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The APPLICATION OF VICTIMIZATION SURVEY RESULTS Pro­
ject is funded by the Statistics Division of the National Criminal Justice 
Information and Statistics Service of the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. This research project has as its aim the analysis of the 
data generated by the National Crime Survey studies of criminal 
victimization undertaken for LEAA by the United States Bureau of the 
Census. More specifically, this research project, as its title suggests, 
encourages the use of the National Crime Survey data to examine issues 
that have particular relevance for applications to the immediate needs of 
operational criminal justice programs. 

This aim is pursued in two ways. First, the project staff has cond ucted a 
series of regional seminars on the history. nature, uses, and lim ita tions of 
the National Crime Survey victimization data. These seminars, attended 
by criminal justice planners, crime analysts, researchers, and operating 
agency personnel, have served as a useful exchange for disseminating 
information about the LEAA/Census victimization surveys and for 
soliciting from attendees suggestions for topics that they would like to see 
explored with the available victimization survey data. Second, based on 
these suggestions and on topics generated by the project staff at the 
Criminal Justice Research Center, the project staff has undertaken a series 
of analytic reports that give special attention to applications of the 
victimization survey results to questions of interest to operational criminal 
justice programs. This report is one in the analytic series 

The National Crime Survey victimization data provide a wealth of 
important information abou t attitudes toward the police, fear of criminal 
victimization, characteristics of victims, the nature of victimizations, the 
consequences of crimes to victims, characteristics of offenders, the failure 
of victims to report crimes to the police, reasons given by victims for not 
notifying the police, and differences between those victimizations that are 
and those that are not reported to the police. 

The National Crime Survey results make available systematic mforma­
tion the scope and depth of which has not heretofore been available. These 

~ 
\ 
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data constitute a vast store of information that can be a substantial utility 
to the criminal justice community. Knowledge about characteristics of 
victimized persons, households, and commercial establishments and about 
when and where victimizations occur have particular relevance for public 
education programs, police patrol strategies, and environmen tal engineer­
ing. Information on the nature and extent of injury and loss in criminal 
victimization can provide data necessary for detennining the feasibility of, 
or planning for, programs for restitution and compensation to victims of 
crime. Information about the level of property recovery after burglaries 
and larcenies is useful for as~essing the need for property identification 
programs. Knowledge about the levels of nonreporting to the police and 
about the kinds of victimizations that are disproportionately not reported 
to the police give an indication of the nature and extent of biases in police 
data on offenses known. 

These are only a few of the areas in which results of victimization 
survey data have the potential for informing decision making and shaping 
public policy. It is the aim of this series of analytic reports to explore 
some of the potential applications of tlle victimization survey results and 
to stimulate discussion about both the utility and limitations of such 
applications. 

MICHAEL J. HINDELANG 
Project Director 
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AN INTRODUCTION TO THE NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY 

Introduction 
IN THE UNITED STATES, crime statistics have 
historically been generated as a by-product of ad­
ministrative data collected by operational criminal 
justice agencies, primarily the police. Only recently, 
through victimization surveys, have attempts been 
made to generate, independently of operating cri­
minal justice agencies, any statistics about the nature 
and extent of crime. In some very fundamental 
respects, victimization surveys differ from police 
statistics. In data collection programs like the FBI's 
Uniform Crime Reporting program, an attempt is 
made to collect a limited number of data elements 
about all crimes of interest that are known by the 
police to have occurred. Because the volume of 
crime is so large and because the voluntary coopera­
tion of so many police de'partments is required, it is 
not feasible to collect more than a very few data ele­
ments about each event. In addition, again because 
of the volume of crime, the data are collected in 
summary "tally" form. In victimization surveys on 
the other hand, extensive information is collected 
about each victimization. This is possible because 
victimization surveys make an important tradeoff: 
rather than attempting to collect a few basic ele­
ments about all victimizations, they collect a wide 
variety of data elements about a representative sam­
ple of victimizations. Thus, police statistics on 
offenses and victimization survey data are comple­
mentary: each has some strengths that the other lacks 
and each has some wI::aknesses for which the other 
compensates. The most important question is not 
simply, which source of data is better but rather 
which source of data is better for what purpose? For 
a variety of reasons, which will be d,iscussed below, 
it is clear that victimization data can never replace 
police statistics. The challenge, the.efore, is in find­
ing ways for official data and victimization survey 
data to complement each other so that each sot~rce of 

data can be used to answer questions that the other 
cannot. 

This report is not meant to be a guide for the 
effective use of victimization survey data. The pur­
pose, rather, is to familiarize the reader with the 
background, methods, limitations, and current 
status of the massive victimization survey program 
now being conducted by the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) and the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census. 

The Historical' Roots of 
Victimization Surveys 

In victimization surveys, representative samples 
of the general population are asked to report to 
survey interviewers any crimes that they have 
suffered during the reference period, typically the 6-
or 12-month period preceding the interview. The 
first nationwide victimization surveys in the United 
States were sponsored by the President's Commis­
sion on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice (Biderman, Johnson, McIntyre, and Weir, 
1967; Reiss, 1967; Ennis, 1967). Of the three vic­
timization surveys sponsored by the President's 
Commission, the most widely known is the national 
survey conducted by the National Opinion Research 
Center (Ennis, 1967). In this survey, interviews were 
conducted in 10,000 households (containing 33,000 
eligible persons) in the continental United States. In 
each household, a knowledgeable household respon­
dent was asked a series of short "screen" questions. 
about victimizations that might have been suffered 
by any member of the household. When a household 

1Forexample, "Were you or was anyone in the household 
In a fist fight or attacked in any way by another person-ln­
eluding another household member-within the last 12 
months?" (Ennis, 1967:A5). 
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respondent reported that a household member had 
been a victim of one of the included crimes, the vic­
tim was personally interviewed. This national 
study indicated that the estimated rate of victimiza­
tion for index crimes (homicide, rape, robbery, ag­
gravated assault, burglary, larceny, and auto theft) 
was more than twice the rate indicated by the 
Uniform Crime Reports (VCR). Despite this, the 
33,000 respondents included in the sample reported 
to survey interviewers only 1 murder, 14 rapes, 31 
robberies, 71 aggravated assaults, 309 larcenies, and 
68 auto thefts (Ennis, 1967: 1 08). Thus, serious 
crimes-even when measured by a victimization 
survey-are statistically rare phenomena. This 
statistical rarity of serious criminal victimizations 
has three crucial and interrelated implications. 
First, in order to generate reliable estimates of 
serious criminal victimizations, it is necessary to use 
massive samples of respondents. Second, these large 
sample requirements have the effect of making such 
surveys very expensive. Third, the large sample size 
requirement and the concommitant expense mean 
that it is simply not economical to use victimization 
surveys to make estimates either for small areas, 
such as groups of census tracts or at frequent inter­
vals (Garofalo, 1977b). In light of these constraints, 
it is apparent that victimization surveys will not dis­
place police statistics. They are simply too costly for 
that. Yet, victimization survey results can provide 
critical information about victimization experiences 
and risks of victimization that is nowhere else 
available. 

The victimization surveys conducted for the 
President's Commission suggested that the technique 
had promise for adding a new dimension to crime 
statistics. Despite this promise, there were a number 
of important methodological questions that required 
investigation before th-: method could be widely 
used. Perhaps the mO~L important question was that 
of how likely respondents were to report crimes that 
they suffered to survey interviewers. In addition, it 
was necessary to investigate whether screen ques­
tions could be answered accurately by a 
knowledgeable household respondent for all house­
hold members or whether each household member 
would have to be asked the screen questions per­
sonally. Such concerns as the feasibility of mail in­
terviews, questionnaire wording, the ability to relia­
bly classify victimizations reported to survey inter­
viewers in a UCR format, and the optimal length of 
the reference period were all concerns raised in the 
studies sponsored by the President's Commission; 
each of these had to be investigated before the use of 
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victimization surveying could be more widely un­
dertaken. 

The LEAA/Census Pilot 
Studies 

Shortly after the publication of the President's 
Commission's victimization survey results, the 
Statistics Division of the Law Enforcement Assis­
tance Administration (LEAA) was formed. Discus­
sions were held with the U.S. Bureau of the Census 
concerning the feasibility of conducting a series of 
methodological tests to study the problems in under­
taking a number of victimization surveys. Several 
important pretests were conducted, beginning in 
1970, in Washington, D.C. (U.S. Bureau of the Cen­
sus, 1970a); Baltimore (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
1970b); San Jose, California (LEAA, 1972; LEAA, 
1974a); Dayton, Ohio (LEAA, 1974a); Cleve­
land/Akron, Ohio (Dodge and Turner, 1971); and as 
part of the Census Bureau's Quarterly Household 
Surveys (Dodge and Turner, 1971). 

Revers" Record Checks 

These pre-tests in 1970 and 1971 answered 
many of the important concerns raised by the Presi­
dent's Commission's studies. Chief among these was 
the extent to which known victims selected from 
police files would fail to report their victimizations 
to survey interviewers. In reverse record checks, vic­
tims in police files were sampled and subsequently 
interviewed by Census interviewers. Under ideal 
conditions, such studies are conducted so that 
neither the victim nor the interviewer is aware that 
the respondent has been selected for study from 
police files. This condition is very difficult to 
achieve in practice, and none of the three reverse 
record checks I;onducted by the Census Bureau at­
tained the ideal. However, the San Jose study was 
methodologically the most adequate of the three. 

Table 1 shows that in the three studies con­
ducted in Washington, D.C., Baltimore, and San 
Jose, 982 victims from police files were interviewed 
by Census interviewers. When these respondents 
were asked whether they had been victimized during 
a specified number of months preceding the inter­
view, more than 70 percent of those known to have 
been victims ()If assault, robbery, rape, burglary, or 
larceny, reported their known victimizations to 
survey intel.""viewers. As can be seen from the table, 
the proportion of known victims who reported their 
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TABLE 1 Proportion of known victims sampled from police files 
who reported the sampled crime to survey interviewers: Washington, D.C., Baltimore, and San Jose 

Washington, D.C. Baltimore SanJo .. ThfH-city total 
Offen .. Offen .. Offen .. Offen .. 

Number of reported to Number of reported to Number of reported to Number of reported to 
completed intervittwei'li completed intarvittwers completed interviewers completed interviewers 
interviews Number Percent interviews Number Percent interviews Number Percent interviews Number Percent 

Assault 54 35 65 99 36 36 81 39 48 234 94 47 
Robb;')ry 57 52 91 103 78 76 80 61 76 240 191 80 
Rape 45 30 67 45 30 67 
Burglary 68 60 88 77 66 86 104 94 90 249 220 88 
Larceny 47 36 77 83 62 75 84 68 81 214 166 78 
Total crimesa 226 183 81 362 242 67 394 292 74 982 701 71 

~ese are simple sums across the individual crimes. However, crimes were not sampled in proportion to the occurrence in police files and hence, as an overall measure, the "total 
crimes" category gives more weight to rare crimes than their rates of occurrence deserve in a statistical sense. 

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1970a: Table C) 
U.S. Bureau of the Census (1970b: Table 1) 
Law EnfClrcement Assistance Administration (1972: Table C) 
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victimizations to the interviewers varied substan­
tially depending on the type of crime; nearly 9 out of 
10 burglary victims but fewer than half of the assault 
victims mentioned the known victimization to 
survey interviewers. 

These pret~sts suggested at least two reasons for 
the failure of victims to report known victimizations 
to survey interviewers. First, there was evidence of 
forgetting. For example, in the San Jose test, it was 
fOUT.ld that 81 percent of the victimizations knowIl to 
have occurred 1 to 3 months prior to the interview 
but only 67 percent of those known to have occurred 
10 to 12 months prior to the interview were reported 
by victims to survey interviewers. Second, there was 
some indication that in face-to-face personal crimes, 
especially rape, victimizations committed by persons 
known to the victim were less likely to be mentioned 
to survey interviewers than were victimizations com­
mitted by strangers; the respective percentages were 
54 versus 84 for rape, 69 versus 80 for robbery, 50 
versus 56 for aggravated assault, and 43 versus 50 
for simple assault. 

Telescoping 

In addition to victims forgetting that victimiza­
tions had occurred or deliberately failing to mention 
a victimization to the interviewer, another source of 
bias occurred, telescoping. Forward telescoping is a 
memory distortion in which victimizations that oc­
curred prior to the beginning of the reference period 
are ;'telescoped" forward into the reference period. 
In the Washington, D.C. pretest (U.S. Bureau of the 
Census, 1970a:9), a reverse record check revealed 
that about 20 percent of the victimizations that were 
shown in police records as having occurred prior to 
the beginning of the reference period were reported 
by victims as having occurred within the reference 
period. Such forward telescoping, of course, inflates 
the estimated number of victimizations reported as 
occurring in the reference period and serves par­
tially to offset the underestimates that result from 
forgetting and other biases. As will be seen later in 
this report, a technique known as "bounding" is used 
in the National Crime Survey (NCS) national sur­
veys to deal with the problem of forward telescop­
ing. 

Reference Period length 

One of the most critical questions facing the 
architects of a victimization surveying program is 
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the length of the reference period to be used. The 
longer the reference period, the larger the number of 
victimizations that will have occurred within it. Use 
of a 3-month reference period requires approx­
imately four times the sample size to make estimates 
with statistical precision equal to those of a survey 
that uses a 1 2-month reference period. However, the 
longer the reference period, the greater the potential 
that memory biases such as forgetting events en­
tirely, forgetting the details of victimizations, and 
telescoping will detract from the results. Clearly, 
then, the choice of reference period length is a most 
important decision. In order to select the optimal 
reference period length for subsequent surveys, the 
reverse record check results were carefully studied 
by LEAA. In the San Jose reverse record check 
study (LEAA, 1972: Appendix Table 4), it was 
found that for a 6-month reference period the pro­
portion of victims who reported their victimizations 
to survey interviewers was 76 percent, compared 
with 74 percent for a 12-month reference period. 
Thus, for simply determining whether a victimiza­
tion occurred, a 6-month reference period is not 
sufficiently superior to a 1 2-month reference period 
to justify the added costs of doubling the sample 
size. However, for correctly recalling the quafter in 
which the victimization occurred, a shorter 
reference period is substantially better. Of the 
known victims in San Jose who reported the vic­
timization in police files to the interviewers, the vic­
timization was reported as having occurred in the 
proper quarter 84 percent of the time for those oc­
curring within 3 months of the interview but only 45 
percent of the time for victimizations occurring 10 to 
12 months prior to the interview. Thus, to the extent 
that it is important for victims to be able to report 
accurately the quarter in which the victimization oc­
curred, a shorter reference period is demonstrably 
better than a longer period. 

Screen Q&iastlons 

The early pilot studies conducted jointly by 
LEAA and the Bureau of the Census also addressed 
the question of how screen questions were phrased. 
On the basis of pretests, it was determined that best 
results were obtained when screen questions were 
asked without reference to legal concepts such as 
robbery or burglary but instead were phrased in 
everyday language. In addition, it was found that a 
long series of short screen questions produced better 
results than did a few broad questions. As shown in 

________________________ ~ ____________________ L(~~_r~ ________ ~ ____ ~~ ____ ~'___ ,- ~ -~~ 
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Appendix A, a total of 18 specific household and in­
dividual screen questions plus 2 generic screen ques­
tions appear in the National Crime Survey house­
hold questionnaire currently in use. In the San Jose 
pilot test, it was found in 84 percent of the cases that 
the detailed questions that interviewers asked 
whenever there was a positive response to a screen 
question were sufficient to categorize the crimes 
reported by known victims in the same legal cate­
gory as had the police (LEAA, 1972; Table K and 
Appendix Table 3). 

It is also important to note that in 1971 a test 
was made of the feasibility of mailing the screen 
questionnaires to households and having each adult 
household member complete and return by mail the 
screen question form. These mail respondents were 
found to report fewer positive answers than a control 
group with whom personal interviews were con­
ducted (Turner, 1972). On the basis of these results, 
it was decided that personal interviews with self-re­
spondents were preferable. 

Household- versus Self-Respondent 

In conjunction with the President's Commis­
sion's national survey discussed briefly above, it was 
noted that screen questions for each member of the 
household were answered by a knowledgeable 
household respondent; only if a positive response 
was given by the household respondent was the rele­
vant individual victim personally interviewed. This 
method of having all screen questions answered by a 
single individual is known as the household-respon­
dent method; when each household member answers 
his or her own screen questions, the procedure is re­
ferred to as the self-respondent method. The pilot 
work sponsored by the President's Commission had 
discovered that when the household-respondent 
method was used, household-respondents answered 
a substantially higher proportion of screen questions 
positively for themselves than for other household 
members (Biderman, 1967:32). Despite this indica­
tion that the household-respondent method would 
undercount the victimizations of non-household-re­
spondents, the national survey sponsored by the 
President's Commission used this technique. 

In the San Jose/Dayton study (LEAA, 1974a), 
an experiment was conducted in which a random 
half of the 11,000 households studied were assigned 
to either a household-respondent or a self-respon­
dent method. In the former, one individual in the 
household answered screen questions for all eligible 
household members and in the latter, each eligible 

household member answered the screen questions 
personally. The self-respondent method yielded 
twice as many reports of robberies, 50 percent more 
reports of aggravated assaults, and 20 percent more 
reports of rapes (LEAA, 1974a:36). Thus, it is clear 
that the household-respondent method substantially 
underestimates the number of victimizations that oc­
curred during the reference period. 

The methodological refinements in instruments 
and procedures that resulted from these early pilot 
studies are more extensive than those reviewed 
here. 2 The aim of this section has been to highlight 
some of these pretests in order to convey a sense of 
the methodological developments and refinements 
that preceded the implementation of the 
LEAA/Census Bureau national and city victimiza­
tion surveys. As will be apparent below, the pretest 
results had a substantial impact on the design of the 
subsequent surveys. 

National Crime Survey 
The National Crime Survey (NCS) refers to vic­

timization surveys designed in accord with the ob­
jectives specified by LEAA and conducted by the 
Bureau of the Census. These surveys commenced in 
1972, following the pilot work undertaken by 
LEAA/Census during the 1970-1972 period. The 
NCS encompasses two distinct sets of surveys, those 
conducted within selected American cities and those 
conducted on a national basis. Because the city sur­
veys and the national survey have such fundamental 
differences in design, each of them will be discussed 
separatel:r . 

City Samples 

Figure I shows the cities that were surveyed be­
tween 1972 and 1975: 8 cities in 1972,5 in 1973, 13 
cities in 1974, and then the 8 and the 5 cities sur­
veyed in 1972-73 were reinterviewed in 1975. Thus, 
a total of 26 different cities, 13 of which were sur­
veyed twice, were studied. 

In each ofthese cities, a representative probabil­
ity sample of housing units was selected for study. 
The samples were drawn from the 20 percent sample 
tap-es of lists of housing units as determined by the 
1970 census. Before sample selection, the housing 
units that were occupied in 1970 were sorted into 
100 strata according to tenure (owned or rented), 

2For a detailed discussion, see Hindelang (1976:Chapter 
3). 
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FIGURE 1 Cities surveyed and reference periods 
used in the NeS city surveys 

TIME OF SURVEYS 

July 1972 

Nov. 1972 

Jan. 1973 

Mar. 1973 

Jan. 1974 

Mar. 1974 

Jan. 1975 

Mar. 1975 

May 1975 

( 

CITIESSURVEYi:D 

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

Chicago, Detroit, Los 
Angeles, New York, 
Philadelphia 

Boston, Buffalo, Cincinnati, 
Houston, Miami, Milwaukee 
Minneapolis, New Orleans, ' 
O~k/and, Pittsburgh, San 
DIego, San Francisco 
Washington, D.C. ' 

Chicago, Detroit, Los 
Angeles, New York, 
Philadelphia 

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

'= > 

REFERENCE PERIOD * 

July 1971 - Oct. 1972 

.,--------

Jan. 1972 - Feb. 1973 

Jan. 1973 - Feb. 1974 

Jan. 1974 - Feb. 1975 

Mar. 1974 - Apr. 1975 

.. \. .. 

I , 
r 
i 
1 !\ 
J 

~i 
;1 

'i 
rl 
d 
1 

,0 
,I 

U 
,I 
II 
lj 
11 

II 
II 
1 
1 

r. 
II 

i II 
11 

1
1
\ 

, \ 
r , I 

1 

\ 
: 1 , ! 
I j. 

I 

; '1 
i I 

I 
\ 

rf'~ 
~ 
~ .. "",;. 

, 
I 
1 

I 
I 
j 

J 
I 
1 
I 

1 

.; 
I 

, 

11 
Ii 
ti 
! 
I 

I 
'J 

1 
1 
I 
! 
I 
I 
1 

!I 
11 

I 
I 

i 
! 
j 

1 
1 
I 

'! 

~ 
j 
I 

1 

1 
1 

I 
1 

I 

-~--------~------'-~----

household size (five categories), household income 
(five categories), and race of the head of household 
(white or all other). Four additional sampling strata 
were established for housing units that were vacant 
at the time of the 1970 census, and a single stratum 
incorporated group quarters (e.g., boarding houses, 
college dormitories). In addition, in order to include 
housing units that were constructed after the 1970 
census, a sample of new construction building per­
mits authorized since January 1970 in each city was 
drawn. Thus, the combined list of housing units was 
up-to-date at the time of sample selection. In each 
city, interviews were conducted in about 10,000 
households with about 22,000 eligible respondents 
who were 12 years of age or older. 

Probability samples of businesses are also sur­
veyed in the NCS. In contrast to the selection of 
housing units for the city samples, (by type of hous­
ing unit), businesses in each city were selected on an 
areal basis. That is, each city was divided into 
geographic segments, and the businesses within the 
segments were enumerated. Businesses w~re then 
selected from each segment. Most types of businesses 
were eligible to be sampled, but there were some ex­
ceptions. Most notable among the exceptions were: 
(a) "Federal, state and local government installa­
tions, offices, etc." (except government owned li­
quor stores and transportation establishments), (b) 
"Farms or other agricultural operations unless there 
was a definite business establishment such as the 
sales office for a nursery on the farm," and (c) "Non­
recognizable businesses such as those in private 
homes with no outside indication such as a sign in 
the yard or window indicating that a business was 
conducted on the premises" (U.S. Bureau of the Cen­
sus, 1976:356). NonrecognizabIe businesses, 
however, were eligible to be sampled in the house­
hold portion of the NCS. The number of businesses 
surveyed ranged from about 1,000 to 5,000, depend­
ing on the size of the city. 

For households, persons, and businesses in the 
city surveys, respondents were asked to report on 
certain types of victimizations t~at they may have 
sufferc<j during the 12 months preceding the inter­
view. 

National Sample 

The design of the national surveys was quite 
different from the design of the city surveys. In the 
national surveys, both housing units and businesses 
were selected on, the basis of stratified multistage 

cluster sampling. Because of the complexity in­
volved in the national sample selection procedures, 
national sampling will not be discussed in this 
report; the reader interested in the technical details 
should consult the survey documentation compiled 
by the Bureau of the Census (U.S. Bureau of the Cen­
sus, undated). 

The total sample size interviewed for the na­
tional surveys is about 60,000 households containing 
about 136,000 individ uals and about 15,000 
businesses (increased to about 50,000 in July 1975). 
However, the total interviewed sample is composed 
of six independently selected subsamples of about 
10,000 households with 21,000 individuals and 
2,500 businesses (increased co more than 8,000 in 
July 1975); each subsample is interviewed in suc­
cessive months. In Figure 2, the procedure is illus­
trated.3 In January of Year W, 10,000 households, 
22,000 individuals, and 8,000 businesses are inter­
viewed. In the following month-and in each of the 
next four succeeding months-an independent prob­
ability sample of the same size is interviewed. In 
July, the housing units and business units originally 
interviewed in January are revisited and the inter­
v iews are repeated; likewise, the original February 
sample units are revisited in August, the March units 
in September, etc. Each time they are interviewed in 
the national surveys, respondents are asked about 
victimizations that they may have suffered during 
the 6 months preceding the month of interview. 

Thus, the national surveys are conducted using a 
panel design. There are, however, several features 
unique to this particular panel design. First, as 
already noted, interviewing of the total sample is 
spread out over a 6-month period, with one-sixth of 
the respondents interviewed each month. Second, 
the panel consists of addresses. Interviewers return 
to the same housing and business units every 6 
months. If the family or business contacted during 
the last interview cycle has moved, the new occu­
pants are interviewed. Ifthe unit no longer exists or 
is condemned, it is dropped from the sample, but 
new units are added to the sample periodically. For 
household units this is accomplished by a continuing 
sampling of new construction permits; new business 
units are added to the samples as they appear in the 
sampling segments during each month's enumera­
tion. No attempt is made to trace families or 

3Figure 2 simplifies the interviewing procedure somewhat 
by only showing its operation after the national survey has 
become completely operational. The procedure was more 
complex during the first year of the survey. For more detail. see 
U.S. Bureau of the Census. undated. 
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FIGURE 2 Illustration of the panel design 
in the NCS national surveys 
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businesses that have moved.4 Third, housing units in 
the panel are visited a maximum of seven times, after 
which they are rotated out of the panel and replaced 
by a new, independent probability sample; max­
imum time in the sample for any housing unit, then, 
is 3 years.5 There is no provision for the rotation of 
sampled business units. 

Another difference between the city and na­
tional surveys is that the latter use what are called 
bounded interviews. Bounded interviews are 
designed to eliminate, as much as possible, the 
problem of respondents telescoping into the 
reference period victimizations that occurred prior 
to the beginnjog of the reference period. This is ac­
complished in the panel design by providing the in­
terviewer with a summary of the victimizations 
reported by the respondent during the interview 
conducted six month5 prior to the current interview. 
If the respondent reports a victimization in the cur­
rent interview that is similar to one reported in the 
pre-dous interview, the interviewer determines 
whether the event is the same one that was reported 
in the earlier period, and, if so, the event is excluded 
from the current interview record.6 

Obviously, bounded interviews cannot be con­
ducted in housing and business units that are ini­
tially entering the panel. It was noted earlier that 
housing units remain in the panel for 3 years (seven 
interviews). The first 6 months of interviewing pro­
duces unbounded data that is not used to estimate 
the extent of vicitimization. Thus, the first inter­
views with panel members are used only to provide 

4Thls procedure does not completely ignore mobile 
families and businesses. Although no attempt is made to trace 
families and businesses that move away from an address In 
the sample, a perhaps equally mobile family or business that 
moves Into that address would be included in the survey. 

5While the panel was being instituted, some households 
were Interviewed 8 or 9 times, but now that the panel design is 
completely operative, the 3-year maximum for time in the sam­
ple will be the rule. 

6Boundlng of Interviews is used to alleviate forward 
telescoping problems, but there Is also a danger of backward 
telescoping, the reporting of an event as having occurred in 
the reference period when it actually occurred after the 
reference period. Respondents are asked about victimizations 
that occurre$l during the 6 mOilths prior to the month of the In­
terview; thus, the reference period for a person interviewed on 
September 8, for example, is from March 1 to August 31. It is 
possible that a victimization that occurred between the end of 
the reference period and the date of the interview could be 
telescoped backward into the reference period. In the nationai 
survey, the Bureau of the Census tries to minimize this 
problem by conducting each month's Interviews during the 
first 2 weeks of the month so that the time gap between the 
end of the reference period and the interview date is as short 
as possible. 

bounding information for subsequent interviews. 
Figure 2 illustrates how the bounding and rotation 
procedures are handled in the household portion of 
the national surveys. In Figure 2, the 10,000 house­
hold and 8,000 business interviews conducted in 
January of Year Ware assumed to be bounded. In 
that same month, unbounded interviewing begins 
with one-sixth of a new monthly sample of housing 
units; unbounded interviews are conducted with 
similar samples in February, March, and so forth. At 
A2 in Figure 2 (July of Year W) the one­
sixth of a monthly sample that had unbounded inter­
views in January is rotated into the main sample and 
one-sixth of the old s!lmple rotates out. This process 
continues so that by January of Year Z, all of the 
housing units that had bounded interviews in Janu­
ary of Year W have been rotated out of the sample 
and have been replaced by new units. In the fully 
operational national panel design, then, unbounded 
interviews are being conducted every month for a 
one-sixth monthly sample of housing units that will 
be rotated into the panel 6 months later. 

Three major design differences between the na­
tional and the city surveys (panel versus non-panel 
design, 6- versus 12-month reference period, 
bounded versus unbounded interviews) have been 
discussed. These design differences reflect 
differences in the aims of the two sets of surveys. In 
the national surveys, the major interest was in the 
panel aspect of the survey, specifically in measuring 
changes in rates and patterns of victimization over 
time. In order to do this, it was necessary to have an 
on-going survey in which the reference period was 
sufficiently short to permit accurate placements of 
events in time. As indicated in the San Jose study 
(LEAA, 1972), a 6-lJ1onth reference period is sub­
stantially better than a 12-month period for cor­
rectly placing an event in its quarter of occurrence. 
In addition, bounding the interviews helps to reduce 
telescoping biases that could distort temporal fluc­
tuations. In the city samples on the other hand, the 
emphasis was on estimating levels and patterns of 
victimizations at a given point in time, and thus the 
added costs of a 6-month reference period and 
bounding interviews were not seen as necessary. 

City/National Design Similarities 

To this point, the discussion has focused on 
differences between the city and the national sam­
ples; yet there are many similarities in the instru­
ments and procedures used in the two sets of surv~ys. 
In the business and household portions of both the 
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city and national surveys, different data collection 
instruments and procedures were used. The crimes 
included in the household portion of the surveys are 
the household crimes of burglary, larceny of prop­
erty not on the victim's person, and motor vehicle 
theft and the personal crimes of rape, robbery, 
assault, and larceny from the person. The crimes in­
cluded in the business portion of the surveys are 
business burglary and business robbery. 

In both the city and the national surveys, house­
holds, persons, and businesses are selected on a 
probability basis. Therefore, estimates can be made 
of victimizations occurring in the populations from 
which the samples are drawn. This is possible 
because each sampled unit is basically given the 
same initial probability of selection and can be 
weighted accordingly. To give a simple example, if 
one out of ten persons in a population is selected to 
be surveyed, each surveyed person is given a weight 
of ten; the information provided by that person 
counts for that individual plus nine other in­
dividuals in the population who were not sampled. 
Several other, smaller weighting factors were also 
applied to the sample data. As will be described 
later, for example, adjustments were applied for 
households, persons, and businesses that were 
sampled but not interviewed. Attempts were also 
made to bring the population estimates from the vic­
timization surveys into as close a correspondence as 
possible with independent estimates of the national 
and. cities populations) Because probability sam­
pling methods were used in the NCS, any estimates 
of population characteristics that are derived from 
weighting the sample data will be reliable within 
certain definable limits of error. The limits are 
stated in probability terms by the standard error of 
the estimate computed from the sample data.8 

10 the household portion of the surveys, each 
household member 12 years of age or older was 
eligible to be interviewed. Within each household a 
knowledgeable adult was designated !/J answer' a 
series of background questions about the household 
(see Appendix A): whether the family owned or was 
renting its living quarters (question 6); family in­
come (question 10); number of household members 

7The statistical manipulation of weights assigned to each 
respondent is very complex. For details, for example, U.S. 
Bureau of the Census (1976). 

BFor details concerning how standard errors were com­
puted for the NCS data, see the Bureau of the Census survey 
documentation (e.g., U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1976). For il­
lustrations of how standard errors are applied to the survey 
estimates, see Hindelang (1976) or any of LEAA's NCS 
publications (e.g., LEAA, 1976a or 1976b). 
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(question I I); and so on. In additi.on, the household 
respondent answered screen questions about vic­
timizations for which the entire household could be 
construed to have been the victim-burglary, motor 
vehicle theft, and larceny from the household pre­
mises (questions 29 to 35). Each individual house­
hold mem ber 14 years of age or older was personally 
interviewed about victimizations he or she may have 
suffered. Proxy interviews with a knowledgeable 
adult household member were conducted for house­
hold m(!mbers who were 12 or 13 years of age at the 
time of the interview.9 Personal background ques­
tions (questions 17 to 28) as well as personal screen 
questions designed to elicit reports of rape, robbery, 
assault, and larceny from the person (questions 36 to 
48) were asked for all household members 12 years 
of age or older. 

For the businesses included in the surveys, a per­
son knowledgeable about the affairs of the business 
(usually the owner, manager, or accountant) was 
identified. The business respondent, like the house­
hold respondent, reported on background questions 
such as how long the business had been at its current 
address, annual income, etc. (questions 2 to 8 in Ap­
pendix B). In addjtion, this respondent answered 
screen questions about any robberies or burglaries 
that the business may have experienced during the 
reference period (questions J 0 to 15). 

For household, business, and individual re­
spondents, the entire list of screen questions was 
asked before the details corresponding to any 
positively answered screen questions were collected. 
This procedure was followed in order to avoid 
"motivational fatigue," a phenomenon reported by 
Biderman et al. in the first pilot study for the Presi­
dent's Commission. In that study, it was noted that 
when the details of the incident were collected im­
mediately after each "yes" answer to a screen ques­
tion, fewer screen questions were answered 
positively than when the entire list of screen ques­
tions was asked before any details were gathered. It 
was hypothesized that the large number of detailed 
incident questions asked i:nmediately after any posi­
tive response to a screen question dampened the re­
spondent's motivation to respond "yes" on subse­
quent screen questions. To avoid this problem in the 
NCS, all of the screen questions are asked before the 
details for any positively answered question are 
gathered. 

9Proxy respondents were also used for household mem­
bers who were too ill (or otherwise disabled) to answer ques­
tions personally, and for members who were away from the 
ho~seh.old t~mporar!IY and not expected to return during the 
penod In which the Interviews were being conducted. 
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Subject Cooperation 

The issue of motivational fatigue raises the 
general question of the extent to which selected re­
spondents cooperate with the survey. Overall, the 
response rate is very good. For example, in the 13 
cities surveyed in 1975, at least one interview was 
conducted in 96 percent of the selected housing units 
that fell within the scope of the survey. Furthermore, 
in these households, 99 percent of the eligible in­
dividual respondents were, in fact, interviewed. In 
the earlier city samples, and in the national sample, 
the cooperation rate was similarly high. The 
cooperation rate among businesses surveyed has re­
mained at about 98 percent in both the city and na­
tional surveys. 

The very high rate of cooperation with the NCS 
is attributable to the Bureau of the Census and the 
care with which contact is made and interviewing 
conducted. Potential respondents are first contacted 
by mail and told, in broad terms, about the survey 
and that they will be contacted shortly by a Census 
interviewer. The interviewers appear shortly 
thereafter at the selected housing unit and further 
explain the survey. As necessary, interviewers make 
appointments to call back at the household to con­
duct interviews with any eligible household mem­
bers who may not have been available for interview­
ing during the initial visit. 

To correct for cases in which eligible persons, 
households, or businesses were not interviewed, non­
interview adjustment factors are applied to the sam­
ple data. There are three types of non interview situa­
tions: no interview is conducted for an eligible busi­
ness; no individuals within an eligible household are 
interviewed; some, but not all, eligible respondents 
within a particular household are interviewed. The 
hasic approach to noninterview adjustments in­
volves increasing the weights given to interviewed 
cases that are similar (to the extent that can be deter­
mined from available information) to the noninter­
viewed cases. For example, the adjustments for non­
interviewed households in the city surveys were ap­
plied within the strata from which the sample of 
households was selected; thus the weights given to 
interviewed households in a particular tenure/family 
size/income/race stratum would be increased to the 
extent that other sampled households in the same 
stratum did not result in an interview. In the national 
household survey, noninterview adjustments are 
made on the basis of geographic area of residence 
and race of the household head. In the business por­
tions of the city and national surveys, non interview 

adjustments were applied within type of business 
category; in addition, geographic area was taken into 
consideration in the national business survey,lO 

Quality Control 

The Bureau of the Census is concerned not only 
with having as high a proportion of the eligible re­
spondents as possible cooperate with the survey but 
also with ensuring that the quality of the data col­
lected is as high as possible. Concern with quality 
control is apparent in several ways. Interviewers are 
trained in the following manner: they study manuals 
on all phases ofthe interviewing operations and take 
sr-veral days of classroom training; their initial inter­
views are then observed by a supervisor who gives 
them feedback on any errors that are noted in their 
performance. Office staff review all incoming inter­
view schedules for consistency and completeness; in 
the event of inconsistencies or incompleteness, the 
respondents are telephoned or revisited by the inter­
viewer. Interviewers are further aware that their 
work is monitored via an on-going reinter­
view/recheck procedure during which supervisory 
staff visit a certain percentage of the respondents 
who have been previously interviewed. For some of 
these respondents an abbreviated version of the in­
terview is repeated (reinterviews), and for others, 
critical parts of the interviewing procedures are 
reexamined (rechecks). I I Any discrepancies are 
resolved and the interviewer is retrained or, if neces­
sary, replaced. 

Quality control eXHmds beyond actual data col­
lection to data processing. This processing at a 
central location includes a clerical edit in which the 
submitted materials are again c.hecked for consisten­
cy and completeness. The data are then keyed into a 
machine readable format. The work of all key-to­
tape operators is initially verified on a 100 prcent 
basis until it is sufficiently accurate; this work is sub­
sequently monitored on a periodic basis, and any 
recurring errors are resolved. Finally, an extensive 
computer edit process tests for internal consistency 
of the data: identified errors are checked and cor­
rected where possible or imputed where necessary; if 
discrepancies cannot be resolved in this fashion, 
missing data flags are coded in place of the er­
roneous values. 

10Detaiis of the non interview weighting factors are availa­
ble in the survey documentation (e.g., U.S. Bureau of the Cen­
sus, 1976). 

llFor discussion of the design and results of the reinter­
view program, see Graham (1976a and 1976b). 
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Crime Classification 

As noted in the introduction, the data collected 
in the NCS program differ substantially from those 
collected in the UCR program in several important 
respects. One of the major differences is that the 
UCR data are forwarded to the FBI in summary or 
tally form, whereas the NCS data are maintained as 
individual records. That is, in the NCS data, for 
each victimization reported, the circumstances sur­
rounding the victimization-e.g., victim and of­
fender characteristics, where and when the vic­
timization occurred, the consequences of the vic­
timization and whether it was reported to the 
police-are all recorded on a single record. These 
raw data can be cJded and analyzed in a variety of 
ways, according to the needs of the analyst. One im­
portant consequence of this flexibility is that cri­
minal events can be classified according to a variety 
of classification schemes in addition to the UCR 
classification scheme. 

The ways in which the raw NCS data can be used 
to classify events can be illustrated with an example 
from the UCR. The UCR criteria for robbery are as 
follows: 

Robbery ... takes place in the presence of 
the victim. The victim, who usually is the 
owner or person having custody of the prop­
erty, is directly confronted by the perpetra­
tor and is threatened with force or fear that 
force will be used. Robbery involves a theft 
or larceny but aggravated by the element of 
force or threat of force (U.S. Department of 
Justice, 1974:14). 

As can be seen in the incident report section of Ap­
pendix A, each of the elements required to catego­
rize events according to these criteria are available. 
The detailed incident questionnaire ascertains 
whether the victim was present when the event oc­
curred (interviewer check-item B), whether there 
was a completed or attempted theft (question 13), 
whether the offender had a weapon, or used force or 
threat of force to obtain (or attempt to obtain) the 
victim's property (q. \estion 7). Each of these condi­
tions can be tested by a computer program and vic­
timizat:".,,' that meet the requisite conditions are 
cate,6<.i·i7cd as robberies. Similarly, the definitions 
for aggravated and simple assault, larceny, burglary, 
and motor vehicle theft can be tested. Thus, all vic­
timizations can be classified by a computer program 
as the appropriate UCR crime. Neither the victim 
nor the interviewer has to know the legal criteria for 
various crimes. The victim simply has to provide the 
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details of what happened during the event (without 
reference to any legal concepts); the computer 
program then categorizes the event according to the 
UCR or any other definitions for which the requisite 
data elements are present. 

Counting Rules 

The Uniform Crime Reports counting rules re­
quire that for. some types of crime the number of vic­
tims be counted and for others, the number of inci­
dents be counted. For the crimes of homicide, rape, 
and assault, the UCR counts one crime for each vic­
tim. In robbery, burglary, larceny, and motor vehi­
cle theft, one incident is counted regardless of the 
number of victims. Thus, there is a distinction be­
tween victimizations (the number of persons vic­
timized) and incidents. According to UCR rules, in 
the crime of robbery the number of incidents is 
counted. Thus, if a robber enters a bar and robs the 
cash register receipts and a wallet from the bar­
tender and personal property from five patrons, the 
UCR counts only one robbery; there was a single in­
cident of robbery in which there were six victimiza­
tions. The NCS data can be counted as either ind­
dents or victimizations. If desired, the VCR rules of 
counting victimizations for rape and assault, and in­
cidents for the remaining crimes can be followed. 

In the NCS published data (e.g., LEAA, 1976a; 
1976b; 1976c) rates have generally been shown as 
victimization rates. Rates for personal crimes (rape, 
robbery, assault, and personal larceny) have been 
shown per 1,000 persons age 12 and over, for house­
hold crimes (burglary, larceny, motor vehicle theft) 
per 1,000 businesses. Because businesses and house­
holds rather than employees or household members 
are construed to be the victims of business and 
household crimes, respectively, the differentiation 
between victimizations and incidents is not relevant 
for businesses and households. For persons, 
however, a single incident may involve more than 
one victim; hence, the differentiation is important. 
Because rates of victimization are generally pre­
sented as a measure of risk of victimization, a rate 
that takes into account the number of persons vic­
timized (Le., a victimization rate) seems preferable 
to one that only takes into account the number of in­
cidents (Le., an incident rate). 

Victimization rates in the published NCS data 
do not reflect the proportions of persons, house­
holds, or businesses that were victimized during the 
reference period. Because they are computed by 
dividing the number of victimizations by the number 

of units (persons, households, businesses) at risk­
regardless of the fact that some victims contribute 
more than one victimization to the numerato~­
these victimization rates are not measures of the nsk 
of a distinct person, household, or business being 
victimized. 

As the discussion in this section has shown, there 
are several different counting rules that can be lIsed 
with the NCS victimization data. Fortunately, the 
analyst who has access to the individual NCS d.ata 
records can select and use the counting rules that are 
most applicable to the task being performed. !hus, 
victimization rates can be used to reflect the nsk of 
victimization for various subgroups of the popula­
tion (e.g., LEAA, 1976a; 1976b; 1976c); an in~ci­
dent-based analysis can be conducted j'or 
phenomena such as weapon use or time and place of 
occurrence: that are part of a particular eve~t, 
regardless of the number of victims involved (HIn­
delang, 1976: Chapter 8); persons, househol.ds, and 
businesses that were not victimized during the 
reference period can be differentiated from those 
victimized once, twice, or more times to addr~ss 
issues such as proneness to victimization (Htn­
delang, Gottfredson and Garofalo, 1977: Chapter 6) 
or the associlltion between victimization and respon­
dent attitu~ . :Garofalo, 1977a and 1977c). 

Series Victimizations 

Collection of the NCS data is based on the prem­
ise that respondents can supply the details o~ each of 
their victimizations that occurred during the 
reference period. It is possible that a respondent was 
victimized in a series of very similar events, perhaps 
involving the same ofiender each time, and cannot 
recall the details of each discrete event. This leads to 
one of the more troublesome aspects of the NCS 
househojd and personal data: the classification of 
some sets of events as series victimizations. 12 Under 
certain conditions, NCS interviewers are permitted 
to fill out just one incident report for a respondent 
who reports a number of similar victimizations as 
having occurred during the reference period. The 
three conditions that must be met are: 

(I) The incidents must be very similar in detail. 
(2) There must be at least three incidents in a 

series. 

12There are no provisions in the business surveys to 
classify events as series victimizations. mainly because com­
mercial establishments generally keep r~cords that allo~ the 
representative being interviewed to distinguish the details of 
each robbery or burglary that occurred during the reference 
period. 

(3) The respondent must not be able to recall 
dates and other details well enough to 
report them separately. 

The NCS interviewers are further instructed that 
recording of incidents as series "is not to be used for 
your own convenience but only if necessary, and as a 
last resort" (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975: D7-2). 
When a decision is made to classify a set of events as 
a series victimization, the details about the most re­
cent of the events in the series are recorded on the in­
cident report. Obviously, use of the series classifica­
tion represents an adaptation of the NCS data col­
lection technique to the reality of imperfect respon­
dent recall. 

Series victimizations appear relatively unimpor­
tant when viewed as a proportion of total number of 
incident reports filled out by interviewers. Of the 
more than 37,000 household and personal incident 
reports collected during the 19:3 national ~urv~:, 
only 5.5 percent (about 2,000) Involved senes VIC­
timizations. However, remembering that each series 
victimization represents at least three events (cri­
terion number 2 abc..ye), tile proportion of total 
household and personal victi,l1izations contained in 
the series incident reports ·..!ould be quite high 
(perhaps 20 percent) if each event in t~e ~e~ies .vic­
timizations was to be counted as one Victimization. 

Despite their potentially large co.ntri~ut!o~ to 
the total number of victimizations, senes VlctInllZa­
tions are inherently ambiguous. The third criterion 
used in the decision to classify a set of events as a 
series victimization restricts the use of the series 
designation to those events about which the respond­
ents does not have a clear recollection. Respondent 
doubts about when the events occurred may indicate 
that the recall of series victimizations is subject to 
memory problems, such as telescoping.' t? ~ gr~ater 
extent than is the recall of other victimizatIOns. 
Furthermore details of the most recent event in the 
series are su~posed to be recorded on the incident 
report, but the lack of memory clarity associated 
with series victimizations casts doubt on the extent 
to which the recorded details adequately reflect the 
details of other events in the series. 

Because of their ambiguity and because they are 
disproportionately simple assaults and min.or I~r­
r.enies rather than more serious ci:'imes, senes VIC­
timizations have been tabulated separately and have 
been stored on separate data tapels by the Bu~eau.of 
the Census. This independent treatment of senes VIC­
timizations also occurs in the NCSt publications (e.g., 
LEAA, 1975a; 1975b; 1976b; 1976c). The problems 
posed by the presence of series vktimizations in the 
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NCS have been discussed elsewhere (National 
Academy of Sciences, 1976), and some analysis has 
been performed using the series victimizations (Hin­
delang, 1976: Appendix F; Hindelang, et al., 1977: 
Chapters 6-9), but ways of overcoming these 
problems have yet to be devised and implemented. 13 

NCS Attitude Supplement 

In conjunction with the NCS city surveys, a sup­
plemental attitude questionnaire was administered 
to a subgroup of respondents. After the samples for 
the victimization surveys were selected, a random 
half of the selected households in each city was 
designated for interviewing with an attitude ques­
tionnaire as well as with the victimization question­
naire. Within each of the households in the half-sam­
ple, every member 16 years of age or older was 
selected for attitude interviewing. 

The supplemental attitude questionnaire ap­
pears in Appendix C. Paralleling the victimization 
questionnaire, the attitude instrument has one sec­
tion of questions for the person designated as house­
hold respondent and separate sections for each eligi­
ble individual respondent in the household. The 
household respondent questions deal with topics 
such as household mobility (e.g., length of time at 
current address, reasons for leaving old neighbor­
hood), perceptions of neighborhood problems, and 
where shopping is generally done. The questions for 
individuals are more numerous and cover a broader 
range of subjects: the fear of crime, perceptions of 
crime trends, the behavioral responses to the threat 
of crime, evaluation of police performance, and so 
on. 

Even a cursory examination of the questionnaire 
reveals that it is not concerned solely with attitudes. 
The questionnaire contains a variety of items dealing 
with opinions, beliefs, and actual behaviors that are 
relevant to the is!lue of crime. For that reason, 
analyses of the data generated by the NCS attitude 
supplement have taken a number of different ap­
proaches and have focused on a variety of issues 
(Skogan, 1976a; Garofalo, 1977a and 1977c; Hin­
delang, et aI., 1977: Chapters 7-9). 

13There is some indication that the proportion of incident 
reports classified as series victimizations ttmds to decline as 
interviewers become more proficient. Because of the design of 
the national surveys, interviewers are employed for longer 
periods than was the case in the "one-shot" city surveys. Cor­
respondingly, the proportion of series victimizations in the na­
tional survey has declined from about 8 percent of all vic­
timizations since interviewing began and has stabilized at 
about 4 percent of all victimizations; see Daniels, 1974. 
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There is no attitude supplement currently being 
used in the national surveys, and neither the city nor 
the national business surveys have used an attitude 
supplement. Because the city surveys have been 
completed and there are no current plans to con­
duct more city surveys, there are no NCS attitude 
supplements in use at the present time. Steps have 
been taken, however, toward complete revision of 
the attitude instrument so that an attitude supple­
ment can be incorporated into the national surveys 
at a future date. 

Availability of the NCS Data 

LEAA and the Bureau of the Census have made 
substantial efforts to disseminate the NCS data in a 
variety of forms. The widest dissemination has been 
achieved through reports prepared by the Census 
Bureau's Crime Statistics Analysis Staff under in­
teragency agreement with LEAA, which publishes 
and disseminates the reports (LEAA, 1974b; 1974c; 
1975a; 1975b; 1975c; 1976a; 1976b; 1976c; 1976d; 
1977). Copies of these reports-as :;.,ell as other 
reports that are either planned or in preparation­
have been distributed through the National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service and the U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

A more detailed version of the data from each 
survey is produced by the Census Bureau in the form 
of an extensive set of tabulations. The set includes 
tables dealing with rates and characteristics of the 
incidents as well as separate groups of tables for 
series victimizations and for attitude results. 14 

Special tallUlations of the national data have been 
made for various types of geographic areas of the na­
tion (e.g., central cities of Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas, balance of SMSA's and non-SMSA 
areas) and for the 10 largest States. fhe tabulations 
have been distributed, in either hardcopy or 
microfilm form, to the relevant LEAA-funded State 
and local planning agencies. IS 

Initially, LEAA and other data users contracted 
with the Census Bureau to provide data tapes of in­
dividual interview records (without respondent 

14The survey documentation for each survey (e.g., U.S. 
Bureau of the Census. 1976) provides a description of the ta­
bles included in each set of tabulations. 

151nformatlon about the availability of thes6 tabulations 
can be obtained by writing: Director, Statistics Division, Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, National Criminal 
Justice Information and Statistics Service, 633 Indiana 
Avenue, Washington. D.C. 20531. 
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names or other information that would allow iden­
tification of individuals) for particular analytic en­
deavors. Provisions have now been made for public 
use distribution of the tapes. Under an LEAA grant, 
the Data Use and Access Laboratories (DUALabs) 
has developed a system for modifying the Census 
Bureau tape format and documentation to facilitate 
the use of NCS data by researchers and planners. 
DUALabs can provide complete or partial tape files 
as well as particular data tabulations at a reas,'mable 
cost to the user .16 Additionally, LEAA is in the 
process of establishing a National Criminal.Justi.ce 
Data Archive through a grant to the Inter-Untverslty 
Consortium for Political and Social Research, 
housed at the University of Michigan. This data 
archive will be the major repository for national 
criminal justice statistical data, including the NCS 
data. The data will be made available to users as 
tape files or the user may choose to access the data 
on-line at the University of Michigan via a commer­
cial teleprocessing network. 17 

Analyses of the NCS Data 
Increasing availability of the NCS data has 

begun to result in the appearance of articles, 
monographs, and books dealing directly with those 
data and of other works concerned with either vic­
timization surveys in general or with data from sur­
veys other than the NCS. Many of these materia~s 
are listed in the bibliography at the end of thIS 
report, but in this section, some attention will be 
given to a few of the categories of materials that have 
appeared. 

First, the series of reports produced by the Cen­
sus Bureau's Crime Statistics Analysis Staff was 
mentioned in the preceding section. Those reports 
present personal, household, and commercial vic­
timization data from each of the cities surveyed as 
well as from each year in the national surveys. In ad­
dition, some of the reports (LEAA, 1976b; 1976c; 
1977) deal with -changes in the levels and patterns of 
victimization over time. 

Second, the present report is one of a series of 
analytic reports on NCS victimization and attitude 

16Readers interested in further information concerning 
the availability of data tapes can contact DUALabs at 1601 
North Kent Street, Arlington. Virginia 22209, (703) 525-1480. 

17For additional information. contact the Director, 
Statistics Division, Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion, National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Ser­
vice, 633 Indiana Avenue. Washington, D.C. 20531. 

data being produced under an LEAA grant. Six 
other reports in the series have already been written 
(Garofalo, 1977a; 1977b; 1977c; Sutton and 
Garofalo, 1977; Harland 1977; Gibbs, 1977) deal­
ing with tooies that range from public attitudes 
toward the police to the potential costs of national 
programs to compensate victims of violent crimes. A 
total of 20 to 25 reports are planned. 

Third, a great deal of attention has been given to 
comparisons between victimization survey results 
and official crime statistics, particularly the FBI's 
Uniform Crime Reports statistics ("crimes known to 
the police"). In fact, the initial popular reaction to 
the survey results was primarily one of dismay at the 
size of the gap between the number of crimes 
recalled by survey respondents and the number of 
crimes recorded in police files. Recent studies, 
however, have begun to examine the NCS data 
systematically to determine the reasons people do 
not report crimes to the police, the differences be­
tween crimes that are and are not reported to the 
police, and the precise nature of the relationship be. 
tween official crime statistics and the NCS results 
(Hindelang, 1976; Hindelang and Gottfredson, 
1976; Skogan, 1976b; Skogan, 1977; Garofalo, 
1977c). Researchers using victimization survey data 
other than the NCS have also addressed these issues 
(Hawkins, 1970; Schneider, Burcart, and Wilson, 
1975; Schneider, 1975; Howard, 1975). 

Fourth, the large-scale and long-term nature of 
the NCS makes it imperative to continually reevalu­
ate and improve various aspects of the program. 
With this in mind, LEAA commissioned an evalua­
tion of the program that was conducted by the Na­
tional Academy of Sciences. The final report of that 
evaluation (National Academy of Sciences, 1976) 
contains a far-reaching discussion of many of the 
problems and potentials of the NCS. Other studies 
have dealt with the methodology of the NCS or of 
victimization surveys in general. Topics that have 
been examined range from the danger of respond­
ents overreporting victimizations (Levine, 1976) to 
suggestions for decreasing the cost of victimization 
surveys by using telephone interview techniques 
(Tuchfarber and Klecka, 1976) to discussions of the 
problems that accompany attempts by local agencies 
to use victimization surveys for theil' own data col­
lection purposes (Skogan, 1975; DuBow and Reed, 
1976; Garofalo, 1977b). The Bureau of the Census 
itself has been performing methodological studies 
during the course of the National Crime Surveys; the 
Bureau of the Census findings will be discussed 
briefly in the next section. 
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Ongoing Studies by the 
Bureau of the Census 

LEAA has sponsored the continuing efforts of 
the Bureau of the Census to answer some of the 
methodological questions that are relevant to the 
NCS. Seven reports resulting from these efforts are 
discussed in this section. 

Interviewing 12- and 13-Year Old Respond­
ents 

When the NCS interviewing procedure was 
described earlier, it was noted that data for house­
hold members less than 14 years of age were 
gathered by interviewing an adult proxy respondent. 
The design decision to use the proxy approach was 
base~ on two arguments: "that 12 and 13 year olds 
po~sIbly were too young to give responsible and 
reItable answers, and that asking sensitive questions 
about victimization might be distasteful to the child 
his parents, or both, and thereby result in a loss of 
rapport" (Cowan, 1976). But the comparisons be­
tween household- and self-respondent methods that 
were discussed earlier in this report indicate that the 
self-respondent method is superior for eliciting 
reports of victimizations. 

. During the 1974 NCS city surveys, San Fran­
CISCO was chosen as the site for a preliminary test of 
the effects of using a proxy respondent for 12- and 
I 3-year-old household members. Half of the 12 and 
13 ye~r olds were interviewed by proxy; the others 
were mterviewed directly. The results showed that 
the direct interviewing method produced signifi­
cantly higher rates of purely assaultive victimization 
than did the proxy method. However, the opposite 
was tr~e for personal theft victimizations having no 
assaultIve component: the proxy interviews pro­
duced significantly higher rates than the direct 
~etho.d did. Because of the small sample size (570 
mtervlews), the study was intriguing but not defini­
tive; the only recommendation that could be made 
was to repeat the study using a larger sample 
(Cowan, 1976:2). 

~ffect . of the Supplemental Attitude Ques­
tionnaire 

The NCS attitude questionnaire, as described in 
an earlier section, was used in a half sample of the 
h~useholds interviewed in the city surveys. Within 
this half sample, the attitude questionnaire was ad­
ministered prior to the victimization questionnaire 
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to avoid biasing the attitude responses. But use of the 
attitude questionnaire resulted in longer interviews 
with respondents in the attitude half sample, and 
there was some concern about a possible effect on 
respondent cooperation. 

Using the data from the 13 cities surveyed in 
1975, a comparison was made of the victimization 
ra~es for the attitude and non-attitude half samples. 
WIth few exceptions, significant differences were 
found in each city. However, the differences were in 
the opposite direction from what one would expect 
to result from decreased cooperation: the victimiza­
tion rates for the attitude half sample were higher 
than the rates for the othf'T respondents. The tenta­
tive conclusion reached was that "asking the attitude 
questions before the victimization questions had a 
conditioning effect, whereby the respondent's aware­
ness or memory regarding victimization was stimu­
lated" (Murphy, 1976). Whether or not this stimula­
tion resulted in greater accuracy of recall is not 
known. 

Interviewer Variance Study 

In survey research, variability in results can 
derive from a number of sources. One hopes that 
most of the variability is due to actual differences 
among respondents-for example, differences 
among persons and households in the number of vic­
timizations suffered or differences in victimization 
rates am~ng.c.ities. Other factors, however, can pro­
duce vanablhty. For example, differences may be 
due to the fact that a sample of the population 
rather than the entire population, is interviewed: 
Estimates of sampling variances are routinely pro­
duced for the NCS (e.g., LEAA, 1976a: Appendices 
!I and III): But there also may be variability result­
Ing from dIfferences among interviewers in how they 
conduct interviews. 

.. During the 1975 surveys of the eight Impact 
CIties, the Census Bureau devised an experiment to 
test for the amount of variance associated with inter­
viewer differences. Basically, interviewer pairs were 
formed, and their interview assignment areas were 
geographically interpenetrated; that is, each member 
of a pair of interviewers was designated to interview 
a ~and?m.ly selected half of the selected housing 
Units wIthin the same assignment area.18 

The interviewer variance study was too complex 
to allow a thorough dh.cussion of the results in this 

18Some deviations from the experimental design did oc­
cur during the surveys. See Bailey. Moore and Bailar. 1976. 
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report; only a summary of the major findings is pre­
sented here. The study found that the ratio of inter­
viewer variance to sampling variance: (I) was quite 
high overall (about .6), but varied considerably 
across cities, from a high of 1.40 in Newark to a low 
of .IS in Cleveland; (2) was much higher for rates of 
assaultive violence with no theft component than for 
other types of personal victimizations and was 
higher for larcenies involving property worth less 
than $50 than for other types of household vic­
timizations; (3) did not indicate that interviewer 
effects were more prevalent for respondents of any 
one racial group; and (4) did not indicate that inter­
viewer effects were associated with the sex of the re­
spondent (Bailey, Moore, and Bailer, 1976). 

The second finding noted above is certainly con­
sistent with expectations. Larcenies of property 
worth less than $50 are perhaps the least serious vic­
timizations covered in the surveys; and resporldent 
recollections of those crimes would seem tv be par­
ticularly sensitive to the variability among inter­
viewers in their skill of establishing rapport and 
probing for replies. The relatively large interviewer 
effect associated with purely !lssaultive crimes may 
be due to the inherent ambiguity of many assaultive 
victimizations, especially when they involve friends 
or relatives as victims and offenu~rs. As the 
researchers in the interviewer variance study 
pointed out with respect to assaultive crimes: 

. . . there may have been differences in the 
method in which NCS interviewers applied 
the concepts or definitions directly related 
to a determination of the incidence of 
assaultive violence without theft. Perhaps 
the variability among the interviewers may 
reflect the manner in which they view 
assaultive violence involving acquaintances 
or relatives and friends (Bailey, et al., 
1976:10). 

Analysis of Screen Questions 

As noted earlier in this report, the wording and 
ordering of screen questions was one of the impor­
tant issues dealt with in designing the NCS question­
naire. In order to determine the performance of the 
screen questions in the interviews, analyses were 
conducted on the relationship between responses to 
particular screen questions and the eventual 
classifications of the victimizations that respondents 
reported to interviewers (Dodge, 1975; 1976). The 
final classification of a victimization as a robbery, 
assault, or some other crime is accomplished without 

regard to screen question replies; only the detailed 
information in the incident report is used to classify 
victimizations. However, because each screen ques­
tion is designed to elicit responses about a certain 
type of crime, there should be some correspondence 
between the classification of a victimization and the 
particular screen question that led to the incident 
report being tilled out in the first place. In addition, 
there was some concern about whether each screen 
question was eliciting a sufticient number of vic­
timizations to warrant its retention in the question­
naire and about whether the practice of asking only 
one person in each household-the household re­
spondent-the screen questions for household 
crimes was resulting in an under reporting of bur­
glaries, larcenies from the household, and vehicle 
theft. 

Based on national survey data about personal 
and household victimizations that occurred in 1975, 
Table 2 indicates that there is a great deal of corre­
spondence between what kinds of crimes particular 
screen questions are intended to deal with and the 
types of victimizations elicited by the screen ques­
tions. The major apparent exceptions are the screen 
questions that deal with robbery; screen questions 37 
and 38 (see Appendix A) led to about half of the in­
cident reports that were eventually classified as rob­
beries. However, robbery contains elements of both 
theft and force (or threat of force), and most of the 
remaining reports of robberies were elicited by 
screen questions dealing with either assault (ques­
tions 39 and 41) or personal larcenies involving con­
tact between the victim and offender (question 36). 
The multifaceted nature of robbery offenses appears 
to result in recollections about the crime being initi­
ated by ':uestions dealing with any of the constituent 
elements of the crime. 

The other two issues addressed by the study of 
screen questions were: (1) whether each screen ques­
tion was eliciting a sufticient number of victimiza­
tion reports to justify retaining the question, and (2) 
whether the household screen questions should be 
asked of all respondents rather than of just the 
household respondent. With the exception of the two 
"catch-all" questions (47 and 4S) that came at the 
end of the screening process, only five screen ques­
tions (32, 37, 38,40, and 42) elicited fewer t/;lan 2 
percent of the victimization reports each. Of those, 
however, questions 37 and 38 were very important 
for picking up robbery reports, and questions 40 and 
42 were important for eliciting reports of rape and 
assault. Therefore, it appears that the only screen 
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TABLE 2 Percent of major crimes elicited by specific screening questions, 1975 NCSa 

Question 
numberb 

29 
30 
31 
32 
34 
35 

Total 
household 
screen 
Questions 

36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 

Total 
individual 
screen 

Total 
crimes 

10.7 
3.8 

12.9 
1.6 
3.6 

13.3 

45.8 

2.1 
1.1 
1.0 
3.5 
0.9 
4.9 
1.6 
9.5 

14.4 
11.2 
2.9 

Questions 53.0 

47,48 1,2 

Percent 
from key 
Questions 

Rape Robbery 

5.7 3.4 
0.8 0.5 

0.3 
0.5 
1.4 
0.7 

6.6 6.8 

1.6 9.1 
2.5 33.6· 
4.9 22.2· 

19.7· 9.3 
3.3· 1.2 
10.7· 9.5 
43.4· 1.9 

0.3 
2.4 

0.8 1.4 
1.1 

86.9 92.1 

6.5 1.1 

77.0 55.8 

Assault 

0.8 
0.2 
0.1 

1.1 

0.1 
0.2 
1.7 

29.4· 
8.0· 
42.8· 
12.5· 

0.1 

0.1 

95.0 

3.9 

92.7 

Personal larceny 

with 
contact 

0.2 

0.2 
1.0 

1.5 

71.9· 
3.0 
4.9 

0.2 
0.5 
6.9 
5.4 
4.7 

97.5 

1.0 

71.9 

without 
contact 

0.1 

1.9 
2.6· 
0.7 

22.7 

27.9 

2.2 
0.1 
0.2 

0.1 

18.0· 
33.6· 
13.1· 

3.8· 

71.3 

0.8 

93.8 

Burglary 

57.4· 
20.5· 
3.6 
2.4 
0.3 
0.8 

84.9 

0'-1 

0.1 

0.1 
0.5 
2.1 
9.3 
1.9 

14.1 

1.0 

77.9 

Household 
larceny 

1.9 
0.6 

47.8· 
0.5 
0.5 

16.5· 

67.8 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

9.0· 
1.6 

17.2· 
3.0· 

31.1 

1.1 

93.5 

Motor 
vehicle 
theft 

0.1 
1.2 
0.1· 

85.4· 
2.7 

89.4 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 
1.6 
2.5 
4.9 

9.6 

1.0 

85.4 
·Indicates key Questions designed to elicit reports of the crime in the designated column. 
~Data based on unwelghted tallies. 
See Questionnaire In Appendix A. 

Source: Dodge, 1976. 

question that could be evaluated as having an insig­
nificant impact on the number of victimizations 
elicited from respondents is question 32. 

With regard to the second issues, Table 2 shows 
that the screen questions asked only of household 
respondents (29 through 35) did not pick up all of 
the household victimizations; almost 10 percent of 
the vehicle thefts, 14 percent of the burglaries, and 
more than 30 percent of the household larceny 
reports were produced by the individual screen 
questions (36 through 46). This finding, which was 
also present in the 1974 national data, has led to the 
suggestion that the idea of querying each individual 
respondent with the household screen questions war­
rants further study (Dodge, 1975:5). 
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Bounded Interviews and Telescoping 

In the fifth study condu!:ted by the Bureau ofthe 
Census, the procedure of using bounded interviews 
in the national panel survey was examined to deter­
mine its effect on the phenomenon of telescoping. As 
described earlier, telescoping refers to a memory 
mechanism by which respondents misplace vic­
timizations in time. In one type of telescoping, res­
pondents recall victimizations that actually occur­
red before the reference period as having occurred 
within the reference period. It was noted previously 
that one of the reasons for using bounded interviews 
in the national panel survey is to counteract the 
effect of this type of telescoping. When a houfling 
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unit is recontacted, the interviewer can filter out vic­
timizations that occurred prior to the reference 
period by comparing the respondent's recollections 
to a summary of the victimizations reported during 
the previous interview, 6 months earlier. 

But households do not stay in the panel in­
definitely; after a certain length of time, households 
are rotated out of the panel and are replaced by a 
new group of households. An incoming group of 
households, however, does not begin to produce usa­
ble data for victimization estimates until their se­
cond interview because initial interviews with those 
households are used for bounding purposes only. 
This design feature allowed for a comparison to be 
made between unbounded interviews (with house­
holds in an incoming rotation group) and bounded 
interviews (with households already in the panel). 
The bounded and unbounded groups, which wer~ in­
terviewed during the same months, were compared 
in terms of the victimizations they reported as hav­
ing occurred in the same calendar quarters of their 
reference periods. 

Results for the comparisons on total personal 
and proverty victimization rates J9 are shown in 
Tables 3 and 4. Clearly, the personal and property 
victimization rates derived from unbounded inter­
views are significantly greater than the rates from 
bounded interviews in each of the data quarters. 
This finding indicates that the use of bounded inter­
views does have a major effect on decreasing the 
amount of telescoping by respondents. 

The Census Bureau study tried to determine 
whether the differences between unbounded and 
bounded interviews varied by specific types of 
crimes or by personal or household characteristics. 
Results were mixed: the relative difference between 
the rates for the unbounded and bounded groups 
were greater for attempted burglaries and larcenies 
than for completed burglaries and larcenies (Mur­
phy and Cowan, 1976:9). Thus, there is some indica­
tion that telescoping is more prevalent for the less 
serious victimizations. 

Internal Telescoping and Recall Bias 

In the preceding section attention was given to 
the type of telescoping tha~ results in a victimization 
being reported by a respondent as having occurred 
within the reference period when, in fact, the vic-

191n these tables, personal crimes are dofined as com­
pleted and attempted rapes, robberies, and assaIJlts; property 
crimes are defined as completed and attempted bv,rglaries, 
larcenies, and vehicle thefts (Murphy and Cowan, 1976:6). 

timization had occurred prior to the reference 
period. Another type of telescoping, internal 
telescoping, is possible. Internal forward telescoping 
occurs when a mspondent reports a victimization 
that did occur in the reference pedod a!i having oc­
curred more recently than it actually did. For exam­
ple, a respondent might report to the interviewer a 
victimization that actually occurred five months 
prior to the interview but the respondent might 
remember the victimization as having occurred two 
months prior to the interview. Internal telescoping is 
not a problem if it is sufficient to know whether an in­
cident occurred during the reference period rather 
than when it occurred during the reference period. 
However, in order to produce annual estimates of 
victimization from the national survey with its rotat­
ing panel design, it is necessary to know the month in 
which each victimization occurred.2o 

Evidence of internal telescoping was found in 
the results of the national survey conducted for the 
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Administration of Justice (Ennis, 1967) and the NCS 
city surveys (Gottfredson and Hindelang, 1975). In 
these studies, internal telescoping was inferred from 
the clustering of victimizations in the reference 
period months closest to the month of the interview; 
that is, reS'pondents were reporting to interviewers 
that a disproportionate share of their victimizatio~s 
had occurred in the most recent months of the 
reference period, indicating that some victimizations 
were being telescoped forward in time. Although not 
examined in the report on the survey for the Presi­
dent's Commission, no ltsll<:lciation was found bet­
ween internal telescoping and either respondent 
characteristics or characteristics of victimizations in 
the NCS city data (Gottfredson and Hindelang, 
1975). 

Using national NCS data about victimizations 
that reportedly occurred from June 1973 through 
June 1975, Census Bureau researchers found that 
there was, in fact, a clustering of incidenrs in the 
more recent months of the reference periodtl.2 J 

However, they also found that the distribution of i.'l­
cidents across the 6-month reference periods 

20Because interviews arc conducted every month in the 
national :>urvey, a respondent's 6-month recall period may fall 
partially in one calendar year (or quarter) and partially in 
al'lolher. For a description of how quarterly and annual vic­
timization estimates are derived from the national survey, see 
the Census Bureau's survey documentation (U.S. Bureau of 
the Census, undated) or one of the LEAA reports on the na­
tional survey (e.g., LEAA, 1976a or LEAA, 1977). 

211ncident counts, rather than victimization counts were 
used in the Census Bureau's study. 
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TABLE 3 Total personala victimization rates for bounded and unbounded samples in NCS 

Populationc Victimization rated 
Data Percent z of 
quarterb Bounded Unbounded Bounded Unbounded difference dlfferencee 

1174 163,799,000 27,299,833 7.89 11.30 43.219 3.892 
11174 164,244,000 27,374,000 8.90 12.31 38.315 3.721 
111/74 164,861,000 27,476,833 9.38 14.88 58.635 5.491 
IV/74 165,344,000 27,557,333 9.74 13.29 36.448 3.731 
1/75 165,874,000 27,645,666 8.55 12.17 42.339 3.994 

~Personal victimizations are defined here as completed and attempted rapes, robberies, and assaults. 
c1l7~ refers to January through March 1974; 11/74 refers to April through June 1974; and so on. 
dEstlmated number of pRrsons 1 2 years of age and older. 
Rate per 1,000 persons 12 years of age and older. 
eT~e z-stalistic was calculated by taking the absolute difference between the bounded and unbounded rates and dividing that 
dl~f~ence by the square root of the sum of the squared standard errors for each rate. A z-value of greater than 1.64 indicates that 
a erence between the rate~ at least as large as the one observed would only occur by chance five percent of the time In re-
beated samples of th~ same .sl~e drawn from the same population. In short, it Is highly unlikely that the differences shown In the ta-

le are due to sampling vanatlon. 

Source: Murphy and Cowan, 1976. 

TABLE 4 Total propertya victimization rates for bounded and unbounded samples in NCS 

Householdsc Victimization rated 
Data Percent z of 
quarterb Bounded Unbounded Bounded Unbounded difference differencee 

1/74 71,118,300 11,853,050 102.77 128.75 35.010 9.917 
11/74 71,489,200 11,914,866 104.09 149.97 44.077 12.339 
111/74 72,163,700 12,027,283 114.99 156.65 36.229 11.033 
IV/74 72,565,900 12,094,316 119.80 168.96 41.035 12.689 
1/75 72,686,500 12,114,416 102.75 147.16 43.221 12.120 

~property victimizations are defined here as completed and attempted burglaries larcenies and vehicle thefts 
117~ refers to January through March 1974; 11/74 refers to April through June 19'74' and s~ on . 

cEshmated number of households. ' . 
dRate per 1,000 households. 
eT~e z-statistic was calculated by taking the absolute difference between the b:)unded and unbounded rates and dividing that 
dl~~~ence by the square root of the sum of the squared standard errors for each rate. A z-value of greater than 1.64 indicates that 
a I erence between the rate~ at least as large as the one observed would unly occur by chance five percent of the time In re-
b~ated samples of th: same .sl~e drawn from the same population. In short, It is highly unlikely that the differences shown In the ta-

e are due to sampling vanatlon. 
Source: Murphy and Cowan, 1976. 

differed when some characteristics of the incidents 
were taken into account (Woltman and Cadek 
1977). Distribution differences were greatest be~ 
tween incidents that respondents said were and were 
not reported to the police. Smaller and less consis­
tent differences emerged for some crimes (crimes of 
violence) when the incidents were sorted on the basis 
of whether the offender was or was not a stranger to 
the victim and whether or not the offender used a 
weapon. The differing distributions of personal inci­
dents (rape, robbery, assault, and larceny from the 
person) that were and were not reported to the 
police are illustrated in Figure 3. It can be seen that 
there was a tendency for both reported and 
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unreported personal incidents to cluster in the more 
recent months of the recall period, but the tendency 
was more pronounced for those incidents that were 
not reported to the police than for those that were; 
that is, the line in Figure 3 that represents incidents 
reported to the police is flatter than the line that 
represents unreported incidents. 

Table 5 shows the numbers and percentages 
from which Figure 3 was constructed. Although 
Woltman and Cadek (1977: Table A) found the 
differences between reported and unreported vic­
timizations to be statistically significant in the first, 
fourth, fifth, and sixth months of recall, the numbers 
on which the tests of significance were computed are 

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

o 

large, and the differences do not appear to be of ma­
jor substantive significance.22 For example, the 
difference between the proportions of reported and 
unreported (to the police) incidents that respondents 
said had occurred during the first month of the 
reference period is 23 percent versus 29 percent, and 
the corresponding difference for incidents in the six­
th month (12 percent versus 9 percent) is ewn 
smaller although still statistically significant. 

In the Census Bureau's report, it is pointed out 
that differences of the type shown in Figure 3 and 
Table 5 do not necessarily represent internal 
telescoping; they could stem from differential 
memory decay. One might expect, for example, that 
respondents would be more likely to remember inci­
dents that they reported to the police than incidents 
not reported, either because reported incidents are 
likely to be more serious than unreported incidents 
(Hindelang and Gottfredson, 1976) or because the 
act of calling the police and answering police ques­
tions about the incident reinforces the victim's 
memory. If such differential memory decay is 
operating, then the difference between the two lines 
in Figure 3 may represent the difference between the 
rates of forgetting for reported and unreported inci­
dents. 

The Census Bureau researchers pointed out that 
the available data could not be used to differentiate 
between the effects of differential memory decay and 
internal telescoping. They concluded that the dis­
tributions of incidents across the reference period 
months .,robably could not be attributed completely 
to either mechanism; both differential memory 
decay and internal telescoping appear to be operat­
ing (Woltman and Cadek, 1977:6). 

Panel Bias Study 

It was pointed out earlier that the panel design 
in the national survey permits interviews to be 
bounded, thus alleviating the problem of telescoping 
into the reference period victimizations that actually 
occurred prior to the reference period. However, 
repeated interviewing of the same household could 
create other complications. For example, in subse­
quent visits to the same households, respondents 
might become less and less willing to cooperate in 
the relatively long and complex interviewing pro­
cess. Decreasing cooperation could show up in a 

22For a discussion of statistical versus substantive (prac­
tical) significance and the effect of sample size on statistical 
measures of significance, see Blalock (1972:162-163 and 
291-294). 

decreasing willingness to report victimizations to the 
interviewer (because the length and complexity of 
the interview is determined by the number of vic­
timizations reported) or in a decreasing willingness 
to be interviewed at all. To examine these issues, the 
Census Bureau conducted a "panel bias study" 
(Woltman and Bushery, J.975). 

Because of the sample rotation procedure used 
in the household portion of the NCS, the households 
being interviewed during any 6-month period will 
consist of some households being interviewed the 
first time, some being interviewed the second time, 
and so on. In the panel bias study, interviews con­
ducted from July 1973 through March 1975 were 
examined in four 6-month segments. Within each 6-
month period, comparisons were made between 
groups of households that had been interviewed a 
different number of times. That is, households that 
were interviewed for the second time during July­
December 1973 were compared with households 
that were interviewed for the third time during July­
December 1973, and households that were inter­
viewed for the third time during January-June 1974 
were compared with those interviewed for the fourth 
time during the same months. 23 Such comparisons 
were made for each of the four 6-month periods ex­
amined. 

In general, the data indicated some tendency for 
reporting of victimizations to interviewers to be 
lower among households and persons who had been 
in the panel longer: victimization rates were greater 
for households and persons interviewed for the se­
cond time than for households and persons inter­
viewed for the third time during the same months; 
rates were greater for those interviewed the third 
time than for those interviewed the fourth time dur­
ing the same months; and so on. However, the rate 
differences were generally so small-the larger rate 
exceeding the lower rate by less than 10 percent in 
most cases-that sampling error could not be dis­
missed as the source of the differences (Woltman 
and Bushery, 1975:163). 

The researchers were also able to compare tl1e 
household and individual non-interview rates 
among households and persons that had been in the 
panel for differing lengths of time. The non-inter­
view rates were very low for both eligible house­
holds in the sample and for persons 12 years old or 
older residing in households in which at least one in­
terview was conducted. These rates increased by 

23Data from the initial interviews were not used because, 
as noted earlier in this report, the initial interviews were un­
bounded. 
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FIGURE 3 
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TABLE 5 Humber and percentage of total personal incidentsa 
by month of recall and whether or not the Incident was reported to the police, United 
States, June 1973 through June 1975 

Month of recallb 

Was Incident First Second Third 
reported to police? month month month 

Yes 2,255 1,783 1,669 
23% 18% 17% 

No 6,922 4,665 3,978 
29% 19% 17% 

Total 9,177 6,448 5,647 
27% 19% 17% 

aUnwelghted Incident counts are used In the table. 
bFlrst month of recall refers to the month Immediately preceding 

most distant month In the respondent's reference period. 
Source: Woltman and Cadek, 1977. 

only slight amounts as time in the panel increased. 
For example, the non-interview rate for households 
visited for the second time during July-December 
1973 was 3.4 percent, and the rate increased to only 
4.0 percent when the households were revisited dur­
ing the January-March 1975 period. The corre­
sponding non-interview rates were 1.3 percent and 
1.6 percent for elibible persons in those households 
that were interviewed. On the basis of these findings, 
the authors of the panel bias study report concluded 
that "repeated interviewing of the same sample 
panels has not had any appreciable effect on ... non­
interview rates" (Woltman and Bushery, 
1975:163).24 

Conclusions 
The purpose of this report has been to provide 

background knowledge about the NCS that will help 
readers to judge the extent to which the NCS data 
can be useful for their own planning or research 

24As this report was being prepared for publication, Wolt­
man and Bushery (1977) reported an update of the panel bias 
study using data collected from July 1973 through December 
1976. They compared victimization rates of households and 
persons Interviewed for the second time with those inter­
viewed for the third time, and those interviewed for the third 
lime with those interviewed for the fourth time, and so on. In 
each of these comparisons they found that victimization rates 
were lower for persons and households that had been in the 
panel longer. However, only the comparison of persons In 
households interviewed for the second lime with those Inter­
viewed for the third lime showed statistically significant rate 
differences. Their findings for nonlntervlew rates were similar 
to the findings In the earlier study; nonlntervlew rates In­
creased very slightly with I~nger lime In the panel. 

Fourth Fifth Sixth 
month month month Total 

1,507 1,377 1,221 9,812 
15% 14% 12% 100% 

3,357 2,932 2,224 24,078 
14% 12% 9% 100% 

4,864 4,309 3,445 33,890 
14% 13% 10% 100% 

the month of the Interview; the sixth month of recall refers to the 

needs. Those interested in more technical, detailed 
information about the NCS can consult the works 
that are referenced in the text and listed in the 
bibl iography. 

The NCS does provide a major new source of 
data about certain types of crime: rape, robbery 
(personal and business), assault, burglary (house­
hold and business), larceny, and vehicle theft. The 
NCS has generated a wealth of detailed information 
about these crimes, and much of the information has 
not been available before, at least not for representa­
tive samples of victims. This new information-such 
as reasons for not reporting crimes to the police and 
details about the losses suffered by victims-may 
well prove invaluable for answering planning and 
research questions that previously have been 
unanswerable because suitable data did not exist. On 
the other hand, the NCS is not an ultimate data 
source. It has many limitations that can only be 
overcome and gaps that can only be filled by treating 
it as a complement to, rather than as a replacement· 
for, other data sources. 

Although the victimization survey technique is 
relatively new, the NCS program rests on a sound 
base of pretest experience. But beyond that, the im­
mediately preceding section of this report has shown 
that the NCS is not a static program. Various aspects 
of the program are being reviewed continually; im­
provements have been introduced periodically and 
more are planned for the future. Again, such im­
provements will not make the NCS the ultimate data 
source in criminal justice, but they should make the 
NCS more capable of answering those questions that 
are most effectively addressed with victimization 
survey results. 
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APPENDIX A. 
National Crime Survey 
Household Interview 
Questionnaire 

_ __________________ ~ ______ ~ ____________ _L{~~ ____________ ~ __ ~~, _____ ~.~ -~ 
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FORM NCS·l AND NCS.2 
14.lg·711 

U,S, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 

ACTING AS COLLECTING AGENT FOR THE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASS'STANCE AO'-'INISTRATION 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY 
NATIONAL SAMPLE 

NCS.l - BASIC SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE 

NCS.2 - CRIME INCIDENT REPORT 

INTERVIEWER: Fill Sample and Control numbers, and 
items I, 2. 4, and 9 at time o( Illterview. 

1. InterYlewor Identification 
Code IN"me 

@ I 

2. Record 01 Interylow I 

Une number of household I Date completed 
respondent (ce 12) I 

I 

@ I 
I 

3. TYPE Z NONINTERVIEW 
Interview not obtained for

7 Une number NOTE: Fill NCS·7 

@) 
Nonlntervlew Record. 
(or Types A, 8, and C 

@) nonlntervlews. 

@) 
@) 

Complete 14-21 for each line number I/stec~. 

4. Household status 

@ 1 0 Same household as last enumeration 
20 Replacement household since last enumeration 
3D Previous noninterview or not in sample before 

5. Special ploce typo code (,:c 6c) 

@) 
6. T onur. (cc 8) 

@ 1 0 Owned or being bought 
20 Rented for cash 
3 0 No cash rent 

7. Typo olllYlng quarters (cc 15) 

liouslng unit 

@ 1 0 House, apartment, flat 
2 [l HU In nontransient hotel, motel, etc. 
3D HU - Permanent In transient hotel, motel, etc. 
40 HU In rooming house 
sO Mobile home or ualler 
60 HU not specified above - Describe 7 

OTHER Unit 
7 0 Quarters not HU in rooming or boarding house 
a 0 Unit not permanent In transient hotel, motel, etc. 
90 Vacant tent site or trailer site 

10 0 Not specified above - Describe 7 

8. Numbor 01 houling units in Itructure (ce 26) 

@) 101 sO 5-9 

202 6010 or more 

303 7 [l Mobile home or trailer 

404 a 0 Only OTHER units 

~ ASK IN EACH HOUSEHOLD: 
9. (Othor than tho • , • buslno .. ) do .. anyone In this 

houlOhald oporato a buslne .. from this addro .. ? 

@) I DNa 

20 Yes - What kind of bu.lno .. II that7 7 

INTERVIEWER: Enter unrecognizable businesses only , 
" I CENSUS USE ONLY ). 

Form Approved· 0 M B No 43"R0587 . .. 
NOTICE - Your replJrt to the Census Bureau is confidential by law 
(U.S. Code 412, Section 3771). All identifiable lnformlltion Will be used 
only by peUions engaged In and for ~e purposes of the survey. and may 
not be disclosed or released to othf':Js for any purpose. 

Sample (cc 4) I Control number (cc 5) 
I PSU I Segment i Ck I Serial 

JO ___ I i I I 
I I 

Household number (cc 2) I Land use (cc 9-11) 

1~10. Fomlly Income (cc 27) 

10 Under $1 ,000 

20 $1.000 to 1,999 

3D 2,000 to 2.999 

4Cl 3,000 to 3,999 

50 4,000 to 4,999 

60 5,000 to 5.999 

70 6,0'00 to 7.499 

aD 7.500 to 9,999 

9010,000 to 11,999 

10012,000 to 14.999 

110'5.000 to 19.999 

12 0 20.000 to 24.999 

13025,000 to 49,999 

140 50.000 and over 

110. Household mombors 12 yoars 
01 ago and OVER 7 

@ Total number 

b. Household mombers UNDER 
12 years 01 age 7 

@ 
a 0 None 

Total number 

12. Crlmo Incident Reports filled 7 

@) Total number - Fill item 31 
on Control Card 

00 None 

130. Use 01 telephone (ce 25) 

o Phone in unit (Yes in cc 25a) 

Phone interView acceptable? (ce 25c or 25d) 

@) 1 Cl Yes •••••••••••• }SK/P to next 
2 [] No _ Refused number applicable item 

o Phone elsewhere (Yes in cc 2Sb) 

Phone Interview acceptable? (ce 25c or 25d) 

3::l Yes ••••••••••.• }SKIP to next 
4 ro No _ Refused number applicable item 
~,' 

sO No phone (No in cc 253 Md 25b) 

13b. Proxy Inlormotlan - Fill (or all proxy interviews 

(1) Proxy interview 
obtained for line number 

Proxy respondent name I Line number 

Reason for proxy Interview 

(2) Proxy interview 
obtained for line number 

Proxy respondent name I Line number 

Reason for proxy Intervl ew 

I( more than 2 Proxy Interviews, continue in notes. 

@ I@ I@ 

N 
C 
S 

1 

a 
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2 
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS \ " 14. NAIIE 15. 16. 17. lS. 19. 20 •• '2iJt1. 21. 22. 23. 24. (01 houlthold TYPE OF LINE RELATIONSHIP AGE MARITAL ftACE 10ftlGI" SEX ARIIED EducaUon - EducIUon_ r.spondent) INTEnVIEW NO. TO HOUSEHOLD LAST STATUS I FOftCES hl,hllt compl.l. HEAD BIRTH· I IIEIIBER ".d. thlt, .. r' KEYER - BEGIN OAY I NEW RECORD 

(cc 12) (cc 13b) (cc 17) Icc IS) Icc 19a) I Icc 19b) Icc 20) (cc 21) (cc 22) (cc 23) list @) @ @ @ I~ @ I @) @) @) @ I I r: I Per. - Sell,reSpondenl 'I:I Head or:IM. I L:]W. : I l]M I []Yes I elves ":1 Te), - Sell respondent '[]Wlte of head • []Wd. • f;l Neg1 2CJF 'ONo '[lNO First , r: J Per, - Pr .. Y} Fill 13bon Liiie 'ClOwn child "'AgO 'I:J 0, , LJ 01, I Oriiiiii 
Grade ri :ITe'.-- Proxy cover page No, 4 r:l OIherre,atlve 4 C1Sep, I ~ CJ NI- FII/ 16-2. , I: I Non,re)atlve sC]NM I 

I 
-~Look at Item 4 on cover page. Is this the same 26~. Have you been looking for work during tho pa.t 4 wooks? CHECK. household as laSI enumeralion? (Bo, I marked) @ 1 DYes No - When did you last work? ITEMA DYes - SKIP 10 Check /tem B ONo 

20 Less than 5 years ago-SKIP 10280 
250. Oid you livo in this houso on April I, 1970? 

305 or more years ago} SKIP 10 29 @) I 0 Yes - SKIP 10 Check II em B 2DNo - 0 Never Worked 

b. Where did you live on April I, 1970? (State, foreign country, 27. I. there any reo son why you could nat take a job LAST WEEK? 
U.S. possession, etc.) @) IONo Yes - 2 0 Already had a job 

30 Temporary illness State, etc. COUnty 
- 0 Going to school 

c. Did you live inside the limits of a city, town, village, etc.? 
S O. Olher - Specify-,. ~ I 0 No 20 Yes - Name of cily. lown. village. etc.? 

@) lJ.J.~~~ 
280. For whom did you (last) work? (Nome of Company. (Ask males 18+ only) 

business. organization or other employer) d. Were you In the Armed Force. on April I, 1970? 
@ I DYes 20No 

@ x 0 Never worked - SKIP to 29, 
CHECK, Is this person 16 years old or older? 

b. What kind of buslno .. or Industry is this? (E.g.: TV and ITEM B o No -SKIPto 29 DYes 
radlt:' mfg •• relail shoe slore. Slate Lobar Department, farm) 

260. What were you doing mo.t of LAST WEEK _ (working, @)LJ.J.I keeping house, going to school) or something else? c. Were you _ (§) 10 Working - SKIP 10 280 60 Unable to work-SKIP1026d @ lOAn emploree of a PRIVATE compony, bu.l~e .. or 2 0 With a job but nol at work ~ORelired indlvidua for wages, salary or commissions? 
30 Looking for work B 0 Other - Specify"? 20 A GOVERNMENT ompioyee (Federal, Stato, county, 
- 0 Keeping house or local)? 

30 SELF· EMPLOYED In OWN bus Inti., profo .. lonal sil Going 10 school (If Armed Forces. SKIP 10 280) 
practice or form? b. Old you do ony work ot all LAST WEEK, not counting work 

- 0 Working WITHOUT PAY in family buslno .. or form? around the house? (Note' If farm or bUSiness operalor in HH. 
ask abOUI unpaId work.) 

d. What kind of work Wore you doing? (E.g.: electrical (§ oONo Yes - How mony hours? ____ SKIP 10 280 engineer. slack clerk. Iyplst. former. Armed Forces) 
c. Did you have a job or business from which you were @) l J. .1.1 temporarily ab.ent or on layoff LAST WEEK? 

o. Whot were your most Important octivltle. or duti •• ? (E.g.: ® 'ONo 20 Yes - Absenl - SKIP 10 28a IYPing. keeping account books, sel/ing cars, Armed Forces) 
30 Yes - Layoff - SKIP to 27 

NOles 

FORM Nelll_1 14·1 P.77J 

J HOUSEHOLD SCREEN QUESTIONS l 
: i j Ves-How many 32 Old anyono take somethinr belonging 29. Now I'd IIko to ask some que.tlons obout a- J Yes - How m.ny 

• to you or to an~ mombtu 0 this household, I • J limes? crime. They r.for only to tho k.t 6 months - 1 - times? 
I , from a place wore you or they were 0 

:[ J No temporarily staying, such as a friond's or I i-jNa 
0 b.tw.en ___ I, 197 __ and ___ , 197_.: .. 

relative's home, a hotel or motel, or , 
During the lost 6 months, did anyone brook , a vacIJ110n home? , ---Into,< somohow illogally got Into your : --- 33. Whot was the total number of molor :@) (oparlment/homo), garage, or onothor building , 

vehlclos (cars, trucks, etc.) awnod by 0 on your property? I 

you or any other member of thl s hou .. hold :o[ J None -
:, ~ lVes - How many during the la.t 6 months? , . SKIP to 36 30. (Other thon tho Incident(s) just mentioned) 
I - tlmls? 

:1;'J I Old you find a door jimmied, a lock forced, 0 

:ZlJ 2 or any other slg ... of on ATTEMPTED 0 
,j- JNo 

:3LJ 3 
brook In? 

" I --- I or. j 4 or more I 
0 

34. Old onyon. steal, TRY to steal, or uso I I 
I C}Ves-HowmJny 

31. Was anything at all stolen that is kept :C!Yes - ~~~.7.ny (It/any of them) without pormlsslon? 
: [JNo 11m .. ' 
I - ---outside your home, or happoned to bo lolt I 
I 0 

35. Old anyone .teal or TRY to steal par" I [] Yes - How m.ny 
out such as a bicycle, a garden hose, or I 
la,.'n furniture? (other thon any Incldonts : UNO ottachod to (It/any of them), such as a : [JNo 11m'" already men .Ioned) , --- battory, hubcaps, tape.deck, etc.? I I 

I 0 
0 ---

1 INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS l ~ 
46. Old you find any evidence that someone o I - J Yes - How m.ny 36. The following queslians refer only to things that :t .IYe. _ How m.ny 

ATTEMPTED to steal something that ~ ... ~ limes? happonod to YOU during 1(' .. Iou 6 months -; 11m .. ' 
belonled to you? (other than any Incidents I 

between ___ I, 197_and ___ , 197_':[lNo olreo y mentioned) : rlNo 
I .-Oid you have your (pocket plcked/purso : -
I ---I snatched)? I 

47. Old you call the pollee during tho last 6 I 37. Old anyone toke something (olse) directly tLJVcs - How many 
months to report something that happened I : tlmls? I front you by using force, such as by a 
to YOU which you thought was a crlmo? I I 

I 
stickup, mugging or throot? 

:L~JNa (00 not count any call. made to the 
I 

~olice concerning the incidents you 0 

ove just told me about.) I 0 --- I 
I r-.l No - SKIP to 48 I 38. Oid anyone TRY to rob you by using force " lYes - How many I 0' 
I or throotenlng to harm you? (other than I Urnes? 

I -J Yes - What happened? , , 
I any Incidents already mentlonod) 0 
I :LJNo I 
I I 

i@CD 0 ---=-39 Did anyone beot you uP. attack you or hit or lves - How m.n, 
I 

CD 
: .. times? 

I • ou with something, such as a rock or ,bottle? 
I rather than any Incidents already monlooned) 0 
I 

IT] 
I _ , :[jNO 

0 
I I ---, 

L;:;i)K ~I 47. Was HH member : CIVes-How mlny 40. Wera you knifed, shot at, or attacked with lOVes - How m~mr 
12, allacked or threalened. or I - tlmn? som~ other woapon by anyone at all? (othor I IImld 
was something stolen or an I I 

I than any incidents already mentioned) I 

CHECK t attempl made 10 sleal somelhlng 
: [JNo :[JNO ITEM C Ihat belonged to hIm? I I 
I 0 --- I 
I :r J Y.~ - How m.ny I ---41 Old anyone THREATEN to beat you up or 

• THREATEN you with a knife, gun, or som~ ! - IImls? 
48. Old anything happen to YOU during t~e la.t 

I 
I othor weapon NOT Including tolephone I 

6 month. which yO" thought was a crlmo, I threots? (oth~r than any i"cldents already :CINo I but did NOT report to the police? (othor I mentioned) I 
than any Incld.nll already mentionod) I I --- , 

rJ No - SKIP to Check /tem E 
I 42. Old anyone TRY to attock you,ln some :r)Ves - How many I 
I other woy? (olker than any InCIdents alr.~dy ~ -- IImld 

r] Yes - What happened? 
I 0 
I mentioned) I 
I :ONO t , --- :@CD I 
I 
I 

[I] 43. During the lost 6 month., did anyono .toal '[JYe. - How m.ny 
I : tlmlst I thing. tltat bolongod to you from In.,d. ANY 
I car or truck, .uch a. packago. or clothing? I 
0 IT] :[]NO I 
I , 

44. Was anything stolen from you whllo you Look al 48. Was HH member : fJVes-He .. many or: jVe, - How m.ny 
12. attacked or Ihrealened. or I tlmll? 

0 were away from home, for instance at work, In : - tlmea? 
CHECK t was something stolen or an :ONO 

a theater or restaurant, or while traveling? 0 

ITEM 0 I 
attempt made 10 steal sOnlelhong I :[]NO 

I 
Ihat belonged tn himl I ---, ---0 

w 

Do any of the screen questions contain any enUles ~S. (Other than any Incidents you'vo already : .. _jves ,. How many 
tim .. ' for "How many times?" mentioned) was onythlng (elso) at all I 

CHECK t [j No -/nlervlew nexl HH member. I stolen from you during the last 6 months? 
:[lNo ITEM E End inlerview if lasl respondent. , and fi II iI~m 12 On cover page. 
I 

[J Yes - Fill Crtme InCidenl Reports. I 
0 ... Pale 3 
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
14. 15. 19. 201. 22. 23. 24. 

NAME TVPE OF 
1-------1 INTERVIEW 

lB. 
AGE 
LAST 
BIRTH· 
DAV 

MARITAL RACE 
STATUS 

ARMED Educlllon- Educlllon-
FORCES hllh .. t compl,l, 
MEMBER Irld, thlt y,.,! 

(cc 23) 

@) 
, L:]Ves 
'['lNo 

CHECK .. 
ITEM A" 

Look at item 4 on cover page. Is this the same 26d. Havo you bo.n looking lor work during tho post 4 w,.ks? 
household as last enumeration? (80x I marked) @' 0 Yes No - Whon did you last work? 
DYes - SKIP to Check /tem 8 0 No 20 Less than 5 years ago-SKIP 10 280 

250. Did you live in this house on April I, 1970? 30 5 or more years ago} SKIP to 36 
4 0 Never Worked § , 0 Yes - SKIP to Check Item 8 20 No 

27. Is there any reason why you could nat take a lob LAST WEEK? b. W~.r. did you live on April I, 1970? (State, foreign country, 
U.S. posseSSIon, etc.) @ I 0 No Yes - 2 0 Already had a job 

30 Temporary illness 
4 0 Going to school State, etc. County 

K§) 
~ 

c. Old you live inside the limits of a city, town, villago, etc.? 50 Other - Speci(y 7 
, 0 No 20 Yes - Name o( city, town, village. etc.? 1--=::--::---;--"7-:---;;--'~--:;::::;:::::=:==::;::=======-~ 

@ - SKIP to 280 

280. For whom did you (last) work? (Name o( company. 
business, organization or other employer) 

I I j 
c. Were you -

lOAn en,ploroo of a PRIVATE compony, busini" or 
individua for woge~r salary or Io.ommlssions? 

20 A GOVERNMENT omployoe (F.deral, Stato, county, 
or local)? 

30 SELF,EMPLOYED in OWl-! b.,o ••• , pr"I ... iand 
practice or farm? 

4 0 Working WITHOUT PAY In family buslno .. or farm? 

d. What kind of work woro you doing? (E.g.: electrical 
engineer, stack clerk, typist, (armer. Armed Farces) 

c. Did you howe a iob Dr business from which you were 
tomporarily absent or on layoff LAST WEEK? 

@IIII 
e. What were your most important activities or duties? (E.g.: 

typ,n" keeping account books. selling cars. Armed Forces) , 0 No 20 Yes - Absent - SKIP to 28a 
3D Yes - Layoff - SKIP to 27 

INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS 
36. Tho fallowing questions refer only to Ihlngs t '-I Yes _ How mlny 46. Old 'Iou find any evld.nee that somoono 

that happened to YOU during the lasl6 months - i' 11m .. ! ATTEMPTED to sloal something that 
,r1 Ves - How mlny 
I tim .. ? 

b 1 197 d 197 ' bolonged 10 you? (olher than any otweon __ , __ an --, --' t'JN 'd I d d) 
Did yo" have your(pockot plcked/purse snatched)? a inc. onts a rea y mentlono 

WJ No , 
37. Did onyane tako something (else) diroclly i j'l Ves _ How mlny 47. Did you call tho pollco during tho last 6 mon~s t~ rapor' 

~rt~~k~;~ !~g~~~~9 ofro;h~;a~?ch as by a : r.l No-Ilm_o_"_ ~;i~:t~'i(~:h::t hca:::;:~yt::'?,U m:~~c~oy~ue tp:Ii~: was" 
I-"""~"':':':';::.:.!:!..:::':"::~:.!..::':":;;':;:':"::"""--:--;---~')';;:""'---'-I@ coocorning Ih. Incidonts you have just told mo about.) 

38. Did anyone TRY to rob you by using forco : riVes - How monr tR 0 No - SKIP to 48 
or threatening to harm you? (other than any I _ limn? 
incidonts already montionod) 'I.J No ___ 0 Yes - What hoppenod? _______ ------

~-=39~.~D~i~d~a~n~y~0~n~0~b~.~0~,~y~ou~u~p,~a~H~0'ck~yo-u-o-r~hi~l-y~OU-+:r~j-Y-eS---H-ow--m-ln-y-ir,-J--,--J 
with something, such as a rock or bottle? I 11m's! I=f-L-=-=J ___ -:_.,..._'::"---,"""-;'::-:-_-;'_=_-:r-=:~ __ ---I 
(other than any incidonts already montioned) :.1 No --- Look at ~7 _ Was HH member 12+ ,i] Yes _ How mlny 
Were you knifod, shot ai, or allack.d with ,1'1 Ves _ How mlny CHECK" attacked or threatened, or was some, , 11m .. ! 
some ot/;er weapon by anyone at all? (other' . 11m .. ! ITEM C., thing stolen or an attempt made to lr.lNo 
Ihan any Incidents already mentianod) i.l No ___ steal something that bel~nged to hlm!\ __ _ 

40. 

Did anyono THREATEN to boal you up or 'n Ves - How mlny 48. Did anything hoppon to YOU durieg the last 6 months which 
THREATEN you with. knlle, gun, or same i tim .. ! @ you thought was a crime, but di~ NOT report to the police? 
other woopan, NOT including t.lephone threat.?, _ r=r--r (oth.r than any incidents already montlon.d) 

41, 

(other than any incidenls already monlioned) :f.J No ___ W-.J 0 No _ SKIP to Check Item E 
\--:4"2-, -:D"'ld'-a-ny-o-n-o'T;"R"'Y"'t:-o-a'I"'ta-e-;k-y-o":'"~in-so-m=-o--.f'-r-,-Y-,-s ---H-o"'w-m-l-ny~t±J'T"1 0 yes - What hRppenod? ___________ _ 

other way? (other than any incidents ~ times? 
already m.ntioned) 'f] No 

~3. 

44. 

45. 

During Ih. lasl 6 months, did anyone sleal 'r] Ves - How mlny 
things that belong.d to you from insldo ANY r 11m .. ! 
car or truck, such as packages or clothing? In No __ _ 

Was anything slolen Irom you whilo you irl Yes - How mlny 
were away from hame, far instance at work, I· tim's? 
in a theater or restaurant, or while trave'ing?!n No 

(Othor than any Incldonl. you've already 'rJ Ye. _ How mlny 
mentionod) Was anything (olso) at all stolen I'll .... ! 
from you during Iho lasl 6 month.? IrJ No __ _ 

CHECK" 
ITEM 0., 
CHECK" 

ITEM E" 

Look at 48 Was HH member 12+ 'n Yes - How mlny 
attacked or threatened. or was some ~ IIm,d 
thing stolen or an attempt made to , 
steal something that belonged to him? 1f1 No 

Do any of the screen questions contain any entries 
(or HHow many times?" 

o No - Interview neKt HH member. End interview I( 
last respondent, and (ill item 12 an cover page. 

DYes - Fill Crime Incident Reports. 

r 
1 

I 
~ 

\ 
\ 

i 
II 

KEVER -
Notes 

BEGIN NEW RECORD 

Line number 

@) 
Screen question number 

@) 
Incident number 

@) 
10. You said that during tho last 6 months -: (Re(er .ta 

appropriate screen question (or descrtptlon o( crtme). 

In whal month (did this/did the lirsl) incident happon? 
(Show (lash card i( necessary. Encourage respondent to 
give exact month.l , 

@9 Month (01-12) I Year 197' __ , 
Is this incident report for a series of cri~s? 

@) I 0 No - SKIP to' 
CHECK t 20 Yes - (Note: series must have 3 or 
ITEM A more simi lar incidents whICh 

respondent can't recall separotely) 

b. In what month(s) did the .. incidents take place? 

• (Mark all that apply) 

@) '0 Spring (March, April, May) 
20 Summer (June, july, August) 
30 'Fall (September, October, November) 
40 Winter (December, january, February) 

c. How man)' incidents were involved in thl s sories? 

@> I 0 Three or four 
20 Five to ten 
3 0 Eleven or more 
40 Don't know 

INTERVIEWE'K: If this report IS lor a series, read the 
(aI/owing statement. don ) 
(Tho lol/awlng quostlons refer only to ,'" most reeont Incl t. 

2. Abo-;;' what timo did (Ihls/tho most "cont) 
i"cid.nl hoppen? 

@) , 0 Don't know 
2 0 During the day (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.) 

At night (6 p.m. to 6 a.m.) 
306 p.m. to midnight 
40 M'dnlght to 6 a.m. 
50 Don't know 

30. I.. whal Stal. and county did Ihl s Incldonl occur? 

o Outside U.S. - END INCIDENT ~EPORT 

State County 

b. Old II happon INSIDE THE 
viliago, .tc.? 

LIMITS of a city, town, 

@) loNo 
20 Yes - Enter name of City, town, etc. 7 

@) r T I I I I 
4. Whoro did this lncldont tako ploco? 

} """.-@) 'OA 'n own dwelling, in garage or 
c ."ding on property (Includes 
I , or attempted break'in) 

20 At or 10 a vacation home, hotellmotel 

3 0 Inside commercial building such as }." ,-store. restaurant, bank, g~s stati~n, 
publ ic conveyance or statiOn 

40 Inside office, factory, or wareh~use 

50 Near own home; yard, sidewalk, 
driveway, C~!POrt. api:ut":lent hall 
(Does not Include break-,n or 
attempted break-in) 

SKIP 
60 On the street. 10 a park, f,eld, .play' to Check 

ground, schrol grounds or park,ng lot Item 8 
7 0 Inside sch'Jol 

B 0 Other - S.'~~i!;.' , 

Fo.m App.oved' 0 M B No 43'R0587 ... 

I e art to the Census Bureau Is confidential by law 
~OSTI~~ 42 YS~~II~/3771). All Idenllflable Informallon will be used onlY'!! 
~;r;ons ;'n&~&ed In and for the purposes of the survey. and may not e 
disclosed or released to others for any purpose. 

paR'" NCS,2 
1~·U·7'J U.S. DEPARTMENT of COMMERCE 

N AcTING BAU~t~t~L'i~Jt~~ c;.~NE~UTS FOR THE 
t..AW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

u.s. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

CRIME INCIDENT REPORT C 
HATIONAL CRIME SURVEY - NATIONAL SAMPLE 

S 50. Were you a customer, employee, or owner? 

@ 10 Customer 

2 2 D Employee 

3 c:J Owner 

40 Other Sped (y 

b. Old Ihe person(s) steal or TRY 10 sloal anyt~ing belonging 
to the store, restaurant, office, factory, etc •. 

@) 'CJ Yes } I 
2::::J No SKIP to Check Item 8 
3 [J Don't know ~. N 

60. Did tho offender{s) live thero or hav; 9 right to be 
there, such as a guest or a workman. C 

@) , :::J Yes - SKIP to Check Item 8 

2;::J No I 
3;::J Don't know 

b. Did the oilend.r(s) actually got in or jusl TRY to got 0 
in tho building? 

@) , 0 Actually got in E 
2:=J just tried to get in 

3;::J Don't know N 
c. Was there any evjdence, ~u~~_a s a .. broken I.o~~ I~!,~~en 

"'inaow, thct th: =H:n:f;rt.; ,fOi;;·'iu nl"i wot '"' I nua" 
T • i~ force his way in) Ihe building? 

@) 'ONo 
Yes - What waS the evibence? Anything .Iso? 

R (Mark all that apply) 
2 =:J Broken lock or window 

E 30 Forced door or window 1~" 4 0 Slashed screen to Check 
sOOther - Speci(y 7 Item 8 p 

0 
d. How did tho affender{s) (got in/try 10 get in)? 

(ill) , 0 Through unlocked door or wlOdow R 
2::J Had key 

3D Don't know T • r:=J Other Speci(y 

Was ,"spondent or any other member of 
this household present when this 

CHECK t Incident occurredl (I( not sure. ASK) 
ITEM B 

,ONo-SKIPto 130 @) 
20Yes 

7a. Old 'il--. person(s) have a wenpon such as a gun or knife, 
or som·'thlng he was using as a weapon, such as a 

• bottlet, I.oJ wrench! 

@ I C1 No 
20 Don't know 

Yes - What was the w.o~c.n1- Anything .I .. ? 
(Mark 01/ that apply) 
lo Gun 

40 Knife 

5 0 Other - Specl(y 

b. Did tho p."on(') hit you, knack you down, or aClually 
ollack you In any way? 

@ 10 Yes - SKIP to 7( 
4\ 

\ 

20No 

e. Old tho porlon(l) throal.n you with harm In any way? 

@) ,0 No - SKIP to 7e 

20Yes 

Pa,e 9 

41 



, " T CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Continued T i, .? 

7d. How were you threatened? Any other way? 9c:. Did insurance or any health benefits program pay for all or part of 

• (Mark all that apply) the total medical expenses? 

@ • • , Verbal threat of rape @ • _, Nat yet settled} 
2, J Verbal threat of attack other than rape 2 ~=; None. • • . . • • SKIP to 100 
3 . - 1 Weapon present or threatened 

SKIP , _=. All •....••• 
.~ - With weapon 
.~ 

J Attempted attack with weapon 
to 4 :~1 Part 

(for example. shot at) 
100 d. How much did insurance or a health benefits program pay? 

5 • ~) Object thrown at person @) S . I 00-1 (Obtain an estimate, if necessary) 6::; Followed, surrounded 
7 _; Other - Specify 100. Did you do anything to protect yourself or your property 

during the incident? 

e. What aelually happened? Anything else? @ • :-:.; No - SKIP to II 

• (Mark all that apply) 
2 ~:: Yes 

@) 1 :~J Something taken Without permiSSion * 
b. What did you do? Anything else? (Mark all t~at apply) 

2 -; Attempted or threatened to @) • 0 Used/brandished gun or knife 
•. - take something 20 Used/tried physical force (hit, chased, threw object, used 

3 ~j Harassed, argument. abu!:.ive language other weapon, etc.) 

4 :: 1 Forcible entry or attempted 
30 Tried to get hel p, attract attention. scare offender away 

forcible entry of house SKIP 
(screamed, yelled, called for help. turned on lights, etc.) 

5 ~:~ Forcible entry or attempted to 40 Threatened, argued. reasoned, etc .. with offender 

entry of car 100 sO Resisted without force, used evasive action (ran/drove away, 

6 .~= Damaged or destroyed property 
hid, held property, locked door, ducked, shielded self. etc.) 

7 ::: Attempted or threatened to 6 0 Other - Specify 

damage or destroy property 
11. Was t:,e crime committed by only one or more than one person? a ~~ Other - Specify, 

-J @) I , :i Only one 7 2 ~:j Don't know - ] , _ 1 More than one 7 
SKIP fa 120 

f. How did the person(,) aHack you? Any 

• other way? (Mark all that apply) a. Was this person male f. How many persons? 

@ • , Raped 
or female? 

@) 
2_ _1 Tried to rape @ ':..J Male --
, _ : ; H.t wlIh oblect held in hand, shot, knIfed g. Were they mole or female? · , : Hit by thrown object 2 . J Female @) I -: All male 

s. ~: Hit. slapped, knocked down 3 ~~J Don't know 2 ::. All female 

6 ,~j Grabbed, held, tripped. jumped, pushed, etc. ] -: Male and female 

7 =j Other Specify b. Howald would you soy • fj Don't know 

80. What were the injuries you suff'ered, if any? the person was? 
h. Howald would you say the 

• Anything else? (Mark all that apply) @) • :::, Under 12 @ I ~1 None - SKIP to 100 
youngest was? 

~ i : . .:J Under 12 s I - 1 21 or over -
2:J R'3ped " .:~ :2-;4 CI 2;:: 12-14 L. SKIP to j 

, CJ Attempted rape , j 15-17 , _:1 15-17 6 ~ ~ Don't know 
• ;::J Kni fe or gunshot wounds 4, " 18-20 ':J 18-20 
5 :~ j Broken bones or teeth kflocked OUt 

21 or over i. Howald would you say the 
6 ~ ~; Internal injuries. knocked unconscious s _ .. oldest was? 
7 .: 1 Bruises, black eye. cutS, saatches. swelling 6 .. Don't know @ I ...J Under 12 40 18- 20 
a =~ 1 Other SpecIfy 2[] 12-14 5 ::.: 21 !)r over 

c. Was the person someone you 
il, Were you iniured to the extent that you needed kn~w or was he a stronger? 3;::J 15-17 60 Don't know 

medical attention after the attock? j, Were on)' of the persons known 
@) • :-::J No - SKIP to 100 @) I :J Stranger or related to IOU or were they 

2 ~-] Yes 2 ~-::J Don't know alf stranaers. 

c. Did you receive any treatment at ~ hospital? , _: Known by }"" @ • .:J All-strangers } SKIP 

@ .=-::JNo sight only to e 2 [:.1 Don't know ~ to m 

2 ~J Emergent:y room treatment only , Cl All relauves j SKIP 

3 ..:J Stayed overnight or longer - 4 =.J Casual 4 r:J Some relatives to I 

How many days?, acquaintance 5 ~:J All known 

@) s::::J Well known 6 0 Some known 

d. What was the total amount of your medical d. Was the person a relative 
k. How well were they known? 

e.pensos resulting from this incident, INCLUDING * (Mark all that apply) 
anytning paid by insurance? Include hospital of yours? 

@) '::J" ",h. 00', } and doctor bill s, medicine, therapy, braces, and @) .;::] No 2::J Cosual SKIP 
any other injury .. related medical expenses. 

Yes - What relationship? 
acquaintance(s) to m 

INTERVIEWER - If respondent does not know 3 i.J Well known 
exact amount. encourage him to gIve on es[lmate. 2 :--1 Spouse or ex-spouse 

@l a ::J No cost - SKIP to 100 'Cl Parent 
I. How were they related to you? 

.@[] • (Mark 01/ thot apply) 
$ 40 Own child @) 1 ::J Spouse or 4:J Brothersl 
x ~ Don't know sO Brother or sister ex-spouse SiSters 

90. At the time of the incident, were you covered 
6 ::J Other relative -

2 ::.: Parents 5[] Other-

by any medical insurance, or were you eHgible ,::1 Own Specify, 
for benefits from any other type of health SpecifY7 children 
benefits program, such as Medicaid, Veterans' ----
Administration, or Public Welfare? .. -

@ I Q No •••..• } SKIP to 100 '. Wo. h.I." - } 
m. Were oil 01 them -

2 ... J Don't know 
<@) • =-: White? 

@) ':'] White? 

3 =.i Yes "::::J Negro? 

b. Did you file a claim with any of these insurance 2 =J Negra? SKIP 3 0 Other? - Speci fy 7 
companies or programs in order to get port or all , :_1 O.her? - Specify, \~a 
of your medical expenses paid? • ~J Comb. nat. on - SpecifY7 

@) • :J No - SKIP to 100 
2:::J Yes • 0 Don't know 5:.J Don't know 

FORM NCS.2 14.1 $1.771 
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'"l!":~-;- ::'< ···;c: ............•.. . 1 CRIME INCIDENT QU ESTIONS - Continued I -, 

120. Were you the only person there besides the offender(s)? Was a car or other motor vehicle taken? 

@ • 0 Yes - SKIP to 130 
(Box 3 or 4 marked in 13f) 

CHECK t 20 No ITEM 0 o No - SKIP to Check Item E 

b.~ How many of these persons, not counting yours.lf, DYes 
were robbed, harmed, or threatened? Do not include 
persons under 12 yean of age. 140. Had permission to use tho (cor/motor vehicle) ever been 

@) 00 None - SKIP to 130 given to the person who took it? 

Number of persons 
@) 'ONo ..••• } o D ' k SKIP to Check Item E 

2 .on t now 
c. Are any of these persons members. of your household now? '0 Yes Do not include household members under 12 y~ars of age. 

@) oONo b. Did the person return the (car/motor vehicl.)? 
Yes - How many, not counting youn.lf? @) 'DYes 

(ALSO MARK "YES" IN CHECK ITEMf ON PAGE 12) 20No 

130. Was something stolen or token without pormlsslon that Is Box I or 2 marked in 13f1 

bolongod to you or others In the household? 
CHECK t DNa - SKIP to 150 

INTERVIEWER -Include anything stolen from ITEM E 
unrecognizable business in respondent'S home. t::] Yes 
Do nat include anything stolen from a recognizable 
business In respondent"s home or another business, c. Was the (purse/wallet/money) on your person, for instance, 
such as merchandise or cash (rom a register. in a po<ket or being held by you when It was taken? 

@ 10 Yes - SKIP to 13f @) 'DYes 
zONa 2 [J No 

b. Old tho .\'orson(s) ATTEMPT to take something that 
belango to you or others in the hou .. hold? Was only cash taken1 (Box 0 marked in /3f) 

@) 10 No - SKIP to 13e CHECK t DYes - SKIP to 160 

zDYes ITEM F L:J No 

c. What did they try to take? Anything else? 

• (Mark all that apply) 150. Altogether, what wos the value of the PROPERTY 

@ 10 Purse that was taken? 

20 Wallet or money INTERVIEWER - Exclude stolen cash, and ontedO for 

'OCar 
stolen checks and credit cards, even if they were used. 

• 0 Other motor vehicle @> S .~ 
s 0 Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck. etc.) 

6 0 Don't know b. How did you decide the value of the property that was 

70 Other - Specify * 
stolen? Any other way? (Mark all that apply) 

Did they try to take a purse, wallet, @) 10 Original cost 

CHECK t or money? (Box I or 2 marked in 13d 20 Replacement cost 
ITEM C o No - SKIP to 180 30 Personal estimate of current value 

DYes 40 Insurance report estimate 

d. Was the (purse/wallet/monoy) on your person, for sO Pol ice estimate 
Instances}a pocket or being held? 

@) I 0 Yes SKIP to IBa 
60 Don't know 

zONa 70 Other - Specify 

* 
e. What did happen? Anything else? (Mark all that apply) 

@) 1 o Attacked 160. Was all or part of the stolon money or property recovered, 

20 Threatened with harm not counting anything received from insurance? 

30 Attempted to break into house or garage @) • 0 NOne} 

• 0 Attempted to break into car z 0 All SKIP to 170 

50 Harassed, argument, abusive language SKIP 
~O Part to 

6 0 Damaged or destroyed property IBa b. What was rocovered? Anything else? 
7 0 Attempted or threatened to damage or 

destroy property @) Cash: $ .[9QJ 
a 0 Other - SPecify and/or 

* 
Property: (Mark all thot apply) 

f. What was laken thot bolonged to you or others I n the ® 00 Cash only recovered - SKIP to 170 

household? Anything else? 00 10 Purse 

@) Cash: .$ . 00 20 Wallet 
and/or 

• Property: (Mark all that appl y) ,OCar 

@ a 0 Only cash taken - SKIP to 14c • 0 Other motor vehicle 

10 Purse sO Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.) 

zO Wallet 60 Other -SpeCify 
'OCar 

• 0 Other motOr vehicle 
5 0 Part of car (hubcap, \ape-deck, etc.) c. What was the value of the property recovered (ex<luding 

re<ovored <ash)? 

6 0 Other - SPecify @) $ .~ 
PllU: II 
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I CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Continued I, " 
170. Was there any insurance against theft? 200. Were the police informed of this incident in any way? 

@) I CJNo ••••• 
} SKIP to 180 

@) lONo 
20 Don't know - SKIP to Check /tem G 

2 ~ Don"t know Yes - Who told them? 
3 CJ Household member} 

3:J Yes 4 CJ Someone else SKIP to Check Item G 
5 Cj Police on scene 

b. Was this 105s reported to an insurance company? b. What was the reaSOn this incident was not reported to 

@) I c:J No .•..• 
} SKIP to 180 

* lhe police? Any other reason? (Mark 01/ that apply) 
(@ I [] Nothing could be done - lack of proof 

2:::J Don't know 2 CJ Did not think it important enough 
3D Police wouldn't want to be bothered 

3 - J Yes 40 Did not want to take time - too inconvenient 

c. Was any of this loss recovered through insurance? 50 Private or personal matter I did nOt Want to report it 
60 Did not want to get involved 

@) I ::J Not yet settled 
} SKIP to 180 

7 0 AfraId of reprisal 

2LJ No . ....... 
80 Reported to someone else 
9 CJ Other Specify 

3~ Yes 
CHECK t Is this person 16 years or older? 

d. How much was recovered? ITEM G DNa - SKIP to Check Item H 
:J Yes - ASK 210 

INTERVIEWER - If propeny replaced by insurance 210. Did you have a job at the time thl. incident happened? company insteod of cash settlement. ask for estimate 
@) I 0 No - SKIP to Check Item H of value of the property replaced. 

20Yes 

@) S .~ @) 
b. What was the jab? 

t ~ Same as descri bed In NCS-I items 28a-e - SKIP to 
Check Item H 

180. Did any household member lose any time from work 2 W Different than described in NCS-I items 28a-e 
because of ,this incident? c. For whom did you work? (Name of company. business, 

@) o L::J No - SKIP to 190 
organization or other employer) 

Yes -How many members?7 d. What kind 01 business or industry is thi.? (For example: 
and radio mfg •• retail shoe store. State Labor Dept., farm) 

TV 

@) IT! I b. How much time was lost alto~ether? 
e. Were you -

@> I L~J Less than I day @) lOAn employe. 01 a PRIVATE company, business or 
individual for wages, salary or commissions? 

2=] 1-5 days 
20 A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal. State, county or local)? 

3 W 6-10 days 30 SELF-EMPLOY ED in OWN business. pralessianal 
practice or form? 

4 W Over 10 days 
4 CJ Working WITHOUT PAY in lamily bu.ine .. or farm? 

5 =.J Don't know I. What kind of work wer. you doing? (For example: electrical 

190. Was anything fhot belonged to you or ather members 01 
engineer. stock clerk, typist, farmer) 

tho household damaged but not taken in this incidenf? @) I I I I 
For example, was a lock or window broken, clothing g. What wefe your most important activities or duties? (For example: 
damaged, or damage done to a Cilr, etc.? typing. keeping account books. sel/ing cars. finishing concrete, etc.) 

@) 10 No - SKIP to 200 
Summarize this incident or series of Incidents_ 

2~Yes 
CHECK t b. (Was/were) the damaged item(.) repoired or replaced? ITEM H 

@) I :J Yes - SKIP to 19d 

2:J No 

c. Ho\·.., much would it cost to repalir.,t)r teplace the 
do. oged item(s)? 

@) S • ~ } SKIP to 200 

X =; Don't know 
Look at 12c on Incident Report, Is there an 

d. How much was the repair or replac~I.'fI~.li1f cost? 
CHECK t 

entry for "How many?" 

@) x:::J No cost or don't know - SKIP to lila ITEM I 
ONo 
DYes - 8e sure you have an Incident Report for each 

.~ HH member 12 years of age or over who Was 
S robbed. harmed. or threatened in this incident_ 

e. Who paid or will pay for the repair'! ,n',lfejplacement? 

t Is this the lust Incident Report to be filled for this persOll?, 
Anyone else? (Mark all that apply) CHECK 

* ITEMJ o No - Go to nut Incident Report. 
@) 10 Household member DYes - Is this the last HH memher to be Interviewed? 

o No - Interview next HH member. 20 Landlord 
DYes - END INTERVIEW_ Enter total 

30 Insurance number of Crime Incident Reports 
filled for this household In 

40 Other Specify Item 12 an the cover of NCS-I. 

Pag.,2 
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Form Approved: O.M B. No. 43'ROS87 ._-------.. -
NOTICE - Your report to the Census Bureau Is confidential by law FORM CV5-100 (Public Law 9H3). All Identifiable inlormation will be used only by l4·21·771 
persons engaged 1n and for the purposes of the survey. and may not be 

u.s. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE disclosed or released to others for any purpose .. 
BUREAU OF THE: CENSUS 

1. IDENTIFICATION CODES ACTING AS COLl.ECTING AGENT FOR 

D. PSU I b. Segment r Line NO., d. Part Ie. Panel 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

f. RO r Interviewer code Ih• Total number COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY of incidents 

NATIONAL SAMPLE 

INTRODUCTION 
-1 

Good morning (allernoon). I'm Mr(s.) __ (your name) __ from Ihe U.S. Bureau of the Census. 
We are conducling a survey in this area to measure the edent to which businesses are victims of 
burglaries and/or robberies. The Government needs to know how much crime there is and where it Is 
to plan and administer programs which will have an impact on the crime problem. You can help by 
answering some questions lor me • 

• Part I - BUSINESS CHARACTERISTICS 
2a. Did you (the owner) operate this establishment at this 7. Did anyone else operate any departments or 

location durinlthe entire 6·month period ending ? concessions or some other business activity 
, LJ Yes - SKIP l03a in this establishment during the 6-month 
.0 No - How many monlhs during I Month. period ending ? 

the designated period? ••••••• t 0 Yes - List each department. conce$s/on. or other 
b. What were these months? - business activity on a separate line of 

Section V 01 the segment folder, if not 
'0Jan. • [J Apr. 70July A CI OCt. already listed. Complete a separate 
'OFob. • Cl May 8 t.::J Aug. B 0 Nov. questionnaIre lor each O(Je that falls on 
30Mar. 60 June _OSept. e C] Dec. a sample line. 

c. The last time we were here (Mr(s.) ____ gave inlormation 'G No 
lor} this establishment (was vacant). 
Did anyone else own this establishment during the DO NOT ASK ITEM 8 UNTIL PART 1/ AND ANY 
6·month period ending ? INCIDENT REPORTS HAVE BEEN COMPLETED 

1 0 Yes - Enter name 8. What were your approxlmale cross sales of merchandise 
2lJ No and/or receipts from services at this establishment 
3 Cl Dontt know - Inqufre at nefghborlng establishment. for the previous 12 months end inc ? 
INTERVIEWER - Complele additional quest/onna/re(s) by (Estimate annual sales and/or receipts if not in 
contacting the former owner(s) or for vacant establishments business lor entire 12 months.) 
by contacting neighboring establishments. Complete separate 

1 r:: None questionnaires to account for all months of reference period. 

3a. Is this establishment owned or operated as an incorporated • [J Undor 510.000 
business? 3 rJ SIO.OOO to ~14.999 
1 DYe. -SKIP 104 2oNo • 0 SlS.t:'JO to 549.999 

b. How Is this business owned Dr operated? sO 550.000 to 599.999 

t [J IndiVidual proprietorship .c; 0 .5 ! 00.000 !O S499~999 

2 0 PartnerShip 7 c: 5500.000 to 5999,999 
3 0 Government - Continue Interview ONL Y It 8 Q SI.ooO.ooO and over 

liquor store or any type 90 Other - Specify of transportation 
• 0 Other - SPecllY, > INTERVIEWER USE ONLY c-

9a. Record 01 interview 
4. Do you (the owner) operate more than one establishment? (1) Date 

t LjYo. 2oNo 

5. Excluding you (the owner) (the partner) how many paid (2) Name of lespondent 

employees did this establishment avera,e during the 
6·month period ending 1 (3) Title of lespondent 
, [] Nono 4oBto 19 
'0 I t03 5010 or more 

(4) TelePho:e IAlea cOdel Number I ExtenSion 304 t07 

6a. What do you consider your kind 01 business b. Reason lor non·lntervlew 
to be atth!s location? I OFFICE USE ONLY TYPE A 

, C Occupant in business dUllng survey period but 
unable to contact 

b. Mark (X) one box 20 Refusal and in business durin, survey period 

RETAIL WHOLESALE 30 Othe, Type A - Specify, 

1 o Food cOOurable 
Z 0 Eating and drinking DO Nondurable 
30 General merchandise MANUFACTURING TYPE B 
·oAppar.1 ED DUlable 40 Present occupant not In business during 
50 FUlniture and F 0 Nondurable 

survey Period 
appliance 5 0 Vacant or closed 

60 Lumber, hardware, REAL ESTATE 60 Othor Type B (Soa.onol. etc.) - Spec/ly, mobile home dealers G 0 Apartment rental office 
7 0 Automotive H [:1 Other real estate 
80 Drug and proprietary , Cl SERVICE TYPE C 
90 Liquor 

J Cl BANKS 70 Occupied by nonlistable activity A 0 Gasoline service 
stations K 0 TRANSPORTATION B 0 Demolished 

o 

B 0 Other :etall L 0 ALL OTHERS - SpeCifY, 90 Other Typo C - SpeCifY, 
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~_Part II - SCREENING QUESTIONS 

a. The last time this establishment was Intervlewed, __ burglary(les) were reported In ___ (month) 
and __ tobbery(ies) were reported In ___ (month). 

b. Now I'd like to ask some queslidns aboul particular kinds of theft or attempted theft. These questions reler 
only to this establishment lor the 6·month period ending 

10. During this period did anyone break Into or some· 18. Why hasn't this establishment ever been Insured against 
how illegally get into this place 01 business? burgtary and/or robbery? 

J Number 
I 0 Couldn't afford it 

I 0 Yes - How many times? __ 20 Couldn't get anyone to insure you 
(Fill an Incident Report lor each) 3D Didn't need it 

'ONo _ LJ Self-Insured 

11. (Other than the Incident(s) just mentioned,) during this 
50 Premium too c)(pensive 

period did anyone find a door jimmied, a lock lorced, • 0 Other - speclfY-, 

or any other signs 01 an ATTEMPTEO break·in? 

. / Number 19a. What security measures, b. When were these I DYes - How many times?_ 
(Fill an Incident Report lor each) if any, are present at security measures 

'ONo 
this location now, to first Installed 
protect it against or olherwlse 

12. During this period were you, the owner, or any 
burglary and/or roboery? undertaken? 

employee held up by anyone 'using a weapon, Entar tho 
force or threat 01 force on these premises? appropriate code 

Irom Ihe /lsI 
./ Number o. Mark (X) all Ihal apply given below. 

, 0 Ye. - How many limes1----.. b. Codes 
(Fill an Incldenl Reporllor eacll) , [1 Alarm system - outside 

'ONo ringing. building alarm • •• ~ • 

13. (Other than the incidenl(s) alre~dy mentioned,) 20 Burglar alarm - inside flnzln& 

did anyone ATTEMPT to hold up you, the owner, J [J Central alarm - rings at pollee 
or any employee by u.slng force or threatening to department or se.curlty a.r,ency 

harm you while on these premi.ses? 4 CJ Reinforcing dev1ces. such 

10 Yes _ How many times1_1 Number 
as bars on Windows. grates, 
gates. etc ... ..... ~ 0. .......... 

S n Guard. watchman .. •••••••• (Fill an Incident Report lor each) 
2oNo • r~l Watch dog ............. 

14. (Other than the Incident(s) just mentioned,) during 7 [1 Firearms •••••••••••••• this period were you, the owner, or any employee 
held up While delivering merchandise or carrying 8 [J Cameras .................. 
business money outside the business? 

~ / Number 
9 l.jMHrors ................. 

t DYes - How many limes?_ 
A [l Locks ...... ................ 

(Fill an Incident Report lor each) 
B [1 Comply with National 'ONo Banking Act (for 

banks only) " ........ •••• 
15. (Other than the incldent(s) just menticned,) did C Q Lights - outside or additional 

anyone ATTEMPT to hold up you, the owner, or any Inside . .............. 'O .... 

employee while deliverlne merchandise or carrying o C~ O,her - sPecllY7 
business money outside the business? 

.1 Number 
I 0 Yes - How many times? ~ EONone 

(Fill an Incident Report lor each) 
) Codes tor use In Item 19b < 'ONo 

16a. Is this estabilshmentlnsured against burglary and/or LESS THAN 1 YEAR AGO MORE THAN 1 YEAR 
robbery by means other than self·lnsurance? 1 - January 7 - July 

D - 1-2 years ago 
I DYes z - February B - August 

,oNo } 3 - March 9 - September E - 2-5 years ago 

3 0 Don't know 
SKIP to 17a 4 - April A - October 

5 - May a - Noyember F - More than 5 

b. Does the Insurance also cover other types 01 crime I~'sses, 6 - June C - December 
years ago 

such as vandalism nr shopliftlne and employee theft? 
,D. tNTERVIEWER ~ Were there any incidents 

,DYe. } CHECKtTEM reported in 10-IS? 
2 0 No SKIP to 19a 

o No - ~::;IJ.J~.c:~.r/~:e/i,0'd;' 3 0 Don', know 

17 •• Has thl$ es13blishment ever been Insured .ealnst 
page 1. Bnd continue with 
/tem 8. 

burelary and/or robbery by means other than 
DYes - Enter number of Incidents self-insurance? in /tem Ih on page r, and 

I DYes contlnu~ with Ilrst 
• 0 No -SKIP 10 18 Incldenl Reporl. 

3D Don·t know - SKIP to 19a NOTES 

b. Did the Insurance also cover other types of crime tosses, 
such is vand.llsm or shopliftinl .nd employee theft? 
I DYe. 
'ONo 

c. Did you drop the Insut3nce or did the company c.ncel 
your policy? 
I 0 Businessman dropped It •••••••• } SKIP 10 19a 
20 InsurDnce company cancelled policy 
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TRANSCRIBE THE IDENT/F/CA TION CODES FROM ITEM I 
OF THE COVER SHEET AND COMPLETE A SEPARA TE 
INCIDENT REPORT FOR EACH INCIDENT. 

IDENTIFICATION CODE 
o. PSU r Segment I c. ~I~.e r· Part I·· P.nel If. RO 

You said th.t durinl the 6 months beelnnlnl 
and ending (refer to screening questions 
10-15 lor descrlplion 01 crime). 

1. In what month did this (did the Ilrst) incident h.ppen? 
IOJ·n. _OAprll 70 July AOOct. 
• 0 Feb. 'OMay aOAu&. a ONoy. 
'OMar. • 0 Jun. • OS-pt . cODec. 

2 • About what time did it h.ppen? 
1 0 During the day (6 8.m, - 6 p,m.) 

At night (6 p.m. - 6 ~.m.) 
206 p.m. - Mldnl&h' 
3D Mldnl&ht - 6 a.m. 
~ 0 Don', know what time at ni&ht 

sO Don't know 

3. W~ere did this Incident take place? 
, 0 At this place of business 
209n deliyory 
3 0 Enroute to bank 
_ 0 Other - Speclly 

4. Were you, the owner, or any employee present white this 
Incldeftt Wis occurlne? 
I DYe. 
• 0 No -SKIP to 10 
3D Don't know 

Sa. Old the person holdlne you up h.ve a we.pon or somethlne 
th.t Wis used IS a we'pon, such as a bailie or wrench? 
I DYe • 
'ONo J 3D Don" know SKIP 10 6a 

b. Wh.t was the weapon? (Mark (X) all thaI apply) 

10wn 
• 0 Knife 
1 Cl O,her - Specl/y 

6a. HoW many persons were Involved In commllllni the crime? 
I 0 One - Conllnue IvUh 6b below 

'OTwD } 
1 0 Three SKIP to 6e 
.. 0 Four or more 
sO Don·t know - SKIP to 7a 

b. How old would you uy the person was? 
10 Under 12 _0 18- 20 
'0 12-1~ 5021 or oyer 
3D 15-17 60 Don', know 

c. WiS the person m.le or fem.te? 
I OM.le 
20 Female 
3 0 Don', know 

d. WiS he (she) -
'0 White? },," ... 20 Black? 
3 0 Other? - Specl/y 
" 0 Don't know 

e. How old would you uy the younlest person was? 
10 Under 12 _0 18- 20 
'0 12-1~ • 0 21 or over - SKIP 10 6g 
3D IS-17 60 Don', know 

f. Howald would you Sly the oldest person was? 
10 Under 12 _0 18- 20 
'0 12-1~ 5021 or oYer 
lO IS-17 60 Don', know 

I. Were they male or female? 
10 All male l 0 Male and remale 
20 All femalo "0 Don', know 

h. Were they -
I 0 Only white? 
• 0 Only black? 
3 0 Only other? - Specl/y 
_ 0 Some combination? - Speclly 

5 0 Oon" know 

Form Approved· 0 M B No 43·ROSB7 ... 
FORM CVS-l00 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
C"'ZI'771 BUREAU OF THE CENfJUS 

ACTING .... C:OLL£CTING AGENT FOR 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMIN. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

INCtDENT REPORT 
COMMERCrAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION !;URVEY -NATIONAl. SAMPLE 
g. Inc,den' I. tNCtDENT NUMBeR 

No. Recorcl which inciclont (1, 2, etc.) 
;s covereJ by this page 

7 •• Were you, the owner, or .ny employee Injured In this 
Incident, seriously enough to require medical allention? 

I Cl Yes - How many? I Number 

• [J No - SKIP 10 9a 

b. How m.ny 01 them stayed in a 
hospital overnllhl or lonler? 

Number 

8. 01 those recelvlnl trntment In or out of • hospital, did 
this business p.y for .ny 01 the medical expenses not 
covered by a reluln heaith benefits pro,t3m? 
, 0 Yes - How much 

.~ was p.id? S 

'ONo 
3 Cl Don't know 

9 •• Old any de.ths occur 3S a result 01 this incident? 
I Cl Yes 
• 0 No -SKIP to ISa 

c. How many? ., b. Who was killed? 
(Mark (X) aillhal apply) 

, Cl Owner(s) •.•..•...•••.•. 

2 0 Employees .. .............. 

30 Customers • ......... , •••• 

.. 0 Innocent bystander(s) . •.••.• 

5 [l Offender(s) •• •••• t ......... 

6 C1 Pollee ... •..•.•••.....•• 

70 Other -SpecIlY/l 

SKIP tD 150 

10. Old the ollender enter, allemptto enter, or remain in this 
eSI.bllshment iIIelally? 

'DYe, 
'ONo, 
Disconllnue use ollncidenr Report. Ent.r at Ihe lop 01 
this sheet "Oul 01 Scope-Larceny," erase Incident 
number. change the answers to screening questions 10-15, 
change number 01 incidents io Item 1h, page 1, and go 
on to the next reported Incident. If no other InCidents 
~rea~rs~~~ !r::~~et~~¥:/~W~nd complete Items 

11. Old the ollender(s) actu.lly let in or Just try to let in? 
1 0 Ac,ually lot In 

20 Just tried to &el in 

12. Was there. broken window, broken lock, .I.rm, or .ny 
other evidence th.t the ollender(s) lorced (tried to force) 
his (their) way in? 

I DYe. 
20 No -SKIP 10 14 

13. What was the evidence? (Mark all that apply) 

1 0 Broken lock or window },,"",. 2 C1 Forced door 

3 o Alarm 
- 0 Other - Speclly 

14. How did the ollender(s) let In (try to let In)? 
t 0 Throul.h unlocked door or window 

• 0 Had. key 
30 Other -Spocily 

.. 0 Don't know 

Pace 3 
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,', I INCIDENT REPORT - Continued! 0 
". 

ISa. Was anylhin, dama,ed in Ihis incidenl? For example, 
a lock or window broker., damaltd merchandise, elc. 

Ih. Did you, Ihe owner, or any employee here lose any lime 
from work because of Ihls Incidenl? 

I DYes 
2 CJ No - SKIP 10 16. I 0 Yes - How many people? _INumber 

b. Was (were) Ihe dama,ed lIem(s) repaired or replaced? 2 CJ No - SKIP 10 19a 

I ;.j Yes - SKIP 10 15<1 b. How many work days were losl allo,elher? 
20No 

I CJ Less than I day 
c. How much would II cosllo repair or replace Ihe dama,u? 201-5 days 

(Estimale) 
, 06-10 deys , rOay • 

s . Ii] } SKIP 10 ISo 
40 Over 10 t!:i1S - HllW nllny?---+--

X [j Donlt know 5 0 Oonlt know 

d. How much did II cosllo repair or replace Ihe dama,es? 19a. Were 2ny sllcurlly measures laken after Ihls Incldenllo 

. Ii] 
prolecllhe eslabllshmenl from fulure Incidents? 

S I DYes 
v 0 No cost - SKIP 10 16a 
x 0 Don't know 

20 No -SI~/P 1020. 

b. Whal measures were laken? 
e. Who paid or will pay for Ihe repairs or replacemenl? (Mark (X) all Ihal apply) 

(Mark (X) all Ihal apply) 
1 0 Alarm system - outside rlnelnc 

I Ll This buslne .. 
2. CJ Insurance Z 0 Burel at almrm - Inside rln&ln, 

, 0 Owner 01 bulldln, (landlord) 3D CentrZlI alarm 

• LI Other -Spaclfy 4 [J Rclnrorcln.c devices. ,rlltos, cates, 
sO Don't know bars on window. etc. 

16a. Old Ihe offender(s) lake any money, merchandise, 
s 0 Guard. wau:hmAl'l 

~qulpmenl, or supplies? • D W.tch do~ 

I Ll Yes 70 Firearms 

2 CJ No - SKIP 10 IBa aDCameras 

.00 
• OMlrro" 

b. How much money was laken? _ S A 0 Locks 
c. Whal was Ihe lolal value of merchandise, equlpmenl, or B 0 Li&hts - ouulde or additional Inside 

supplies laken? c 0 Olher - Spoclfy 7 
$ .fiJ 
vL)None } 20a. Were Ihe police Informed of tills Incldenlln any way? x [J Don't know SKIP 10 17a 

'ONo 
d. How was Ihe ulue (merchandise, equlpmenl, or supplies 20 Don't know - SKIP 1021 

laken) determined? 
O, .. - .... ".e1 7 } 1 0 Orl,lnal cost 

2. 0 Replacement cost 'OOwn.,(s) 
, L:J Other - Specify • 0 Employee 

SKIP 1021 
50 Someone else 

17a. How much, II any, of Ihe slolen money and lor properly 6 0 Police on scene 
was recovered by Insulance? b. Whal was Ihe reason Ihls Incldenl was nol reporled 

$ ,~ 
10 Ihe police? (Mark (X) alflhal apply) 

1 0 Nothlnl could be done - lack of proof 
v 0 None - Why nol?7 20 Old no, think It Important enou,h 

1 [J Didn't repon h 3D Police Wouldn't want to be bothered 
2 [J Does not have insurance 

4 0 Old not want:o ~ake 'the time - ~oo Inconvenient 
1 U Not settled yet 

50 Private or personal n'laUer, did not want ~a report It • 0 Policy has a deduc,'b'e 
5 U Money and/or merchandise WAs recovered 60 Old not want to let I;.!\volved 

X LJ Don't know 7 0 Afraid of reprlsa' 

b. How much, If any, of Ihe slolen money andlor properly 
8 0 Reported to someon.1 eJ se 

was recovered by lleans otller Ihan insurance? • 0 Other - Spaclfy 7 

$ . Ii) 
vONane ,} SKIP 10 lSa 21. INTERVIEWER. Are there more Incidents 
x 0 Don't know 

CHECK ITEM to record? 
c. By whal means was Ihe slolen money and/or o No -ROlurn 10 page I, 

properly recovered? complalo Item. Band 

I o Pollee 9, and ond Inlor.low. 
DYes - Fill rhe no" Incldont 20 Dther - Specify Ropor/. 

NOTES 

FO'U,4 C"'50100 14.ZI-n) 

50 

/ 
.. 

--

'1 
i 
[ 

I 
II 
i 
} 

I 
I 
j 
I 

i 
I 
I 
! 

II 

APPENDIX C. 
National Crime Surveys, 
City Surveys, 
Attitude Questionnaire 

'" 

51 



--------_ .. ""--

Form Approved' 0 MONo ",·R266, 

FOR" NCS·6 NOTICE - Your report to the Census Bureilu Is confidential by law (Public Law 
(6,.'7.' 93-83). All Identifiable information will be used only by persons engaged In and 

for the purposes of the survey. and may not be disclosed or releilsed to othelS for 
u.s. DEPARTMENT or COMMERCE any purpose. 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMINISTRATiON A. Control number BUREAU OF THE CEHSu5 
ACTUfC AS- COLLECTINC ACENT FO~ THE N 

L.AW ENFORCEMENT AS:lISTANCE "'OMINISTRAnor-a 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE C 

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY PSU ; Sella I Panel :HH i Segmenl , : 
CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE 

, , : , : , 
S 

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 6 
B. Name of household head * 4a. Why did you lea¥e there? Any other reason? lMiJ,h alf 'ha' apply, 

@ I: ~ -0 Location _ closer to Job, family. foends, School, shopPIng, etc., here 

2 ~. House (apartment) or property Ch3!3ctetlstlcs - size. quality, 
C. Reason for noninte,view yard space. etc. 

@ I~TYPE A]l 20TYPE B 'DTYPE C ~ I"~' Wa~:~ed better houslng~ ~ ..... n home 

RIce of head • Wanted eM.per hO'JSInR: 

@) 1 [~JWhil' 5 No chOice'" eVicted. bUlldmg demohshed, condemned, etc. 
'" Change In hVlng arrangfmei'ts. - rr.autal status, wanted 2[1 Negro 6 

to live alone. etc. 
,[']Other 

7 Bad element mov,"~ In 

A 
T 
T 
I 

TYPE Z, B Clime In old r.elghbo~h~od, afraId 
Intlrvlew not obtllned for - 9 Didn't like neighbortlocd characteristics - envji:anmenl, 
Line number problems with neighbors, etc. 

@ 10 Othe' - Specify 

T 
U 

@) fII mote rhan one teasonl 

b. Which reason would you say was t~f. most important? 
@ @ Enlc, Item ntnlbet 

@) Sa. Is there anything you don't like about this neighborhood? 

CENSUS USE ONLY @ 0.' No -SKIP '06a 

@) I® I@ Jill> 
' • Ye~ - What? Anythinl else? lMiJrk aff 'ha, apply} 

1 @) 1 Traffic, parking 

2 EnVironmental problems - traSh, nOise, overcrowljlng, etc. , 
HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDE QUESTIONS i 3 - Crime or fear of COmC: , 

4·: ' Public transportation problem Ask only household respondent ! 

Before we let to the major portion of the survey, t woutd like to ask 
5 ~ ~ Inadequate schools, shopping facllllies, etc. 

you a few questions retated to subjects which seem to be of some 6 • Bad element moving In 

concern to people. These questions ask you whal you think, what 7·:· Problems with neighbors, characteflstics of neighbors 

you feel, your altitudes and opinions. B Other - Speclly 

1. How tong have you lived at this address? (II more than one answer) 
(ill) 1 . ~ : Less than I year} b. Which problem would you say is the most serious? 

2..... 1-2 ~ears ASK 2a @ 
3 _ ~ 3-5 years Entor Item number 

4 . ~ I More than 5 years - SKIP to 58 62. Do you do your major lood shoppin, In this neilhborhood? 

2a. Why did you select this particular neilhborhood? Any other reason? 
@ o~ -'Ves -SKIP ro7a , • •. No - Why not? Any other reason? {Ma,k alllh., apply} 

@) (Mark all that apply) 

@ 1 [; No stores In neighborhood. others more convenient 
t - ~ Neighborhood charactellstlcs - type of neighbors, environment, 

. ....., streets, parks, etc. 2 i ~ Stores In neighborhood fnadequate, prefers (better) 
stores elseWhere 

2 ..• Good schools , 
3~-:Hlgh Prices, commissary or PX cheaper 

3; - ~ sate from come 4' ~ 1 Crtme or fear 0' crtme 
.( ~: Only place housing could be found, lack of chOice 5: : : Olher - Specify 5::3 Puce Was right ,It mole than onB (eason] 
6:-: Location - close to job, family, friends, school. shopping, etc. 

7 :: House (apartment) or property characteristics - size, quality, b. Which reason would you say Is the most important? 
yard spac.e, etc. @) Entel Item numbOr 

8::J Always lived in thiS neighborhood 7a. When you shop for thlnes othel than food, such as cloth inc and reneral 
9::1 Other - Spec")i merchandise, do you USUALLY co to surburban or nellhborhood shepp!nc 

@ 
cenlers or do you shop "downtown?" 

(It more than one reason' 1 C SUI'burban or neighborhood 

@ 
b. Which reason would you say was the most important? 2 ("J Downtown 

EnrOl Hem number • b. Why Is that? Any other reason? {Mark alllha' apply} 

33. Where did you ti¥e before you mond here? @ 1 0 BeUer parking. less I"'''c 

@ .:~; OutSIde U.S. . } SKIP '04a 
Z 0 Beller transportation 

2.~ InSide limits of thiS city 3 tJ More convenient 

3 ~=; Somewhere else 10 U.S. - SPecllYjl <:: Belief selcchon, more stores, more choice 

50 Alraid 01 crime 
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E 
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State 
60 Store hours beUef 

70 Better prices 

County 
8 C Prefers {better} stores, location, serVice, employees 

b. Did you li¥e inside the limits of a clty, town, ¥iIlare, elc.1 
9:-::' Olhe, - Specf/y 

@) (II mo,e than one reason} 
1 .- No c. Which one would you say Is the most i~or\Jnt reason? 
2 :~YeS-Enlef nameolclty,lown. etc." @) @ I I I I I I EnrOl Item number 

~ tNTERVIEWER - Compl.,e Interview wllh household ,espondenl, 
beginning wllh Indlvldua/ Art/lude QuoSl/ons. 

It 
i) 
II 
li 
II '. 
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INDIVIDUAL ATTITUDE QUESTIONS - Ask each household member 16 or older, 

KEYER - BEGIN NEW RECORtI CHECK .... Look at 11.1 and b. Was box 3 or, 4 marked In eUher Hem? 

ITEM B., C~ Yes - ASK lie ,-, No - SKIP 10 '2 @ Line number I Name 

8a. How olleo do y'OU go oul in the evening 10. enlerlalnm.n' su~,;-;-- 11 c. Isbouthet nelelhborhood dancerous enoueh 10 make yo~-Ij,lnk seriously 

. 
@ 

@) 

• 
<ill) 

10 resuuranls, Ihealers, elc.? I, @ a mov ng somewhere else? 
1 0 Once a week or more 4:-~ 2 or 3 times a year 352 0 ="~ No - SKIP to 12 
2::! Less than Oilce a week _ 5 C Less than 2 or 3 times a i: Yes - Why don't you? Any other reason? (Mark all (hat applyl 

more than once a month year or never @ 1 :.' Can't altord to 5 ~'Plan to move soon 

3::J About once a month 2. ~. Can't tlnd olher hOUSing 6 :~: Health or age 

b. Do you go 10 these places more or less now Ihan you did a year a ,-:;. RelatIVes, friends nearby ? ~ Other - Spee,'y 
or two alo? 4' _ ' ConvenIent to work, etc. '7 

1 0 About the same - SKIP to Check Item A 

20 More} aD Less Why? Any olher reason? (Mark a/llhal apply) 

1 0 Money 5 !tuation 7 D Fa.mily ,easons (marriage, 
20 Places to go, people children, parents) 

to go with ee ActiVities, Job, schoo! 

3:=J Convenience 9 C.l Crame or fear of crime 

40 Health (own) 10::J Want to, like to, enjoyment 

sO Transportation 11 0 Other - SpeclfYJI 

sDAge 

(II mote than one (eason) 

C. Which leason would you say is Ihe mosllmporlanl? 

III more ,han one (9aSOl1} 

d. Which reasOl1 would you say Is the mosllmporlanl? 
(ill) Ent,!( Item mmber 

12. How do you think your neighborhood compares with olhels in this 
~ melropolilan area in telms 01 crime? Would you say it Is -
~ 1 0 Much more daneerous? _ 0 Less daneerous? 

2 [J More dangerous? 50 Much less danl~rOUS? 
aD Aboul avelaee? 

13a. Are Ihere some paris 01 this melropolilan alea where you have a 
reason 10 go or would like 10 co DURING THE DAY, bul are alraid 
10 beca~e 01 lear of crime? 

@ oC] No Yes - Which secIlOl1(s)? ________ _ 

~~==~r=~~~.e~r~/m~m~n~~~oo~r~--------~ 
CHECK .. Is box 1,2. or 3 marked In s.> @ __ Hor; many specific secllons? - /I nOl sure, ASK 

ITEM A ., 0 No - SKIP 109. 0 Yes - ASK 8d 

d. When you do go oullo restauranls or thealers In Ihe evening, Is it 
usually In the cily or outside ollhe city? 
10 Usually In the city 
2[:1Usuallyoutslde of the c:t, 

a 0 About equal - SKIP 109a 

e. Why do you usually co (outside lhe clly lin lfte city)? Any other 
reason? (Mark aI/that apply} 

1 D,.lore convenient, famlliar,easler to gt!t there, only place available 

20 Parking problems, traffic 

30 Too much clime in other place 

-0 More to do 
si] Prefer (better) faCilities (restaurants, theaters, etc.) 

6 [:J More expenSIve 1M other area 

70 Because of fflends, relattves 

.COther -Speclly 

(II mole than one reason) 

I. Which leason would you say is Ihe mosllmporlanl? 

b. How about AT NIGHT - are Iher! some parts of Ihls aru where you have a 
r!asOl1 to co or would like 10 10 bul ale afraid 10 because of le,r 'f crime? 
00 No Yes - Which section(s)? _________ _ 

__ How many specific sections? -/I nol sure, ASK 

14a. Would you say, b ceneral, thai your local police ale dolne a cood 
job, an averace job, 01 a poor job? 

@ 1 o Good aOpoor 
2 D Average 40 Don't know - SKIP to 'Sa 

• b. In whal ways could lhey improve? Any other ways? (Mark a" Ihal apply. 
@ 1 0 No Improvement needed - SKIP to rSa 

20 Hire more policemen 

3D Concentrate on more Important dUties, serious Clime, elc. 

40 Be more prompt. responsive. alert 

sO Improve training, raise qualifications or pay, recruitment poliCies 

sOBe more courteous, improve attitude, community relations 

70 Don't dhH;rlmlnal!! 

80 Need more traffic control 

9 0 ~:r~I~'::r~f~I~~~~~r~Fnn~~ar type (fool. car) in 
@ Enter item ntmb6( 

100 Don't know 

" 0 Other - Specl/y 

9a. N~w.I'd like 10 lei youl opinions aboul crime in leneral. 
Within the past year or Iwo, do you think lhal crime in your 

A.i\ neicl!borhood has Incre~sed, decreased, or remained aboullhe same? 
~ 1 -:J Increased 40 Don't know - SKIP 10 C • 

2· * I Decreased 50 Haven't lived here 
3 ~: Same _ SKIP 10 c that long - SKIP 10 C 

(II morc than one way) 
C. Which l'r.Iuld you say is the mosllmporlanl? 

b. We!!! y.ou thi.nkin.g aboul any s;>,cilic kinds 01 crimes when you said IJ62' 
you think enme In yaur nei~boihwd tliS (intreased/decreased)? L::~:::::::t<;:-i;::;~:=;:==E~"~,e::r ~"e~m::n:;um~oo~r=:-:-:=-:-_-:,_-:-_--l 

@ a ~-: j No Yes - Whal kinds of crimes? _____ ~_ I 15a. Nr,,., I have some mor~ quesllons abfl'JI your oplniOl1s concernine crime m Please take Ihis card. (Hand respondont Attitude FI.shcard NCS'5U; 

!;::±::+=~:=:==='=;:;:==='==;==:;=:;===:=7:=====~'W'3 Look althe FIRST sel of stalemenls. Which one do you alr~e with mosl! 
c. How aboul any crimes which may be happening in your neighborhood - ~ 10 My cltances 01 being attacked 01 robbed have GONE UP 

would you say they ale committed mostly by the people who live In the past lew years 
r.;:;.. here in Ihis neighborhood or moslly by outsidels? 2::= My cltances 01 being att.c~ed or robbed have GONE DOWN 
~ 1 [~J ~o cr.lmes happening 30 Qutslders In the past few years 

In ne.ghborhood -0 Equally by both 0 2:J People liVing here 50 Don't know 3 ~ ~~:setS ,~~ ~~~~S attacked or robbed haven't chaneed 

lOa. Wilhln lhe past yeal or two do you Ihlnk lhal crime in the Uniled 4 0 No opinion 
~ Sla!~s has incrJ,SOd, decreased, or r!mained abo~}'llhe same? ~ ,,_, Increased ASK. aD Same b. Which ollhe $ECOND IrouP do you acre~ with mosl? 

2: ~ Decreased 40 Oontt know SI(IP to 11a @ 1 [J Crime Is LESS serious than the newspapers and TV say 

b.iOW;::er=-e :::yo::u-;;th:;:in~kl~ne:-:a:;:bo=u';-:I a=n::-y sp=ec:;;jJ;::lcO;:k:-lnd7s-07"f c::"'i=-"me.!..s-w7he-n-y-ou-s""'ai""d -l 2 C] Crime Is MORE serious than the newspapers and TV say 
you think crime in the U.S. has (Increased/decreased)? a '.J Crime Is aboUI as serious a, the newspapers and TV say 

@O-N.Yes-Whalkindsofcrlmes? ________ t_'i"<.~_;:D:::N:::-O-;;:o;:PI;:-n.;;;on;;:;;;:;7;;;-;==:;-;-__ -;;-;~---,:---:-"...,. __ -I 
r--r--1 ISa. Do yfl'J Ihlnk PEOPLE IN GENERAL have IImlled or chaoCed their 

r-1;;-l;;.;I~ I;;l;. ):::::T.:F.=:i7=:;::;7:i::=::::;::;:::::7=::::::====-l~ aclivitles in the pasllew ye,ars because lhey are allald 01 crime? 
l1a. How safe do you feel or would you feel being oul ,1000e in your ~ 1 ~:l Yes 2 r: 1 No 

neighbc>rhood AT NIGHT? ' @ 1 ::'Very sare a:JSomewltat unsale b. Do you think thai mosl PEOPLE IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD have limited or 
2,:: ' Reasonably 'al. -::J Very unsale ~ chanced their activities in Ihe past few years becauselhey are ,Irald 01 crime' 

~ 1':;YeS 2::] No • 
b. How aboul DURING THE DAY - how sale do you leel or would you feet beiPI oul alone In your neiehborhood? c. In ceneral, have YOU limited or :1,anced your aclivilles In Ihe pasl few tJsi'I yeats because of crime? 

~ , := Very safe 3!:] Somewhat unsafe @ 1 r-, Yes 2 n No 
2 . ~ ReasonablY sale 4::J Very unsafe .... ~ INTERVfEWER - ConllnuB Inlervlew with Ih}S 'Bspandenl on NCS'3 
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Dear Reader: 

U.S DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

USER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

An Introduction to the National Crime Survey 

Analytic Report SD-VAD-4 

The Criminal Justice Research Center and the Law Enforcement Assis~nce A~ministration are inter­
ested in your comments and suggestions about this report. We have provided this form for whatever 
opinions you wish to express about it. Please cut out both of these pages, staple them together on on? 
corner, and fold so that the Law Enforcement Assistanc~ Administration address appears on the outside. 
After folding, use tape to seal closed. No postage stamp IS necessary. 

Thank you for your help. 

,. For what purpose did you use this report? 

2. For that purpose, the report- 0 Met most of my needs 0 Met some of my needs 0 Met none of my needs 

3. How will this report be useful to you? 

o Other (please specify J 

o Teaching material 

o Reference for article or repCirt o Will not be useful to me (please explain) 

o General information 

o Criminal justice program planning 

4. Which parts of the report. if any, were difficult to understand or lIse? How could they be improved? 

5. Can you point out specific parts of the text or table notes that are not clear or terms that need to be defined? 
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6. Can you point out any specific statistical techni " o' " 
be more adequately explained? How could th-qub b r term,"ol~gy used In this report that you feel should 

.... e e etter explained? 

7. Are there ways this report could be improved that you have not mentioned? 

S. Pleas(1 suggest other topics you would like to see add d . . . 
Surve~ victimization and/or attitude data. resse In future analytiC reports uSing National Crime 
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9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

In what capacity did you use this report? 

0 Researcher 

0 Educator 

0 Student 

0 Criminal justice agency employee 

0 Government employee other than criminal justice· Specify 

0 Other· Specify 

If you used this report as a governmental employee. please indicate the level of government. 

0 Federal 0 City 

0 State 0 Other· Specify 

0 County 

If you used this report as a criminal justice agency employee. please indicate the sector in which you 

work. 

0 l.awenforcement(police) 0 Corrections 

0 Legal services and prosecution 0 Parole 

0 Public or private defense services 0 Criminal justice planning agency 

0 Courts or court administration 0 Other criminal justice agency· Specify type 

0 Probation 

If you used this report as a criminal justice employee. please indicate the type of position you hold. 

Mark all that apply 

0 Agency or institution administrator 0 Program or project manager 

0 General program planner/evaluator/analyst 0 Statistician 

0 Budget planner/ellaluator/analyst 0 Other· Specify 

0 Operations br management planner/evaluator/analyst 

Additional comments 

, 
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NCJRS REGISTRATION 

The National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS) abstracts documents published in the criminal justice 
field. Persons who are rsgistered with the Reference Service receive a""ouncements of documents in their stated 
fields of interest and order forms for free copies of LEAA and NCJISS publications. If you are not registered with 
the IReference Service, and wish to be, please provide your name and mailing address below Gnd check the 
apPI'opriate box. 

Name 

o Please send me a NCJRS 
Number and street registration farm. 

o Please send me the reports 
City State ZIP Code listed below. 

(Fold here) -----------------------------------------------------' 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Washington, D.C. 20531 

Director, Statistics Division 

POSTAGE AND FEES PAID 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

JUS·436 

National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
U.S. Department of Justice . 
Washington, D.C. 20531 

U.S.MAIL 

11 

D ----------------------------------------------------J (Fold here) R 

If you wish to receive copies of any of the National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service reports listed 
inside the front cover, please list them below and include your name and address in the space provided above. 
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