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

L]

[

- T T e ;“; B

gt

National Criminal Justice Reference Service

.
Rt

ncjrs :

This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise ; e
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted, 1o
the individual frame quality wii: vary. The resolution chart on ¢
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality. "

e 2 [j2s ~
1.0 &0 \ C | U
hd : .S. Department of Justi
— 13.2 . P nt of Justice
"I"_—— E WE m"ﬁ ‘ ] ) i National Institute of Justice
= 2% " This document has been reproduced exactly as received from the
L ﬂ 40 20 3 : L person or organization originating it. Points of view or opinions stated
I l o 2 L 8 ; o . in this document are those of the aithors and do not necessarily R ;
. Gl _ ‘é Siggiecseen( the official position or policies of the National Institute of R
M”E (4 . ‘ I ) gfearrr]r;;sdsgm lo reproduce this copyrighted material has been
.25 (ll1.4 W6 A ; 8 BLIE._Domant [ EXS
—_—— —_ (A a b/ > o /
= = = b % S, D, O.T,

to the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS).

Further reproduqtion outside of the NCJRS system requires permis-

sion of the copysright owner.

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

o M

‘// Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with

the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11,504.

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are
those of the author(s) and do not represent the official T o
position or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice. e
National Institute of Justice . ;
United States Departmerit of Justice o : R
Washington, D.C. 20531, - =
, . 5c
+ -(11/8/85 . ‘ )
] R ¢
- i1 A ”‘,‘) ¢




——————— e —— o~ ——

National Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Service Reports

Victimization Surveys:

Criminal Victimization in the United States (annual):
A Comparison of 1974 and 1875 Findings
A Comparison of 1973 and 1974 Findings
1574 (final report)

1973 (final report)

Criminal Victimization Surveys in Boston, Buiislo,
Cincinnati, Houston, Miami, Milwaukee,
Minneapolis, New Orleans, Oakland, Pitisburgh,
San Diego, San Francisce, and Washington, D.C.
(final report, 13 vois.)

Criminat Vigtimization Surveys in 13 American Cities
{summaiy. report, 1 voly

Criminal Victimization Surveys in Chicago, Detroit,
Los Angeles, New York, and Philadeiphia: A
Comparison of 1972 and J]974 Findings

Criminat Victimization Survays in the Nation’s Five
Largest Cities: National Crime Panel Survey in
Chicago. Detroit, Los Angeles, New York, and
Philadeiphia, 1972

Criminal Viclimization Surveys in Eight American
Cities: A Comparison of 1971/72 and 1874/75
Findings-—~National Crime Surveys in Atlanta,
Baltimore, Cleveland, Dailas, Denver, Newark.
Portland. and St. Louis

Crime in Eight American Cities: National Crime Panel
Surveys in Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas,
Denver, Newark, Porttand, and St. Louis—Advance
Report, 1971772

Crimes and Victims: A Report on the Dayton-San Jose
Pilot Survey of Victimization ©

National Préspmer Slatistics:

Capital Punishment (annual):
1976 Advance Report
1975 (final report)

Prisoners in State and Federal institutions (annual):
December 31, 1876: Advance Report
December 31, 1975 {final report)

Census of State Correctional. Facilities, 1974:
Advance Report ) :

Survey of Inmates of State Correctional Facllities, 1974:

Advance Report
Census of Prisoners in State Corroelional Facilities,
1973 ‘

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

Children in Custody: Juvenile Detention and Correctional
Facility Census
Advance Report, 1975 census
Advance Report, 1974 census
Advance Report, 1972 70 census
Final Report. 1971 census

Applications of the National Crime Survey
Victimization and Attlude Data:
Public Opinion About Crimie: The Attitudes of Victims
and Nonvictims in Selected Cities
Local Vigtim Surveys: A Review of the Issues
The Police and Public Opinion: An Analysis of
Victimization and Attitude Data from 13 American
Cities
State and Local Probation and Parole S‘a}/s«stenr/~ f
State and Local Progecution and Civil Attorney Systems

National Survey of Court Orpanization:
1977 Supplement to State Judicial Systems
1975 Supplement 1o State Judicial Systems
1971 {iull report)

Criminal Justice Agencics in fegions 1-10 {10 votumes)

Trends in Expenditure and Employment Data for the
Criminal Justice System, 1971-75 (annual}

Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal
Justice System: 1875 (annual)

Bictionary of Criminai Justice Date Terminociogy:
Terms and Definitions Proposed for interstate and
National Data Collection and Exchange

Program Plan for Statistics, 1977-81

WUilization of Criminal Justice Statistics
Project:

Sourcebool of Criminal Justice Statistics 1976 {annual)

Public Opinion Regarding Crime, Criminal Justice, and
Related Topics

New Directions in Processing of Juveniie Offenders:
The Dénver Model :

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

Juvenile Dispositions: Social and Legal Factors Related
to the Pracessing of Denver Delinquency Cases

Ollender-Based Transaction Statistics: New Directions
in Data Collection and Reporting

Sentencing of California Felony Ofienders

The Judicial Pracessing of Assaull and Burglary
Oifeniders in Selected California Counties

Pre-Adjudicatory Detention in Three Juvenile Courls

Belingquency Dispositions: An Empirical Analysis of
Processing Decisions in Three Juvenile Courts

The Patterns and Distribution of Assault incident
Characteristics Among Social Areas

Patterns of Robbery Characierislics and Their
Oceurrence Among Social Areas

Crime-Specitic Analysis: .
The Characteristics of Burglary Incidents
An Empincat Examination of Burglary Otfender

Characteristics ’
An Empirical Examination of Burglary Offenders and
Offense Characteristics

Single copigs are available at no charge from the National
Criminal Justice Reference Service, Box 6000, Rockville,
Md. 20850. Multiple copies are for sale by the
Supgrintendent of Dotuments, U.8. Government Pn‘n%iny
Dificet, Washington, 1.C. 20402 P

/

Criminal
Victimization
in the United States

A Comparision
of 1975 and 1976 Findings

A National Crime Survey Report
SD-NCS-N-8

November 1977

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Law Enforcement
Ascistance Administration

National Criminal Justice
Information and Statistics Service



——— e

»l,

LT L

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

James M. H. Gregg, Acting Administrator

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

Benjamin H. Renshaw, Director
Statistics Division

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This report was prepared for the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration by the Bureau of the Census. In the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, general supervision
was supplied by Charles R. Kindermann, assisted by Patsy
Klaus. Collection and processing of data for the house-
hold survey were conducted in the Bureau of the Census under
the general supervision of Marvin M. Thompson, Demographic
Surveys Division, assisted by Linda R. Murphy and Robert L.
Goodson. For the commercial survey, the direction of data
collection and processing activities was under the general
supervision of Caesar Hill, Business Division, assisted by
Chester E. Bowie. The report was prepared in the Crime
Statistics Analysis Staff under the general supervison of
Robert P. Parkinson. Richard W. Dodge wrote the report.

The report was reviewed for technical matters in the Statis-
tical Methods Division under the general supervision of

Dennis J. Schwanz, assisted by Masato Asanuma and Donald
Luery.

Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data

United States. National Criminal Justice Information and
Statistics Service.

Criminal victimization in the United States.

(A national crime survey report. Report no. SD-NCS-N-8).
1. Victims of crime--United States. 2. Crime and crimi-
nals--United States. I. Title,

HV6791.U55 1977 364 75-619157

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.8, Government Printing Office
Washington, D.C, 20402

8tock No. 027-000-00624-8

e e e TS

PREFACE

This study is another in a series of reports from the National
Crime Survey program to discuss changes in victimization rates for
selected crimes of violence and theft. It is based on a study of
variations between 1975 and 1976 in the rates at which persons age
12 and over, households, and businesses across the Nation were
victimized. Individuals in a representative national sample of up
to 61,000 households and 15,000 commercial firms, (augmented to
42,000 commercial firms in 1976), were asked in personal intevviews
to relate their experiences, if any, with these crimes. A limited

comparison of victimization rates for the years 1973-76 also is
included.

Victimization surveys have the potential for supplying criminal
justice officials with new insights into crime, its victims, and the
impact of criminal behavior on society. The surveys also can furnish
a means for developing profiles of victims and, for certain sectors
of society, indicating the relative risk of being victimized.
Victimization surveys are able to distinguish between stranger-to-
stranger crime and domestic violence, and between armed and strong-
arm assaults and robberies. They can tally some of the costs of
crime in terms of injury or economic loss sustained, and they provide
a basis for understanding why certain criminal acts are not reported
to law enforcement authorities. The surveys are designed and carried

out for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration by the U. S.
Bureau of the Census.

Discussion in this report centers on changes in victimization
rates for those crimes of major interest to the public that are
measured by the National Crime Survey. Findings about the use of

weapons in the commission of crimes and about the reporting of crimes
to the police also are noted.

The surveys focus on crimes that victims are able and willing
to report to interviewers. For individuals, these are rape, robbery,
assault, and personal larceny; for households, burglary, larceny, and
motor vehicle theft; and for commercial establishments, burglary and
robbery. Murder and kidnaping are not covered. Neither are
commercial larcenies (e.g., employee theft and shoplifting) nor the
so-called victimless crimes, such as drunkenness, drug abuse, or
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prostitution. Nor are crimes of which the victim may be unaware,
such as buying stolen property, or crimes in which the victim has
shown a willingness to participate in illegal activity, such as
gambling.

Eliminated from consideration are crimes reported as occurring
to U.S. residents outside the country and those involving foreign
visitors to this country; it can be assumed, however, that the
number of such crimes is extremely small. Also excluded from this
Teport are 'series victimizations." These are groups of three or
more similar crimes incurred by a victim unable to identify separately
the details of each event, such as the specific time and place of
occurrence.

Attempts to compare information in this report with data
collected from police departments by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation and published in its annual report, Crime in the United
States, Uniform Crime Reports, are inappropriate because of
substantial differences in coverage between the surveys and police
statistics. A major difference arises from the fact that police
statistics on the incidence of crime derive principally from reports
that persons make to the police, whereas survey data include crimes
not reported to the police, as well as those that are brought to
official attention. Personal crimes covered in the surveys relate
only to persons age 12 and over; police statistics include victims
of all ages. The surveys do not measure some offenses, e.g.,
homicide, kidnaping, white-collar crimes, and commercial larceny
that are included in police statistics, and the counting and
classifying rules for the two programs are not fully compatible.
Moreover, unlike the crime rates developed from police statistics,
which are based on incidents, those cited in this report are based
on victimizations. A victimization is a specific criminal act as
it affects a single victim. For crimes against persons, the number
of victimizations is somewhat greater than the number of incidents
because some crimes are committed simultaneously against more than
one victim.

All data in this report are estimates and are subject to errors
arising from the fact that the information was obtained from a sample
survey rather than a complete census and to errors associated with
the collection and processing of data. The sources of error for the
household surveys and technical data on survey design and estimation
procedures are given in Appendix II. Appendix ITI contains a similar
discussion for the commercial surveys. The data tables in Appendix I
provide all the information on which the analysis is based.

Unless appropriately qualified, all statements in this report
have met the statistical test that the differences were at least
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equal to 2.0 standard errors, or, in other wc.ds, that the chances
were at least 95 out of 100 that a difference did not result solely
from sampling variability. Statements qualified by such phrases as
"less conclusive,'" '"'less categorical,' and '"less explicit' have met
the statistical test that the differences were between 1.6 and 2.0
standard errors or that the chances were at least 90 out of 100 that
a difference did not result solely from sampling variability. In
most cases, apparent differences that did not meet these criteria
have not been discussed; where they are discussed, the differences
are explicitly identified as lacking statistical significance by the
use of such terms as ''mo significant change," '"stable,'" and :
"apparently unchanged,'" or a specific level of confidence below 90
percent 1s indicated. The use of such words as stable and unchanged
in discussing differences in rates or percents between years should be
underszood in the strict sense of having no statistical significance;
it does not mean that they are necessarily the same or even very
close together.

The majority of the comparisons in this report are between a !
victimization rate (or a percent involving weapons use or reporting
to the police) for a specific crime in 1975 and its rate in 1976.
These comparisons are either for crime totals or for various
population groups within each crime (e.g., females, persons age 12-15,
married persons, etc.). No statement is made with regard to the
relative size of a change in the rate or percent for one crime as
compared with that for another, and none is implied.
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GENERAL FINDINGS

The victimization rate for motor vehicle theft was the only
rate for the major crimes measured by the National Crime Survey to
show a definite change in 1976 over 1975, declining by 15 percent.
Rates for rape, personal or commercial robbery, assault, personal
crimes of theft, household or commercial burglary, and household
larceny did not exhibit changes that were significant at the 90
percent confidence level, the minimum standard adopted for analyzing
survey results. However, an 87 percent confidence level was attached
to the apparent 3 percent decrease in the overall rate for household
burglary, and there was a clear reduction of 7 percent in the rate
for those burglaries involving unlawful entry. For purse snatching,
one of the less common personal crimes of theft, the decrease in
the victimization rate, amounting to 20 percent, was not as
conclusive, although meeting the prescribed 90 percent confidence
level.

Relative stability in victimization rates for the 2 years also
was reflected in the levels of crime recorded. Approximately
41,171,000 victimizations! were tallied for 1976, compared with
41,064,000 for 1975, but the difference between the totals was not
sufficiently large to rule out sampling variability as the cause of
the apparent slight increase.

lEach victimization is counted only once, and is classified by
the most serious act that took place. Following the pattern used
by the Federal Bureau of Investigation in ranking personal crimes,
the order of seriousness used in the surveys, beginning with the
most serious, is rape, robbery, assault, and larceny. Thus, in the
case of a person who was both robbed and assaulted, the event would
be classified as a robbery. None of the measured household crimes
involves personal confrontation. If such confrcntation occurred,
the crime would be a personal crime. For example, if a household
member caught a burglar who, in turn, demanded money or property,
the burglary would become a robbery.
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Viewed.over a longer perspective, findings from the National
Crime Survey showed that victimization rates for personal robbery,
household burglary, and motor vehicle theft all were lower in
1976 than in 1974, by 10, 5, and 13 percent, respectively (Table A).
None of the other measured crimes experienced rate changes for 1976
vs. 1974 that were significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
When 1976 data were compared with those for 1973, the 1976 rate for
motor vehicle theft was shown to be some 14 percent below that for
1973, whereas 1976 rates for personal crimes of theft (including
personal larceny without contact) and for household larceny were
higher than those for 1973, by 6 and 16 percent, respectively. Of
less conclusive significance, although meeting the minimum
confidence level, was the 7 percent increase in the 1976 rate for
commercial burglary over that for 1973. Higher rates in 1976 than
in 1973 for the indicated crimes' resulted almost entirely from rate
increases that occurred between 1973 and 1974, as the rates for
these crimes did not change significantly in the years 1974-76.

Table A. Personal, household, and commercial crimes: Comparison
of changes in victimization rates, by type of crime,
1973-76, 1974-76, and 1975-76.

Percent change

Type of crime 1973-76 1974-76 1975-76
Crimes of, violence +0.1 -1.2 -0.8
Rape -11.6 -14.3 -7.7
Robbery -4.2 *-10.0 -4.4
Assault +1.6 +1.8 +0.4
Crimes of theft *+5.5 +1.0 +0.1
Personal larceny with contact -5.9 -7.1 -6.5
Personal larceny without contact *+5.9 +1.3 +0.3
Household burglary -3.0 *-4.5 -3.0
Household larceny *+16.0 +0.2 -1.0
Motor vehicle theft *-.13.7 *.12.5 *.15.5
Commercial burglary **4+6.7 -3.9 -4.9
Commercial robbery -0.9 -0.8 -2.4

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent cenfidence level.
**Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
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PERSONAL CRIMES OF VIOLENCE

The 1976 victimization rate for personal crimes of violence
(the sum of rape, robbery, and assault) was not significantly
different from that for 1975. Nor were 1976 rates for the separate
component crimes significantly changed from those for 1975, This
overall lack of change was not common to all of the spruific
population groups under study, however. Although no group exhibited
a significantly higher rate in 1976, lower rates were registered in
1976, by females age 65 and over, by widows in general, and by
suburban residents of central cities with between ) and 1 million
inhabitants. A less categorical decrease also was found among
women of Spanish origin.

The greatest number of significant changes for the individual
crimes of violence occurred for robbery and its components, robbery
with injury and robbery without injury. Elderly women (age 65 and
over) and widows had a lower 1976 victimization rate for total
personal robbery.? Other groups experiencing a reduction in the
personal robbery rate included males age 16-19, females age 12-15,
men of Spanish origin, and persons living in the suburbs of cities
with % to 1 million inhabitants. For these last-mentioned groups,
however, the decrease was not as conclusive as that for elderly or
widowed women.

Suburban residents of central cities with % to 1 million
population had a lower rate in 1976 than in 1975 for robbery with
injury. An identical, although less categorical, finding was
determined for blacks victimized by strangers, for black males in
general, for men of Spanish origin, for all married men, and for
males age 20-24. In rcbbery victimizations where injury did not
occur, the 1976 rate was lower among elderly women, widows, and,
less certainly, males 16-19, and white persons victimized by
strangers.

With one exception among the surveyed groups, rates for assault
and its subcategories either were lower in 1976 than in 1975 or were
not significantly changad. The exception involved suburban residents
of localities in the % to % million size class, where a higher 1976
rate for total assault was significant at the 90 percent confidence
level. Decreases of a similar significance «ccurred among women of

‘Spanish origin and among all persons age 50-64.

2A substantial overlap in coverage exists between women age 65 and
over and widows, although in both 1975 and 1976 widows had a higher
robbery victimization rate than women age 65 and over.
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For the simple form of assault, 1976 rates were lower than those
in 1975 among men age 50-64 and among all women of Spanish origin.
Less conclusive were the rate reductions indicated for all persons
of Spanish heritage and for all residents of suburbs of cities with
% to 1 million population. Inhabitants of cities in the 50,000-
250,000 size class ltad a lower 1976 rate for aggravated assault, as
did widows, but the latter finding was significant only at the
minimum prescribed level.

Married women experienced a decline in the victimization rate
for rape from 1975 to 1976, as did white victims of rape where the
offender was an acquaintance or relative. Less conclusive was the
finding that white women in general had a lower rape rate in 1976.
With respect to place of residence, the rape rate was down in 1976
in cities of 1 million or more population; the evidence that it also
declined in nonmetropolitan areas was less explicit, although
significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

PERSONAL CRIMES OF THEFT

Although the overall victimization rate for personal crimes of
theft remained stable at approximately 96 per 1,000 persons age 12
and over, there were significant changes between 1975 and 1976 in
rates for some of the groups under study. For personal crimes of
theft as a whole and for that category's main component, persocnal
larceny without contact, these changes were about equally divided
between increases and decreases. In contrast, lower rates in 1976
than in 1975 were the rule for changes in rates for personal larceny
with contact.

Among those groups for whom the rate for personal crimes of
theft was higher in 1976 than in 1975 were men of Spanish origin,
men in the 50-64 group, women age 25-34, and suburban residents of
small cities (50,000-250,000 inhabitants). In addition, a rate
increase significant at the 90 percent confidence level was recorded
for low-income families (less than $3,000 per year). The same groups
exhibiting higher 1976 rates for personal crimes of theft had higher
1976 rates for personal larceny without contact. Also among those
with higher 1976 rates for personal larceny without contact, although
the increase was less clear cut, were separated and divorced women
and widowers.3

3These two groups also registered rate increases for personal
crimes of theft, but the increases were associated with levels of
confidence of 83 percent and 88 percent, respectively.

[
Soriorisiit it

Lower victimization rates in 1976 than in 1975 for personal
crimes of theft were reported for all males in the two youngest
age groups (12-15 and 16-19), for males who had never been married,
and for suburban residents of central cities of from % to 1 million
population. Of a less conclusive nature were the rate decreases
shown for black males and for persons with an annual family income
between $7,500 and $15,000. With a few exceptions, those groups
experiencing a decline in 1976 in their rates for personal crimes
of theft also had lower 1976 rates for personal larceny without
contact.

For personal larceny with contact, lower rates in 1976 than in
1975 were common to residents of suburban areas of cities with % to
1 million inhabitants and, with less certainty, to residents of
nonmetropolitan areas, and to separated and divorced women.

HOUSEHOLD CRIMES

More significant rate changes were associated with motor vehicle
theft than with either of the two other household crimes--burglary
and larceny. The victimization rate for motor vehicle theft fell
from 19 per 1,000 households in 1975 to 16 in 1976, and this decline
in the overall rate was reflected in decreases reported for a number
of the population groups under study. By contrast, the rates for
household burglary and household larceny, although appearing to
decline, did not exhibit change that was significant at the minimum
prescribed confidence level. As a consequence, there were many fewer
groups experiencing rate changes for these two crimes.

Lower victimization rates in 1976 than in 1975 for motor vehicle
theft were.recorded for households headed by both blacks and whites,
for those whose head was age 20-34, for white homeowners and renters,
for households in which annual family income was less than $7,500,
and for households in central cities and in nonmetropolitan areas.
Several other groups experienced rate decreases that were significant
at the 90 percent confidence level.

For groups experiencing change between 1975 and 1976 in their
burglary victimization rate, the change, like that for motor vehicle
theft, was in the form of lower 1976 rates. Included among these
groups were households whose head was in the 35-49 age bracket, white
homeowners, and householders in suburban areas of cities with 1
million or more residents. A rate decrease for households located in
nonmetropolitan areas was of a less conclusive nature.
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The significant changes between 1975 and 1976 in the rate for
household larceny were about equally divided between increases and
decreases, unlike the 1973-74 period, when a substantial increase
in the overall victimization rate was reflected in higher rates for
many of the groups under study. A clear-cut increase was found
among households in the suburbs of cities of % to % million
residents; the increase among households in central cities of this
size and among suburban houscholds as a whole was less categorical.
Lower 1976 rates for household larceny were common to households
in nonmetropolitan areas and to those headed by persons under 20
years of age. The same held true at the 90 percent confidence
level for households in cities of ) to 1 million population and for
households headed by persons of Spanish origin whose annual family
earnings were between $7,500 and $15,000.

COMMERCIAL CRIMES

Between 1975 and 1976, there was a clear-cut 13 percent drop in
the victimization rate for attempted commercial burglary, although
the apparent reduction in the overall rate for commercial burglary
was not significant at the prescribed minimum confidence level."*

An indicated decrease in the overall commercial robbery rate also
failed to meet this standard.

Retail businesses as a group, and such retail firms as food
stores and eating and drinking establishments, had lower burglary
rates in 1976 than in 1975, whereas the opposite was true for
wholesale houses. Registering decreases that were significant at
the 90 percent confidence level were all businesses with 1 to 3 paid
employees and all firms with gross annual receipts of $1 million or
more.

The commercial robbery rate was down in 1976 over 1975 in firms
with 8-19 paid employees and, less certainly, in those with no paid
help.

WEAPONS USE

The use of weapons in the commission of personal crimes of
violence and commercial robberies, as well as the prevalence of
firearms in such incidents, can be traced from year to year by the

“An 82 percent confidence level was associated with the 5 percent
decrease in the 1976 commercial burglary rate.
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National Crime Survey. From 1975 to 1976, there was a distinct
decline of 11 percent in the proportion of personal robbery incidents
in which a weapon was used, chiefly reflecting a 27 percent drop in
weapons use in that form of robbery resulting in injury to the
victim, Moreover, firearms were not as commonly used in 1976 in
incidents of personal robbery with injury; a similar finding with
respect to all robbery incidents was of less conclusive significance.

REPORTING CRIMES TO THE POLICE

Few changes were noted between 1975 and 1976 in patterns of
reporting crimes to the police. Rape, personal or commercial robbery,
personal crimes of theft, household burglary, household larceny,
and motor vehicle theft were reported to the police in neither
significantly higher nor lower proportions in 1976 than in 1975.
However, the 1976 reporting rate for commercial burglary was 9 percent
below the 1975 level, and the finding for assault, although of a less
conclusive nature, indicated that, in relative terms, 5 percent more
assaults had been brought to police attention in 1976 than in 1975.°
There was an increase in the proportion of attempted assaults with a
weapon that had been reported to the police; on the other hand, there
was a tentative decline in the proportion of forcible entry burglaries
reported, although the overall rate for reporting household burglaries
was not significantly changed.

When the race of the victimized individual was examined, it was
shown that a contrasting pattern emerged with respect to assault.
Thus, whites were more likely in 1976 than in 1975 to have reported
aggravated assault victimizations to the police and, less conclusively,
assault as a whole, whereas blacks, had a lower reporting rate for
aggravated assault in 1976, although this decrease was not clearcut.
Blacks also notified the police of relatively fewer household
larcenies and forcible entry burglaries in 1976 than in 1975.

5In addition, an 81 percent level of confidence was associated with
the 3 percent increase in the proportion of crimes of violence
reported to the police.
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Figure 1. Percent change in victimization rates, by type of crime, 1975-76
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Figure 2. Percent change in victimization rates, by type of crime, 1973-76
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2 Figure 3. Victimization rates, by type of crime, 1976

250 — Rate per
1,000 businesses
225 |— 217.3
200 |—
Rate per
175 — 1,000 households
A
/ \
150 |— Rate per
1,000 persons age 12 and over
/ " \
124.1
126 [~
100 = 93.2
88.9
75 —
50 — o
38.5
25.3
25 —
16.56
6.5
2.9
£ I .
IRape Personal Assault Personal Personal Household Household Motor Commercial Commercial
robbery larceny larceny  burglary larceny wvehicle burglary robbery
with - without theft

contact contact

12

i R S S A e Y I U I T e

e e i e

O

imor e e et it

5

o




pema

. s

R

Figure 4. Victimization rates for personal crimes, by type of crime and age, 1976

¢T

160 —
146.5
142.9
R ey
ate per 1,000 persons age 12 and over 124
140 — Age -
12-15
16-19
120 - 20-24
R 25-34
M 35-49 - |110.4
B 50-64
100 65+
80 —
fO - 55.3
45.6
409 |
40 | —l
20 —
10.09.410.3
404222 6'45.14.534 113828\212733
21 » . . o R . ‘f.“w.. . . . .
o LT im0 10100 | _ _
Rape (females only) Robbery Assault Personal larceny Personal larceny

e N .

L U -

with contact

without contact

[N



K A
v Figure 5. Victimization rates for personal crimes, by type of crime and sex, 1976
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Figure 6. Victimization rates for personal crimes, by type of crime and race, 1976
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! Figure 7. Victimization rates for household crimes, by type of crime and
x age of household head, 1976
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Figure 8. Victimization rates for household crimes, by type of crime and
race of household head, 1976
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Figure 9. Victimization rates for household crimes, by type of crime and
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Figure 10. Victimization rates for commercial crimes, by type of crime and
number of paid employees, 1976
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Figure 11. Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type of crime, 1976
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Figure 12. Percent change in reporting victimizations tc the police, by type of crime, 1975-76
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APPENDIX
SURVEY DATA TABLES

The statistical data tables in this appendix contain selected
data for the United States from the National Crime Survey comparing

1975 with 1976. There are also three tables depicting changes from
1873 to 1976.

e Tables 1-7 present data on changes in victimization rates for
crimes against persons.

e Tables 8-12 provide information on changes in household
victimization rates.

e Tables 13-16 contain data on changes in rates for victimizations
directed against commercial establishments.

e Tables 17 and 18 present information on changes in the

proportion of all weapons and of firearms used in direct contact
incidents.

e Table 19 portrays changes in the reporting of crimes to the

police for all three sectors--persons, households, and commercial
establishments.

e Tables 20-22 indicate changes in victimization rates. from
1973 to 1976 for each of the three sectors.

All statistical data gathered by the survey are estimates,
which vary in their degree of reliability and are subject to errors
associated with the fact that they were developed from a sample
survey rather than a complete enumeration. The constraints on
interpretation and other uses of these data, as well as guidelines
for determining their reliability, are set forth in Appendix II
(personal and household sectors) and Appendix III (commercial
sector). As a general rule, however, estimates based on zero or on
about 10 or fewer sample cases have been considered unreliable,
although the standard error of these estimates for the household
survey can be determined from the formula given in Appendix II, if
desired. Such estimates, qualified by footnotes to the tables, were
not used for analytical purposes. The minimum reliable estimates

are 10,000 for the personal and household tables and 5,000 for the
commercial tables.
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A1l changes have been computed from unrounded rates and
percentages. The resulting percent change has been rounded to one
decimal point, as have the rates and percents on which the ch nge
was based. Tables 1, 8, and 13, the basic tables for the personal,
household, and commercial sectors, respectively, contain confidence
intervals for each percent change, as do the comparable tables for
1973 to 1976 change. Confidence intervals are also indicated on
Table 19 for changes in reporting to the police for all three
sectors. These intervals are expressed as percentage points at the
1 standard-error level. Except where explicitly noted, statements
of change in the text meet the minimwa requirement of being
significant at the 1.6 standard-error level (90 percent confidence
level), expressed in qualifying language. or at the 2 standard-error
level (95 percent confidence level) with no qualification.

Significant changes on all data tables are indicated by either
one asterisk, denoting a change at the 2 standard-error level, or
two asterisks, for a change at the 1.6 standard-error level.

Each table also contains estimates of the size of every
relevant group upon which the rates are based. These estimates
reflect adjustments to independent estimates of the population for
the personal and household tables; for the commercial sector, the
estimates are generated from the survey.
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Table 1., Personal crimes:

(Rate per 1,000 persons age 12 and over)

Change in victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by type of crime, 1975 and 1976

Rate Percent change
Type of personal crime 1575 1976 1975-1976 Standard error?
Crimes of violence 32.8 32.6 -~0.8 2.3
Rape 0.9 0.8 7.7 13.5
Robbery 6.8 6.5 <L 5.1
Robbery and attempted robbery
with injury 2.1 2.1 ~1.4 9.3
From serious assault 1.3 1.0 *%=18.4 10.5
From minor assault 0.9 1.1 +22.7 17.1
Robbery and attempted robbery
without injury 4.6 bohy -5.8 6.1
Assault 25.2 25.3 +0.4 2.9
Aggravated assault 2.6 9.9 +2.6 L.5
With injury 3.3 3.4 +43 7.8
Attempted assault with weapon 6.3 6.4 +1.7 5.5
Simple assault 15.6 15.4 ~1.0 3.4
With injury 4.1 4.0 -2.7 6.6
Attempted assault without weapon 11.4 11.4 -0.4 4.0
Crimes of theft 96.0 96.1 +0.1 1.3
Personal larceny with contact 3.1 2.9 6.5 74
Purse snatching 1.1 0.9 **-20.4 11.1
Pocket picking 2.0 2.0 +1.5 9.8
Perscnal larceny without contact 92.9 93.2 +0.3 1.4
Total population age 12 and over 169,671,000 171,901,000

*%Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

1The standard error is given in percentage points at the 68 percent confidence level.

survey, see Appendix II.

For an illustration of the uge of standard errors for the household
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Table 2, Personal crimes of vioclence: Change in victimization rates for persons age 12 and
over, by type of crime, victim-offender relationship, and race, 1975 and 1976

(Rate per 1,000 persons age 12 and over)

Victimizations by strangers

For all victimsl For white vichims For black victims
Rate Percent change Rate Percent change Rate Percent change
Type of personal crime 1975 157 1975-1976 1975 197 1975-1976 975 1976 1975-1976
Crimes of violence 21.4 20.9 -2.1 20.8 20.5 -1.7 25.7 24L.7 ~4.0
Rape 0.6 0.6 -7.8 0.6 0.6 -5.2 1.0 1.0 -5.8
Robbery 5.8 5.3 -8.0 5.0 4.5 -9.3 12.0 11.2 -7.1
Robbery and attempted robbery
with injury 1.8 1.7 -5.7 1.5 1.5 +1.4 4.3 3.2 *#*%-25.6
From serious assault 1.0 0.8 -18.2 0.8 0.7 -2.6 2.9 1.5 48,6
From minor assault 0.8 0.9 +10.4 0.7 0.7 +5.8 1.4 1.7 +20.8
Robbery and attempted robbery
without injury 4.0 3.6 ~9.3 3.5 3.1 **%-13.4 7.7 8.0 +3.6
Assault 15.0 15.1 +0.5 15.3 15.4 +0.9 12.6 12.5 -1.0
Aggravated assault 6.3 6.2 -1.4 6.1 6.2 +1.3 7.1 6.2 -12.4
With injury 2.0 1.9 -2.0 1.9 1.9 +1.6 2,5 2.3 7.1
Attempted assault with
weapon 4.3 4.3 -1.2 L.2 L.3 +1.2 4.6 3.9 ~15.5
Simple assault 8.7 8.9 +1.8 9.2 9.2 +0.7 5.5 6.3 +14.0
With injury 1.9 1.9 +0.5 1.9 2.0 +3.7 1.9 1.1 *%-38. 1
Attempted assault without
weapon 6.9 7.0 +2.0 7.3 7.3 -0.1 3.7 5.1 +40.4
Total number of persons : -
in the group 169,671,000 171,901,000 149,011,000 150,725,000 18,452,000 18,797,000
)
> Victimizations by nonstrangers
For all victims?® For white victims For black victims
Rate Percent change Rate Percent change Rate Percent change
Type of personal crime 1975 1976 1975-1976 1975 1576 1975-1976 1975 1976 1975-1976
Crimes of violence 11.5 11.6 +1.5 10.7 10.7 -0.7 17.2 19.7 +14.6
Rape 0.3 0.3 -3.7 0.3 0.2 *.37.9 20.1 0.9 +584.6
Robbery 1.0 1.2 +15.8 0.9 1.0 +16.1 2.1 2.4 +15.7
Robbery and attempted robbery .
with injury 0.4 0.4 +18.9 0.3 0.4 +11.8 0.7 0.8 +16.4
From serious assauit 0.3 0.2 ~19.2 0.2 0.2 -9.1 0.6 20.3 -48.3 ) b4
From minor assault 0.1 0.2 +100.0 0.1 0.2 3.6 20.1 20.5 +571.4
Robbery and attempted robbery
without injury 0.6 0.7 +15.6 0.5 0.6 +18.9 1.5 1.7 +13.0
Assault 10.2 10.2 +0.2 9.6 9.5 -1.1 15.0 16.4 +9.5
Aggravated assault 3.4 3.7 +10.1 2.9 3.0 +.6 an 9.4 +27.0
With injury 1.3 1.5 +13.6 1.1 1.2 +7.1 2.7 3.8 +Hh. 5
Attempted assault with B
weapon 2.0 2,2 +T. 4 1.7 1.8 +3.5 L7 5.5 +17.1 -
Simple assault 6.8 6.5 b7 6.7 6.5 -3.7 7.6 7.1 -7.5
With injury 2.3 2.1 -5.8 2.1 2,2 +2.8 3.0 1.7 *-41.6
Attempted assault without a
weapan 4.6 I'NA 4.2 4.6 4.3 -6.5 4.7 5.3 +1k4. 4
Total number of persons
in the group 169,671,000 171,901,000 149,011,000 150, 725,000 18,452,000 18,797,000
*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
**Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
1Includes data on "other" races, not shown separately.
2Rate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelisble.
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Table 3. Personal crimes: GChange in victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by sex, race or Spanish origin, and type of crime, 1975 and 1976

(Rate per 1,000 persons age 12 and over)

Number of Robbery Personal larceny
Sex and race or persons in  Crimes of With Without Assault Crimes of With Without
Spanish origin the group violence Rape Total injury injury Total  Aggravated Simple theft contact contact
Both sexest

1975 rate 169,671,000  32.8 0.9 6.8 2.1 4.6 25.2 9.6 15.6 96.0 3.1 92.9

1976 rate 171,901,000 32.6 0.8 6.5 2.1 Loy 25.3 9.9 15.4 96.1 2.9 93.2

Percent change -0.8 B B A Y =14 ~5.8 +0.4 +2.6 ~1.0 +0.1 -6.5 +0.3
White

1975 rate 149,011,000 31.6 .9 5.8 1.8 L 24.9 8.9 15.9 97.1 2.6 9.5

1976 rate 150,725,000 31.1 0.7 5.5 1.9 3.7 24.9 9.2 15.7 974 2.5 95.0

Percent change -1.4 -16.1 -5.5 +34 -9.4 +0,1 +2.3 ~1.2 +0.3 ~5.8 +0.5
Black

1975 rate 18,452,000 42.9 1.2 1h.1 5.0 9.2 27.6 14.5 13.1 90.3 7.1 83.2

1976 rate 18,757,000  4h.L 1.9 13.6 4.0 9.6 28.9 15.6 13.3 86.8 6.3 80.6

Percent change +3.4 +59.5 -3.7 ~20.0 +4.6 +4.7 +7.6 +1.5 -3.9 12,5 -3.2
Persons of Spanish origin

1975 rate 741924,000 39.6 21,1  10.0 3.9 6.1 28.6 10.4 18.2 T4 L. 73.3

1676 rate 8,177,000 34.7 1.3 7.1 2.6 L5 6.4 12.1 14.3 50.1 Ll 85.7

Percent change ~12.5 414, T*%=29.1 -34.0 ~25,3 ~7.7 +16.3 *%.21,3 *416.4 +T74 *416.9

Total males*

1975 rate £1,233,000 43.6 20.1 9.8 3.0 6.7 33.7 14.2 19.6 108.1 2.0 105.2

1976 rate 82,328,000 42.9 0.2 9.1 2.6 6.5 33.6 1.4 19.2 106.2 2.5 103.7

Percent change -1.6  +l11.1  ~6.7 |, -1kl 3.4 -0.k +1.6 -1.9 -1.7 ~11.2 -1.5
White males

1975 rate 71,732,000 h2.4 20.1 8.3 2.5 5.8 34.0 13.5 20.6 108.0 2.4 105.6

1976 rate 72,582,000 5.6 0.2 7.8 2.3 5.5 33.6 13.8 19.8 107.2 2.1 105.1

Percent change -1.9  4216,7 6.2 -8.0 -5.5 -1.2 +2.6 -3.7 -0.8 -12.6 -0.5
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Table 3. Personal crimes: Change in victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by sex, race or Spanish origin, and type of crime, 1975 and 1976--continued

(Rate per 1,000 persons age 12 and over)

Number of Robbery Personal lerceny
Sex and race or persons in  Crimes of With Without Assault Crimes of With Without
Spanish origin the group violence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple theft contact contact
Black males
1975 rate 8,399,000 5344, 20,4 22.0 7.7 14.3 31.0 18.9 12.1 110.7 7.0 103.7
1976 rate 8,557,000 54.9 30,2 20.1 5.5 14.6 34.5 19.3 15.2 100.5 6.3 94.2
Percent change +2.7 -39,5 -B.8 #%.28,5 +1.9 +11.3 +2.3 +25.4 *%-9,2 -10.2 *%-9,2
Males of Spanish origin
1975 rate 3,837,000 50.0 20.0 15.0 6.3 8.6 35.0 14.3 20.7 86.2 21.9 84.3
1976 rate 3,927,000 L7.7 20,0 10.3 3.8 6.6 374 17.8 19.6 108.4 42 104.2
Percent change 4.5 0,0%%-30.,8 *%-39,9 ~23.9 +6.7 +2h.5 5.6 *425,7 +119,2 *423,6
Total females?
1975 rate 88,439,000 23.0 1.7 4.0 1.3 2.7 17.3 5. 11.9 8.9 3.3 81.7
IS 1976 rate 89,572,000 23.1 1.4 4.0 1.6 2.4 17.6 5.7 11.9 86.8 3.2 83.6
Percent change +0.4 -13.3 +0.8 +2h.6 -10.8 +1.7 +4.8 +0.3 +2.2 =2.4 2.4
White females
1975 rate 77,279,000 21.5 1.6 3.5 1.1 2.4 16.3 L7 11.6 87.0 2.8 84.2
1976 rate 78,144,000 21.4 1.2 3.4 1.4 2.0 16.7 4.8 1.9 88.4 2.8 85.6
Percent change 0.5 *¥*-24,5 3,7 426.5 -17.5 +2.6 +1.9 +2.8 +1.6 0.0 +1.7
Black females
1975 rate 10,053,000 34.2 1.8 7.6 2.8 4.8 24,8 10.8 14.0 73.3 7.3 66.1
1976 rate 10,241,000 35.7 3.2 8.2 2.8 5.5 24.2 12.5 11.8 754 6.2 69.2
Percent change » +yaly +77.3 +8.7 ~0.4 +14.3 -2.2 +15.3 -15.8 2.8 PV YA +h.7
Females of Spanish origin
1975 rate 4,087,000 29.9 22,1 5.3 2.7 3.6 22.5 6.7 15.8 69.1 6.1 63.0
1976 rate 14,251,000 22.7 2.4 L1 21.5 2.6 16.2 5.8 9.5 73.2 L.5 68.7
Percent change *%20,2 +14.2 -23.6 ~12.0 -28.5 *¥_.28.,0 +1.0 *-40,2 +6,0 -26.4 +9.1
*Statisticelly significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
**Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
1Tncludes data on "other" races, not shown separately.
2Rate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 4. Personal crimes: Change in victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by sex, age, and type of crime, 1975 and 1976
(Rate per 1,000 persons in each age group)
Number of Robbery Perscnal larceny
persons in Crimes of With Assault With
Sex and age the group violence Rape Total injury Aggravated contact
Both sexes

1975 rate 169,671,000 32.8 0.9 6.8 2.1 9.6 3.1

1976 rate 171,901, 000 32.6 0.8 6.5 2.1 9.9 2.9

Percent change -0.8 ~7.7 A ~1.4 +2.6 -6.5
12-15

1975 rate 16, 598,000 54.6 0.8 11.4 2.6 12.2 3.0

1976 rate 16,350,000 52.0 1.1 - 10.0 2.1 12.6 2.2

Percent change 4.9 +32.9 -12,1 -20.6 +3.8 -25,3
16-19

1975 rate 16,371,000 6l 4 2.4 10.7 3.5 21.5 3.3

1976 rate 16,487,000 66.7 2.1 9.4 3.2 23.5 %)

Percent. change +3.6 ~14.0 ~12.6 -7.8 +9.3 +23.6
20-24

1975 rate 18,620,000 59.4 2.6 10.9 3.2 18.9 Loh

1976 rate 19,033,000 58.5 2.6 10.3 2.8 18.3 3.8

Percent change ~1.4 +0.8 ~5.3 -12.7 -3.3 -11.7
25-34

1975 rate 30, 745,000 39, 1.2 6.3 2.2 11.8 2.9

1976 rate 31,800,000 40.6 1.2 6.4 2.2 13.2 2.8

Percent. change +3. +1.7 +1.1 -2.7 +11.9 -3.8
3549

1975 rate 34,327,000 20.5 10.3 L6 1.5 6.6 2.8

1976 rate 34,479,000 20.0 1(Z) 5.1 1.8 5.6 2.1

Percent change 2,7 *a4.6 +10.9 +17.0 -15.5 -22.5
5064,

1975 rate 31,559,000 13.5 10.2 Lody 1.7 3.3 2.7

1976 rate 31,825,000 12.2 10.1 45 1.9 3.4 2.9

Percent change -9.5 -52.6 +3.9 +10.5 +3.0 +0.7
65 and over

1975 rate 21,452,000 7.8 10.1 4.3 1.2 1.5 3.3

1976 rate 21,926,000 7.6 0.1 3.4 1.3 1.5 3.3

Percent change -2.2 ~16.7 -20.5 +8.3 *~ +1.4 -0.3
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Table 4. Personal crimes: Change in victimization rates for pe:dons age 12 and over,
by sex, age, and type of crime, 1975 and 1976—continued
(Rate per 1,000 persons in each age group)
Number of Robbery Personal larceny
persons in Crimes of With Without — Crimes of Without
Sex and age the group violence Rape Total injury injury Total Simple theft contact
Males

1975 rate 81,233,000 43.6 10,1 9.8 3.0 6.7 33.7 19.6 108.1 2.9 105.2

1976 rate 82,328,000 42.9 0.2 9.1 2.6 6.5 33.6 19.2 106.2 2.5 103.7

Percent change ~1.6 +111.1 6.7 -14.1 -3.4 ~0.4 -1.9 -1.7 1.2 ~1.5
12-15

1975 rate 8,451,000 67.9 0.0 17.4 3.3 4.1 50.6 33.5 172.7 168.4

1976 rate 8,338,000 66.7 10.0 16.4 3.1 13.3 50.2 33.7 158.4 154.9

Percent change -1.8 0.0 5.4 -5.2 ~5.5 -0.6 +0.7 *-8.3 *-8.0
16-19

1975 rate 8,131,000 87.1 10,2 16.9 5.4 11.6 70,0 38.6 178.8 174.7

1976 rate 8,192,000 86.2 10.2 13.1 L6 8.5 72.9 38.7 156.5 151.4

Percent change -1.1 +5,9 ¥¥.22, ~1he1  ¥%26.4 +h.1 +0.3 *-12.5 *-13.4
20-24,

1975 rate 9,087,000 76.1 30,3 1.6 4.6 9.9 61.2 32.7 168.7 164.3

1976 rate 9,311,000 72.5 10,9 12.7 3.1 6 58.9 31.9 164.4 160.9

Percent change 4.7 +169. -12.8 ¥%_33,7 2.9 3.7 -2.3 2.6 -2.1
25-34

1975 rate 15,094, 000 52,3 0.1 9.0 3.5 5.5 43.2 25.5 125.2 123.1

1976 rate 15,606,000 53.1 0.2 8.3 2.7 5.7 44.5 25.6 122.0 120.1

Percent change +1.5 +166.7 7.4 -23.9 +3.1 +3.0 +0.4 ~2.5 -2.5
35-49 '

1975 rate 16,660,000 25.5 0.1 5.7 2.0 3.8 19.7 11.2 82.6 80.3

1976 rate 16,729,000 24.8 0.0 6.9 2.0 4.9 17.9 10.3 86.0 84.3

Percent change ~2.9 -100,0 +20.1 -1.0 +30.9 ~9.0 -8.2 +4.0 +5.1
50-61,

1975 rate 14,982,000 17.9 20,0 6. 2.6 3.8 11.4 7.1 55.3 53.2

1976 rate 15,124,000 15.8 10,1 5.9 2.3 3.6 9.8 4.9 65.3 63.3

Percent rate ~11.5 (x) -7.6 ~12.6 4.5 -14.3 *=31.5 #4+17.9 *119.1
65 and over

1975 rate 8, 829,000 9.7 0.0 5.6 1.0 4.6 4.0 1.8 27.2 25,0

1976 rate 9,028,000 12.5 0.1 5.9 1.6 L.5 6.5 4.2 31.4 29,2

Percent change +29.1 (Y) +4.6 +56.7 an +60.3 136.9 +15.3 +17.0
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Table 4. Personal crimes: Change in victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by sex, age, and type of crime., 1975 and 1976—continued

(Rate per 1,000 persons in each age group)

Number of Robbery Personal larceny
persons in Crimes of With Without Assault Crimes of With Without
Sex and age the group violence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple theft contact cantact
Females .

1975 rate 88, 439,000 23.0 1.7 4.0 1.3 2.7 17.3 5.4 11.9 84.9 3.3 81.7

1976 rate 89, 572,000 23.1 1.4 4.0 1.6 2.4 17.6 5.7 11.9 86.8 3.2 83.6

Percent change +0.4 ~13.3 +0.8 +24,.6 -10.8 +1.7 +4.8 +0,3 +2.2 ~2.4 +2.4
12-15

1975 rate 8, 147,000 40.9 1.6 5.2 2.0 3.2 .1 7.1 27.0 143.8 1.6 142.2

1976 rate 8,012,000 36.6 2.1 3.3 11.0 2.2 31.2 8.6 22.6 138.7 0.9 137.8

Percent change -10.4 +32.1 ¥*%-36,5 *¥%-46.9 ~30.1 -8.5 +20.6 ~16.2 -3.6 ~45.7 -3.1
16~19 :

1975 rate 8,241,000 41.9 4.7 4.5 1.6 2.9 32.7 11.7 21.0 145.7 2.6 143.1

1976 rate 8,296,000 47.5 4.0 5.6 1.8 3.8 37.9 13.0 24.9 137.7 3.1 134.6

Percent change +13.3 ~14.6 +24.2 +13.0 +30.5 +15.7 +11.0 +18.4 ~5.5 +19.9 -5.9
20-24 -

1975 rate 9,532,000 L3.4 4.7 7.3 1.9 5.4 31.4 9.7 21.7 125.6 4.2 121.4

1976 rate 9,722,000 45.1 4.2 8.0 2.6 5.4 32.9 9.9 23.0 128.9 4.2 124.7

Percent change +3.8 ~10.2 +8.5 +36.7 -1.1 +,.8 +1.7 +6.2 +2.6 -1.9 +2.8
25-34

1975 rate 15,651,000 26.8 2.3 3.7 1.1 2.7 20,9 6.0 14.8 95.2 3.7 91.5

1976 rate 16, 194,000 28.7 2.2 4.5 1.7 2.8 22.0 7.6 14 104.7 3.6 101.1

Percent change +6.8 -4.8 +21.4 +64,.8 +3.8 +5.5 +26.5 ~3.1 *410.0 2.2 *+10.5
35-49

1975 rate 17,668,000 15.9 10,4 3.5 1.1 2.4 11.9 4.9 7.0 77.9 3.1 74.8

1976 rate 17,750,000 15.5 10.1 3.5 1.6 1.8 12.0 3.7 8.3 79.4 2.6 7.8

Percent change ~2.0 *.82,5 -2.5 +47.7 ~25.9 +0.3 =244 +17.5 +2.0 ~16.2 +2.7
50-64

1975 rate 16,577,000 9.6 10.4 2.5 0.9 1.6 6.7 2.5 4.3 L7.7 3.2 4.5

1976 rate 16, 702, 000 9.0 10.1 3.2 1.6 1.7 5.6 2.1 3.5 52.5 3.5 49.0

Percent change 6.3 ®71.L  +30.6 714 +8.3 -16.5 -15.0 ~17.6 +9.9 8.1 +10.1
65 and over

1975 rate 12,623,000 6.5 10.1 3.4 1.3 2.1 3.0 0.9 2.1 22.7 4.0 18.7

1976 rate 12, 898,000 4.2 10.0 1.7 1.1 10,6 2.5 0.9 1.6 22.3 4.0 18.3

Fercent change *-34.8 -100.0 *49.7 -18.3 *-69.1 -15.7 +2.3 -23.2 ~1.7 +1.3 ~2.4

*Statistically significant at the $5 percent confidence level.

#%Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

Y Not defined,

Z less than .05,

1fiate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 5. Perscnal crimes: Change in victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by sex, marital status, and type of crime, 1975 and 1976

(Rate per 1,000 perscns age 12 and over)

Number of Robbery Persongl. larceny
Sex and persons in Crimes of With Without Assault Crimes of With Without
marital status the group viclence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple theft contact contact
Both sexes?®
1975 rate 169,671,000 32.8 0.9 6.8 2.1 4.6 25.2 9.6 15.6 96.0 3.1 92.9
1976 rate 171,901,000 32.6 0.8 6.5 2.1 Loy 25.3 9.9 15.4 9.1 2.9 93.2
Percent change -0.8 7.7 WA =1.4 -5.8 +0.4 +2.6 -1.0 +0.1 4.5 +0.3
Never married
1975 rate 48,764,000 56.3 1.5 11.6 3.3 8.3 43.1 15.3 27.8 148.7 4.0 1447
1976 rate 49, 942, 000 56.4 1.7 10.7 3.0 7.7 44,0 16.9 27.2 142.8 4.2 138.5
Percent change +0.1 +8. 4 -8.2 ~7.9 -8.2 +2.1 +10.2 2.4 *=1,,0 7 *). 2
Married
1975 rate 98,236,000 19.4 0.4 3.5 1.1 2.5 15.5 6.2 2.3 Thoby 1.9 72.5
1976 rate 98, 881, 000 18.6 0.4 3.2 0.9 2.4 15.0 6.0 9.0 75.8 1.6 Thel
Percent change . ~4.3 -14.6 -8.3 -18.1 =41 =3.2 -2.6 ~3.7 +1.9 -15.3 +2.3
Separated or divorced
1975 rate 10, 244, 000 72.8 3.0 16.8 7.7 9.1 53.0 23. 30.0 124.0 8.1 115.9
1976 rate 10,772,000 75.6 2.2 19.9 9.3 10.6 53.5 20.9 32.7 131.5 5.9 125.6
Percent change +3.8 ~27.4 +18.6 +20.5 +17.0 +0.9 -9.3 +8.8 +6.0 *#%.27,6 8.4
Widowed
1975 rate 11,976,000 13.7 20.5 5.2 1.7 3.6 7.9 3.5 L4 35.0 4.5 30.5
1976 rate 11,851,000 10.4 20.3 3.8 2.1 1.7 6.3 2.5 3.9 37.8 5.3 32.4
Percent change *.23,9 A -27.2 +25.7 #.52.1 ~20.4 ~30.2 ~12.6 +7.9 +18.7 6.4
Males*
1975 rate 81,233,000 43.6 20.1 9.8 3.0 6.7 33.7 14.2 19.6 108.1 2.9 105.2
1976 rate 82, 328,000 42.9 0.2 9.1 2.6 6.5 33.6 Ueh 19.2 106.2 2.5 103.7
Percent change -1.6 +111.1 6.7 ~14.1 ~3.4 ~0.4 +1.6 -1.9 ~1.7 -11.2 ~1.5
Never married
1975 rate 25,810,000 72.3 20.2 16.7 L5 12.2 5.4 21.7 33.7 164.2 L.7 159.4
1976 rate 26,567,000 70.6 20.1 15.0 4.0 11.1 55.6 23.5 32.1 153.7 4.5 149.3
Percent change -2.3 -64,.7 -9, -11.8 -9.4 +8.1 -8 *-6.4 -5.9 *-5. 4
Married
1975 rate 49,628,000 26.1 2(z) L.7 1 3.2 21.4 9.4 12,1 78,4 1.5 77.0
1976 rate 49, 824,000 24,9 0.2 4.2 1.0 3.2 20.5 8.8 11.8 79.1 1.1 78.0
Percent change 4.7 +666.7 ~10.7 ** .30.8 ~1.5 4.3 6.5 -2.9 +0.8 -23.8 +1.3
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Table 5. Personal crimes: Change in victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by sex, marital status, and type of crime, 1975 and 1676--continued

(Rate per 1,000 persons age 12 and over)

Number of Robbery Personal larceny

Sex and persons in Crimes of With Without Assault Crimes of With Without
marital status the group violence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple theft contact centact
Separated or divorced

1675 rate 3,688,000 87.1 20.0 28.9 14.1 14.9 58,1 30.7 27.4 153.1 6.5 146.2

1676 rate 3,888,000 §2.1 20,5 30.2 12.5 17.2 bL.4 28.8 32.6 156.2 5.5 150.3

Percent change +5.8 (¥) +he2 -8.0 +15.6 +5.7 -6.3 +15.2 +2.0 ~14.1 +2.8
Widowed

1975 rate 1,850,000 27. 20,5 12.3 2.2 8.2 14.3 6.5 7.8 37.1 6.3 30.8

1976 rate 1,839,000 26.8 20.6 14.3 5.5 8.8 115 5.8 6.1 53.3 6.7 46.6

Percent change ~2.6 -36.4 +16.3 +33.0 +8.1 -16.8 -10.5 -22.0 +43.7 +6.4y *%451,3

Females?

1675 rate 88,439,000 23.0 1.7 4.0 1.3 2.7 17.3 5.4 11, . 3.3 81.7

1676 rate 86,572,000 23.1 1.4 4.0 1.6 2.4 17.6 5.7 1.¢ 86.8 3.2 83.6

Percent change +0.4 -13.3 +0.8 +204.6 -10.8 +1.7 +4.8 +0.3 +2.2 2.4 +2.4
Never married

1675 rate 22,955,000 38.3 3.1 5.9 1.9 4.0 26.3 8.1 21,2 131.3 3.3 128.1

1976 rate 23,376,000 40.1 3.5 5.7 1.9 3.8 30.9 9.3 21.6 130.3 4.0 126.4

Percent change +4.8 +13.6 -3.0 +1.0 ~5.0 +5.5 +15.4 +1.7 =0.8 +21.8 ~1.3
Married

1675 rate 18,608,000 12.6 0.8 2.3 0.7 1.9 5.5 2. 6.5 70.2 2.3 67.5

1976 rate 145,060,000 12.2 0.5 2.3 0.7 1.5 9.5 3.3 6.2 72.4 2.1 70.3

Percent change ~3.4 *-L0.7 -3.0 +12.3 -8.6 ~0.2 +11.3 ~5.4 +3.0 -9.8 +3.5
Separated or divorced

1975 rate 6,556,000 6.8 L7 6.9 L2 5.8 50.2 18.7 31. 107.7 8.9 8.8

1976 rate 6,884,000 66.3 3.1 14.1 7.2 6.5 49.1 16.4 32.7 117.5 5.6 111.6

Percent change “4+2.3 ~33.4 +41.G +Th.2 +18.4 -2.2 -12.2 +3.7 +9.2 **.33.3 ¥%+13.0
Widovied

1675 rate 10,086,000 11.1 20,5 3.9 1.2 2.7 6.8 2.5 3.8 3.6 L2 30.5

1976 rate 10,013,000 74 20.3 1.9 1.5 30.4 5.3 1.8 3.5 34.5 5.1 29.5

Percent change *-33.3 -47.9  *-52.2 +22.5 #-85,1 ~21.4 **.37.8 -8.7 +1.0 +22.1 ~2.0

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
*%5tatistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

Y Not defined.
Z Iess than .05,

1Includes data on persons whose marital status was not ascertained.
2Rate, based on gero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 6. Personal crimes: Change in victimization rates for persons age 12 and
over, by annual family income and type of crime, 1975 and 1976

(Rate per 1,000 persons age 12 and over)

Mumber of Robbery Personal larceny
persons in Crimes of With Without Assault Crimes of With Without
Annual family incame the group violence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple theft contact contact
Total?

1975 rate 169, 671,000 32.8 0.9 6.8 2.1 L.6 25.2 9.6 15.6 96.0 3.1 92.9

1976 rate 171,901,000 32.6 0.8 6.5 2.1 Loy 25.3 9.9 15.4 96.1 2.9 93.2

Percent change -0.8 =7.7 by by 1.4 -5.8 +0.4 +2.6 -1.0 +0.1 6.5 +0.3
Less than $3,000

1975 rate 13, 462,000 52.1 2.3 11.9 3.9 8.1 37.8 15. 22.5 79.0 5.8 73.2

1976 rate 12,093, 000 542 2.5 14.0 5.3 8.7 37.7 16.1 21.7 86,4 5.9 80.7

Percent change +he1 +7.8 +17.3 +37.4 +7.7 ~0.2 +4.9 -3.9 **4Q, 5 -1.2 #%1+10.3
$3,000-37, 499

1975 rate 35,761,000 38.1 1.1 8.7 .0 5.7 28,2 12.3 15. 77.5 4.2 73.3

1976 rate 33,721,000 36.6 1.1 8.4 .1 5.3 7.1 11.3 15.8 76.0 3.5 72,5

Percent change -3.8 -2.6 =3.7 +2.0 -6.6 -3.9 -7.9 -0.8 -1.9 ~17.2 -1.1
$7, 500-39, 999

1975 rate 18, 094,000 32.7 1.3 7.0 2.7 L.2 244 8.9 15.5 95.9 2.6 93.3

1976 rate 17,017,000 33.4 1.2 6.5 2.1 L4 25.7 10.6 15.1 89.2 3.0 86.2

Percent change +2.1 ~11.2 -6.2 -22.5 +4.5 +5.2 +19.1 -2.8 #¥7,0 +14.2 *.7.6
$10, 000-$14, 959

1975 rate 41,388,000 29.5 0.6 5.7 1.5 4.2 23.3 8.5 14.7 98.5 2.4 9.1

1976 rate 39, 359, 000 29.7 0.6 4.9 1.4 3.5 24.3 9.6 4.7 P2 2.0 92,2

Percent change +0.8 0.0 -14.2 ~10.4 ~15.7 +4.5 +12.2 +0.1 RN L -17.5 “h.1
$15,000-$24, 999

1975 rate 35,769,000 27.6 0.6 b6 1.3 3.2 22.4 7.3 15.2 111.8 1.7 110.1

1976 rate 38,953,000 27.5 0.5 45 1.5 3.0 2.6 7.9 4.7 111.8 2.2 109.6

Percent rate -0.2 -15.0 -2.0 +11.3 7.8 +0.6 +8.3 ~3.0 (2) +27.1 -0.5
$25,000 and over

1975 rate 12,487,000 27.5 20.8 4.0 0.9 3.1 22,7 7.4 15.3 128.9 2. 126.5

1976 rate 15,230, 000 27.2 20.6 4.5 0.9 3.6 22.0 7.5 4.5 133.9 2.5 131.3

Percent change -1.1 -21.5 +14.1 -1.1 +19.3 -3,0 +1.3 ~5.0 +3.9 +5.0 +3.9

*%Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

% Less than .05

1Includes data on persons whose income level was not ascertained.

2Rate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelisble.
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Table 7. Personal crimes: Change in victimization rates for persons age 12
and over, by place of residence and type of crime, 1975 and 1976

(Rate per 1,000 persons age 12 and over)

Nuaber of Robbery Personal larceny
persons in Crimes of With Without Assault Crimes of With Without
Place of residence the group violence Rape Tot.al injury injury Total Aggravated Simple theft contact contact
A1l places of residence
1975 rate 169,672,000 32.8 0.9 6.8 2.1 4.6 25.2 9.6 15.6 96.0 3.1 92.9
1976 rate 171,901,000 32.6 0.8 6.5 2.1 Lely 25.3 9.9 5.4 96,1 2.9 93.2
Percent change -0.8 7.7 wlpoly 1.4 -5.8 +0.4 +2.6 ~1.0 +0.1 -6.5 +0.3
Total in metropolital areas
Inside central cities
1975 rate 50,270,000 46.2 1.3 12.5 3.9 8.6 32.4 12.9 19.5 108.7 5.6 103.1
1976 rate 50,195,000 4549 1.3 12.4 Lol 8.3 32.2 12.8 19.4 109.6 5.6 104.0
Percent change -0.5 -3.0 0.4 +.9 2.8 -0.5 0.3 0.6 +0.9 1.4 +0.8
Cutside central cities .
1975 rate 65,687,000 31.7 0.7 5.6 1.7 3.9 2544 9.3 16.1 106.4 2.6 103.8
1976 rate 67,196,000 32.3 0.8 5.1 1.7 3.5 26.4 9.8 16.6 107.5 2.4 105.1
Percent change +1.9 +16.2 -8.7 ~2.4 -11.2 +3.9 +4.8 3.4 +1.0 ~7.3 1+1.2
Metropolitan areas with
central cities of 1,000,000
or more
Inside central cities
1975 rate 15,183,000 46.0 1.5 19.1 5.2 13.8 25.4 11.0 L4 91.5 8.4 83.1
1976 rate 14,990,000 48.5 0.8 18.5 5.6 12.8 29.2 12.7 16.6 91.6 9.5 82.1
Percent change +544 *-48.1 -3.3 +7.4 7.3 +15.1 +15.1 +15,2 (z) +13.0 -1.3 -
Outside central cities. -
1975 rate 12,336,000 36.8 0.7 7.0 2.0 5.1 29.1 10.2 18.9 121.2 3.3 117.9
1976 rate 16,196,000 37.8 20,5 8.3 3.1 5.2 29.0 10.8 18.2 115.0 3. 111.5
Percent change +2.6 -23.9 +17.9 +56.6 +3.2 0.4 +5.5 -3.6 ~5.1 +449 =5
Metropolitan areas with
central cities from
500,000 to 999,999
Inside central cities
1975 rate 10,303,000 50.5 1.0 4.4 46 9.7 35.1 13.3 21.8 131.5 7.0 124.5
1976 rate 10,329,000 549.7 2.0 13.6 4.0 9.6 34.1 15.1 19.0 128.2 6.2 122,
Percent change -1.5 +106.1 -5.1 =13.4 ~l.1 =3.0 +12.9 -12.8 -2.6 . ~12.3 -2.0 a
Outside central cities
1975 rate 15,425,000 37.7 1.0 6.9 2.1 4.8 29.8 9.5 20.2 125.0 3.7 121.3
1976 rate 15,839,000 32.5 0.9 5.2 1.0 42 26.4 9.5 16.9 112.3 2.4 109.9
Percent change *-13.6 ~10.6 **.24.4 *-53.1 -11.9 ~11.2 ~0.3 **-16.4 *-10.2 *-36.0 *-9.4
N t - "
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Table 7. Personal crimes: Change in victimization rates for persons age 12
and over, by place of residence and type of crime, 1975 and 2976--continued

(Rate per 1,000 persons age 12 and over)

Number of Robbery Personal. larceny

i

persons in Crimes of With Without Assault Crimes of With Without
Place of residence the group violence Rape Total injury injury Tot.al Aggravated Simple theft contact contact
Metropolitan areas with
central cities from
250,000 to 499,999
Inside central cities
1975 rate 9,663,000 46.0 1.1 9.9 3.4 6.4 35.1 12.6 22.5 105.3 Loy 100.9
1976 rate 9,894,000 45.3 1.7 9.7 3.2 6.5 33.9 13.9 20.0 114.6 4.5 110.0
Percent change -1.5 +62.9 ~1.5 7.6 +1.9 3.4 +10.9 -11.4 +8.8 +2.5 +9.1
Outside central cities
1975 rate 14,952,000 26.6 10.4 5.3 1.8 3.6 23.8 9.4 Uk 99.2 2.2 97.0
1976 rate 15,055,000 33.1 1.0 4.2 1.5 2.7 27.9 10.7 17.2 106.0 2.2 103.8
Percent change +12.1 +125.0 -20.3 -14.9 -23.0 *#%4+17.2 +13.4 +19.6 +6.9 +1.4 +7.0
Metropolitan areas with
central cities lrom
50,000 to 249,999
Inside central cities
1975 rate 15,120,000 43.5 1.6 6.2 2.2 3.9 35.7 14.6 21.1 112.5 2.4 110.0
1976 rate 14,962,000 411 1.0 7.3 3.1 4.2 32.8 10.8 22.1 111.6 2.1 109.5
Percent change 5.4 -33.3 +18,0 +38.4 +6.4 -8,1 26,4 +4e5 -0.8 -12.3 ~0.5
Outside central cities
1975 rate 20,975,000 as.h 0.6 4.0 1.2 2.8 20.8 8.5 12.3 87.8 1.7 86.2
1976 rate 20,106,000 27.1 0.7 3.2 1.1 2.1 23.2 8.5 14.7 98,9 1.8 97.1
Percent change +7.0 +23.7 -19.3 3L =25.7 +11.5 +0,6 +19.0 *4+12.6 +9.6 *+12.6
Total in nonmetropolitan areas
1975 rate 53,714,000 21.8 0.8 2.8 1.1 1.8 18.2 6.9 11.3 1.5 1.4 70.1
1976 rate 54,510,000 20.6 0.5 2.6 0.9 1.8 17.5 7.2 10.3 69.6 0.9 68.é
Percent change =54t %3604, ~7.1 -19.0 +0.6 -3.9 +.3 -9. 2.7 *%-30,4 2.1
*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
**Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
Z Less than .05,
2Rate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 8. Househald crimes: Change in victimization rates, by type of crime, 1975 and 1976
(Rate per 1,000 households)

Rate
Type of household crime 1975 1976 Percent change, 1975-1976 Standard error?
Burglary 91.7 8.9 -3.0 2.0
Forcible entry 30.9 30.4 -1.7 3.6
Unlawful entry L0.5 37.7 *-6.9 2.0
Attempted forcible entry 20.3 20.8 +2.7 4.7
Household larceny 125.4 124.1 -1.0 1.7
Completed larceny? 117.8 115.4 -2.1 1.8
Less than $50 76.9 ™7 2.7 2.2
$50 or more 37.1 36.6 =1.4 3.3
Attempted larceny 7.6 8.7 **114, 9 8.3
Motor vehicle theft 19.5 16.5 *-15,5 4.1
Canpleted theft 12.5 10.1 *-18.9 5.0
Attempted bheft 7.0 6.3 -9.2 7.3
Number of houscholds 73, 560,000 71;,956,000

#Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.

*xStatigtically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
1The standard error is given in percentage points at the 68 percent confidence level. For an illustration of the use of standard errors for the household

survey, see Appendix II.
3Includes amount not reported.
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Table 9. Household crimes: Change in victimization rates, by age of head of
household and type of crime, 1975 and 1976

(Rate per 1,000 households)

Burglary
Number of Attempted
households Forcible Unlawful forcible Household larceny Motor vehicle theft
Age of household head in the group Toval entry entry entry Total Campleted Attempted Total Completed Abtempted
Total
1975 rate 73, 560, 000 91.7 30.9 4£0.5 20.3 125.4 117.8 7.6 19.5 12.5 7.0
1976 rate Thy 956, 600 88.9 30.4 37.7 20.8 1241 115.4 8.7 16.5 10.1 6.3
Percent change -3.0 -1.7 *-6.9 +2.7 -1.0 -2.1 *¥+14.9 *-15.5 %-18.9 -9.2
12-19
1975 rate 1,110,000 214.5 39.4 131.0 44.0 221.0 204.1 16.9 32.4 20.9 11.5
1976 rate 1,095,000 207.3 54.6 113.3 39.3 178.1 167.7 10.4 27.4 17.5 9.9
Percent change -3.3 +38.7 ~-13.5 -10.7 *-19.4 **%-17.9 -38.5 -15.5 -16.1 -14.6
20~-34
o 1975 rate 21,508, 000 122.2 45.2 48.3 28.7 171.5 160.2 11.4 29.7 18.6 11.0
hd 1976 rate 22,092,000 123.6 L4.6 48,1 30.9 171.9 159.3 12.6 24.3 . 15.5 8.8
Percent change +1.1 ~1.4 -0.5 +7.6 +0,2 -0.6 +11.3 *-18.1 *#-17.0 *-20,0
35-49
. 1975 rate 18,393,000 101.5 32.8 50.0 18.7 148.7 140.5 8.2 21.7 14.2 7.5
' 1976 rate 18, 522, 000 92.8 30.4 §2.9 19.6 14y, 7 135.0 9.7 18.9 11.6 7.3
Percent change *-8.6 ~7.6 *-14.2 +h.7 -2.7 -3.9 +18.2 #*-13,0 #*-18.3 -2.9
. 50-64
p 1975 rate 18, 156,000 68.1 23.5 29.4 15.2 94.1 a8.6 5.5 15.0 9.8 5.1
i 1976 rate 18,459,000 67.5 22,8 29.4 15.3 9.6 87.0 7.7 12.3 7.3 5.0
" Percent change -0.8 -3.1 +0.2 +1.0 +0.6 -1.8 **+39.6 **-17.5 *=25.4 -2.3
% 65 ard over
§ 1975 rate 14, 393, 000 53.8 15.8 23.8 14.2 58.7 55.6 3.1 6.2 3.9 2.3
‘i 1976 rate 14, 789, 000 50.2 16.9 20.5 12.8 59.5 56.7 2.9 6.1 3.3 2.8
Percent change 6.7 +7.2 *#.13,7 ~10.3 +1.4 +2.0 -8.3 -0.7 -15.9 +25.8
*Statistically sigaificant at the 95 percent ronfidence level.
*%Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
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Table 10. Household crimes: Change in victimization rates, by race of head of
household, tenure and type of crime, 1975 and 1976
(Rate per 1,000 househalds)
Burglary
Number of Attempted

Race of household households Forcible Unlawful forcible Household larceny Motor vehicle theft
head and tenure in the group Total entry entry entry Total Caompleted Attempted Total Completed Attempted
A1 races?

1975 rate 73, 560,000 91.7 30.9 40.5 20.3 125.4 117.8 7.6 19.5 12.5 7.0

1976 rate 74,956,000 88.9 30.4 37.7 20.8 124.1 115.4 8.7 16.5 10.1 6.3

Percent change -3.0 -1.7 *-6.9 +2.7 -1.0 ~2,1 **414.9 *-15.5 *-18.9 -9.2
Owned or being bought

1975 rate 146,858,000 77.6 24.8 37.0 15.8 115.6 108.8 6.8 15.7 9.9 5.8

1976 rate 48,207,000 73.3 A4 33.1 15.8 113.5 105.5 7.9 13.5 8.0 5.5

Percent change *-5.5 -1.7 *-10.4 -0.1 -1.8 -3.0 +16.8 *~14.0 *-19.3 4.9
Rented

1975 rate 26,702, 000 116.4 41.6 46.7 28.1 142.6 133.6 9.0 26.2 17.0 9.1

1976 rate 26,749,000 117.0 L1.1 546.0 29,9 143.3 133.1 10.2 21.9 14.0 7.9

Percent change +0.5 -1.0 ~1. +6.3 +0.5 0.4 +12.9 *_16.4 *.18.0 ~13.7
White

1975 rate 64,905,000 87.1 27.1 41.1 18.8 126.6 119.0 7.6 18.6 1.7 6.9

1976 rate 66,065,000 84.0 26.8 27.9 19.4 125.8 117.2 8.6 15.9 2.6 6.4

Percent change -3.5 -1.3 4.7.9 +3.1 -0.6 -1.5 +13.7 *-14. *-18.4 -7.3
Owned or being bought .

1975 rate 43,024,000 75.9 22.8 37.6 15.4 115.4 108.5 6.8 14.8 9.3 5.4

1976 rate 41,293, 000 70.9 22.4 33.3 15.2 113.8 106.3 7.6 12.8 7.5 5.4

Percent change *6,5 -1.7 *-11.3 -1.8 ~1.4 -2.1 +10.5 *-13.1 *-19.9 -1.3
Rented

1975 rate 21, 881,000 109.1 35.6 48.0 25.5 148.6 139.5 9.1 26.0 16.4 9.6

1976 rate 21,772,000 110.7 35.6 47.0 28.1 150.2 139.4 10.8 22.1 13.8 8.3

Percent, change +1.5 -0.1 ~2.1 +10.2 +1.1 -0.1 +19.3 *-14.8  **-15.6 -13.5
Black

1975 rate 7,838,000 129.4 61.6 36.2 31, 114.6 107.9 6.7 26.9 18.5 8.4

1976 rate 8, 006, 000 130.8 59.2 39.1 32.5 112.1 102.3 9.8 21.5 15.1 6.3

Percent change +1.1 -3.9 +8.2 +2.7 ~2.1 ~5.2 +'7.2 *-20,2 -18.3 —2h.5
Owned or being bought

1975 rate 3,484,000 99.2 48.5 30.9 19.8 118.3 113.0 5.3 27.0 16.9 10.1

1976 rate 3,541,000 105.8 WB.7 33.6 23.5 110.5 98.0 12.5 22.3 15.3 7.0

Percent change +6.6 +0.6 +8.7 +18.3 6.6 *%-13,3 **4135.5 -17.6 9.4 -31.0
Rented

1975 rate 4,354,000 153.4 72.1 4LO.4 41.1 111.6 103.9 7.8 26.8 19.8 7.0

1976 rate Lo 465,000 150.7 67.5 43.5 39.7 113.5 105.7 7.7 20.8 14.9 5.9

Percent change -1.9 ~b.4 +7.8 ~3.4 +1,6 +1.8 -0.8 *¥_22.3 240 -16.1

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.

*#5tatistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

Includes data on "other" races, not shown separately.
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Table 11. Household crimes: Change in victimization rates, by race or Spanish origin of head
of household, annual family income, and type of crime, 1975 and 1976
(Rate per 1,000 househalds)
Burglary

Annual family income, race Number of Attempted
of household head, or households Forcible Unlawful forcible Household larceny Motor vehicle theft
Spanish origin in the group Total entry entry entry Total Completed Attempted Total Completed Attempted
A1l races?

1975 rate 73, 560, 000 91.7 30.9 40.5 20.3 125.4 117.8 7.6 19.5 12.5 7.0

1976 rate 7k, 956, 000 88.9 30.4 37.7 20.8 124.1 115.4 8.7 16.5 10.1 6.3

Percent change -3.0 -1.7 *5.9 +2.7 -1.0 2.1 #%e14.9 *-15., *-18.9 -9.2
Less than $7,500

1975 rate 26,332,000 101.7 35.0 42.7 24.0 111.5 105.1 6.5 1.8 9.8 5.1

1976 rate 24,913,000 101.3 36.1 41.1 24.1 106.5 100.3 6.2 12,1 &l 3.7

Percent change ~0.3 +3.3 -3.8 +0.5 ~4.5 4.6 -4.2 *~18,2 ~14.1 *-26.1
37,500-$14, 999

1975 rate 24,357,000 83.8 30.2 34.7 18.9 137.4 129.1 8.3 21.5 13.5 8.1

1976 rate 23,563,000 80.7 26.7 33.0 21.0 137.0 126.3 10.8 19.0 11.8 7.2

Percent change -3.7 ¥11.5 -~5.0 +11.1 0.3 -2.2 #4329, *%-11,8 -12.4 -10.8
$15,000 and over

1975 rate 17,210,000 90.7 25.6 46.7 18.5 136.3 127.7 8.6 23.1 14.3 8.7

1976 rate 19,543,000 86.7 27.5 414 17.8 140.1 130.1 2.9 19.8 11.0 8.9

Percent change =~hody +7.5 *~11.3 -3.6 +2.7 +1.9 +15.5 *%-14,1 *-.23.6 +1.4
White?

1975 rate 64,905,000 87.1 27.1 41.1 18.8 126.6 119.0 7.6 18.6 11.7 6.9

1976 rate £6,065,000 84.0 26.8 37.9 19.4 125.8 117.2 8.6 15.9 9.6 6.4

Percent change -3.5 -1.3 *~7, +3.1 -0.6 ~-1.5 +13.7 *=14., *#=18.4 7.3
Less than $7,500

1975 rate 21,546,000 .2 28.5 43.6 22.0 113.7 107.0 6.8 14.5 9.2 5.3

1976 rate 20, 314,000 94,0 30.8 41.0 22.3 108.4 102.3 6.1 11.6 8.0 3.7

Percent change -0.2 +7.7 6.1 +1.3 4.7 SN -9.9 #-19,6 ~12.9 %*-31.1
$7,500-$14, 999

1975 rate 22,099, 000 79.7 27.4 35. 17.3 137.3 129.3 8.0 19.8 12.0 1.7

1976 rate 21,293,000 76.6 23.6 33.3 19.7 137.1 126.5 10.5 17.5 10.6 6.9

Percent change -3.8 *%-13.9 -4, 8 +14.1 -0.2 2.1 *%4+31.0 -11.2 -11.7 -10.5
$15,000 and over .

1975 rate 16, 24,0, 000 90.2 2.4 K7.6 18.2 136.1 127.5 8.6 21.8 13.8 8.0

1976 rate 18, 354, 000 85.0 25.7 £2.0 17.3 140.7 131.2 9.6 19.3 10.5 8.8

Percent change -5.8 +5.2 #.11.8 4.8 +3.4 +2.9 +10.6 -11.6 #-23.9 +9.6
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Table 11. Household crimes: Change in victimization rates, by race or Spanish origin of head
of household, annual family income, and type of crime, 1975 and 1976--continued

(Rate per 1,000 households)

Burglary

Annual family income, race Number of Attempted
of househald head, or households Forcible Unlawful forcible Household larceny fobor vehicle theft
Spanish origin in the group Tobal entry enbry entry Total Campleted Attempted Total Campleted Attempted
Blaeck?

1975 rite 7,838, 000 129.4 61.6 36.2 31.7 114.6 107.9 6.7 26.9 18.5 8.4

1976 rave 8,006,000 130.8 59.2 39.1 32.5 112.1 102.3 9.8 21.5 15.1 6.3

Percent, change +1.1 -3.9 +8.2 +2.7 -2.1 -5.2 +47.2 *.20.2 -18.3 -2, 5
Less than $7,500

1975 rate 4,488,000 134.4 65,2 36.6 32.6 98.6 9h. b L2 15.5 11.6 3.9

1976 rate 4,298,000 134.8 59.2 42.8 32.8 97.8 90.6 7.2 12.9 9.7 3.2

Percent change +0,3 -9.2 +17.0 +0.,7 -0.8 4.0 +72.6 -16.5 ~16.0 ~-17.9
$7, 500814, 999

1975 rate 2,019, 000 129.7 60.0 33.7 36.0 135.3 126.0 9.2 42,0 29.2 12.8

1976 rate 2,032, 000 125.6 58,5 32,7 3h.d 138.2 124.4 13.8 35.6 2.6 11.0

Percent change ~3,2 -2.5 -3.1 4.5 +2.1 ~1.3 +49.6 -15.2 ~15.8 -13.9
$15,000 and over

1975 rate 764,000 113.4 50.8 37.6 25.0 150.2 142.0 3g.2 48.2 23.6 2.6

1976 rate by, 000 133.2 68.7 35.5 29.0 137.4 122.0 15.4 33.6 20.7 12.8

Percent change +17.5 +35.3 -5.5 +15.9 -8.5 =14.1 +87.5 -30.4 -12.3 *47.8
Persons of Spanish origin*

1975 rate 3,081,000 97.5 38.7 33.9 24.8 148.4 140.9 7.5 26,4 17.6 2.8

1976 rate 3,186,000 98.5 35.6 35.1 27.8 137.2 126,1 11.1 23.4 15.9 7.5

Percent change +1.1 ~8.Q +3.5 +12.0 =7.0 -10.5 +4,8.7 ~11.3 ~9.7 ~1h L
Less than $7,500

1975 rate 1, 514,000 112.9 4.1 36.8 32.0 114.8 110.¢ 23.9 20.4 16.2 2L.3

1976 rate 1,468,000 116.0 iy, 6 bbb 27.1 118.4 106.9 11.5 12.4 7.5 2.9

Percent change +2.8 +1.0 +20.5 -15.1 +3.1 =-3.7 +196.9 *##.39, 5 ¥.53.8 +15.3
$7, 500-$14, 999

1975 rate 1,000,000 79.5 34.6 28.8 16.0 190.4 175.7 14.7 32,6 15.4 17.2

1976 rate 1,041,000 82.5 2.5 28.7 29.3 154.9 143.0 11.9 40.4 29.9 10.4

Percent change +3.8 -29.3 ~0.3 +82.9 **-18.7 *%-18.6 -19.2 +43.8 +94.5 -39.5
$15,000 and over

1975 rate 350,000 101.6 34.2 50.0 217.4 193.9 187.0 26,9 36.6 226.6 210.0

1976 rate 433,000 %.3 25.0 32.9 36.4 176.5 165.3 211.3 27.8 216.8 211.0

Percent change 7.1 -26.7 ~34.2 +109.3 -9.0 -11.6 +62.7 ~24.1 -36.9 +10.2

#Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.

**Statistically significent at the 90 percent confidence level.

1 Tncludes data on households whose income level was not ascertained. The "all races" category also includes data on "other" races, not shown separately.
2Rate, based on zert or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 12. Household crimes: Change in victimization rates, by

place of residence and type of crime, 1975 and 1976

(Rate per 1,000 households)

Burglary
Number of Attempted
households Forcible Unlawful forcible Household larceny Motor vehicle theft
Place of residence in the group Total entry entry entry Total Completed Attempted Total Completed Attempted
All places of residence
1975 rate 73,560,000 91.7 30.9 40.5 20.3 125.4 117.8 7.6 19.5 12.5 7.0
1976 rate 74,956,000 88.9 30.4 37.7 20.8 124.1 115.4 8.7 16.5 10.1 6.3
Percent, change -3.0 ~1.7 *-6.9 +2.7 -1.0 ~2.1 *%414.9 *-15.5 *.18.9 -9.2
Total in metropolitan areas
Inside central cities .
1975 rate 23,235,000 117.3 45.9 42.0 29.4 141.9 131.4 10.5 27.7 18.0 9.6 ¢
1976 rate 23,321,000 113.4 L3 LO.4 28.7 138.9 128.6 10.3 23.5 15.2 8.3
Percent. change ~3.3 ~3.5 -3.9 -2.2 -2,1 2.1 =1.4 *.15,1 *.15,9 -13.7
Outside central cities
1975 rate 27,350,000 88.3 27.8 40.9 19.6 133.0 125.4 7.6 20.4 12,3 8.1
1976 rate 28,025,000 88.9 28.9 39.1 2.0 139.2 128.8 10.3 18.9 10.6 8.2
Percent change +0.7 +3.6 Loy +7.4 *thy 7 +2.8 *+35.9 =~ *#-13.8 +2.2
Metropolitan areas with central
cities of 1,000,000 or more
Inside central cities
1975 rate 7,184,000 97.2 43.7 30.7 22.9 90.0 83.8 6.2 32.9 19.7 13.2
1976 rate 7,127,000 95.6 W20 28.3 25.0 89.0 8.4 6.6 27.0 16.8 10.2
Percent change -1.6 -2.9 -7.8 +9:3 -1.1 -1.6 +5.6 **-17,9 ~14.6 -22.7
Outside central cities
1975 rate 5,989,000 100.8 31.6 45.8 234 140.1 130.8 9.3 27.8 14.9 12.9 T
1976 rate 6,724,000 87.1 27.6 37.2 22.4 140.5 126.9 13.7 2L.4 13.5 10.9
Percent change *-13.6 -12.8 *-18.9 ~443 +0.3 -3.0 +47.3 -12,1 ~9.2 “15.4
Metropolitan areas with central =
cities from 500,000 to 999,999 .
Inside central cities I’
1975 rate 4,796,000 134.7 47.1 50.1 37.5 177.0 161.4 15.6 32.0 23.0 9.0 !
1976 rate 4,801,000 130.1 49.3 443 36.6 159.6 147.7 11.9 29.7 20.1 9.6
Percent change =34 +o7 -11.6 -2.5 #%-9.8 -B.5 -23.7 -7.3 -12,5 +6.1
Outside central cities
1975 rate 6,463,000 88.2 31.1 39.7 17.4 131.2 125.3 5.9 24.1 hdy 9.7
1976 rate 6,613,000 86.4 32.1 34.3 20.0 133.5 124.2 9.4 2.7 11.2 10.4 2
Percent change -2.1 +3.3 -13.6 +14.6 +1.8 -0.9 +59.3 -10,1 -21.9 +7.4 ¢
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Table 12, Household crimes: Change in victimization rates, by
place of residence and type of crime, 1975 and 1976—-continued
(Rate per 1,000 households)
Burglary
Number of Attempted
households Forcible Unlawful forcible Houaehold larceny Motor vehicle theft
Place of residence in the group Total entry entry entry Total Completed Attempted Total Completed Attempted : .
Metropolitan areas with central ’
cities from 250,000 to 499,999
Inside central cities
1975 rate. 4,407,000 128.4 53.1 37.4 37.8 1541 142.9 11.2 26,4 17.2 9.2
1976 rate 4,504,000 121.7 L7.5 42.5 31.7 173.6 159.4 14.2 20.6 13.1 7.5
Percent change -5.2 -10.7 +13.5 -16.1 *#%412,6 ¥*411,5 +26.5 22,1 -23.9 -18.8
Outside central cities
1975 rate 6,270,000 84.7 26.0 39.5 19.2 137.3 129.8 7.5 18.5 1.8 6.8
1976 rate 6,360,000 93.6 27.7 42.5 23.4 161.9 151.1 10.8 19.8 11.4 8.5
Percent change +10.5 +6.7 4745 +21.6 *417.9 *416.4 +3.4 +7.2 =3.3 +25.5
Metropolitan areas with central
cities from 50,000 to 249,999
Inside central cities
1975 rate 6,849,000 119.2 42,9 51.3 25.0 163.8 152.9 10.9 20.0 13.4 6.7 2,
1976 rate 6,889,000 114.8 40.9 48.8 25.2 153.5 142.9 10.7 17.5 11.4 6.1
Percent. change -3.7 =47 ~1e9 +0.6 -6.3 6.5 -2.6 ~12.6 ~14.5 -8.9
Qutside central cities
1975 rate 8,629,000 82.3 24.1 39.4 18.8 126.2 118.4 7.8 13.8 9.4 Ledy —
1976 rate 8,329,000 88.9 28.1 1.9 19.0 125,2 117.1 8.1 11.4 7.3 4.2
Percent change +8.1 +16.4 +6.4 40.9 0.8 -1.1 +3.7 “17.4 -22.8 -5.9 '
Total in nonmetropolital areas
1975 rate 22,975,000 69.8 19.4 38.5 1.9 99.7 95.0 4.7 10.1 7.1 3.0
1976 rate 23,610,000 &4.6 18.4 33.4 12.8 91.5 86.3 5.2 6.7 4.6 2,1
Percent. change *ET L8 *213.2 +7.3 #wf,2 *e0 .2 +12.1 *-33.8 *.35.6 ##*-29 .2
*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
**Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
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Table 1k. Commercial crimes: Change in victimization rates for commercial establishments,
by kind of establishment and type of crime, 1975 and 1976

(Rate per 1,000 businesses)

Burglary Robbery
Kind of establishment Number of businesses in the group Total Completed Attempted Total Completed Attempted
All vusinesses
1975 rate 6,709,000 228.6 167.6 61.0 354 30.5 9.0
1976 rate 7,246,000 217.3 164.1 53.2 38.5 28.5 9.9
Percent change ~4.9 -2.1 *32.7 ~2.4 6.4 +10.9
Retail
1675 rate 2,275,000 315.9 219.7 96.2 81.3 65.0 16.3
1676 rate 2,381,000 283.0 195.7 83.3 75.5 61,1 14.8
Percent change *210.4 *-G,1 *.13.4 -6.6 -5.9 -9.7
Food group
1675 rate 351,000 357.7 225.9 131.8 145.3 126.3 15,0
1676 rate 355,000 269.4 171.0 98.3 148.7 129.0 19.7
Percent change *-24.7 *21,.3 *-25.4 +2.3 +2.1 +3.9
Eating end drirking places
N 1675 rate 475,000 361.6 259.5 102.2 85.7 65.2 24.5
S 1976 rate 499,000 300.8 208.9 91.9 794 69.6 19.8
Percent change *.16.8 #-19,5 -10.1 -11.5 +6.8 *#-60,)
' Wholesale
1975 rate 377,000 210.6 169.1 4.5 18.9 14.7 14.0
1576 rate 505,000 313.1 272.2 40.9 20.4 12.0 18,4
Percent change *+48,7 *4+61,0 ~1.5 +8.9 -18.2 +108.0
i Service .
; 1975 rate 2,677,000 188.7 1442 45 18.1 13.8 [
! 1976 rate 2,848,000 177.5 137.5 L0.0 20.0 12,5 7.5
: Percent change -5.G <46 -10.1 +10.0 -%.2 *+70.0
{2 Manufacturing
fé 1975 rate 331,000 238.6 183.4 55.3 16.8 19.1 17,6
3 1976 rate 368,000 218.1 163.1 5449 18.9 14.2 3.7
i Percent change -8.6 ~11.0 -0. +12.7 +55.1 ~38.1
All others
1975 rate 1,048,000 144.2 108.8 35.4 17.4 10.6 6.8
i 1976 rate 1,143,000 137.1 108.7 28.4 20.8 12.4 8.5
) Percent change 4.9 0.2 -19.6 +20.0 +16.7 +25.1
, *Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
i i1Rate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 15. Commercial crimes: Change in victimization rates for commercial establishments,
by number of paid employees and type of crime, 1975 and 1976

(Rate per 1,000 businesses)

Burglary Robbery
Numter of paid employees Number of businesses in the group Total Completed Attempted Total Completed Attempted
A1, employees?

1975 rate 6,709,000 228.6 167.6 61.0 39.4 30.5 9.0

1976 rate 7,246,000 217.3 164.1 53.2 38.5 28.5 9.9

Percent change 4.9 2.1 *-1ee? ~2.4 6.4 +10.9
No paid employees

1975 rate 1,664,000 174.1 124.5 49.7 28,2 21.1 7.0

1976 rate 1,817,000 180.5 133.7 46.G 21.1 13.2 7.9

Percent change +3.7 +7:4 -5,6 *%-25,1 *-37.5 +12.4
1~3 employees

1975 rate 2,490,000 217.3 157.7 59.6 29.2 23.3 5.9

1976 rate 2,588,000 196.6 144.9 51.7 36.8 26.5 10.3

Percent change #*.9, 5 ~8.1 -13.1 +25.9 +13.6 +74.2
L-7 employees

1975 rate 1,217,002 239.1 165.9 72.2 8.5 8.4 1C.1

1976 rate 1,369,000 247.4 191.9 55.6 48,5 39.4 9.1

Percent change +3.5 +15.0 **-23,0 (2) +2.6 -2.9
8-19 employees

1975 rate 782,000 312.1 241.7 70.4 65.4 49.7 15.7

1976 rate 825,000 275.9 207.6 é8.2 43.0 32.6 10.5

Percent change -11.6 -14.1 -3.1 *-34.2 *e 3k -33.4
20 or more employees

1975 rate 542,000 306.8 243.9 63.9 63.8 47.0 16.8

1976 rate 630, 000 269.0 215.2 53.8 68.4 82.5 15 9

Percent change -12.3 -11.4 ~15.9 +7.1 +11.7 ~5.8

*Statigtically significant at the 75 percent confidence level. .

*%Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

Z lzgs than .05

1IncJudes dats on businesses where the number of paid employces was not ascertained.
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Table 16. Cummercisl crimes:
by amount of gross annmual receipts and type of crime, 1975 and 1976

Change in victimization rates for commercial establishments

(Rate per 1,000 businesses)

Burglary Robbery
Amount of gross annusl receipts Number of businesses in the group Total Completed Attempted Total Campleted Attempted
Total gross receipts?

1975 rate 6,709, 000 228.6 167.6 61.0 39.4 30.5 9.0

1976 rate 7,246,000 217.3 164.1 53.2 38.5 28.5 9.9

Percent change -1 9 2.1 *-12,7 -2.4 -6.4 +10.9
No sales

1975 rate 635,000 156.4 125.1 31.3 12.0 8.8 23,2

1976 rate 654,000 138.0 109.8 28.1 22,9 21.3 21.5

Percent change -11.8 -12.2 -10.1 *-76,2 *-84.8 ~-52.2
Under $10,000

1975 rate 949, 000 203.8 151.8 52.0 25.8 17.8 8.0

1976 rate 887,000 189.2 136.2 53.0 23.2 11.2 12.1

Percent change ~7.2 -10.3 +1.9 -10.1 -37.2 +50.0
$10, 000-324, 999

1975 rate 660,000 252.5 184.2 68, 33.4 26.4 27.0

1976 rate 655,000 214.3 162.6 51.7 30.8 20.3 10.5

Percent change -15.1 -11.7 -24.4 -7.8 -23.2 +50,5
$25, 000-$49, 999

1975 rate 628,000 261.9 174.9 .1 30.9 21.1 9.7

1976 rate 645,000 233.8 174.5 59.2 39.3 29.0 10.3

Percent change -10.7 -0.2 -32.0 +27.4 +37.3 +6.0
$50, 000-$99, 959

1975 rate 776,000 255.6 184.0 71.7 38.6 31.5 7.2

1976 rate 856,000 251.9 184.0 67.9 55.1 41.9 13.2

Percent change -1.5 (2) -5.3 +2.5 +33.1 +83.2
$100, 0008499, 999

1975 rate 1,144,000 270.3 193.7 76.6 59.1 48.0 11.2

1976 rate 1,219,000 256.2 188.9 67.3 56.1 3.3 12.8

Percent change ~5.2 -2.5 -12.2 -5.1 -9.7 +14.8
$500, D00-$999, 999

1975 rate 273,000 279.0 206.6 2.4 57.8 46.6 211.2

1976 rate 321,000 303.8 226.7 77.0 46.4 37.4 29.0

Percent change +8.9 +9.7 +6.4 -19.7 -19.7 -19.8
$1,000,000 and more

1975 rate hhl,, 000 295.5 248.6 46.9 58.3 40.1 18.3

1976 rate 515,000 239.6 194.8 4L4,.8 4L9.6 37.0 12.6

Percent change *#%.18,9 #*-21.6 4.6 -14.9 7.6 ~30.9

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

Z less than .05,

1Includes data on businesses where the amount of gross receipts was not ascertained.

2Rate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelisble.
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i Table 17. Personal crimes ofy'violence and commercial robbery: Change in percent of
incidents in which offenders used weapons, by type of crime, 1975 and 1976

1975 1976 Change in percent
Number of Percent with Number of Percent with with weapons,
i Type of crime incidents weapon present ineidents weapon present 1975-1976
i
: Rape 147,000 23.9 136,000 26.8 +11.9
Personal robbery 980,000 50.2 941,000 L.5 *-11.5
L With injury 316,000 51.9 312,000 37.7 *-27 .4
! Without injury 651,000 49.4 629,000 47.9 ~-3.2
: Aggravated assault 1,264,000 94.1 1,313,000 94.0 -G.1
Commercial. robbery 261,000 7L.5 279,000 65.4 -8.5
Completed 204,000 79.0 207,000 73.9 6.5
Attempted 60,000 45,7 72,000 40.8 -10.7

4 *Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.

; b Table 18. Personal crimes of violence and commercial robbery: Change in percent of incidents (and of armed incidents) in which offenders
! used firearms, by type of crime, 1975 and 1976
§
1675 1976 1975 1976
Percent of Percent of Mumber of Percent of Number of Percent of
incidents incidents Percent. incidents incidents incidents incidents Percent
Total number with firearm Total number with firearm change with wipapon with firearm with weapon with firearm change
Type of crime of incidents present of incidents present 1975-1976 present present present present, 1975-1976
Rape 147,000 7.7 136,000 7.0 -9.0 35,000 32.0 36,000 126.0 -18.7
Personal robbery 920,000 18.6 941,000 14.9 *%-20.0 492,000 37.1 419,000 33.5 -9.6
With injury 316,000 10.7 312,000 6.1 *-43.3 164,000 20.6 118,000 16.1 -21.8
; Without injury 664,000 2.4 629,000 19.3 -13.9 328,000 45.3 301,000 40.3 -11..0
) Aggravated assault 1,264,000 29.6 1,313,000 28.9 -2.3 1,190,000 31.5 1,235,000 30.8 -2.2
' Commercial robbery 264,000 56.5 279,000 5244 7.3 189,000 79.0 182,000 80.1 +1.4
Completed 201,000 63.8 207,000 6z.6 -1.9 161,000 80.8 153,000 8L.7 +4.9
Attempted 60,000 31.4 72,000 22,9 -26.8 27,000 68.6 29,000 56.2 -18.0
*Statistically significant at the 95 percent cenfidence level.
' *¥3tatisticzlly significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
*Rate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 1G. Personal, household, and commercial crimes: Change in reporting
to the police, by type of ¢rime and race, 1675 and 1676

1975 1676
Number of Percent reported Number of Percent reported Percent change
Type of crime and race victimizations to the police victimizations to the police 16751576 Standard errort
All races?

Crimes of violence 5,573,000 47.2 54599,000 48.8 +3.4 2.6
Rape 154,000 56.2 145,000 52.7 -6.2 12.6
Personal robbery 1,147,000 53.3 1,111,000 53.3 (2) 5.0

Robbery with injury 362,000 65.0 361,000 63.0 -3.2 6.8

From serious assault 213,000 66.8 176,000 66.2 ~0.S S.1

From minor assault 149,000 62.5 185,000 59.9 —he2 10.6

Robbery without injury 785,000 7.9 750,000 48.6 +1.6 6.8

Assault 4,272,000 45.2 4,344,000 475 **45,1 3.1

Aggravated assault 1,631,000 55.2 1,655,000 58.4 +5.7 4l

With injury 557,000 65.2 589,000 62.0 ~54G 5.4
Attempted assault

with weapon 1,074,000 50.0 1,1Q7,000 56.5 *4+12.9 5.8

Simple assault 2,641,000 39.1 2,648,000 40.6 +3.9 Loy

. With injury 701,000 47.9 692,000 45.9 =46 6.9
= Attempted assault

without weapon 1,539,000 35.6 1,957,000 38.8 +8,1 5.7

Crimes of theft 16,294,000 26.3 16,519,000 26.6 +1.1 2.4

Personal larceny with contact 521,000 34.5 497,000 36.2 +5.0 11.2
Purse snatching 182,000 48.7 147,000 51.7 +6.2 14.8
Pocket picking 342,000 27.0 350,000 29.7 +10.3 14,9

Personal larceny without contact 15,770,000 26:0 16,022,000 26.3 +1.1 2.4

Burglary 6,744,000 48.6 6,663,000 48.1 ~0.9 2.2
Forcible entry 2,273,000 72.8 2,277,000 70.1 *%-3,8 2.3
Unlawful entry 2,680,000 38.0 2,827,000 38.8 +2.0 43
Attempted forcible entry 1,450,000 32.8 1,560,000 33.1 +0.9 6.6

Household larceny 6,223,000 27.1 5,301,000 27.0 (z) 3.1
Completed larcenyd 8,664,000 27.3 8,646,000 27.1 ~0.8 3.1

Less than 350 5,653,000 15.4 5,602,000 15.0 -2.3 5.5
$50 and over 2,731,000 53.1 2,745,000 52.5 -1.3 3.2

Attempted larceny 554,000 23.1 654,000 26.5 +14.6 4.7

Motor vehicle theft 1,433,000 71.1 1,235,000 69.5 -2.3 3.1
Completed theft 923,000 51.1 760,000 88.6 -2.8 2.0
Attempted theft 513,000 35.3 475,000 38.9 +10,0 1.6

Commercial burglary 1,534,000 79.6 1,575,000 72.5 *-8.6 L.3

Commercial robbery 264,000 €0.2 279,000 86.6 -3.9 7.4
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Table 19. Personal, household, and commercial crimes: Change in reporting
to the police, by type of crime and race, 1975 and 1976--continued ¢

6v

1975 1976
Number of Percent reported Number of Perciw’ reported Percent change
Type of crime and race victimizations to the police victimizations to the police 1975-1976 Standard error?
White
Crimes of violence 1,703,000 b6l 4,692,000 18.4 o 2.9
Rape 130,000 58.9 110,000 56.3 -4e3 13.5
Robbery 871,000 52.1 832,000 52.1 (z) 5.9
Robbery with injury 266,000 6l4e9 278,000 62.2 4.3 7.9
From serious asssult 146,000 66.7 142,000 64..0 -4.0 10.4
From minor assault 120,000 62.8 136,000 60.2 L1 12.0
Robbery without injury 604,000 L6.4 554,000 47.0 +1.2 8.1
Assault 3,702,000 Lh.6 3,749,000 L7.4 **6,2 3.4
Aggravated assault 1,332,000 53.9 1,380,000 59.5 *+10.3 L7
With injury 146,000 62.8 167,000 62.8 -0.1 6.4
Attempted assault
with weapon 886,000 494 912,000 57.8 #£16.8 6.5
Simple assault 2,371,000 39.4 2,370,000 40.4 +2.5 4.6
With injury 601,000 48.6 630,000 L4.9 7.5 7.1
Attampusd assmuld
without weapon 1,767,000 36.3 1,740,000 38,8 48:7 5.9
Crimes of theft 14,468,000 26.2 14,684,000 26.8 2.2 2.5
Personal larceny with contact 387,000 32.8 370,600 37.2 +13.4 14.3
Purse snatching 126,000 L5.8 110,000 51.7 +12.9 19.1
Pocket picking 261,000 26.6 260,000 3L.1 +17.2 20.5
Personal larceny withont contect 14,081,000 26.0 14,314,000 26.5 +1.9 2.6
Burglary 5,652,000 48.1 51552,000 47.8 -0.6 2.5
Forcible entry 1,761,000 72.6 1,769,000 L7 -1.3 2.6
Unlawful entry 2,668,000 38.2 2,500,000 38.7 +1.3 L.5
Attempted foreible entry 1,223,000 344 1,283,000 32.7 -5.1 6.8
Household larceny 8,214,000 27.6 8,311,000 27.9 +1.3 3.2
Completed larceny® 7,721,000 27.8 7,741,000 28.0 40.8 3.3
Less than $50 5,102,000 15.6 5,064,000 15.6 0.4 5.8
$50 and over 2,388,000 5h.8 2,416,000 54.9 +0.2 3.3
Attempted larceny 493,000 23.8 571,000 26.9 +13.1 15.2
Motor vehicle theft 1,204,000 69.7 1,050,000 67.8 -2.7 3.5
Completed theft 759,000 89.9 631,000 88.0 -2.1 2.
Attempted theft 145,000 35.1 419,000 T4 +6.3 12.2

o
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Table  19. Fersonal, household, and commercial crimes: Change in reporting
to the police, by type of crime and race, 1475 and 1976-—continued

10 17
Number of Percent reported Number of Fercent reported Percent change
Type of crime and race victimizations to the police victimizationz to the police 1975-1976 Stanaord crrord
Black
Crimes of violence 92,000 52.0 834,000 50.5 3.0 i)
Rape 21,000 435.2 35,000 41.2 +17.0 0,8
Robbery 261,000 58.1 256,000 56.8 -2.2 Gy
Robbery with injury 92,000 65.6 75,000 64.0 -2.4 14.2
From serious assault 65,000 £6.2 34,000 75.3 +13.8 16.1
From minor assault 28,000 6.2 42,000 54.8 -14.6 21,6
Robbery without injury 168,000 54.0 181,000 53.8 0.4 12.5
Assault 510,000 49.6 544,000 48.1 -3.1 7.7
Aggravated assault 267,000 6L.1 293,000 53.1 *%-13,1 8.1
With injury 65,000 .7 116,000 59.3 **%-17.3 10.5
Attempted assaunlt
with weapon 172,000 55.3 177,000 49.0 ~11.3 11.6
Simple assault 242,000 36.9 251,000 42.2 +14.3 16.2
With injury 89,000 Lo 54,000 55.8 +24.8 20.7
Attempted assaunlt
without weapon 153,000 32.4 197,000 38.5 +18.7 22,2
Crimes of theft 1,667,000 27.0 1,632,000 25,1 -7.3 6.9
@ Personal larceny with contact 132,000 40.9 117,000 33.4 -18.3 17.3
Purse snatching 54,000 57.6 34,000 814 -10.3 22.9
Pocket. picking 78,000 29.3 83,000 25.9 ~11.4 28.7
Personal larceny without contact 1,535,000 25.8 1,514,000 24.4 ~5.5 7.5
Burglary 1,014,000 51.3 1,047,000 49.7 R T § 5.3
Forcible entry 483,000 73.9 474,000 64.7 *.12.4 4.8
Unlawful entry 283,000 35.9 313, 39.5 +10.1 14.7
Attempted forcible entry 248,000 25.0 260,000 34.7 +38.8 24.5
Household larceny 898,000 24.2 898,000 18.6 *-23.3 8.9
Completed larcenyd 846,000 24.7 819,000 18.1 *.26.8 2.9
Less than $50 475,000 13.4 484,000 8.9 *-33.8 15.7
$50 and over 328,000 42.3 303,000 32.7 *-22.6 10.2
Attempted larceny 52,000 416.3 79,000 23.6 4.6 68.4
Motor vehicle tieft 211,000 77.7 172,000 80.8 +3.9 .9
Completed theft 145,000 96.5 121,000 9.7 1.9 3.3
Attempted theft 66,000 36.1 51,000 LT.4 +31.2 36.7

e

*Statisticelly significant at the 95 percent confidence level.

**Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

Z less than .05, .

3The standard error is given in percentage points at the 68 percent confidence level. For illustrations of the use of stendard errors, see Appendixes II
and III.

2Tnciudes data on "other" races, not shown separately.

aIncludes amount not reported.

4Percent, based on zero or on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 20. Personal crimes: Change in victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by type of crime, 1973 and 1976

Rate per 1,000 persons age 12 and over)
p '

Rate Percent change
Type of personal crime 1973 1976 1973-1976 Standard errar?
Crimes of violence 32.6 32,6 +0.1 2.4
Rape 1.0 0.8 ~11.6 12.9
Robbery 6.7 6.5 4.2 5.1
Robbery and attempted robbery
with injury 2.4 2.1 ~10.6 8.3
From serious assault 1.3 1.0 *.22,1 10.0
From minor assault 1.0 1.1 +3.8 13.9
Robbery and attempted robbery
without injury Lo Loh -0.9 6.5
Assault 24.9 25.3 +1.6 2.8
Aggravated assault 10.1 9.9 -2.1 4.3
With injury 3.1 3.4 +10.7 8.5
Attempted assault with weapon 7.0 6.4 ~7.7 4.9
Simple assault 14.8 15.4 +h.1 3.7
With injury 3.7 4.0 +7.5 7.5
Attempted assault without weapon 11.1 11.4 +3.0 4,2
Crimes of theft 91.1 96.1 *5,5 1.4
Personal larceny with contact 3.1 2.9 -5.9 7.5
Purse snatching 1.1 0.9 #2044 11.2
Pocket picking 2.0 2.0 +2.5 10.0
Personal larceny without contact 88.0 93.2 *4.5.9 1.5
Total population age 12 and over 164,363,000 171,901,000

54

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.

*%Statisticzlly significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

2The standard error is given in percentage points at the 68 percent confidence level. For an illustration of the use of standard errors for the household
survey, see Appendix II.
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Table 21.

Household crimes: Change in victimization rates, by type of crime, 1973 and 1976

(Rate per 1,000 households)

Rate Percent change
Type of household erime 1973 1976 1973-1976 Standard errort
Burglary 91.7 88.9 ~3.0 2.0
Forcible entry 29.7 30.4 +2.2 3.9
Unlawful entry 41.9 37.7 *.10.0 2.9
Attempted forcible entry 20.0 20.8 +3.9 4.8
Household larceny 107.Q 124.1 *+16.0 2.1
Completed larceny? 99.4 115.4 *1£16.1 2.2
Less than $50 68.7 7h.7 *48.8 2.6
$50 or more 26.9 36.6 #+£34.0 5,1
Attempted larceny 7.6 8.7 4.7 8.4
Motor vehicle theft 19.1 16.5 *_13.7 %.3
Completed theft 12,6 10.1 *-19.7 5.0
Attempted theft 6.5 6.3 ~1.6 8.2
Total househclds 70, 442, 000 71, 956,000

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
*¥Statistically significanb at the 30 percent confidence level.

1The standard error is given in percentage points at the 68 percent confidence level.

survey, see Appendix II.

2Includes amount not reported.

Table 22. GCommercisl crimes: Change in victimization rates for commercial

establishments, by type of crime, 1973 and 1976

(Rate per 1,000 businesses)

For an illustration of the use of standard errors for the household

Rate Percent change
Type of crime 1973 1976 1973-1976 Standard error®
Burglary 203.7 2%.3 *h4H,7 3.8
Completed 151.3 164.1 *%e8 4 Led
Attempted 52,3 53.2 +1.7 7.3
Robbery 38.8 38.5 ~1.0 9.7
Completed 28.8 28.5 -1.1 11.3
Attempted 10.0 9.9 -0.7 19.4
Number of businesses

6,800,000 7,246,000

**Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidehge‘level. N }
1The standard error is given in percentage points at the 48 percent confidence level. For an illustrabion of the use of standard errors

survey, see Appendix III.

-
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APPENDIX
: HOUSEHOLD SURVEY

Information on the sample and the reliability of the estimates

With respect to crimes against persons and households, survey
results contained in this report are based on data gathered from
persons living in housecholds throughout the Nation and from persons
living in group quarters, such as dormitories, rooming houses, and
religious group dwellings. Crews of merchant vessels, Armed Forces
personnel living in military barracks, and institutionalized persons,
such as correctional facility inmates, did not fall within the scope
of the survey. Also excluded were U.S. citizens residing abroad
and foreign visitors to this country. With these exceptions, ‘
individuals age 12 and over living in housing units designated for
the sample were eligible to be interviewed.

-

Each interviewer's first contact with a unit selected for the
survey was in person, and, if it was not possible to secure
interviews with all eligible members of the household during this
initial visit, telephone interviews were permissible thereafter.
The only exceptions to the requirement for a personal interview ;
applied to 12- and 13-year-olds, where interviewers were instructed ;
to obtain proxy responses from a knowledgeable adult member of the

household, and to incapacitated persons and to individuals who were

absent from the household during the entire field interviewing

period, where a proxy respondent was permitted. Survey records were

processed and weighted, yielding results representative both of the

Nation's population as a whole and of various sectors within society.

Sample design and size

Estimates from the survey are based on data obtained from a i
stratified multistage cluster sample. In designing the sample, the I
first stage consisted of the formation of primary sampling units i
comprising counties or groups of counties, including every county !
in the Nation. Approximately 1,930 of these units were so formed
and grouped into 376 strata. Among these strata, 156 represented
single areas and thus came into the sample with certainty. These

53
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stratd, designated self-representing areas, generally contained the
larger metropolitan areas. The remaining 220 strata were formed

by combining areas that shared certain characteristics, such as
geographic region, population density, population growth rate,
proportion of nonwhite population, etc. From each stratum, one area
was selected for the sample, the probability of selection having
been proportionate to the area's population; areas so chosen are
referred to as being non-self-representing.

The remaining stages of sampling were designed to ensure a
self-weighting probability sample of dwelling units and group
quarters within each of the selected areas.l! This involved a
systematic selection of enumeration districts (geographic areas used
for the 1970 Census), with the probability of selection being
proportionate to their 1970 population size, followed by the selection
of clusters of approximately four housing units from within each
enumeration district. To account for units built after the 1970
Census, a sample was drawn, by means of an independent clerical
operation, of permits issued for the construction of residential
housing. Jurisdictions that do not issue permits were included by
means of a sample of area segments. The resulting sample of new
construction units, though yielding a relatively small portion of
the total sample, will account for an increasing share as the decade
Progresses.

A total of approximately 74,000 housing units and other living
quarters were designated for the sample. For purposes of conducting j
the field interviews, the sample was divided into six groups, or
rotations, each of which contained housing units whose occupants were
to be interviewed once every 6 months over a period of 3 years. The
initial interview was for purposes of bounding, i.e., establishing
a time frame to avoid duplicative recording of information in
subsequent interviews. Each rotation group was further divided into
six panels. Individuals occupying housing units within one-sixth of
each rotation group, or one panel, were interviewed each month during
the 6-month period. Because the survey is continuous, additional ;
housing units are selected in the manner described and assigned to
rotation groups and panels for subsequent incorporation into the
sample. A new rotation group enters the sample every 6 months,
replacing a group phased out after being in the sample for 3 years.

o e e e S

Among the 74,000 housing units designated for the sample that
were to provide information relating to calendar years 1975 and 1976,
interviews were obtained at 6-month intervals from the occupants of

lself-weighting means that each sample household had the same '
initial probability of being selected. |
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about 61,000. The large majority of the remaining 13,000 units were
found to be vacant, demolished, converted to nonresidential use, or
were ineligible for some other reason. However, approximately 2,700
of the 13,000 units were occupied by persons who, although eligible
to participate in the survey, were not interviewed because they could
not be reached after repeated visits, declined to be interviewed,
were temporarily absent, or were otherwise unavailable. Thus,
interviews were obtained in about 96 percent of all eligible housing
units, and about 98 percent of the occupants of these households
participated in the survey.

Estimation procedure

In order to enhance the reliability of the estimates presented
in this report, the estimation procedure incorporated extensive
auxiliary data on those characteristics of the population that are
believed to bear on the subject matter of the survey. These auxiliary
data were used primarily in the various stages of ratio estimation.

The estimation procedure is performed on a quarterly basis to
produce estimates of the volume and rates of victimization. Sample
data from 8 months of field interviewing are required tc produce a
quarterly estimate. For example, as shown on the chart on page 56,
data collected during the months of February through September are
required to produce an estimate for the first quarter of any given
calendar year. In addition, each quarterly estimate is made up of
equal numbers of field observations in which a specific month of
occurrence was from 1 to 6 months prior to the time of interview.
Thus, incidents occurring in January may be reported in a February
interview, 1 month ago, or in a March interview, 2 months ago, and
so on up to 6 months ago for interviews conducted in July. One
purpose of this arrangement is to minimize expected biases associated
with the tendency of respondents to place criminal victimizations in
more recent months during the 6-month recall period than when they
actually occurred. Similarly, annual estimates are derived by
accumulating data from the four quarterly estimates which, in turn,
are obtained from a total of 17 months of field interviewing, from
February of one year through June of the following year.

The first step in the estimation procedure was the inflation of
the sample data by the reciprocal of the probability of selection.
An adjustment was then made to account for occupied units (and for
persons in occupied units) that were eligible for the survey but
where it was not possible to obtain an interview.
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Month of interview by month of recall

(X's denote months in the 6-month recall period)

Month of
interview

Period of reference {or recall)

First quarter

Second quarter| Third quarter | Fourth quarter

Jan.|Feb.|MarchjApriljMay| June| July|Aug.| Sept.

Oct.

Nov.

Dec,

January

February
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Maxrch

April

May

June

July

August

September

October

November

December

January

February

March

April

May

June

July
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The distribution of the sample population usually differs
somewhat from the distribution of the total population from which the
sample was drawn in terms of such characteristics as age, race, SeX,
residence, etc., characteristics that are closely correlated with
crime victimization measurements made from the sample. Because of
this, various stages of ratio estimation were employed to bring the
distributions of the two populations into closer agreement, hence
reducing the variability of the sample estimates. Two stages of
ratio estimation were used in producing data relating both to crimes
against persons and households.

The first stage of ratio estimation was applied only to data
records obtained from sample areas that were non-sa2lf-representing.
Its purpose was to reduce the error arising from the fact that one
area was selected to represent an entire stratum. For various
categories of race and residence, ratios were calculated reflecting
the relationships between weighted 1970 Census counts for all sample
areas in each region and the total population in the non-self-
representing parts of the region at the time of the Census.

The second stage of ratio estimation was applied on a person
basis and brought the distribution of the persons in the sample into
closer agreement with independent current estimates of the distribution
of the population by various age-sex-color categories‘2

Regarding the estimation of crimes against households,
characteristics of the wife in a husband-wife household and
characteristics of the head of household in other types of households

21n 1976, an error was discovered in the second stage of ratio
estimation whereby a weighted estimate of noninterviewed persons
within interviewed households was incorrectly added to the sample
estimate of interviewed persons that already contained a factor to
account for persons who were not interviewed. The effect of this
double counting was that the estimates of total persons and of the
level of personal victimizations were about 1% percent below what they
should have been. The error was smaller for household estimates
because of the lower noninterview rate for principal persons. The
effsct of this error on the estimate of personal and household crime
rates is very small since the error occurs in both the numerator
and denominator of the fraction and therefore largely cancels out.
Corrected rates for 1973, 1974, 1975, and 1976 are used in this
report. Differences in 1974 and 1975 rates between this report and
those found in the report comparing 1974 and 1975 data are due to
this error. However, these differences are too slight to modify the
analysis in the earlier report.
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were used to determine which second-stage ratio estimate factors were
to be applied. This procedure is thought to be more precise than

that of uniformly using the characteristics of the head of household,
since sample coverage generally is better for females than for males.

In producing estimates of personal incidents (as opposed to
those of victimizations), a further adjustment was made in those
cases where an incident involved more than one person, thereby
allowing for the probability that such incidents had more than a
single chance of coming into the sample. Thus, if two persons were
victimized during the same incident, the weight assigned to the
recond for that incident (and associated characteristics) was reduced
by one-half in order to avoid double counting of incidents. A
comparable adjustment was not made in estimating crimes against
households, as each separate criminal act was defined as involving
only one household. When a personal crime was reported in the
household survey as having occurred simultaneously with a commercial
burglary or robbery, it was assumed that the incident was represented
in the commercial survey and, therefore, it was not counted as an
incident of personal crime. However, the details of the event as
they related to the victimized individual were included in the
household survey results.

Series victimizations

As mentioned in the Preface, victimizations that occurred in
series of three or more and for which the victim was unable to
describe the details of each event have been excluded from the
analysis and data tables in this report. Because respondents had ,
difficulty pinpointing the dates of these acts,; this information was
recorced by the season (or seasons) of occurrence within the 6-month
reference period and tabulated by the quarter of the year in which
the data were collected. But, for the majority of crimes, the data. § i
were tabulated on the basis of the specific month of occurrence to
produce quarterly estimates. Although no direct correspondence
exists between the two sets of data, near compatibility between
reference periods can be achieved, for example, by comparing the data
on series Vvictimizations gathered by interviewers from April 1975
through March 1976 with the regular victimizations for calendar year
1975. This approach results in an 87.5 percent overlap between
reporting periods for the two data sets.

An examination of data on series victimizations shows that these
crimes tend disproportionately to be either assaults, more often
simple than aggravated, or household larcenies for which the amount
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of loss was valued at less than $50. Although series victimizations,
if combined with the main body of crime data, would increase the
reported levels of crime, it is believed that there would be very
little impact on year-to-year change in victimization rateg. Efforts
are underway to study the nature of series victimizations in greater
detail, in order to gauge more accurately their relationship to
regular victimizations.

Reliability of the estimates

The particular sample employed for this survey was one of a
large number of possible samples of equal size that could have been
used applying the same sample design and selection procedures.
Estimates derived from different samples would differ from each otber.
The standard error of a survey estimate is a measure of the variation
among the estimates from all possible samples and is, therefore, a
measure of the precision with which the estimate from a particular
sample approximates the average result of all possible samples. The
procedure, as illustrated below, provides a method to construct
interval estimates such that a known proportion of the intervals
would contain the average of all possible samples. For example, the
chances are about 68 out of 100 that the survey estimate would differ
from the average result for all possible samples by less than one
standard error. Similarly, the chances are about 90 out of 100 that
the difference would be less than 1.6 times the standard error; about
95 out of 100 that it would be less than 2.0 times the standard error;
and 99 out of 100 that it would be less than 2.5 times the standard
error. The 68 percent confidence interval is defined as the range
of values given by the estimate minus the standard error and the
estimate plus the standard error; the chances are 68 out of 100 that
a figure from a complete census would fall within that range.
Likewise, the 95 percent confidence interval is defined as the
estimate plus or minus two standard errors.

In addition to sampling error, the estimates presented in this
report are subject to nonsampling error. Major sources of such
error are related to the ability of respondents to recall
victimization experiences that occurred during the 6 months prior
to the time of interview. Research on the capacity of victims to
recall specific kinds of crime, based on interviewing persons who
were victims of offenses drawn from police files, indicates that
assault is the least well recalled of the crimes measured by the
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National Crime Survey. This may stem in part from the observed
tendency of victims not to report crimes committed by offenders
known to them, especially if they are relatives. In addition, it
is suspected that, among certain groups, crimes that contain the
elements of assault are a part of everyday life and, thus, are
simply forgotten or are not considered worth mentioning to a survey
interviewer. Taken together, these recall problems may result in

a substantial understatement of the "true" rate of victimization
from assault.

Another source of nonsampling error related to the recall
capacity of respondents is their inability to place the criminal
event in the correct month, even though it is placed in the correct
reference period. This source of error is partially offset by the
requirement for monthly interviewing and by the estimation procedure
described earlier. An additional problem involves telescoping, or
bringing within the appropriate 6-month period incidents that
occurred earlier--or, in a few instances, those that happened after
the close of the reference period. The latter is believed to be
relatively rare because 75 to 80 percent of the interviewing takes
place during the first week of the month following the reference
period. In any event, the effect of telescoping is minimized by the
bounding procedure described above. The interviewer is provided
with a summary of the incidents reported in the preceding interview
and, if a similar incident is reported, it can then be determined

from discussion with the respondent whether the reported incident is
indeed a new one.

Methodological research undertaken in preparation for the

National Crime Survey indicated that substantially fewer incidents., - ;

of crime were reported when one household member reported for all

persons residing in the household than when each household member was

interviewed individually. Therefore the self-response procedure :
was adopted as a general rule; allowances for Proxy response under !
the contingencies discussed earlier are the only exceptions to this ’

rule. ?

Despite these attempts to minimize the effect of victim recall
problems, memory lapses inevitably occur. Some evidence of the
extent of this problem will be obtained from the findings of a
reinterview program in which a sample of approximately 5 percent of
the interviewed cases in each month are interviewed a second time by
4 supervisor or a senior interviewer. Differences between the
original interview and the reinterview are reconciled by discussion
between the reinterviewer and the respondent. However, no reliable
results are yet available from this program.
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Additional nonsampling errors can result from incompletc or
erroneous responses, systematic mistakes introduced by interviewers,
possible biases associated with the sample rotation scheme, and
improper coding and processing of data. Many of these errors would
also occur in a complete census. Quality control measures, such as
interviewer observation and the reinterview program, as well as edit
procedures in the field and at the clerical and computer processing
stages, are utilized to keep such errors at an acceptably low level.
As calculated for this survey, the standard errors partially
measure only the random nonsampling errors arising from responsc
and interviewer errors; they do not, however, take into account any
systematic biases in the data.

Computation and application of standard errors

Specific standard errors for changes in rates and in the percent
of crimes reported to the police for the household survey are
incorporated in Tables 1, 8, and 19-21 of Appendix I. They are
presented in percentage points at the one standard error level of
confidence. In order to meet the requirements for statistical
reliability adopted for this report, the intervals must be multiplied
by 1.6 or 2 to obtain the 90 percent and 95 percent confidence levels,
respectively. All differences in rates or percents that meet these
criteria have been indicated on the data tables.

The procedure for computing specific standard errors for changes
in rates or percents for crimes against persons not indicated on the
data tables is given in the following formula:

Standard error of a relative change in Ty - Ty
victimization rates for personal crimes ——3?~———)
1
T pfi-T2 , 1-T1
1 2% Y1%1

The symbols are defined as follows:

r, - the rate for 1975 expressed in decimals (i.e., a rate of 52
per 1,000 becomes .052).

Yy - the number of persons in the group on which the 1975 rate
is based.
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T, - the rate for 1976 expressed in decimals.

Yo - the number of persons in the group on which the 1976
rate is based.

b - a constant which is based on the full sample and was
obtained when generalizing the standard errors (b = 1,603).

To illustrate the use of this formula, Table 4 of this report
shows that the assault rate for persons 50 to 64 years of age
decreased 15.2 percent from 1975 to 1976. Substituting the
appropriate victimization rates and population bases in the formula
yields:

Standard error of the relative change ( 965

.0076 - .oos_)

. .0076 1603 1 - .0076 . 1 - .009

= To09 Z1,825,000(.0076) 31,559,000(,009)
.9924 .991

= .84444 J/1603 (241,870 * 284,031)

= .84444 \/1603 (.00000410303 + .00000348906)

= .84444 J1603  (.00000759209) ‘
= .84444  J.01217012 §

= .84444 (.110318) = .0932

Thus, the confidence interval at one standard error is approximately :
9.3 percentage points around the decrease of 15.2 percent, or 18.6
percentage points at the two standard error level. The chances are

68 out of 100 that the true percent change lies between -5.9 and -24.5
(-15.2 + 9.3).

The ratio of a relative difference to its standard error is
equivalent to its level of statistical significance. For example, a
ratio of 2.0 or more denotes that the difference is significant at
the 95 percent confidence level; a ratio of from 1.6 to 2.0 indicates
that the difference is significant at a confidence level between 90
and 95 percent; and a ratio of less than 1.6 defines a level of '
confidence below 90 percent. In the above example, the ratio of ’
the difference (15.2) to its standard error (9.3) equals 1.63. It

can therefore be concluded that the decline in the assault rate for

persons 50 to 64 years of age from 1975 to 1976 was significant at

the 90 percent confidence level.

62

e RS R

Specific standard errors of change for household crimes mazcrS
be computed by using the same formula. In'Tables‘17-1i, gzr%en
rather than rates are used so that the decimal point shou t.e
moved two places ta the left, rather Fhan three, when 1n§er ;25
values for ry and T, in the formula (i.e., 18.7 percent beco

.287).
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APPENDIX I
COMMERCIAL SURVEY
Information on the sample and the reliability of the estimates

Commercial victimization survey results contained in this
publication are based on data personally gathered by interviewers
from the operators (usually managers or owners) of places of business

and certain other organizational entities throughout the United States.

Although focusing on commercial establishments, survey coverage
extended to other organizations, such as those engaged in religious,
political, and cultural activities. Most units of Federal, State,
and local government were excluded. In applicable jurisdictions,
however, liquor stores and transportation systems operated by
government were within the scope of the survey; these were the only
exceptions to the general exclusion of government-operated entities.

Sampie design and size

Survey estimates were obtained from a stratified multistage
cluster sample consisting of a total of 34 sample areas, increased
to 58 in 1976 to improve the reliability of the estimates produced.
Ten of' these areas were selected with certainty and, therefore, were
self-representing. The remaining sample areas were chosen from an
original total of 240 strata that in 1976 were collapsed into 48
large strata, with areas in each of the latter being as homogeneous
as possible with respect to size, geographic region, and metropolitan
character. Each of the strata was drawn independently of strata in
the monthly current business area sample. Within each large stratum,
one area was selected to represent the entire stratum, with sample
segments selected within each area. 1In each of the 10 certainty
sample areas, a sample of segments was drawn at the rate of 1 in 24
(or 1 in 6 in 1976) from among those segments not in current use.
Interviewers canvassed the selected segments and conducted interviews
at all business establishments and other organizational units located
within the boundi ies of each segment.
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The sample for 1976 consisted of an estimated 50,000 places of
business designated for interviewing, which yielded about 41,400
establishments interviewed cvery 6 months. At a large majority
of the 8,600 remaining businesses, it was not possible to conduct
interviews because the business locations were vacant, buildings had
peen demolished, or the businesses were otherwise not qualified for
}nterview. Establishments eligible for interview, but where no
interviews were obtained because the business was temporarily closed
during the interview period, or because the operator refused to
grant an interview, amounted to fewer than 1 percent of those

eligible for the interviews on which the 1975 and 1976 survey results

are based.
H ;‘{

For purposes of conducting the interviews, the sample was
divided into six panels, one of which was interviewed each month
during a given 6-month period. Although the survey is continuing,
it differs from the household survey in that a rotation procedure is

not emp}oyed. Establishment operators are interviewed every 6 months
for an indefinite period.

Estimation procedure

) The estimation procedure is performed on a quarterly basis, as
in the household survey, to produce quarterly estimates of burglary
and robbery victimizations and of victimization rates for each of
those crimes. Annual data represent the accumulation of the

appropriate quarterly figures, with rates computed over an average
base for the year.

) Data records produced from survey interviews were assigned final
weights, applied to each usable data record, enabling the tabulation
of pationwide estimates. The final weight was the product of the e
basic weight! reflecting each seiected establishment's probability”q
of peing in the sample, and an adjustment for noninterview. The
non}nterview adjustment was calculated for each of 17 classes of
pu51ness; it was equal to the total number of data records required
in each class divided by the number of usable records actually
collected. This factor was then applied to each usable record in
the particular kind of business category.

1The ?asic weight was 500 for the full sample in 1975, and 125 if
a certainty PSU and 250 if a noncertainty PSU in 1976.
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If an interviewer determined that a business had not operated
at the listed address for the entire 6-month reference period, an
attempt was made to secure information for the balance of the
period from whatever firm previously occupied the location, or in
the case of vacancies, from neighboring businesses. However, in
cases of failure to account for the full reference period, no
further weighting adjustment was made.

Series victimizations were not treated separately in the
commercial survey because the availability of records generally
enabled respondents to provide details of whatever multiple
victimizations may have occurred during the 6-month reference period.
Thus, all reported incidents of burglary and robbery against
commercial establishments are reflected in the data tables.

Reliability of the estimates

Survey results presénted in this report concerning the criminal
victimization of commercial establishments are estimates that were
derived through probability sampling methods rather than from a
complete enumeration. The sample used was only one of many of the
same size that could have been selected utilizing the same sample
design. Although the results obtained from any two samples might
differ markedly, the average of a number of different samples would
be expected to be in near agreement with the results of a complete
enumeration using the same data collection procedures and processing
methods. Similarly, the results obtained by averaging data from a
number of subsamples of the whole sample would be expected to give
an order of magnitude of the variance between any single subsample
and the grouping of subsamples. Such a technique, known as the
random group method, was used in calculating coefficients of variationm,
presented in this appendix in the form of standard errors for
estimates generated by the surveys. Because the standard errors are
the products of calculations involving estimates derived through
sampling, each error in turn is subject to sampling variability.

In order to gauge the extent of sampling variability inherent in
the commercial survey results, standard errors have been derived for
a number of business characteristics. The appendix table displays
standard errors from the sample observations for estimated values
pertaining to selected characteristics of business establishments.
While these standard errors partially gauge the effect of nonsampling
error, they do not take into account any biases that may be inherent
in the survey results.
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When used in conjunction with the survey results, the standard
error table permits the construction of intervals containing the
average result of all possible samples with a prescribed level of
confidence. Chances are about 68 out of 100 that any given survey
result would differ from results that would be obtained from a

cqs 6
adepted for this report, the intervals must be mz}glplze?egzli
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. ; : establishments. For example, Table 16 of thi; ;ipgiiligngrtgiie
the standard error. F » burglary of establishments witg groig7iai§slg76 Teble B OF this
: & i ent from E .
As in the household survey, estimates of victimizations against » decreased by about 19 perc

.

businesses are subject to nonsampling errors, principal among these
being the problem of recalling victimizations that occurred during .
the 6 months prior to interview. Recause of a number of factors,
however, it is likely that these errors were less prevalent in the

i i d error of 10.6 on this estimate. _
aﬁgigdiiigzviﬁii ZEZSizlgy 1.6 to reach the 90 percent cizféiezﬁz
1evelpgives a result of 17.0 which is }ess thgn Fhelimozggnificant
decrease. Therefore, this differincguisnzia;tszigagsypercent cant
commercial survey than they were in the household survey. These at the 90 pe?cenF °°“§;d:ﬁ§esizxga;d ue ot st the 95 percent leve
factors include the greater likelihood of recordkeeping and of | Rough aPPT0X1mat10“5de fhe standand orvors of estinates not <
reporting to police by businesses, as well as the concentration of z . in Table B may be m?tes ielated ing then wich cstiates in t
the survey on two of the more serious crimes, burglary and robbery. table for similar ra
To control for the telescoping problem, a bounding procedure is used {
whereby respondents are reminded at the beginning of each interview !
of any incidents that were reported during the previous interview.

A reinterview program also has been instituted in the commercial f
survey, involving about 3 percent of the establishments interviewed
each month. Results to date indicate that differences between the ;
reinterview and the original interview are minimal, well within the ‘
margin of sampling error. Another quality control, designed to
obtain measures of coverage, involves a recheck of approximately 10

percent of each month's interviewer listing of qualifying
establishments.

Other nonsampling errors may have arisen from deficient ?
interviewing and from data pProcessing mistakes. However, quality

control measures similar to those used in the household survey were i
adopted to minimize such errors.

Application of standard errors

S

Specific standard errors for changes in rates and in the
percent of crimes reported to the police for the commerc :
are included in Tables 13, 19, and 22 of Appendix I. They are given é
in percentage points at the 1 standard-error level of confidence. | i
In order to meet the requirements for statistical reliability ’ i

ial survey
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Table B. Commercial crimes: Standard error estimates for
percent c@ange, 1975 to 1976, by characteristics
of establishments, use of weapons, and type of

crime
(68 chances out of 100)
. Percent change
Type of crime 1975-1976 ' Standard error
Total burglary - retail -10.4
Total robbery - retail -6:6 g.g
Completed burglary - retail .
food group -24
Total robbery - retail . 123
food group +2
‘ .3
Total burglary - wholesale +48.7 1g.i
Total robbery - service +10.0 10.6
Total burglary - manufacturing -8.6 9.5
Total burglary - no paid employees +
3.
Completed robbery - 1 to 3 4 ’ 58
employees +13.6
Attemped burglary - 8 to 19 ‘ 18-
employees -3.1
Total burglary - 20 or more . -2
employees -12.3 10.2
Total burglary - no sales -11.8
Total burglary - under $10,000 »7:2 ig‘i
Total robbery - $25,000 to $49,999 +27.4 34.8
Attempted burglary - $100,000 to .
$499,999 -12.2 19.3
Tgtal robbery - $500,000 to . .
999,999
-18.7
Total burglary - $1,000,000 or 2.8
more -18.9 10.6
Cgmpleted robbery - use of weapon
in all incidents -6.5 9.1
AFtempted robbery - use of firearms '
in armed incidents -18.0 17.5
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GLOSSARY

Age - The appropriate age category is determined by each respondent's
age as of the last day of the month preceding the interview.

Aggravated assault - Attack with a weapon resulting in any injury and
attack without a weapon resulting either in serious injury
(e.g., broken bones, loss of teeth, internal injuries, loss of
consciousness) or in undetermined injury requiring 2 or more
days of hospitalization. Also includes attempted assault with

a weapon.
Annual family income - Includes the income of the household head and

all other related persons residing in the same household urit.

Covers the 12 months preceding the interview and includes wages,

salaries, net income from business or farm, pensions, interest,
dividends, rent, and any other form of monetary income. The

income of persons unrelated to the head of household is excluded.

Assault - An unlawful physical attack, whether aggravated or simple,
upon a person. Includes attempted assault with or without a
weapon. Excludes rape and attempted rape, as well as attacks
involving theft or attempted theft, which are classified as
robbery.

Attempted forcible entry - A form of burglary in which force is used
in an attempt to gain entry,

Burglary -'Unlawful or forcible entry of a residence or business,
usually, but not necessarily, attended by theft. Includes
attempted forcible entry.

Central city - The largest city (or "twin cities'") of a standard
metropolitan statistical area (SMSA), defined below.

Commercial crimes - Burglary or robbery of business establishments
and certain other organizations, such as those engaged in
religious, political, or cultural activities. Includes both
completed and attempted acts. Additional details concerning
entities covered by the commercial survey appear in the

introduction to Appendix III.

Forcible entry - A form of burglary in which force is used to gain
entry (e.g., by breaking a window or slashing a screen).
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Head gﬁé?ggsehold - For classification burposes, only one
ndd ;Ozzihpfg household can be the head person. In husband-
the ooy 0lds, the husband arbitrarily is considered to b
ead. In other households, the head person is the °

individual so regarded by j
is the chief breadwinner? 1ts members; generally, that person

Household - Consists v
of the occupants of s e livi
) i €parate livi '
meeting either of the following criteria: (1) Pzgsg::rters
. ) hd J

elsewhere.

Household crimes - Burgl
glary, household larceny: o i
r
theft. Includes both completed and atte%ﬁted :22:r vehicte

Househ
fgég ia;cepg - Theft.or attempted theft of Property or cash
attemptegs; en?s Oor 1ts immediate vicinity. Forcible entr
orcible entry, or unlawful entry is not involveg,

Incident - s £ A
offendirzpec;flc-crlm%nal act involving one or more victims and
the coursé ofn Sltuatlops where a personal cripe occurred durin
that the comm 2 ommercial burglary or robbery, it was assumed 8
incident eol e:ﬁlalfv1ct1mlzatlon survey accounted for the

s ererore, it was not count inei
ersona i - nted as an inciden
b 1 crime. However, details of the outcome of the eteﬁf

as they related to th ictimi
: € victimized indivi
in data on personal victimizations Fridual would be reflected

Kind of establishment - Determi
at each place of business,

Larce -
ny ThefF or atFempFed theft of property or cash without force

Marita -
filisizgg Caﬁzcg houéehold membgr is assigned to one of the
having common_§ Ties: (1) Married, which includes persons
ronsoss ommon t;: unions and'those parted temporarily for
ctoy oyt arag garltal.dlscord (employment, military service
persoﬁs 2 hp ed and divorced. Separated includes married ’
S 0 have a leggl separation or have parted becauserzg

Metropolitan area - Abbreviati
;o - Teviation for ' .
Statistical area (SMSA), definedsgzygsrd netropolitan
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Motor vehicle - Inciudes automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, and any
other motorized vehicles legally allowed on public roads and

highways.

Motor vehicle theft - Stealing or unauthorized taking of a motor

vehicle, including attempts at such acts.
Nonmetropolitan area - A locality not situated within an SMSA.

Nonstranger - With respect to crimes entailing direct contact

between victim and offender, victimizations (or incidents) are

classified as having involved nonstrangers if victim and
offender either are related, well known to, or casually
acquainted with one another. In crimes involving a mix of

The

category covers a variety of localities; ranging from sparsely
inhabited rural areas to cities of fewer than 50,000 population.

stranger and nonstranger offenders, the events are classified

under nonstranger. The distinction between stranger and

nonstranger crimes is not made for personal larceny without

contact, an offense in which victims rarely see the offender.

Offender - The perpetrator of a crime; the term generally is applied
in relation to crimes entailing contact between victim and

offender.

Offense - A crime; with respect to personal crimes, the two terms

can be used interchangeably irrespective of whether the

applicable unit of measure is a victimization or an incident.

Outside central cities - See "Suburban area," below.

Personal crimes - Rape, robbery, assault, personal larceny
with contact, or personal larceny without contact.

both completed and attempted acts.

Personal crimes of theft - Theft or attempted theft of property or
cash, either with contact (but without force or threat of force)

or without direct contact between victim and offender.
Equivalent to personal larceny.

Personal crimes of violence - Rape, robbery, or assault.
both completed and attempted acts.

Personal larceny - Equivalent to personal crimes of theft. A

distinction is made between personal larceny with contact and

personal larceny without contact.

Personal larceny with contact - Theft of purse, wallet, or cash by
stealth directly from the person of the victim, but without
force or the threat of force. Also includes attempted purse

snatching.
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Personal larceny without contact - Theft or attempted theft,
without direct contact between victim and offender, of
property or cash from any place other than the victim's home
or its immediate vicinity. In rare cases, the victim sees
the offender during the commission of the act.

Race - Determined by the interviewer upon observation, and asked
only about persons not related to the head of the household
who were not present at the time of interview. The racial
categories distinguished are white and black.

Rape - Carna} knowledge through the use of force or the threat of
force, including attempts. Statutory rape (without force)
1s excluded. Includes both heterosexual and homosexual rape.

Robbery - Theft or attempted theft, directly from a person or a

bgsiness,.of property or cash by force or threat of force,
with or without a weapon.

Robbery with injury - Theft or attempted theft from a person,
accompanied by an attack, either with or without a weapon,
resulting in-injury. An injury is classified as resulting
from a serious assault if a weapon was used in the commission
of the crime, or if not, when the extent of the injury was
gl?her serious (e.g., broken bones, loss of teeth, internal
injuries, loss of consciousness) or undetermined but requiring
2 or more days of hospitalization. An injury is classified
gs.resulting from a minor assault when the extent of the
injury was minor (e.g., bruises, black eyes, cuts, scratches,

swelling) or undetermined but requiring less than 2 days of
hospitalization.

Robbery withogt injury - Theft or attempted theft from a person,
accompanied by force or the threat of force, either with or
without a weapon, but not resulting in injury.

Simplg assault - Attack without a weapon resulting either in minor
injury (e.g., bruises, black eyes, cuts, scratches, swelling)
or in undetermined injury requiring less than 2 days of

hospitalization. Also includes attempted assault without a
weapon.

Spanish.origin - Persons who report themselves as Mexican-Americans,
Chicanos, Mexicans, Mexicanos, Puerto Ricans, Cubans, Central
or South Americans, or of other Spanish origin. Persons of
Spanish origin may be of any race.

Standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA) - Except in the New
England States, a standard metropolitan statistical area is a
county or group of contiguous counties that contains at least
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one city of 50,000 inhabitants or more, or '"twin cities" with

a combined population of at lsast 50,000.! 1In addition to the
county, or counties, containing such a city or cities,
contiguous counties are included in an SMSA if, according to
certain criteria, they are socially and economically integrated
with the central city. In the New England States, SMSA's
consist of towns and cities instead of counties. Each SMSA
must include at least one central city, and the complete title
of an SMSA identifies the central city or cities.

Stranger - With respect to crimes entailing direct contact between

victim and offender, victimizations (or incidents) are

. classified as involving strangers if the victim so stated, or
~did not see or recognize the offender, or knew the offender
only by sight. In crimes involving a mix of stranger and
nonstranger offenders, the events are classified under
nonstranger. The distinction between stranger and nonstranger
crimes is not made for personal larceny without contact, an
offense in which victims rarely see the offender.

Suburban area - The county, or counties, containing a central city,
plus any contiguous counties that are linked socially and
economically to the central city. On data tables, suburban
areas are categorized as those portions of metropolitan areas
situated '"outside central cities."

Tenure - Two forms of household tenancy are distinguished: (1) Owned,
which includes dwellings being bought through mortgage, and
(2) Rented, which also includes rent-free quarters belonging to
a party other than the occupant and situations where rental
payments are in services.

Unlawful entry - A form of burglary committed by someone having no
legal right to be on the premises even though force is not
used.

Victim - The recipient of a criminal act; usually used in relation to
personal crimes, but also applicable to households and commercial
establishments.

Victimization - A specific criminal act as it affects a single
victim, whether a person, household, or commercial establishment.
In criminal acts against persons, the number of victimizations
is determined by the number of victims of such acts; ordinarily,

1This definition is the one used for the 1970 Census. Although it
has since been redefined by the Office of Management and Budget, the
1970 definition has been used in the National Crime Survey in order
to maintain comparability throughout the decade.
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the number of victimizations is somewhat higher than the number
of incidents because more than one individual is victimized
during certain incidents, as well as because personal
victimizations that occurred in conjunction with either
commercial burglary or robbery are not counted- as incidents of
personal crime. Each criminal act against a household or

commercial establishment is assumed to involve a single victim,
the affected household or establishment.

Victimization rate - For crimes against persons, the victimization

rate, a measure of occurrence among population groups at risk,
is computed on the basis of the number of victimizations per
1,000 resident population age 12 and over. For crimes against
households, victimization rates are calculated on the basis of
the number of incidents per 1,000 households. And, for crimes
against commercial establishments, victimization rates are
derived from the number of incidents per 1,000 establishments.

Victimize - To perpetrate a crime against a person, household, or

commercial establishment.

Weapons use - For purposes of tabulation and analysis, the mere

presence of a weapon constitutes 'use." In other words,
expressions such as 'weapons use" apply both to situations in
which weapons served for purposes of intimidation, or threat,

and to those in which they actually were employed as instruments
of physical attack.

RU.5. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1978-260-997/1¢
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

USER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Criminal Victimization in the United States:
A Comparison of 1975 and 1976 Findings
SD-NCS-N-8

Dear Readar: . )

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is intereste.d inyour corpments and suggestupn;l
about this report. We have provided this form for whatever opinions you wish to express a“b:;ut it. eatse
cut out both of these pages, staple them together on one corner, and fe!d so that the Lavy R orce&nen
Assistance Administration address appears on the outside. After folding, use tape to sex . 3sed. No
postage stamp is necessary.

Thank you for your help.

1. For what purpose did you use this report?

2. For that purpose, the report— [IMet most of my needs [] Met some of iny needs ] Met none of my needs

3. How will this report be useful to you?

Data source

[J Other (please specify)

Teaching material
Reférance for article or roport 0 will not be useful to me {please explain)

General information

Criminal justice program planning

sloonooQo

hich parts of the report, if any, were difficult to understand or use? How could they be improved?

£. Can you point out specific parts of the text or table notes that are not clear or terms that need to be defined?

e e —_ CUT ALONG THIS LINE ——~ = — -
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6. Are there ways this report could be improved that you have not mentioned?

7. Please suggest other topics you would like to see addressed in future analytic reports using National Crime
Survey victimization and/or attitude data.

8. In what capacity did you use this report?

[l Researcher

O Educator

[ student

[ criminal justice agency employee

{0 Government other than criminal justice - Specify

O Other-Specify
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9. If you used this report as a governmental amployes, ple::e indicate the level of government.

] Federal O city
O] state [ othsv-Specify
d County

10. if you used this report as a criminal justice agency employas, pisase indicate the sector in which you work.

[ Law enforcement(police) O Corrections
D Legal services and prosecution [ Parote

J publicor private deéfense services {3 criminal justice planning agency
ij Courts or court administration [J Other criminal justice agency - Specify type

[j Probation

11. If you used this report as a criminal justice employee, please indicate the type of position you hold.
Mark all that apply.

J Agency or institution administrator O Program or project manager

[ General programi planner/evaluator/analyst [7] statistician

[T Budgst plannerievaluatorianalyst [0 other- Specify

O Oéamﬁona or management planner/evaluator/analyst

12, Additional comments
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NCJRS REGISTRATION

SD-NCS-N-8

The National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS) abstracts documents published in the criminal justice

field. Persons who are registered with the Refersnce Service receive announcemants 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 Reference Service, and wish to bs, please provide your name and mailing address below and check the

appropriate box.

Nome

Number and street

City

State

ZIP Code

O Picase send me a NCJIRS
registration form.

[0 Please send me the reports
listed below.

{(Fold here)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

Washington, D.C. 20531

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

POSTAGE AND FEES PAID
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
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If you wish to raceive copies of.any of the National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service reports listed
inside the front cover, please list them bslow and include your name and address in the apace provided above.

Page 4

|
f

¢

i

-

[

o




XY

B

o

-





