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Chapter I

Introduction
In 1965 the President's Commission on Ldw Enforcement and the
Administration ofjJustice recognized that statistics on crimes known
to the police which are collécted by the Federal Bureau of Inﬁesti—

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.. Citizens often do
not report crimes to the police. Some crimes reported
to the police never get into the statistical system.
Since better crime prevention and -control programs
depend upon a full and accurate knowledge about the
amount and kinds of crime, the Commission-initiated
the first national survey ever made of crime victimi-
zation.l ’

Theksurvey‘sponsored by-the Commission——agd'conducted bj the;National
Opinion*Researcﬂ Center (&ORC);of the Univérsity of Chicago—-involﬁed
contacting a repreﬁentative sample of 10,000 households in the United
States. Iﬁ each héusehold’the person quesﬁiohed Wés askéd whether
any member of the household had been victim of cfime>during the preé
éeding year. TIn the Commission's wordé, the results of this su;&éy,

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

than twice as much as the UCR rate for individuals."2
Newark, Portland (Oregon), and St. Louis).4 In this report, the

As a result of the wealth of information provided by the NORC
results of the NCP victim surveys in the eight Impact Cities are

*  survey--not only information about the amount of crime, but also
: - presented and analyzed.

information about the c1rcumstances surrounding the event, the rela-

The Impact Cities Surveys

tionship of the victim and offender, losses and injuries resultlng

from crime, reasons for not reporting crimes to the police, and so The procedures and instruments used in the Impact Cities victim

on--surveys of victims of crime came to be seen as a vehicle for Surveys are the product of extensive experimentation and field testing

providing essential information about crime which is not otherwise During the past three years several research and development pro-

available. Stimulated by the pioneering work of the President's jects have resulted in significant methodological 1mpzovements over

i ~ Commission, the National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics the techniques used in the earlier NORC study For ethple sur
’ . " - 3 s & -

Service (NCJISS) of the Law Enfogcement Assistance Administration vey of known crime victimsd conducted in San Jose California by the
? i

(LEAA)--in conjunction with the Bureau of the Census--began a long- Bureau of the Census, under LEAA sponsorship revealed that victim

term effort to use surveys of victims of crime to complement existing recall over a 12 month period was no worse than-that over a six

information from police statistics about certain crimes against month period, for simply determining whether a crime had occurred

For most crimes, police~known victims reported the incident in the
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individuals, households, and businesses.

interview a high percentage of the time; exceptions were for assault
I
and rape victims who reported the victimization (that had previously

% The National Criﬁé 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 \ been reported to the police)‘to the Census Bureéu interviewers in one-

o

interviewed each month.3 1In addition to the national survey, similar -half and two-thirds of the cases, respECtively.6 ,
. i ¢

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

surveys, are being conducted in speCific'citieé—-fbf example, in the

elght cities which are partic1pat1ng in. the LEAA hlgh 1mpact crime ‘ , S '

n a portion of which was devoted to a determination of whether some of i .
A
i
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the interviewing procedures uséd in the earlier NORC study were apﬁ

‘propriate. TFor example, the NORC survey had the household respondent

answer screen questions for all household’meﬁbers-in order to-ascer-
tain whether other household members should be interviewed:apout
such victimizations. 'The subsequent LEAA study, however, determined
that this procedure was inadequate because the household respondent
was simply not sufficiently knowledgeable about the personal victi-~
mizations of other household members. Thus, in the NCP sutveys,
each household member is individually interviewed regarding the
personal victimization that he or she may have suffered. As a result
of these methodological and pilot studies, the instruments-and proced-
ures used in the Impaét Cities surveys reflected substantial refine-
ment over those used in earlier victimization surveys.7

In July ‘to October, 1972, repfeséntative probabilityegamples of
épproximately 10,000 households and 2,000 bﬁsiness establighments

8

in each of the eight Impact Cities® were selected for ,study.by the

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

| knowledgeable household member (designated the househald respondent)

was'selected to answer questions concerning victimizations which

affect the entire household. In addition, interviews were .conducted -

with each household member 14 years of age orrolden.-AFinallyy,infor-;

B
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fsom

mation about respondents 12 and 13 years of age was obtaihed by
having a knowledgeable household member answer questioné for these

respondents. Since every household member 12 years of age or older

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

in the householéﬁportion of the survey, in each of the eight Impact
Cities. The interviews covered victimizations occurring to the
respondents during the previous twelve months. Sinceé the interviews
were conducted in July to October, 1972, the results presented herein
pertain to victimizations occurring in the latter months of 1971 and
most of 1972. For example, interviews conducted in September, 1972,

would include victimizations occurring in the period from September

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

7

Vi
a

AR
+0f the

that these results cover victimizations which occurred before the

Impact Cities Crime reduction programs were underway. In view of

. AN )
this fact, these results obviously cannot address the effectiveness

e
T \!.Jf

impact Cities crime redﬁétion programs.
In the household portion of the survey, respondents were asked
a serles of "screen" questions, in orderﬁto determine whether the

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

pxecedigg:twelve months. The household screen questions included

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

had broken:into or had attempted to break into the respondent's
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home or garage; anything kept outside of the home had been stolen;

5 series : :
i anyone had stolen or attempted to steal any motor vehicle or part of screen questions WaS;first asked. These included whether .

. : : , 7 anyone hac
of a motor vehicle; and so on, Individual screen questions--asked 7 4 had broken into, or had attempted to break into the respon-

j V : o2 dent's place of business;

: of each respondent 14 years of age and older9——were‘used to ascer— I and whether the respondent or any employee

h} was hel -
tain whether (during the preceding twelve months) anyone had taken ) d o MRATen i agcem vl auda o ro1d ches o
anyone using force or threat of force,

] " or attempted to take anything from them by force or threat of force; either on the premises of the

busi
anyone had beaten them up, or threatened to beat tliem up; anyone siness or in the course of making deliveries.

Oy

‘ A u
had taken any of his or her belongings from inside of ‘a car or truck; 8 in the household survey,

after the respondent had been asked

{ : each :
and so on. After the respondent had answered each of the screen . screen question, the interviewer asked additional questions to

e
licit details about any victimizations uncovered in the screen ques-

e s

questions, the intexrviewer asked additional questions to elicit

: tions,
details about any victimizations uncovered in those questions. In In the business .Survey, these details included such things

o ‘ as circ
these follow-up questlons respondents were asked about the specifics Mmstances Surrounding the event, extent of loss or injury
v s
L :
by N - whether a

: J/ of the incident such as time and place of occurrence, extent of in— : : : ny stolen items were recovered, and whether the incident was
el = \ ; :
p & Teported to the“police.

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

L , . - ; ’ ' It i tant & ‘
= and so on. ' t is important to point out at this juncture that in each of

. : e ' ' - th : :
, In the business portion of the survey, a sample of recognizable ; e eight Impact Cities the representative samples of households :

‘ : : nd
commercial establishments—-with the exception of banks and establish- and businesses which were selected for study were independently drawn

the Demographic Surveys Divigion conducted the victim survey of

@ | ments engaged primarily in agricultural production-vas selected In fact--although NCJISS assumed overall responsibility for the
? ’for;study in each of the‘eight‘ImpaCt Cities. An attempt was made : ' . conceptualization and implementation of the surveys—-the household : ;
E to interniew e orbnanager e business; or, failing this, (%y, o o - portion and the business portion of the victim survey were conducted :
ué’ che‘accountant, assistant nanager, or some othervpersonlknOWIedgeable Nk o 1ndependent1y by two separate divisions of the Bureau of Census;

i about the affairs of the business. As in the hpusehold survey, a
, , : | . | | w | R R ¢ - : households, and the Business Divigion conducted the victim survey

a
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of businesses. Thus, while NCJISS guided both efforts, th

hold and the business surveys were undertaken using different design
and sampling procedures, different instruments, different inter-

viewers, and;to some extent, different definitions. Readers inter-

ested in additional technical information about sample design, eéti—

{ : matici-procedures, interviewing procedures, non-interview rates,

P
Pt 3

presented in detail.
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I = instruments, etc. in both the household and business surveys are

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

Where differences between the household and

L or their interpretations, such differences will be noted.

e

" the househeid portion of the survey, the number of households inter- ' i

fell outside of the scope of the study. . In only 4,090'hou§éholds,

business surveys have important implications for the survey results
Table 1.1 shows the number of households selected for study in

viewed, the number of households not interviewed, and the reasons g
i the non-interviewed households were not interyiewed. In the eight
; Impact Cities, 95,173 households were se%ected for iﬁferview; of
these, 77,509 wefe actually interviewed. Of those housing units
selected}fqr study, but which‘were not interﬁiewed, mostewere un-—

occupied, demolished, or converted to non—residentiel use-~-and hence,

. 7 . .
did the respondents refuse to participate or were the respondents

; " " never found to be home. .Thus, of all households in the Impact Cities
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Table 1.1 Interviewed And Non-Interviewed Households In The Eight Impact Cities

(o)}
City Total Households Total Total _Reason For Household Non-Interviewsd
Selected For Households Households ‘
Survey Interviewed Not Interviewed Household Refused Unit Unoccupied Unit Demolished,
To Be Interviewed; - Moved, Or Converted
No One Found At Home To Non-Residence
After Repeated Visits -
Atlanta 11,593 9,490 2,103 321 1,374 408
Baltimore 11,993 10,276 . 1,717 596 883 238
Cleveland 12,038 9,443 2,595 689 N 1,560 346
" Dallas 11,846 9,523 2,323 462 1,671 190
Denver 11,827 10,045 1,782 604 925 253
Newark 11,897 9,241 2,656, 625 1,382 649
Portland 11,860 10,278 1,582 289 1,076 217
St. Louis 12,119 9,213 2,906 504 ‘ 1,858 544
Total " 95,173 77,509 17,664 4,090 10,729 2,845

L

%see Appendix A under Type A, B, and C non~interviews for a more complete explaﬁatioh of reasons for non=interviews.
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whlch fell within the scope of the household portion of the survey

1.

(77,509 1nterv1ewed households plus 4,090 refusals or not-at-home

81,599) only five percent (4,090%81,599) did not participate in
the survey. |

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

which interviews were conducted containedv168,459 persons twelve

years eﬁ age and older who were eligible to be interviewed. Of

MR e S Y

these, 98 percent (165,346) were actually interviewed. Hence, in
the Impact Clties, both in terms of the proportion of eligible house~
holds which participated, and in terms of the eligible ind;yiduals ?

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 seleefed to be iptervieweﬂ. In

the Impact Cities as’anzaggregate, 14,745 businesses were selected

for study”’in ‘the business portion of the survey. Of these, 11,453

were actually interviewed. As iﬁ *he household survey,‘mgst of

e //\\

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 bus;nesssfat theﬂend of\;he survey
period, converted to residential use,'demolished etc. In only 423

businesses was cooperation with the survey refused or was it not

possible to contact a person ‘knowledgeable about the affairs of the

(s‘
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Table 1.2 Individuels 12 Years Cf Age Or Older In Interviewed Households Who Were Eligible
To Be Interviewed And Those Actusally Interviewed,
y Elght Impact Cities ,
':*' City Total Persons 12 Years Of Total Persoris 12 Years Of
! ‘ Age Or Older In Interviewed Age Or Older Actually
Households ‘ Interviewed .
Atlanta 20,641 20,516
Baltimore 23,777 123,467
Cleveland 20,953 20,039
Dallas 20, 840 20,343
Denver 20,99 - 20,671
Newark 20,438 19,906
Portland 21,014 20,858
St. Louis , 19,802 19,546
Total T 168,459 165,346
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Table 1,3

Interviewed And Non-Interviewed Businesses In The Eight.Impact Cities

City Total Businesses Total Total -~ Reason For Busiﬁess Non-Interviews'
Selected For Businesses Businesses .
Survey Interviewed Not Interviewed Business Refused Business Unit Demolished,
i : k < 11 To Be Interviewed; Unoccupied ‘Or Converted
No One Found At Business To Residence
After Repeated Visits

Atlanta 1,504 1,272 232 11 - 209 12
Baltimore . . 2,522 1,829 693 174 463 56
Cleveland 2,459 1,770 689 97 ' 577 15
Dallas 1,748 1,297 451 43 328 80
Denver 1,723 1,474 249 60~ 160 29
Newark 1,425 1,097 328 27 299 2
Portland 1,503 1,309 19 8 ' 171, 15

- ' &
St, Louis 1,861 - 1,405 456 3 e 450 3
Total . 14,745 11,453 . .3,292 423 2,657 212
fSee Appendix A Under Type A,'B, and C hon-interv;ewa for a more complete explanation of reasons for noh-intetviéws._
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busiﬁess.')In the eight Impact Citiés, of all\businesses which fell

*

s

within the scope of the business survey (11,453 interviewed businesses 4

K

\_plus 423 refusals or failures-to-contact = 11,876 only 3.6 percent

423 £ 11,876). did not participate in the survey.

I order to compute population estimates from these samples
10

of householdé and businesses each sample case was assigned a com-
i plex weighting factor. This weighting factorfwasv» derived by taking
the inverse of the probability of selection éndj;ajusting this basic
weight to take into account the number of‘non—iﬁferviews.ll The
% basic weights for the households'and businesses sampled are shown,
3 by city, in Table 1.4. It must be recoghi;ed th#t while the Basic
weights for each sampl@mcaée in the household or business survey i
~any given city are equal, the adjustments noted'above introduce
variabili£y~among cases within each city in~the«£iggl weights. E " : NS |
The survey results which aie presented and discussed through—ﬂ o
out this repdrt are ;stimates of population values; These estimates
are computed by apélying the final weights to the saﬁple da;a;

Because the samples--rather than entire populations were selected

] for study--a certain amount of sampling error necéssatily resulted. IR o  \
| That is, since any prObability sample of céées actually drawn is _ “ l S
~ only one of a very large number of samples which could have been ‘“7/5v ‘ ®
%

e F

drawn, it is expected that results based onhother‘probqbglity samples

7
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Table 1.4 Basic Weights Applied To Samples Drawn In the Household
: .And Business Surveys

Basic Weights‘

City Households“ ) Businesses
Atlanta | >15.890 . 16.67
Baltimore 26.176 16.67
Cleveland , 22.631 16.67
Dallas 27.917. 16.67
Denver 18.025 16.67
Newark 10.741 17.24
Portland 13.552 16.67
St. Louis 20,267 - 17.24
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of the same population would differ--to some extent-- from the
results based On the first sample. The extent to which the results
caﬁ be expected to vary from sample to sample depends upon such things
as the samﬁle size and the homogeneity (in the population of interest)
of ;he'charaétgristic(s) under investigation.’

Sampling ;ariation%zzﬁ%Be estimated through the use of standard
errors. Further, standard errors can be used to construct an inter-
val around any give?:eétimated population value, into which a specified
percentage (é;g. 95 perceht) of ‘estimates of the same population
value would be expected to fall, if many different samples from the
same population we;e drawn. The narrower sucﬁ "confidence" intervals
are, the more reliable the correspdnding estimates are said to be.
Appendix D presents selected estimated population values and their

‘respective_confidence intervals.

The :NCP Classification System

One of the problemé facing a data collection and tabulation
task like the FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting program (i.e. a program
whichi&;peﬁés on the coopération of thousands of lggal agencies in
ordéf to succegd), is that such programs are ‘often forced to use’
classification systems which are baéed updn a few pieces of very

- - basic information which are likely to be available to,‘and provided

,‘ | 21;0--8:397'1964‘ J@rﬁ
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by, cooperating agencies. Therefore t@gﬁpssultroften is that the
clagsification system adopted turns out to be one with a few very
broéd categories which are too gross for many analytical pu;:poses.l2
Fortunately, in surveys of victims it is possible to obtainﬁthe in-
formation which isarequired to construct rather detailed crime
classification systems. A portion of the developmental Work pre-
ceding the National Crime Panel involved the conce;tualization of

a classification system which would uEilize the richer and more

complete information about the nature of victimizations which is

the data.
0T

possible “to obtain when victim surveys are used to generate
{

The NCP classification system separates criminal victimizations

into théee groups: personal, household, and commercial. In general
terms, personal victimizations are those in which the victim and
the offender come int; contaﬁt with each other. Houééﬁgld victimi-
zations are those(§hefts, not involving per§onal confrontation, R
thch——in the main--can be construea‘as affecting the entire house-
hold. Commercigl victimizations are those in which the commercial

5 Sy v
establishments are victim%r Within each‘of these“three groups,
the victimizations are further divided into é’relatively large num-
ber of nérrowly defined caFegories; these;sub—dit}sions are madg

using such criteria as whether the crime was actually completed

or was égly attempted, whether a weapon was used, whether (and the

o’
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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 buiiding‘blocks for personal victimi-

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

possible to construct, given the fine categdries available; Tables
1.§ and 1.7 present similar possible schemes for household and

commercial victimizations, respectively.’

)
1!

In its early developmental work, LEAA's Statistics Division

- work, LE!
e /

exploréd the gnalytic potential of thﬁ{élassification schemes pre-
sented in Tables 1.5, 1.6, and 1.7; @5ése schemes later came to be
known as 1he NCP Classification scheme.l3 While this NCP classifi-
cation scheme obviously differs substantially from the tfaditiohal
UCR scheme,'the individualfeléﬁents which constitute the NCP scheme
can be re-constituted into the UCR format. Table 1.8 shows the
gquivalent offenses in the two classification schemes..

Subsequent to: the dé%élopment of the NCP classification scheme,
LﬁAA's Statistics Division made the decision to replace this scheme
with a modified and refined UCR-type schemé. By ‘the time this decis-

ion had been made, most of the analyses reported herein had been

completed using the original NCP classification scheme. A re-analysis

of some of the Impact Cities data using the modified UCR-type scheme,
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Table 1.5

National Crime Panel Classification of Personal Crimes

Type of Crime
Assaultive Violence

With Thef:

Rape
Attempted rape

Serious assault with weapon
Serious assault with no weapon
Minor assault

Without Theft

Rape
Attempted rape

Serious assault with weapon

Serious assault with no weapon

Attempted assault with a weapon

Minor assault

Attemnted assault

Personal Theft Without Injury

Robbery

With weapon
No: weapon

Attempted robbery
With weapon
No weapon

Purse .snatch, no force

Attempted purse snatch, no force

Pocket picking

Personal Crime C.tat:egor::f.esa

»b

Conditions

Something was stolen or taken without permission or therl 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 or
artempted 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 or the victim did not know if the offender
had a weapon and the victim was attacked in some fashion and
received minoxr injuries.

Nothing was stolen or taken without permission nor was there any
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 or
attempted rape injuries. e

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.

The offender had a weapon and the victim was threatened with harm
or was &ctually attacked but received no injury.

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 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 dnjury.

Something was stolen or taken without permission or there was an
attempt to steal or take something without permission, and the
victim was not injured in any way.

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

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 hatm 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 received no injury.

A purse was taken from the person and the offender did not have a

0

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 offen~
der did not have.a weapon and the victim was not threatened with
harm or actually fttacked.

Cash or a wallet vas\\;aken from the person and the offender did mnot
have a weapon and ths.victim was not threatened with harm or. ac-

tually attacked, S

&The conditions which must be present for a main category must also be present for each of its subcate-

gories even though the conditions are not repeated each time in the outline.

’bl'or each personal incident the victim nust 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 against property without personal confronta-
tion taking place between the victim and the offender during.the (actual) commission of the crime.

Burglary
Forcible entry

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

Attempted foreible entry

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 some evi-
dence that the offender forced his way in.

Nothing was stolen or taken without permission.

There was property damage.

There was no property damage.

Something was stolen or taken without permission.

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

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

Larceny

Under $50°
Under $10
$10-24
$25-49

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

$250 or more

NA amount

Attempted larceny

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 = $100-249.

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 a car
Attempted theft of other vehicle

oot fam e

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

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

Attempted theft of a car.

Attempted theft of other motor vehicle.

AThe conditions which must be present for'a main category must also be present for each of its subcategories
even though the ctinditions are not repeated each time in the outline, .

t’St;olen checks and credit cards were uniformly considered as $0.

3
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4 Transformation Scheme For Converting National Crime Panel Crime
P 1 2‘ Classification To Uniform Crime Report Crime Classification

i P
,j

Uniform Crime Report National Crime Panel )
Classification . Classification® Condition
Table 1.7 . ) ————— _— -
L i : Rape Rape with theft Rape was the method of attack or the ‘type of
. i . TN ’ ) injury suffered aid something was stolen or
! . National Crime Panel Classifiizizlon of Business Crimes - : v taken without permission or there was an at-
: ST e ) ) tempt to steal or take somethuoz without per-
L ~ Buainesa Crine Categories . : f : ' 7 atssion,
i ‘ Attempted rape with theft Verbal threat of rape or attempted rape as the
method of attack or attempted rape injuries and
T € Crin ' o something vas stolen or taken without permission
o AYpe of Crime Sonditions . or there was an attempt to steal or take some-
e Burglar thing without permission.
:t y ed y . *  Rape without theft Rape was the method of attack or the type of
tempt .The offender tried to get into the building illegally and there ) injury suffered and nothing was stolen or taken
S was evidence that he tried to force his way in. i : without permission nor was there any attempt
Completed B The offender actually got into the building illegally, with or : to steal or take something without permission.
: without using force, Attempted rape without theft Verbal threat of rape or attempted rape as the
> ) method of attack or attempted rape injuries
Robbe : / and nothing was stolen or taken without per-
i ry . | ) . wmission nor was there any attempt to steal or
Attenpted The offender attempted to take money, merchandise, equipment or take something without permission.
i supplies belonging to the business from any employee of the Aggravated Assault Serious assault without theft .
5 . business (not including) money or perscnal property taken from With vénpon The offender had a weapon or something he was-
) customers or store personnel), whether or not the offender had : ) using as a vweapon and the victim suffered a
Completed ; . A Weapon. . ‘ . serious injury andinothing was stolen or taken
: capleted . The offender took money, merchandise, equiptient or supplies : without permissiof nor was thére any attempt
» ) belonging to the business from any employee of the business ’ to steal or take something without permission.
J . . . (not 1including money or personal property taken from ‘customers . ) ‘No weapon The offender had no weapon and the victim suf=-
Y, ) , or atore personnel), whether or not the offender had a weapon, : fered a sericus injury and nothing was stolen
) ) ) : ; ) . . or taken without pemis?ﬁn nor was there any
e ) _ attempt to steal or take something without per-
‘ : 1 mission, :

g g e e
v

) . Attempted assault with ‘
i R ) . weapon without theft The offender had a weapon and the victim was
: ’ ‘ ‘ ’ . o : threatened with harm or was actually attacked .
I ) : . : : but received no injury and nothing was stolen
- ‘ ) . ) : : cc taken without permission nor was there any
! ' ) attempt to steal or take something without per-—
. - mission. :
* ) ) Armed Robbery Sarious assault with theft . ‘
A ‘ -with weapon The offender had a weapon or something he was
using as a weapon and the victim suffered an
2 injury and scmething was stolen ox taken with=
Co out permission or there was an attempt to
- steal or take something without permission.
Robbery with weapon The offender had a weapon or something he was
' i - using as a weapon and something was stolen or

e
N
&

* s
b taken without permission and the victim was

i S e R ‘ - Nl B not injuried in any way.
Attempted robbery with weapon The offender had a weapon or something he was
L ’ . -using as a weapon and the offender attempted
“¥*=to steal something and the victim was not in-
_ . . juried in any way. i
Unarmed Robbery Serious assault no weapon
’ with theft b The offender had no weapon and the victim suf- B i
. fured a serious injury and something was stolen
. . . ; or ‘taken without permission or there was an
® ' , s . ' ) attempt to ‘steal or take something without per-
.y : 1 miseion, ) .

. . . ) _ 6 ) : ' ;. : ‘ . ~ Sgor each personal fncident the victim must have been present when the incident occurred. o

i . X : . . ) : i3




Uniform Crime Report
Clagsification

Unarmed Robbery -

Simple Assault

I R
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Table 1.8

National Crime Panel
Clagsification

Minor assault with theft

Robbery no weapon

Attempted robbery no weapon

- Minor assault without theft

Attempted assault no

weapon witlivus theft
i :
Pursge gnatch without force

Attémpted purse snatch
without force

Pocket picking
Personal larceny witheut
contect

Household Larceny

Transformation Scheme For Converting National Crime Panel Crime
Clagsification To.Uniforw Crime Report Crime Classification
(Continued)

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 was stolen or taken without
permission.

The offénder did not have a weapon and ‘the victim
was threatened with harm or was attacked but re-
ceived no injury and the offender attempted 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 or 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 reteived 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 mot have a weapon and the vietim was
not threatened with harm or actually attacked.

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

Cash or a wallet was taken from the person
and the offender did not have a weapon and

‘the victim was not. threatened with harm or
actually attacked,

Theft, except of motor vehicles or attempted
theft, except of motor vehicles, occurring
under household incidents, “elsewhere'.
Theft, except of motor vehicles or attempted
theft, except of motor vehicles, occurring
under ‘household incidents, "at home".

23

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 thisrreport.15

’Before reporting the results of the Impact Cities surveys, it
is necessary to comment briefly on some of the cbunting rules used
in the NCP surveys.16 In rates of vicﬁ;ﬁization, the unit of count
is the 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 of the victimization rate reflects
the number of victimizations, nct the number of incidents. In ad-
dition, if a'singie person is victimized at (fof example) two dif-
ferent times, that person is cguntea in the same way as two distinct
victims would'be,’ Theréfore{ the ﬁumeratorvof 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, since in household and business crimes
the houséhold and business units (rather than individuals) are con-

strued to be the victims.
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In conjunction with victimization rates reportedkherein, it should
also be noted that’the denominator df the rates are different for per-
sonal, household, and business crimes. Contrary to the UCR ﬁ%ocedure
6f reporting'gll crime rates per 100,000 personmns, fhe vi;tim surveyt
computes victimization rates per 1,000 units at risk: pérsonal‘vic—
timizations are reported pef:l,OOO éersons 12 years of age or older;
household victig;zations per l,OOO§households,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 victimizafions,‘and larcenies such as shoplifting and
employee thefé from businesses; are.ekcludedvfrom busiﬁeSS victimi~

,"victimless" crimes such as drug use and prosti-

zations. Further
tution dq not fall within the scope of the surveys.

~In the followingydhapters data relevant to the victim survey
results will be presented in detail. Chapter tWo provides some
backgroundvinformation about the eight Impact Cities which is designed
to provide a basic descriptive overview of ﬁhe cities from a demo-
,g:aphgc perspectivé. Chapter three and beybndbare devoted to a

i :

presentation and analysis quthe victim survej resultsizhemselves.

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

victimizations respectively are examined. In each of these chapters

ST

o

B

//,
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the characteristics of those suffering victimizations, the conse-
quences of victimizations, and the circumstances surrounding viec-
Fimizations are analyzed. The failure to report victimizations to
the police is the subject of chapter six. Finally, chapter seven

.

summarizes and integrates the results.

e
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Footnotes

l .
The Challenge of Crime In a Free Society. A Beport by the President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice. New York:

Avon Books (edition), 1968, P. 96.

2 . ,

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

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

In 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.

5'I'hese persons had reported being victimized to the police“during the
preceding twelve months. '//(f

6For}kmore‘ details see San Jose Test of Known Crime Victimsg, U. S.
Department of Justice, LEAA, SBtatistics Division, 1972.

7Methodological Foundations for Establishing A 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 sources cited therein.

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

9 ‘
Also asked of the proxy respondent for each twelve and thirteen year
0ld household member. ' '

loln 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. i

llOther fine adjﬁstménts to the weights were made as well. For more
- 'detailed information see Nationmal 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
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12
For example, the published UCR categories do not generally differ-
entiate between attempts and completed crimes, between crimes of violence
which also involve theft and those which do not, etc.

13 '
See NCP Classification Scheme Descripti ; re-
pared by LEAA's Statistics Division. Eion, an unpublished paper pre
14The question of what kind of classification scheme 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 classification schemes. In victim surveys--even those conducted
on a massive scale--this constraint is quite limiting. As will be clear
from analyses presented below, in order to retain substantial reliability
in the estimates, it is necessary to limit crosstabulations to major sub-
categories 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.

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

16

For a detailed discussion of this topic see Classification and Counting
Rules Employed For Personal Crimes in National Crime Panel, an unpublished

paper prepared by LEAA's Statistics Division.

7
For some purposes, vehicle thefts are reported per 1,000 vehicles
owned. This issue is discussed in the chapter on household crimes. '
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Chépter,II

Demographic Overview Of Impact Cities

Introduction

Eefore enteting into.an’analysis of tﬁé results of the victi-
mization survey, it is important to provide some basic demographic
informatiOQ about the Impact Cities themSelves, both as individual
entities and as an aggregate. This cﬁapter pre#ents and discusseg
several selected.variables which appear to be of central interest

. i . . ed ’
in understanding the victim survey results. Whereyfeag?ble, these
variablés will be contrasted among the cities as well as to avail-
able national figures. Certainly, this b;iéf chapter does not ex-
haust the relevant demographic variables which could be”conéidered.
The charactéristics were selected bdthvto familiarize they;eadet
with the Impact Citiescgpd because they play.a céntral role in the
analyses which follow. It should beagmphasited that these data are
détived from the 1970 decennial census and cannot be considered
compféﬁely accurate for the cities as thé& exist today. However,
they do represent the best and most complete demographic data avaii—
able for these cities. Furthermore, since the victim surveys were
conducted in ‘late 1972-- and since the teferen¢é'periodgtor vittt;

k ,m;zations was the preceding twelve months--these data would appear

to provide a-very satisfactory demographic description of the Impact

Ty e .

L T

Balti@gre. The mean popilation size of the eight cities was 612,000
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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 repoit. Although
such discrepancies will generally be noted, the reader is referred
to the relevant Bureau of the Census publications for further

clarification.l 7

General Population Characteristics

As Table 2.1 illustrates, the total population sizes of the
eight Impact Cities varied considerably, from a low ot just over
380,000 in both Newark and Pbrtland, to a high of 905,000 in
Not only did the cities‘vary considerably in total population size,

but they varied substantiéll& 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
represente& only a small proportion of the total population (six
percent.énd nine percent, respectively). As shown in Table Z.i,

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

I
.
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Table 2.1 )
’ Selected Demographic Characteristics® Of The Total And The Black Population
In The Eight Impact Cities And In The United States As A Whole
POPULATION
Impact
City
Atlanta Baltimore| Cleveland Dallas Denver . Newark Portland St. Louis|i Aggregate || National
General : . .
Population Total 497,046 905,757 750,932 844,401 514,678 382,377 382,619 622,234 | 4,900,004 jj 207,976,452
Pt i TS L Tt i ity Bl 0 Attt Bl nldl i == m ] = - -
Lo Black . 52% 48% 38% 25% 9% 54% 6% 41% 35% 11%
e LR R o o Ll P 1=~~~ =-=--- b B B B U B I L B B o - - - - = om] = e e -
I Spanish 2% 2% 5% 8% 17% k} 4 3% 3% 5% 4%
Percent Change o _ T _ _
in Population | Totel | 4 <M ME_JoE_QLLEE L R_pBR L AR e ) onn
(1960-1970) Black 4361 +29% 153 +63% +56% +50% +38% +19% +34% +202
® 1570 deceantal cenaus,
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T
2

of £he total population, as compared to the national figure of 11
percent. ”

In some of the Impact C&ties there were sizable minorities of
Spanish-American populations.2 The greatest?préportion of Spanish-
Americans among the eight cities was in Denver, where l7’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 Spaniéh—Aﬁeficans in the poﬁulation.
Overall, the eight city aggregate proportion of Spanish-Americans
was rather small--only five percent of th; total éight city popu-
lation~-which is similar to the national figure of four percent.

'An examination of thg changes in population over the decade
of 1960-1970, as shown ianable‘Z.l, yields some interesting findings
While the total U.S. population grew %y 13 pércent, thé Impact
Cities as an aggregate decreased by two perc;nt in total population
during this decade. The individual cities vayied substantially:
with regard to total population change; while the’growth in Dallas
(24;percentcincrease) was greater than the growth in the nation as
a Qhole, St. Louis and Cleveland were equall§ notable for showing
the greatest population decline among the eight cities during the
1960-1970 decade (-17 percent and -14 percent,‘respectiveiy)., The

semaining Impact Cities demonstrated relatively modest total popu-

.
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lation changes.

Black populations in the Impact Cities (also shown in Table
2.1), showed substantial proportionate increases during the 1960 to

1970 decade. Contrasting this growth to the national figure of" 20

percent, it can be seen that the black proportionate growth in‘the

eight cities as an aggregate was greater (34 percent). While all
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 growing black population among the Impact Cities (a

63 percent increase). Denver (56 percent) and Newark (50 percent)
showeﬂﬁthe rext largest black population increases.

It appears that a major portion of éﬁe population change in
the Impact Cities over the past decade was attributable to out-
migration by whites and in-migration by non-whites. Althongh the
fignres are not presented in tabular'form, Cleveland, with 206,400
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), Baltimore
(31,700), and Newark (31 '500) each showed large numbers of blacks e
JOlnlng thelr populatlons during the 1960-1970 decade. On the '

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

non-whites between 1960 and 1970.

e
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Age
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 the central role age plays in the analyses

/quhich 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 not a great deal of variation in the age
distributions of the populations of the Impact Cities. 0f all Impact
Cities, Portland (at 59 percent) had the greatest percentage of
the populatlon aged 25 ‘and over, while Newark had the smallest
percentage over 25 years of age (50 percent). -With regardkto black
populations, the percent aged 25 and older varied from 44 percent
in Dallas and Newark‘to~49 percent in Cleveland. Within Impact
Citiesfvthe proportion of blacgsbin the 25 years and older category
was consistently about ten percentage points less than the proportlon

of the total populatlon in that age category.

N
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¥ : .
i Selected Demographic Characteristice® Of The Total And The Black Population
E ) In The Eight Impact Cities And In The United States As A Whole
¥ ! AGE ¥
A
'

: R , Impact
H . Atlanta Baltimore |(Cleveland Dallas Denver Netiark - Portland | St. Louis City National
: » ’ ’ 7 Aggregate
: " Age: Percent Total 53% 552 55% 54% 562 51% 59% 572 55% 542
- 25 Years Or "——i’-—_———_-'--——-'—"—"—"-,_—_—_-_'__'———‘—"— __.____;_____1
' Older Elack 47% 41% 49% 442 472 442 46% 47% 462 lh 462
Age: Percent Total 20% 172 ’ 17% 182 19% 17X 182 16% 18% 17% "
: Between 15 _._.._—..—-_.—.._._._._—_._p«-_____—-r-—__—_—.——___—. — c— .
: And 24 Years Black 20% 182 182 18% 17% 172 18% 162 182 172 h =

| i .

W i 1970 decennial census. ’
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g
Because of the proportionatel} small siiés of the Spanish-
American populations in'most'Impacf Cities,‘percentéges for per-
sons 25 and over were not gen;rally‘dalculated. It is interesting
to note, however, that in Denver, where 17 percent of the popula-
tion was Spanish-American, only 40 percent of thekSpanish—American
population was 25 or over——indicating a relatively young .Spanish-

American population in COmRariSOn to both the total and black

.
¥

ﬁépulations in that city.
For the purposes of this repgr;, it is important éb eXamine
the distribution«of young pérsons in a more :efined age category,'
as for example those between the ages of 15 and 24. Table 2.2
presenﬁg 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 age group, the. eight city percentage for both the total and‘

black populations were the same—flaqperceht.lﬁThis can be compared
to the figures presented earlier for the eight city aggregate per-
centages for total and black populations of persons 25 and over,

where there was a discrepancy of nine percentage points ( 55 per-

cent vs. 46 percent). When. the individual Iﬁpact Cities are examined,

the cities are‘found to have similar proportions of their total
populations in the 15-24 age group. - Within each of the eight Impact&ﬁ

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-
tion inﬁ%his 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
tgyalwpoﬁﬁIations. Also presented is an aggregate median family
in#gmé fof-all eight cities, derived by‘calculating the weighted:
me;n‘of the medianzgnnual incomes qu all Impéct'Cities. In tﬁis
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 $2,300 less than thebmedian‘family

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

incomé of -$9,586 for all families is close to the comparable figure

in the Impdct Citieé, but«f;r black families thelnationwide median
of $6;063%is almost $1,000 less than that of the Impact Cities. )
‘ﬁs can clearly be seen in Figure 2.1, Dallas stands out as tgé
Impact City with the highest niedian annual income for all families:
($12,474) & The next higheét medién wag in Portland ($9,799), ;here
the median family income was more than $2,600 Jess than in Dallas.

In addition, as seen in Table}2;3, Dallas had the largest absolute

discrépancy of all the eight ciEies'between the mgdiﬁn income of
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Selected Demographic charac:eriltiua' Of The Total And The Black Population

Table

2.3

In The Eight Impact Cities And In The United States As A Whole

INCOME
Atlanta Baltimore | Cleveland| Dallas Denver Nevark Portland | St, Louis (I::Z;Ct National
Aggragate
" Median ?mily Total 87,551 $8,815 $9,107 812,474 $9,654 $8,637 $9,799 $8,182 $9,465 .. $9,586
Y 1 R R R Rt it sttt i itaibalitited LA IR B e el ety il
| Taeone Black $6,451 $7,289 $7,617 $7,084 $7,287 $7,564 $6,567 $6,534 $7,111 $6,063
Median Fanily
Income ‘
Di‘_‘:tel"n‘;’ Black -$1,100 -$1,526 -$1,49%0 | -$3,708 -$2,331 -$1,073 ~$2,955 ~-$1,648 H -$2,354 -$3,523
Percent of ,
Fanilies Below | Total_: _ | 16X 4 ~14x | _13%x | uxr 9% | _ex ) __ 8 f__wx_ 4 _ 13 __§ 112
Federal Black: 25% 232 23 25% 19% 18% 22% 21X . 24X 302
Poverty Level L
® 1970 decennial census; based on 1969 income. 7
b l(odunf‘h-uy Income Discrepancy is .qt‘nl to income for Black minus income for Total,
I
- 1’ ~O \:‘ . - | s;-‘:‘ : N* ’v » “
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Figure 2.1 Median Family Income During 1969
L Eight Impact Cities
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all families and the median income of black familigs ($3,708).

Figure 2.1 shows that Atlanta had the lowest median family
income of all eight cities for black families, $6,451. However,

Atlanta figure {)s still above the comparable national figure. The

oy
T

highest median annual income for blacks in Cleveland where the

figure was $7,617. ;
Another method of examining income characteristics of the ) g

Impact Cities is to determine the proportion of the population which |

fell below thé federally estéblished poverty 1eve1.4 Table 2.3 o s a

presents these figures, demonstrating that Atlanta had the largest
percentage of families whose income fell below the federal poverty
level (16 pefcent). Portland, on the other hand, had proportionately ,
the fewest families below the poverty level (eigﬁt,percent). When
all eight cities are taken together, 13 percent of -all families
fell below the federal poverty level aS‘compaked to the;national
figure of 11 percent.

When only black families are considered, Table 2.3 demonstrgtes V

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

ilies whose incomes fell below the poverty level (both at 25 %ercenc).

AR
{j';gewark at only slightly less (18 percent) showed porportionately

% the fewest sub-poverty level ‘black families. The éight city aggre-

gate of black f%milies with sub-poverty level incomes, 24 percent, -

o
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is nearly twice that of the aggregate total families figure.

o3 «‘\\
However, the percentage of Impact City black families belgw the .
: he (

poverty level is less than the national figure for black families

of 30 percent. &

Housing Characteristics

"Table 2.4 presenté‘data‘on the percentage of housing units
in each city which were owner-occupied, Sgthcfor total éhd black
housing. Whilevnaﬁionally 63 percgnt of total hﬁusing units and
42 percent of black‘ﬁousing units were owner-occupied, the cor-
responding figures for the eight city aggregate weré:somewhat lower,
with 45 percent of the total and 33 percént\of the black housing
units being owner-occupied. In every Impact City, thé percent of
black housing units occupied by owners wasjlessgthan thégpercent
in the total popufation. As can be seen in Tahle 2.4, some varia-
tion in percentaggs 6f owner-occupied housing units occurred among

the Impact Cities.

An additional diménsion by which to viewsthe housing charac—
\ o

i ‘
teristics of the Impact Cities is the average number of persons per

room. - This dimension may roughly be considered as an indication

of Vovercroﬁdingf among the residents of the c¢itdies. /As‘shown

in Tahle 2.4, Newark stands out as having had the greatest percen—
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- :
=~ Selected Demographic Characteristics®Of The Total And The Black Population
In The Eight Impact Cities And In The United States As A Whole
- HOUSING
Impact
, City
Atlanta | - Baltimore | Clevelsnd | Dallas Denver Newark | Portland St. Louis|| Aggregatejl National}

Housing Units: . :

Percent Owner— jTotal | 61X | 44X | 46X | S»®&__ | S0z g 20% - | ' 56%_ . | .41% _ |} 4SX_ | _ 631 _

Occupied Black 382 302 382 442 46X 16% 47% k) ¥ 4 33z 422

Pefcent of Housg- . ‘ .

ing Units with Total 10X 8% 29 9 5% 14X 3x 12z 82 8%

1.01 Personsor | ~ - T -TTqTSToSTTTITTTSSYTOT SFpCSTeTSSToTTSSESTOTSYITIESEYNTI O STOS

More per Room Black 18% 14 102 21X »11!' 18% 10X 20% 162 192
% 1970 decennial census.
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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 fiye 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 person per room.

In comparison to the total population, Table 2.4 shows that in
the eighticity_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 1odgingvthan one person
per room. The Impact Cities with the most "overcrowded" black
housing were Dallas and St. Louis; with about 20 percent each
The least crowded cities for black housing were Portland and
Cleveland where ten percentkof the black housing units lodgedlmore
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 demographic variable to examine in*? relation

ﬁ

,ﬁe o
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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

section: the percentage of persons 25 and over who have completed
four years of high school or more, and the percentage who have com-
pleted foyr or more years of college. Both are Presented in Table
2.5, |
Table 2.5 and Figure 2,2 demonstrate that, in the eight city
aggregate, a lower percentage pf blacks in the‘25 or older age
category had completed~four years of high school or more than had
persons in that age category in the total population of the Impact
Cities (33 percent vs. 44 percent). For individual Impact Cities,
62 percent of the total population in Denver and 60 percent in
Portland had completed at ieast high school, making Denver and
Portland the Impact Cities which had the greatest proportions of
the population 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 cﬁ; total population 25 years of age and older.
Also shown oanable 2.5 and Figure 2.2 are the percentages

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

at least four years of high school. Clearly, Denver (with 54 per-

cent) stands out from the other Impact Cities as having theé largest
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) - Table 2.5
. Belected Demographic Chaucturisd’ca‘ Of The Total And The Black Population
In The Eight Impact Cities And In The United States As. A Whole
N EDUCATION :
j Impact
: City
Atlanta Baltihore | Cleveland | Dallas Denvar Newark Portland St. Louis Aggregate National
Education: v Total 46X 342 372 54% 622 4 kX7 4 ! 60% 332 442 _1 _5_2_1 _
Completed Four |+~ = = o= = = = = T====- B e SR AR R D R TR | B ’
Years of High Black 342 28% 35% 372 542 33% 422 31% kX4 1z
School or More = | : P
Education: '
Completed Four |[Total 132 r) g 4% ‘_1112 R _1§z_ N !:z_ o _121_ N _6_!,_ A _192_”,_ LAz
Years of College | ack 7 4x 3 5% 7% K. 6T ax 6% “x
B . ‘l-—\
. 1970 decennial census. : «
Ky : N
b Percent based on persons 25 years old or older. S
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Figure 2.2 Percent of Population (25 Years of Age or Older) with
Four Years of High School or Mora Education Completed, 1970

Eight Impact Cities
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percentage of blacks in that age category who have completed at
least four years of high school. Portland (at 42 percent) ranks
second and Baltimore (28 percent) ranks lowest in this regagg.

The national percentage of those 25 or older who have completed
high school or more (52 percent) is higher than for the Impact
Cities as an aggregate (44 perce?t), but about the same percentage
of Impaét City blacks in that age catéggry had”completed high school
(33 percent) as had blacks nationally (31 percent). |

Table 2.5 presénts data concerning the percentage of the popu-
lation who had completed four years or more of college. The eight
.city éercentage for persons 25 or over, who had completed. four or
more years of college, was ten percent-—while forvblacks;’the
comparable figure was noticeably smaller (six percent), Ihg cor-
Vresponding nationai figures were 11 peréént and four percentfﬁfe—
spectively. Denver and Dallas (with 16 percént anéqlé‘percent,
respectively) stand guf as the Impact Cities with the gfeatest‘perf
centages of college gfaduates in the 25 and over age category.
Cleveland and Newark had proportionately the fewgst college
graduates.
Allylmpact Cities had relatively small percentages of Blacks .

25 or older who had completed four or more years of cbllege; Denver

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

by
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largest percentagéé of black college graduates. Newark (two per-

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

Llack college graduates.

Employment

The fiégl demographic variables of the Impact Cities to be
discussed in this chapter are related to the employm #nt charac-
teristics of the cities' pOpulatgggs. "The two variables selected
for this purpose, and presented in Table 2.6, are the percent of
the Civilian Labor Force (aged 16 and over) unemployed and the modal
occupational category of each city. “

As can plearly‘be seéﬁ in Figure 2.3 (and Table 2.6), according
to. the 1970 Censgs, the eight gity aggregate shows that a substan-
'tiéily highér percentage of blacks in the labor force were unemployed

S
(78 percent) than were labor force members in the total population

(4.3 perceht). These figures are roughly comparable to the national
picture, which shows that 4.9 percent of the total iabor force and
8.2 percent of the black labor force members were unemployed. A
:Portland, Newark, and St. Louis (each with about 6.5 percent) had
the highest rates of unemployment; Atlanta (3.9 percent) and Dalias
(3.1 pércent)‘ate notable!ggr their low overall unemployment rates.

Blacks experienced the greatest unemployment in Portland (10.2

percent)‘gnd St. Louis (9.2 percent),‘aﬁd the least unemployment in
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Figure 2.3 Percent of Civilian Labor Force Unemployed, 1970

Eight Impact Cities
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Atlanta (4.9 percent) and Dallas (4.7 percent).
Turning to the modal occupational categories in the Impact

/ : ,
Cities, also presented in Table 2.%; in all cities but two the

‘modal occupational categories for/employed persons in the total
: / empLOy

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

was "service worker." Thése were the same as Fhe\modal categories

nationwide. The two cities which ﬁere the excépﬁions, Newark

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

popula;idn and the black worker population, "dperatives" (machine
i

operators and factory workers).

Summary

The aggregdte picture of the eight Impact Cities is omne of ﬁo
overall population growth, but an increasing proportion‘of‘blacksi
dufing the 1960-1950 decade. 'This probably reflects the much dis=
cussed phenomenon of "white flight'" to the suﬁuﬁbs. Within the
cities there are dispérities between tﬁe socio—ecohomic con&ition
(as indicated by income, education, unemploymeﬁ:, and housing»data)
of blacks and thap of the cities' population as a whole. However,
the disparities afe generally‘not as pronounced as they are4natioh-
ally. Overall, the Impact Cities' black population is‘better educat§d,

o

l@ss unemployed and less "overcrowded" (in terms'of persons ﬁer

... U

S N AT
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room) than is the black population nationwide. Ti: addition, blacks

in the Impact»Cities have higher median incomes than do blacks

nationally, and they also.show a smaller proportion of families

with incomus below the federal‘poverty level,




oG AR

e ea A T T

-
S

i

e Sy T

BT

B
ot L

¢

52

Footnotes

lpata included in this section 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 statistical abstract 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 Ecinomic Characteristics, Final Report PC (1)-C1 United
States Summary, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.,
1972,

2According to the Census Bureau and victimization survey,
counting rules, Spanish-Americans are counted among whites.

3These income figures are from the 1970 Census and refleqt
1969 incomes. In addition, the data are for family incomes while
the incomeé figures in the victimization survey are for households.
Households can consist of single or unrelated individuals, so the
number of households will exceed the number of families. See.
County and City Data Book, pp. xxxiii and xxxvi for fu11~defin1tions:

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. Peisonal 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 victim's possesion by
force or threat of force, and crimes in which property is taken from the victim's
person by stealth (such as pocket picking). As noted in the introduction,

Table 3:1 details the elements which constitute each of the personal crimes.

It must be stresse& again that Eggé 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
uﬁderstood that itvis quite possible for a single individual to be the victim
of a given crime--or for that-matter t§ be the victim of different crimes--
more than once during the preceding twelve months.  Thus it is theoreticaliy
poséiple (though unlikely given the relative rarity of victimizaﬁion) for the

number of vicfimizations to exceed the number of persons in a given category.

It should also be noted that the rates of pérsonal victimization presented

below are calculated by dividing the number of victimizations by the number of

persons in theJCAiegpry\being discussed.‘ For example, the personal victimiza-
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Table 3.1

Estimated Rates (Per 100,0400a Persons 12 Yeaga
Of Age Or Older) Of Perconal Victimization
-

Eight Impact Citles:

_Populatiofx Base ©
Asgsaultive Violeqce
With Theft
Rape
Attempted Rape
:Seripjt;ts Assault *
With Wedpon
No Weapon
Minor Assault
" Without Thefvé
i Rape
’ Attempted Répe
Serious Assault
with Weapc;n

No Weapon

Attempted Assault - With Weapon

Minor Assault

Attempted Assault ~ No Wedpon

Personal Theft Without Injury -

Robbery
With Weapon
" No Weapon
Attempted Robbery
Wit:h Weapon
‘No Weapon

Purse Snatch, No Force

. T {.—/ o “f -
Attempted Purse Smatch, No Force

Pocket l,’j.dkirig

Total Personal vVicﬁimizat:ion

Aggregate

3,480,445

3,782

589

o-. 18
2]

289

248

41

262

3,193,

31
127
494
439

54

931

390

1,220

2,215

810

488

321

539

265
275
284

125
456
© 5,997

: ‘Note that although T \{t:e;s_ shkown in this table axe per 100,000

* rates ‘in all subsequent tables are shown per 1,000.

: {L
l’Sul:cat:egc.n-ies may not sum to total due to roundj.pg.

" “This 1s the population base on vhich all rates in this
table have been calculatedf,' To obtain the number of

victimizations which coxrespond to any given Tate;

multiply the rate Py the population base ‘and ‘divide

by 100, 000: :

SRR

o ‘aggregate.
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tion rates for females use the number of females (tWelvé years of age and
older) in the population as the base of the rate. Although most of tﬁe rates
uged iﬁ this'nqport will be rafes per 1,000, Table 31 reports rates of per-
sonal victimization per>100,000 persohs twelve years of‘age or older for the
eighthmpact Cities as an aggregaté. Rates in this first table are shown per
100,0d0 because When the full NCP classification of personal crimes is used;
the victimization f;te in some of the sub-categories is quite small.
Tab1e3;l indicates that for every 100,000 persons (twelvesyears of age-
or older) iﬁ the ImpactﬁCities as,anvaggreggte, 5,990 persopal viétimizationéi
‘occurred, Mbre thaﬁ half of this rate (3,200) is accounted‘for by assaultive
violence without tHeft:- The high rate of assaultive violencévwithout theft
victimizations resultsylargely from the high rate of attempté; assaulgs, both
‘ with (930) and without (Q?QZO) a weapon., |
The rate of assaultive violence with theft (589) is muéh lo&er than the

rate of personal theft without injury (2,215); thus when personal theft occur~

red %g%gheveightvlmpact Cities as ah aggregate, it was most often accomplished

TN
il

without ;ﬁﬁury to the victim. As can be noted fromvTab1e3;l , rates of rape
\\ v " N - R
K I}

and attemptéa;rape--whether accdmpanied~bylthéft or not--were rélétively'small,
For example, there were 18 rapes with theft and 31 rapes without theft for

every 100,000 pé;éons/{IZ years of age or older) in £@g iﬁpact’citiesfas an

i
\ "

It is clear that the use of thé’NCP classificafion in its full %ormffor
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the remaindex ofkthis report would be both exceedingly cumbersome and--~due
to the relative infrequency with which somelof the’ subcategories of personal

victimization occur—--statistically unreliable, especially when victimizations

1

are further broken down according to the characteristics of the victims. In
order to minimize both of these difficuities, an abbreviate% form of the NCP
scheme will‘be used thréughout the bulk of the remainder of*;his ;éport.

The major sutidategories of personal victimization used will be assaultive

violence with theft, assaultive violence without theft and personal theft

without injury; for some tables, personal theft without injury victimizations

~ will be further sub-divided into robbery and personal larceny? Although the

heme can be reconstituted in a great variety of
I : ' ¢

i3 it

full NCP classification s
ways, ‘this ébbréviated scﬁeme has been selected’primarilymon conceptual and
empirical«g?ounds. As will be ﬁq;ed be}ow, thﬁgé major sub-categorles of
personal victimizaﬁion are relatedkiﬁldifferent ways to many of the’other-
variables which will be examined in this report. While the issue of how
"bést“*tovre—constitute the‘full NCP classification scheme for various
purposes is under continuing‘investigatiOng the abbreViéted NCP scheme ‘
noted above wili sﬁffigé’for our pﬁfposes herein.

Table 3-2‘ shows fhat in"the eight Impact Cities as an aggregate, total
personal victimizatioﬁ)occﬁrred at a rate‘of ébout 60 per l,OOO‘L—or about one
such‘victﬁmization for every 16 persons. As noted in cdnjghcﬁion with the pre-

vious tablé, more than half of these victimization involved assaultive violence
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Table 3.2

Eight Impact Cities

- Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Age Or Older) Of Personai Victimizatjon®

: . . . Aggregate
Atlanta Baltimore [Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland |St. Louis .Total
- Population Base !
341,044 656,299 510,824 613,781 404,469 235,516 295,826 422,686 3,480,449
Assaulcive Violence
With Theft:
4 9. 6 3 6 9 5 5 6
Without Theft
| 32 29 -30 33 49 13 42 26 32
Personal Theft Without Injury k “ J
23 31 27 11 18 35 17 . 19 22
Total Personal Victimization
59 69 . 62 47 73 57 64 50 60
s 'Subcntesories may not sum to total due to rouﬁding.
= ,' N T e ts
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i
without theft; of those personal victimizations involving theft (assaultive
violence with theft and personal theft without injury), about four out of

five did not -involve injury.

1

From Table 3.2 it can be seen that total personal victimizations
vary markedly from cit; to city. While Dallas had the lowest rate of total

personal victimization (47); Denver had a rate (73) which was more than half

again as large és that of Dallas; in fact, in each of the three major cate- )

e S e

goriesof personal victimization shown, the rate of victimization experi-
enced in Denver was much greater than that experience in Dallas. . The table
shows clearly that personal victimizations involving assaultive violence

with theft were much less frequentiin each of these cities than were either

assaultive violence without theft or personal theft without injury. of

the eight Impact Cities, Newark had the lowest rate for assaultive violence
without theft (13) and--along with Baltimore--the highest rate for assaultive

violence with theft (9); Newark also had the highest raté for personal theft

without assault (35). Denver and Portland experienced the highest rates for
assaultive viblgnce without theft, but ranked lower for assaultive violence

with theft, and fof personal theft without jipjury, Overall, while Table 3.2
shows substantial variability in rates of personal victimization among the

Impact Cities, the general pattern of relatively low tates;of assaultlve vio-
lence with theft, moderate‘fates of‘personal theft without iﬁﬁury, and rela-
tively high rates of assaultive violence without thefs, 15 also in evidencer

In the analyses below, the relationship between rates of victimization and char-

acteristics of victims will be explored in detail. Where substantial city by

R T L 5 e et

R e P ey P e IO

gimilar to--thoiugh much less exaggera
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city deviations from the eight-city aggregate pattern exist, data for each

of the Impact Citieg will be presented.and analyzed,

Age O£ Victin

Age is strongly associated with personal victimization, Ag Fig. 3.1 indi-

cates, total personal victimization peaks in the i6-19 age group and declines

monotonically as age increases beyond that point. The figure makes it clear
g ,

howeve
wever, that the pattern which is shown for total personal victimizations

i _
s determined almost wholly by the pattern for assaultive violence without

theft; while the rate of assaultive violence without theft for those
16

in the
-19 year old group was 76 per 1,000, the rate in the 65 or older group was
only six peryl,OOO. It might be argued that thig gulf between victimization

rate '
s for the age extremes reflects, in part, relatively minor altercations

whic
ich are common among adolescents; however, the fact that the assaultive vio-=

lence without theft victimization rate in the 25-34 year oid group--an age

group well beyond adolescence--wag three times greater than that in the 50-64

‘year old group and six 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 ag age

increases,

For those under 35 years of age,‘theft;@ithout injury shows a pattern

{
ted than--that of assaultive violence
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Figure 3.1

Estimated Rates(Fer 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Age Ov Older) ©Of Personal Victimization, By Age

Eight Impact Cities: HAggregate
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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 age 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.

theft without assault was the modal personal victimization.

In the three older age groups, however,

In terms of propor-

tions of 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, 50464, 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 ome-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 increasingly against the victim's property rather than

the victim's person.

In personal victimizations involving younger persons

ST TR I LT
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i Table 3.3
B 'w. § Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Yearg Of Age Or Older) And Percentage Distribution Of Personal Victimization, By Age Of Victil‘
. ; ‘ Right Tmpact Cities: Aggregate
| AGE OF VICTIM
% 65 or Age
! 12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 Older Total
l - -
: Population Base 351,168 330,848 399,377 573,416 685,542 668,817 471,280 3,480,445
, Assaultive Violence 82 7% 7% 82 - 132 16% 14% 10%
With Theft 71 i8] (6] [5] {6] (6] 4] 6]
! (2,503) (2,729) | (2,324) (2,866) (4,033) (4,089) (1,951) (20,494)
Without Theft 62% 67% 67% 597 407 C30% 20% - 53%
[54]1 {76] [58] {37] [18] {11] [6] (32}
(18,803) (25,228) (23,235) (20,969) (12,475) | (7,641) 2,777) (111,127)
Personal Theft Without Injury 4501 26% 27% 33z 47% 542 652 372
; . ‘ [26] [29] [23] [20] [21] {21] [19] (2z2]
: (9,264) (9,716) (9,342) | (11,483) (14,368) (13,953) 1 (8,970) (77,098)
) Total Personal Victimization. 5 1002 100% . 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
[87] [114]) [87] [62] {451 . {38] [29] [60]
(30,569) (37,673) ‘(34,901) (35,318) +(30,875) (25,684) (13,699) (208,718)
R . j i
‘\'u' “ A5ubcategorieés  may not sum to total due to rounding; rates appear in brackets. : RN
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(under 35 years of age), assaultive violence was mucir more 1ike1y to be an
element of the victimization than it was for the personal victimizations of

older persons.

Race5 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-
tial differences. The rate of assaultive violence‘without theft for whites
wds about one and one-half times that of black/others (36 vs. ZS)t'kFor
theft without injury, lon the other hand, black/others had a rate of victimi—
zation (29) vhich was about one and one-half times that of whites (19).
Tuthermore, for assaultive violence with theft black/others have a larger rate
than whites (seven vs. five). For personal victimizations‘involvingka theft
component: (assaultive‘violence with tﬁeft aﬁd personal theft vithout injury),
black/others had‘tates‘which were higher than those for whites whilevfor per-
sonal victimizations without a toeft compooent(assaultive violence without
theft), whites had a hggher victimization rate.

- ‘When these racial comparisons are examined in Table 3.4€ar each of the

eight cities individually, some cross—city variation is apparent.

While the rates of total pengonal victimization experienced hy whites and

black/others in the aggregate were nearly identical there were marked

I
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Table 3.4

Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimization, By Race®”
Eight Impact Cities :

64

Aggregate
Atlanta Baltimore |Cleveland .| Dallas Denver Newark Portland St. Louis || Total
Population Base ‘
White | 155,701 | 352,955 | 309,297 _ | 456,412 _| 361,164 | 98,688 _ | 273,861 _ | 256,746 .|| 2,264,824 _
- : ) .
'Black/Other 183,344 303,344 201,526 157,369 43,305 136,828 21,971 - 165,941 1,215,625
Assaultive Violence -
Hi:th Theft White 4 8 5 3 6 8 5 5 5
. E weo. e e CRE T S I I L R T I RN A LI B L T I I T R N ) s = m w W o mfle ® e e ow,-
Black/Other 5 10 8 4 5 10 4 6 7
Without Theft
White 43 31 29 36 49 13 ‘ 41 31 36
Black/Other | 22 27 31 23 52 14 45 18 25
Personal Theit Without Injury ‘
' White 22 28 19 11 18 25 16 18 19
- - e e - v = = e ee e e r -» - .- - . e wew eow -.‘- - - =ew - - o = & e ® Nl e e e=
Black/Other 24 35 38 12 19 43 19 20 29
Total Personal Victimization i
Wh 69 66 53 50 72 45 63 54 60

ite

76

:Black/Othe: 50 72 77 38 66 68 45 61
Subcntegoriel may not sum  to total due to tbunding.
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differenées in some of the cities. In Atlanta (69 vs. 50; and Dallas (50 vs.
38) whites were victimized by total per$onal victimizations at a gubstantially
higher qéte than black/others, while in Cleveland (53 vs. 77) and Newark (45 vs.
66) the1opposite was found. For assaultive violence with theft, the eight city
aggregate figﬁres.fevealed that black/others had a slightly higher rate than
whites; for six of the eight individual cities, the resulge are in the same
direction. Victimization ratgi;for personal theft withoﬁt injury in the eight -
city aggregate alsq showed tﬁgtw%hese victimizations were endured by black/others
propprtionately more often than they were endure&}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 ¢he eight cities. Finally for assaui-
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 onlyffbur of the cities--Atlanta,
ﬁaltimore, Dallas and St. Louis; in the remaining four cities, differenceé of
smaller magnitudes and in the opposite direétion aré found. |
in éummary, while the aggregate differences'between‘the rates of victi-

mization of whites and black/others in the major subcategories of personal vic-

timization do not hold uniformly by city, the aggregate figh:es are a reasonably »

vertical summary of the pattern of results‘in the eight cities. More often
than not, the>racia1 differences observed in the aggregate are observed in

¢
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the individual cities as well.

Sex 'Of Victim

For total personal victimizations as a whole and for each of the sub

{7
HEN

categories of persoral victimization as weii, 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 1in each of the individual cities

as well. While males 12 years of age or older experienced 75 personal vic-
timizations per 1,000 in the eight éities as an aggregate, females 12 years
of age or older experienced only 47 personal victimizations per 1,000 in

these cities . Tor assaultive violence without théft and theft without

injury the rates of victimization for males were about one and one-half

those for females; while for‘gsséﬁltive 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 aﬁd age are examined in‘Table 3-6
and Fig. 3.2 . 1In terms of‘rates of total personal victimization, all four
race-sex groups show the saie general pattern of an initial peaking in victimi-
zation rates in the 16-19 age group (for all but the non4white females where
the peak is in the'20—24 agé group), followed By a moﬁotonic decrease in the
rates as age ingréaseé. This pattern'is most dramatic’among the Vhite males

where the total personal victimization rate moves from 145 for the youngest

7
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. Tabie» 3.5
Estimated Rates (Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Age Or Older) Of Personal ‘Victlmizatiom By Sex*
Eight Impact Cities
* ~
¥}
; . Apgregate
Atlanta Baltimore |Cleveland Dallas Denver.. Newark | Portland St. Louis |} Total
L ’
i Population Base .
. Male 152,119 | 292,044 | 228,433 | 281,120 186,244 103,811 | 136,072 180,727 . |1 1,560,570
Female 188,925 364,255 ' 282,392 332,662 218,225 131,706 ,v159,754 241,960 1,919,879
Assaultive Violence '
With Thefr Male 7 13 |7 5 9 11 7 7 8
@ m mw e e e e= - M W B oW B e - - > = - v - » ® - - - = = - - - m e e e w e.e e
Female 3 5 5 1 4 7 4 4 4
Without Theft ‘ v
Male 39 37 38 44 63 14 52 35 41
) (ST A N O el ] - - .- h o - - e - - - - ----—{.-n---
Fgmale 26 23 23 23 . 37 13 33 19 éd
Personal Theft Without Injury
Male 28 37 i 29 16 24 34 22 24 26
‘ ST Female - 18 27 25 7 13 36 12 16 19
X Total Personal Victimization ] o .
Male 73 86 74 65 =95 5¢ ' 81 66 8
“'-------n(----.---—o----»—-.- - . wem R - - owom o oo o wWie n o o @ w
pemale 47 55 53 32 54 56 49 38 47
a Subcntegoti?u may not sum to total due to rounding. .
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T.ble 3'6
Estimated Rates {Per 1,000 Persons 12 Years Of Age Or Oldeér) Of Personal Victimization,
By Age, Race And Sex & )
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate )
R VICTIM'S AGE
v ‘ ' 65 Or Age
Sex of Victim: Male o 12-15 16-19 +20.26 25-34 35=49 50-64 olider "l'otll
!Po’pnlation Base
White 90,859 » 89,350 119,531 180,130 199,051 ) 215,022 139,549 1,033,492
‘ by T G0t W N G v AP R S A e D R W W W v G D S an e G WD A o -—-—‘--un—--—-ﬁ——----
"y . v R e YLy : .
i 'Black/Other - 85,004 67,426 59,003 . 84,143 107, 1%2 80,965 43,4}3 527,076
Assaultive Violence -
With Theft ; :
White 13 14 . 4 6 a 5 7
‘ r-—-———qr-——-—- b @0 om mn % we o wn W M v o He an' e o o e }--—-——--——---——--.--—
Black/Other 12 18 11 13 15 12 6 i0
Without Theft g5 ; 17
86 123 5 51 28 .
White | 7 -
R o KK o --_-----,----'---—-- o == e i wn e S e el - -
Blickl Other 32 60 55 36 1,5 9 6 30
Personal Theft Without-Injury
White 46 40, 27 19 17 16 16 23
--——-—--.—.»——-—-:q——-—--——:———1----——-—————‘--_——- s mp " a» om. e
* Black/Other 39 49 33 27 33 32 23 3%
g Toial Personal Victimization ' L
White ‘145 177 119 S SN 51 40 28 77
., ‘-----—I-—v--~- --—’.--—-I~--—l--—-“-P-—----I—-----;----
S 78 w ] s | wn 62 'S4 35 4
: glnek@ﬂer . 8. ' . i y : %
a SN o L o . b ’ : : ) '
. Subcategories may not sum to totsl due to rounding. = -
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_Teble 3.6 »
T * Estimated Rates (Pér 1,000 Persons 12'Years Of Age Or Older) Of Personal Victimization,
A By Age, Race And Sex®
Eight Impact Cities: Aggregate
. (Ccnfinued) L VICTIM'S AGE
o . : . : 65 Or Age
o Sex of Victim: Female , 212-15 . | 16-19 . 20=24 25-34 35-49 | 50-64 Older Total
V) : - : :
’ | Population Base . k
' White 89,638 | 98,258 _ | 135,880 183,040 226,441 | 268,414  |229,664 " -|}1,231,332
by o o - - - -—---1 LR RN I R R R R R I R R R | ettt
Black/Other 85,667 75,813 84,961 126,104 152,929 | 104,416 | 58,654 688,547
Asssultive Violence N SRR . ' ,-\-)
With Theft T ‘ : : ’ o
) White 5 ' 4 .. 3 3 3 . 4 4 4 1
: r——----:-—-'—-- Pﬂ--—---—-,-§~-h—‘—-‘—- he o e s o e e m w ww an| s - - . - -
Black/Other 3 5 5 6 | 5. 5 3 5
i Without Theft 13 ‘14
. - 65 ] 73 52 - 1 v 8 5 26
. i wh’.‘t‘ e e am e g W e e --—-’—---;’--71---—--0 > wm -
\.' , L r 8 ' ’ " ﬁ " (/ v. -— -T—n—--—
: B B1ack/Other 29 40 1 32 22 S ’ 9 5 21
o e 3 |  Personal Theft Without Injury N , S : 5 »
B ‘ ‘ " White 11 1A 15 12 .13 I AN ) " 15
. - . . o wme ws D > G e G G S wn WD wn 0 e e e s D wn B e A D e - -———----A-----%—-—-—
- o Black/Other | 10 | 16 25 29 30 3 2% 25
Total Personal Victimization , ; _ o L \
3 whice | 81 L9 . .f 70 48 | 3 - f 29 | 28 45
o ‘ ‘ r—-—--— o o o o= o»'om -————- P_~~-—'-‘-—--- ------T‘----——-----
SR e ‘ L _ Blackfother | 41 61 | 63 51 I 2 |l s
i B o & . N > g . ; . > N LRt - e
‘ AT TEIE ) I SSubcategories o5y pnot eum to total dus to rounding.
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