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The F.B.I. statistics for 1976 indicated that the rate of reported rape 

nationally was 26.4 per 100,000 population. In New Mexico during 1976 it was 

40.5 per 100,000. In Bernalillo County it was 67.4 per 100,000 and in Santa Fe 

County it I'/as 70.9 per 100,000 during 1976. 

It must be emphasized that these are figures for reported rapes. Reporting 

goes up with the existence of a Rape Crisis Center in a community, improved 

public awareness and education of the nature of the crime, sensitive handling 

of the victim by law enforcement officers, hospital staff, improved prosecution 

by distt'ict attorneys, etc. In other words, these horrendous figures are un­

doubtedly an indication of improved attention and handling of the victims of 

the crime, collection of evidence, and a general change in social attitudes 

as reflected by juries and judges. 

In the counties mentioned there are well established Rape Crisis Centers 

that have established working relations with local law enforcement agencies, 

hospitals, the district attorney1s office and various other human service 

agencies. Rape Crisis Counselors also act as client advocates to see them 

through the crimi na 1 justi ce system, especi ally the necessary i ntervi ews by 

police detectives and the usually grueling trial process. This protection 

and support of the victim encourages reporting and cooperation with the crim-

inal justice agencies. 

These established Rape Crisis Centers, once they have gained the con­

fidence of the women in the community, fi'nd that eventually women come forward 

to seek counseling about rapes that occurred months, and even years ago. This 

shows that women are still ashamed or afraid to report the fact· that they have 
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been victims of rape. They often are most afraid of the reaction of thei I' 

husbands, boyfriends or immediate family. It is encouraging that they are 

deciding to seek out the help they need to work out their fear~ anger, and 

false sense of guilt that society used to 'impose on victims. 

However, the more help a victim is given, the greater the reporting. 

The crime of rape has been around a long time. It usually occurs in more 

densely populated areas and in cultures where there is less respect for 

women as human beings. However, if the rate of rape by counties throughout 

New fl1exi co is studi ed, it can be seen that the rate of repor't iDsL has gone up 

considerably in every county that has a Rape Crisis Center, or a Nental Health 

facility or some other general crisis intervention facility that also deals 

with rape victims. this does not mean that the number of rapes has increased, 

but only that the rate of reporting it is closer to the actual occurrence of 

the crime. 

The F.B.I. estimates that nationally, only one tenth of the rapes committed 

are reported. Dr. Joanne Sterl i ng, Assi stant Di rector of the Bernal i 11 0 County 

Mental Health Center and a member of the national Rape Prevention and Control 

Advisory Committee, sponsored by the Department of Health, Education and I'Jelfare, 

reports that New Mexico has some of the best treatment for rape victims (centered 

around the Rape Crisis Centers) in the nation. Therefore, our reporting rate, 

instead of being only 10% of the rapes that actually occur, is probably closer 

to 70-80% of those that actually occur; perhaps even higher in those cities 

where intervention on behalf of the victim is especially strong. These statis­

tics, though disturbing, indicate a more konest and accurate count and recog­

nition of the problem than in many states. 

In New Mexico there is the added benefit of the rape evidence collection 
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ki ts that are used by the doctors at the hospitals to coll ect the evi dence fl~om 

c 

the victim. This is in addition to what police officers collect from the scene 

of the crime. In recent months the State Pol ice Crime Laboratory has received 

more cases with all the standards of evidence necess~ry fer analysis sufficient 

to give to the district attorney to make a solid case. This was not true 

in the past. This improved collection of evidence by la\'I enfOl"Cement officers 

and the hospital can be attributed to improved training and cooperation between 

agencies. 

This brings out another benefit, but of no less significance, produced 

by the presence of a Rape Crisis Center in a community. The Center serves as 

a vehicle to educate the public about the nature of the crime and the physical 

and emotional trauma that a victim suffers. It helps to change social attitudes, 

which in turn allows the services to develop that are needed. It also serves 

as a vehicle to develop inter-agency cooperation and understanding among all 

those that deal with a rape victim--law enforcement) hospital emergency room 

personnel, the State Police Crime Laboratory that analyzes the evidence, district 

attorney's office, and in some cases, other human service agencies as well. 

Therefore, even though the statistics of reported rape in New Mexico are 

way above the national rate, it is also true that the rate of reporting is way 

above the national average. New Mexico has accomplished two important objectives: 

1) Victims in key cities receive excellent intervention, which includes counseling, 

medical treatment, and support in the process of assisting the district attorney's 

office with prosecution; 2) \'Jith increased reporting, community support and 

awareness, and more successful prosecutions of the offenders who committed the 

crimes,the publicity seems to have started a deterrent effect. Even with a high 

rate of reporting that is close to the actual occurrence, the rate of reported 
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rape in New Mexico seems to be taking a dip in 1977 for the first time. This 

is a rC:.lsUlt of concerted commun ity' educat i on 'and i nter-agel1cy cooperation, with 

the Rape Crisis Centers acting as the hub of the wheel of effort that began in \ 

New Mexico in 1972-1973. Five years later we are beginni~g to see the results 

of these efforts. 

Jane Foraker-Thompson, Chief Planner 
New Mexico State Police Department 

member of the 
New Mexico Task Force on Victims 
of Sex Crimes 

December 1977 
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!lA1.LJ'LJl!1:.0J.t.lt.!L?JJ...W~l-1y,~i'l~ .UIJ ... !!D:Ullll f.Q. 

City and C"lmty Tola Is 1971 1972 1973 1m 1975 1970 
--..~---- ~ .. -..... - - . c_ .. _ ... --- - - --> 

Poiiu 1 J l! on 329.30.0 • .0 339.500.0 354.4.0.0.0 358,2.00 • .0 36$,2.00 • .0 376,6(;,) . .0 
UCI"Ildl i 110 County 36.0 55 • .0 37 • .0 26 • .0 30 • .0 62.0 
Ullj'/l'r,!t,· of II~\~ ~I~xico .0.0 0.0 0 • .0 0.0 1.0 3 • .0 
111 buqu!.lrt]lm (city) 1.03.0 154.0 169.0 183.0 laLO 186.0 
Stilte 1'01 icc .0 • .0 . ____ .0 .. :..0. 

--io~':-~ 
__ C_.Q. 0 • .0 3.0 

County Tot~l --rh-:o' 2.oJ.C 2.03.0 --;rioled' --21i·CJ 
Rate per 1.00,.00 ropulatlon 42.2 61.6 58.1 58.3 6.0.2 67.4 

Popula lion 2,2.00 . .0 2,2.0.). a 2.20.0 . .0 2.5.0.0.0 2.10.0 • .0 2,1.0.0 • .0 
CiI'tI'on County 1..0 ___ .0.:..9. __ 2 .. & 0 . .0 -\{& 0 • .0 

Rale p~r 1.0.0,000 populJtlQn --4~:-o' .0.0 9.0.9 --0:0 .0 • .0 --D~'O 

, ..... _---- .-----
Popul 11 t i on 45.50.0 • .0 46,4.0.0 • .0 46,4.0.0 • .0 46.5.00.0 48,2.0.0 • .0 49,4Cll.O 
Ch;wcs. County 5.0 0.0 2 • .0 2.0 0.0 2 . .0 
Hos\·/cll (cily) 6 • .0 ~.C 3 • .0 1.0 1..0 2 • .0 

County Total --rr.'o ---4:"'6 --5-:-6 --3-:-6 --Co' --4":.0' 
RDlc rr.r 1.0.0 • .00.0 population 24.2 8.6 1.0.8 6.5 2.1 8.1 

Population 12.100 • .0 12,1.0.0 • .0 12,4.0.0.0 12.8.0.0 • .0 12,9.0.0 . .0 13 • .000 . .0 
Co !fax Coun ty .0 • .0 3.0 0.0 .0.0 .0.0 1..0 
naton (ci ty) 0.0 0 • .0 0.0 0.0 4.0 1.0 
Srl'inl]cr (ci ty) 0 • .0 0.0 .0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 
Sea te ('oli cc __ 0-, . .0 .0.0 .0.0 . 0.0 .0.0 2.0 

Count.v ToLal .0 • .0 --3-:-0 ---.0";'0 ~--i-:-o --5:-(i --.f;-o' 
Ratc per 1.0.0 • .000 population .0.0 24.8 0.0 7.8 38.7 30.8 

population 41.50.0 • .0 4.0.9.00.0 42,80.0.0 42,8.0.0 . .0 43,200.0 1,4,7.00.0 
Curry C\)Wlty .0.0 0.0 3 • .0 1.0 0 • .0 0.0 
Clovis (r.It;:) a,o 4.0 SJ) 17. a 10. O· 10 . .0 

Co un ty To ta 1 --'"8:0 --f:D --'feci "'-YI;Co' --'io:6 10.n 
Rate per 10.0. DOD por:d uti on 19.3 9.8 25.7 42.1 23.1 22.4 

PopulaUOIl 2,50.0.0 2.5.0.0 • .0 2,80.0.0 2.7.0.0.0 2.60.0 . .0 2.!ir,O.D 
Dc Baea County 0.0 0 • .0 0.0 0.0 0 • .0 1.0 

Population 71,3.00.0 73,6.0.0,.0 74,500.0 77 ,500.0 80,000.0 82,00.0.0 
Donn I\na Co un ty 6.0 9.0 5 • .0 6.0 8.0 9.0 
Las Cruc('s (city) 4.0 8.0 9 • .0 11.0 1.0.0 3.0 
}lcs llla 0.0 0 • .0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 
IIc\1 Nexiro State UnivcJ'sity 1..0 0 . .0 2.0 2.0 2.0 0.0 

COUll ty loLa 1 --n-:-O --Ti-:6 --16-:0 --i9~"0 -~2r:6 --is'. '0' 
Rale per 100 • .000 population 15.4 23.1 21.5 24.S 26.3 22.0 

Population 4.0.90.0.0 1;.0,900.0 41.2.00.0 41,500 • .0 42.40.0.0 43,OCO.0 
Ed\ly County 1.0 3.0 1..0 .0.0 1.0 2.0 
IIrtrsia (dty) 0 • .0 0 • .0 0 • .0 3.0 1.0 6 • .0 
Cilrlsbau (ei ty) 1..0 __ 1 ... 31. 11.0 6 • .0 2.0 1..0 

Coun ty To ta 1 --2-:-0 5.0 12.6 --9~-0 --4-:6 --9-:-0' 
Ratl! ~er laD,ooa population 4.9 12.2 29.1 21. 7 9.4 2.0.9 

Population • 22.500. a 22.6.0.0.0 23,5.0.0.0 23.8.00.0 24.600 • .0 23,7.00 • .0 
Grant Counly 1.0 .0.0 1..0 1.0 2 • .0 2.0 
Hayal'u (city) .0.0 .0.0 0.0 0.0 1..0 ,,1.0 
S il VQ I' (; ity (cf ty) --~..& 0.0 .0.0 1.0 _l..d1. 1.0 

Cout\t;f '{otitl 2.0 ---0.-6 LO --2.0 4.0 ----:1:.0· 
Rate pcI' 100.000 population 8.9 0.0 4.3 8.4 16.3 16.9 

.= . 
!'ol,ul.\llon 4.90.0.0 4,900 • .0 4.7.00.0 4.9.0.0 • .0 4.900.0 5.103 • .0 
GUy l!.llUIlQ Coun ly 0.0 1..0 1.0 0 • .0 0 • .0 0.0 
San l,l Hn~J (city) -_Q.~Q. 0.0 0 • .0 1.0 __ .0 .. & __ (l.! .. ,o, 

Counly lot,,' .0.0 --1':-0- ---'1':-0 ---1.0 0.0 0 • .0 
R.ll<! I'C!' 100,.000 popul,1t\on 0.0 20.4 2\.3 20.4 0.0 0.0 

I'opuliltlon 1.300 • .0 1,3.00.0 1,3.00.0 1.200.0 1.200.0 I. :l00. 0 
lIanllng Cllunty .0 • .0 .0.0 0 • .0 .0.0 0.0 .0 • .0 
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City and COlmly Totals 1971 1972 1973 197<1 1075 1975 
I 

::'=.!.=':'::!.~-:':::'=':-.::"--:'=':...-:::"'-====~-==-==~';"~':'::=':'=-"'~:":;'--:--'::';~':':"":":.:= •• ,:::=':.==::::,:=::-~~:--=.:"" ... "';:..--.. _:,:::;:..:..,,:":. .. ~.:=~~,:,,!:".::-==:.::::.:.--==.:;.:'..~-:-.!.=-"~::::..==--::: I 

1'0(11110 1I on 4,600.0 4,(,00.0 4,700:0 5.'100.0 5,700.0 5,300.0 
lIid,\lvo County 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 0.0 
LOI·t!sbul'!J (ci ty) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 -----{:,g. 0.0 

(;(lunty Tolal -. --CO' --Co' ---r:O' --3".~O --Ko' 
R,lte PCI' 100.000 populHlon 21. 7 21.7 21.3 55.6 70.2 0.0 

---- ---_ .. _-_ .. _ ... 

rOI'u 1 ,)t i on 49,600.0 49.400.0 413,800.0 49,800.0 51,200.0 53,000.0 
Lea County J.O 4.0 2.0 4.0 6.0 4.<l 
Eunice (city) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 I.e 
lIobbs (ci ly) 3.0 0.0 10.0 7.0 4.0 8.0 
Jal (city) 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Lovingtun (cily) 0.0 0.0 __ ,.0.,,0. 0.0 3.0 0.0 

County Tot,)1 --6;"0' --4-;'0 13.0 --1''-;0' --13:0' -T3;-6 
Rate per 100,000 population 12.1 8.1 26.6 22.1 2&.4 24.5 

------_ .. -_ .... --... _------
Populat ion 7,800.0 ll.O00.0 8,400.0 9,300.0 9,500.0 9,200.0 
li nco In COUl\ ty 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 
Ruidoso (ci ty) 0.0 0,0 0.0 . __ 0.9. 2.0 _2..Jl. 

County Tot,11 --0-.6 --5'":'"6 ---'0-:0 2.0 --CO' 3.0 
Rate per .100,000 population 0.0 62.5 0.0 21.5 42,1 32.6 

---_. ---------
Population 15.400.0 15.400.0 15,500.0 15,400.0 15.900.0 16.800.0 
Los Alawos County 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Los A I ar.:~s (city) 2.0 1.0 __ O.!CQ 2.0 0.0 0.0 

County Tolitl --i~'o' --f:if 0.0 --2~(1 --0'~6 -0-.-0' 
Rate pel' 100.000 population 12.9 6.5 0.0 12.9 0.0 0.0 

-
POflula tion 12,200.0 12,500.0 13.100.0 13,700.0 14.500.(; 14,900.0 

. Luna COUll ty 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 0.0 
!leming (ci ty) 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 

County To til 1 --0.-6 --0 .... 6 ---'-:0' --2:-0' -4:'0' --376 
• Rate per 100,000 population 0.0 0.0 7.6 14.6 27.6 20.1 

Popul a ti on 44.700.0 46.800.0 49,300.0 48,800.0 51,200.tl 51,600.0 
I1cKinley County 12.0 0.0 7.0 9.0 16.0 14.0 
Ga 11 Up (ci ty) 5.0 B.O 11.0 9.0 12.0 11.0 
Zuni (city) 1.0 1.0 ___ 2 ..... 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 

County Total --f!}~'6' --97'6 20.0 --1876 -28."'6 --257'0' 
Rate per 100,000 population 40.3 19.2 40.6 36.9 54.7 43.4 

Population 4,600.0 4,500.0 4,600.0 4,800.0 4,90a.0 4,200.0 ' 
Nora County 2.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 
Wagon ":uund (city) '0.0 0.0 .--.Q.,.!? 1.0 0.0 0.0 

---2:-0' ---0-.-6 --r:-6 --0;-0' ~-'. County Tolal 4.0 .0 
Rate per 100.000 population 43.5 0.0 86.9 20.8 0.0 23.8 

: Population 41,900.0 41,100.0 41,500.0 42.200.0 42.700.0 43,800.0 
I Otero County 4.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 3.0 

A1aHlogol'do (c! ty) 0.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 
i ~lescillel'o (city) 0.0 0.0 0.0 ),0 1.0 _,_.ll .. O. 
; County Totill ---4.0 --6':0' ---5'":'"0' "--f:6 ---l.-(j G.O 

Rale per 100,000 population 9.5 14.6 12.0 9.5 16.4 13.7 
----_. --~---

POflul,)tion 11,300. ° 11,000.0 11.100.0 11,200.0 11,400.0 11.800.0 
Quay COllnty 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Tuculilca I'i (city) 1.0 1.0 __ 1.& • __ ~O_Jl. 0.0 2.0 

County Total --CO' --C'O' 2.0 0.0 0.6 --2-:0' 
Rate: pel' 100.000 populoltlon 8.8 9.1 18.0 0.0 0.0 16.9 

POfwliltlon 25.800.0 2G.000.0 26.600.0 27.400.0 28,000.0 29.100.0 
Rio Arriba COlin ty 3.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 6.0 1.0 
Espanola (city) 0.0 4.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 
State 1'01 icc 0.0 0.0 __ .Q.:.O. 0.0 ~O.!..Q. 10.0 

County Total ----3:6 -4-:0 6.0 ----,-;0 9.0 -fz:'o' 
Rate per 100,000 population 11.6 15.4 22.6 3.6 32.1 41.2 

Porul~tion 16.700.0 16,1:00.0 16.800.0 17,100:0 lG,300.0 17.S00.0 
Roo5('ve It COUl\ ty 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 l.0 
POI·talcs (city) 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 1.0 

County TOt.ll --u':6 -ii:if --076 --2: if --070' -r;o' 
flatc per 100.000 popUlation 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.7 0.0 11.4 
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CIl), and County Totals 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 
........ ... ~ ... '-_ ...... ---_. -, ----''''-----.. ---.~ - ---_ .. 

Popul~ lion 16,600.0 14,300.0 20,000.0 22.400.0 22,600.0 25,000.0 
SMlItlVJ I County 2.0 0.0 6.0 2.0 5.0 7.0 
Uarn~1111o (clly) 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Cort'JI05 (clly) __ Q.._O, 0.0 __ O,.,Q. ___ 0.:.0, __ -hO, 1.0 

COllllty TOltll 3.0 --0':0' (i.0 3.0 6.0 ---Ir:tl' 
t!.)lt! pCI' 100.000 populatIon 16.1 0.0 26.6 13.4 26.5 32.0 

" POI)ul ~ ti on 53,500.0 55,1.00.0 56,800.0 61,400.0 65,300.0 65.000:0 
"'SIlO Jlh'll County 0.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 

i\~t(~C (city) 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 5.0 
llluolllripld «('ity) 0.0 0.0 0.0 ').0 1.0 0.0 
r,Hlllill'./tOI1 (c i ty) 3.0 12.0 5.0 10.0 16.0 1.0 
Stllte Pollet! 0.0 ___ O~Q. __ 0, .. 0, __ ..9 . .:..0. __ ,Q:O. 11.0 

County Total --4':15 14.0 7.0 13.0 20.0 --Yti:'6 
Rato per 100,000 population 7.5 25.3 11. 9 21.2 30.6 27.7 

Popu It, t i on 22,100.0 23,200.0 23.800.0 23,400.0 23,500.0 23,500.0 
Siln I-I'guol Counly 1.0 2.0 1.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 
Las V~gtlS (city) 6.0 8.0 3.0 10.0 14.0 6.0 
StiltP. 1'01 icn ___ 0-,,0. __ 0-,.9. ___ ,lh.0, 0.0 0.0 3.0 

CounLy Total 7.0 10.0 4.0 --16:6 --1'6-:-0 ---"\'Co 
RaLe per 100,000 population 31. 7 43.5 16.8 42.7 68.1 33.3 

---'. 
Populat ion 55.200.0 57,700.0 59,400.0 60,600.0 62,000.0 63,400.0 
SanLit fe County 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 10.0 3.0 
Santa Ie (cily) 5.0 6.0 18.0 25.0 31.0 34.0 
Stote r'ol icc --_Q~.Q 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 

County Total 6.0 --Of --2'0-:-0- --2'6-:-6 --4T.-o --,[5';-6' 
Rilte per 100,000 population 10.9 12.1 33.7 42.9 66.1 70.9 

------""' .. _--------
Population 7.300.0 7,800.0 8.000.0 8,000.0 8.500.0 8.000.0 
Sicrl'u COunLy 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Truth or Consequences (el ty) 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 :J.n 

County Total --"cf.o --CO' --r:o --CO --0:0 ---;;-:-0 . t{ilLe PI!I' 10:l,OOu population 0,0 12.8 12.5 12.5 0.0 37.5 _ .. -------_ ... 
Popu'l a ti on 9.800.0 9,500.0 9,700.0 9,700.0 9.800.0 9,300.0 
Socol'ro County 1.0 2.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 
Socol'ro (ei Iy) 1.0 2.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 
Stale Polite 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 __ 0,& 1.0 

COUlllY Tot"l ----2-:-6 4.6 0.0 --1-:6 4.0 ---,cO 
Rate pel' 100,000 populiltion 20.4 42. I 0.0 10.3 40.8 43.0 

--~---,-- .. --...... ~,---
Population 18,000.0 18,000.0 18.500.0 • 18,700.0 19,300.0 19,600.0 
TelOS Cuunty 1.0 2.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 
QU(!stil (r;ity) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
Taos Pu(>bl0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
TelOS (city) 0.0 0.0 0.0' 1.0 4.0 2.0 
Slilt(' Police ___ O..!.Q. ___ 0-, . .0, __ <h.Q. __ O,~Q, 0.0 3.0 

County Total 1.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 --676 --5:0 
J\c) te per 100,000 population 5.6 11. 1 16.2 16.0 31.1 25,5 

-------------_ .. 
Population 5.300.0 5.300.0 5,llOO.0 6.200.0 6.400.0 6,800.0 
Torrance County 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
',lol'farity (city) __ 0..,9. 0.0 __ 0.:.0. 0.0 __ O""Q. 1.0 

County Tolal 0.0 --6:"6 0.0 --(L6 0.0 ~1-:-o' 

Rale pur 100.000 population 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1·1. 7 

Populotion 5.000.0 4,800.0 4.800.0 5,100.0 4.900.0 5.000.0 
Unloll County 0.\1 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 
CI''Ylon (city) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
S t.w) Po lice __ O..!.Q. __ O.:..Q. 0.0 1.0 o.n __ 1.:...Q. 

County Total 0.0 0.0 --'-.'0' --'-:"0' --070 2.0 
RHo per 100.0nO population 0.0 0.0 20.8 19.6 0.0 40.0 

l'opul~lIon 41.400.0 42.000.0 43.000.0 44,200.0 46.000.0 47.21)0.0 
VillcIICl.l County 7.0 2.0 7.0 0.0 6.0 4.0 
(Jell!1I (city) 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 
Gr.lI1ts (c Ity) (t.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 
1111"11 (city) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 
St.lle 1'01 Ice __ O~..o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 __ ...1-, .. 0 

COUilly Tol," 9.0 --376 --Kii ---'-:6 ---rti:o 11.0 
lIel tc pc I' lIlO, 000 I\OPU I') tI on 21. 7 7.1 18.6 2.3 21.7 1(\.9 
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City MId County Tot~ Is 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 
--------- "S,._ ... __ ~wl 

, 

Slate Police 19.0 32.0 0.0 17.0 30.0 33.(\ 

Shte Talal 262.0 347.0 356.0 385.0 467.0 4/5.0 
Rate prl' 100,000 popululion 25.1 32.6 32.4 34.4 40.7 <\0~5 
Popu1a t ion 1,044,000 1,066.000 1,099,200 1, 11 <) .000 1.147,100 ',173,1110 

'Slate Police h.lndling of crin:C!s I',crc not scparated by County in the Slate t'niform Crln,e r.CPOI't until tne 1976 citation 

RepOl'led I'upes hJ~e incrI:!ascd by 213 b,·tlll'('n 1971 .111.1 1976. 01' 82':. It is kllos~iblc to knt'I'1 to \~hat dc(JI'l'!' this indicates un incrc,Hc in this 
via11'Ilt cri~iC catdol'Y "r .11l incr('Jt.\) in r,'portill'J (1f th~ O'II:'c' tllIf) to tht' il:;,rovcd It'C,lt~'t'nt of r.1Pe victims in t!:o IJ~l fl!lt YC~I's due to the 
dcve1opn:~nt of R,lpe Crisis rent~rs alld I,i,ll'e sensitive trl'dt""nt fl'om L,1\'/ f.nf(1I'ccl'.ent f'ljcncies, tnc Coul'ts, and cr.:nrgr.ncy rOum stuffs in hospilals. 

__________ • _____ w _______ , __________ _ 

1. POPlIl,ltion f'i'J,II'('s 1971-1975. n'.'d ~'· •• dr;~\..:"J.l.~i.$Uc.,'Lt.~.~JI:,\<:.Lt97.f;t t'.m'oJu of Business (Iud F(onomic RI~SCul'cht UnivcI'sity of Ilw /·'t)xico, p. 81 j 
1976 cstin,,]t(.s frC'~1 "1!(,I'II·:·':dco i";1.1l1,ltiOIl to l~J:; uhf! l",p,;ct on Job Outlook." by John TCI1:plc. [luI'Nli of Busill()~S and [conomic Rcsearch, 
Univt!I'sity of NCI~ I\'xlco, AlJl'j I 19/G, p. 21 i 

;' 

New ~:cxico St.Jte Pol icc Ocpartn:elll 
Planning and Research Oivislon 



SEXUAL A$$AUVrS BY COUNTY, NEH HEX1GO - January-September 1977 

j Forced Attempted 

1 COum- Sexual Assault Se.;ua1 Assoul t Total 
; 

I 
Bernalillo 141 25 166 

Catron 0 0 0 

Chaves 3 1 4 

Colfax 1 0 1 

Curry il 1 5 

De Boca 0 0 0 

DOtHl Ana 17 2 19 

Eddy 9 0 9 

Grant 0 0 0 

Guadalupe 1 0 1 

Harding 0 0 0 

Hidalgo 1 0 1 

Lea 13 2 15 

Lincoln 0 0 0 

Los Alamos 2 0 2 

I,una 1 0 1 

McKinley 20 4 24 

Hora 0 0 0 

Otero 4 0 4 

Quay 1 0 1 

Rio Arriba 2 0 2 

Roosevelt 2 0 2 

Sandoval 1 0 1 

San Juan 14 1 15 

San Miguel 4 2 6 

Santa Fe 6 3 9 

Sierra 2 2 4 

Taos 2 1 3 

Torrance 0 0 0 

Union 0 0 0 

Valencia 5 2 7 

STATE TOTAL 
Thr\]. Scptc!mber 282 47 329 
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