

variability, that is, of the variations that occur 'by chance 

because a sample rather than the whole of the population is 

surveyed. The chances are about 68 out of 100 that an 

.A-5 

estimate from the sample would differ from a complete census 

figure by less than the standard error. The chances are about 

95 out of 100 that the difference would be less than twice the 

standard error and about 99 out of 100 that it would be lef:G 

than 2 1/2 times the standard error. The 68 p:ercent confidence 

interval is defined as the range of values given by the estimate 

minus the standard error and theetimate plus the standard 

error; the chances are 68 in 100 that the figure from a complete 

census would fall in this range. The 95 percent confidence 

interval is defined as the estimate + 2 standard errors. 

In order to convey the magnitude of sampling variability involved, 

the standard errors and 95 percent confidence intervals for rates and 

,incident counts in each of the major crime categories are presented 

in Appendix D. 

, 
) 

.. , 

'~ . , 
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4. Q4estionnaire Description 

For collection of the required data for the National Crime 

Survey--Impac:t Cities Sample, thr~e basic forms were used. 

(These forms are reproduced in Appendix B). 

4A. Control Card 

The Control Card'was the BASIC RECORD of each sample unit. 

It contained the address of each sample Ul1it and the basic 

household data, such as the names of the persons living there, 

their age, race, sex, marital status, education, etc. In 

addition, such items as family income, tenure of the unit and 

pertinent information about non interviews were also included 

on the Control Card. All identification information, including 

the address of the sample unit, was transcribed to the Control Card. 

by the field office prior to the interviewer's visit to the 

unit. The Control Card also served sa a record of visits, 

telephone calls, i~terviews, nOn interview reasons, and discovering 

extra housing units. It was the first form the interviewer 

completed during an interview. 

4B. Basic Screen Questionnaire 

!his basic document was also used for all sample units. Its 

basic purpose was to obtain characteristics of the household 

members 12 years or older, as well as to screen for incidents 

of cr~e which had been committed agai~~t the household and/or 
C~) 

household members. 't\ 

I 
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The Basic Screen Questionnaire has five parts: 

1. A cover page for recording identification items, 

interview information, and general characteristics 

of the household. 

2. Personal characteristics items for obtaining general 

information about each household member 12 or older. 

3. Household Sc~een Questions designed to elicit information 

on whether any crimes were committed against the household 

as a whole during the reference period. 

4. Individual Screen Questions desi'~d to elicit information 

on whether any crimes were committed specifically against 

individual house~old members during the reference period. 

5. Two Crime Incident Reports (NCS-4) for use if any crimes 

were reported. 

4C. Crime Incident Report 

This questionnaire was used to gather the detailed information 

about crimes reported in either the Household or Individual Screen 

Question section of the Basic Screen Questionnaire. 

One Crime Incident Report was filled for £!£h. incident of crime 

reported in answer to the screen questions. ~Qr example, if a 

respondent said that her purse was snatched once and that she 

was beaten up twice, three Cr~e Incident Reports--one for each 

separate incident--were filled. 

, . 
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There were circumstances under which~ the interviewer was 

allowed to report several incidents as a "seriesll on one 

Incident form~' All,of the fc'llowing conditions had to exist: 

1. The incidents must have been of the same type. 

A-8 

2. There must have been at least three incidents in the series. 

3. The respond.ent must not have been able to recall dates 

and other details of the individual incidents well enough 

to have reported them separately. 

Respondents were asked to report incidents of criminal victfmization 

occurring during the previous 12 month period, ending the last 

day of the month preceding the month of the interview. Therefore, 

the int~rviewer never asked about incident~ that occurred during 

the interview month or prior to the 12-month reference period. 

5. Interview Procedures 

5A. Dear .Friend Letter 

Before the scheduled field interview, a "Dear Friend" letter 

informing each household ;:~oout t:ne-N~tional Crime Survey, and 

the interviewer's impending visit, was sent to each sample unit. 

5B. Interview Method 

The initial contact with the household was a personal visit, at 

which tim~ interviews were to be obtained for as many household 

members 12 years or olaer as were available. subsequent to the initial 

personal interviews, however, in order to save time and money, the 

interviewers were allowed to make telephone callbacks to obtain 

, 
';. 

t 
! 
fl 
j 

i, 

interviews with the remaining eligible household members. 

.5C. Persons Interviewed 

5C;.1. Household Respondent 

Questions pertaining to the entire household were asked only 

once. Almost any adult was technically eligible to answer 

household questions. Such questions'included the Control 

Card items, Household Background Information B.nd Household 

Screen Questions. 

The interviewer ~as instructed to interview the most 

kn~ledgeable hous~hold member; that is, the one who appf~ared 

to know--or who could reasonably be expected to know--thle 

answers to the household questions. Most frequently, this was 

the head of the household or his wife. 

If it became apparent that the particular household member 

being interviewed for the household information was unable to 

A-9 

answer the questions, a more knowledgeable respondent was found, 

or arrangements were made to call back when a knowledgeable 

respondent was available. 

5C.2. Self Respondent 
" \\ 

Questions on the Basic Questionnaire pertaining to indivitluals 

were asked as many times as there were household members 12 years 

of age Or older. Information about each household member 14 years 

and ove~ was obtained by self-response; that is, each of these 

persons was interviewed f~r himself. 

~. 
L 
,'~ 
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SC.3. Proxy Respondents 

Informati.on about each household member aged 12 and 13 was 

obtained by a proxy; that is, the questions for these persons 

were asked of the household respondent or some other knowledgeable 

household member< 

If a particular respondent was physically unable or mentally 

incpmpetent to answer the individual questions, the intervie~er 

was instructed .to accept information from another'knowledgeable 

household member. 

Also, if a household member 14 or older was tempo~arily absent 

and was not expected to return before the en\Dlleration closeout 

date, individual information for this person was accepted from 

another knowledgeable 'household member. 

SD. Recognizable And Unrecognizable Businesses 

For the purposes of the NatiOnal Crime Survey,a distinction was 

made between two types of. busi.nesses, J:ecognizahle bllsinesses 

and unrecogni;!:able businesses.: 

A recognizable business was'o1l.e'fhatwas observable arul identifiable " 

from the outside. It 'had. ~ sign or other indication outside, 

identifying it as a husiness. Crimes' i:nvolVing any recognizable 

business, such as pJ:operty::stolen fr~ the, business were not 

included in NCS. On~.y per~\6nal property 01: the respondent or a 

I 
I 
! 
I 
I 
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! 
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household member, or personal threat or injury during a crime 

involving a recognizable business was included in the survey. 

An unrecognizable business had .no outside indication, such as 

a sign in the yard or window, which indicated 'that it was a 

business. An example of an unrecognizable business was a 

mail order business run from the home, if there was'no sign 

outside the house advertising the business. 

Crimes to unrecognizable businesses were included in the 

National Crime Survey. Any property stolen from the 

unrecogni'zable business required an Incident Report. 

5E. Duplicate Reporting 

In general, interviewers were instructed to record an incident 

of crime in only one screen question and to complete only one 

Crime Incident Report fOr the incident, in order to prevent 

duplication OliD,ilidents. Duplicate reporting could occur by 
I, 

the same respond~rlt repottil)ga crime in answer to two different 
,~~-:.::-.;,/ 

screen questions or by two different respondents reporting the 

same crime. The one exception to this general rule was that if 

two or .more household members were personally victimized in the 

same crime incident (for example, two household members attacked 

during a hold up). An Incident Report was, to be completed for 

each household member personally victimized in the incident. This 

~as because multiple victimization actually occurred and the 

characteristics of the victimizations may have differed. 

~. 
:.~ 

.j 

j 
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SF. Noninterviews 

Occasionally, an interview for a sample unit could not be 

obtained. This unit was classified as either a Type A, 

Type B, or Type C household noninterview. 

A-12 

1. The Type A noninterviews consisted of households 

occupied by per~ons eligible for interview and for whom 

questionnaires would hav~'been filled if an interview 

had been obtained. These noninterviews arose under 

such circumstances as, no one being home in spite of 

repeated visits, and the household refusing to give 

2. 

any information. 

The Type B noninterviews were units which were either 

unoccupied or which were occupied solely by persons not 

eligible. " These noninterviews arose under such circum-

stances as, the unit was vacant, or the unit was 

I 

I 
I , 
! 

I 
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temporarily occupied by persons who usually resided 

elsewhere. 

3. Reasons for Type C noninterviews were circumstances 

such as, the unit had been demolished at time of 

enumeration, the house or trailer had moved, or 

the unit had been converted to permanent business 

or used for storage. 

The noninterview rates for each city are presented in 

Table A-I. . 

, . 
Occasionally, the interviewer was unable to obtain an interview 

for a particular household member in an otherwise interviewed 

household. This person was classified as Type Z noninterview. 

When a unit was classifed as a noninterview, only a few items 

were filled on the Control Card and the NCS-3 Basic Screen 

Questionnaire. For a Type Z noninterview person, only a few 

personal characteristics items were filled on the NCS-3. 



Atlanta 

Baltimore 

Cleveland 

Dallas 

Denver 

Newark 

Portland 

St. Louis 

a 

------

Table A.1 

Noninterview Rates (per 100), 

---- -------
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The table shows Type A, . B a-rtd C non interview rates by 
city. Noted also are the formulas used' to compute the 
rates. 

Noninterview Rates 

a Type A Type Bb Type CC 

3.3 12.3 3.5 

5.5 7.5 2.0 
, 

6.8 13.3 2.9 

-

4.6 14.3 1.6 

5.7 8.0 2.1 

-
6.3 12.3 5.5 

2.7 9.2 1.8 

_5.2 16.1 4.5 

Type. A 
Interviewed households + Type A 

b 
Type B 

Processed households - Type C 

c 
TtpeC 

Processed households 

A-IS 

5G. General Interviewing Sequence 

The general interview sequence for NCS was to (1) fill a Control 

Card for the unit, (2) ask Basic Screen Questions, and (3) get 

detailed reports on the Incident Report of any incidents of 

crime-mentioned in the Basic Screen Questionnaire. An entire 

interview was completed for a household member before proceeding 

with the next person. 

The household respondent, in addition to answering the questions 

on the Control Card, also answered the NCS-Household Screen 

Questions as well as the Personal Characteristics and Individual 

Screen Questions about himself. The household respondent answered 

the detailed questions about an~: . incidents of crime reported in 

the Household Screen section or his Individual Screen section. 

The househ,old respondent; also answered Personal Characteristics 

items, lndividual Screen Questions and Incident Report Questions 

for household members 12 and 13 years of age. 

Household members 14 or 15 years of age answered only the Personal 

Charac,teristics and Individual Screen Questions about themselves, 

;rid-the detailed questions about any crime the~ reported. 

~
f 
11 
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6. Da~a Collection 

In order to collect data for the NCS, field offices were 

established in each of the Impact Cities. Each field office 

was staffed by one supervisor, about six edit clerks, one 

reinterview clerk, about 15 crew leaders, and about 150 

interviewers. 

All interviewers--who were solicited through newspaper 

advertisements, unemployment offices and referrals--received 

,seve~al days of classroom training, in addition to p~eliminary 

self-study of training manuals. All interviewers were required 

to pass a written exam at an acceptable level. 

Procedures used to secure and maintain the quality of inter-

viewing included the ;ollowing: (1) direct observation of all 

'interviewers during the initial assigmnents and at intervals 

lduring the interviewing per:i,od, (2) crew leader review ,of the 
i 
'interviewer's work, with feedback of errors to interviewers, 

: (3) office edit of all completed work, (4) verification of 

interviewing by having crew leaders independently reinterview 

a sample of completed interviews, and also by means of a recheck 

procedure in which it was determined whether the interviewers 

had visited the correct sample unit,had correctly determined 

the household composition, and had cla.s·sified non-interviews 

correctly. 

\ 

\ , 
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B. Commercial Victimization Survey 

1. Sample Design 

2. 

Each of the eight cities in the Commercial Victimization Survey 

(CVS) sample is included within a standard metropolitan area. 

A subs~ple of segments had been selected within each of these 

SMSA's (approximately 20 years ago for 8l1\,area probability sample 
// 

for one of the Census Bureau's current business programs) and 

in the corresponding cities (weight 16.67 per segment). Each of 

these segments wa~originally selected to include four to six 

retail and service establishments. Annexations to the cities 

since the tfme of the original sample were conside;ed where 

necessary in the weighting procedure. 

In the eight cities sampled for CVS, all available segments 

(i.e., those segments in the city portion of the SMSA's) were 

used except those used in t~\ National Crime Survey sample. 

Th· 1 . f II 
loS se ect1.on 0 the segmentls resulted in weights ranging from 

II . 
16.67 to 17.24 per segment inlthe CVS eight cities -_Ie. 

On the average there were 126 !\segments per city in the ei~ht 
c,ities sample design. 

Estimation Procedures 

h 
'i II 

I! 

The reference period for data collection was 12 months. The 

estimation procedure involves an allowance for nC'JIlresponse cases 

/ 

fr 



/' 
I' 

l:.J 
~; 
I 
L 
j 

t 
r 
1 
l' 

by multiplying the basic segment weight (16.67-17.24) 

by a factor equal to the total number of reports required 

for a particular kind of business divided by the number 

of us,!lble reports for that kind of business. This factor 

is applied to all usable reports in that kind of business. 

There is a special pr~ision made for part-year operators 

in business at the time of enumeration. An imputation 

factor is computed for these which is applied only to the 

number of incidents, not to the number of establishments •. 

It is obtained by muitiplying the weight of ~he part-year 

operator in business at the end of the year by a factor 

A-IS 

of 12 divided by the number of months he was in business 

during the year for the usable report. This result is then 
• 

multiplied by the ratio of required repo~ts divided by 

usable reports described above and this result applied to each 

usable report in the class of part-year operators out of 

business at the time of enumeration. 

3. Reliability Of The Estimates 

The crim~data estimates (both incidents and rates of incidents) 

are based upon a probability sample and therefore subject to 

measurable sampling variability. 

\ 
'. 

" 

The sample used in this survey is one of many samples 

of the same size that could have been selected using the 

'same sample design. The res'ill t of each sample would be 

different but the average would be expected to agree with 

the results that would be obtained from a completed enu-

:meration using the sample procedure. 

'rhe standard error is a measure of the variation among the 

,estimates from all possible samples of the design. The 
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standard error is estimated from a set of ten random groups 

within the sample and.measures the precision with which a 

p~rticular sample estimate approximates the average result 

of all such samples. The estimate of sampling error is also 

subject to sampling variability. 

1~ables in Appendix D show the standard errors and 95 percent 

confidence intervals for rates and incident counts of business 

'\I'ictimization in each city. 

I~ 
~ 
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q. Questionnaire Description 

4A. Commercial Questionnaire 

The CVS-101 was the basic questionnaire used to interview 

at all commercial establishments selected for.the survey. 

The instrument is reproduced in Appendix C. ~he question­

naire pertained to a twelve-month reference period. The 

components of the commercial questionnaire were as follows: 

1. Census Bureau Identification Information 

2. Part I--Business Characteristics 

This section contained questions which enabled the 

interviewers to classify the business establishment 

as to Retail, Wholesale, Manufacturing, Real Estate 

A-20 

Services, .and Others. See Appendix E .for a descrip-

tion of this classification. 

3. 'Reasons for Noninterview 
/--') 
( / 
\-.i."he question was designed and used as a record of 

interview or the reason for any noninterview. 

4. Screening Questions 

These questions were used to find out whether any incident 

of burglary or robbery had occurred at the business estab­

lishment; if so, how many had occurred; whether there was 

insurance coverage for burglary and/or robbery; ~~d 

what security measures were used by the establishment. 

.:;," i 
I 

t~ ,<. 

I 

5.' Part II--Burglary 

The section was used to obtain detailed information 

about any burglary and/or attempted burglary that 

had occurred at the establishment during the survey 

period. 

6. Part III--Robbery 

The section was used to record detailed information 

I 
abqut robbery and/or attempted robbery incidents. 

h 

4B. Kinds Of Business Categories In~ligible for Interview 

1. Fed~ral, state and. local government installations, .offices, etc. 

2. Aparbnent buildings, unless there was evidence such as a sign 

that a business was conducted on the premises. 

3. Privately owned single or duplex dwelling units unless 

there was a business conducted on the premises. 

4. Farms or other agricultural operations unless. there was a 

definite business establishment such as the sales office for 

a nursery on the farm. 

5. Nonrecognizable businesses such as those in private homes 

with no outside indication such as a Sign in the yard or 

window indicating that a business was conducted on the 

premises. 

J 
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5. ,Interviewing Procedures 

SA: Persons Interviewed 

1. General 

For CVS, the ~~ers or managers of the establisl~nt were 

to be interviewed. If the ~er or manager was not available 

at an establishment, the interviewer was to ask for his name 

and telephone number so that she would make an appointment 

for an interview. 

1. Owner or Manager was not Available 

If the owner or manager was temporarily absent for the 

entire' interview period, or if the interviewer was unable 

to see the owner or manager during the interview period 

because of his illness, he was too busy, or for some other 

reason, she conducted an interview with the assistant manager, 

an accountant who handled the company business, tq~ senior 

salesclerk, or some other employee who was knowledgeable 

about the business. 

SB. Noninterviews . 

The commercial noninterview cases were classified into three 

groups--Types A, B, and C. 
,/ 

1/ 

Type A noninterviews were those busin~ses 

informatio:n c')uld have been obtained if an 

1. for which 

interview 

were possi'ble. The non interviews resulted from the 

following circumstances: 

a. The owner refused to give any information. 

b. The~ner could not be contacted. 
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2. Type B nonfnterviews resulted if a business was 

not 1.il operation at the sample address at the time an 

interview could have been conducted or the unit was 

vacant. 

3. Type C noninterview resulted if the address was 

no longer used for business. 

Noninterview rates for the Impact Cities are presented in 

Table A-2. 

6. Data Collection 

In order to collect data for the CVS, field offices were established 

in each of the Impact Cities. Each field office was staffed by one 

supervisor, a supervisory clerk, an office/edit clerk, a reinterview 

clerk, about three crew' leaders~ and' 12 to 29 interviewers. 

Interviewers and crew leaders were selected from among the most 

19ualified staff of the NCSpersonnel; when necessary, additional 

l:~,ecruitment of new interviewers was initiated. As was the case 

wi'~h tl1e training of NCS personnel, classroom instruction and 

\ 
sel~-study of training materials were the basic educational modes 

'\ 
'\ used\. 
\~ ~;!, 

;.1. 
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Also, again as' in NeS, quality control included: a) observation 

of interviews; b) crew leader review of interviewer work; 
p~ 

c) offide edit of completed work; d). r~interview: and recheck 
~. ( 

procedures. 

o 

. ( 

c (~. 
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APPENDIX B 

Survey Instrument For 
Personal And Household Victimization 
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"o~" NCS-3 HOTICE - Your report to tho Census Buro.u Is con"dentlal by la" (Title 13. U.S • 
... ·2.·71) C:.de). It may be seen only by .w~n Census amployees and may be used only for 

statlltlcal purposes. 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Control number SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS AOMIHIST"ATION 
arJ"a&u 0,.. TtfE :c!tN~U.S 

PSU I Serial I Panel I Household i S·ament 
I I I I 1 1 

I I 1 I .1 1 1 , 1 I 

HA TIONAL CRIME SURVEY , 

CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE 

BASIC SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. InlerYiewer identification 5. Tenur. (cc 8) 

Code : Nam. @) I 0 Owned or beln, bou,hi 

@) I Z 0 Rented fM cash 
I '0 No cash rent 

2. Record 01 inlerview 
Line number of household : Duo completed 7. TYPI ollivinc quarters (cc 15) 

@) 
respondent I Houolnl Unit 

I 
@) 1 DHouse. aparcment. na, I 

3. Reason lar naninlerview (cc 19d) Z 0 HU In "ontranslenr hOlel. motel. etc.. 

TYPE A 30 HU - Permanent '" tranlient hotel, moee'. etc. 

Raa.Oft 
40 HU In roomlnl house 

(ill) 10 No on. homo 
sO Mobil. home or trailer 

20 Temporarily absent-R.tum Jo'. 
.0 HU not. specified above - Duc/lbe p 

'0 Refused ,.' 

40 Other Oce. - Specify OTHER UNIT 

Roc. 01 head 70 Quarters not HU In roominl Of' i?oardin& houle 

® I o White .0 Unit not permanen' ,in transient hotel. moeel, etc. 

zoNe,ro .. 0 V.cam tent stt. or trailer she 

,00thor 10 0 Not specified above- O •• crlbe "7 
" 

TYPE B 

@Y to Vacant _ Relular • •• Number 01 housinc units in structure (cc 26) 

z 0 Vacant - Stora,. of HH fur"ltur~ @Y 101 505-. 

30 Tempor.rily occupied by persons with URE Z02 .010 or mOf. 
40 Unfit or to be demolished '03 70 Mobil. homo or nall.r 

c 50 Under consuuction. not ,ea~y 4o~ 
.0 Coovefled to 1emporary business or stora,e 

~ ASK IN EACH HOUSEHOLD, .., 0 Occupied entirei), by """eO Forees members !to (Olher than the ••• business) does anyone in ,this bousebold .0 lJn:occupied CeM site or tr.ller she Oprrlte I business from this addreSi? 
.0 Pennlt "anted, consuuedan not staned @) 10No 

to 0 Other - Specify -, 
Z 0 Yes - What kind 01 busi~e_ss is that? 7 

TYPEC /-

@) 10 Unused line of IIuln, sheet 10. Fa.mily'lncome (cc 27) 
20 DemoliShed @) I 0 Under SI.ooo .0S 1.SOOtc:i.,;;999 
30 HOUle or uaUe, mcw.~ 
40 Out_Ide _e,ment zoSl.oooto 1.999 00 10.000 to 11,999 

aD Converted to permanent businels'or storale 30 2,000 to 2,999 100 12.000 to 14.999 

1J 
t., .... 

• o Merled 40 3.000 to 3.999 110 15.000 to '19.999 
70 Condemned ;?/ 

.0 Built after April I. 1970 110 4.000 to ".999 IZo 20,000 to 24.999 

, 
,00ther - Specify ""1 .0 5,000 to.5.999 130 25,000 and ov.r 

70 6.000 to 7 .~99 
\ " 

\ TYPE Z 
To,a' numb.r 

Interview not obtained for-
@) Line number 11. Household members 12 years 

@) ol.,e and OVER .. 
® @) 
€!Y 12. Housekold members UNDER 12 ,eais 01 aCI_ 

@) 
00 Non. 

@>;: 4. Hausehold slatus 
" 

@ , 0 Sa!"e household as lall enumer.tlon 13. Crime Incident Reparts filled 1 

20 "eptace1Tlerit h9usehold since last enurneration 
00 Non. 

31 0 Previous nOni"lerview or not in sample before CENSUS USE ONLY 

5. Speciai piace type code (CC 6c) @ I@ /@ Jill> @) 
.. 
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• 

B-4 
. 

, PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS .,~ .. 
• • ~ .. ! 

. . . " :.";-: . 
14. . IS. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22. 23. What 10 the hlglie .. 24.Did 

MAM!",(o' h .... h.ld TVPE LINE REL ATIONSHfp AGE MARITAL RACE SEX ARMED g'od. (0' y.") 01 you 

, •• ponclent) OF NUMBER TO HOUSEHOLD LAST STATUS (cc 19) (cc 20) FORCES regular IchHl you corn· 

IMTER· (cc 12) HEAD BIRTH· (ee IS) MEMBER have .",.r crtt.N:I.d1 plirt. 

VIEW (ec 13b) DAV (ce 21) (ASK~or pers"". tho! 

(cc 17) 12-2~ 11". T,ansalbe year? 

tor 2S + rr •. )(cc 'Z1) (cc2J) 

KEVER-BEGIN NEW RECORD @ @ @ @) @> (ill) (@ @) @ .~ 
.... '0""" • o He'" • qr-w,led .0Vrh . .0M .0Ves 00 0 HoY ... anonded ·OVe. 

zOTel z 0 Wile 01 head zOWldowed 20Ne,. 20F 2oNO or klrod .... ort"" 20Ne 
--- -- _ Elam. (01-00) 

30NI- 300wn child 3D Divorc:ed 30Cllh. 

FI,at Fill ~ 0 ClIhtr relMi .. .0 Seporated 
_ H.S. (09-12) 

16...21 50 Non.,elatlve sONeverMor. 
_ Colle .. (21-26t) 

Look a, hem 41 on cover pale. Is this the same 26d. Have you been looklnelol Walk durlnelhe past 4 weeks? 

CHECK ~ household as last enumeration? (Box J marlc~d) @) .0Ves zO No - SKIP to 280 

ITEI A o Vea - SKIP 10 260 - DNa 
27. Is there any renon why you coul~ not take a job LAST WEEK? 

25a. Did you live In this house on April 1, 1970? @) .0 No y •• -.... 20 Already hal a lob 

@) 10 Yes - SKIP 10 260 zONa ~ 0 Temporary III"~ .. 

•• Whlll did you live on April I, 1970? (State, lorelln country, 
.0 Gain, to achool 

U.S. possession, etc.) sOOthe, - Specify :7 

I 
Scat •• etc. 

County Description or Job or business (Current or mOle recent) 

c. Did ,Oil live Inside the limits 01 a city, town, vllll.e, etc.? 28a. For whom did you work? (Nome 0' comp,,"y, "u.ln .... 

@Y 10NO 20 Yes - Nwne of city. town. yillage, .'c. ~ 
orgoni%o,lon, or 0'''.' employer) 

@) 1 -I 1 1 1 @ xo Neyer worked - SKIP '0 29 

•• lere you In the Armed Forces on April 1, 19701 •• What kind 01 business or Industry Is this? (For example: TV and 

® loYes zONa. 
radio mfl •• retail ahoe store. State Labor Department. 'arm) 

A." 26-28 fo, peuo'" J6 ".ors or o/Jer @ I I I 
2'a. What were you doinl most of LAST WEEK - workiHl, hep!~1 

ItOUSI, loin, 10 schoot, or so~ethinl else? 
c. lell you-

@) 10 Work In, - SKIP", 2!0 60 Unable to wo,k - SKIP @ ,0 An employee 01 a PRIVATE company, business or Indlfldua' 

z 0 With a lob but "'" at work 
'0280 lor wailS, salary Dr commissions? 

70 Retired 20 A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county or 10ClI)? 
~ 0 Lookln. for .,ark 10 Otho, - Specify p 
40 Keeplnl house 

3 oSELF EMPLOYED In OWN business, prolesslonal 
practlce Dr larm? 

10 Goln, to .. chool 

•• Did 'OU do any work at all LAST WEEK, not countinl work 
.0 Workln. WITHOUT PAY In lamily business Dr larm? 

around the house? (No'.: " form a' ".,.ine .. op.,o'o, In HH. o.~ d. What kind 01 work were you doinl? (For example: el.;!culc:al 

.... u. ""paid _,~.) anllneer. stock clerk. typist, '.rmet') 

@) 10 Ye. - SKIP ,021J0 zONa @) I I I 
c. Did 'OU have a job Dr business from which you were lemporarfly e. What were your most Important activities or dulle's? (For example: 

absenl Dr on layoll LAST WEEK? . t)';lln&, keeplnl account bookl. selllni c.rs, flnllhlna ~et:e.elt;.) 

~ I 0 Ye. - SKIP '0 280 zONa 

NOles 

·,t 

P ... l 

~ ________ ~ __ ~ ____ ~==~~~~=-____________________ ~B-5 
HOUSEHOLD SCREEN QUESTIONS 

29. No" I'd like to ask some qucsIJons about crime • 
They reler only to the lasl12 months - between 

, 
I 
I 

.-:-~..,.,._....,1st and • DUllnl : 
Ihe last 12 months, did anyone break Into or : 
somehow IlIe,ally ,et Into your (apartmenlihome), I 
laraee, 01 another bulldlnl on your propelly? : 

DNa : 
I 

32. Did anyone take somethinl belonging to you or I 
to any member 01 this household, Irom a place I 

wher .. you or they were temporalily stayin" I 
such as a Irlend's or relative's home a hotel : 
or motel, or a vacation llome? ' : 

DNa :. 
o Yc. - How many times? - i 

o Ve. - How many'times? ----... : 
I 

• 33': What was the lolal number 01 motor vehl cles 
(cars, trucks, etc.) owned by you or any 
other member 01 this household durin, the 
last 12 months? 

I 
: @ ooNone- SKIP 
I '036 
I 

30. (Other Ihan Ihe Incldenl(s) Just mentioned) Old 
'OU lind a door ilmmied, a lock lorced, or any 
othl! sllns 01 an ATTEMPTED break In? 

DNa 
DYe. - How many times? _____ ... 

I 
I 
I 
• I 
I 
I 
I 

34. Old anyone sleal, TRY to steal, or use I 

t::-:::-~:;-:--~:-:-:--::-:-~--~--:----.---1 (it/any 01 them) wllhout permission? : 
31. Was anylhin, al.all stolen Ihat Is kepi outside 0 No : 

,our home, or happened to be. left out, such as I 
a bicycle, a ealden hose, or lawn lurniture? • : 0 Yes - How many times? - : 
(other than any Incident! already mentioned): 35. Old anyone steal or TRY to steal palt 01 I 

o No I (It/any 01 them), such 3S a baUery, hubcaps, : 
: lape-deck, etc.? I 

DYe. - How many times? ---..... : 0 No : 
I 0 Yes - How many times? _ I 
I I 

, ,- .,..1>'~ ,. "J. INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS ':.': , '. 
I 

.04 Of more 

35. The lollowin, questions reler o"ly to things that I 46. Old you find any evidence that someone 
happened to you durinl the last 12 months -belween: LJ Yes - ~ow many ATTEMPTEO to steal somethin, that 

" 0 No tllnes? belonged to YOU? (olher Ihan anv Incidents 
: 0 Ves - How many 
: DNa times? 

.,.-___ Ist and • Old you I d I' d I 

hIVe your (pocket picked/purse snatched)?: a rea y men lone) 
I 
I 

I 

37. Did anyone take something (else) directly 110m you. 0 H 
by us In, 101ce, such as by a stickup, mUllin. I Yes - ti Ow ~any 
or threat? : 0 No mes. 

• I 
I 

31. Did anyone TRY to rob you by usinl lorce or : 
threatenln, to harm you? (olher than any incidents I 0 Yes - ~ow many 
already mentioned) I 0 No mes~ 

I 
I 
I 

39. Old anyone beal you up, attack you or hit you with I 

lomethlnl, such as a rock or bollle? (other than : eVe. - tl°w ~any 
an, Incidents alreadY mentioned) : 0 No meso 

40. Were you knlled, shot at, or attacked with some 
other weapon by anyone at all? (olher than 
an, Incidents alleady mentioned) 

• I 
I 

: eVes - How many 
: DNa times? 
I 
I 
• I 

47. Did you call the police during the last 12 
months to report something Ihat happened to 
you which you thought was a crime? (Do 
not count any calls made to the police 
concerning Ihe Incidents you have just 
told me aboul.) 

o No eVes - What happened? 

I , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I@) 
• i 

• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
• 

INTERVIEWER _ Wos HH m .... ".' 12+ 0;;:;;;e<l1 
or tnrl!ote"ecl, or was same''';"" stolen or on : 
otlflnpI moJe /0 steol something ,hat be/ong.cI I 

'0 him? : 

o No 0 Ve. - How many times? _ ... _ : 

OJ 
CD 
[IJ 

41. Old Inyone THREATEN to beat yuu up 01 
THREATEN you wllh a knlle, gun, 01 some other 
weapon, NOT Including telephone threats? (other 
tban any Incidents already menlloned) 

: 0 Ves - How III any ~4;;8;-. 'iiD;;:id'a::n:::yiLlh:C'n::g:-;h::a::pp::e~n-:to~yo":'u~d~u:-;'i-::-ng""7."lh-e 7la-s7t 712:-::-------~ 
: 0 No times? months which you thought w~s a Clime, but I 
: did NOT report to Ihe police? : 

i 0 No 0 Yo. - What happeped? I 
42. Did anyone TRY to allack you In some other way? J ------:.-:.-------- : 

(other than any Incidents already menlioned) I 0 Yes - ~ow many : 'ii59' 

43. During the l.stl2 months, did anyone stealthlnls 
that belon,ed to you Irom inside any car or truck, 
luch as packa,es or cloth I".? 

10No mes? I ~ 
I I 

• I I I 

I 

: eVes - How many 
I DNa times? 

• I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

44. Was anythlnl staten 110m youwhiie you were away I 
"0m home, lor Instance at work, in a theater or : 0 Yes - How many 

INTERVIEWER - Wos HH membe, 12f ollo.~eJ: 
or '''r~o'en.a~ or wus some,hing stolen or 011 I 
attemp, ",ode to sreal some,h{ng thot h./ongeJ I 
to him? : 

r.stluranl, or while traveiln,? : 0 No times? .0 No 0 Yes - How many times? _ : 
I 

[1] 
CD 
IT] 

I 
I 
I 

Old you receive all "NO·1" to the Screen Questions 
asked of ,hi. respondenll . 

45. (Other than any Incidents you'fe already 
l1.ntloned) Was anylhlnl (else) slolen Irom 
'OU durlnl the last 12 months? 

: 0 Yes - How mlpy 
: ONo times? 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Pa,e] 

CHECK ~ 
ITEM B , 

DYes - Asic ques,ions (or ned HH memb.r 'on 
, (ol/owing po;.. End In'ervie..., I( los' 
,..poncl_n', 

o No - Fill C,lm. I".,do .. ' Ropart. 

-----------~------

f 
'\ 

I~ 
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; PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

14. 
NAME 

15. 
TYPE 
OF 
INTER. 
VIEW 

16. 17. 
RELATIONSHIP 
TO HOUSEHOLD 
HE~.D 

18. 19. 20. 21. 22. 23. Wha. I. tho high ... 
lI'ade (01 Y."'lof 

24. Did 

KEYER_BEGIN HEW RECORD @ 
Las, 10Per 

zOTel 
1-::,,...--_____ -I3 0 NI -

First Fill 
16-21 

LIHE 
HUMBER 
(cc 12) 

(ccI3 b) 

@ 
I o Head . 
,0 Wife afhead 
30o..nchild 
400< ...... ,el.,lve 
50 NOIWel.tl"", 

AGE MARITAL RACE SEX 
LAST STATUS (cc 19) (cc 20) 
BIRTH. (cc 18) 
DAY 
(cc 17) 

@ 
10r-wrled 
zOWld......,.j 
3001vcrc:ed 

'-Os..pora,ed 
50 Nev ... I-W. 

@) @) 
I o \\h. 10M 
20Ne,.20F 
300<h, 

ARMED 
FORCES 
MEMBER 
(cc 21) 

,.gula, achoo_ yoU 
ho~ .... et oHend.d1 
(ASK for persons 
12-21 yrs Tr ..... crlbe 
for 2St yrl.) (cc22) 

@) 
00 0 Nev .. Attended 

Of' klndet,""en 
_EI",".(OI~) 

_H,S. (09-12) 
_Colle,. (21-26+) 

Look at hem .. on cover pate. Is this the same 
CHECK ~ hou.ehold a. I •• t enumera,lon! (Bo. I mo,~ed) 

26d. Have you been lookine for work durlne the past 4 weeks? 
@ I 0 vo. 20 No - SKIP to 280 

ITEM A' 0 Ve. _ SI<IP '0 260 0 No 

you 
c ..... 
pl.t. 
.ha' 
yeor? 
(cell) 

25a. Did you live in this house on April I, 1970? 27. Is there any reason wht you ccwld not take a job LAST WEEK? 

@9 lOVe. - SKIP fa 260 zO No 
b. Where did you live on April I. 1970? (Stale, foreign country 

U.S. possession. etc.) 
Scate. etc __________________ _ 

County 

c. Old you live Inside the limits of a city. town. village. etc.? 
I 0 No 20 Ves - Nan_ of city, rown •• lIIag ••• tc. 7 

II I I I I 
d. Were you In the Armed Forces on April 1. 1970? 

10V •• 20No 
Ask 26-28 (or persons 16 yeors or olcler 

26a. What were you doing most of LAST WEEK - workine. keepinl 
house. &oinlto school, or something else? 
I 0 Worklnc - SKIP to 280 60 Un.ble '0 work - SKIP 
2 0 With. lob but not at work. '0 280 

70 RetIred 3D Lookln, for work 
40 K •• pln, house 
sO Goln, '0 school 

B 0 Oth.r - Sp~cify ., 

b. Old you do any 'work at all LAST WEEK. not counting work . 
alllund the house? (No.e: If fam or business oporal'" In HH. a •• 
chout """,1.1 "",/c.) 

@' IOVe.-SKIPt028a zONo 
c. Did you have a job or business frol)! which you were temporarily 

absent or on tayoff LAST WEEK? • 
@) lOVes - SKIP.o 280 20Na 

@ 10 NO Vo. _ iO Alroady h.1 _job 
3 o Temporary IIln ... 
40 GoinE to •• hool 
sOOther - Sp.e/ft -, 

Descrlpt)on of job or bu!Siness (Curfe"' or most recent) 
28a. for whom did ~ou work? IN""," 01 compony, "".In .... orgonl,o.lor 

or other employer} 

xO No.er worked - SKIP to 36 
b. What kind of business or industry is this? (For exampl.:, TV and 

radio m(,., retail shoe store. State Labor Oepa(tment. farm~ 

Q1J 
c. Were you-

lOAn employee of a PRtVATE company. business or Indivld(lal 
for wages. satary or commissions? 

20 A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal. State. county or local)i' 
3D SELF EMPLOYED in OWN business. profession at practice or farm? 
40Workin& WITHOUT PAY In family business or farm? 

d. What kind of work were you doln,? (For example: .loc"lcel 
en&ineer, stocl( clerk. typist. f.rmer) 

I II 
e. What were your most Important activilles or duties? (For e"ampl.: 

typln •• keepl"& account boolc.s. sellin, cars, finlsh1nlCOt\crete. etc.) 

'.. ,,' "', ... . :.;<~.~;::.~ INOIVIOUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS .' .. ,,: ,',.' '::'" ·::t,i:-"·'r .. :,.~" :';:; 

36 The following questions refer only to things that : 0 Ves -How many 46. Did you find any evidence that someone : 0 Vo. -How many 
• happened to you durinlthe last 12months - between I 0 times? ATTEMPTED to steal som~thlnc that belona.ed : 0 No times? 

1st a~d '. Did you: No to you? (other than any inCidents already menlJoned) I __ 

~ha-v-e-y-ou-r-:(p-ocket picked/purse snatched)? I - 47. Old you cali the police durina the lastl21110nths 
31 Did anyone take something (else) directly Irom you lOVe. -How many to report somethlnr that happened to you which 

• • f h b r k 1 ' times' you thought was a crime? (Do not count any 
by us1o1 orce. suc as ya 5 IC uP. muu n& : 0 No _. _ calis made to the police concernin, the incidents 
or threat? I you have just told me about.) 

38. Did anyone TRY to rob you by using lorce or lOVes - How many .0 NoD Ves _ What happened? 
threatening to harm you? (other than any incidents 10 No times? 
.Iready mentioned) : __ 

.~S. Did anyone beal you uP. attack you or hit you with ! 0 Ves - How many 
something. such as a rock or bottle? (other than : 0 No times? INTERVIEWER -Woo HH member 12t oftaeked or 

@lLD 
CD 
CD 

any incidents already mentioned) I __ threo.ened. orwa. som.thlng s.o/en or on attempt 
moae '0 .'~ol lome thing thor b./ongeJ ;0 him? 

40. Were you knifed. shot at. or attacked with some 10 Yes - How manYI _~9~N:?0-,..JO;J;Y~.~s~-~H~ow~m~a~nY~t~im~e~S~?';::';:;~~'=-!----===_-I other weapon by anyone at all? (other than any 10 No limes? I- . 
Incidents alreadY mentioned) I -_ 48. Old anythinl happen to you dUlln& the last 12 : 

41. Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up or 10 V.s - How many months which you thought was. crime. but did I t.:;.;\ 
THREATEN you with a knife. gun. or some other 10 No limes? NOT reportta the police? : ~ 
wupon. NOT Including telephone threats? (other I 0 No 0 Ye. - What ha~pened? I 
than any Incidents already mentioned) I __ : 

42. Did anyone TRY to attack you In some. other way? lOVe. - How many I 

IT) 
rn 
CD 

(othel than any incidents already mentioned) ! 0 No limu_?_ 

43 Ourine the lastl2 monlhs. did anyone steal things lOves _ How many 
------~----~~~~--~~ ~I----------' rNTERVIEWER -Was HH member 12+ allae~eJ er I 
,ht.a,rnf!!J, or .... 0. something .'o/.n ar an attemp' I 

• that belonged to you from inside any car or truck. :1
0 

No limes? 
such as packages or ciothing? 

marl. '0 .,eol some,hing ,1.0' belonged '0 him? : 

o No 0 Ves - How many times? • I 
44. Was any thine stolen from you while you were away : 0 Yes - How many 

Irom home. for Instance at I'rork, in a theater or II 0 No tiatu_? 
restaurant. or while traveling? CHECK ~ 

~4-5-.~(O~t~h~er~t~h~an~a~n-y~in-c~id~e-n~ts-y-O~u·~y-e-a~lr-e3~d~y------~:O==-V-.I--~H~0-w-m-a-nyi ITEMB, 

Old you receive all uNo'au ~o the Scr •• n Qu •• t'onl asked of 
this respondent t 

'0 Yel - A"Ie. que.,tons (or ne.' HH mem·~.j 0/1 lo't~wlng p~ .. 

lIIentioned) Wa5 anythinl (else) 5tolen from : 0 No limes? 
,ou duri~1 the las I 12 months? , 

EnJ Intervl ... II las' r .. ponJent. 
o tia - Fill Crime IneIJ..", R.ports 

'1 r 
) 
I 

I 
I 

I 

B-7 
r-----------------------------~P~ER~S~O\~~A~L~C~H~AR~A~C~TE~R~IS~T~Ic~S------~--------------------~: 

14. 
NAUE 

IS. 
TYPE 
OF 
INTER· 
VIEW 

16. 
LIHE 
HUMBER 
(cc 12) 

17. 
RELATIONSHIP 
TO HOUSEHOLD 
HEAD 
(ccI3b) 

18. 
AGE 
LAST 
BIRTH· 
DAY 
(ce 17) 

KEYER-BEGIH NEW RECORD @ @ 
Last lOPe< 

ZoT.1 
1-::,,..-----__ -130 NI-

Fltst Fill 
16-21 

I o Head 
zOWlfe 01 head 
3oo..n ehlld 
400< ...... relatl.e 
sO Non .... I.tl". 

r--'-- Look at Item .. on COYer paze. Is thiS the slime 
CHECK b. household a. lost enum.ratlonl (Bo. 1 mo,keJ) 
ITEM A rOVes - SKIP '0260 0 No 

25a. Did you live In this ~ouse on April I, 19701 
® I DYes - SKIP fa 260 20 No 

b. Where did you IIv~ on April 1, 1970? (State. forel.n country 
U.S. possession. etc.) 
State, etc:. _________________ _ 

County 
c. !lId you live i-nslde the limits of a city. town. vllla,e. etc.? 

10 No z 0 V •• - Nane 0' cltr. town • • lIIag_. e.c. -; 

I I I I I I 
Ii. Were you in the Armed Forces on April I. 1970? 

10Ye. zONo 

".k 26_28 'or p~rsono 16 yeors or olJer 
263. Wh~t were you doing most of LAST WEEK - work in •• keepln. 

hou~e, eolng to school. or some thill' else? 
10 Workln,-SKIP to 280 60 Un.bl. to work - SKIP 
20 With. lob but not at work fa 280 

70R.,lr.d 3D Lookln, for work 
40 Klueplnc house 

50 Goln, to sohool 
B 0 Other - Speeify., 

b. Old you do any work at all LAST WEEYi, not counlfn& work 
around the house? (Nore: "fam or busl"" .. oper"'", In HH. osk 
chout "PoIJ wa,"') 
IOY.s-SI<IPt028a zONa 

c. Old you have a job or business from which you were temporarily 
absent or on layofl LAST WEEK? 
10 Ves'''- SKIP to 280 2(1 No 

19. 
MARITAL 
STATUS 
(CC 18) 

20. 
RACE 
(c. 19) 

21. 
SEX 
(cc 20) 

22. 
ARMED 
FORe:,: 
MEMB"r/ 
(cc 21) 

23. Who. I, tho high .. , 24. Did 
grad. (01 yeetl of you 
re;ula, .chao you COtnoo 

hove ev.r an.nd.d7 pl.t. 
(ASK rOt p..-sons 'hot 
12-11 yrs Tr.c .. ",1 be yeo.! 
for 25. yrs.) (ce22) (ccll) 

@ @)@)®@ (@ 
I o Mrrled I o \\h. 10M lOVe. ooON ...... ttended 

zOWld......,.j zONeI. zOF zONo Of' klnd."""en 
300i\lC!'ced 3oO<h. _Elam. (Ol~) 
'Os.."",·atod _H.S. (09-12) 
50 Ne.,," MIt. _Coli ... (21-26+) 

26d. Have you been looklnllor work durin. the put 4 weeks? 
@ lOVe. 20No-SKIP to 280 

I Dyes 

ZONa 

27. Is thm any reason why you could not take a job LAST WEEK? 
@ I 0 No V •• _ Z 0 Already ho •• lob 

3D Temporary IIInes. 
.0 Goln, to Ichool 
50 Other - Speclft -, 

, -.Descrlptlon or fob Dr busln.ess (C;ur,enc Of' most recent) 
28:1. For whom did you work? (N"",. 0' company, "",Inu,. orgonlzat/or 

or o,h.r employ.r) 

xO Ne.er warhd - SKIP 1036 

~. What ~l~dcl busil1us or Indu~lry Is this? (For .. amplo: TV.nd 
r.dlo mfl., retaU shoe 5tOl"e, State Labor Department, farm) 

Q1J' 
c. Were you -I I 

lOAn employee of a PRIVATE com pant. business or Indlviduat 
for wages. satary or comml~slons? 

20 A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal. State. county or local)? 
~ 0 ~ELF EMPLOYED In OWN business. profes~al practice or farm? 
40Worklnl WITHOUT PAY In h.mily business or farm? 

d. W~~t kind of work. ')tere you doln,? .( For .xample; .I.ctrlcal 
en&ineer, stock clerk. typist. farmel') 

I I I 
e. IIhat were your most imporlant acllvitles or duties? (For •• ample: 

t),pln.c, keep1", account books, •• lfI"£ carl, flnishln. concrete, etc.) 

36. The followinl questions refer only to tP.ings that : C V.s -HOW many 46.lild you find any evidence that someone : Dv •• -How many, 
happened to you dUring the lastl2 mon~hs - between I C No times? ATTEMPTED to ste31 something that belonged. 10 No times? 

1st and _, Old you I I" you? (other 1han any Incidents already mentioned) I __ 

~_.::; ~ha;V;e~y~o::u-r~(!:.p-o:.;c.::;ke:.;t~p:.;.lt:.;k,.:e;:;d,..::'p.;;.ur:.:s.;;.e..:.s":na:::-tc:.;h,.:e""d)"':?:--_~I_=:__-_::_-'=~_147. Old you .cali the police during the last12 months • 
37. Old anyone take something (else) direclly from you: eVes -HOW many to report $omething that happened to you which \ 

b i f h b Ii k' tlm S7 you thought was a crime? (00 nol count any or t~~e~~? orce, suc as y a s cup, mu&Can,: 0 No e _. _ calls made to the police concernlne the Incidents 'iii' 
you have just told me about.) ~ 38. Old anyone TRY to lob you by uslnl force or : 0 Y •• - How many 0 0 Wh I h ed 

threatening to harm you? (other than any Ihddents I 0 No times? No Yes - a appen ? 
atready mentioned) 1 __ _ 

39. Old anyone beat you uP. all3tk you or hit you with 10 Yu - Ho\'l many 
somethinl, such as a rock or bottle? (other than I 0 No times? INTERVI EWER - W"s HH memb.r 12+ otracked or 
Iny Incidents already r:lentioned) I .hreo'eneJ. or wos some.hlng s'o/." or on oft.mpt 

marle to steal .amct~/"9 'hat be/ong.d to him? 
40. Were you knifed, shot at, or attacked with sOllie ,DYes - How many C No 0 Ye. _ How many limes? 

other weapon by anyone al all? (other than any : 0 No times? • I 

Incldenb already mentioned) I _ 48. Did anythinf,'happen to you during the lasl12 
~4-1-.,.;;!J;,:;id;.;a;:n..;.y;:on-e-::T::-:H'"'R;.,E,..,Ac:T:-::E~II,..,t,...0..,.b.:..e3-:t-:y-:o':"u -up-cr---;I-::C=-:Y-e-.---H:7o~w-:-ma--n"y months whir,h you thoughl was a crime, but did 

THREATEN you with a knlle, gun. or some olher : C No times? NOT report to the police? 
weapon. NOT locludlne lelephone threats? (other I 0 No 0 v.s _ What happened? 
than any incidents alrcady mentioned) , __ .,' 

42. Old anyone TRY to attack you in some other way? 
(other than anylocldents already mentioned) 

: c V.s - How many 
IONo limes~ 

I 

• I 

I@) 
I 
I 
I , 
I 

IT] 
IT] 
CD 

IT] 
IT] 
CD 

INTERVIEWER _ Wos HHmember 12+ Q"oc~eJ or : 
43. Durin, the lasll2 months. did anYone steal things , ' C Ves _ H.ow m,any threo.ened. or ",a.,ome./oing .,a/en or on attempt I 

that beloneed to you from Inside any car or truck" I, 0 Ho times. m'oJe to steol ,o'"~thlng rhot bet~ong.J '0 him? I ~' 

I ~~S~uc~h~as~pa~C~k~a&~e~s;O~r~c~lo~th~i~n'~?~==:_:::=_:::::::_~:;;.;_-;;:::-:=d-__ ~O;L!N~O:..._~C~Y~.: • .:-~H;ow~m~a~n~y~l~m~e~s'~. ~:=:=~I~l;.'==::::t,~~.c ,:, ~ -',-r-
44. Was any thin, stolen Irom you while you were away I LJ Y •• - How many Old you ... el.o all .. No· ... '0 tho Screen Qu ... ion. osk.d,of 

from home. for Instance at work. In a theater or :, 0 No tlmes_? this re.pandent] 
lullurant, or While traveling? CHECK ~ 

I-~:..:.;:=='--:--=~-:--..::.:---:--;----~_=:_-__::-==J ,0 Yes - A.1e ques,ton. lor n."t):fH m~m,b., on (allowing peg •• 
45. (other than any Incidents you've already : 0 Ves _ How many (TEM B EnJ intervle", if 10./ , .. ponJent. 

mentioned) Was anything (else) stolen from : 0 No Ii~es? 0 No_ FII(/:rlme InclJen. Reports 
yOQ durin, the /astl2 IiOonths? , 

Pale 5 
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

14. 15. 16. 17. lB. 19. 20. 21. 22. 2J.IIho. II tho high ... 
9'0<1. (0. Y."'/ ~f 24. Did· 

NAME TYPE LINE RELATIONSHIP ACE MARITAL RACE SEX ARMED ,',", 

OF NUMBER TO HOUSEHOLD LAST STATUS (cc 19) (cc 20) FORCES '.guIOf actJO(i you < .... 

INTER· (cc 12) HEAO BIRTH· (cc 18) MEMBER J,Q'I1t ..... r attended? pl.l. 

VIEW (ccllb) DAY (cc 21) (ASK for petsen. .ho. 
12-24 yrsTrans<;rlh<l year? 

(cc 17) for' 25+ yrs.) (ce2l) (cell) 

KEYER_BEGIN NEW RECORD @) @ @' @ '(ill) (ill) @) (@ @) (@) 
l.aIt 

First 

CHECK ~ 
ITEM Ar 

10 Pot I o He.d 
tOTel 20Wlfo of head 

30NI'" --- 30o..nchlld --
Fill 40 Other relative 
16-21 sO Non ... I.,I"" 

Look at ire",," <4 on cover pale. Is this the same 
household as last e:numer.tlon1 (BON r motk.clJ 

DYe. - SKIP to 260 0 No 

Z51. Did you live in thi.s house on April I, 1970? 
® IOYe.-SKIP'''!260 zONa 

II. Where did you live on April 1, 1970? (State, lorelgn tountry 
U.S. possession, ett.) 
5 ••• e.o.c.-' ________________ _ 

County 

e. Did you live inside the limits 01 ; tHY, town, villai!, etc.? 
1 0 No 20 Yes - Nom., .~I city, town, y;l/cg., ele. -, 

111111 
d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 1970? 

1 Dyes zONa 

Ask 26_28 (or persons 16 yeors Of olJ~r -
261. What were you doin~ mO$! of LAST WEEK - workinc, keepin, 

Q.', house, loinl to sthoni, or some thin. else? e 10 Workln, - SKIP to 280 60 Unabl. to work ~ SKIP 
20 With a lob bu. no. a. work to 280 

70 Re,lred 
J 0 ",,-~okln, for work 

4 G keep In, house 
sOGoina to school 

eO D.her - Specify 1 

b. Did you ~o any 'IIork at all LAST WEEK, not tountlnt work 
around t::e house? (Nore: If (am or bu.I"" .. operotOl I;' HH. os. 
«x.utt.rpaid_rl..) 
I 0 Yes - SKIP to 280 zo No 

c. Did you h.ave I job or busin~ss Irom"which you were temporarily 
absent or on layoll LAST WEEK? 

@ IOYe.-SKIPt028 o zONa 

IOM>rrled 10\\l1· 10M IOye. CO 0 N ...... a"ended lOY •• 
20Wldowod zONe,. zOF 20No or 1<lMer,."en zONa 
30Dlvcrced sOOth, _ Elem. (01-00) 
.0 Separ.,ed _H.S. (09-12) 
sO Ne.et Mor. Coli.,. (21-26+) 

26d. Have you been lookin& for work durinl the pa'st 4 weeks? "-
@ 10 Yos ' 20 No - SKIP t~28a 

27. Is there any reason why you tould nott~ke a.1ob LAST WEEK? 
@ I 0 No Yes --.+- 20 Alr •• dy h •• a lob 

3D Tempot.ry Illness 
40 Gain, '0 .ch~ol 
II 0 Other - SpoclFy -, 

DescriptIon of Job Of bu,Jne,n (Current 01 most recent) 
28a. Fcr whom did you work? (Nom. of company. "".'noss, organlzo"~r 

or other ~ploye'J 

xO Ne.er worked - SKIP 10 36 

b. What kind 01 business or industry is this? (For examplo: TV and 
r:adlo mf&., fetal! shoe .store. State Labor Oepilrtmznt. farm) 

I I I I 
c. Were you - ... 

lOAn employee 01 a PRIVATE tompany, business or individual 
lor wales, salalY Qr tommissions? 

20 A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county or local)? 
3D SELF EMPLOYED In O'liN business. prQlessiooal Plattlte or larm? 
40 Working WITHOUT PAY in famiiy business or larm? 

d. What kind 01 w,ork were you doing? (For example: electrical 
enlJneer. stock clerk. typi:.t. farmer) 

~ 1 1 I 

~\i' ' ''''':''''' '.,>" ",'.: . ,',,4 IliDIVIOUALSCREF.1l QUESTIONS .'. ...•• ".' ·;:Cjf:::::;···.;;:.:,:,'· 
35. The lollowing questjons leler oniy to things that : 0 ye. -How many 4~. Did you lind any evidente that so~~one ' .. , : 0 Yes ,,:'H:~ ~~~;'" 

happened to you dUllne the iast 12months -between I 0 time'? ATTEMPTED to steal something that beiorig~d 10 times? 
.,-___ Ist and . Did you: No •• to you? (other than any inti dents already mentioned) : No 
have your (potket picked/purse snatthedl?' I 47. Old you tall the police during the last12 months 

31. Did anyone take something (etse) directly Irom you: 0 Yes -How many to report something that happened to you whith ' 
by usinglorce. such as by a stitkup, mugelng • 0 times? you thought was a trime? (Do not count any 
or threat? I No calls made to the polite toncerning the intidents 

31. Did anyone TRY to rob you by using lorce or l 0 Yes _ How many you have just told me about.) 
threatenin, to harm you? (olher than. any incidents ION times? 0 No OVe. - What happenedt 
.llre~dy menlionr~ ) : 0 

IQs8\rn 
~'rn 

39. Did anyone beat you up, altatl('you or hit you with' I 0 ye. - How many 
somethinl, sutn as a rock or botUe? (other tha~ : 0 No times? INTEI'1VIEWER - Wos HH ",ember 12+ orracked or 
Iny Intidents alleady mentioned) , threalened. or wos' something stolen or on attempt 

40. Were you knifed, shot at, or attacked with some .0 Yes _ How many ... ,de to steal so",e,hing rhor b.longed to him? 
other weapon by anyone at ail? (other than any : 0 No times? 0 No 0 Yes How many times? 
Ineidents lllreadY men!ioned') 17.~:;:;-::::=~~:-;:;;:;:-;;"7:-T-~ _____ ----rt =-__ -==~ 4B. Did any thin, happen to you durIng the last 12 

41. Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up or 10 yes - How m~ny months which you thought was a trime, but did 
THREATEN you with a knife. gun, or some other: C No limes? NOT report to the police? 
!leapan, ~O! i"cludin! teiepho~e thr~ats? (other I, 0 No 0 Yes - What happened? 

. Ihan any tntldents already mentioned) 
'l2. Did anyone TRY to aUatk you in. some other way? 

(other than any lntidents already mentioned) 
I 0 Y~. - How many 

I , 
!@ , 
I 
I 
I 
I 

: 0 No times? 

43. Durinl the I~st 12 months, did anyone.steal things II Q Ye~ _ How many" 
that belonged to you Irom inside any car or lrutk, r 
such as packages or clothing? : 0 No lrees? 

INTERVIEWER - Wos HH",o".b •• 12t offoc'od or ' 
rhrcatcncoJ, ~r wo.s .somelhlng slalen or on attempt ~ 
mode 10 ,,'cal sorrte,fu"9 thor be/ongecl to hIm? • 
DNa 0 Yes - How many times? _ : 

rn 

rn 
rn 
IT] 

44. Wn anythin& .slolen Irom you while you were away : DYe. -llow many 
Iromhome, lor instante lit work, in a theater or ,I 0 No limes? 

~~re~s~tl-u~ra~n~I,-0-r-w7hi-le~tr~-v~e-li~ng~?~~~~------L---______ ==~CHECK ~ 

Old you receive all UNo's" to tho Screen Q!JfJJtlon. asked of 
this respon4entl! 

45. (Other than any inddents you've already : 0 yes _ How many ITEM B r 
• entioned) WH anything (else) stolen hom I' 0 No times? 
JOu durin, .Ihe last 12 months? • 

DYes ,.- Ask questlonl (or ",elld HH" ",emb., 0" lotlow/n; page. 
E"J Inrervlew 11 lost re,~",I.n'. 

o No - Fill Crlmo Incld""t Reports 

I ~ 

, i 
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS' 
14. 
NAME 

IS. 16. 17. -" 
TYPE LINE RELATIONSHIP 
OF NUMBER TO HOUSEHOLD 
INTER. (ce 12) HEAD 
VIEW (ccIJb) 

lB. 19. 
AGE MARITAL 
LAST STATUS 
BIRTH. (cc 19) 
DAY 
(cc 17) 

20. 
RACE 
(cc 19) 

21. 
SEX 
(cc 20) 

22. 
ARMED 
FORCES 
MEMBER 
(ec 21) 

2J. Who, I. tho high .. , 24. Did 
9"CoIde (Clr tea'i 01 you 
regular schoo yC'.J co",.. 
hove ."Ctf attended? plete 
(.A..SK fC»' persons ,hot 
12-24 )'rs Transcribe yoot' 
for 25t yrs.) (cc22) (celi) 

iKEYER-BEGIH NEW RECORD @) @ @ @ @ lfiii9\ @) tQ4j\ 
Last 10 Pot 0 u... I~ ~ 

zOTel IO~ I o Morried 101'.10· 10M 10Ye. coONev .... ".nded 
____ z Wir.ofhead 20Widowod zONe,. zOF zONa orkinder,anen 

t';;F;:,rst=--------~]~~I- 30o..n child -- 30Divcrced 30Clth. _Elem. (01-00) 
16-21 40 Other r.I •• I.. "OSeparOled. • _H.S. (09-12) 

~ _____ •. ~::::~--L;~~~~~~;.;~S~[]~~Non-<~~el~.~"W~~;---~5~g~.:;'-.-~.~~ •. JL~~~~~~--~~1-~~~~::~~L----J r ,-.~ ,-- Coli ... (21-2M) 

~ 
Look at Item .. on cover pale. II this the lame 

CHECK household as 11 ... enumor •• lcn? (Bo. 1 mor.ed) 26d. HaYe you been lookinllor work durinlthe past4 weeks? 
ITEM'A OYes-SKIPt026a oNo @ 'DYes ZONo-SKIPt02Ba 

z~a. Old you live In this house on April 1, 19?0? 27. 
~. IOYos-SKIPto260 ZONo @ 

Is there any reason why you toutd not take a job LAST WEEK? 

" II. Where did you live on April I, 1970? (State, lor.eiln tounlly 
U.S. possession, etc.) 
State, etco _________________ _ 

County 

e. Did you live inside the limits 01 a tily, town, villa,e, etc.? 
10 No 20 Yes - Nom. 01 cif)i, town, vlllag., .,c.-; 
11110 

d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 1970? 
IOYe. ZONo 

Ask 26-28 lor persons 16 )leols or old., 
26a. What were you doing most 01 LAST WEEK - workinl keepinl 

'04' house, goinC to school, or somethinl else? ' 
~ , 0 Workln, - SKIP to 280 60 Unabl. '0 work _ SKIP 

Z 0 With a Job but not •• work to 280 
'0 Lookln, for work 70 Retired 
40 K.epln, houso eO O,h.r - Specify 1 
50 Gain& to school 

b. Did you do any work at all LAST WEEK, not tOuntinl work 
around the house? (N-t., If farm or ,",sl". .. op"""or In 1+/ k 
alxou, t.rpaid wort..) • os 
I 0 Yes - SKIP '0 280 20 No 

c. Did you have I job or business Irom which you were temporarily 
~ Ibsent 01 on layoll LAST WEEK? 
~ IOYe._SKIP,02Bo 21...lNo 

'0 No Ye. _ ZOAlready h .. Blob 
30 Temporary Illness 
40 Gain, to .chool 

.11 0 C?h~r - !.,,.cify -, 

Descriptio". of Jab O{ business (Current or most recenc) 
281. For whom did you wOlk? (Nom. of company. Ix,.'noss, orgonl.o,;o, 

or 0"'.' employ.r) 

xO Ne.er worked - SKIP to 36 

II. What kind 01 business or industry is this? (For exampl.: TV and 
radio mfC •• retail shoe st~'1 State Labor Oep.nlT'll"t, farm) 

tiT 1 
e. Were you-

lOAn employee 01 a PRIVATE tompany. business or Individuat 
lor Wales, salary or com,aissions? 

20 A GOVERNMEN": employ.e (Federaf, St;te, tounty or 10tal)? 
3D SELF EMPLOYED 10 OWN bU$a,:;;:s, professional prattite or larm? 
"OWorkfnl WITHOUT PAY in lamily business or larm? 

d. What kind 01 work were you doing? (For .xample: 
er1&ineer. srock clerk, typist. farmer) 

I I 1 
electrical 

e. What were rour most important activities or duties? (For example: 
typinc. keepln& acCOunt books. sellin& cars, flniJhinc coocrete. etc.) 

36. The lollowlng questions re.ler only to things that I r. '1' H 
happened to you durinr the iast 12 months _ between: ,.1 e. - r ow ~any 46. Did you lind any evidente that someone : c Yes - How many 
,.-____ l st and . Did you : r. No Imes. A TTEMPTED to steat s?m~thinlthat belonged 10 limes? 
have your (pocket pitked1purse snatthed)? I to you? (othel than any tntldents already mentioned) : . No 

t3;:7~D~id;;=:=~;::,::k::::=~:::-:~..!!!~~f.!..:.----+-----==-I4? Did you tall the polite durinl the lastlZmonths I . 
• II anyone ta e somethinr (else) direttly Irom you: C Yes -How many to report somethincthat happened to you whith I 

or ~i~~1rrte, such as by 1I stitkup. mugginl : 0 No limes? you thoucht was a trime? (Do not count any : 
calls mad~ to the polite tonterninl the incidents I rn 

38. Did anyone TRY to rob you by using force or 10 Yes _ How man you have Just told me about,) : @ 
threatening to harm YOU? (other than any inddents : 0 times? y 0 No 0 Yes - What happened? I m 

'/ already mentloned ) : No .' I 
39. Did an~one beat you up, attack you or hit you with 10 Yes _ How many -----'---"------------~- : rn 

somelhln&, suth as a rotk or boUle'? (ather than I lim' ~;;;;:;w;:;:;;;;:;__::::--_:::_:--::--------- ~I-------l 
any inddents already mentioned) . : 0 No n. INTERVIEWER - Wos HH member 12 ... a"oc~ed or I 

40 Wer k "f d h't t t t. '''teof.n~J, or was something stolen or on attempt : 
• e you nl e, S 0 3 ,01 a tat.,ed with some I r ', .. _ How many mode to steol so",e,hing ,hot belonged to him? I 

other weaJlon by anyone al all? (other than any I n times? 0 No 0 Yes _ How many times'. • '1 
intidents already mentioned) : ..... No • 

r.4iil":'. iiDf.iid!;a;;;n;')'o;;;n;'e .:;:T=ciHiRi=EAiT~EiiNi-T.to:1b::e:iat:-:-y:::ou~up:-o:-r-----+==-----==J 48. Did any thin, happen to you durinl the last 12 
THREATEN you with 1I knile. gun. or some other I U Yes - How many months whith you thoulht WliS a trime but did 

I 

!@ITJ 
: CD 

!leapon, NOT induding telephone threats? (other : 0 No times? NOT report to the police? ' 
than any 1ntfdents already mentioned): 0 No 0 Yes - What happened? 

42. Did anyone TRY to atlatk you in some other way? 
(other than any incidents already mentioned) 

: 0 Y •• -llow many :0 No times? 

43. Durin, the iast 12 months, did anyone steal thinrs 
that beton&td to you Irom inside any car or truck : 0 Yes - How many 
suth as patkaces or doth1n&? ' : 0 No times? 

~~~~~~ _________ !L ___ [IJ~ __ ~ 
INTERVIEWER _ Was HHmembor 12t oUock.d or 1--
tnrer:J'.n~. Of was some,hif'l9 sto'len or on otlernp' I 
made 'a. tileal some,I1in9 'nat be/ongrcl to him) I 

DNa 0 Y .. - How many times? . • : 
44. Was any thin, stolen Irom you whiie y~u were away : LJ Yes _ HOLmani 

Irom home, lor inslante at work, in a theater or I 
restaurant, or while travelinr? : 0 No t mes?:i ' 

.~Ini;;;;;-~-:::7.:i;:;::;:-:::77.:-::-::T:'::-7'---+"='---==l CHECK ~ 

Old you rece~ye .11 UNo'," to the Screen Question, ",ked of 
this re'pol'ldentl 

45. (Other than any incidents you've alludy : 0 YOI _ How many ITEM B 
l1entioned) l'Ias anylhinz (else) stoien .hom i 
you durin' the last 12months? : 0 No t mes? , 

DYes - A.1c que.tion. {or next HH member on '01l0w;n9 poge. 
Ene/ In'.~/.w If IOlt ,eJponr:lenf • 

o No - F::: fr/m. I(lclclen' Report. 
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, PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

14. 
NAME 

15. 
TYPE 
OF 
INTER. 
VIEW 

16. 
LINE 
NUMBER 
(ce 12) 

17. 
RELATIONSHIP 
TO HOUSEHOLD 
HEAD 
(ecUb) 

18. 
AGE 
LAST 
BIRTH. 
DAY 
(cc 17) 

KEVER_BEGIN NEW RECORD @ @ 
Las. 10 f\or 

zOTel 
1-=-------IlONI -

Fir.. Fill 
16-21 

I o Head 
zOWlfe of head 

30o.nchlld 
40 Other relativ(~'\ 
S 0 Non-telatlve 

CHECK ~ 
ITEM Ar 

Look at item .. on COver pale. Is this the st'ame 
household as lase enumeration? (80. 1 mar/;/ed) 

DYes - SKIP '0 260 0 No 
25a. Old you live In thiS house on April I, 1970? 

~ ,IOYes-SKIP",260 zONa 
b. Where did you live on April I, 1970? (State, lorei.n country 

U.S. possessioft, etc.) 
Stat •• etc. __________________ _ 

Coun.y 
c. Old you live Inside the limits 01 a city, town, villale, etc.? 

I 0 No Z 0 Yes - N-.e of city, "'wn, vlllol/e, e'c.-, 

I I I I I I 
d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April I, 1970? 

IOYes zONo 

Ask 26-28 lor p.l'sons 16 yeal's 01' olJel' 
261. What were you doin. most of LAST WEEK - workin., keepin. 

house, .oln. to school, or somethinl else? 
10 Workln, - SKIP ro 2Bo 60 Unable '0 work - SKIP 
z 0 WI.h a job bu. no. a. work '" 2fio 
, 0 Lookln, for work 70 Rerlred 
40 Keepln, house II 0 OIher - Specify., 

sO Goln, to school 

b. Old you do any work at all LAST WEEK, not countlnl work 
around the house? (No, .. "fann or "'siness op ....... I" HH, osk 
abou, crpold ....,"-) 

, 0 Yes - SKIP '0 280 z 0 No 

c. Did you.have a job or business from I'Ihich you were temporarily 
absent Or on layoll LAST WEEK? 

@ ,OYes-SKIP,0280 zONa 

19. 
MARITAL 
STATUS 
(cc 18) 

20. 
RACE 
(cc 19) 

21. 22. 
SEX ARMED 
(cc 20) FOR CES 

MEMBER 
(cc 21) 

23.Wha. is rho hi9hos' 
9,,>1. ("" yoa,) 01 
regular ~chool> you 
ho .... ..,., attlrnd.d7 
(ASK for perso,,, 
r2-21 yrsTransalbe 
for 25+ yrs.) (ce22) 

24. Did 
you 
co .... 
plete 
rhal 
year? 
(cell) 

@ @ @) ® @) @) 
'OMorried ,O'MI· 10M IOYes 00 0 Nov., a!tended ,DYes 
20Wldowecl zONe,. zOF zONa or kindet&onen zONa 
'lODlvorced 300lh. _EI...". (01-03) 

4 0 Separ •• ad _H.S. (09-12) 

SONovl!fMor. _Colle,. (21-2bt) 

26d. Have you been lookln. for w~rk durine the past 4 weeks? 
® ,Dyes zONo-SKiP '0280 

27. Is there any ruson why you could not lake a job LAST WEEK? 
@ 10 No Yes __ z 0 Alr.ady has 0 lob 

3D Temporary Illness 
40 Gain, to school 
! 0 D.her - Specify -; 

Description of job or business (Current or mast recent) 
281. For whom did you work? (Nom. of company, &usl" .... organlzatio 

Qf othel' employer) 

xO Never """"ked - SKIP fa 36 
b. Whal kind 01 busi~ess or industry is this?' (For example: TV and 

tadi~··mfl •• retail sh04:l store. State Labor Department. farm) 

ern 
c. Were you-

lOAn employee of a PRIVATE company, business or Individual 
IOrlU,IS, salary or commissions? 

z 0 A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, Slate, county or local)? 
3D SELF EMPLOYED In OWN business, prolesslOllal practice or fann? 
40 Workln. WITHOUT PAY In family business or farm? . . 

d. What kind 01 wOlk were you doin.? (For example: elee,,;cal 
en&ineer. s[ock\.c:~erk. typist. 'anner) 

llll 
e. What were your most Imporlant activities or duties? (For examplo: 

typlnc. keepln& aC:C9Unt books, sellin& cars, finishin&cc:nctero. etc.) 

I£~;( :"~;'.":':'";~:; Y~'.,:,; , .. ~, ,"'~;ji:<;i";<;~J INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QU ESTfoNS: • • .,,; :.,.:.\~.;;y\(.' ":::.;:.;~ " '':E'k'~: 
36. The lollowine questions refer hnly 10 things that : 0 Yes -How m~nl 46. Did you find any evidence that someone : 0 Yes -How m~ny 

happened to you durinl thelast 12 months -Ia!tween: 0 No times? ATTEMPTED 10 sleal somelhing that belonged ION limes? 
...-__ ,,-Ist and • Old you I 10 you? (other Ihan any Inci~e"ts already mentioned) : a __ 

have your (pockel picked/purse snatched)? I -- 47. Did you call the polir:,:'.uiine the last 12 months I 
37. Old anyone take somethine (else) direcUY from you: 0 Yes -How many 10 report sOl1)e~:;;itbat happened to you which : 

.. " uslne lorce, such as by a stickup, muuin. ION times? you th,ou!!;;·was a crime? (Do not count any I 
or thrnl? I 0 ~~H~~madeto the police concerninl the incidents I ~ 

31. Did anyone TRY to rob you by usinl lorce or : 0 Yes _ How lIany you have just told me about.) • ~ 
threalenin. to harm you? (other than any incidents 10 No Umes? 0 No 0 Yes - Whal happened? 
already mentioned) : 

39. Dld.anyone beal you up, attack you or hifyou with: DYes -~Oll! m,any 
lomethin •• such as a rock or bottle? (other Ihan , 0 No tlm~i. INTERVIEWER - WAS HH m.",&., 12+ o,loeked or 
.ny Incidents already mentioned) .. I . ,hreo'oned. or '.0 •• ome,hr"g stolen or on at,emp' 

IT] 
CD 
OJ 

40. Were -ou knifed, shot at. or a.ttacked with some 0 Y H modc '0 s'ool som.,hing ,ho' &./onl/eel '0 him? 

• - lies - .OW m,anYI _..!p~~' -.~9~~.:.~~~~~t~· ~~-====~---====---J other weapon by anyone at all? (other Ihan any 10 No times... No Ye. - ow many Imes • I 
~_=ln,:""c,.:ld..;.en-t..;.s~a_:lrc:_:ea",dc:y,",m",e",nt""io,",n,..e":,d.:..) ..,-______ ;.,1 .,..-__ .,....-==-1 48• Did any thine happen to you durine the fasl12 
41. Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up or 110 Yes - ~ow m,any months which you thoulhl was a crime, but did 

THREATEN you wllh a knife. gun, or some olher 10 No times. NOT report 10 Ihe police? 

I 
I 

!@ wupon, NOT including telephone threats? (olher I 0 No 0 Yes _ Whal happened? 
Ihan any incidents already mentioned) I 

1 
I 
I 
I 
I 

42. Old anyone TRY to attack you in somft other way? 
(olher than any Incidents already mentioned) 

: 0 Yes - How many 
IONo times? 

43. Durlne the last 12 monlhs. did anyone sleal Ihlnes lOY .. _ How many 
that beloneed 10 you from inside any car or truck, 1110 No limes? 
luch as packa,es or clolhinl? 

INTERVIEWER - Was HHm.mb~r 12+ ottock.d or : 
'''I'ealenea, 01' ""'s .om.thl"g stolen 01' on ot1empt I 
mod. to .'.01 som.thlng ,,.01 be/ongerl to nim? : 
DNa 0 Yes ~ H~w many limes? • I 

rn 
OJ 
CD 

44. Was any thine slolen from you while you were away : 0 Yes ,.. How many Old you ,ece!ve all "No's" 10 .h, Screen Quesdoni .sked of 
Iroll home, for inslance at work. In a theater or II 0 No limes? !hIs responden.' 
restaurant, or while Iravelin.? CHECK .~ 

t--=~-:-:--'----:--:-:_:-...:;_:_-:-_:_----_!_----....;;=~ ITEM B • 0 Yes - A.k Q ... ,lons 'or ne" HH m~mber on Supl"eme~'ol 
45. (Olher than any Incidents you've already : 0 YIS - How manY POI/O HCS.3A. End In'erview If 10.' ... ponden', 

.enlioned) Was anythinl (else) slolen from II 0 No times? 0 No _ Fill Crlme/neld.", Report. 
fOU durin. the last 12 months? 1 

~O"M He. J C4 21 72) Pa,e' 
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KEVER _ BEGIN NEW RECORD I""R'" NCS'4 '''·a'·UI 
Line number u.s. DEPARTMENT OF COJ,4MERCE 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMINISTRATION 

@) 8URE"'U·O~ THE CENSUS 

Screen question number 
CRIME INCIDENT REPORT 

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY 
@) CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE 

Indde!!t .I1umber 
NOTICE - Your report to the Census Bureau is confidential by law (Title 

@) 13, U.S. code). It may be seen only by Sworn Censul employees and may 
b. used only for statistical purposes. 

Ia. You said Ihat durin. the last 12 months'- (ref.r to app"'priOfe Sa. Were you a cuslomer, employee, or owner? 
.cre_" qv9.tioJ"t (01' aesc";ption 01 crim.). @) "1 0 Customer 
In whal monlh (did this/did the lirsl) incident happen? (Show 
flo.hcarrl if nee.ssol)'. Encoul'oge I'espondent to 91v. eMOC' 

20 Employee 
mo",h.) 300wnor 

(§ Mon.h (01-12) • ~ 0 O.hor - Specify 

@) CHEC:!e ~ 
Is ttiis incident report fOf' It series of crimes? b. Old Ihe person(s) ~Ieal or TRY 10 steal anythlnr Irom Ihl 

, 0 No - SKIP '0 2 slore, reslaulanl, ollice, lactory, elc.? 
ITEM A zOYes @ IOYe. } 

b. In what monlh(5) did Ihese Incidents take place? 20 No SKIP '0 el,.ek "em B 

• (Mark oil ,ho' apply) 30 Don'c know 

@ I OSprln, (March. April. May) h. Did Ihe person(s) live thel'~ or have a right 10 be there 
z 0 Summer (Juno. July. AUlUSl) such as a luest or a workman? ' 

3D Fall (Sop.~mber • .()ctobe'r. Novembor) (ill) 10 Yes ~ SKIP '0 Check "em B 

40 Winter (December, January, February) ZONa 

c. How many Ineidenls were Involved in this series? 
3D Dan', know 

@) I 0 Three or four b. Old the person(s) actually ,et In or just Iry 10 get In 
20 Five '0 .en 

(@ 
the bulldln,? 

30 Elev<en or more I 0 Actually 'A' In 
40 Don't know 20 JuS! .ded '0 ,e' In 
INTERVIEWER - If sel'ies, 'he following qu.st/ons refer 
only '0 the mos' reeenl inc/clent. 

30 Don't know 

2. AbDUl whal time did it happen? C. Was Ihere any evidence, such as a bloken lock or broken 

@Y I 0 Don'. know 
wlndow,lhat the person (forced his way In/TRIED to force .. his way In ) Ihe building? 

20 Durin: .ho day (6 a.m, '0 6 p,m,) (@) IONo 
A. nl,h. (6 p.m. '0 6 •. tn.) Yes - What was the evidence? Anylhln, else? 
306 p.m. '0 mldnl,h. (Mark 01/ ,1" .. apply) 

40 Mldnl&h. 10 6 a.m. 20 Broken lock or window 

5 0 Don'. know 3 0 Forced door or wIndow } "" 3a. Old Ihis incident lake place Inside Ihe limils of this city 40 Slashed .creen '0 Check 
or somewhere else? 50 Other - Spocify, I,.", B 

@ , 0 Inside IImil. of .hl. cl.y - SKIP '0 4 
z 0 Somewhere else In .he UQI.ed 5','es d. How did Ihe person(s) (get In/try to eet In)? 
3D Ouulde !he United S ••• e. - END INCIDENT REPORT (@ I 0 Throulh unloekod door or Window 

b. In whal Siale and counly did this Incidenl occur? zOHad key 
30 Don', know 

State 40 D.hor - Specify 

Count)" , 
Was any merr..ber or this houS'ehold present When 

@ 
c. Old II happen inside Ihe limits of a city, town, village, elc.? @) CHECK ~ thIs incident occurred? (If nOt sure. ASK) 

,ONo ITEM B ,ONo-SKIP,o 130 

I 
z 0 Yes - ~nh:r nome of city, to'lot'n, etc:. , zOYes 

@ 1III1 7a. Old the person(s) have a weapon such as a gun or knite or 
4. Where did this IncldMt lake place? somelhlng he was using as ;j weapon, such asa ' 

(§) • bailie, or Win;;;;:;?, 
t '0 At Of I" own home/apnrtmant, In tara,e 

} SKIP,o 60 
@ ,lONo 

or other bulldln, on ))ropeny '" 
2 0 Don'. know 

2 0 At or 11l'·vacatlon horne, hotel/motel Yes - What was the we3pon? (Mark all 'hot apply) 
-0 , .. , .. ,,-.," .. ,",., ." ••• "", } 30Gu" 

restAurant, b.ank, ,as station. publ1c ASK 
~OKnlfe cony~yance or station So 
50 O.hor - Specify .. 0 Inside office, 'actory. 0#" warehouse 

sO. /learew" home.; yard. Sidewalk. drlve"oy. b. Old Ihe person(s) hit you, knock you down, or actually 
carpon attack you In some olher way? • 

.001'1 ahe _treet, in a park, field. pl.y,found. SKIP @ ; 0 Yes - SKIP", 71 
achoof ,rounds Dr parkin, lot '0 Chec~ zONa 

70 OIhet - Specify , It ... B 
C. Old the pmon(s) threaten you with harm In any way? 

@ 'DNa - SKIP '0 7. 
.J ZOYes 

Pa,.9 
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B-12 ' 
:; CRlfIlE INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Continued· 

B-13 
I 

• CRIME INCIDENT QUESTlQNS - Conlinued . 

7d. How were you threJtened? Any 0 ther way? 9b Did you lite a claim with any 01 these insurance companies or 
(Mark .011 tho. apply) • proerams In order 10 eel parlor all 01 your medical expenses paid? 

• @) , 0 No - SKIP '0. roo @ 1 0 Verbal threat of rape 

20 Verbal threat of attack (other than rape) 20Yes 

3D Weapon prese:nr or threatened ..... hh 
>-~KIP to 

c. Old insurance or any health benefils proeram pay lor all or parI 01 
weapon Ihe lolal medical expenses? 

.0 .o. .. empted ai,ac~ wl,h weapon (lor 100 
@) , 0 No, ye' se .. ,ed } example. shot at) 

20 None SKIP to 100 .5 0 Object thrown at person 
30.0.11 

6 0 Followed, surrounded 
.0 Part 

7'0 Other - Specify .. d. How much did insurance or a health benellls ploeralll pay? 
(01,'0;" on •• ';mol., If n.ces~ary) 

12 •• Were you the only person Ihere besides th. ollender(s)? Was a car or other motor vchlcl. taken1 

@) I 0 Yes - SKIP TO 130 CHECK ~ (Go; 3 or 4 morked In 13f) 

zONo ITEM 0 o No - SKIP to Chec~ It_ E 

II. How many 01 these persons were robbed, harmed, or DYe. .. threatened? (Include only those persons 12 years 01 
141. Had permission to use the (car/motor vehicle) enr bHft 

@) 
lie and aver) 

liven to the person who took It.? 
00 Non. ~ SKIP to .130' 

, 
@ ,0No } 

Number' of peroon. o k SKIP to Check /I"", E 
2 Don't now 

@) 
~ '". Iny of these persons meillbers 01 your household? 30yes 

OONo 
b. Did the person return the (car/motor vehicle)? Y .. - How many? -, 

@) 10 y, •• 

•• Whal actually happened? Anythinz else? @) S INQ] 
• (Mark oil .ho. apply) 

lOa, Old you do anylhinl 10 protecl yourself or your properly durinl @) 1 0 Somethlnl taken without permission 
the Incident? 20 Attempted or threatened to take 

@ , 0 No - SKIP to 11 somethlna 

J 0 Harassed, arcument. abusive lanltlB,e 20Yes 

.0 Forcible entry or attempted SKIP '0 • b. Whal did you do? Anythinc else? (Mork oil ,hot opply) 
forcible entry of house 100 @ 10 U.ed or brandished a weapon sO Left scene, fan away 

50 Forcible entr)" or O'Ittemp!i.4 'entry of car 20 Hit. kicked. or 3cratched offender 6 0 Held on to proper,y 
&0 Oamaled or de.troyed property 3 0 Reasoned with offender 700ther-Sf'KI/Y 7' 
70 Attempted or threatened to dama&e .0 Screamed, yelled lor help 

or de~troy property 

II 0 O,her - Specify U. Was the crime committed by only one or more than one person? 
@ • ' 0 Only one 7 20 Don" ~ow - 3D More than one 7 

SKIP to 120 

I. How did Ihe person(s) attack you? Any other way? a. Was Ihis person male I. How many persons? 
• (Mork 011 .ho' opply) or lemale? @) @ '0 Raped @) 10Male 

I. Were they male 01 lemale? 20 Tried ,0 rape 
20 Female @) , 0.0.11 male 3D Sho', ~iled. hit wl,h objec, held In hand 

410 Hit by thrown object 3D Don', know 20.0.11 female 

15 0 HI, •• Iapped, ~noc~ed 'down 30 Male and female 
b. Howald would you say .0 Don" ~ow 15 0 Grabbed, held, tripped. jumped, pushed. etc. the person was? 

h. How old woutd you say Ihe 70 O,her - Sp~cify - ~ (ill) 1 o Under 12 youncest was? 
81. What were the injuries you suffered. if any? 

2012-14 @) ,OUnd ... 12 ·018-20 
• Anythinl else? (Mork ol/.ho' opply) 

2012-14 502Ioraw.-
@) , 0 Non. - SKIP to 100 ,015-17 

,015-17 SKIP faJ 
20 Raped 4018-20 & 0 Don't Icnow 
J 0 Attempted rape 

5021 or over I. Howald would you say Ihe 
40 Knife or &unshot wounds 

@ 
oldest was? 50 Broken bones or teeth knocked .out 6000n" ~ow ,0Und., 12 4018-20 

.Olncernal Injuries, knocked unconscious 
C. Was the person someone 2012-14 SOli or.,.,.. 70 Bruises. black eye; CUts, scratc.hes. s'II\'eIJinl yOCl knew or was he; slranler? 3015-17 60 Don', know 

.0 Other - Sp.ciFy @ ,0Stranler j. Welt any 01 the persons known or 
•• Were you injUred to the extent thai you needed medic~1 2000"'" ~ow 

related to you Of were they 
SKIP all slranleD? allenllon alter the attack? 

3D Know by to @) , 0 All stranler. } SKIP @ , 0 No - SKIP to 100 II,ht only e 2oOoo't- '0 m 
zOYe~ 

~OCaou.' 30Arl rel.l~ } SKIP 

l:. Did you receive any treatmenl al a hospilal? acquaintance ... .0 Sane rel.I ... to I 

@ ,0No sOwell ~nown 50 ... 11-
20 Emer&enc), room treatment on'y 

d, Was Ihe person a rei alive & o Sane """"" 

@) 
:I 0 Stayed overniCht or lonler -' 01 y~urs? k, How well were they known? How many days? 7 

@) tDNo • (Mork all tbo, apply) 

@ ·O·.'·""~" } rI. Whal was the lotal amount 01 your medical expenses Ye. _ What relationship? 20 Casual S/(IP 
relultinllrom this incident. INCLUDING any thin. paid by 

20 Spouse 
acquaintanceCs) to m 

insurance? Include hospital and doctor bills, medicine, 30Well ~own 
thtlapy. braces, and any olher injury-related 3D Parent 

I. How were th., related to you? lIedical expenses. 
INTERVIEWER _ ",esponrJenl aoes not .4:no. "JIt'oct -DOwn child • (Morle 0/1 ,hot oppl,Y) 

omount, encoutagt' nim to g;ye an estimate-. 5 0 Brotk«~?' .1 ..... @ ,0SPOUIe ·Oarolh .... 1 

zOP ........ sisters 
@ 00 No cost - SKIP to roo "0 Other relative .;.. 

3oa..n eMchn 50 ~~;;JI' 
S [!9J Specify }T 

X 0 Don't know 
I. Was he/she - 111, Were all of them -

b. At the lime ollhe incident, were you covered by any @) 
.0"'", J @) I o Whit.? 

lIed;cal insurance. or were you eligible lor benefils Irom zONe; ... ? 
any other type 01 health benefits proeram. such as z 0 Negro? SKIP 30 0 th• r?-Speclfy, 
Medicaid, Veteran's Adminislration, or Public Wellare? 

10 Oihior? - s,-"~ ~o @ ,0No . } SKIP to 100 <10 Comblna,'on - Specify, 
Z 0 Don't know 
JOYes 4 0 DQ'I~'t know 5 0 Don', know 

---- 20NO (AI"" murlr .. y .... In Check Item H on pogo 12) 

131. Was somethinl stolen or laken without permission thaI I. Bo)( O,I,.or 2 mar~ed In 13/1 
~elonled to you or olhers In the household? 

CHECK ~ o No - SKIP to ISo INTERVIEWER - ",esponc:lenl \¥Os til. own., or employe. 
01 CI .tore or o,her commercial establishment, do no' Inclua. ITEM E DYes 
onythlng .'o/.n from ,n. business "tse". such os m.fchonrJ{se 
or cosh (rom 0 regis'.,. 

c. Was the (purse/wallet/money) on your person, lor inslann, @) , 0 Ye. - SKIP to 13' In I packet or beinl held by you when it was taken? 
20N~ @) ,0Ye. 

b. Did Ihe person(s) ATTEMPT to take somelhinl? 20NO 

@ ,0 No - SKIP to 13. 
w •• only cash ta~en? (Bo. ° mo"'",,;n 13(J 

20Yes 
,., 

CHECK ~i DYe. - SKIP to 160 
c. What did they try to take? Anythlnl else? tTEM F ,:, ONo 

• (Mork 011 tho' opply) 

@ , o Purse IS •• Allolether, what was the value 01 Ihe PROPERTY 
that was taken? 

20 Wallet or monay 
INTERVIEWER - E.clude .tol.n co.h, and en'.r SO fo, 

,0Car .,o/e" checks oncl creG;t caras, even if they w.,.. used. 
.0 Other mocor vahl elo 

<® L9!] !S 0 PArt or car (hubcap. cape-dec:k. etc.) $ 
6 0 Clon't know . 
7 0 Other - SpecJfy b. How did you decide Ihe value 01 the properly that was 

@ stolen? (Mork all thot apply) 
Did they try to cake a purse, wallet. or money? 

10 Orilinal COSt ·(Bo. I or 2 mork.d In 13c) 
CHECK ~ o No - SKIP '0 180 20 Replacement cost 
ITEM C 

DYe. 30 Per.onal estlm.ue or current value 

d. Was the (purse/waHel/money) on your person, lor inslance 40 Insurance report estimate 
In I pocket or beinl held? 

5 0 Pollee estimate @ ~ B ~:s } SKIP to 180 &0 Don', ~ow 

t. What did happen? (Mork 0/1 tho. apply) 
70 O,her - Specify 

• 
@ I 0 A"ac~ed 

2 0 Threatened with harm lGa. Was all or part ollhe slolen money or property recovered. 
~ 0 Attempted to break into house or &arace except lor anythinl received Irom insurance? 

.O.o."omp,ed '0 bre.~ Into car SKIP @ I o None 
} SKIP to 170 

!S 0 Harasled. araumeot. abusive lancua&e )0 TO 20"''' 
• 0 Damaled Of destroyed property lila 3D Part 
, 0 Attempted or threatened to d.1ma,ce or 

b. Whal was recovered? destroy property 

• 0 Other - Sp.clfy @ Cash: S ~ 
and/or 

.1. Whal was taken? W~lt else? • Property: (Morle 011 .1,01 opply) 

lQQ] @) 00 Cash only recovered - SKIP to 170 @j) Cash: S .00 
andlor I o Purse 

@) 
P,op.ny: (Mark 011 .hgt opply) :r 0 Wallo, 

00 Onlr cash talc en - SKIP '0 Check Ir~m E 10C., 
lOPurs. 

400ther motor vehicle 
zOWallet 

50 Pan 01 car (hubcap, tl,'''pe-<leck, etc.) 
10Car 

• 0 Othor - Specify ___ 
40 O,h.r mo'or yohrcle 

,\ 
10 rart of car (hubcap, tape-<leck. etc.) 

• 0 Other - Specify c. What wu the nlue ollhe property recovered (excludlnl 

@) 
recovered cash)? [QQ) 
S .00 

P ... II 

Pa •• to 
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B-14 

CRIME IHCIDENT QUESTIONS - Conllnutd 

17a. Was Ihere ~ny insurance alainsllhefl? 201. Were Ihe polieG inlormed 01 Ihis incidenl in any way? 
@ IONo } @ ,ONo o k SKIP 'Q lBo 20 Don" know· 2 Dontt now 

aOY .. Yes - Who .old Ihem? 

b. Was Ihis loss rep Dried to ~n insur~nce company? 3 0 Household membe} 
40 Someone els. SKIP 10 210 

@) IONo } 50 Police on Icen. . o k SKIP '0 IBo 2 Don't now b. Whal was the reason this incident was nol ,epo,ted to 
30Ves • Ihe police? (Ma,k all ,ho, apply) 

c. Was any 01 this loss recovered throu2h, insurance? @) I 0 NOlhlnc could b. don. - lack of pr.of 

® t 0 No, yet s.ttled } 
20 Old nol ,hlnk I, Impor,ant .nouch 

o SKIP,o 180 30 Police wouldn't want to b. both.red 
2 No 

40 Did not want to take time - 100 inc:cnv.nl.nt 
aOY .. 

50 Private or personal matter, did not want to rl\potl it 
d. How much was recovered? 6 0 Old nOI wanl to leI Involved 

INTERYJEWER _ U property repiacecJ by insurance company 70 Afraid of r.prls.1 
instead 01 cosh sert/em."" asle. for estimate 01 Yo/ue I 

01 ,h. property replacea. 10 Reponed 10 SO,.,teOM els. 

@ S [QQ] II 0 O'h .... - Spec/~t , 

18a. Did any household member lose any lime Irom work 
Ask only lor persons 16 ~.ar. or olde" because 01 this incidenl? @ 211. Did lOU have a jnb at thl time Ihis in~ident happened? 

@) DONo-SKIP,0190 
183 I 0 No _ SKIP- 10 Check flem G 

Yes - HDw many members? 
20Y •• 

" .. 
@ b. What kind 01 war. did lOU do at thai job? 

b. How much lime was lost altogether? I .0 Same a. described In Q. 2ed of Screen Que.tlonn.lr. 
@ I 0 Less Ihan I day 20 Dlff~r.nt - Specify, " 

201-5 days 

306-IOdays @ [[0 
40 Over 10 days 

CHECK ~ BRIEFLY summarize 'his Incld.nt or .erles 
50 Don', know 

tTEM G of Incidents. 

19a. Was anylhini damaged but nollaken in Ihis incident? 
For example, was a lock or window broken, clothinl 

@. 
damaied, or damace done to a car, etc.? 
I 0 No - SKIP 10 200 -
20Yes 

b. (Was/were) the damaied item(s) repaired or replaced? 
" 

@ 10 Yes - SKIP '0 19d 

zONo. 

c. How much would it cost 10 repair or replace the 
dam aced item(s)? 

@) S .~ } SKIP 10 200 Look .t 12c on Incident Report • . ,~ there an 
entry for "How many?" 

xO Don't know 
ONO 

CHECK ~ d. How much was the repair or replacement cosl? ITEI H DYes - s. 'UI. you halfe an Inc/Jen;' Repor1 

@ xO No cost - SKIP '0 200 '01 each hous.hold member 12 )'i'OU 

Df oQe or o"er who woSll'Ohb.cI. 

S l&il lIarmeel. or '~r.a'e".J in 'hI. i"delen" 

e. Who paid or will pay lor the repairs or replacement? Is Ihi. Ihe last Incident Report to b. filled? 

• (Mo,k 0/1 ,hor apply) o No - Go 10 nul Inclden, R.po,'. 

@) , 0 HouseiJold member 
CHECK ~ 

o Yes - END INTERVIEW ""d on'.' lo,of 
numb., 01 Crime Inclcl.", Repo/" 

20 Landlord ITEM I fll/.d 10' ,''', household In Item 13 
30 Insurance on rIM co •• r pogo 01 NCS·3. 

40 Other ~ Specily 

Notes 
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O.M.Il. No. 4t-R2662; "prrovdl f:.pirt·. II C-1 , 
NOTICE - Yuur "pori 10 the C.nGus Bur •• u ,s <onUlientl .. 1 by 

FORM CVS.l0l U.S. OE-PARTMEHT or. COMMERCE 
Ie"''''!!' SOC'AI. AND ECONOM'C STATISTiCS ADM'N. 

h,wlTitic 13,1!.5. God.). It may be 5eCn "nly b)' .wornCensus eURC"U OF THE CENSUS 

employees and may be u91'!d only (or stulisticul purpOsfOS. 

1. IDENTIFICATION CODES 
a. PSU 

Ib.segmeat r· Llnc NO'r' Panel '0. Dec COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATIOH SURVEY 

f. Interviewer g. Establishment h. Totu Illurober CITY SAMPLE 
code number 

(1) lacidcnts 1(2) Incident 
sheets 

INTRODUCTION 

Good morning (afternoon). I'm Mr(s.) (~our name) from the U.S. Bureau of the Census. 
We are conducting a survey in this area to measure the extent to which businesses are 
victims of burglaries andlor robberies. The Government needs to know how' much crime there 
is and where it is to plan and administer programs which will have an impact on the crime 
problem. You can help by answering some questions for me. 

ParI I - BUSINESS CHARACTERISTICS 

2. Person fumhhlng information? DO NOT ASK ITEM 9 UNTIL PART 1/ AND PART 11/ 
10 Owner or • 0 Accountant HAVE BEEN COMPLETED 

partner sOOther - Specify 7 9. What were your approximate .ole. of merchandise 20 Manager • ,. ondlor receipts from services for the year ending 
3D Clerk December 31, 197_ at this .. tabllshment. 

3. Is this business owned as an individual proprietorship, 
I o Noue a parlnership, a corporation, or some other way? 

I 0 Individual .. 0 Government - Continue 
2 0 Under 510,000 

proprietorship .. interview ONLY it 1 0 110,000 to S24,999 
liquor store or ..,ny type 

2 0 Partnership 
01 transportation • 0 S25,OOO to S49,999 

sOOther - Sp ecll')7 5 0 S50,OOO to 599,999 
1 '0 Corporation 6 ~ 1100,000 to $499,999 

... How many establishments, including this one, 7 0 1500,000 to $999,999 
or. op~roted by you (the owner)? 8 0 $1,000,000 and over 
tOOne 3011 or more i 0 Other - Specify 
202 to 10 

5. Did you (the owner) operate this establishment at INTERVIEWER USE OHLY , 
this location during the entire 12 month period 
ending ? lOa. Ha. an inciden~ sheet been completed for every 

I DYes 
r;'oths 

incident reported in que.tions 11 - 16? 

2 0 No - How many month. during I DYes 2 0 No - Why not? 7 the designated period? 

6. Excluding you (th. owner) (the par'ner) how 
many paid employees did Ihis establishment average b. Reason for non-interview 
during the 12 month period ending ? 

10 None 40 8 - 19 
TYPE A 

201-3 sO 20 or more I 0 Present owner in business at end of 

104'- 7 
survey period but unable to contnct. 

20 Refusal 
7. Whal do you consider your kind of business 1 0 Other Type A to be at this location? 

eFFICE USE aNI. Y TYPE B 
a. ,-- • 0 Present occupnnt not in ,business'at end 
b_ Mark (Xl one bo" of survey period. 

RETAIL • 0 Vacant 
1 o Food • 0 Drug and proprietary 

6 0 Other Type B (Seasonnl, etc.) 
2 0 Eating and .. o Liquor 

drinking B 0 Other retail 
3 o Genera! , REAL ESTATE 

merchandise e; 0 Apnrtments • o App .. rel o ,0 Other rea I estate 
5 0 Furniture and l!. 0 WHOLESALE TYPE C 

appliance 
F 0 SERVICE 7 0 Converted to residentinl use or occupied 

60 Lumber, hardware" 
fann equipment G 0 MANUFACTURING by nonlistoble establishlllent. 

7 0 Automotive H 0 ALL OTHERS - Specify; • 0 Dem;)lished 

• 0 Gnsoline service • 0 Other Type C 
stations 

c. Record of Interview 
ASK ONLY IF A RETAIL BIISTNESS IS ~~\RIJID IN 7b ABOVE. 

1. Date 2. Lenl':th of interview 8. Old anyone else ope, ate any deparlmenh or 
concessions.in this place of business during the Time besan : I Ti .. ~ ended :1 Minute. 
12 month period ending ? • a.m. a.m. 

1 0 Yes - OblDin information on drpDrlmenr(~"';orconce8. 
p.... p.m. 

slons 8:1 well as the m..1in cswbli,.hment. 3. Name of respond.nt 
Comp/etc separate que$tiollnDir,:(sJ for 
departments or conce~lj:ion~ if ~ho owner of . " 

the main estBblishtnon.t ~ .. nnot provulc the ~ T I h Are. CQde , Number , Extension 
ncces~.uy .information. • e ep onc 

20No number_ 

--------~ ----

\ , 
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SCREENING QUESTIONS 

Now I'd lik. to ask some questions about particular kinds of theft or attempted theft. . 
Th.~e questions refer only 10 this establishment for the 12 month period ending 

!l. During the 12 months begInning 180. Dld!.ou ever have insurance against burglary 

and ending - did anyone break Inlo and or robbery? 

or somehow illegally gel Inlo this place of buslne .. ? 
I 0 Yes - What was the Call of 

100' - .1 Numb_r 
the annual premlum?~ S 

I 0 te. - How many tlm .. ?_ 2 0 No - SKIP to 19 

(Fill a Burglary Sheet (or each incident) 
3 0 Don't know - SKIP to 200 

zO.X" 
. b. Did Ihe insurance al so cover other types of 

crime 10lSes, such as vandalism or shop. 

12. (Other Ihan the incident(s) just mentioned,) during lifting and employee theft? 

Ihe 12 months beginning and ending l 0 Yes 
did anyone find a door limmied. a zONa 

lock forced, or any olher signs of on ATTEMPTED 
c. Did you drop the Insurance or did the company 

br.ak.in? .1 Number cancel your policy? 
10 Yes - How many times?_ 1 0 Busi~essman dropped it •. , •.... } SKIP to 

(Fill a Burgl~ry Sheet (or each incident) z 0 Insurance company cancelled policy 20a 

zO~o 19. Why hOYen't you ever hod insurance against 

13. D~ring the 12 months beginning burglary and/or robbery? 

and ending , wer. you or any I 0 Couldn't afford it 

employ.e held up by onyon. using a weapon, force z 0 Couldn't get anyone to insure you 

or threat of foree on theu pr .. mlses? l 0 Didn't need It 

• ?-t:::. 

• 0 Other - Spoc/lYjt 

, 0' es - How many times? • ----
(Fill a Robbery Sheet {or each incident} 

200. What security measures, b. When were thes .. 
zONa if. an~, are present at security measures 

14. (Other than the incident{s) already mentioned,) 
this oeotian now, to firslinstolled or 
protect It against oth."",ise undertaken? 

did anyone ATTEMPT to hold up you or any burglary and;cIf robbery? 
(Enter the employee by using fore .. or threatening 10 

harm you while on the .. premises? 
appropriate code 
{rom the li.t 

Number Giuen bclolL'.) 
I 0 Yes - How many time.? 

a • .ltark (X) all that apply b. Cod •• 
(Fill a Robbery Sheet (or each incident) 

zO;';o 
I 0 Alarm system- outside ringing 

15. (Other than the incident!s) lust mentioned,) during ~ 0 Central alnrm ••••••••••• 

the 12 months beginning and ending 3 0 neinforcing devices, such a8 
, were you or a~ employee held up bors on ~'indowB ••••••••• 

while d.livering merchandise or carrying business 
• 0 GQard, watchm~n ••••••••• money outside the business? 

... INumber • 0 Watch dog ••••••••••••• 

, 0 Yes - How many times?_ 
& 0 Firearms •••••••••••••• 

(Fill a Robbery Sheet {or each inciaent) 

zONo 
70 Cameras .............. 

16. (Other than the incident!s) jUlt mentioned,) did 
8 0 Other - Speci{y 7 

anyone ATTEMPT to hold up you or on employee 
while delivering merchandise or carrying busine .. 

.0 None 
I '" money outside the business? ' .~ 

Number Codes for use in item 20b 
, DYes - How many time.? LESS THAN 1 YEAR AGO MORE THAN I YEAR. 

(Fill a Robbe,)' Sheet (or each incident) t - Ja.uary 7 - July o - 1-2 y •• rs ago 
zONa 2 - February 8 _ August 

17a. Do you have insurance against burglary and/or 
3 - March 9 - Seplemb.r E _ 2-5 .years agD 

rabbery? 
• - April A - October 

, 0 Ves - What i. the cost of I: [~ 5 - May B _ November F - More than S 

the annual premium?-- S 6 - JUDe e _ December years ago 

2 ONo-SKIP to IBa ~21 I:-lTEHVIEKER CHECK ITE~1 

b. Do .. the Insurance also cover other type. of Is the entry a "0" In h(ll (Toto' number of 

crime. losses, such as vandalism or shop-
Incidents) under Item 1 on page 11 

lifting and employee th .. ft? , 0 Yea - Vetaeh incident sheets 

, DYe" } SKIP to 20a 
zONa - DO NOT deior/. incident s,Aeet. 

zONa - .. - .. ~ .. 
NOTES , 

(}1 

-:: 

I 

I 

I 
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I 
f 

I 
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Tran~cribe tl", Idellti{i""ti"n rod.s {rom Item I uf 
"0",, CVS.IOI U,S. OEPART~ENT OF COMMERCE 
Ic·l·71! SOCiAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS AOMIN. 

tAr Ct;r)t" sllt',l, onJ ,.omp/c"i," a Sr'pured'.' inL'idenl DUREM) OF THE CENSUS 

page {or E(le/l burf(larr or attemptcd burglary. BURGLARV SHEET 
COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY 

lOENTIFICATION CODES CITY SAMPLE 
o. pse 1 b. Seh'1nellt I c. Linp So. 1 d. Pune!' Ie. DeC : • IlURGLARV INCIDENT NUMBER 

I Recora which incident (1 st, 2nd, etc.) 
I is covered by this page 

Part II - BURGLARY 

B 
U 
R 
G 
L 
A 
R 
Y 

Vou said that during the 12 months beginning 80. Old the person(s) toke any money? 

and ending I 0 Yes - How much money r loo (refer to screen questions 11 and 12 for was taken?_ S 
d .. scrlptlon of crime) zONa 

1. In what month (did this/did the first) b. Old Ihe person(s) toke any merchandise, 
Incident happen? equipment or supplies? [ 

10 January 70 July I 0 Yes - What was rOO 
20 February 80 August 

the volue?- 5 

3 0 ~Iarch o 0 September 2 0 No - SKIP /a 9a i{ 8a i. ye.; 

• 0 April A 0 October 
otherwi.e SKIP /a lOa 

sO,\lay B 0 Nov.nlb.r c. How was the value delermined? 
60 June C 0 December I 0 Original cost 30 Other-Specify '7 

2. About what timo did it happen? z 0 neplaeemcnt cost 
-. 

I 0 During day (6 u.m.-6 p.m.) 90. How much, if any, of the stolen money or 
Z 06 p.m. - midnillllt property was recovered by insuranco? 

1 0 ~1idniRht - 6 u.m. S ~ 
4 0 Don't klloll' what time at liI"ht X 0 Don't know 
• 0 Don't kno\\' v 0 None - Why not?-,:r 

3. Did the person(s) aelually gel In or lust Iry to , 0 Didn't report it 

" 
get In? • 0 Does not have insurance 

I 0 Actually I\ot in 3 0 Not settled yet 

z 0 Just tried to get in b. How much, if any, of the stolen money or property 

6' Was there evidence, such as a broken window, 
was recovered by mcans other Ihon Insurance? 

broken lock, or alarm that the peno-n(.) forced S ~ 
his/their way In? • v 0 None 

10 Yes x 0 Don't know 

z 0 No - SKIP to 6 lOa. Old you or any employees here lose any time 
from work because of this incident? 

5. What was the evidenco? (.I/ark all.that apply) t 0 Yes - How many p.ople?_I~umber 
I 0 Droken lock or WindOW} zONa - SKIP to 11 
z 0 Forced door. • • • • •• SKIP to 70 

b. How many work days wer. lost alt09 .. th.r? 30 Aiarm ••••••••••• 
• 0 Other - Specify I 0 Less than 1 day • 0 Over 10 days-

z 0 1- 5 days Speci{y nu",ber __ 

6. How did the person(s) (get In/tr~ to get In)? 306- 10 days sO Don't know 
I 0 Through unlocked door or ~indow 11. Were any security meo.uresloken afttirthis Incident 
z 0 lIad a key to protoct the location from future incidents? 
1 0 Don't know 10No 

• 0 Other - Specify 2 0 Yes - What measures were taken? 

7a. Was anything damaged bul not taken In this 
(Alark all that apply) 7 

1 0 Alarm - outside ringing 
incldenl? For eKomple, a lock or window z 0 Central alarm 
broken, damaged merchandise, etc. 3 0 Reinforcing devIces 
t DYes • 0 Guard, watchman 
zONa - SKIP to 80 • 0 Watch dOli 

b. (Was/were) the damaged lIem(o) rePaired or sO Firearms 

replaced? 70 Cameras 

1 0 Yes - SKIP to 7d • 0 Other Specify 

,oNo 120. Was this Incident reported to the pollee? 

c. How much would It cost to repair or replace 
10 Yes-SKIP /a 13 • DNa 

the damages? (Estimate) b. What was the ",ason this Jncident was not 

S (00'1} , 
reported to Ih. police? (.IIark all that apply) 

,u~ SKIP 10 7e I 0 Police nlr~ady knew of the incident 
xO Don't know z 0 Nothing could he done - lack of proof 

d. How much did It cost to repair or roplace 
3 0 Did not think it importnnt enollRh 

the domag .. ? • 0 Did not want to Dother police 

S too' • 0 Did not want to tak~ the lime 
........ ,'4 a 0 Did not want to get involved 

V 0 No eo.t - SKIP to 80 7 0 Afraid of repri~al 
X 0 Don't kno\\' aD neportet! to someone else 

•• Who po Id or will pay for the r~pol rs or 
00 Other - Speci{y 

replacement? (Mark allihol apply) ~13. INTERVIEl\J::H CHECK ITE~I 
I 0 This busine". I. this the lOll Incident report to be completed? 
z 0 Insurance 1 0 Yes - Retum to ~af,~ 1£ CO~ltete items 9 & 
J 0 Don't know • )0 .m:! £8 NT RIll "'. 
• 0 -Other - Speci{r z 0 No - till the neil inciae,;1 report 

",0" .. cvs .. 0 e· • I' , 1 nt POS- 3 

,,(~ 
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~OA'" CYS·IOI U.s. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Transcribe the b/clltification ,:oJcs {rum t'tem I 10-7-721 SOCIAL AND ECCtlOMIC STATISTIC5 ADMIN. 

BUREAU 01' THE CENSUS 
of tht' cm'cr sheet (Inti cumplt!/t! a st!l'cirule 
incident puge fur Etl ell robb~ry or atlcmpted mbbery. ROBBERY SHEET ,. 

IDENTIFICATION CODE 
COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY 

. CITY SAMPLE: 

., PSU r·segm.nt Ie. Line ~o'r' I'lIn.1 rDCC 
: • ROBBERY INCIDENT NUMBER 
I Record which inc/Jont (I.t, 2nd, etc.) 
I is covered /,y. this Daae. 

ParI III - ROBBERY 

You .aid that during the 12 months beglnn'lng 60, Was anything damaged but not ta~en in this 
Incident? For exomplfl, a lock or window and ending ____ (refer to 
broken, damaged merchandise, etc. screen question. 13-16 for description of crime) 
I DYes zONa - SKIP 10 7a 

I, In what month (did this/did the first) b. (Wo./were) the damaged item(s) repaired arreplaced? 

Incidenl happen? ,DYes - SKIP to 6d zONo 
10 Januory 70 July c. How much would It cost 10 repair or replace 
z 0 February eO August Ihe damag .. ? (Estimate) 
3 0 ~Iarch I 0 September 

S ro61
} 40 April A 0 October ,,'- SKIP /() 6e 

5 0 ~Iuy e 0 ~ovcmber x 0 Don't know 

6D.June cO December d. How much was the repair or replocemenl cost? 

20. Aboul what time did it happen? S !"09J V 0 No cast - Co to 70 
I 0 During day (6 u.m. - 6 p.m.) e. Who paid or w!l/ ,pay for the repairs 0, replacoment? 
z 0 6 p.m. - midnight (Jlark all that apply) 
3 0 ~lidnight - 6 a.m. I 0 This business 4 0 Other - SpecifY,;, 
40 Don't know whot time of night z 0 Insurance 
5 0 Don't know 3 0 Don't know 

b. Was an employee or some other penon pre.ent 10. Did the penon(s) holding you up have a during Ihis incidenl? 
weapon or something Ihol woo used as a 

1 0 Yes - Continue this q~eBtionnllite weapon, such as a bottle or wrench? 
20 No -Discontinue use lif Robbery Sheet-_ 

I DYes go to Question 3 I~f part IJ (Bur~/Q1Y) 
and comptete parl'lI 20 No ',' ... } SKIP to 80 

J 0 Don't know - Cantin,l~e this questionnaire 10 Don t know 

30, Did this incident happen lat this place b. What was the weapon? 
of busi';e .. ? .. 

lOGun 1 0 Other - Specify.., . 10 Yes -SKIP to 40 zONa z 0 Knife 

b, Where did the incident ta~e place? 8 ... How many persons were Involved in committing 
lOOn deliver:-- the crime? 
2 0 Other - Specif.t· 

~ 
I 0 Don't know - SKIP to .90 

.ca. Did the persan(s) haldlnil you up toke any 2 0 One - Continue with 8b below 

money belonging to the ti;uslneu? (Exclude 30Two ••••••• } 
money token from custom,e .. or store personnel.) • 0 Three. • • • • • SKIP /() 8e 
I 0 Yes - How much? 

'\ S I.~ 
50 Four or more 

zONo b. Howald would you say the pe .. on wal? 

II. Did Ihe pe .. on(s) holding you up toke any merchon- I 0 Under 12 years • 0 18 - 20 
di .. , .quipment or supplies? (Exclude personal 2012 -14 5021 or over 
properly taken from customers 0, store personnel) 3015 -17 I 0 Don't 'know 
I 0 Yes - What was the • I LI6 c. Was the person mal. or femol.? 

tolal value? I 0 ~Iale • 0 Don't know 
2 0 No - SKIP 10 s. if 4. Is yeo z EJ FeA\ale 

otherwise SKIP to 6a 
d, Was he/she -

c, How was t~. vaJue determined? 10 White? • 0 Other - Specify 7 
I 0 Original cost 20 Negro? 
z.D Replacement cost 1 0 Don't know 
3 0 Other - Specify {4f~::271i~~riI:~~~t~'i:3,'~~'~.~m~:t::~~~ 

Sa. How much. if any, of thi slolen money or 
'e. Would you soy the youngest person wal _ 

10 Under 12? 4018 -20? properly .,as recover,d by Insurance? 
2012 -14? 1021 or oyer-SKIP to 88 

S ~ 1 0 15 -17? I 0 Don't know 
"""/ f. Would you say tlte oldest person was -

X 0 ,Don't know 
10 Under 12? • 0 18 - 20 V 0 None - Why not17 2012 -l4? 5021 or over 

I 0 Didn't report it J 0 15 -17? e 0 Don't know 
20 Does not have insurance g. Were Ihey mal. or female? 

1 0 Not settled yet t o All male 1 0 Male and female 
2 0 All female • 0 Don't know 

b. How much. if any. of Ihe stolen money or 
h, Were th.y -property was,recovered by means olher than 

Insurance? I 0 Only white? • 0 Some combinlltion? 

1m Z 0 Only negro? SpecifY~ 

S .• J 0 Only other? 
X 0 Don't knt;W" SpecifY7 
v o None 

, 
• 0 D.on't know 

Pise 7 

R 
o 
B 
B 
E 
R 
Y 

, ... 

C-5 
ParI III - ROBBERY - Continued 

'a. Were you or any of the employees Inlured, in 
Ihls Ineldenl, •• rlously enough to require 
",edlcal nllentlon? 

t 0 Yes - How many? • 
Number 

zONa - SKIP to JJa 

II. How many of ,hem stayed In a hOI pltal over· 
night or longer? 

Number ______ _ 

10. Of tho.e receiving treatment in or out of a 
hOlpltol did Ihls buine .. pay for any of Ihe 
",edlcol expen .. s nol covered by a regular 
health benefits program? 

I 0 Yea - How much 
was pol~? 

zONa 

1 0 Don't know 

--_" s I~.~ 
'-----""'-...... 

Ila, Did you or any employe .. hete'l.se any lime 
fro .. work becou.e of Ihls Incident? 

I 0 Yea - Ho ... many people? _I Number 

2 0 No - SKIP to 12 I 
.J 

II. How many work days were 1011 olh.g~ther? 

12. Were any .. curlty mea sur .. token aft.rthlslneldent 
to protecl the e.tabllshment from future Incidents? 

I DNa 

z 0 Yea '- V{/ial measures were taken? 
(M",!: Q! many as apply) 7 

I 0 Alurm - outside ringing 

z 0 Central alarm 

3 0 Reinforcing devices 

40 Guard, watchman 

10 Watch dog 

'0 Firearms 

70 Came roo 
e 0 Other - Specify 

130, Was this ineldenl reported to the police? 

10 Y.s - SKIP to 14 zO No 

b. What was the reason this Incident WOI nol 
reported to the pollee? (,II ark all that apply) 
I 0 Police already knew of the incident 

Z 0 Nothing could be done - lack of ;roof 

3 0 Did not think it important enough 

• 0 Did not want to bother police 

I 0 Did not want to take the time 

e 0 Did nol) want \0 get involved 
7 0 Afraid of repri~al ',' 
• 0 Reported to so~eon~ else 

sOOther - Specify 

I 0 Leas than 1 day 

201 - 5 days 

• 0 Over 10 days _ ~ 14. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM 
Specify number__ Is this the last Incident rep or I to be completed? 

1 q 6 -10 days 
I 0 Yea - Return to!~~ I and complete ilems 

I 0 Doil't know 9 & 10 an l:.'('(D INTERVIEW 
z 0 No - Fill the nexi incident reporl 

NarES 
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APPENDIX D 

Standard Error Tables, 
{; 

The following tables present standard errors and 95 percent 

confidence intervals (see Appendix A) for rates and incident counts 

in each of the major crime categories. The tables contain this 

information for each of the I~pact Cities as well as for the 

"eignt-c1:ty aggreg~tre. 
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a Table D.l 
Estimated Standard Errors And 95 Percent Confidence Intervals For Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimiation 

Eight Impact Cities 

Population Base 

Assaultive Violence 
With Theft 

Without Theft 

Personal Theft 
Without Injury 

Total Personal 
Victimization 

Rate 

Standard Error 

Interval 

Rate 

Stl!ndard Error 

Interval 

Rate 

Interval 

Rate 

Standard Error 

Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver 

341,044 656,299 510,824 613,781 404,469 

4.38 8.70 6.06 2.93 6.09 

-,- --1-- -

.53 .65 .62 .39 .59 

N(>wark Portland 

235,516 295,826 

8.94 5.31 

.65 .54 

St.Louis 

422,686 

5.34 

.56 

Aggregate 
Total 

3,48,0,445 

5.89 

--
.22 

-----------~---------i__-- ----
3.32-5.44 7.40-10.00 4.82-7.30 2.15-3.71 4.91-7.27 7.64-10.24 4.23-6.39 4.22-6.46 5.45-6.33 

31.77 28.80 29.61 32.65 48.97 13.25 41.75 25.92 31.93 

-- - f--- 1--- -I-- --

1.40 1.16 1.34 1.29 1.65 .79 1.48 1.21 .71 
- - ____ - ____ - __ t_ -<-___ ~ ____ _ ---
28.97-34.57 76.48-31.12 6.93-32.29 ~0.07-35.23 ~5.67-52.27 11.67-14.83 38.79-44.71 23.50-28.34 ~0.51-33.35 

22.62 31'030 26.62 11.16 17.65 35.12 16.60 19.09 22.15 

---1---,--'--- --------~---- --- ---
'1.-1e 1.01 1.2; 1.U4 .47 

--- - - - - --,- - -- 1--- -- 1---- --- -- --- ---
20.24-25.00 28.88-33.72 24.06-291,+8 9.64-12.68 15.63-19.67 P2.58-37.66 4.79-18.50 17.01-21.17 21.21-23.09 

58.77 68.80 62.29 
-,;:>0 

46.74 72.71 57.31 63.66 0 50.35 59.97 

1---1--._---- 1----1--- ~- -r----, 
1.88 1. 76 1.92 1.54 1.98 1.60 1.81 1.67 .80 

"-, I-- - - - - - t--- - -I- - ,- 1-- - 1--' -, - t-- ,- - ..... - - I-- -',- -

Interval" 55.01-62.53 ~5.28-72.32 ~8.45-66.13 1'+3.66-49.82 Ji8.75-76.67 54.11-60.51 60.04-67.28 47.01-53.69 ';58.37--61.57 
~ ____________ ~"'~' __________ ~~ ______ -L ______ ~~ ______ .~ ______ ~ ______ ~~ ______ ~ __ ~ ____ L-__ ~.--~------~ 

a +\ i;" Interval." based on -(liO standard errors. 
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Table D.2 
Estimated Standard Errors And 95 Percent Confidence Intervalsa For Personal Incidents 

Eight Impact Cities 

Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallaa Denver Newark 

Assaultive Violence Number 1,390 5,270 2,750 1,620 2,120 1,980 
With Theft - - - - -- -~-'- - -- - -- -- -

Standard Error 160 392 281 215 209 151 

- -,---------- ----- -
Interval 1,010- 4,466- 2,116- 1,190- 1,7,02- 1,616-

. 1,710 6,054 '3,324 2,050 2,536 2,262 

Without Theft Numb~,r 9,220 16,250 12,130, 17,490 16,560 2,710 

- -- ------"' - -- --- ---- - --
Standard Error 415 122 671 790 626 164 

--' - --0_ - ---- -- - ---- --- -
Interval 8,270- 14,606- 11,316- 15,910- 15,'326- 2,402-

'. '.' 
10,170 11,694 14,064 19,010 11,632 3,136 

Personal Theft Number 6,190 16,540 12,130 6,260 6,260 1,740 
Without Injury -;--- _ J".,- ..:.-. - -- -- - -- - - - -

Standard Error 392 716 658 437 367 358 

-- - --.- - --- --- - -- - --
Interval 6.006- 16,984- 10,614- 5.386- 5,526- 7,024-

7.574 20,096 13,446 7,134 6,994 8,456 

Total Personal 
Incidenta 

Number 17,400 40,060 27,610 25,370 24,960 12,490 

-- --- --.- .... -,- -- - -- -
Standard Error 7,3~ 1,239 1,115 996 795 509 

- -- --- -...,..-- -,- .- -- - ---, 
Interval 15,934- 37,562- 25,380- 23,374- 23,310-. 11,472-

16.666 42,538 .29,640 27,366 26,550 13,508· 

aIntervals bas~d on ± twP standa~d errors • . 

>/ 

r, 

Portland St. Louis Aggregate 
Total 

1,380 2,050 .' 18,560 

- - - -- - -. --
142 215 664 

---- --- --- -
1,096- 1,620- 17,232- . 

1,664 2,460 19,668 

10,360 9,130 94,530 

--- --- - --
422 507 1,640 

-- - - - - - --
9,516- 8,116- 91,250-
11,204 10,144. 91,610 

4,400 7,060 69,160 - -- --- --- ~. 

2&1 433 1.379 

-- - -- - ---
3,876- 6,194- 66,422-
4,922 7.926 11,938 

16,140, 16,240 162,270 
---:; - '-,- ~-- ---. 550 604 2,460 -- --" -,-- ---

15,040- 16,632- ',,171,310-
17,240 . 19,648 187,230 

o 
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Table D.3 
Estimated Standard Errors And 95 Percent Confidence Intervalsa For Rates (Per 1,000 Households) Of Household Victimization 

Eight Impact Cities 
,c .'. 

Atlanta Baltilnore 
'".,) 

Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland St. Louis 

Nlkber Of Households 157,067 284,416 230,403 280,348 194,615 106,740 144,703 197,107 

" 
, Burglary Rate 161.21 115.65 124.41 146.54 158.02 123.06 151.10 124.78 

- ----- - -- - -- -- - - - - - - - --
Standard Error 4.15 3.48 3.91 4.00 4.29 3.82 4.28 3.74 I 

I 
! - -- - -- -'~.~-- --- - -- --- - - - -- - I 

Interval 152.91- 108.69- 116.59- 138.54- 149.44- 115.42- 142.54- 117.30-

~ t 169.51 122.61 132.23 154.54 166.60 130.70 159.66 132.26 

Larceny Rate 295.05 249.61 211.30 344.21 429.01 119.93 388.06 217.26 

I -- -- --- ~-. - I- -- - -- ------ ----
Standard llrror 5.15 4.70 4.84 5.38 5.83 3.77 5.82 4.67 

- ----- --- -- - --- --- ~- - -'- -
Inter.val 284.75- 240.21- 201.62- 333.45- 417 h5- 112.39- 376.42- 207.92-

305.35 259.01 220.98 354.97 .. 440.67 127.47 399.70 226.60 

RatE ~o r/. -35."02 ..~ .~I. "". nl"l -44,.41"· "36.85 ~.." ... n. .1."7 "". VehIcle, Theft ~O • .:1'" "/Qi.;J"· "''fi.3'';1 .J.J.:rU ... , . .,) ... 
- -- -- - --- -- - --- - - - --- - --

Stalldard ,Error l' c88 2 • .00 3.15 . 1.75 2.43 2.19 2.16 2.40 

-- - - - - --- - -- r--- -- roo-- - --, - ---
Interval , 24.78-32.30 31. .02-39.02 7.0.04-82.64 2.0.89-27.89 39.55-49.27 32.47-41.23 29.58-38.22 42.54-52.14 

Tot,al Household Rate 
Victimization 

484.79 400.29 412 • .05 515.14 63!.44 " 279.83 573 • .06 389.37 

------ f- ..... - -------- I-- - --- -- -
Standard Error ,5.64 5.32 5.83 5.66 5.68 5.22 5.91 

, 
5.52 . . ------ - --;:- -- - ~-- 1---'- ~-- r-- -- I , 473.51- 389.65- 4.00.39- 503.82- 62.0 • .08- 269.39- 561.24- 378.33-\\'0 Interval 496.07 41.0.93 423. 'l1 526,46 642,8.0 29.0".27 584.88 4.0.0.41 

! 
\\ i 

a 
Interval~s ba~ed on ± two atSlldard errors. 

Aggregate 
Total 

1,595,399 

136.84 

--1 
1.62 

133.60-
140.08 

286.94 

2.87 

'281.20-
292.68 

I .. ..... 
-61 •• .1.1 

--
.86 

---, 
39.45-42.89 

464.96 

---
4.14 

---
456.68-
473.24 

-.."...·1. 

I 

,I 

, 
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Table D.4 
Estimated Standard Errors And 95 Percent Confidence Intervalsa For Household Incidents 

Eight Impact Cities 

Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland St. Louis Aggregate 
Total 

Burglary Number 25,321 32,894 28,665 41,083 30,752 13,136 21,864 
,. \ 

24,595 218 ,310 ~-
, - - - - -- ~ ..... - - -- --.. - - - - - - - -- - - --

Standard Error 700 1,093 959 1,296 834 455 660 773 2,493 
..- .- ----- _._- --- --- --- - ---- --- ---

Interval 23,921- 30,708- 26,747- 38,491- 29.084- 12,226- 20,544- 23,049- 213,324-
26,721 35,080 ::'0,583 43,675 32,420 14,046 23,184 26,141 223,296 

Larceny Number 46,342 70,994 48,683 96,500 83,492 12,801 56,153 42,824 457,789. 

- -- ----~ --- --- --- - '-- --- -- -- - --
Standard Error 960 1,711 1,301 2,211 1,430 449 1,200 1,017 3,892 

--- - -- - ----- -- - ---- --- - --- - -- - --
Interval 44,422- 67,572- 46,082- 92,078- 80,632- 11,903- 53,753- 40,790- 450,005-

48,262 74,416 51,285 100,922 86,352 13,699 58,553 44,858 465,573 

Vehicle Theft Number 4,483 9,962. 17 ,590 6,837 8,643 3,934 4,906 9,331 65,686 

-~- -'" J-- _ - -'- -- - -- - - - - - -- --- ---
Standard Error 290· 577 734 488 435 241 290 478 1,324 

-- .- -------- - -- - -- - -- -- - -- - -.--
Interval 3,943- 8,808- 16,122- 5,861- 7,773- 3,452- 4,3i6- 8,375- 63,038-

5,023 1},116 19,058 7,813 9,513 4,416 5,486 10,287 68,334 

Total Household N\imber 7.6,146 113,e50 94,938 144,420 122,887 29,871 82,923 76,750 741,785 
Incidents - -- ---- -- - --- --- - -- -. -- --- -- -

Standard Error 1,255 2,037 1,971 2,921 1,783 724 1,581 1,353 5,230 

- - - --- --- ---- --- - -- ""- - - --- ---- --
Interval 73,636- 109,236- 90,996- 138,578- 119,321- . 28,423- 79,761- 74,044 .. · 731,325-

78,656 118,464 .98,880 150,262 126,453 31,319 86,085 79,456 752,245 
() 

aIntervals based on ± two standard errors. 
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Table D.5 
Estimated Standard Errora And 95 Percent Confidence Intervalsa For Rates (Per 1,000 Businesses) Of Business Victimization 

Eight Impact Cities 

Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland St. Louis 
" 

Number of Businesses 20,744 34,630 31,000 46,579 25,239 19,188 21,982 24,316 

Burglary Rate 740.98 577.62 366.93 355.07 442.68 630.55 355.56 531.25 
. 

r---- '-- -- --- --- --- >--- - --- - - -
Standard Error 99.29 41.59 32.66 34.44 44.27 93.32 51.91 7.3.84 

\\ - -- --- --- -- - -- - --- - -""'\ ---
Interval 542.40- 494.44- 301.61- 286.19- 354.14- 443.91- 251. 74- \- 383.57-

939.56 660.80 432.25 423.95 531.22 817.19 459.38 678.93 

Robbery Rate 157.34 134.65 76.93 48.45 54.28 97.76 38.89 94.30 

1--- - --- - -- -.---- - --- --- ---
Standard Error 21.87 14.00 13.16 10.22 11.29 22.88 4.01 22.07 

-- --- -- -;,:- --- --- - -- - -- - -- -- --
Interval 113.60- lC5.'.l5- 50.61- 28.01- 31. 70- 52.00- 30.87- 50.16-

201. 08 162.65 103.25 '68.89 76.86 143.52 46.91. 138.44 

.Total Business Rate 898.33 712.27 443.87 403.52 496.96 728.31 394.45 625.55 
Victimizations --- - -- --- --- --- --- --- - --

Standard Error 106.00 49.15 40.84 39.95 47.71 110.70 52.07 93.21 

----- --- ------ --- --- --- -- -
Intet"Val 686.33- 613.97- 362.19- 323.62- 401.54- 506.91- 290.31- 439.13-

1,110.33 815.07 525.55 483.42 592.38 949.71 498.59 811.97 

aInterva1a based on ± two standard errors. 

~~ 

'C ~ 

-1 

Ag,regate 
otal 

223,678 

479.68 

-- -
30.64 

---
418.40-
540.96 

84.77 

-- -
6.57 

---
71.63-
97.91 

564.45 

- --
35.47 

---
493.51-

635.39 
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Table D.6 
Estimated Stan~ard Errors And 95 Percent Confidence Intervals· Fo= Business Incidents 

[f~~ . Eight Impact, Cities 

," Aggregate Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland' Dallas Denver Newark Portland St. Louis 
Total 

l:· 

Burglary Number 15,371 20,003 11,375 16,539 11,173 12,099 7,816 12,918 107,294 

'""" 
- - ,... .... - -- - -- - - - - ,... - - - ~. - - - - - ,... - - - "" - -

Standard Error c;:::::i,521 1,320 1,410 2,200 1,307 1,246 1,680 491 4,610 

-- - - - - - - - - -- - -- ,... - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - -
Interval 10,329- 17 ,363- 8,555- 12,139- 8,559- 9,607- 4,456- 11,936- 98,074-

20,413 22,643 14,195 20,939 13,787 14,591 11,176 13,900 116,514 
-,.. 

Robbery Number 3,264 4,66.3 2,385 2,257 1,370 1,876 855 2,293 18,963 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - ,... - - - - - -- - - - -. 
Standard Error 535 

. 
462 465 449 370 388 101 378 1,165 

- -- - - - ~. - - - - ,... - ,... ,... - - - - - - - - - - :.- -- - - - ,... - - ,... -
Interval 2,194- 3,739- 1,455- 1,359- 630- 1,100- 653- 1;537- 16,63.3-

4,334 5,587" 3,315 3,155 2,110 2,652 1,057 
" 

3,0119 21,293 
I 

Total, Business Number 18,635 24,666 13,760 18,796 12,543 13,975 8,671 15,211 126,257 
Incidents - - - - - - ,... - - - -- - - - - - ,... - - - - -- - ,... -' -. - - - - - - -.,.., 

Standard Error 2,814 , 1,529 1,734 2,425 1,568 1,509 1,743 7n 5,248 
! 

I 
1 

- -~~ ~ ---- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- - ,... - ,... ,... - - - - -
Interval 13,007- 21,608- 10,292- 13.946- 9,407- 10,957- 5,185- 13,629-' 115,761-

24,263 27,724 17,228 23,646 l5,6}9 16,993 12,157 16,i93 136,753' 
a: 

Intervals based on ± two standard errors. 

\ 

I, 
.-~-.-- ...... '¥ .......... .,- -~.<--." . ' , 

" 
o " 

r 



f 

r 
! 

.. 

I 
I. 
iI 

, 

a 

" 

Table D.5 
Estimated Standard Errors And 95 Percent Confidence Intervalsa For Rates '(Per 1,000 Businesses) Of Business Victimization 

Eight Impact Cities 

" 

Atlanta Baltimore Cleve.').and Dallas Denver Newark Portland St. Louis 

. 
Number of Businesses 20,744 34,630 31,000 46,579 25,239 19,1.88 21,982 24,316 

.il 

Burglary Rate 740.98 577.62 366.93 355.07 442.68 630.55 355.56 531.25 

I-- '-- I-- -- --- - - - --- --' - --.- - - -
Standard Error 99.29 41.59 32.66 34.44 44.27 93.32 51.91 73.84 

- -- - -- --- - - - I-- -'~ -- - - - - -~ -
Interval 542.40- 494.44- 301.61- 286.19- 354.14- 443.91- 251. 74- 383.57-

939.56 660.80 432.25 423.95 531.22 817.19 459.38 678.93 

\\ Robbery Rate 157.34 134.65 76.93 48.45 54.28 97.76 38.89 94.30 

1--- - --- - - - t----- - - - - -'-- ---
Standard Error 21.87 14.00 13.16 10.22 11.29 22.88 4.01 22.07 

-- -- --- --- --- - -- - -- - -- :) 
--'(/- -

Interval 113.60- 106.65- 50.61- 28.01- 31.70- 5,2.00- 30.87- 50.16-
201. 08 162.65 .'.;:(_,;103. 25 '68.89 76.86 143.52 46.91. 138.44 , -

,Total Business Rate, 898.33 712.27 443.87 403.52 496.96 728.31 394.45 625.55 
Victimizations - -- 1--- ------ -->-~ - -- --- - - -

Standard Error 106.00 49.15 40.84 39.95 47.71 110.70 52.07 93.21 

----- ~-- -- --- - -- 1---- - -- --- -- -
Interval 686.33- ,613.97- 362.19- 323.62- 401.54- 506.91- 290.31- 439.13-

1,110.33 815.07 525.55 483.42 592.38 949.71 498.59 811.97 

Intervals based on ± two standard errors. 
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otal 

223,678 

479.68 
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---
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---
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APPENDIX E 

Classification of Businesses 
In Commercial Victimization Survey 
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As noted .in Appendix A, not all businesses in the Impact Cities were eli-

gible ~o be surveyed. For purposes of analysis, the businesses included 

in the survey were classified as retail, wholesale, real estate, manu-
',I 

facturing, service, or other. The following is a more deta:Lled descrip-

tion, with examples, of the types of businesses included under each of 

the main class~fications. 

A. Retail 

1. Food - Establishments primarily selling food for bome prepara­
tion and consumption. Supermarkets, food stores, and delicates­
sens are included in this classification. 

2. Eating and drinking - Establishments primarily selling prepared 
foods and drinks for consumption on or near the premises; lunch 
counters and refreshment·stands selling prepared foods and drinks 
for immediate or take home consumption. 

3. General merchandise - Establishments which sell several 
merchandise such as dry goods,apparel and assesElories, 
and home furnishings, small wares, hardware, and food. 
are department s.tores, variety stores, dry goods stores 
and needlework stores. 

lines'of 
furniture 
Included 
and sewing 

4. Appa~~l - Establishments primarily engaged in selling clothing of 
all ~inds and related articles for personal wear and adornment. 
Not included in this group are establishments which meet the 
crit~riafor department stores or general merchandise stores. 

5. Furniture and appliance - Establishments primarily selling 
merchandise used in furnishing the home,such as furniture, floor 
covering, draperies, glass and chinaware, domestic stoves, refri­
gerators, other household electrical and gas' appliances,: and 
radio and TV sets. Also included are musical instrWllent" stores 
and music and record shops. 

6. Lumber, hardware, f,arm equiplUent - Establishments primarily selling 
lumber, building materials, the basic lines of har4ware, paint, 
wallpaper, glass, eJ.ectrical supplies, roofing mat~rials and other 
equipment and supplies for all types of constructiQn in addition 
to the sale of farm equipment. 

~: 
t', ~ 

,~ 
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7. Automotive - I!Es,tablishments which sell new and used automobiles 
and new parts (ind' accessories, aircraft and marine dealers, and 
mobile home dealers. 

81
; Gasoline ser~lce stations - Establishments primarily selling 

gasoline and./"jlutomotive lu"bricants. Usually these establishments 
also sell ti'r4!S, batteries, and accessories, and perform minor 
repair work" atld services. 

9. Drug and p~oprietary - Establishments which fill and sell pre­
scription(,. These establishments also sell proprietary drugs, 

. patent m~dicines and other health and first-aid products. 
Usually these establishments also sell a variety of other 
merchan(Hse. Proprietary st:ores sell the same merchandise as 
drug stores, except that prescriptions are not filled and sold. 

10. Liquot' - Establishments primarily selling packaged alcoholic 
bev~tages for consumption off the premises. Included are 
liquor stores operated by States, counties and municipalities. 

11. Other Retail - Any retail businesses not in the above menti ..... _ .. 
categories. 

B. v1holesale 

1. Durable Goods 

a. Motor Vehicles - Establishments primarily engaged in the 
wholesale distribution of new arid used passenger automobiles 
and other motor vehicles. Dealers primarily engaged in 
selling road-type-commercial trucks, truck-trailers, buses, 
semi-trailers and ralated vehicles are included. 

b. Electrical goods - Establishments primarily engaged in the 
who~sale distribution of electrical generating, distributing, 
and wiring equipment. It also includes household appliances, 
parts and accessories. 

c. Furniture, Home Furnishings - Establishments primarily 
engaged in wholesale distribution of household and office 
furniture and home furnishings. 

d. Hardware, ?lumbing and Heating Equipment - Establishments 
primarily engaged in wholesaling hardware, pluabing, heating, 
air conditioning, refrigeration and ventilating equipment 
and supplies. 

e. Lumber, Construction Materials - Establishments primarily 
engaged in the wholesale distribution of lumber and building 
materials. 

f. Machinery, Equipment, Supplies - Establishments primarily 
engaged in selling at wholesale, industrial machinery, 
equipment, and supplies; agricultural machinery and equip­
ment; dairy farm machinery and equ~pment; mechanical devices 
and other equipment used by dentists, physicians, and surgeons. 

g. Metals, Metalwork (except scrap) - Establishments primarily 
engaged in wholesale distribution of coal and coke; ferrous 
and nonferrous metals (except precious metals and scrap). 

h. Scrap and Waste Materials - Establishments primarily engaged 
in assembling, breaking up, sorting, and wholesale distribution 
of scrap and waste materials. 

1. Jewelry - Estab1ishment;s primarily engaged in wholesale 
distribution of jewelry including stones and metals, costume 
jewelry, clocks, silverware. 

2. Nondurable, Goods 

a. Groceries and Related Products - Establishments engaged in 
selling a general line of grocery products at wholesale as 
well as those primarily engaged in selling at wholesale such 
commodity lines as dairy product!:!, poultry and poultry products, 
confectionery, fish and seafoods, etc. 

b. Beer, Wines, Distilled Alcoholic Beverages - Establishments 
primarily engaged in the wholesale distribution of beer, wine, 
and distilled alcoholic beverages. Bottling of wines and 
other liquors manufactured in bulk by others is included. 

c. 'Drugs, Chemicals, Allied Products - Establishments primarily 
engag~d in the wholesale distribution of drugs, drug proprie­
taries, druggists' sundries and toiletries, paints and varn­
ishes, and chemicals and allied products not elsewhere 
claSSified, such as acids, ammonia, and industrial salts. 

d. Tobacco - Establishments primarily engaged in wholesale 
distribution of manufactured tobacco products. 

, 
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e. Lumber, Construction Materials - Establishments primarily 
engaged in the wholesale distribution of lumber and building 
materials. 

f. Machinery, Equipment, Supplies - Establishments primarily 
engaged in selling at wholesale; indu~trial machinery, 
equipment, and supplies; agricultural machinery and equip­
ment; dairy farm machinery and equipment; mechanical devices 
and other equipment used by dentists, physicians, and surgeons. 

g. 

h. 

Metall3, Metalwork (except scrap) - Establis.hments primarily 
engaged in wholesale distribution of coal and coke; ferrous 
and nonferrous metals (except precious metals and scrap). 

Scrap and Waste Materials - Establishments primarily engaged 
in assembling, breaking up, sorting, and wholesale distribution 
of scrap and waste materials. 

i. Jewelry - Establishments primarily engaged in wholesale 
distribution of jewelry including stones and metals, costume 
jewelry, clocks, silverware. 

2. Nondurable. Goods 

2. Groceries and Related Products - Establishments engaged in 
selling a general line of grocery products at wholesale as 
well as those primarily engaged in selling at wholesale such 
cOnDnodity lines as dairy product~, poultry and poultry products, 
confectionery, fish and seafoods, etc. 

~~,::-';:'r' «( 
b. Beer, Wines, Distilled Alcoholic Bvverat~s - Establishments 

primarily engaged in the wholesale distribtit~on of beer, wine, 
and distilled alcoholic beverages. Bottl~~of wines and 
other liquors manufactured in bulk by otners is included. 

c. . Drugs, Chemicals, Allied Products - Establishments primarily 
engag~d in the wholesale distribution of drugs, drug proprie­
taries, druggists' sundries and toiletries, paints and va~n­
ishes, and chemicals and allied products not elsewhere 
classified, such as acids, ammonia, and industrial salts. 

d. Tobacco - Establishments primarily engaged in wholesale 
distribution of manufactu~ed tobacco products. 

.. 
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e. Dry Goods, Apparel - Establishments primarily engaged in 
wholesale distribution of dry goods, piece-goods, notions, 
apparel and accessories, hosiery~ lingerie and footwear. 

E-4 

f. Paper, Paper Products, except Wallpaper - Establishments 
primarily engaged in wholesale distribution of paper and its 
products, including stationery and kindred supplies, such as 
pens, pencils, and writing ink. 

g. Farm Products - Raw Materials -Establishments primarily 
engaged in wholesale marketing of farm product raw materials, 
most of which are used in manufacturing ~ndustries. 

C. Real Estate 

1. Apartments - Establishments primarily engaged in the operation of 
apartment buildings. Apartment bdildingsare defined as containing 
five or more housing units. This industry does not include 
hotels, rooming houses, camps, and other lodging places for 
transients. 

~ 

2. Other Real Estate 

a. Real Estate Agents"and Managers - Establishments primarily 
engageo' in renting, buying, selling, managing and appraising 
real estate for others. 

b. Real Estate Operators (Except Developers) and Lessors -
Establishments primarily engaged in leasi.ng real property, 
not elsewhere classified. 

c. Subdividers .andDevelopers Establishments primarily engaged 
in subdividing real pr0p.e.rty into lots, except cemetery lots, 
and in developing it for resale. 

d. Title Abstract Office - Establishments primarily engaged in 
searching real estate titles. 

D. Manufacturing 

1. Electrical and Electronic Machinery Equipment and Supplies -
Establishments engaged in manufacturing machinery, apparatus and 
supplies for the generation, storage, trans~!ssion, transformation, 
and utilization of electrical energy. The manufacture of household 
appl~ances is included. 

'\ / / 
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2. Fabricated Metal Products, Except Machinery and Transportation 
Equipment - Establishments engaged in fabricating ferrous and 
nonferrous metal products such as metal cans, tinware, hand 
tools, general hardware, nonelectric heating apparatus, metal forgings, 
metal staID,pings, and a variety of metal and wire products not else­
where classified. 

3. Furniture and Fixtures - Establishments engaged in manufacturing 
household, office, public building and restaurant furniture, and 
office and store fixtures. 

4. Jewelry, Silverware, and Plated Ware - Establishments primarily 
engaged in manufacturing jewelry and other articles worn on or 
carried about the person, made of precious metals with or without 
stones. Manufacturing flatware (j.ncluding knives, forks, and 
spoons), hollow ware, toilet ware, ecclesiastical ware, and re­
lated prod,?cts; establisl,unents of lapidaries primarily engaged 
in cutting, slabbing, tumbling, car'ving, engraving, polishing, 
or faceting stones; establishments engaged in cutting, drilling 
and otherwise preparing jewels for instruments, dies, watches, 
chronometers, and other industrial uses are all included in this 
classifica tion. 

5. Leather and Leather Products - Establishments engaged in tanning, 
currying, and finishing hides and skins, and establishments manu­
facturing finished leather and artificial leather products and 
some similar products made of other materials. 

6. Lumber and Wood Product, 'Except Furniture -Included are logging 
camps engaged in cutting timber and pulpwood, merchant sawmills, 
lath mills, shingle milIa, and establishments engaged in manu­
facturing finished articles made entirely or mainly of wood or 
wood substitutes. 

7. Mach:f.nery, Except Electrical - Establisbments engaged in manufac­
turing machinery and equipment, other than electrical equipment 
and transportation equipment. Machines powered by built-in or 
detachable motors with the exception of electrical household 
appliances are also included. 

8. Measuring, Analyzing and Controlling Instruments; Photographic, 
Medical and Optical Goods; Watches and Clocks - Establishments 
engaged in manufacturing instruments (including professional and 
scientific) for measuring, testing, analyzing and controlling, 
and their associated sensors and accessories; optical instruments 
and lenses, surveying and drafting instruments; surgical, medical, 
and dental instruments, equipment, and supplies; ophthalmic goods; 
photographic equipment and supplies; and watches and clocks. " , 
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9. Musical Instruments - Establishments primarily engaged in 
manufacturing pianos, organs, other musical instruments, and 
parts and accessor~es for musical instruments. 
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10. Primary Metal Industries - Establishments engaged in the smelting 
and refining of ferrous and nonferrous metals from ore, pig, or 
scrap; in the roll, drawing, a,nd alloying of ferrous and non­
ferrous metals in the manufacture of castings and other basic 
products of ferrous and nonferrous metals; and in the manufacture 
of nails, spikes and insulated wire and cable. 

11. Printing, Publishing and Allied Industries - Establishments 
engaged in printing and those establishments which perform ser­
vices for the printing trade, such as bookbinding, typesetting 
anP engraving. Includes establishments engaged in publishing 
newspapers, books and periodicals, regardless of whether or not 
they do their own printing. 

12. Rubber and Miscellaneous Plastic Products - Establishments 
manu~acturing from natural, synthetic, or reclaimed rubber, 
rubber products such as tires, rubber footwear~ mechanical rubber 
goods, heels and soles, flooring and rubber sundries. Establish­
ments engaged in molding primary plastics for the trade and 
manufacturing miscellaneous finished plastics products. 

13. Stone, Clay, Glass and Concrete Products - Establishments engaged 
in manufacturing flat glass and other glass products, cement, 
structural clay products, pottery, concrete and gypsum products, 
cut stone, abrasive and asbestos products, etc., from materials 
taken principally from the earth in the form of stone, clay and 
sand. 

14. Transportation Equipment - Establishments engaged in manufacturing 
equipment for transportation of passengers and cargo by land, 
air, and water. Important products produced by establishments 
classified in this major group include motor vehicles, aircraft, 
guided missiles and space vehicles, ships, boats, railroad 
equipment and miscellaneous transportation equipment such as 
motorcycles,bicycles and snowmobiles. 

15. Miscellaneous Manufacturing Industries - Establishments primarily 
engaged in manufacturing'products not classified in any other 
manufactu~ing major group. 

16. Apparel and Other Finished Products Made from Fabr.ics and 
Similar Materials - Establishments producing clothing and 
fabricating products by cutting and sewing purchased woven 
or knit textile fabrics and rel~ted materials such as leather, 
rubberized fabrics, plastics and furs. 

17. Chemical and Allied Products - Establishments produc.ing basic 
chemicals, and establishments manufacturing products by pre­
dominantly chemical processes. 
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18. Costume Jewelry, Costume Novelties, Buttons, and Miscellaneous 
Notions, Except Precious Metal - Establishmen.ts primarily engaged 
in manufacturing costume jewelry, costume novelties, and ornaments 
made of all materials, except precious metal, precious or semi­
precious stones, and rolled gold plate and gold filled materials, 
etc. 

19. Food and Kindred Products - Establishments manufacturing or 
processing foods and beverages for h'~an consumption and certain 
related products, such as manufac.tured ice, chewing gum, vegetable 
and animal fats and Oils, and prepared feeds for animals and fowls. 

20. Paper and Allied Products - Includes the manufacture of pulps 
the manufacture of paper and paperboard, and the manufacture of 
paper and paperboard into converted products such as paper 
bags, paper boxes and envelopes. 

21. Pens, Pencils, and other Office and Artists' Materials - Establish­
ments primarily engaged in mal1Lufacturing pens, pen points, fountain 
pens, ball point pens, refill cartridges, porous tipped felt tip 
markers, parts, lead pencils and leads, crayons, and materials 
and equipment for art work, such as airbrushes, drawing tables and 
boards, palettes, sketch boxel3, and drafting materials. 

22. Petroleum Refining and Relatej:l Industries - Establishments 
primarily engaged in petrolewn refining, manufacturing paving and 
roofing materials and' compounl~ing lubricating oils and greases 
from purchased materials. 

23. Textile Mill Products - Estab·Ushments engaged in performing any 
of the following operations: (a) Preparation of fiber and subse­
quent manufacturing of yarn, thread, braids, twine, and cordage; 
(b) manufacturing fabric, and. carpets' and rugs from yarn; (c) 
dyeing and finishing; (d) coating, waterproofing, or otherwise 
treating fabric; (e) the integrated manufacture of knit ~pparel 
and other finished articles from yarn; and (f) the manufacture 
of felt goods, lace goods, tlP.nwoven fabrics, and miscellaneous 
textiles. , 



24. Tobacco Manufactures - Establishments engaged in manufacturing 
cigarettes, cigars, smoking and chewing tobacco, and snuff, 
and in stemm~ng and redrying tobacco. 
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25. Toys and Amusement, Sporting and Athletic Goods - Establishments 
primarily engaged in manufacturing dolls, doll parts, and doll . 
clothing. Also included are establishments primarily engaged in 
manufacturing stuffed toy animals. 

E. Service 

1. Amusement and Recreation Services, Except Motion Pictures -
.Establishments engaged in providing amusement or entertainment 
lion payment ofa fee or admission chaX'ge. 

2. Automotive Repair, Services, and Garages - Esiablishments primarily 
engaged in furnishing automotive repair, rental, leaSing and parking 
servi.ces to the general public. 

3. Business Services - Es~ablishments primarily engaged in rendering 
services, not elsewhere classified, to business establishments 
on a fee or contract basis, such as adverti~ing, mailing services, 
building maintenance services, and employment services. 

4. Education Services - Establishments .furnishing formal academic 
or technical courses, correspondence schools, commercial and trade 
schools, and libraries. 

5. Health Services - Establishments primarily engaged in furnishing 
medica~, surgical,. and ,other health services to persons. 

6. Hotel, Rooming Hous.es, Camps and Other Lodging Places - Includes 
commercial and institutional establisqm~~t~ engaged in furg~,shing 
lodging, or lodging and meals, and camping space andcampittg; 
facilities on a fee basis. ," 

7. Legal Services - Establishments engaged in offering legal a:iivice 
or legal services, the head or heads of which are members of 
the bar. 

8. Membership Organizations - Organizations operating on a member­
ship basis for the promotion of the interests of the members. 
Included are such as trade associations, professional membership 
organizations, l~bor unions, political and religious organizations. 
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9. Miscellaneous Repair Services - Establishments engaged i.u miscellaneous 
repair services, examples of which are electrical repair shops, 
refrigeration and air conditioning service and repair shops, 
watch, clock and jewelry repair, reupholstery and furniture repair. 

10. Miscel1aneo~s Services - Establishments engaged in performing 
services, not elsewhere classified, such as those rendered by 
engineers, ar,chitects, accountants, artists, lecturers ami writers. 
Includes noncommercial establishments primarily engaged in educa­
tional~, scientific, and research activiti.es. 

11. Motion Pictures - Establishments producing and distributing 
motion pictures, exhibiting motion pictures in-commercially 
operated theaters, and furnishing services to the motion picture 
industry. Includes similar productions for television or other 
media using film, tape or other means. 

12. Museums, Art Galleries, Botanical and Zoological Gardens -
Establishments which are not operated commercially. Receipts or 
funding of these establishments are not primarily from admission 
charges. 

13. Personal Services - Establishments primarily engaged in providing 
services generally involving the care of the person or his apparel, 
such as laundries, dry cleaning plants, portrait photographic 
studios, and beauty and barber shops. 

14. Social Services - Establishments providing social services, and 
rehabilitation services to those persons with social or personal 
problems requiring special services and to the handicapped and 
the disadvantaged. Also included are organizations soliciting 
funds to be used directly for these and related services. 

F. Other 

1. Transportation 

a. Local and Suburban Transit and Interurban Highway Passenger 
Transportation. 

b. Motor Freight Transportation and Warehousing - Establishments 
furnishing local or long-distance trucking, or transfer 
services, or those engaged in the storage of farm products, 
furniture and other household goods or commercial goods of 
any nature; the operation of terminal facilities for handling 
freight. 
~, 
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c. Pipelines, Except Naturai Gas - Establishments primarily 
engaged in the pipeline transportation of petroleum and other 
commodities. 

d. Railroad Transportation - Establishments furnishing trans­
portation by line-haul railroad, as well as REA Express, and 
switching and terminal establishments. 

e. Transportation by Air - Estabiishments engaged in furnishing 
domestic and foreign tranaportation by air and also those 
operating airports and flying fields and furnishing terminal 
services. 

f. Transportation Services - Establ~shment~ furnishing service 
incidental to transportation, such as forwarding and packing 

~$~ervice, and the arrangement of passenger and fre:J.ght 
transportation. I::: 

g. Water Transportation - Establishments engaged in freight and 
passenger transportation on the open seas or inland water; 
and establishments furnishing such incidental services as 
lighterage, . towing, and canal operation. Also includes 
excursion boats, sightseeing boats and water taxis. 

Agricultural Services 

a. Animal Services, Except Veterinary - Establishments primarily 
engaged in performing services, except veterinary, for cattle, 
hogs, sheep, goats and poultry. 

b. Crop Service - Establishments prjJnarily engaged in performing 
a variety of crop planting, cultivating and protection operations. 
Also included are establishments performing a variety of opera­
tions on crops subsequent to their harvest, with the intent of 
preparing them for market or further manufacture. 

c. Farm Labor and Management Services - Establishments primarily 
engaged, in ,supplying labor for agricultural production or 
harv~sting, in addition to providing farm management services. 

d. Landscape and Horticultural Services - Establishments primarily 
engaged in performing landscape planning, architectural and 
counseling services, in addition to perf~~ing a variety of 
lawn and garden services. 

e. Soil Preparation Services - Establishments primarily engaged 
in land breaking, plowing, ~pplication of fertilizer, seed 
bed preparation, and other operations for improving the soil. 
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f. Veterinary Services - Establishments of licensed practitioners 
primarily engaged in the practice of veterinary medicine, 
dentistry, or surgery. 

Auxiliary Locations - An auxiliary unit is an establishment primarily 
engaged in performing supporting services for other establishments 
of the same company rather than for the general public or for 
other business firms. Auxiliaries include such diverse activities 
as research, development, and testing laborato~ies of manufacturing 
firms, central warehouses for the company's own merchandise, 
central garages for the company's own vehicles, trading stamp 
redemption stores, and sales promotion offices. 

Communica t:l.ons 

a. 

b. 

Communication Services - Establishments primarily engaged 
in providing point-to-point communication services, for ex­
ample, cablevision, phototransmission services, radio broad­
casting operated by cab companies, and stock ticker services. 

Radio and Television Broadcasting - Stations, primarily engaged 
in activities involving the dissemination by radio or television 
to the public of aural or visual programs. 

c. Telegraph Communication (Wire or Radio) - Establishments 
primarily engaged in furnishing telegraphic communication 
service by transmitting nonvocal record communications intended 
for receipt by designated persons. 

d. Telephone Communication (Wire or Radio) - Establishments 
primarily engaged in furnishing telephone communication service 
by placing the parties in vocal conversation with each other. 

Construction 

a. 

b. 

n· lilding Constl."uction - Includes general contractors and 
operati~e builders primarily engaged in construction of 
~esid~ntial, farm, industrial, commercial, or other buildings. 

Construction Other Than Building Construction - Includes general 
contractors engaged in heavy contruction (including new work 
additions, improvements, maintenance, and repair) such as ' 
highways and streets, bridges, sewers, and railroads. 
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c. Speci,al Trade Contractors - Includes contractors who undertake 
specialized activities such as plumbing, painting, plastering, 
carpentering, etc. Also included are establishments engaged 
in miscellaneous specialized construction activities such as 
industrial machinery and equipment installation, grave 
excavation, ,gas leakage detective and water well drilling. 

6. Electric, Gas and Sanitary Services 

a. Combination Electric and Gas, and Other Utility Services -
Establishments providing electric or gas services in c~;mbina­
tions with other services. 

b. Electric Services - Establishments engaged in the generation, 
transmission and/or distribution of electric energy for sale. 

c. Gas Production and Distribution - Establishments engaged in 
the transmission and/or storage plus the distribution of 
natural gas for sale. 

d. Irrigation Services - Establishments primarily engaged in 
operating water supply systems for the purpose of irrigation. 

e. Sanitary Services - Estabiishmenmprimarily engaged in the 
collection and disposal of wastes conducted through a sewer 
system, including such treatment processes as may be provided. 
Also included are those establishments engaged in the collection 
and disposal of refuse by processing or destruction. 

f. Steam Supply - Establishments engaged in the production and/or 
distribution of steam and heated or cooled air for sale. 

g. Water Supply - Establishments primarily engaged in, distributing 
water for sale for domestic, commercial and industrial use. 

7. Finance and Credit 

a. Agricultural Credit Institution - Establishments primarily 
engaged in extending agricultural credit. 

b. Business Credit Institutions - Establishments primarily 
engaged in making loans to business enterprises, excluding 
those engaged principally in home, farm, or per~orial financing. I 
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c. Commodity Contracts Brokers and Dealers - Establishments 
primarily engaged in buying and selling commodity contracts 
on either a spot or future basis for their own account or 
for the account of others. These establishments are members 
or are associated with members of recognized commodity exchanges. 

d. Mortgage Bankers and Brokers - Establishments primarily 
engaged in originating mortgage loans, selling mortgage 
loans to permanent investors and servicing these loans. 

e. Personal Credit Institutions - Establishments primarily 
engaged in extending credit to individuals. Examples are 
federal credit unions, state credit unions, installment 
sales finance companies and miscellaneous personal credit 
institutions. 

f. Rediscount and Financing Institution for Credit Agencies 
Other Than Banks - Establishments primarily engaged in 
rediscounting and financing for credit agencies other than banks. 

g. Savings and Loan Associations. 

h. Services Allied with Exchange of Securities or Commodities -
Establishments primarily engaged in furnishing services to 
security or commodity holders, brokers, or dealers. 

i. Sercurity and Commodity Exchange - Establishments primarily 
engaged in furnishing space and other facilities to members 
for the purpose of buying, ~elling, or otherwise trading 
in stocks, bonds, or commodities. 

j. Security Brokers, Dealers, and Flotation Companies -
Establishments primarily engaged in the purchase, sale and 
brokerage of securities and those generally known as investment 
bankers. 

8~ Insurance 

a. Accident and Health Insurance and Medical Service Plans -
Establishments engaged in underwriting accident and health 
insurance owned by stockholders, policyholders or other carriers. 
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b. Fire, Marine and Casualty Insurance. 
(~:! 

c. Insurance Agents, Brokers and Service -Includes agents and 
brokers dealing in insurance, and also organizations offering 
services to insurance companies and to policyholders. 

d. Insurance Carriers - Establishments primarily engaged in 
underwt'iting insurance, such as insuring bank deposits and 
shares in savings and loan associations. 

e. Life Insurance. 

f. Pension, Health and Welfare Funds. 

g. 'Surety Insurance - Establishments primarily engaged in 
underwriting financial responsibility insurance. 

h. Title Insurance - Establishments primarily engaged in under­
writing insurance to protect the owner of real estate, or 
lenders of money thereon, against loss sustai,ned by reason 
of any defect of title. 

9. Fishing, Hunting and Trapping - Estab1is~ents primarily engaged in 
cql;'Plercial fishing and the oper~tion offish hatcheries, fish 
and game preserves, in commercial hunting and trapping, and in 
game propagation. 

10. Forestr~ _ Establishments primarily engaged in the oper~tions of 
timber tracts, tree farms, forest nurseries, and related activities. 

11. Holding and Other Investment Offices - Includes investment trusts, 
investment companies, holding companies~'and commodity trading 
companies. 

12. Mining _ Establishments engaged in mining. Mining is here use,a 
in the broad sense ,to include the extraction of minerals ()Ccut!rinl 
naturally, solids, such as coal and ores, liquids such as cru,de 
petroleum; and gases such as natural gas. It also includes 
quarrying, well operations, milling and other preparations 
customarily done at the mine site, or as part of mining. 
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