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Preface

The crimg statistics and selected analytical findings
presanted in this report derive from victimization
surveys conducte# under the National Crime Survey
program. Based on continuing surveys of a
representative national sample of households and
businzssses, the program was created to assess the
character and extent of selected forms of criminal
victimization. The surveys have been designed and
conducted for the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.
This publication contains data about selected crimes
of violence and theft for calendar year 1976 for the
Nation as a whole. It succeeds Criminal Victimization
in the United States, 1975, (1977).

As presently constituted, the National Crime
Survey focuses on certain criminal offenses, whether
completed or attempted, that are of major concern to
the general public and law enforcement authorities.
For individuals, these offenses are rape, robbery,
assault, and personal larceny; for households,
burglary, household larceny, and motor vehicle theft;
and for commercial establishments, burglary and
robbery. In addition to measuring the extent to which
such crimes occur, the surveys permit examination of
the characteristics of victims and the circumstances
surrounding the criminal acts, exploring, as appro-
priate, such matters as the relationship between
victim and offender, characteristics of offenders,
victim self-protection, extent of victim injuries,
economic consequences to the victims, time and place
of occurrence, use of weapons, whether the police
were notified, and, if not, reasons advanced for not
informing them.

Although the program has a general objective of
developing insights into the impact of selected crimes
upon victims, it is anticipated that the scope of the

surveys will by modified periodically so as to address

other topics in the field of criminal justice, In ad-
dition, continuing methodological studies are

_expected to yield refinements in survey

questionnaires and procedures.

Information in this report was derived from
interviews with about 136,000 occupants of some
61,000 housing units and with about 41,000
businesses. The housing units and businesses were

representative of those in the 50 States and the
District of Columbia, Respondents for the 1976 data
were interviewed at 6-month intervals during the
course of the appropriate data collection period.
Eliminated from congideration were crimes
experienced by U.S. residents outside the country and
those involving foreign visitors to this country.
Respondents furnished detailed personal and
household data (or information about commercial
establishments), in addition to particulars on the
criminal acts they incurred.

For crimes against persons, National Crime Survey
results are based on either of two units of measure—
victimizations or incidents. A victimization is a
specific criminal act as it affects a single victim. An
incident is a specific criminal act involving one or
more victims and one or more offenders. For reasons
discussed in the technical notes (Appendix V), the
number of personal victimizations is somewhat
greater than that of the personal incidents. As applied
to crimes against households or commercial
establishments, however, the terms ‘‘victimization™
and “‘incident” are synonymous.

All statistical data in this report are estimates
subject to both sampling and nonsampling error.
Information obtained from sample surveys rather
than complete censuses is usually affected by
sampling error. Nonsampling error consists of any
other kinds of mistakes, such as those resulting from
faulty collection or processing; these errors can be
expected to occur in the course of any large-scale data
collection effort. As part of a discussion of the
reliability of estimates, these sources of error are
discussed more fully in Appendixes III and IV. It
should be noted at the outset, however, that with
respect to the effect of sampling error, sstimate
variations can be determined rather precisely. In the
Selected Findings section of this report, categorical
statements involving comparisons have met statistical
tests that the differences are equivalent to or greater
than two standard errors, or, in other words, that the
chances are at least 95 out of 100 that each difference
described did not result solely from sampling
variability; qualified statements of comparison have
met significance tests that the differences are within
the range of 1.6 to 2 siandard errors, or that there is a
likelihood equal to at least 90 (but less than 95) out of
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100 that the difference noted riid not result solely from
sampling variability. These conditional statements
are ‘vharacterized by use of the term ‘some
indication.”

The 107 data tables in Appendix I of this report
display statistics that formed the basis for the selected
findings. The four appendixes that follow contain
materials to facilitate further analyses and other uses
of the data. Appendix II contains facsimiles of the
questionnaire forms used in conducting the
household and ¢commercial surveys. Appendixes 111
and IV have standard error tables and guidelines for
their use. The latter two appendixes also include
technical information concerning sample design,
estimation procedures, and sources of nonsampling
error, Appendix V consists of a series of technical
notes, covering topics discussed in the selected
findings and designed as guides to the interpretation
of survey results.

Attempts lo compare information in this report
with data collected from police agencies by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation and published
annually in its report, Crime in the United States,
Uniform Crime Reports, are inappropriate because of
substantial differences in coverage between this
survey and police statistics, A major difference arises
from the fact that police statistics on the incidence of
crime are derived principally from reports that
persons make to the police, whereas survey data in-
clude crimes not reported to the police, as well as
those that are reported. Personal crimes covered in
the survey relate only to persons age 12 and over,
whereas police statistics count crimes against persons
of any age. Furthermore, the survey does not
measure some offenses, e.g., homicide, kidnaping,
white collar crimes, and commercial larceny
(shoplifting and employee theft), that are included in
police statistics, and the counting and classifying
rules for the two programs are not fully compatible,
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The national surveys

The National Crime Survey was designed to
develop information not otherwise available on the
nature of crime and its impact on society by means of
victimization surveys of the general population.
Based on representative samplings of households and
commercial establishments, the surveys elicit
information about experiences, if any, with selected
crimes of violence and theft, including events that
were reported to the police as well as those that were
not. By focusing on the victim, the person likely to be
most aware of details concerning criminal events, the
surveys generate a variety of data, including
information on the effect of such acts and on the
circumstances under which they occurred.

As one of the most ambitious efforts yet
undertaken for filling some of the gaps in crime data,
victimization surveys are expected to supply the
criminal justice community with new insights into
crime and its victims, complementing data resources
already on hand for purposes of planning,
evaluation, and analysis. The surveys cover many
crimes that, for a variety of reasons, are never
brought to police attention. They furnish a means for
developing vicum profiles and, for identifiable
sectors of society, ;Zad information necessary to
compute the relative risk of being victimized. Vic-
timization surveys also have the capability of
distinguishing between stranger-to-stranger 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 can provide greater
understanding as to why certain criminal acts are not
reported to police authorities. Conducted periodical-
ly in the same syes, victimization surveys provide the
data necessary for developing indicators sensitive to
fluctuations in the level of crime; conducted under
thesame procedures in different areas, they provide a
basis for comparing the crime situation betwzen two
or more localities or types of localities.

Victimization survéys, such as those conducted
under the National Crime Survey program, are not
without limitations, however, Although they provide
information on crimes that are of major interest to
the general public, they cannot mecasure all criminal

activity, as a number of crimes are not amenable to
examination through survey techniques. Surveys
have proved most successful in estimating crimes
with specific victims who understand what happened
to them and how it happened and who are willing to
report what they know. More specifically, they have
been shown to be most applicable to rape, robbery,
assault, burglary, personal and household larceny,
and motor vehicle theft. Accordingly, the National
Crime Survey was designed to foeiis on these crimes.
Murder and kidnaping are not covered. The so-called
victimless crimes, such as drunkenness, drug abuse,
and prostitution, also are excluded, as are crimes for
which it is difficult to identify: knowledzeable
respondents or to locate comprehensive data records,
as in offenses against government entities.'! Examples
of the latter are income tax evasion and the theft of
office supplies. Crimes of which the victim may not
be aware a'so cannot be measured effectively. Buying
stolen property may fall into this category, as may
some instances of fraud and embezzlement.
Attempted crimes of many types probably are
underrecorded for this reason. Commercial larcenies
(e.g., employee theft and shoplifting) have to date not
proved susceptible to measurement or study by
means of the survey approach because of the limited
documentation maintained by most commercial
establishments on losses from these crimes. Finally,
events in which the victim has shown a willingness to
participate in illegal activity also are excluded.
Examples of the latter, which are unlikely to be re-
ported to interviewers, include gambling, various
types of swindies, con games, and blackmail.

The success of any victimization survey is highly
contingent on the degree of cooperation that
interviewers receive from wespondents. In the
National Crime Surveys that yielded data reievant to
calendar year 1976, in*erviews were obtained in 96
percent of the housing units occupied by persons
eligible for interview. In the commercial sector, the
response rate was about 99 percent.

'Other than government-operated liquor stores and transporta-
tion systems, which fall within the purview of the program’s com-
mercial sector, government institutions and offices are outside the
scope of the program. Pretesis have indicated that government or-
ganization records on crime generally are inadequate for survey
purposes.
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Data from victimizations surveys also are subject
to limitations imposed by victim recall, 1e., the
ability of respondents to remember incidents befall-
ing them or their households, and by the
phenomenon of telescoping, that is, the tendency of
some respondents to recount incidents occurring
outside (usually before) the referenced time frame.
This tendency is minimized by using a bounding
technique, whereby the first interview serves as a
benchmark, and summary records of each successive
interview aid in avoiding duplicative reporting of
criminal victimization experiences; information from
the initial interview is not incorporated into the
survey results,

Another of the issues related in part to victim recall
ability involves the so-called series victimizations,
Each series consists of three or more criminal events
similar, if not identical, in nature and incurred by
persons unable to identify separately the details of
each act, or, in some cases, to recount accurately the
total number of such acts, Because of this, no attempt
is made to collect information on the specific month,
or months, of occurrence of series victimizations;
instead, such data are attributed to the season, or
seasons, of occurrence, Had it been feasible to make a
precise tally of victimizations that occurred in series
and to determine their month of occurrence, inclu-
sion of this information in the processing of survey
results would have caused certain alterations in the
portrayal of criminal victimization. Perhaps most
importantly, certain rates of victimization would
have been somewhat higher, Because of the inability
of victims to furnish details concerning their
experiences, however, it would have been difficult to
analyze the characteristics and effects of these crimes,
Although the estimated number of series victimiza-
tions was appreciable, the number of victims who
actually experienced such acts was small in relation to
the total number of individuals who were victimized
one or more times and who had firm recollections of
each event, Approximately 1.6 million series victimi-
zations against persons or households, each
encompassing at least three separate but
undifferentiated events, were estimated to have
occurred during a [2-month period commencing with
the spring of 1976. A fugther discussion about series
victimizations, as well as a table in which they are
broken out by type of crime, can be found in Ap-
pendix III of this report.

Data for the selected findings were analyzed along
topical lines, by subjects such as “personal victim
characteristics” and “‘crime characteristics.” The

crimes covered in the surveys, and treated in the
findings, are described in detail in the discussion that
follows.?

Crimes against persons |

Crimes against persons have been divided into two
general types; crimes of violence and crimes of theft,
Personal crimes of violence (rape, personal robbery,
and assault) all bring the victim into direct contact
with the offender. Personal crimes of theft may or
may not involve contact between the victim and
offender.

Rape, one of the most serious and least common of
all the crimes measured by the National Crime
Survey, is carnal knowledge through the use of force
or the threat of force, excluding statutory rape
(without force). Both completed and attempted acts
are included, and cases of either homosexual or
heteroszxual rape are counted.

Personal robbery is a crime in which the object is to
take property from a person by force or the threat of
force. The force employed may be a weapon (armed
robbery) or physical power (strong-arm robbery). In
either instance, the victim is placed in physical
danger, and physical injury «can result. The
distinction between robbery with injury and robbery
without injury turns solely on whether the victim
sustained any injury, no matter how minor. The
distinction between a completed robbery and an
attempted robbery centers on whether the victim
sustained any loss of cash or property. For example,
an incident might be classified as an attempted rob-
bery simply because the victim was not carrying
anything of value when held up at gunpoint.
Attempted robberies, however, can be quite serious
and can result in severe physical injury to the victim.

The classic image of a robber is that of a masked
offender armed with a handgun and operating
against lone pedestrians on a city street at night. Rob-
bery can, of course, occur anywhere, on the street or
in the home, and at any time. It may be an encounter
as dramatic as the one described, or it may simply
involve being pinned briefly to a schoolyard fence by
one classmate while another classmate takes the
victim’s lunch money.

*Definitions of the measured crimes do not necessarily conform
to any Federal or State statutes, which vary considerably, They
are, however, compatible with conventional usage and with the
definitions used by the Federal Bureau of Investigation in its
annual publication Crime in the United States, Uniform Crime Re-
ports. Succinct and precise definitions of the crimes and other
terms used in the National Crime Survey reports appear in the
Glossary, at the end of this report,

Assaults are crimnes in which the object is to do
physical harm to the victim. The conventional forms

of assault are “aggravated” and “simple.” An assault

carried out with & weapon is considered to be an ag-
gravated assault, irrespective of the degree of injury,
if any. An assault carried out without a weapon is
also an aggravaled assault if the attack results in
serious injury. Simple assault occurs when the injury,
if any, is minor and no weapon is used. Within the
general category of assault are incidents with results
no more serious than a minor bruise and incidents

* that bring the victim near death—but only near,

because death would turn the crime into homicide,

Attempted assaults differ from assaults carried out
in that in the latter the victim is actually physically
attacked and may incur bodily injury. An attempted
assault could be the result of bad aim with a gun or it
could be a verbal threat to harm the victim. It is
difficult to categorize attempted assault as either ag-
gravated or simiple because it is conjectural how
much injury, if any, the victim would have sustained
had the assault been carried out. In some instances,
there may have been no intent to carry out the crime.
Not all threats of harm are issued in earnest; a verbal
threat or a menacing gesture may have been, all the
offender intended. The intent of the offender
obviously cannot be measured by a victimization
survey. For the National Crime Survey, attempted
assault with a weapon has been classified as ag-
gravated assault; attempted assault without a weapon
has been considered as simple assault.

Although the most fearsome form of assault is the
brutal, senseless attack by an unknown assailant, it is
also the least common. Much more common is an
incident in which the victim is involved in a minor
scuffle or a domestic spat. There is reason ta believe
that incidents of asault stemming' from domestic
quarrels are underreported in victimization surveys
because some victims do not consider such events
crimes or are reluctant to implicate family members
or relatives, who in some instances may be present
during the interview.

Personal crimes of theft (i.e., personal larceny)
involve the theft of cash or property by stealth. Such
crimes may or may not bring the victim into direct
contact with the offender. Personal larceny with
contact encompasses purse snatching, attempted
purse snatching, and pocket picking. Personal
larceny without contact entails the theft by stealth of
numerous kinds of items, which need not be strictly
personal in nature. It is distinguished from household
larceny solely by place of occurrence. Whereas the

latter transpires only i the home or its immediate
environs, the former can take place at any other
location. Examples of personal farceny without
contact include the theft of a briefcase or umbrella
from a restaurant, a portable radio from the beach,
clothing from an automobile parked in a shopping
center, a bicycle from a schoolyard, food from a
shopping cart in front of a supermarket, etc. Lack of
force is a major identifying element in personal
larceny. Should, for example, a woman become
aware of an attempt to snatch her purse and resist,
and should the offender then use force, the crime
would be classified as robbery,

In any criminal incident involving crimes against
persons, more than one criminal act can take place. A
rape may be associated with a robbery, for example,
In classifying the survey-measured crimes, each
criminal incident has been counted only once, by the
most serious act that took place during the incident,
ranked in accordance with the seriousness
classification system used by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation. The order of seriousness for crimes
against persons is: rape, robbery, assault, and
larceny. Consequently, if a person were both robbed
and assaulted, the event would be classified as rob-
bery; if the victim suffered physical harm, the crime
would be categorized as robbery with injury.

Crimes against househoids

All three of the measured crimes against
households—burglary, household larceny, and motor
vehicle theft—are crimes that do not involve personal
confrontation. If there were such confrontation, the
crime would be a personal crime, not a household
crime, and the victim no longer would be the
household itself, but the member of the household
involved in the confrontation. For example, if
members of the household surprised a burglar in their
home and then were threatened or harmed by the
intruder, the act would be classified as assault, If the
intruder were to demand or take cash and/or
property from the house¢haold members, the event
would classify as robbery.

The most serious crime against households is
burglary, the illegal or attempted entry of a structure,
The assumption is that the purpose of the entry was
to commit a crime, usually thef:, but no additional
offense need take place for the act to be classified as
burglary. The entry may be by force, such as picking
a lock, breaking a window, or slashing a screen, or it
may be through an unlocked door or an open win-
dow. As long as the person entering had no legal right




to be present in the structure, a burglary has
occurred. Furthermore, the structure need not be the
house itself for a household burglary to take place. Il-
legal entry of a garage, shed, or any other structure
on the premises also constitutes household burglary.
In fact, burglary does not necessarily have to occur
on the premises. If the breaking and entering
occurred in a hotel or in a vacation residence, it
would still be classified as a burglary for the
household whose member or members were involved.
As mentioned earlier, household larceny occurs when
cash or property is removed from the home or its im-
mediate vicinity by stealth. For a household larceny
to occur within the home itself, the thief must be
someone with a right to be there, such as a maid, a
delivery man, or a guest, If the person has no right to
be there, the crime is a burglary. Household larceny
can consist of the theft of jewelry, clothes, lawn
furniture, garden hoses, silverware, etc,

The theft or unauthorized use of motor vehicles,
commonly regarded as a specialized form of
household larceny, is treated separately in the
National Crime Survey, Completed as well as
attempted acts involving automobiles, trucks,
motorcycies, and other vehicles legally entitied to use
public streets are included. ‘

Crimes against commercial
establishments

Although commercial crimes, as the term is used in
this report, consist primarily of victimizations of
business establishments, they also include a relatively
small number of offenses committed against certain
other organizations, described in the introduction to
Appendix IV.

Only two types of commercial crimes are measured
by the National Crime Survey: robbery and burglary.
These crimes are comparable to robbery of persons
and burglary of households except that they are
carried out against places of business rather than
individuals or households. Unlike household
burglary, however, commercial burglaries can take
place only on the premises of business firms. In a rob-
bery of a commercial establishment, as in a personal
robbery, there must be personal confrontation and
the threat or use of force. Commercial robberies
usually occur on the premises of places of business,
but some happen away from the premises, such as
during the holdup of sales or delivery personnel away
from the establishment,

Selected findings

As measured by the household and commercial
surveys, an estimated 41.2 million victimizations, in-
cluding both completed and attempted offenses, were
experienced by persons, households, and businesses
across the Wation in 1976. Larceny, the least serious
crime measured by the National Crime Survey
(NCS), accounted for most (63 percent} of the total,
as shown on Chart A at the end of this section and in
data Table 1 (Appendix I). Rape, personal or com-
mercial robbery, and assault—offenses that involve
confrontation between victim and offender and the
threat or act of violence—made up 14 percent of the
crimes. The remaining 23 percent included motor
vehicle thefts and residential or commercial
burglaries. As in past NCS reports, the relative
impact of these crimes is gauged by means of a
statistic known as the victimization rate—the basic
measure of the occurrence of the relevant offenses.
For the population and business community at large,
data Table 2 displays the victimization rate for each
category of crime, as well as for detailed subcatego-
ries; Chart B depicts the rates in summary form.

Based on selected information drawn from many
of the report’s data tables, this section highlights
information on the characteristics of victims and
their experiences with crime. The data tables were not
fully exploited in preparing these findings, and much
of the discussion is confined to general, or summary,
crime categories. Individuals wishing to perform
more detailed analysis on the topics covered in this
section are referred to the Technical Notes (Appendix
V) for guidance in the interpretation of survey results.

Victim characteristics

During 1976, the incidence of personal crimes of
violence (rape, robbery, and assault) was relatively
greater among city residents, males, younger persons,
blacks, the poor, those living with nonrelatives, the
unemployed, Armed Forces personnel, nonfarm la-
borers, service workers, and those separated or
divorced. Persons matching some of the same
characteristics—namely city dwellers, males, the
young, those unrelated to other household members,
and Armed Forces personnel—were also the more

likely victims of personal crimes of theft, a category
encompassing larcenies with or without contact
between victim and offender, It was more difficult to
generalize about the characteristics of the victims of
the NCS household offenses. Blacks or wealthier
persons, for example, had higher victimization rates
than whites or the poor, respectively, for two of the
three household crimes. Nevertheless, households
made up of younger individuals, city people, renters,
members of large households, and those living in
multi-unit structures were affected relatively more so
than others.

Sex, age, and race (Tables 3-9 and 20-22)

Following a pattern borne out by NCS data since
1973, males were far likelier than females to have
been the victims of either personal robbery or assault.
In fact, men were about twice as likely as women to
have suffered a robbery, and they experienced assault
at a rate 16 points higher than that for women. Males
also had a somewhat higher rate for personal larceny
without contact. Aside from rape, women had a
higher rate than men only for personal larceny with
contact, but the difference was slight.

For either personal crimes of violence or of theft,
persons age 12-24 had the highest rates of victimiza-
tion; the elderly (age 65 and over) had the lowest. As
shown by NCS data for the preceding 3 years, the
sharpest distinction between relatively high and low
victimization rates for 1976 was evident at the 24-25
age division, with individuals under age 25 having ap-
preciably higher rates for each of the five personal
crimes except personal larceny with contact. A
similar pattern was evident for males and females
classified separately by age, with those age 12-24
having higher rates for either violent crimes or
personal larcenies (each considered as a group).
Young males in particular were the victims of rob-
bery or assault at far higher rates than females of any
age.

Blacks had a higher overall violent crime rate than
either whites or members of all other minority races,
whereas whites were sniore likely than blacks to have
been the victims of personal crimes of theft. These
general relationships also had precedent in earlier
years, as determined by the NCS. There was,
however, no significant difference between the rate




for crimes of theft for blacks and members of other
minority races. -Black males were victimized by
violent crimes at a rate higher than white males, black
females, or white females. Considering individual
types of violent crime, it was found that black males
were robbed at a rate about 2 1/2 times higher than
that for white males. Males of either race were more
likely than their female counterparts to have been the
victims of personal crimes of theft.

With respect to crimes against household property,
houscholds headed by young persons clearly had the
highest rates. The overall residential burglary rate,
for example, was about 2 1/2 times as high among
households headed by individuals age 20-34 than for
those headed by senior persons (age 65 and over).
The victimization rates for crimes against residential
property generally declined as the age of the head of
household increased, although statistical significance
was not present in each instance.

Motor vehicle thefts or residential burglaries were
experienced relatively more so by blacks than by
- whites, whereas the latter incurred household
larcenies at a higher rate. Black households were
especially prone to burglaries entailing forcible entry,
whether completed or attempted.

Marital status (Tables 10-11)

The victimization rates for personal crimes,
whether violent or theft only, were calculated for
persons distinguished on the basis of four categories
of marital status. The figures revealed that, for the
violent crimes as a group, divorced or separated
individuals had the highest rate, followed by the
never married, the married, and those who were wid-
owed. This pattern has prevailed in NCS results since
1973, For personal larcenies, also viewed as a group,
the never married were the most likely to have been
victimized and widowed individuals, the least likely.
When gender was considered in conjunction with
marital status, males in most instances had
experienced violent crimes or personal larcenies at
higher rates than females in the corresponding
marital categories. Married men, for example, were
the victims of violent crime at a rate double that of
married women,

Household composition (Table 12)

Examination of the victimization rates for personal
crimes among population groups distinguished on
the basis of their living arrangements showed that
individuals who were unrelated to the head of the
household had the highest overall violent crime rate,
as well as comparatively high rates for personal
larcenies. This general observation applied
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irrespective of whether the households were headed
by men or women. Males who were living alone also
had a relatively high violent crime rate, as did
children under age 18 who were members of
households headed by women.

‘Annual family income

(Tables 13-14 and 23-26)

As also demonstrated by the NCS in earlier years,
the 1976 results showed that members of families in
the lowest income group examined‘(less than $3,000
per year) had the highest overall rate for personal
crimes of violence, whereas those in wealthier
families were relatively more vulnerable to crimes of
theft, Considering the more specific types of personal
crime, it was evident that individuals in the lowest
income group had the highest robbery or assault
rates. Members of high-income families ($25,000 or
more) had the highest rate for personal larceny
without contact.

Differing from the pattern of victimization
associated with personal crimes, households in the
poorest income group within the general population
had the lowest rates for both residential larceny and
motor vehicle theft, but the highest rate for
household burglary (chiefly ascribable to
experiencing a relatively high incidence of unlawful
entries without force). Essentially the same
relationships applied when the rates for white
households were considered apart from those for the
general population. Among blacks, however, the
highest burglary rate prevailed ameng households
with incomes of $25,000 or more, mainly because of a
relatively high incidence of completed forcible
entries.

Educational attainment (Table 15)

Classification of individuals age 25 and over ac-
cording to their level of educational attainment
revealed that those with college training had the
greatest likelihood of being victimized by violent
crime; those with 8 or fewer years of formal
education had the lowest. A similar pattern was
evident for personal crimes of theft. Although
statistical significance was not present in each
instance, blacks had a higher overall violent crime
rate than whites within each educational category
examined. It should be pointed out, however, that ap-
plication of the educational attainment variable was
confined to a population group whose members had
for the most part completed their formal instruction.
This procedure excluded persons age 12-24, who, as
indicated previously, experienced a disproportionate
share of personal victimization.

Occupational status and group (Tables 16-17)

Among persons age 16 and over who were
participants in the civilian labor force, those
classified as unemployed had an overall violent crime
rate some 2 1/2 times higher than employed persons.
Unemployed blacks had an exceptionally high rate
for those crimes. Nonparticipants in the labor force,
such as homemakers or- persons unable to work,
generally had lower rates than the unemployed. Of
the major employment status categories examined,
retirees had the lowest overall rates for personal
crimes, whether violent or theft only.

Workers in service-oriented occupations, as well as
individuals employed as nonfarm laborers and
Armed Forces personnel living in places other than
barracks, clearly were the groups most likely to have
experienced violent crimes. Members of the latter
group also had the highest rate for personal crimes of
theft. Because relatively few of them participate in the
labor force, persons age 12-15 were considered out of
scope in calculating victimization rates on the basis of
occupational variables.

Household size and. tenure (Tables 27-29)

As measured by the number of members within
each household, the largest household (six or more
persons) had the highest rates both for burglary and
residential larceny, For the latter crime, in fact, the
rate increased in relation to household size, with 6-
member households having a rate more than twice
that of l-member households. One-member
households also had the lowest motor vehicle theft
rate, about half that prevailing among households in
the largest category examined; this finding, however,
may well be attributable to the greater likelihood of
vehicle ownership in multi-person households.

For each of the three household offenses,
individuals living in rented dwellings had far higher
victimization rates than those residing in owner-
occupied homes. This general finding applied to the
white population, but not to black inhabitants,
among whom renters had a significantly higher rate
only for the crime of burglary.

People living in single-unit dwellings sustained
relatively fewer burglaries or motor vehicle thefts
than those occupying multi-unit structures, Residents
of dwellings classified as “other than housing units”
(i.e., dormitories, rooming houses, or other group
quarters) had the lowest rate for household larceny,
but a relatively high burglary rate, Persons living in
buildings containing from four to nine units had the
highest overall larceny rate.

Locality of residence (Tables 18-19 and 30-31)
For personal ctimes of violence, the likelihood of
being victimized generally was greatest for central
city residents and lowest for those living in
nonmetropolitan areas, with suburbanites ranking in
between. Moreover, the inhabitants of central cities
in each of the four size classes examined had a higher
overall violent crime rate than, persons living in the
corresponding surburban counties, Although similar
relationships were evidenced with respect to personal
crimes of theft, the differences were small and, in the
case of metropolitan areas of a million or more pop-
ulation, suburbanites had a somewhat higher rate as
a consequence of having experienced relatively more
personal larcenies without contact than their city
counterparts. The finding noted earlier concerning
the prevalence of a higher violent crime rate among
males, whether white or black, in contrast to females
of the same race held true for city dwellers,
suburbanites, and nonmetropolitan residents alike.
The simultaneous application of the sex, race, and
locality-of-residence variables also revealed that the
personal robbery rate among black males living in
cities was roughly twice as high as that for white
males residing in cities, In nonmetropolitan localities,
however, white males had an appreciably higher
overall personal larceny rate than did black males.
The pattern of occurrence for two of the three
household crimes measured by the NCS—burglary
and larceny-generally paralleled that for personal
crimes of violence, with notable exceptions. That is,
the overall rate for each of those crimes tended to be
highest among city residents and lowest for the
nonmetropolitan population, with suburban
householders having an intermediate rate. The ex-
ceptions to this trend concerned households situated
in cities of 1 million or more population, which had
the lowest rate both for burglary and larceny among
the four size classes of central city that were
considered. On the whole, the figure for burglary
against residents living in those largest cities differed
little from the surburban burglary rates, and, in one
instance, the difference was statistically insignificant.
And, with respect to larceny, there was no significant
difference between the rate among householders in
cities of a million or more people and those in
nonmetropolitan places; moreover, people living in
the counties surrounding those large cities had a far
higher larceny rate than did the city residents
themselves. There were no clear-cut relationships
between the incidence of motor vehicle theft and
locality of residence. Clearly, however, the lowest
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rate for that crime was associated with
nonmetropolitan householders.

.Considering the racial composition of residents
distinguished on the basis of where they lived, it was
f9und that blacks in metropolitan areas (whether
cities or the surrounding fringes) had higher burglary
rates than whites living in those areas; however,
wpites living in nonmetropolitan localities had a
higher burglary rate than did their black
counterparts, As for household larceny or motor
vehicle theft, the differences between rates for
fxlembers of each race were statistically insignificant
In most cases,

Kind of business (Table 32)

Of the two crimes measured by the commercial
survey, burglary was by far the more prevalent,
occurring at about 5 1/2 times the rate for robbery.
Wholesale establishments registered the highest
burglary rate, whereas retail outlets had the highest
robbery rate. Businesses having gross annual
revenues in the range of a half to 1 million dollars
experienced burglary at a rate higher than those
categ.orized under the other receipt categories
examined; establishments with receipts of less than
$10,000 had the lowest rate. Not surprisingly,
entc?rprises operated by the self-employed (i.e.,
businesses without paid employees) had a lower rate
than establishments having paid workers for each of
the commercial offenses.

Offender characteristics in p~rsonal
crimes of violence

Most of the violent personal crimes measured as
having taken place in 1976 were committed by
persons neither acquainted with nor related to the
V1ct1r1}. Besides being strangers, most offenders were
perceived by their victims to have been male or white.
There was, however, a notable difference as to the age
of the perpetrators, deperding on whether the crime
was by lone individuals (single offenders) or by two
Or more persons (multiple offenders). And, there
were appreciable numbers of crimes involving victims
and offenders of opposite sex or different x sce,

Strangers or nonstrangers (Tables 33-37j
Stranger-to-stranger offenses accounted for 64
percent of the personal crimes of violence. This
translated to a rate of 20.9 victimizations per 1,000
persons age 12 and over, compared with 11.6 per
1,00(? for those involving acquaintances, friends, or
relatives (i.e., nonstranger crimes). Robberies »\:ere
more likely than assaults to have been committed by
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strangers, and there was some indication that this
held true for rape as well. Youngsters age 12-15 were
le‘ss_likely than persons age 16 and over to have been
victims of violent crimes by strangers, a finding that
appl{ed to assault as well. Males clearly experienced
relatively more stranger-to-stranger crimes than did
females, a situation that also applied to personal rob-
bery or assault considered separately. These trends

generally applied to men and women in matching age,
groups, although statistical significance was not

present in all instances.

Fc_>r the violent crimes as a group, the prevalence of
a higher incidence of stranger-to-stranger cases
among men than women also prevailed regardless of
race or marital status. Separated or divorced men, for
faxample, were victimized at twice the rate of women
in the comparable category. For both sexes
combined, however, separated or divorced persons
were less likely than those in the three other marital
Status groups to have been victimized by strangers,
Statec.i another way, divorced or separated people
cxperienced relatively more violent crimes at the
hand§ of nonstrangers than did persons who were
married, widowed, or rever married, Likewise, the
occurrence of nonstranger crimes was more prevalent
among women, blacks, or younger individuals than
their counterparts. As a result, for example, 55
percent of violent crimes against black females were
committed by acquaintances, friends, or relatives;
this compared with a 28 percent figure for
nonstranger crimes against white males,

.The proportion of stranger-to-stranger violent
crimes  was slightly greater among members of
families with annual incomes of $10,000 or mare
compared with those having lower incomes (68 vs. 66
percent), a difference chiefly attributable to the black
pgpu}ation. The violent crimes experienced by blacks
W}tl:l Incomes of less than $7,500 were about equally
divided between stranger-to-stranger and
nonstranger cases, a relationship that stemmed
mainly from the fact that only about a third of the
assaults recorded for this group were at the hands of
strangers. By contrast, 7 in every 10 violent crimes
sustained by blacks in the $15,000 and over bracket
were cqmmitted by strangers. Among whites
differentiated by income, there was little fluctuation

in the overall percentage of violent crimes attributed
to strangers.

Sex, age, and race (Tables 38-47)

The vast majority of personal crimes of violence
whetl}er single- or multiple-offender cases, werc:
perceived by victims to have been committed b)"

males. Females were said to be the offenders in 11
percent of the single-offender crimes and in 19
percent of multiple-offender crimes, although they
shared culpability with males in carrying out an ap-
preciable share of the latter offenses.

In about 19 of 20 single-offender violent crimes
against males, as well as in the bulk of mulitple-
offender crimes against males, the offenders were also
male. The prevalence of violent crimes among victims
and offenders of the same sex did not, however, apply
universally, as high proportions of the victimizations
of females were attributed to males. For example,
three-fourths of all single-offender assaults against
females, as well as roughly half of the assauits in-
volving two or more offenders, were exclusively by
males; and, persons of each sex shared blame for the
commission of an additional number (21 percent) of
multiple-offender assaults against females.

In 65 percent of all single-offender personal crimes
of violence, the offender was perceived to have been
over age 20. About a third of these crimes were
attributed to persons age 12-20, The prevalence of
adult offenders was a characteristic common to each
of the three forms of violent crime involving
offenders who acted alone.

Contrasting with the single-offender crimes, those
involving two or more perpetrators were characteriz-
ed by a much higher rate of involvement on the part
of individuals under age 21 (46 percent) and a lower
participation rate by those 21 and over (28 percent).
There was, however, a substantial volume of
multiple-offender crimes involving persons who were
classified under more than one age category; some of
these crimes possibly involved juvenile and adult
offenders alike.

As might be expected, young offenders (age 12-
20)—whether acting alone or in conjunction with
others—were said to have committed the largest
rumber of their crimes against victims of similar age.
Likewise, lone offenders age 21 and over generally
were perceived as responsible for a majority of
violent offenses against victims age.20 and over.

With respect to the racial composition of
offenders, the data showed that some two-thirds of
single-offender violent crimes were attributed to
whites and about 29 percent to blacks., Amonj the
specific forms of crime, however, there were no
statistically significant differences between the
relative numbers of rapes or personal robberies
ascribed to members of each of the two races, For
multiple-offender crimes, the offenders were said to
have been exclusively white in 54 percent of the vic-
timizations and exclusively black in 34 percent, with

offenders of more than a single race being responsible
for about 6 percent. When personal robbery was
considered apart from the other violent crimes,
however, it was evident that a sizeable number (57
percent) of multiple-offender cases were attributed to
black offenders.

When the race of victim and offender were
examined jointly, it was found that most of the
crimes, whether involving one or more offenders,
were intraracial in nature. For instance, in ap-
proximately three-fourths of all single-offender
violent crimes against whites and in 88 percent of
those against blacks, the offender was identified as a
member of the victim’s own race. White victims,
however, ascribed a somewhat higher proportion of
single-offender victimizations to blacks (19 percent)
than black victims did to whites (10 percent).
Interracial crimes were associated relutively more
often with multiple-offender cases, especially
personal robberies. In some 48 percent of such rob-
beries against whites, the offenders were said to have
been black.

Crime characteristics

The succeeding sections highlight certain key
characteristics of the offenses measured by the
National Crime Survey. As will be seen, the
circumstances under which crimes occurred varied
appreciably depending on the type of offense, as did
the impact of certain violations upon the population
groups examined. For reasons discussed fully in the
Technical Notes (Appendix V), some of the
characteristics examined with respect to crimes
against persons are based on incident data and others
on victimization data, Among the violent personal
crimes, victimizations outnumbered incidents by
about 20 percent, mainly because some 12 percent of
the cases were committed against two or more victims
(Tables 48 and 49). Although the differences were
small, assaults were less likely than either rapes or
personal robberies to have been perpetrated against a
single victim, The bulk of multiple-victim violent
crimes involved a pair of victims rather than three or
more. As suggested by the ratio of incidents to vic-
timizations, relatively fewer personal larcenies than
violent offenses affected more than one victim.

Time of occurrence (Tables 51-53)

Among the offenses measured by the household
and commercial surveys, only personal larcenies with
contact (i.e., purse snatchings and pocket pickings)
could be categorized as predominantly daytime
crimes, This is not to suggest, however, that the
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remaining violations happened mainly at night.
Although a substantial majority of some of the
crimes—notably rape, motor vehicle theft, or com-
mercial burglary—took place at night, others were
about equally divided between day and night, or
could not be sorted categorically either way because
the time of occurrence was unknown in too many
instances, Thus, nighttime persona! wr sommercial
robberies, as well as personal assaults, outnumbered
daytime incidents by a few percentage points, but the
time of occurrence was not known to the victims in a
fifth of ail household crimes (principally residential
larcenies or burglaries). Personal larceny without
contact, the most prevalent of the offenses against
individuals, also had a relatively high “time not
known” rate (11 percent), miaking it impossible to
determine whether iz was predominantly a daytime or
nighttime act; among incidents for which the tims of
occurrence was known, however, most taok place at
night.

As indicated, some of the more serious crimes, in-
cluding rape, happened mainly at night. True to this
tendency, certain forms of cririe characterized by
relatively serious impact upon the victims, such as ag-
gravated assault or personal robbery with injury, had
a greater likelihood of taking place at night.
Similarly, there was a greater disposition for armed
assailants or armed robbers, as well as for offenders
who were strangers, to carry out their crimes at night
rather than during the day.

With respect to nighttime offenses, it should be
noted that each of the three household crimes
featured relatively high proportions of attempts at
night, suggesting that the presence of household
members may have thwarted the completion of many
offenses. It is also of interest to find that, as a group,
nighttime crimes against household property were
about equally divided between the first and second
halves of night, although the segment of nighttime
was not known in 13 percent of the cases. Such was
nvi the case for crimes in either the personal or com-
mercial sectors. For example, personal or commercial
robberies that happened between 6 p.m. and
midnight outnumbered those that took place during
midnight to 6 a.m. by roughly 3 to 1. A comparable
ratio was evident among nighttime persnnal crimes of
violerice committed by strangers, as well as personal
robberies or assaults by armed offenders. As for the
nonstranger violent crimes considered collectively,
there was no significant difference between daytime
and nighttime rates of occurrencs.
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Place of occurrence (Tables 54-58)

For reasons detailed in the Technical Notes, the
classification of four of the NCS-measured property
offenses—personal larceny without contact,
household larceny, household burglary, and com-
mercial burglary—is determined in large measure by
their place of occurrence. In fact, the two forms of
larceny differ from one another solely on the basis of
whether or not the crime happened at or away from
the home. During 1976, some 53 percent of all
personal larcenies without contact between victim
and offerder took place on streets.or other outdoor
places and one-fifth were inside school buildings. Gn
the other hand, the bulk (88 percent} of household
larcenies happened in the immediate vicinity of the
victimized residence, such as a yard or carport, with
the remainder occurring inside the structure.

Concerning burglaries, those experienced by com-
mercial enterprises occur, by definition, only on the
premises of business establishments. And, although
some of the household burglaries occur at temporary
living quarters, such as vacation homes or hotels, ths
vast majority of them take place at principal
residences, In 1976, 96 percent of these burglaries
involved main residences.

Contrasting with burglary, motor vehicle theft can
occur in a variety of settings. During the year in
question, most (63 percent) happened on streets cr
other open areas, and an additional third of them
took place at or near the victim’s home. Similarly,
crimes characterized by some form of direct contact
between victim and offender can occur virtually
anywhere, Once again, however, there was an

exception with respect to the variety of possible
places of occurrence: the butk of commercial rob-
beries customarily take place at business
establishments themselves. In 1976, only 8 percent of
these offenses were committed away from
establishments, often involving sales, delivery, or
other personnel going about their work away from a
business site.

If personal robbery is indicative, most of the com-
mercial robberies that happened at places other than
establishments probably took place on streets or
elsewhere outdoors. Sixty-two percent of all personal
robberies—encompassing 67 percent of incidents by
armed offenders and 38 percent by unarmed
offenders—occurred in such places. By contrast, only
a plurality (42 percent) of assault incidents also hap-
pened on streets and associated areas, an additional
22 percent were in or near the victim’s hnme, and 17
percent in nonresidential buildings.

s

Of the three violent personal crimes, rape was
relatively more likely to have happened inside the
victim’s own home; in fact, sbout 2 in every 5 of these
crimes happened within or near the dwelling. The
home or its immediate vicinity was the setting for
rougl v a third of assaults committed by oifenders
who were not strangers to the victim, as well as for 16
pareent of those by strangers, However, half of all
stranger-to-stranger assaults were on streets or
elsewhere outdoors.

Number of offenders (Table 59)

As indicated earlier, some 88 percent of all NCS-
measured incidents of violent personal crime were
committed against lone victims. A clear, although
smaller, majority of these incidents (67 percent) also
involved single offenders, The prevalence of singlg- as
opposed to multiple-offender crimes characterized
both rape and assault but not personal robbery.
Roughly half of all such robberies were carried out by
two or more offenders; these multipie-offender
incidents wers approximately divided between rob-
bers who operated in pairs and by those in groups of
thres or more individuals,

Although about two-thirds of the violent crimes
were committed by offenders who acted alone, there
was a marked difference in the distribution 9f
participating offenders depending on the relatiosship
between victim and offender. Whereas somewhat
more than half (57 percezt) of all stranger-to-stranger
incidents were by ore offender, a substantial majority
(83 percent) of those by nonstrangers involved a
single offender. It should be pointed out, however,
that in 5 percent of the crimes by stranger§, }he
number of offenders was not kaown to the victim.
Considering stranger-to-stranger robberies or
assaults in which the number of assailants was
kncwn, the involvement of multiple-offenders was
more pronsunced, in relative terms, among the more
serious incidents of each crime. Thus, robberies with
injury were likelier than those without injury (65 vs.
40 percent) to have been committed by two or more
persons, as were aggravated assaults by comparison
with simple assaults (36 vs. 30 percent).

Use of weapons (Tables 60-63)

The household and commercial surveys
determined it offenders used weapons in committing
any of the personal crimes of violence or robberies of
businesses. It was found that offenders were more
likely to have done so in the latter offenses. Having
been reported by victims in 52 percent of all

incidents, firearms were the weapons most commonly
used in those commercial robberies; knives or other
weapons were used in an additional 13 percent of the
incidents. In sum, 65 percent of all commercial rob-
beries were by armed offenders. There appeared to be
an association between the type of weapon present
and the outcome of those robberies, with a higher
rate of completion characterizing those committed by
persons armed with firearms rather than with either
of the two remaining classes of weapon,

With respect to the violent crimes against
individuals, robbery was the likeliest to have involved
an armed offender, although the relative number of
incidents so characterized was lower (45 percent)
than for commercial robberies. For petsonal crimes
of violence as a group, 36 percent were by armed
offenders. Weapons were somewhat likelier to be
present in stranger-to-stranger incidents than in those
involving nonstrangers (39 vs. 32 percent). “

Offenders were more likely to use weapons other
than firearms or knives, such as clubs, bricks, or
other objects, in the commission of personal c¢rimes
of violence. They were especially apt to have done so
in aggravated assaults resulting in victim injury, some
three-fifths of which were by offenders who wielded
these *“other” weapons, For both aggravated assault
and personal robbery, examination of incidents in
which weapons of only a single type were used
revealed an association between the highest rate of
victim injury and the presence of weapons other than
firearms or kuives. In fact, the likelihood of victim
injury was also greater during either crime if the
offense was carried out with the aid of a knife rather
than a firearm,

Victim self-protection {Tables 64-67)

Victims used some means of self-protection in a
majority of personal crimes of violence, regardless of
whether the offenses involved strangers or
nonstrangers, Ranging from passive measures ‘to
active resistance, recourse to self-defense characteriz-
ed two-thirds of all cases of violent crime. Self-
defense was most apt to have been used in cases of
rape (84 percent), followed by assault (69 percent),
and robbery (56 percent).

There were no significant differences among the
various demographic groups examined in Ehe
inclination to use sclf-protective measures dur_mg
assaults, Among robbery victims, however, whites
were more apt than blacks to have d9ne $0, as were
persons age 12-34 by comparison with olfier ones.
Physical force or nonviolent resistance (including
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evasion) were the most common forms of self-
defense, Men were somewhat more likely to have
used the former and women, the latter. Race was not
a key variable insofar as assessing differences in the
means of self-protection was concerned. Among
victims in general, using or brandishing a firearm or
knife was relatively infrequent (2 percent).

Physical injury to victims (Tables 68-73)

Victims were physically harmed in 3 of every 10
personal robbery or assault victimizations, and the
likelihood of sustaining injury was greater in
nonstranger crimes (36 percent) than stranger-to-
stranger crimes (27 percent), Although women were
injured relatively more often than men during the
course of robberies, there was no significant
difference between the injury rates for assault victims
of each sex. For neither crime, however, were there
significant differences between the rates at which
whites and blacks were injured. As indicated in the
discussion or the use of weapons in the commission of
crimes, victims were more apt to have been harmed
physically as the result of an armed robbery or ag-
gravated assault if the offender used a weapon other
than a firearm or knife,

In some 6 percent of personal crimes of violence,
the victims incurred madical expenses. This propor-
tion did not vary significantly if the offenses were
sustained by whites or blacks or if the crimes involved
strangers or nonstrangers. Of the crimes that led to
medical costs, the largest share (43 percent) were
those in the $50-$249 bracket, with the remainder
roughly divided between those in the ranges of less
than $50 and $250 or more. Blacks were more likely
than whites (88 vs. 68 percent) to incur costs of $50 or
more.

Axviong those crimes in which victims were injured,
7 in every 10 involved individuals who had some form
of health insurance coverage or were eligible for pub-
lic medical services. Victimized members of families
with annual incomes of $10,000 or more were likelier
than those of lower income to have had insurance or
medical services. Paradoxically, however, there was
some indication that these protections were relatively
more prevalent among black victims than white
victims.,

In approximately 8 percent of all violent offenses,
encompassing a higher proportion of those against
blacks than against whites, the victims received
hospital treatment as a result of their experiences
with crime. Most of the apparent differences in the
rates of hospitalization for persons of opposite sex or
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differing age were small, if not statistically
insignificant, There was, however, a sharp contrast in
the rate at which robbery victims age 65 and over
received hospital care (19 percent), by comparison
with their counterparts in the 12-19 or 20-34 age
brackets, who averaged about 8 percent,

Emergency rooms administered to injured victims
in some 77 percent of those cases leading to
hospitalization, with the remainder involving stays
on an inpatient basis for a night or longer. With one
notable exception, there were no meaningful
departures from the overwhelming prevalence of
emergency cases as opposed to inpatient care, With
respect to assault, a substantial proportion of black
victims (43 percent) received treatment as inpatients.
'f("he figure was markedly higher than that for white
victims {20 percent).

Economic losses (Tables 74-84)

Most of the NCS offenses sustained by individuals,
households, or businesses during 1976 had adverse
economic effects for the victims. Among the specific
crimes, rape or assault were the only two for which a
majority of victimizations did not have a direct
economic impact stemming from theft and/or
property damage. Nevertheless, the rate at which
economic losses characterized personal crimes was
appreciable—77 percent, This was chiefly
attributable to the finding that some 19 in every 20
personal larcenies and 14 out of 20 rabberies led to
economic losses. For the household and commercial
sectors, the overall proportions of crimes resulting in
economic loss were 90 percent and 84 percent,
respectively. On the whole, most of the losses were
theft-related rather than stemming from damages to
property. The latter type of loss, however,
characterized some 7 in every 10 forcible entry
burglaries of homes, as well as a comparable propor-
tion of commercial burglaries.

The value of losses generally was relatively greater
for the two commercial crimes than for those in the
personal or household sectors; motor vehicle thefts,
some two-thirds of which resulted in losses of $250 or
more, were the notable exception, About 62 percent
of ali personal crimes (including about a fourth of the
violent offenses) and 52 percent of household crimes
resulted in losses of less than $50. There was an
overall tendency for whites to have incurred smaller
economic losses (i.e., relatively fewer within the less
than $50 category) than blacks, whether for personal
or household crimes. Viewed otherwise, blacks
sustained relatively more losses valued at $50 or

more. Statistical significance could not, however, be
attached to apparent differences for some of the more
detailed categories of crime.

Although motor vehicle theft ranked among the
costliest of crimes, it was the one most likely to have
been attended by a recovery of losses, whether partial
or complete. This notwithstanding, theft losses were
not recovered in the vast majority of household
crimes, and the same was true for those in the
personal or commercial sactors, For example, there
was no recovery whatsoever of cash and/or property
in some 7 of every 10 personal or commercial rob-
beries or in roughly 8 out of 10 larcenies, whether
personal or household. Completr restoration of
losses was effected in 53 percent of .+ vehicle thefts,
but none of the other specific kinds of crime ap-
proached that percentage; the 25 percent partial re-
covery rate for vehicle theft losses was also relatively
high. With respect to personal or household crimes,
there were no meaningful differences in the
distribution of the percentages of recovered vs.
nonrecovered losses by white and black victims
compared with one another, Insurance coverage
played a relatively minor role in the restoration of
stolen goods, as losses were replaced by means other
than insurance in a majority of personal or household
crimes involving theft.

Worktime losses (Tables 85-91)

Relatively few crimes—approximately in every 20
of those measured by the household and business
surveys—Iled to loss of time from work. There was an
overall tendency for the more serious offenses or
subcategories of crime to be associated with missed
work. As a group, the three personal crimes of
violence resulted in such losses in about one-tenth of
all cases, a proportion that did not differ among
white or black victims, or according to kind of
victim-offender relationship. By comparison, only
about 3 percent of all personal and household
larcenies led to loss of work. No doubt because of the
inconvenience caused by these crimes, completed
motor vehicle thefts had a relatively high worktime
loss rate (22 percent).

Among those household crimes that caused people
to lose time from work, vehicle thefts also resulted in
a relatively high proportion of 1 or more lost
workiays (64 percent). Generally, however, the
violenit personal crimes were attended by relatively
longer periods of worktime loss than the property
crimes (i.e., personal larcenies and household
offenses). Some two-fifths of the relevant rape vic-
timizations, for instance, involved periods of 6 days

or more. For the violent crimes as a group, ap-
proximately half of those characterized by lost
worktime were in the range of 1 to 5 days. Asa result
of either personal or household crimes tijat ledtoa
curtailment in work, black victims generally lost a-
day or more relatively more often than did white
victims.

Reporting crimes to the police

The rate at which crime was reported to the police
varied considerably depending on the type or
seriousness of victimization, but there was a good
deal of consistency in the reasons cited by victims for
not notifying the authorities. Police. reporting rates
for the two commercial crimes were among the
highest; for personal or household larcenies they were
clearly the lowest (Chart C). The reporting rate for
househeld crimes as a group was somewhat higher
than that for personal offenses (38 vs. 32 percent).
Contrasting with those rates, three-fourths of the
commercial ¢rimes were reported,

Rates of reporting (Tables 92-100)

The relatively low percentage of personal crimes
made known to the police was ascribable in large
measure to a low reporting rate (27 percent) for
personal larcenies, which accounted for some three-
fourths of all personal victimizations. By contrast, 49
percent of the violent personal crimes were reported,
with the rate for stranger-to-stranger offenscs being a
little higher than that for nonstranger cases (51 vs. 45
percent). The reporting rate for household larceny
was the same as that for personal larceny, and it, too,
had the effect of reducing the overall proportion of
reported household crimes. Forty-eight percent of
residential burglaries and seven-tenths of motor
vehicle thefts were reported. The latter crime was
among the most apt to have been made known to the
police. In fact, it was outranked to an appreciable
degree only by commercial robbery, the crime with
the highest reporting rate of all those measured (87
percent).

Women victimized by violent crime were likelier

than men to report such experiences to the police, *

The margin of difference was particularly wide—64
percent among women and 48 percent for men—in
the case of personal robbery. Women were also more
inclined to report personal larcenies with contact, but
gender apparently played no role insofar as the non-
contact larcenies were concerned.

The patterns of reporting crime by white and black
victims closely paralleled one another, in contrast
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with some of the relatively sharp rate differences
evident between males and females. This observation
applied to specific types of crime in the personal
sector, as well as to the household crimes considered
as a group. Even when statistically significant,
differences between the police reporting rates for
personal crimes against whites and blacks seldom
exceeded a few percentage points. With respect'to the
household crimes, however, it should be noted that
although there was no significant difference in the
rate at which whites and blacks reported residential
burglaries, whites were likelier than blacks to have
notified the police of household larcenies {28 vs. 19
percent), but the reverse was true concerning vehicle
thefts (68 vs, 81 percent).

Violent crimes or personal larcenies experienced by
youngsters age 12-19 were among the least likely to
have been made known to the police. With respect to
personal robbery, for example, the degree of re-
porting for victims in that age group was roughly half
that for individuals age 20 and over. As for personal
crimes experienced by the elderly (age 65 and over),
the police reporting rates generally did not differ
significantly from those for other adults,

Home tenancy arrangements examined in
conjunction with the household crimes revealed slight
differences in the rates of reporting crime to the
police. Owners were somewhat likelier than renters to
report residential burglaries (especially those involy-
ing forcible entry) or household larcenies. There was
no difference, however, between the vehicle re-
porting rates by the two groups. Similarly,
consideration of the various income groups yielded
no dramatic differences in the percentage of
household crimes called to police attention, Perhaps
the sharpest contrast in reporting involved burglaries
sxperienced by members of families at either extreme
of the income brackets examined: persons earning
less than $3,000 rsported <0 percent of their
burglaries, whereas those with $25,000 or more re-
ported 58 percent. The contrast was less extreme for
household larceny and absent in the case of motor
vehicle theft. For the population in general, the
likelihood of reporting household crimes to the police

increased in direct correspondence to the value of
theft losses. Thus, household larcenies resulting in
losses worth $250 or more were roughly seven times
more apt to be reported to the police than those not
exceeding $10.

Reasons for not reporting (Tables 101-107)

The two most common reasons given for not re-
porting personal or household crimes to the police
were the beliefs that nothing could have been done

and that the offense was not important epough to

warrant ileir attention. Within each sector, those
explanations made up more than half the total. The
same two reasons, plus a third—that the police would
not want to be bothered—were the main ones given
for failure to call attention to the relatively few com-
mercial robberies or burglaries not made known to
the police; the three leading answers in the com-
mercial sector accounted for 77 percent of the total.

As was the case with the crime reporting rates,
there was a degree of correspondence between the
seriousness of the crime and the pattern of
explanations for not notifying the police. Among the
victims of personal robbery, for instance, those who
were injured during the crime were less apt than those
who were not physically harmed to indicate that the
matter was not important enough; a comparable
situatioii applied with respect to the two forms of
assault and to subclasses of residential burglary
distinguished from one another on the basis of
seriousness or outcome, and there was some
indication that it applied to motor vehicle theft as
well. Race or income level did not appear to relate
strongly to reasons for not reporting the household
crimes. With respect to the violent personal crimes, a
relatively large number of persons attributed the
failure to notify authorities to a contention that the
offensz had been a private or personal matter and,
therefore, not police business, As might be
anticipated, that position was taken mainly by the
victims of offenders who were not strangers. In fact,
“private or personal matter” was the most common
response given by the victims of nonstranger violent
crimes.

Charts
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Chart A. Percent distribution of victimizations
by sector and type of crime, 1976
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Chart B.
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Appendix |

Survey data tables

The 107 statistical-data tables in this section of the
report contain results of the National Crime Survey
for calendar year 1976. They are grouped along
topical lines, generally paralleling the sequence of
discussion in the “*Selected Findings.” All topics
treated in the preceding report, Criminal Victimiza-
tion in the United States, 1973, are covered again, and
three tables (numbers 38, 43, and 62) have been ad-
ded. The first two display data on the sex of
offenders, and the third contains information on the
association between victim injury and armed
personal robberies and aggravated assaults,

All statistical data generated by the surveys are
estimates that vary in their degree of reliability and
ars subject to variance, or sampling error, stemming
from the fact that they were derived from surveys
rather than complete enumerations. Constraints on
interpretation and other uses of the data, as well as
guidelines for determining their reliability, are set
forth in Appendix III (personal and household
sectors) and Appendix IV (commercial sector). As a
general rule, however, estimates based on zero or
about 10 or fewer saraple cases have been considered
unreliable. Such estimates, qualified by means of
footnotes to the data tables, were not used for
analytical purposes in this report. For data pertaining
to the personal and household ssctors, a minimum
estimate of 10,000, as well as rates or percentages
based on such a figure, was considered reliable. For
commercial data, the corresponding figure was 5,000,

Victimization rate tables 3 through 32
parenthetically display the size of each group for
which a rate was computed; as with the rates, these
control figures are estimates, On tables dealing with
personal or household crimes, the control figures
reflect estimation adjustments based on independent
population estimates, For commercial victimization
rates, the control numbers were generated by the
survey itself,

Subject matters covered by the data tables are
described in the paragraphs below.

General. Table 1 displays the number and percent
distribution of victimizations, whereas Table 2 shows
rates of victimization. Each table covers all measured
crimes, broken out to the maximum extent possibie
insofar as the forms, or subcategories, of each offense
are concerned.

Victim characteristics, tables 3-32, The tables
contain victimization rate figures for crimes against
persons (3-19), households (20-31), and commercial
establishments (32).

Offender characteristics in personal crimes of
violence, tables 33-47. Five tables (33-37) relate to
victim-offender relationship; the first of these is a rate
table, whereas the others are percentage distribution
tables reflecting victim characteristics for stranger-to-
stranger violent crimes. Of the remaining tables (38-
47), four present demographic information on the
offenders only and six others have such data on both
victims and offenders; a basic distinction is made in
these 10 tables between single- and multiple-offender
victimizations.

Crime characteristics, tables 48-91, The first of
these tables illustrates the distinction between vic-
timizations and incidents, as the terms relate to
crimes against persons. Table 49 displays data on the
number of victims per incident, whereas Table 50
gives incident levels for personal crimes of violence
broken out by victim-offender relationship. Topical
areas covered by the remaining tables include: time of
occurrence (51-53); place of occurrence (54-58);
number of offenders (59); use of weapons (60-63);
victim self-protection (64-67); physical injury to
victims (68-73); economic losses (74-84); and time lost
from work (85-91). As applicable, the tables cover
crimes against persons, households, and places of
business, or paris of those sectors {e.g., commercial
robbery). When the data were compatible in terms of
subject matter and variable categories, more than one
sector was included on a table.

Reporting of victimizations to the police, tables 92-
107, Information is displayed on the extent of re-
porting and on reasons for failure to report, Certain
tables display data on more than one sector.
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Table 1. Personal, household, and commercial crimes: Numberjand percent L : o . .
distribution of victimizations, by sector and type of crime, 1976 '

Percent of crimes Pergent of ) - , -
Sector and type of orime Number within scctor all erimes =
s ~
All orimes 41,170,000 ces 100.0
Personal sector 23,118,000 100.0 83.7,
Crimes of violence 5,599,000 25.3 13.6
Rape 145,000 0.7 0.4 R
Completed rape 39,000 0.2 0.1
Attempted rape 106,000 0.5 0.3
Robbery 1,111,000 5.0 2.7 .
Hobbery with injury 361,000 1.6 0.9
From serious assault 176,000 0.8 0.4
From minor assault 185,000 0.8 0.4
Robbery without injury 750,000 3.4 1.8
Assauit 4,344,000 19.6 10.6
Aggravated assault 1,695,000 7.7 4.1 . N . gx = .
With injury §89,000 2.7 L. d. and commercial crimes: Victimization rates,
Attempted dssault with weapon 1,107,000 5.0 2.7 Table 2' Personal’ househOl ' d f R 1976
simple assault 2,643,000 12.0 6.4 ctor and type ot crime,
With injury 692,000 3.1 1.7 by secto yp
Attempied assault without weapon 1,957,000 8.8 4.8
Crimes of theft 16,519,000 74.7 40,1 Rate Base of rate
Personal larcepy with contact 497,000 2.2 1.2 Sector and type of arime
Purse snatching 148,000 0.7 2.4
Completed purce snatching 42,000 0.4 0.2 personal sector 32.6 ~
Attempted purse snatehing 66,000 0.3 0.1 Crimes of violence 0'8
pocket picking 350,000 1.6 0.9 Rape 0'2
Personal larceny without contaat 16,022,000 72.4 3u.9 Completed rape 0.6
Total population age 12 and over 171,901,000 ces ces . gstegpted rape 6.5
abber,
Houschold sector 17,199,000 100.0 41.8 Robbery with injury ié
Burglary 6,663,000 38.7 16.2 From serious assault 1'1
Forcible entry 2,277,000 13.2 8.5 From minor assault 4'4
Unlawful entry without force 2,827,000 16.4 6.9 Robbery without injury 25'3
Attempted {oreible entry 1,560,000 9.1 3.8 Assault :
Househald larceny 9,301,000 54.1 22,6 Aggravated assault 3'3 L { Per 1:000dP°€22“3
Less chan $£0 5,602,000 32.6 13.6 With injury 6.4 age 12 and ©
$80 ur pore 2,745,000 16.0 6.7 Attempted assault with weapon 15'4
Anount not available 299,000 1.7 0.7 simple assault 4'0
Attenpted larceny 655,000 3.8 1.6 With injury 11.4
Motor vehiole theft 1,235,000 7.2 3.0 Attemptad assault without weapon 96.1
Compioted theft 760,000 4.4 1.8 Crimes of theft 2'9
Attempted theft 475,000 2.8 1.2 personal larceny with contact 0'9
Total number of houscholds 74,866,000 e P Purse snatching A 0.5 5
. Completed purse snatching 0.3
Commercial scetor 1,853,000 100.0 4.5 Attempted purse snatching 2'0 \
Burglary 1,575,000 85.0 3.8 Pocket picking 93'2
Conpleted burglary 1,188,000 64.2 2.9 Personsl larceny without contact : / )
Attempted burglary 386,000 20.8 0.9
Robbory 279,000 15,0 0.7 Household sestor 88.9 W
Completed robbery 207,000 11.1 0.5 Bu;glﬂ’-% ntry 30.4
Attompted robker 72,000 3.9 0.2 Forelble e . .
P v . ’ Unlawful entry without force z; ;
Total number of commercial estakiishments 7,246,000 e e Attempted forcible entry 124'1
e - X " - Hlouschold larceny 74.7 Per 1,000
NOTE: Deteil may not add to total shown because of rounding. Percent distribution based on unrounded figures. Less than $50 36.6 } households
v+« Represents not applicable. $50 or more 4'0
Amoun’ not available 8:7
Attempted larceny 16.5
Motor vehicle theft 10.1
Completed theft 6.3 )
Attempted theft
Commercial sector 217.3
Burglary 164.1 1,000
Completed burglary 3.2 z::mc;cinl
] QE“;PM burglary 38.5 establishments
obber, 28.5
Completed robbery 9.9
Attempted robbery

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
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Table 3. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by type of crime and sex of victims, 1976

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

Both sexes Male Female
Type of crime {171,901,000) (82,328,000) {(89,572,000)
Crimes of violence 3 4 2

Rape
Completed rape
Attempted rape
Robbery
Robbery with injury
From serious assault
From minor assault
Robbery without injury
Assault
Agpravated assault
with injury
Attempted assault with weapon
Simple assault
With injury
Attempted assault without weapon
crimes of theft
Personal larceny with contact
Purse snatching
Pocket picking
Personal larceny without contact
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NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the
group.
7 Less than 0.5 per 1,000,
}Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable,



Table 4. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12
and over, by type of crime and age of victims, 1976

(Rate per 1,000 population in cach age group)

, 12-16 16-19 20-24 25-34 3549 5064 65 and over
Type of crine (16,350,000) (16,487,000) (19,033,000) (31,800,000) {34,479,000) {31,825,000) {21,928,000)
Crimes of violence 652.0 66.7 58.6 40.6 20.0 12,2 7.6

Rope 1.1 2.1 2.6 1.2 (z) 20.1 20.1
Robbery 10.0 9.4 10.3 6.4 5.1 4.5 3.4
Robber wictt injury 2,1 3.2 2.8 2.2 1.8 1.9 1.3
From serious assault 0.8 1.8 1.5 0.9 0.8 1.0 0.7
From minor assault 1.3 l.4 1.4 1.3 1.0 0.9 0.6
Robbery without injuvy 7.9 6.1 7.8 4.2 3.3 2.6 2.1
Assault 40.9 55.3 A5.6 33.0 14.8 7.6 4.1
Appravated assault 12.6 23.5 18.3 13.2 5.6 3.4 1.5
with injury 4.7 9.2 6.3 4.1 1.9 0.9 %0.2
Attempted assault with weapon 8.0 14.3 11.4 9.0 3.7 2.5 1.2
Simple assault 28.3 31.8 27.4 lg.g 9.2 4.2 2.7
With injury 8.4 10.2 8.6 4,3 1.6 0.6 0.7
Attempted assault without weapon 19.9 2.6 18.8 15.6 747 3.6 2.0
Crimes of theft 148,7 147.0 146.3 113.2 82.6 58.6 26,0
Personal larceny with contact 2.2 4,1 3.8 2.3 2.1 2.7 3.3
Purse snatehing 10.1 0,7 1.1 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.2
Pocket picking 2.2 3.4 2.7 2.0 1.8 1.8 2,1
Personal larceny without contact 146.5 142.9 l42.4 110.4 80.5 55.8 22.8
NOTE: Detnil may not add to total shown because of rounding. Nushers in parentheses refeor to population in the group.
Z Less than v.5 per 1,000. .
MEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
» £y - - 3
Table 5. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
- by sex and age of victims and type of crime, 1976
(Rate par 1,000 population in cach age group)
Crimes of Robhery Assault crimes of Persvnal larceny
Sex and ape viclence ftape  Total  With injury  Without injury Total Aggravated Simple theft With contact  Without contact
Male
12-15 (8,338,000) 66.7 1¢.0 16.4 3.1 13.3 50.2 16.6 33.7 158.4 3.5 154.9
16~19 (8,192,000) 86,2 0.2 13.1 4.6 8.5 72.9 3442 38.7 156.5 5.1 151.4
20-24 (9,311,000} 72.5 0.9 12.7 3.1 9.6 58,9 27.0 31.9 1584.4 3.5 160.9
25-34 (15,606,000) §3.1 3.2 8.3 2.7 5.7 44.5 13.9 25.6 122.0 1.9 120.1
35-49 (16,729,000) 24.8 39.0 6.9 2.0 4.9 17.9 7.6 10.3 86.0 1.8 84.3
50-64 (15,124,000) 15.8 19,1 5.9 2.3 3.6 9.8 4.9 4.9 65.3 1.9 63.3
85 and over (9,028,000) 12.5 3.1 5,9 1.6 4.3 6.5 2.3 4.2 31.4 2.1 29.2
Female
12-15 (8,012,000) 36.6 2.1 3.3 3.0 2.2 3l.2 8.6 22,6 138.7 0.9 137.8
16-19 (8,286,000) 47.5 4.0 5.6 1.8 3.8 37.9 13.¢ 24.9 137.7 3.1 134.6
20~-24 (9,722,000) 45.1 4.2 5.0 2.6 5.4 32.9 9.9 23.0 128.9 4.2 124.7
26-34 (16,194,000) 28.7 2.2 4.5 1.7 2.7 22.0 7.6 14.4 104.7 3.6 101.1
36-43 (17,760,000) 15.8 9.1 3.5 1.6 1.8 12.0 3.7 8.3 79.4 2.6 76,8
s0-84 (16,702,000) 9.0 3.1 3.2 1.6 1.7 5.6 2.1 3.5 §2.5 3.5 49.0
65 and over (12,393,000) A2 2.0 1.7 1.1 0.6 2,5 0.9 1.6 22.3 4.0 18,3

NOTE: Detoil moy not add to total ghown boeause of rounding. Numbers in parentheses rofer to population in the group.
Igstinate, bused on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cages, is statistieally unreliable.
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Table 6. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12
and over, by type of crime and race of victims, 1976

{Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and cver)

White Black other

Type of crime (150,725,000) (18,797,000) (2,378,000)
Crimes of violence 3l.1 44.4 30,6
Rape 0.7 1.9 0.0
Rohbery’ 5.5 13.6 9.3
Robbery with injury 1.9 4.0 13.0
From serious assault 0.9 1.8 30.0
From minor assaull 0.9 2.2 13.0
Robbery without injury 3.7 9.6 6.3
Assault 24.9 28.9 21.3
Aggravated assault 9.2 15.6 9.5
With injury 3.1 6.2 2.3
Attempted assault with wespon 6.1 9.4 7.3
Simple assault 15.7 13.3 11.8
With injury 4.2 2.9 13,1
Attempted assault without weapon 11.5 10.5 8.6
Crimes of theft 97.4 86.8 85.7
Personal larceny with contact 2.5 643 4.2
Purse snatching 0.7 1.8 11.3
Pocket picking 1.7 4.4 12,9
Personal larceny without contact 95.0 80.6 81.5

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the
proup.
*rstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases. is statistically unreliable.

Table 7. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12and over,
by type of crime and sex and race of victims, 1976

{Rate per 1,000 pOpulation age L2 and over)

Male Female

White Black White Black

Type of crime (72,582,000) (8,557,000) (78,144,000) (10,241,000)
Crimes of violence 41.6 54.9 21.4 35.7
Rape 0.2 0.2 1.2 3.2
Robbery 7.8 20,1 3.4 8.2
Robbery with injury 2.3 5.5 1.4 2.8
Robbery without injury 5.5 14.6 2.0 5.4
Assault . 33.6 34.5 18.7 24.2
Aggravated assault 13.8 19.3 4.8 12.5
Simple assault 19.8 15.2 11.9 11.8
Crimes of theft 107.2 100,5 88.4 75.4
Personal larceny with contact | 2.1 6.3 2.8 6.2
Personal larceny without contact 105.1 | 94.2 85.6 69.2

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shawn because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the
group.
1Estimate, based on about 10 or féwer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.




Lz

Table 8. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by race
and age of victims and type of crime, 1976

(Rate per 1,000 population in each age group}

Crimes of Robbery Assault Crimes of Personal larceny
Race and age violence Rape Total With injury Without injury Total  Apgravated Simple theft With contact -Without contact
White
12-15 (13,760,000) 52.1 0.9 9,3 1.7 7.7 41.8 11.7 30.2 157.9 2,3 155.6
16-19 (14,002,000) 66.8 1.6 8.6 3.2 5.4 56.6 23.3 ¥3.3 154.6 3.9 150.7
20-24 (16,395,000) 56.3 2.4 8.6 2.7 6.0 45.3 17.3 28,0 150.2 2.9 147.3
25-34 {27,784,000) 38.5 1.2 5.3 1.8 3.5 32.0 12.0 20.0 113.6 2,2 111.4
35-49 (30,263,000) 19.9 (32) 4.5 1.7 2.8 15.4 5.4 9.9 83.8 1.7 82,1
50-64 (28,644,000) 10.7 (rz) 3.5 1.6 1.9 7.2 3.1 4.1 58.7 2.3 56.4
65 and over (19,878,000} 7.1 10.1 3.1 1.0 2.0 3.9 1.2 2.8 25.6 2.8 22.7
Black
12-15 (2,361,000) 53.9 3.9 14.7 4.8 9.9 37.3 18.9 18.5 101.9 1.2 100.7
16-19 (2,266,000) 67.2 5.5 13.7 13.3 10.4 48.1 25.0 23.0 lo01.1 5.3 95.8
20-z4 (2,319,000) 74,4 14,2 21.6 34.3 17.3 48.6 26.0 22.6 121.2 9.7 111.5
25-34 (3,382,000) 58.0 32,0 13.7 4.2 9.5 42,3 22.0 20.3 117.0 7.0 109.9
35-49 (3,670,000) 22.9 ‘0.0 11.3 2.9 8.4 11.6 7.1 4.5 72.8 5.8 67.0
50-64 (2,891,000) 26.6 1.6 13.6 5.2 8.4 12.4 7.5 4.9 57.4 7.2 50.2
65 and over (1,910,000) 13,2 29.0 6.8 33.5 3.3 6.5 14,9 3l.6 27.5 7.5 20.0

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses rcfer to population in the group.
Z Less than 0.5 per 1,000.
*Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelisble.
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Table 9. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by race, sex, and age of victims and type of crime, 1976

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

—

Race, sex, and age Crimes of violence Crimes of theft
White
Male
12-15 (7,038,000) 67.2 168.5
16-19 {6,985,000) 88.4 163.4
20-24 (8,109,000) 71.8 165.7
25-34 (13,809,000) 50.8 . 122.1
35-49 (14,834,000) 24.5 87.0
50-64 (13,656,000) 13.7 64.1
65 and over (8,151,000) 12.4 31.5
Female
12-15 {6,722,000) 36.3 146.8
16-19 (7,017,000) 45,2 145.8
20-24 (8,286,000) 41.7 135.0
25-34 (13,976,000) 26.3 105.3
35-49 (15,429,000) 15.4 80.7
50-64 (14,988,000) 8.0 53.9
65 and over (11,726,000) 3.4 21.4
Black
Male
12-15 (1,173,000) 68.4 105.9
16-18 (1,099,000) 72.0 115.0
20-24 (1,036,000) 82.9 159.5
25-34 (1,498,000} 76.6 130.6
35-49 (1,641,000) 30,2 ) 75.6
50-64 (1,314,000) 36.9 77.2
65 and over (796,000) 14,5 29.1
Female
12-15 (1,188,000) 39.7 98.0
16-19 (1,167,000) 62.7 88.1
20-24 (1,28%,000) 67.6 90.3
25-34 (1,834,000} 43,2 106.1
35-49 (2,029,000) 17.0 70.5
50-64 (1,577,000) 18.1 40.9
65 and over (1.114,000) 12.3 26.4

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the proup.
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Table 10. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by type of crime and marital status of victims, 1976

{Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)

Never Divorced and
married Married Widowed separated
Type of crime (49,942,000) (98,884,000) (11,851,000) {10,772,000)

Crimes of violence 56.4 18.6 10.4 75.6
Rape 1.7 0.4 20.3 2.2
Robbery 10.7 v3.2 3.8 19.9
Robbery with injury 3.0 0.9 2.1 9.3
From serious assault 1.3 0.5 1.0 4.1

From minor assanlt 1.6 0.4 1.1 5.2
Robbery without injury 7.7 2.4 1.7 10.6
Assault 44,0 15.0 6,3 63.5
Aggravated assault 16,9 6.0 2.5 20.9
With injury 6.2 1.8 1.1 8.3
Attewmpted assault with weapon 10.6 4.3 1.4 12.6
Simple assault 27.2 9.0 3.9 32.7
With injury 8.3 1.5 1.1 10.5
Attempted assault without weapon 18.9 7.5 2.8 22.2
Crimes of theft 142.8 75.8 37.8 131.5
Personal larceny with contact 4.2 1.6 5,3 5.9
Purse snatching 0.9 9.6 2.0 2.1
Pocket picking 3.4 1.0 3.3 3.8
Personal larceny without tontact 138.5 74.1 32.4 125.6

NOTE: Detail may not add te total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the
group; data on persons whase marital status was not ascertaived are excluded.
3gstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. .
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Table 11. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by sex and marital
status of victims and type of crime, 1976
(Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)

Crimes of Robbery Assault Crimes of Personal larceny
Sex and marital status violence Rape Total  With injury  Without injury Total  Aggravated Simple  theft With contact  Without contact
Male
Hever married (26,567,000} 70.6 0.1 15.0 4.0 11.1 55.6 23.5 32.1 153.7 4,5 149.3
Married (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
Widowed (1,839,000) 26.8 10.6 14.3 5.8 8.8 11.9 5.8 6.1 53.3 6.7 46.6
Divorced and separated
(3,888,000) 92.1 0.5 30.2 12.9 17.2 61.4 28.8 32.6 156.2 5.9 150.3
Female
Never married {(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
Married (49,060,000) 12.2 0.5 2.3 0.7 1.5 9.5 3.3 6.2 72.4 2.1 70.3
widowed (10,013,000) 7.4 3.3 1.9 1.5 10.4 5.3 1.8 3.5 34.9 5,1 29.9
Divorced and separated
(6,884,000) 66,3 3.1 14.1 7.2 6.9 49.1 16.4 32,7 117.5 5.9 111.6

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the .i%oup; excludes data on persons whose
marital status was not ascertained.
3gstimate, based on about 10 or Pewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 12. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by sex of head
of household, relationship of victims to head, and type of crime, 1976

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

Robbery Assault Personal larceny
Sex of head of household Crimes of With Without Crimes With Without
and relationship to head violence Rape Total injury injury Total Apgravated Simple  ‘of theft contact contact
Households headed by males
Self (§7,722,000) 31.5 0.2 6.4 1.9 4.5 24.9 10.6 14.2 92.1 1.8 90.4
Living alone (5,976,000) 65.8 1p0.2 23.8 8.3 15.5 41.8 20.0 21.8 155.8 7.0 148.9
Living with others (51,747,000) 27.6 0.3 4.4 1.2 3.2 22.9 9.8 13.4 84.8 1.2 83.6
wife (47,361,000) . 11.8 0.5 2.2 0.8 1.5 8.8 3.0 5.9 7l.7 2.0 69.6
Own child under age 18 (19,200,000) 46.5 0.9 8.3 1.7 6.6 37.4 12.8 24.8 150.1 2.8 147.3
Own child age 18 and over (11,054,000} 42.4 30.5 6.3 2.1 4.2 35.6 14.8 20.8 108.2 3.3 104.9
Other relative (3,996,000) 36.3 12.0 7.6 3.4 4.3 26.7 12.¢ 14.2 T4.7 3.5 71.2
Nonrelative (2,647,000} 104.0 12,2 19.2 7.7 11.5 82.6 34.8 47.8 197.8 §.0 19l.8
Households headed by females
Self (18,913,000) 37.7 3.0 8.3 3.8 4.4 26.5 8.9 17.6 86.9 6.3 80.6
Living alone (10,078,000) 24.9 2.6 ‘8.1 4.4 3.7 14.2 4.1 lo.1 68.4 7.4 61.0
Living with others {88,340,000) 52.4 3.4 8.5 3.2 5.3 40.5 14.4 26.0 108.1 6.1 lo3.0
Own child under age i8 (3,888,000) 78.2 2.6 13.8 3.7 lo.1 61.8 22.3 39.5 124.86 3.2 121.5
Own child age 18 and over (3,497,000) 54.8 0.4 15.4 3.9 11.4 39.1 19.0 20.1 106.8 6.7 100.1
Other relative (2,040,000) 46.7 30.0 12.5 5,7 6.8 34,3 i7.0 17.3 68,1 2.8 66.3
Nonrelative (1,583,000) 93.2 12.9 23.2 8.4 14.8 67.1 23.5 43.6 167.8 11,5 156.3

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
3ggtimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 13. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by type of crime

and annual family income of victims, 1976

(Rate per 1,000 population ape 12 and over)

Less than $3,000 $3,000-$7,499 $7,500-%9,999 $10,000-$14,999

Type of orime (12,093,000) (33,721,000) {17,017,000) (39,359,000)

$15,000-524,999 $25,000 or more
(38,95%,000) (16,230,000)

[
(4]
(2]
n

Crimes of violence
Rape
Robbery
Robbery with injury
From serious assault
From minor assault
‘Robbery without injury
Assault
Aggravated assault
With injury
Attempted assault with weapon
Simple assault
With injury
Attempted assault without weapon
Crimes of theft
Personal larceny with ~ntact
Purse snatching
Pocket picking
Personal larceny withouvk contact
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NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group;

ineoms level was not ascertained.
3Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

excludes data on persons whose

Table 14. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by race and annual

family income of victims and type of crime, 1976
(Rate por 1,000 population age 12 and over)

Robbery Assault Personal larceny
Crimes of with Without Crimes of With Without
Race and income violence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple theft contact contact
White
Less than $3,000 (8,952,000) 52.1 2.0 13.8 5.2 8.6 36.3 12.6 23.7 93.5 5.4 88,1
$3,000-%7,499 (27,226,000) 34.8 1.1 6.8 2.8 4.0 26.9 9.9 17.0 77.6 2.8 74.7
$7,500-$%,993 (14,664,000) 33.4 1.1 5.4 2.0 3.4 26.9 11.0 15.9 89.1 2.5 86.6
$10,000-514,999 (35,766,000) 28.7 0.8 4.3 1.2 3.0 23.9 9.5 14.3 93.6 1.6 92.0
$§15,000-524,999 (36,262,000) 26.4 0.4 3.9 1.1 2,8 22,1 7.4 14.7 110.6 1.9 108.7
$25,000 or more (14,368,000) 27.1 1.5 4.3 1.0 3.3 22.3 7.9 14.4 135.8 2.4 133.4
Black
Less than $3,000 (2,979,000} 62.4 4.3 18.1 5.8 9.2 43.0 27.4 15.6 60.7 6.9 53.8
$3,000-$7,499 (6,081,000} 44.6 3.3 15.3 4.5 10.8 28,0 17.0 11.0 66.3 6.0 60.3
$7,500-$9,999 (2,115,000) 34.7 32,2 4.2 12.4 11.8 18.3 7.0 11.3 92.8 6.6 86,2
$10,000-$14,999 (3,106,000) 41.8 0.4 11.8 3.1 8.7 29.6 9.8 19.7 102.9 6.1 96.9
$15,000-$24,999 (2,174,000) 44,6 3.3 10.9 5.4 5.4 31.4 16.4 15.0 141.0 7.1 133.9
$25,000 or more (600,000) 25.5 2.5 5.7 %0.0 35,7 216.3 lz.7 23,7 125,1 4.5 120.4

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group;

income level was not ascertained.
*gstimate, based on zero or on mbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistieally unrelinble.

excludes data on persons whose
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Table 15. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 25 and over, by level of educational

attainment and race of victims and type of crime, 1976

(Rate por 1,000 population age 25 and ovar)

Educationnl
attainment and race

Rape

Personal larcen,
Crimes of With Without

Simple of theft contact contact

Elementary school

0-4 years}
Al) races® (5,219,000)
white (3,824,000)
Black (1,299,000)

5-7 years
ALl races® (8,326,000)
White (6,762,000)
Black (1,457,000)

8 yours
All races® (10,390,000)
White (9,864,000)
Black (958,000)

High School

1-3 years
All races? (17,856,000}
white (15,166,000)
Black (2,554,000)

4 yeurs
All races?® (43,410,000)
White {39,481,000)
Black (3,435,000)

College
1-3 years
| M1 races ® (16,283,000)
White (14,788,000}
: Black {1,269,000)
| 4 years or more
All races ® (17,964,000)
| White (16,598,000)
Black (873,000)
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7 29.7 4.6 25.0
8 30.7 2.9 27,7
3 25.1 9.0 16.1
7 38.3 4.2 34,2
2 36,8 3.3 33.4
1 A5.4 8.5 37.0
§ 39.5 2.9 36.€
6 38.5 2.4 36.1
9 48.4 %8.1 40,3
2] 61.6 2.6 59.0
6 60.4 2.0 58.4
8 67.0 6,6 60.4
7 72.1 2.1 70.1
5 70.9 1.7 69.2
6 87.1 6.6 80.4
15.7 104.5 2.8 101.7
15.7 103.7 2.7 101.1
19.4 118.4 34,3 114.1
14, 113.7 2.7 111.1
14.4 113.8 2.6 111.1
13.2 132.2 3,7 128.6

‘ NOTE: Detail may not add to Lotal shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group;
and over whose level of education was not ascertained.

%Includes persons who never attended or who attended kindergarten anly.

2Includes data on "gther" races, not shown scparately,

aEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

excludes data on persons age 25



" Table 16. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 16 and over, by participation
‘ in the civilian labor force, employment status, and race of victims, 1976

(Rate per 1,000 population age 16 and over)

Robbery Assault Personal larceny
Labor force participation, Crimes of With Without ) Crimes of With Without
employment status, and race violence Rape Total injury injury Total  Aggravated Simple of theft contact contact
Labor force participants
Employed
All races} (89,862,000) ' 33.3 0.7 5.9 1.9 4.0 26.7 10.7 16.0 105.9 2.7 103.3
White (79,809,000) 32.7 0.7 5.1 1.6 3.5 26.8 10.4 16.4 106.7 2,2 104.5
Black (8,738,000) 39.1 1.2 11.6 3.9 7.7 26.4 13.7 12.7 103.8 7.2 96.5
Unemployed
All races? (5,381,000) 82.3 4.6 20.1 7.5 12.6 57.6 24.9 32.6 139.7 4.5 135.3
white (4,274,000) 76.1 3.0 17.9 8.0 9.8 §55.3 23.6 31.6 139.8 3.4 136.4
Black (1,022,000) 110. 11.7 30.0 24.5 25.5 69.1 3l.2 37.9 134.4 7.5 126.9
@
Labor force nonparticipants
Keeping house
| All races? (34,396,000) 14.1 0.4 2.9 1.3 1.6 10.8 4.3 6.5 53.2 2.8 50.4
1 white (30,835,000) 12.4 0.4 2.1 1.0 1.1 9.9 3.6 6.3 53.7 2.4 51.3
Black (3,171,000) 30.0 0.5 10.6 4.0 6.6 18.9 10.8 8.1 46.6 6.1 40.5
In school :
All races (6,842,000) 50.3 2.0 7.0 1.8 5.2 41.2 15.4 25,9 141.1 3.4 137.7
white (5,530,000) 52.0 2.3 7.1 1.8 5.3 42.6 13.6 29.0 154.1 3.2 150.9
Black (1,148,000) 44,9 21.1 7.3 22,1 35,3 36.5 23.9 13.0 7%.9 33.6 72.3
Unable to work
All races* (3,141,000) 33.3 20.9 15.7 5.3 10.4 16.8 lo0.3 6.5 43.2 5.1 38.1
white (2,528,000) - 26.8 20.4 11.3 4.9 6.3 15.1 7.5 7.6 42.8 5.0 37.38
Black (593,000) §8.0 2.8 25.0 ar.0 28.0 20.2 18.3 22.0 46.5 25.9 40.6
Retired
All races* (9,338,000) ' 10.8 20.0 5.6 2.4 3.2 5.2 2.3 2.8 29.2 2.3 27.0
white (8,507,000) lo.2 20.0 5.0 2.2 2.8 5.2 2.1 3.1 29.2 1.7 27.5
Black (748,000) 18.5 0.0 213.0 .9 28,0 .5 25.6 20.0 25.1 28.9 16.2
Other
All races® (5,662,000) 38.6 2.9 8.5 3.4 5.1 29.1 11.0 18.2 79.5 6.3 , 73.2
White (4,663,000) 35.6 20.3 6.9 3.6 3.4 28.3 9.6 18.8 82.8 5.4 7.4
Black (922,000) §5.5 2.2 17.2 23.0 14.2 34.1 19.2 14.9 55.5 39,6 45.9

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
}Tncludes data on “other" races, not shown separately.
Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 17. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 16 and over, by occupational group
of victims and type of crime, 1976

(Rate per 1,000 population age 16 and over)

Robbery Assault Personal larceny
Crimes of With Without Crimesg With Without
Occupational group violence Hape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple of theft contact
Professional, technioal and
kindred workers (16,492,000) 27.8 0.7 1.5 3.5 22,2 6.8 15.3 122.6 l119.8
Managers, officials and
proprietors® (11,323,000) 35.7 %0.8 2.0 5,9 27.1 9.3 17.8 111.1 109.0
Sales workers (7,844,000) 34.7 21,1 2.6 8.5 25.5 9.6 15.9 101.9 98.8
Clerical and kindred workers (21,770,000) 25.8 1.6 1.5 ‘3.7 18.8 7.3 11.4 103.3 99.4
Craft and kindred workers {14,045,000) 33.0 3.5 1.8 2.3 27.8 13.8 4.0 10G.3 98.4
Operatives and ltindred
workers® (13,965,000) 35.4 0.8 2.4 4.4 27.8 12.2 15.6 30.4 77.7
Transpert equipment
operatives (3,912,000) 40.2 30,0 5 %2.5 5.1 29.7 13.4 16.4 118.8 2.0 116.3
Laborers™® (6,269,000) 56.4 %0.4 0 3.1 7.9 45.0 22.1 22.9 106.0 2.6 103.4
Farm laborers (1,987,000) 30.3 3.0 .0 32.5 82,5 258.4 15.0 10.4 67.1 1.2 65.3
Farm owners and managers (1,805,000) .9 %.0 0.7 %.0 %0.7 4.2 30,7 %3.5 58.6 0.6 58.0
Service workers (16,587,000) 56.1 1.7 9.4 3.9 5.5 44.9 17.1 27.8 117.8 3.1 114.7
Private household workers (1,993,000) 31.1 890 5.6 23,0 2,6 23.4 3.6 13.9 77.% 3.0 69.5
Armed Forces personnel (928,000) 64.7 31.3 14,8 35.0 3.7 48.6 24,1 24.5 173,9 3.2 163.8
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. '
1gxcept farm.
2Except transport.
sfstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. .
Table 18. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,by type of crime
and type of locality of residence of victirns, 1976
(Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over)
Metropolitan aress
50,000 to 249,999 250,000 to 499,999 500,000 to 899,999 1,000,000 or more
Outside Ooutside R Outside Cutside Nonmotro—
Central central Central central Central central Central central politan
All areas cities cities cities cities cities cities cities cities areas

Type of crime (171,901,000) (14,982,000) (20,106,000) (9,894,000) (15,055,000} (10,329,000} (15,839,000) (14,990,000) {16,196,000) (54,510,000}

Crimes of violence 32.6 41.1 27.1 45.3 33.1 49 F 32.5 48.5 37.8 20,6
Rape 0.8 1.0 0.7 1.7 1.0 2.0 0.9 0.8 %.5 0.5
Robhery 6.5 7.3 3.2 9.7 4.2 13.6 5.2 18.5 8.3 2.6

Robbery with injury 2.1 3.1 1.1 3.2 1.5 4.0 1.0 5.6 3.1 0.9
Robbery withouc
injury 4.4 4.2 2.1 6.5 2.7 9.6 4.2 12.8 5.2 1.8
Assault 25.3 32.8 23.2 33.9 27.¢ 34.1 26.4 29,2 29.0 17.5
Agpravated assault 9.9 io.3 8.5 13.9 10.7 15.1 9.5 12,7 10.8 7.2
Simple assault 15.4 22.1 14.7 20.0 17.2 19.0 16.9 16.6 18.2 10.3

Crimes of theft 96.1 111.6 98.9 114.6 106.0 128.2 112.3 9l.6 115.0 69.6
Personal larceny
with contact 2.9 2.1 1.8 4.5 2.2 6.2 2.4 9.5 3.4 0.9
Persornl larceny
without contact 93.2 109.5 97.1 110.0 103.8 122.0 109.9 82.1 111.§ 68,6

‘NOTE: The population range categories shown under the heading "Metropolitan areas’ are based only on the size of the central city and do not reflect the
population of the entire metropolitan area. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group: Detail may not add to total shown because of
rounding.

3gstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelinble.
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Table 19. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by type of localuty
of residence, race and sex of victims, and type of crime, 1976

(Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over)

Robbery Assault Personal larceny
Area and race Crimes of With Without Crimes With Without
and sex violence Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple of theft contact contact
All areus
White male (72,582,000) 41.6 7.8 2.3 §.5 33.6 13.8 19.8 107.2 2.1 105.1
White female (78,144,000) 21.4 3.4 1.4 .0 16.7 4.8 11.9 88.4 2.8 85.6
Black male (8,557,000) 54.9 20.1 5.5 14.6 34.5 19.3 15.2 100.5 6.3 94,2
Black female (10,241,000) 35.7 R.2 2.8 5.4 24,2 12.5 11.8 75.4 6.2 69.2
Metropelitan areas
Central cities
White male (17,900,000} 59.8 16.4 4.6 10.8 44.3 18.5 25.7 124.7 3.5 121.2
White female (20,262,000) 29.6 6.1 2.8 3.3 21.4 5.9 15.5 l02.7 6.4 96.3
Black male (4,869,000) 69.8 29.9 8.2 21.6 39.9 20.8 19.1 ©o116.7 6.4 110.3
Black female {6,032,000) 41.3 10.7 3.5 7.3 27.4 13.1 14.3 85.4 8.7 76.7
Outside central cities
White male {30,513,000) 43.0 6.4 1.9 4.4 36.4 . l4.5 22.0 118.9 2.1 116.8
White femnle (32,140,000) 21.9 3.6 1.3 2.3 17.3 6.2 12.1 98.7 2.4 96.3
Black male (1,699,000) 42.5 10.5 23,1 7.4 30.8 16.3 14.6 112.0 6.5 105.5
Black female (1,959,000) 34.4 7.4 22.8 24.7 22.8 10.2 12.6 80.2 24.4 75.8
Nonmetropoelitan areas
White male (24,168,000) 26.4 4.1 1.1 3.0 22.3 9.6 12.7 79.4 1.0 . 78.4
White female (25,742,000) 14,2 1.1 0.6 0.6 12.4 3.5 8.9 64.2 0.4 63.8
Black male (1,988,000} 28.9 24,4 21.0 23.4 24.4 18.2 6.2 51.1 6.0 45.1
Black female (2,250,000) 21.6 22.2 1.0 21,1 17.1 12.8 24.3 44.2 1.1 43.0

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group. Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
1Includes data on rape, not shawn separately.
sEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 20. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime and race
of head of household, 1976

(Rate per 1,000 houscholds)

All races White Black Other

Type of crime {74,956,000) (66,065,000) (8,006,000) (885,000)
Burglary 88.9 84.0 130.8 71.9
Forcible entry 30.4 26.8 59.2 39.0
Unlawful entry without force 37.7 37.9 39.1 14.8 :
Attempted forcible entry 20.8 19.4 32.5 18.2
Houschold larceny ) 124.1 125.8 ile.l 103.7
Less than $50 74.7 76.7 60.4 61.6
$50 or morce 36-6 36.6 37.8 30.4
Anount not available 4.0 4.0 4.1 35,7
Attempted larceny 8.7 8.6 9.8 3.0
Motor vehicle theft 16.5 15.3 » 21.8 14.2
completed theft 10.1 9.6 15.1 13,6
Attempted theft 6.3 6.3 6.3 35.6

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the
group.
IEstimate, based on aboui 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 21. Motor vehicle theft: Victimization rates on the basis of thefts per
1,000 households and of thefts per 1,000 vehicles owned, by selected
household characteristics, 1976

Rate per 1,000

Rate per 1,000 motor

Characteristic houscholds vehicles owned
Race of head of household
All races® 16.5 11.5
white 15.9 l0.6
Black 21.5 23.2
Age of head of houzehold
12-19 27.4 230.8
20-34 24,3 16.6
35-49 18.9 10.9
50-64 12,3 7.7
65 and over 6,1 7.4
Form of tenure .
Owned or being bought 13.5 8.1
Rented 21.9 2l.6

}1includes data on "other" races, not shown separately.

2estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 22. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime
and age of head of household, 1976

20-34

12-19 35-49 50-64 65 and over

Type of crime (1,095,000) (22,092,000) (18,522,000) {18,459,000) {14,789,000)
Burglary 207.3 123.6 92.8 67.5 §0.2
Forcible entry 54.6 Ad.6 30.4 22.8 16.9
inlawful entry without force 113.4 48,1 42.9 29.4 20.5
Attempted forcible ecatry 39.3 30.9 19.6 15.3 12.8
Houschold larceny 178.1 171.9 144.7 94.6 59.5
Less than §50 101.5 106.8 80.0 56.2 41.4
$50 or more 61.9 48.0 . 50.4 28.2 11.0
Amount not available 4.4 4.6 4.6 2.6 4.2
Attempted larceny 10.4 12.6 9.7 7.7 2.9
Motor vehicle theft 27.4 24.3 * 18.9 12.3 6.1
Completed theft 17.5 15.8 11.6 7.3 3.3
Attempted theft 9.9 8.8 7.3 5.0 2.8

NOTE: Detail moy not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in pa'rentheses refer to households in the group.
1Estimate, based on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases, i statistically unreliable.




Table 23. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime
and annual family income, 1976

(Rate aer 1,000 households)

Less than $3,000 $3,000~$7,499 $7,500-59,999 $10,000-$14,999 $15,000~$24,999 $25,000 or more
Type of crime (7,800,000) {17,113,000) {7,582,000) {15,981,000) (14,258,000) {5,284,000)
Burglary 116.9 94.2 904 76.1 82.7 97.3
Forcible entry 37.7 35.4 31.9 24.3 26,9 32.9
Unlawful entpy without force 63.3 35.5 33.4 2.8 39.8 45.7
Attempted forcible entry 26.8 23.3 25.1 19.0 17.4 18.7
lousehold larceny 94.2 112.0 131.1 139.9 139.4 141.9
Less than $50 60.9 70.0 795 86.0 84.] 75.9
$50 or mere 24.9 30.5 35.7 41.0 43.4 49.2
Amount not available 3.9 4.6 4.0 3.7 aid 8.6
Attempted larceny 4.8 6.9 11.9 10.8 9.4 11.4
Motor vehicle theft . §.9 13.6 18.5 19.2 18.4 . 23.6
Cumpleted theft 7.0 3.0 12, 11.8 10.3 12,
Attempted theft 1.9 4.6 6.3 7.6 8.1 10.8

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the group: excludes data on persuns whose
income level was nat ascertained.

Table 24. Householid burgiary: Victimization rates, by race of head
of household, annual family income, and type of burglary, 1976

(Rate per 1,000 houscholds)

Race and income All burglaries Forcible entry Unlawful entry without force Attempted forcible entry

White
Less than $3,000 {5,984,000) 110.6 33.4 Wy.7 23.6
$3,000-57,499 (14,331,000) 87.1 29.7 38.6 21.8
$7,500-$9,999 (6,648,000) 83.9 26.8 33.5 23,6
$10,000-$14,999 (14,645,000} 73.4 22,4 33.2 I7.9
$15,000~-$24,999 (13,332,000) 8l1.7 24.5 40.3 16.9
$25,000 or more (5,023,000) 93.8 29.0 46.5 18.4

Black
Less than $3,000 (1,722,000) 137.8 51.4 53.2 33.0
$3,000-$7,499 (2,576,000) 133.0 v men Gd4ad 35.9 32.7
$7,500-$9,999 (849,000) 146.2 72.6 36.1 37.5
$10,000-$14,995 (1,182,000) 110.7 48.4 30.2 32.1
$16,000~$24,999 (752,000) 112.5 50.6 34,3 27.5
$25,000 or more (192,000) 214.4 139.4 140.1 334.9

NOTE: Detail may & & add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the proup; excludes data on persons whose
income level was not ascertained.
Istimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 25. Household larceny: Victimization rates, by race of head of household,
annual family income, and type of larceny, 1976

(Rate per 1,000 houscholds)

Completed larceny

Ragce and income All household larcenies? Less than $50 $50 or more Attempted larceny

White
Less than $3,000 (5,984,000) 97.8 63.2 25.2 5.4
$3,000~$7,499 (14,331,000) 112.8 72.1 29.6 6.4
$7,500-$9,999 (6,648,000) 131.2 8l.8 34.8 11.0
$10,000~-$14,999 (14,645,000) 139.7 85.6 10.1 10.3
$15,000~$24,999 (13,332,000} 140.5 85.3 43.5 9.1
$25,000 or more (5,023,000) 141.4 76.0 49.3 lo.9

Black
Less than $3,000 (1,722,000) 83.1 54.3 24.3 2.3
43,000-$7,499 (2,576,000} 107.6 58.3 34,5 10.4
$7,500-59,999 (849,080) 116.6 04.0 39.9 18.7
$10,000-514,999 (1,182,0006) 153.6 84.8 53.7 10.3
$15,000-524,999 (752,000) 128.5 69.9 45.3 ‘ 13.4
$25,000 or nore (192,000) 172.2 69.5 63.5 923.4

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parencheses refer to houscholds in the group; excludes data on persons whose
income level was not asgertained.
1Includes data, not shown separately, on larcenies for which the value of loss was not ascertained.
%L stimate based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 26. Motor vehicle theft: Victimization rates, by race of head of household,
annual family income, and type of theft, 1976

(Rate per 1,000 households)

Race and income All vehicle thefts Completed theft Attempted theft

White
Less than $3,000 {5,984,000) 9.4 7.2 2.2
$3,000-$7,499 (14,331,000} 12.6 8,3 4,3
$7,500-$9,99¢8 (6,648,000) 16.3 10.8 5.5
$10,000-$14,999 (14,645,000} 18.1 10.6 7.6
$15,000-$24,999 (13,332,000} 17.8 9.3 8.0
$25,000 or more (5,023,000) 23.3 12.4 10.9

Black
Less than $3,000 (1,722,000) 6.8 6.0 10.8
$3,000-$7,499 (2,576,000) 17.0 12.2 4.8
$7,500~$9,999 (849,000) 36.1 22.4 13.8
$10,000-$14,999 {1,182,000) 35.2 26.2 9.1 *
$15,000-$24,999 {752,000) 33.1 20.5 11,7
$25,000 or morc (192,000) 135.2 221.7 1355

NOTE: Detnil may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the
group; excludes data on persons whose income level was not ascertained.
Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample coses, is statistically unreliable.

O SO | DR
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Table 27. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime and number
of persons in household, 1976

(Rate per 1,000 households)

One Tun=three Four-five $ix or mora

Type of crime (16,797,000) {37,018,000) {17,372,000) {4,756,000)
Burglary 85.6 85,9 92.0 112.2
Forcible entry 32.9 30.0 28.0 33.3
Unlawful entry without force 30.2 35.2 46.2 §6.0
Attempted forcible entry 2.5 20.7 18.8 23.9
Houschold larceny 74.0 119.1 162.0 191.3
Less than $50 46.6 73.3 94,7 106.3
$50 or more 19.6 33.1 51.1 68.0
Amount not available 3.1 3.7 4.9 6.2
Attempted larceny 4.7 9.0 11.4 10.7
Motor vehicle theft 11.0 15.3 22.5 21.9
Completed theft 7.1 9.0 13.7 16.0
Attempted theft 3.9 6.3 8.8 5.9

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to houscholds in the
proup; excludes data on households whose number of persons could not be ascertained.
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Table 28. Houseliold crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime,

form of tenure, and race of head of household, 1976

ser 1,000 houscholds)

Owned or being bought Rented
All races? White Black All races* B . White " Black
Type of crime (43,207,000) (44,293,000) (3,541,000) (26,749,000) (21,772,000) (4,465,000)
Burglary 73.3 70.9 105.8 117.0 110.7 150.7
Forcible entry 24.4 22.4 ¢ 48.7 41.1 35.6 67.5
Unlawful entry without force 33.1 33.3 33.6 46.0 AT.D A3.5
Attempted forcible entry 15.8 15.2 23.5 29.9 28.1 39.7
Household larceny 113.5 113.8 110.5 143.3 150.2 113.8
Less than $50 67.7 68.9 54.4 87.3 92.4 65.2
$50 or more 34.1 33.8 39.1 41.1 42.2 36.8
Amount not available 3.6 3.5 4.5 4.7 4.€ 3.7
Attempted larceny 7.9 7.6 12,5 lo0.2 10.8 7.7
Metor vehicle theft 13.5 12.8 22.3 21.9 22.1 20.8
Completed theft 8.0 7.5 15.3 14.0 13.8 14.9
Attempted theft 5.5 ., 5.4 6.9 7.9 8.3 5.9

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown b2cause of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the group.
iIncludes data on "other" races, not shown separately.
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Table 29. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime and number of units
in structure occupied by household, 1976

(Rntunggr 1,000 houscholds)

Other than
Oone? Two Three Four Five-nine Ten or more housing units

Type of crime (53,177,000) (5,830,000) (1,622,000) (2,373,000) (3,326,000} (7,656,000) (854,000}
Burglary 82.9 94.4 93.8 112.6 122.1 98.5 131.2
Forcible entry 28,4 36.0 37.7 39.9 41.6 32.1 14.3
Unlawful entry without force 38.4 34.2 27.8 41.9 42.9 39.7 109.4
Attempted forcible entry 18.1 24.3 28.3 30.8 37.7 26.7 37.5
Household larceny 121.2 128.4 116.7 159.5 174.2 115.8 80.0
Less than $50 72.5 76.6 74.5 100.7 108.7 70.3 42.0
$50 or more 36.2 38.8 30.7 40.5 48.6 33.5 32.0
Amount not available 3.9 4.0 22.4 5.1 5.8 3.9 2.3
Attempted larceny 8.5 9.2 8.1 13.1 10.1 8.1 24.8
Motor vehicle theft 13.5 22.5 30.9 26.9 23.8 22.9 22.0
Completed theflt 8.3 13.4 18.2 16.8 15.8 13.4 15.4
Attempted theft 5.1 9.1 12.8 10.1 8.0 9.4 23.6

NOTE:

betail may not add to total shown hecause of rounding.

nurber of units in structure could not be ascertained.
Includes data on mobile homes, not shown separately.
2Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is slatistically unreliable.

Table 30. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime and type of locality

ot residence, 1976

(Rate per 1,000 houscholds)

Numbers in parentheses refer to houscholds in the group; excludes data on households whose

Metropolitan areas

50,000 to 249,999

250,000 to 499,999

500,000 to 999,999

1,020,000 or more

Outside Dutside Outside Qutuide Nonmetro-~
All Central central Central central Central central Central central politian
arveas cities cities cities cities cities cities cities cities areas
Type of crime (74,956,000) (6,889,000) (8,329,000} (4,504,000) (6,360,000) (4,801,000} (6,613,000} (7,127,000} (6,724,000) (23,610,000)
Burglary 88.9 114.8 $8.9 121.7 93.6 130.1 36.4 95.6 87.1 64.6
Forcible entry 30.4 40.9 28.1 47.% 87.7 49.3 32.1 42.4 27.6 18.4
Unlawful entry without
force 37.7 48.8 41.9 42.5 42.5- 44.3 34.3 28.3 37.2 33.4
Attempted forcible entry 20.38 25.2 19.0 31.7 23.4 36.6 20.0 25.0 22.4 12.8
Hlousehold larceny 124.1 153.5 125.2 173.6 161.9 159.6 133.5 89,0 140.5 9l.§
Completed larceny? 115.4 142.9 117.1 189.4 151.1 147.7 124.2 82.4 126.9 86.3
Less than $50 T4.7 89.4 76.0 103.5 100.2 93.9 82.0 52.4 85.8 §5.3
$50 or more 36.6 48.9 36.1 51.2 46.0 46.7 38.9 27.0 36.5 23.2
Attempted larceny 8.7 16.7 8.1 14.2 l0.8 11.9 9.4 6.6 13.7 §.2
Motor vehicle theft 16.5 17.5 11.4 20.E 19.8 29.7 21.7 27.0 24.4 6.7
Completed theft 10.1 11.4 7.3 13.1 11.4 20.1 11,2 16.8 13.5 4.6
Attempted theft 6.3 6.1 4.2 7.0 8.6 9.6 10.4 l1o.2 10.9 2.1

NOTE:

population of the entire metropolitan area.

rounding.

3includes data, not shown separately, on larcenies for which the value of logs was not ascertained.

The population range categories shown under the heading "Metropolitan areas" are based only on the size of the central city and do not reflect the

Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the group. Detail may not add to total shown because of
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Table 31. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of locality
of residence, race of head of household, and type of crime, 1976

(Rate per 1,000 households)

Area and race

Burglary Household larceiy Motor wehicle theft
All arsas
White (66,065,000) 169.1 125.8 15.9
Black (8,006,000) 171.0 112.1 21.4
Metropolitan areas
Central cities
White (18,046,000} 104.1 145.2 22.4
Black (4,836,000) 149.8 117.4 27.9
Outside central cities
white (26,221,000) 86.9 139.9 19.0
Black (1,490,000) 136.3 133.7 19.5
Nonmetropolitan areas
White (21,793,000) 321.7 92.8 6.8
Black (1,680,000) 263.0 77.8 }a.6

NOTn

Nupbers in parentheses refer to households in the group.

Estlmate based on about 10 or fewer sample cuses, is statistically unreliable.

Table 32. Commercial crimes: Victimization rates, by characteristics
of victimized establishments and type of crime, 1976

(Rate per 1,000 establishments)

Characteristic Burglary Robbery
Kind of establishment
All establishments (7,246,000) 217.3 . 38.5
Retail (2,381,000) 283.0 75.9
Wholesale (505,000) 313.1 20.4
Service (2,848,000) 177.5 20.0
other (1,511,000) 156.8 20.4
Gross annual receipts?
Less than $10,000 (887,000) 189.2 23.2
$10,000~$24,999 (655,000) 214.3 30.8
$25,000-$49,999 (645,000) 233.8 39.3
$50,000~5$99,999 (856,000) 251.9 55,1
$100,000-$499,999 (1,219,000) 256.2 56.1
$500,000-$999,999 (321,000) 303.8 46.4
$1,000,000 or more (515,000) 239.6 49.6
No sales (654,000) 138.0 32,9
Average number of paid employees? .
1-3 (2,588,000) 196.6 36.8
4~7 (1,369,000) 247.4 48.5
8-19 (825,000) 275.9 43.0
20 or moie (630,000) 269.0 68.4
None (1,817,000) 180.5 21.1

NOTE:

because of rounding.

Numbers in parentheses refer to commercial establishments in the group.

Detail may not add to total shown

1gxcludes data on sstablishments for which the amount of gross annual receipts was not ascertained.
excludes data on estabilishments for which the average number of paid employees was not ascertained.
3Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 33. Personal crimes of violence: Number of victimizations and victimization
rates for persons age 12 andover, by type of crime
and victim-offender relationship, 1976

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

Involving strangers Involving nonstranpers

Type of crime Number Rate Number Rate
Crimes of violence 3,600,000 20.9 2,000,000 11.6
Rape 101,000 0.6 45,000 0.3
Completed rape 23,000 0.1 16,000 0.1
Attempted rape 77,000 0.4 238,000 0.2
Robbery 909,000 5.3 202,000 1.2
Robbery with injury 286,000 1.7 75,000 0.4
From serious assault * 139,000 0.8 37,000 0.2

From minor assault 147,000 0.9 38,000 0.2
Robbery without injury 623,000 3.6 127,000 0.7
Assault 2,590,000 15.1 1,753,000 10.2
Apgravated assault 1,061,000 6.2 634,000 3.7
With injury 331,000 1.9 253,000 1.5
Attempted assault with weapon 730,000 453 377,000 2,2
Simple assault 1,529,000 8.9 1,118,000 6.5
With injury 326,000 1.9 366,000 2.1
Attempted assault without weapon 1,204,000 7.0 753,000 4.4

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.




by sex and age of victims and type of crime, 1976

Table 34. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations involving strangers,

Robbery Assault
Sex and age Crimes of violence Rar Total With injury Without injury Total Aggravated Simple
Both sexesn 4.3 69.7 81.8 79.2 83.1 §9.6 62.6 57.7
12-15 52.6 78.4 69.1 68.2 72.0 47,9 52.8 45.7
16-19 64.4 65.2 73.1 62,3 78.7 62.8 66.1 60.4
20-24 64.6 76.9 77,2 74.0 78.8 61.0 66.2 57.5
25-34 65.9 55.5 83.2 76.9 86.5 62.9 62.0 63.5
35-49 64.1 2100.0 85.2 84.3 85.6 66.8 53.0 56.1
50-64 78.2 1100.0 974 98.0 86,9 66.7 67.1 66.2
65 and over 77.1 2100.0 028.0 100.0 96.8 59.5 62.1 68.0
Male 70.9 81.3 86.7 86.5 86,7 66.5 69.0 64.8
12-15 54.8 0.0 70.9 58.4 74.0 49.5 §5.9 46.3
16-19 70.7 3100.0 81.6 73.3 BB.9 687 63.9 8,6
20-24 73.7 375.9 89.3 90.9 88.8 70.3 .. 73.7 67.5
26~34 75.0 368.4 89.9 90.8 9.4 72.3 71.4 72.9
35-49 71.5 10.0 88.0 92.7 86.1 65.2 65.9 64.6
50~64 81.4 3100.0 98.5 100.0 97.6 70.9 72.8 69.0
65 and over 79.5 1100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 60.4 68.6 §5.7
Female 53.0 68,2 71.9 69.0 73.5 47,8 47.7 47.4
12~15 48,5 78.4 59.5 157.8 59.3 45,3 16.3 44.8
1619 52,8 63.7 §3.6 135.1 62,7 51.7 58.9 47.8
20-24 50.5 77.1 58.7 54,8 60.4 45.1 46.9 44.3
25-34 43.7 §4.1 71.3 56,6 80.7 44.8 39.7 47.5
35-49 63.0 3100.0 79.6 75.0 84d.1 4801 42.8 46,1
50~64 73.1 1100.0 95.4 96.4 95,4 59.9 55.1 62.7
65 and over 72.1 .0 93.6 100.0 38)x.7 57.8 50.4 62.2
AEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
« . ] [ . . [l » . u
Table 35. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations involving strarlg.wewrs,
» - N .3 R
by sex and race of victims.and type of crime, 1976
Robbery Assault
Sex and race Crimes of violence Rape Total With injury Without injury Totnl Aggravated Simple
Both sexes
White 66,7 74.5 81,7 78.8 83.0 61.9 67.4 58.7
Black 85,5 51.4 82,0 81.3 83.3 a3.2 39.9 47.0
Male
White 71.9 92.0 86.6 86,8 86.5 68.4 735 85.0
Black 63.8 10.0 86.6 36 .6 86.5 50.4 42.3 60.7
Female v
White 54.6 72,3 71.4 68,3 73.5 49.9 B 49.2
Black 45.4 656.3 73.1 70.6 74.7 34.6 36+8 32.3

Igstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 36. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations involving strangers, by sex.

and marital status of victims and type of crime, 1976

Robbepry o Assault
Sex and marital status Crimes of violence Rape Total With injury Without ingury Total Aggravatoed Simple
Beth sexes
Never mnrsied 64.6 75.6 79.2 74.0 81.3 60.6 65.2 67.8
Married 69.6 68.9 85.9 83.6 86.7 66.2 68.8 64.4
Vidowed 66.2 127.8 94.4 95,2 93.6 61.1 46.6 53.9
Separated and divorcel 50.7 53.4 79.6 79.6 79.5 39.8 38.5 40.8
Mule
Never married 69.1 1100.0 83.0 77.9 84.8 65.3 68.9 62.6
Married 73.6 89.4 89.4 89.6 89.4 70.3 72.7 685
Widowed 74.4 3100.0 90.5 88,1 92.6 54,1 349.5 157.7
Separated and divorced 70.3 0.0 93.1 100.0 87.9 59.7 55.9 63.1
Female
Never married 55.7 75.2 68.0 64.7 69.8 51.2 54.5 49.8
Married 61.4 59.3 79.3 76.4 8L.2 57.2 658.2 56,7
Widowed 60.8 30.0 100.0 100.0 1100.0 49.9 144.3 52.9
Separated and divorced 35.3 58.4 63,3 59.0 67.7 25.8 2l.1 28.2
lgstimate, based on zero or on aboul 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
. . T " . .
Table 37. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations involving strangers,
by race and annual family income of victims and type of crime, 1976
Robbery Assault
Race and anhual family income Crimes of violence Rape Total With injury Without injury Total Aggravated Simple
All races?
Less than $3,000 62.1 86.8 75.8 77.5 74,8 §5.4 51.8 58.0
$3,000-$7,499 §7.5 59.1 86.9 80.2 89.2 48.6 49.2 48.2
$7,500-$9,999 62,4 74.9 78.8 82.4 76.9 67.6 62.2 54.4
$10,000-$14,999 66.7 67.6 82.2 70.2 86.9 63.5 67.8 60.7
$15,000~$24,999 68.4 69.7 81.7 80.6 82.5 65.8 73.3 61.3
$25,000 and over 70.1 %4.9 s1.1 92.0 78.2 68.0 69.9 67.0
“White
Less than $3,000 66.8 93.1 75.85 71.6 77.6 62.1 69.4 63.6
$3,000-$7,499 59.5 75.2 84.7 T7.9 89.5 52.5 60.2 48.0
$7,500~$9,999 63.6 © 84.7 8l.0 37.3 77.2 69.2 66.6 54.1
$10,000-$14,999 66.8 65.9 83.0 72.0 87.5 63.9 67.9 61.3
$15,000~$24,999 68.7 259,1 84.0 88.1 82.5 G6.1 71.9 63.2
$25,000 and over 69.4 233.6 78.6 92.0 74.7 67.3 69.5 66.1
Black
Less than $3,000 49.8 78.1 77.1 93.1 66.9 37.4 41.5 30.1
$3,000-57,499 49.8 20,0 87.3 86.2 87.7 31.7 22.3 46.1
$7,500-$9,999 54.8 241.3 76.4 %76.5 76.4 39.5 2118 57.3
$10,000-$14,999 63.2 2100.0 78.7 %%2.9 84.4 §6.5 60.7 §4.5
$15,000-524,999 70.2 3100.0 73.7 8.5 89.0 66.9 82.0 650.2
$25,000 and over 70.6 20.0 2100.0 %0.0 2100.0 375.5 2100.0 370.7

lIncludes data on "other" races, not shown separately.
Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliahle.
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Table 38. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of single-offender
victimizations, by type of crime, sex of victims,
and perceived sex of offender, 1976

Poreeived nex of offender
Type of crime Not known and
sex of vietims i Total Male Female not avnilable

Crines of viclence

Bobh gpoxes 100.0 87.4 11.4 0.7
Male 100.0 94.5 A6 1.0
Femnle 100.0 78.4 21,3 0.3

Rape

Bolh sexes 100.0 98.7 il.3 0.0
Rale 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
Female 100.0 98.6 11.4 0.0

Robbery

Both secxes 100.0 91.6 7.5 .9
Male 100.0 95.0 4.6 9.4
Female 100.0 86.8 " 11.5 1,6

Robbery with injury il

Both sexes 100.0 92.7 7.3 %.0
Male 100.0 96,9 3.1 30,0
Female 100.0 90.0 30,0 0.0

Robbery without injury

Both scxes 100.0 61.2 7.6 1.3
Male 100.0 94.8 4.9 10,5
Female 100.0 84,7 12.6 13,7

Assault

Both sexes 100.0 86.4 12.8 0.7
Male 100.0 24.4 4.6 1.1
Female 100.0 6.0 24,9 1.1

Apgravated assault

Both sexes 100.0 87.1 11,2 1.6
Male 100.0 90.8 6.8 2.4
Female 100.0 79.4 20.4 1.0

Simple assnult

Hoth sexes 100.0 86.7 13.1 3.2
Male 100.0 96.7 3.1 3,2
Female 100,0 3.1 26.8 30,2

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shoun becautis of rvounding.
egtimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unveliable,

Table 39. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of single-offender victimizations,
by type of crime and perceived age of offender, 1976

Perveived ape of offender

13«30 21 and

Type of crime Total Under 12 ° Total 12-14 15-17 13-20 over Not known and not available
Crimes of violence 100.0 0.6 32.9 6.6 13.2 13.0 64,7 1.9
Rape 100.0 10.0 19.1 3.9 3.0 12.3 30,0 1.0
Robiery 100.0 0.7 38,7 7.1 15.4 16.2 56,7 3.9
Robbery with injury 100.0 30,0 3l.2 1,2 1.2 13.3 64,9 4.3
Robbery without injury 100,0 10 41.8 7.8 17.0 17.1 53,3 3.3
Assault 100.0 0.0 32.8 6.7 13.3 13.6 68.4 1.6
Aggravated assault 100.0 0.4 29,1 8,7 11.7 1.7 68,2 2
Simple nssoult 100.0 0.6 34.3 7.3 1434 13.0 63.8 1.3

~NOTE: Dotail may not ndd to total shown because of rounding.
Estimate, based on zero or on obout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelicble.
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Table 40. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of sing'e-offender
victimizations, by type of crime and perceived race of offender, 1976

Perceived race of offender
Not known and

Type of crime Total White Black Other not available
Crimes of violence , loo.o 66.3 29.1 3.0 1.7
Rape 100.0 54.4 44.7 10.0 11.0
Robbery 100.0 45.4 449.0 2.9 2.7
Robbery with injury 100.0 51.0 2.3 31.9 4.7
Robbery withk-::t injury 100.0 43.2 51.5 3.3 2.0
Assault 100.0 70.2 25.1 3.1, 1.5
Agpravated assault 100.0 66.0 28.0 4.2 1.7
Simple assault 100.0 72.6 23.8 2.6 1.4

o
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
AEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

b
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Table 41. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of single-offender victimizatibns,
by type of crime, age of victims, and perceived age of offender, 1976

Bercoived wpe of offendet

12220 1 and
Type of orime and age of vietims Total Under 12 Totnl T2~14 1517 13-20 ever Not krown and not availabie
Crimes of violences
1u-19 lao.o 0.9 62.3 17.0 26,7 18.6 35.1 1.7
20-34 100.0 20.1 18.2 Lo 6.6 10.2 7.3 1.4
3549 100.0 20,9 16.8 314 6.1 9.0 80.3 2).9
S0-~64 100.0 21,1 24.7 2.3 4.8 18.6 7341 2.2
85 and aver 100.0 al.a 4.1 25,7 7.6 10.8 69,5 P51
Robbory .
1219 100.,0 29,8 66,1 81,1 26,8 18.8 u8.2 2,8
2034 100.0 20,8 489 a3.0 3.9 18,5 TH.3 2,6
3649 100.0 20.0 28.6 2,7 210.9 1640 63,7 B7.R
$0=64 1oa,0 30,0 43,0 2.3 216 .4 4.3 52,1 31,9
65 and over 100.0 23,4 31.7 3.0 LRI 0.2 54,4 2ip.0
Assault
12-19 100.0 B3, 4 63.4 17,1 27.7 18.4 34.5 1.8
20-34 160.0 20,1 17.7 .2 6.7 9.9 30.0 2.1
35-49 106,05 .0 13.8 2.0 5.1 T8 34,5 20,7
§0-64 100.9 2].4 10.1 2.3 6.4 0.3 79.8 .0
65 and over 100.0 %,0 20.0 3.9 2.0 .2 76.0 24,0

NOTE: Detnil may net add tu total shown hecuause of roumding.
Y tncludes data on rape, not shown separately.
3Lstimate , bazed on zere or on wbout 10 o Fewer sample cases, is statistically unroliable.
Table 42, Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of single-offender
victimizations, by type of crime, race of victims, and pévceived race
of offender, 1976

Peroeived race of offender
Not lnewn and

Type of crime and prece of victims Total White Black Other not. available
Crimes of vislence
white 1000 76.3 13.3 3.2 1.7
Bluck 100,0 9.7 37.9 . 3.3
: Rape '
white 100,0 71.2 27.8 3.0 3.z
Black 100,0 0.0 106.0 .0 3.0
Robbery
white 100,90 85.6 38,89 3.4 3,1
Black 100.0 39,2 34.3 o B} 15,1
Robbery with injury
whits 100,0 84,5 30,7 33,6 32,3
Bluck 100.0 0 B4.8 30,0 35,2
Robbery without injury
while 100.0 52.1 42,0 3.8 31
Black 100.0 2.3 84.2 3.9 M7
Assaule
- White 100.0 79.5 15.6 3.3 1.7
‘ Black 1060 10.5 88.0 3a %0.4
| Aggravated assault -
| tinite ino.o 79.8 13.a 4.5 2.0
Black 100.0 2.1 9.6 M,6 30,7
‘ Simpie aasnult
| vhite 100.0 .3 16.5 2,6 1.6
| Black 100.0 15.1 84.4 Y7 .0

NOTE: Detnil may not ndd to total shown betause of rounding.
Ystimate, based on zern or on about 10 or fewer somple cases, is statistically unveliable.
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Table 713. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of multiple-offender

victimizations, by type of crime, sex of victims, and perceived sex

of offenders, 1976

Perceived sex of offenders

Type of crime and All Al Male and Not known and
sox of vietims Fotal male Persnle female nut available
Crimes of' violence
Both sexes 100.0 79.5 7.8 1.8 1.1
Mule 100.0 88.) 1.1 9.6 1.2
Female 100.0 69.2 23,1 16.9 in.8
fape |
Bolh sexes 100.0 85.3 30.0 3.7 30.0
Male 100.0 100.0 0.0 30,0 2.0
Female 100,0 94.3 30,0 35,7 10,0
Robbery
Both soxes lo0.0 #8.8 4.8 6.1 30.8
Male 100.0 93,0 1.1 5.4 20.6
Femnle 100.0 76.0 .7 8.5 0.9
Robbery with injury " '
Both sexes 100.0 89.1 6.2 4,1 20.6
Male 100.0 3.4 1.7 141 1p0.8
Femnle 100,0 78.3 17.7 24.1 10.0
Robbery without injury
floth sexes 1o6.0 88.6 3.5 7.3 3o.7
Male 100.0 92.9 0.4 6,0 0.4
Female 100.0 7,3 12.5 11,6 1.8
Assault
Both sexes 100.0 74.8 9.3 14.6 1.3
Male 104,0 85.5 31,1 1.8 1.6
Foemule 100,0 51.0 27.4 20.7 30,9
Approvaled assault
Both sexeu 100.0 82.5 A2 12,8 1.0
Mule 100.0 #48.3 20.0 10.7 3.0
Female 100.0 65.9 16,3 16.9 20.9
Simple assault
Bolh sexes 100.0 G8.9 13.2 16.4 1.5
Male 100.0 83,1 12,1 12,9 1.9
Femule 100.0 42,7 33.6 22,8 0.8

NOTE:  Delail may not add to totnd shown because of rounding.
Aistimate, hared vn zero or on about 10 or fewcr sanple carew, is statistically wnreliable.

Table 44, Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of multirle-offender victimizations,
by type of crime and perceived age of offenders, 1976

Papceived coe of offenders

Type of crime Tatal AL under L ATT 12-20 ALL 21 and over Mixed nges Not, known and not availzble
Crimes of violence 1000 g 45.8 27.8 22.3 3.9
Rape 100.0 L0 219.¢ 68.0 12,0 . 3.0
Robbery 00,0 3.2 43,9 29,2 21.9 4.8
Robhery with injury 100.0 .6 457 21.1 27.1 5.8
Robbery without injury 100.0 0.0 42.8 33,9 18.9 4.4
Assault 100.0 0.7 47.0 25.9 22.8 3.6
Appravated assault 100.0 RS 48,8 30.7 25.8 4.1
Simple assault 100.0 1.9 63,1 22.3 20.4 ne

NOTE: Detnil may not ndd 1o total shown beeauves of rounding.
lstimate, based on tero or on ubout 10 op fewer sumple cuses, is Riatistically unreliable,
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Table 45. Personal crimes of vinience: Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimizations,
by type of crime and perceived race of offenders, 1976

Perceived race of offenders

Type of crime Total All white All black All dther Mixed -aces Not known and not available
Crines of violence 100.0 54.4 33.7 4.4 5.3 1.6
Rape 100.0 62.8- 123.7 0.0 313.5 10.0
Robbery 100.0 28.9 66.7 3.5 7.9 2.9
Robbery with injury 100.0 38.0 . 49.2 312.3 6.1 24.4
Robbery without injury 100.0 23.8 61.0 4.3 9.0 *2.0
Assault 100.0 66.5 22.8 1.9 4.7 1.1
Aggravated assault 100.0 66.8 23.3 5.6 3.1 30.9
100.0 66.4 22.3 4.2 5.9 il.2

Simple assault

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown bevause of rounding.
Agstimate, based on zero or on about 10 ar fewer sample tases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 46. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimizations,

by type of crime, age of victims, and perceived age of offenders, 1976

Perceived age of offenders

Type of crime and age of victims Total All under 12 All 12-20 All 21 and over Mixed ages Not known and not available
Crimes of vislence?
12-19 100.0 30,5 66.3 11.6 ©18.% - 3.0
2034 100.0 . 20,4 26.6 40.2 29.1 3.7
35-49 100.0 3.1 35.8 36.1 21.2 5.8
50-64 100.0 ¥ 39.8 37.5 16.8 34.9
65 and over 100.0 20,0 46.4 29.8 214.9 9.0
Robbery
12-19 100.0 20,0 69.2 8.4 20.3 2.1
20-34 100.0 20,0 31.7 38.5 27.0 A2.9
35-49 100.0 2,3 33.2 38.3 19.2 23.0
50-64 100.0 20.0 37.6 37.9 15.8 23,7
65 and over 100.0 0.0 28.5 7.0 224.0 %10.5
Assault
12-19 100.0 20.6 66.0 12.3 17.3 3.3
20~34 100.0 2.6 24.8 39.6 30.9 4.1
35-49 100.0 21.0 37.7 34.4 22.7 2,2
50-64 100.0 22.5 43.3 35.9 18.3 29.0
65 and over 100.0 30.0 74.5 218.7 20.0 2.8

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

1Includes data on rape, not shown separately.

3Estimate, based on zero ar on about 10 sp fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 47. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimizations,
by type of crime, race of victims, and perceived race of offenders, 1976

Perceived race of off~gdnrs

Type of erime and race of vietlims Total MY white A1l Dlnachk A1Y other Mixed races Nol knows and not available
trimes of vinlencel

white 100.0 1.8 25,8 4.7 6.1 1.6
Black 100.0 18.1 75,6 29.4 3.8 Ban

Robbery
White 100,0 36,3 47,8 1.4 9.0 2.8
Black 100,0 7.4 85,1 20.0 24.2 23.3

Assault o o PP .

[T 1 F PR R ) 100.0 72,1 17,0 5.0 4.9 1o

Black 100, 0 28.7 67.3 2a.0 LN *0.0

NOTE: Detail may not add te total shown because of puunwcg,ng.
2 includes data on rope, hot shown separately.
® Ratimate, based on zero or on ehout 10 or fewer sample coases, is statisticully unrelioble.

Table 48. Personal crimes: Number of incidents and victimizations
and ratio of incidents to victimizations, by type cf crime, 1976

o
Type of crime Incidents Victimizations Ratio
Crimes of viclence 4,671,000 5,599,000 1:1.20
Rape 136,000 145,000 1:1.07
Completed rape 39,000 34,000 141,00
Mtempted rape 47,000 106,000 1:1.10
Robbery 941,000 1,111,000 1:1.18
Robbary with injury 312,000 361,000 1:1.18
From serious assault 144,000 176,000 1:11.22

From minor assault 168,000 185,000 1:1.10
Robbery without injury 629,000 75Q,000 1:1.19
Assault 3,594,000 ’ 4,344,000 1:1.21
Agpravated assault 1,313,000 1,695,000 1:1.29
With injury 490,000 584,000 1:1.20
Attempted assault with weapon 823,000 1,107,000 1:1.34
Simple assault 2,281,000 2,648,000 l:lye
with injury 599,000 692,000 1:1.18
Attempted assault without weapon 1,682,000 1,957,000 1:1.16
Crimes of theft 15,777,000 16,519,000 1:1.05
Personal larcecny with cwo.lbact 483,000 497,000 1:1.07
Purse snatching 145,000 148,000 1:1.02
Completed purse spatching 91,000 92,000 i:11.01
_dttempted purse snatching 54,000 56,000 1:1.03
Pocket picking ’ 318,000 350,000 1:1.10
Personal lareeny without contact 15,314,000 16,022,000 1:1.05

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
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Table 49. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of incidents,

by victim-offender relationship, type ot crime,
and number of victims, 1276

Relationship and type of crime Total One Two Three Four or more
All ineidents
Crimes of violence 100.0 87.5 9.2 2.0 1.3
Rope 100.0 96.4 12.3 .2 10.0
Robbery 100.0 9l.9 6.0 1.3 10.8
Robbery with injury 100.0 93.7 4.7 1.1 30.5
Robbery without injury 100.0 gl.0 6.7 3.4 1.0
Assault 100.0 86.1 10.3 2.2 1.8
Apgravated assault 100.0 81.4 13.4 2.9 2.3
Simple assault 100.0 88.8 8.5 1.7 1.0
Involving strangers
Crimes of violence 100.¢ 86,2 10.1 2.2 1.5
Rape 100.0 95.4 32.8 1.8 19.0
Robbery 100.0" 82,0 6.1 1.2 0.7
Robbery with injury Ie@a 93.9 4.5 1.0 10.8
Robbery without injury 100.0 91.0 6.9 1.3 19.38
Assault 100.0 83.7 11,9 2.6 1.8
Aggravated assault 100.0 78.7 l4.6 3.9 2.9
Simple assault 100.0 86.8 lo.2 1.8 1.2
Involving nonstrangers
Crimes of violence 100.0 89.7 7.7 1.6 1.0
Rape 100.0 98.5 3.5 20,0 39,0
Robbery 100.0 91.58 5.7 1.6 1.1
Robbery with injury 100.0 93.2 35.4 1.2 0.2
Robbery without injury 100.0 90,5 35,9 1.9 3.7
Assault 100.0 89.3 8.1 1.6 1.9
Aggravated assault 100.0 85.4 11.8 31.4 1.4
simple ascault 100.0 91.4 6.2 1.7 9.7

NOTE: Détail muy not add Lo total shown because of rounding.
*pstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 50. Personal crimes of viclence: Number and percent distribution of incidents, by type-

of crime and victim-offender relationship, 1976

All incidentn Involving nirangers

Involving nonstranpers

Type of cvime Numher Bereent Rumbor Pereent Number Percent
Crimes of violence 4,671,000 109.0 2,833,000 62.8 1,739,000 3r.2
Rape 136,000 100,49 92,000 0747 44,000 32.3
Robbery 541,000 100.0 768,000 31,3 176,000 18.7
Itobbhery with ingury 312,000 100.0 248,000 78,4 68,000 ul.8
From serious asgsault 144,000 100,0 11,000 1.8 32,000 2.8
Yrom minor assault 108,000 1000 134,000 79,1 35,000 un.g
Rubbery without injury &29,000 100.0 421,000 82,8 108,000 17,2
Assault 3,894,000 100.0 2,078,000 67,7 1,819,000 42,3
appravated asenult 1,313,000 100.0 768,000 60,0 425,000 40,0
with injury 480,000 100.0 288,000 54,2 224,000 48,3
Attempted assault with weopon 823,000 100.0 524,000 €3, 301,000 3.6
Simple aseawlt &,281,000 100.0 1,287,000 564 984,000 43.6
With injury 599,000 100.0 271,000 45,3 328,000 4.7
Attempted assault without weapon 1,682,000 100,0 1,016,000 60,4 636,000 39.6

NUTE: Detai! mny pot odd to totul shown beenuse of rounding.

Table 51. Personal, household, and commercial crimes: Percent distribution of incidents,

by type of crime and tl.ne of occurrence, 1976

Daytime Nighttime Not known and
Typs: of erine Total % D=6 pome Tolal 6 pore-midnipht Midnipht=6 a.m. Nat koown not available
L

All personal crimes 100.0 A7.7 44.1 26.6 118 8.9 8.2
Crimes of viclence 100.0 46.1 53.2 40,8 12,3 10,1 0.7
Rape 100.0 26.7 73.3 43.3 30.0 30,0 30.0
Rohbexy 100.0 46.0 £2.5 41,2 12,2 30.2 30.6
Rebbery with injury 100.0 38.1 8l.4 a4,y 16.6 10.0 1.5
From serious assault 100.0 33.0 66.0 47.3 18.9 30.0 1.0
From minor assault 100.0 42.5 57.5 43.1 1a.4 20,9 30.0
Robbery without injury 100.0 49.9 49,5 39,3 10.0 19,2 0.6
Assauli 100.0 46.9 52.3 40.6 11.6 30,1 0.8
Agpravated ausault 100.0 42.7 56.6 42.0 14.6 30.1 30.6
With injusy 100.0 36.3 63.5 A3.9 19.5 10,1 30.2
Attemptod assault with weapon 100.0 46.5 62.5 0.8 1t.7 10,0 10.9
Simple assault 100.0 49.3 49.8 39.7 9.9 9.2 0.8
With injury 100.0 44.1 55,2 41.4 13.4 30,3 30.7
Altempted assaull without wenpon 1v0.0 51.2 47.9 38.1 8.6 0.2 0.9
Crimes of theft 100.0 48.2 4l.8 22.4 11.4 7.6 10.4
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 61.5 36.9 30.2 6.4 30.3 3.7
Purse snalching las.0 59.4 38.8 36.4 33.4 0.0 0.8
pocket picking 100.0 62.4 35.5 27.4 7.7 0.4 32.1
pPersonnl larceny without contnct 100.0 47.8 41.6 22,2 11.6 7.9 10.6
M1 househuld crines 100.0 27.% 62,5 18.6 19.5 13.3 20.0
Burglary 100.0 35.3 a1.8 19.7 12.8 9.3 22.9
Foreible entry 100.0 38.0 44,4 22.8 11.58 10.3 17.5
Unlawful entry withoul force 100.0 37.3 35.3 16.8 10.4 8.7 26.9
Atteopted forcible entry 100.0 27.7 48,9 20.7 19.1 9.0 23.4
Household larceny 100.0 22.8 57.9 13.3 22.8 16.8 19.5
Less than $50 100.0 23.7 64.3 17.5 18,7 18.0 22.0
$50 or morc 100.0 22.7 60.9 18.9 27.2 14.8 16.4
Amount not available 100.0 26.0 46.0 11,2 15.6 18.2 29.0
Attempted larceny 100.0 11.8 8l.9 25.1 4l.9 14.8 6.6
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 22,7 69.0 29.2 31.4 B.4 3.3
Completed theft loa.0 24.1 66.7 29.1 28,1 3.5 9.2
Attempted theft 100.0. 20.4 72.8 29,3 35.0 8.4 6.8
All commercial crimes 100.0 12.0 80.1 1z.2 25.6 4l.2 7.9
Burglary 100.0 5.9 85.0 8.9 28.1 48.0 9.0
Robbery 100.0 46.4 52.0 37.7 1l.2 3 3.6

‘ NOTE: Betail may not add to total shown becsusc of rounding.

w} Estimate, based on zero or on nbout 10 or fewer sample cnses, .is statistically unrelisble.
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Percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime
and offender and time of occurrence, 1976

Table 52. Personal robbery and assault by armed or unarmed offenders:

Not known and

Daytime Nighttime

Type of crime and offender Tatal 6 a.m.~6 p.m. Total 6 p.m.~midnight Midnight-6 a.m. Not known not available
Robbery .

By armed offenders 100.0 37.1 62.0 46.4 15.2 1.3 1.0

By unarmed offenders 100.0 53.1 46.7 36.9 9.7 0.0 1.2
Assault

By armed offenders 100.0 43.5 55.8 41.9 13.9 1.1 0.7

By unarmed offenders 100.0 48.7 50.5 39.9 10.4 3.2 0.8

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

Mstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 53. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of incidents, by victim-offender
relationship, type of crime, and time of occurrence, 1976

Daytime Nighttime Not known and
Relationship and type of crime Total 6 a.m.~6 p.m. Total 6 p.m.~midnight Midnight~6 a.m. Not known not available
Involving strangers
Crimes of violence 100.0 43.1 56.2 42.7 13.5 (22) 0.7
Rape 100.0 26.8 73.2 44.8 28.5 10.0 10.0
Robbery 100.0 43.5 56.2 43.8 12.2 ‘30,2 30.3
Assault 100.0 43.7 55.5 42.2 13.3 30.0 0.9
Involving nonstrangers
Crimes of violence 100.0 51.3 48.0 37.5 10.2 10.3 0.7
Rape 100.0 26.4 73.6 40.2 33.4 10.0 3.0
Robbery 100.0 56.7 41.7 29.5 12.2 10.0 31,5
Assault 100.0 51,3 48.0 38.4 9.5 10.3 10,8

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
Z Represents less than 0.5 percent.

MEstimate, based ‘on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 54. Selected personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of incidents,
by type of crime and place of occurrence, 1976

Inside non- On street or in park, Elsewhere
residential playground, school- and not

Type of crime Total Inside own home Near own honme building Inside school pround and parking lot availablso
Crimes of vicolence 100.0 11.9 10.5 14.8 6.4 45,5 10.9
Rape 100.0 27.1 12.3 35,2 3.2 33.6 17.5
Robbery 100.0 10.7 9.0 7.3 4.4 61.9 6.6
Robbery with injury 100.0 11.2 10.9 4.5 1.8 65.1 6.6
Robbery without injury 100.0 10.5 8.1 8.7 5.8 60.4 6.7
Assaull 100.0 11.6 10.8 17.1 7.1 41.7 11.8
Aggravated assault 100.90 12.2 11,5 14.3 4.8 43.9 13.4
N Simple assault 100.0 1.2 10.3 18.7 8.4 40.4 10.9
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 3.2 4.4 39.8 6.3 38.1 8.2
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 1.1 32.6 0.8 30.0 62.7 2.9
Completed the:t 100.0 1.3 29.9 30,7 10.0 64.9 3.2
Attempted theft 100.0 10.8 36.8 i.0 10.0 58.0 2.5

NOTE: Detai) may not add to Lotal shown because of rounding.
lgstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 55. Personal robbery and assauit by armed or unarmed offenders: Percent distribution
of incidents, by type of crime and offender and place of occurrence, 1976

Inside non- on street or in park, Elsewhere
' residential playground, school- and not
Type of crime and offender Total Ingide own home Near own home building Inside school ground and parking lot available
Robbery
By armed offonders 100.0 10.9 9.8 4.7 0.9 66.8 7.2
By unarmed offenders 100.0 10.6 8.6 9.3 7.3 58.1 6.2
Assaull
By armed offenders 100.0 11.5 12.0 13.9 4.6 44,7 13.3
By unarmed offenders 100.0 11.7 10.1 18.8 8.4 40.0 11.0

NOTE: Detail may not add te total shown beeause of rounding.
3 pgtimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 56. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of incidents, by victim-offender
reiationship, type of crime, and place of occurrence, 1976

Inside . . 1= on street or in park, Elsewhere
residential playground, school- and not
Relationship and type of ¢rime Total Inside own home Near own home building Inside school ground and parking lot available
Involving strangers
Crimes of violence 100.0 5.8 9.7 15.5 4.5 54.9 9.6
Rape 100.0 16,7 14.9 ig.2 13.2 44.2 11,9
Robbery 100.0 6.6 9.3 8.0 2.6 68.7 4.7
Assault 100.0 5.1 9.6 18.5 5.3 50.2 11.3
Involving nonstrangers
Crimes of violence 100.0 22.0 11.8 13.7 9.6 29.7 13.2
Rape 100.0 49.0 16,9 30.0 33.3 *11.6 29.2
Robbery 100.0 28.6 7.8 4.0 12.2 32.4 14.9
Assault 100.0 20.5 12.3° 18.2 9.4 30.0 12.5

NOTE: Deteil may not add to total shown because of rounding.
lEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, in statistically unreliable.
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Table 57. Larcenies not involving victim-offender contact:
Percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime
and place of occurrence, 1976

Type of crime and place of occurrence Percent within type Percent of toial
Total ‘e 100.0
Household larceny 100.0 37.4
Inside own home 12.1 4.5
Near own home 87.9 32.9
personal larceny without contact 100.0 62.6
Ingide nonresidential building 15.5 9.7
Ingide school 19.9 12.5

on street or in park, playground,

schoolpground, and parking lot 52.5 32.9
Elsewhere and not available 12,1 7.6

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
v+« Represents not applicable.
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Table 58. Larceniés not involving victim-offender contact: Percent distribution

of incidents, by type of crime, place of occurrence,
and value of theft loss, 1976

Type of crime and Anount not Attempted
place of oceurrence Less than $50 $50 or more available larceny
Tatal 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0
Household Larceny 37.8 37.2 40,2 34.5
Ingide own home 4.1 5.7 6.9 2.8
Near own home 33.7 31,5 34.3 31.7
Personal larceny without
contact 62.2 62.8 59.8 65.5
Inside nonresidential
building 10.3 9.7 9.1 5.1
Inside school 18.4 2.8 9.8 5.0

on street o~ in park,
playground, and parking
lot 2r.0 39.8 32.

Elsewliere and not available 6.5 10,8, 8.

NOTE: Detnil may not add to total shown beecuuse of rounding.

Tabie 59. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of incidents, by victim-offender relationship,
type of crime, and number of offenders, 1976 *

Not known and

Relationship and type of crime Total One Two Three Four or more not available
All incidents
Crimes of violence 100.0 66,8 13.4 8.1 8.5 3,2
. Rape 100,0 84.3 10.8 1.8 1.3 0.9
Robbery 100.¢ 46,7 25.0 14.8 10.3 3.4
Robbery with injury 100.0 38,2 29.4 13.¢ 4.0 4.8
Robbery without injury 100.0 50.9 22,9 15.1 8.4 2,7
Assault . 100.0 7t.4 10.5 6.6 8.3 3.2
Aggravated assault 100.0 66.6 11,2 7.7 8.9 5.6
Simplc assault 100.0 r4.2 10.1 5.9 7.8 1.9
Involving strangers
Crimes of vialence 100.0 57.3 17.1 9.9 10.8 5.0
Rape 100.0 77.9 14.8 Y. 3.9 11.3
Robbery 100.0 40.9 28.6 15.3 ii.2 3.9
Robbery with injury 100.0 29.3 34,9 14.9 16.3 5.6
Robbery without injury 100.0 46.4 25.6 15.5 9.3 3.1
Assault 100.0 62,4 12.9 8.1 11.0 6.5
Agpravated assault 100.0 64.8 13.9 10.1 12,1 9.2
Simple eisault 100.0 67,1 12.3 6.9 10.4 3.3
Involving ronstrangers
Crimes of violence 100.0 82.9 7.3 5.0 4.6 %0.2
Rape 100.0 97,6 12,4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Robbery 100.0 71.6 9.6 11,3 6.1 1.4
Robbery with injury 100.0 70.4 39,3 .0 19,2 32,0
fobbory without injury 100,0 72.4 9.8 12,7 4.1 3.0
Assault 100.0 83.7 7.2 4,5 4.5 30.1
Aggravated assault 100.0 84.4 7.1 @ 4,0 4.2 30.3
simple assauit 100.0 83.4 7.3 4,7 4.7 0.0

NOTE: Detail may wot add to total shown because of rounding.
3stimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sumple cases, is statistically unreliable.




Table 60. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of incidents in which
offenders used weapons, by type of crime and

victim-offender relationship, 1976

Type of" crime A incidents Involving strangers Involving nonstrangers
Crimee of violence 36.2 38.9¢ 31.5
Rape 26.7 30.8 218.9
Robbery 44.5 48.0 49.3
Robbery with injury 37.7 39,8 30.0
Robbery without injury 47.8 51.8 28.8
Assault? 34.4 36.0 3z.2
Aggravated assault 94.0 94t 93.1

AIncludes data vn simple assault, which by definition does not involve the use of a weapon,
3Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistieally unrelinble.

ey o

Table 61. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of types of weapons

used in incidents by armed offenders, by victim-offender

relationship, type of crime, and type of weapon, 1976

Type unknown

Relationship and type of crime Total Firearm Knife Other
A1l incidents
Crimes of violence 100.0 30.1 28.0 35.8
Rape 100.0 323.1 51.8 318.%
Robbery 100.0 31.6 37.5 25.7
lobbery with injury 100.0 14.8 26.0 48.6
Robbery without injury 100.0 38.3 42,2 16.4
Apgravated assault 100.0 29.8 23.9 39.8
with injury 100.0 2.7 22.0 60.0
. Mtempted assault with weapon 100.0 39.4 24.9 29.7
Involving strangers
Crimes of violence 100.0 31.7 27.8 34.5
Rape 100.0 %16.5 50,5 224.4
Robbery 100.0 31,5 38,7 24.6
Aggravated assault 100.0 32.5 21,3 40.0
Involving nonstrangers
Crimes of* violence 100.0 26,7 28.4 38.4
Rape 100.0 244.0 356.0 30.0
Robbery 100.0 33,4 28.8 34.3
Apgravated assault 100.0 26,7 27.9 39.6
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NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding,
*rstimate, based on zers or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unpreliable.
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Table 62. Personal robbery and aggravated assault: Percent of incidents
in which offenders used weapons and victims sustained injury,
by type of weapon and type of crime, 1976

Type of weapon Robbery Aggravated assault
Firearm 10.9 10.3
Knife 18.0 30.0
Other 56.2 §1.5
Type tnknown 58.7 38.2

NOTE: Excludes incidents in which weapons of more than ona type were used. Because the survey does not determine the
actual cause of injury, these data should not be construed to represent the percentage of inecidents in which
victims were harmed by the weapons listed.

Table 63. Commercial robbery: Percent of incidents in which offenders
used weapons, by type of crime and type of weapon, 1976

Type of crime All types Firearm Knife Other

Robbery 65.2 52.4 7.2 5.7
Campleted robbery 73.8 62.6 6.8 4.4
Attempted robbery 40.8 22.9 8.4 9.5

NOTE: The data are based solely on weapons of types recognized by persons on the scene at the lime of the
incident. For each robbery in which more than one weapon was used, the identity of only the most
lethal kind of weapon was recorded. Thus, the sum of the percentages for the three categories of
weapons equals the proportion of incidents in which weapons of recognized types were used. Detail
may not add to total shown because of rounding.
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Table 64. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations
in which victims took self-protective measures, by type
of crime and victim-offender relationship, 1976

All Involving Involving

Type of crime victimizations strangers nonstranpers
Crimes of vielence 66,7 67.1 65.9
Rape 83.6 85.4 79.6
Rubbery 56.0 53.4 67.7
Robbery with injury 61.5 58.2 74.2
From serious assaull 59,9 55.2 77.6
From minor assault 63.0 60.9 70.8
Robbery without injury 53.4 51.2 63.9
Assault 68.8 71.2 65.3
Apgravated assault 711 73.0 67.9
With injury 67.1 70.8 62.1
Attempted assault with weapon 73.2 74.0 71.6
Simple assault 67.4 69.9 63.9
with injury 69,2 69.5 69.0
Attempted assault withoul weapon 66,7 70.0 61.4

Table 65. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations in which victims
took self-protective measures, by characteristics of victims, 1976

Robbery ) Assault
Crimes of : With Without
Charavteristic violence Rape Total injury injury Total Apgravated Simple
Sex
Male 65.8 92.2 686.1 58.4 55.2 68.3 70.7 65.5
Female 68.1 82,6 §5.8 6.0 48.8 69.7 72.0 63,6
Racve
white 67.5 87.9 59.4 64.6 §56.8 68.8 71,3 67.3
Black 62.1 70.0 45.4 48.5 44.1 69.5 0.1 68.7
Age .
12-19 65.8 76.1 59.7 B4, 2 538.0 66.7 68.5 65.5
20-34 70.6 87.0 61.7 71.4 87,3 71,7 74.3 70.0
3549 63.4 1100.0 61.3 57.5 47.9 67.5 * 67.0 67.7
50-64 8.8 *100.0 47.5 64.3 42.7 64.9 70.7 60.1
65 and over 52,3 1100.0 37.9 34.4 40.1 63.6 67.3 61.6

}istimate, based on about 10 or fewer sumple cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 66. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of self-protective measures

employed by victims, by type of measure and type of crime, 1976

Robbery Assault
Crimes of With Without
Self-protective measure violence Rape Total injury injury Total Appravated Simple
Tatal 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.Q 100.0 100.0 100.0

Used or brandished

fircarm or knife 2.1 0.0 1.9 12.3 1.7 2.3 3.8 1.3
Used physical foree or

other weapon 29.3 22.7 34.4 40.1 30.8 28.5 26.7 28.7
Tried to get help or

frighten offender 13.3 28.4 17.6 20,8 15.4 11.6 11.2 11.8
Threatened or reasoned

with offender 18.1 22.2 14.3 11.1 16.3 18.7 16,5 20.3
Nonviolent resistance,

ineluding evasion 26.2 20.0 21.4 i7.9 23.6 27.7 30.2 25.9
Other 11.0 6.7 10.5 7.8 12,2 11.3 11.6 11.1

3Mstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

a L] - - w w
Table 67. Personal crimes of violence: Fercent distribution of seif-protective measures
employed by victims, by selected characteristics of victims, 1976
Sex Race
self-protectiy ¢ measure Both scxes Male Female White Black
Tatal 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Used or brandished firearm or knife 2.1 2.8 1.1 2.0 3.3
Used physical force or other weapon 29.3 35.3 20.4 29,5 29.5
Tried to get help or friphten offender 13.3 8.2 20.8 12.8 16.1
Threatened or reasoned with offender 18.1 18.6 17.4 18.7 14.0
Nonviolent resistance, including evasion 26.2 24.3 29.1 25.9 27.5,
Other 11.0 10.8 11.3 11,2 9.6

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
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Table 68. Personal robbery and assault: Percent of victimizations
in which victims sustained physical injury, by selected
characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1976

Characteristic Robbery and assault Robbery Assault
sex
Both sexes 30.1 32,8 29.5
Male - 29,2 28.7 28.3
Female 31.6 10,3 29,6
Age
12-16 29.6 20.8 31.8
16-19 36,1 34.4 36,2
20-24 I2.8 27.4 33.8
26-34 26,8 34.2 25,4
36-49 26.3 35.2 23.2
50-64 7.9 42.1 19,5
65 and over 29.4 37.9 N 22.4
Race
White 30.0 334 29.3
Black 30.6 - 29.3 31.3
Victim—offender relutionship
Involving strangers 27.0 31,5 26,4
Involving nonstrangers 36.8 37.1 35.6
Annual family income ,
Less Lhan $3,000 38.6 37.9 38.9
$3,000~87,499 . 34.4 36.6 33.7
$7,500-59, 999 28,8 32,1 27.6
$10,000-514,999 27.8 28.3 27.6
$15,000-524,999 26.8 33.2 26.5
26,000 or more 28,8 19.9 26,7
Not available 26.7 27.8 26,3

Table €9. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations
in which victims incurred medical expenses, by selected
. characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1976

Characteristic Crimes of violence? Robbery Assault
Race
All races* §.0 7. 5.3
White 6.0 8.2 5.4
Black 5.6 6. 4.7

Vicetim-offender relationship
Involving stranpers
Involving nonstrangers

<o our
-1 o

7.8
7.9

oo
o oo

NOTE: Data includes only those victimizations in which victims knew with ceptainty that medical expenses were
incurred and also knew, or were able to estimate, the amount of such expenses.
1Inc1udes data on "other" races, not shown scparately,
Includes data on rape, not shown separately.
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Table 70. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of victimizations
in which victims incurred medical expenses, by selected characteristics

of victims, type of crime, and amount of expenses, 1976

Characterigtic and type of erime Total Less than $50 $50~$249 $250 or mope
RRace
All pacest .

Crimes of violence® 100.0 30.0 42.8 27.2
Robbery 100.0 7.3 44.5 M.
Assault 100.0 31.5 42,3 26.2

White

Crimes of violenee® 100.0 32.4 40.9 26.7
Robhery 100,0 31.0 11.0 28.0
Assault 100.0 34.0 10,2 25.9

Black

Crimes of violonce® 100.0 11,9 58.0 30.1
Robbery 100.0 16.8 61.9 131.3
Assault 100.0 110.0 63.7 l26.2

Vietim-offender relationship
Involvinp strangers

trimes of violened 100.0 27.2 44,6 28.2
Robhery 106.0 26.9 46.8 27.3
Assault 100.0 27.6 14.3 28.0

Involving nonstrangers

Crimes of violened® 100.0 34.1 10,2 25.7
Robbery 100.0 29,1 d38.5 332.4
Assault 100.0 36,6 40,3 24.3

NOTE: Data include only those victimizations in which vietims knew with certainty that medical expenses were
betail may not add to

incurred and alse knew, or were able to estimate, the amount of such expenses.
total shown because of rounding,
Y Includes data on "other" races, not shown separately.
2Estimate, based an about 10 or fewer sample cases, is

sintistically unreliable.
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Table 71. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations in which
injured victims had health insurance coverage or were eligible
for public medical services, by selected characteristics
of victims, 1976

tharacteristic Percent covered
Itace
Al paces? 69,8
White 67.7
Black T
Annual fomily income
Less than 83,000 6,4
S3,000-57 , 4499 5.3
S7,500-59, 004 b,
S10,000=514, 999 A3,
§15,000 or motre 81,3

Tmmelndes data on "other paces, not shown separately.
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Table 72. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations in which
victims received hospital care, by selected characteristics of victi. =«

and type of crime, 1976
Characteristic ¢rimes of violence Robbery Assoult
Sex
Botlh sexes 7.9 . 10.6 6.9
. Male 8.4 10.3 7.9
Female 7.0 11.0 5.2
Age
12-19 6,2 6.3 5.8
20-34 8.0 9.2 7.4
35~40 9.9 13.2 8.7
§50~64 10.6 16,1 7.5
65 and over 10.0 18.9 22.8
Race
White 7.3 9.9 6.6
Black 11.1 13.5 9.0
Victim-olfender relationship
Involving strafigers 7.0 10.7 5.7
Involving nonstrangers 9,1 9.7 8.7

Arncludes data on rape, hot shown separately.
2psiimate, based on about 10 or lewer sample cases, is statistically unrveliable.




Table 73. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of victimizations in which
victims received hospital care, by selected characteristics of victims, type
of crime, and type of hospital care, 1976

Inpatient care

1-3 4 days Not
Characteristic and type of crime Total Emergency room care Total days or more available
Sex
Both sexes
Crimes of violencel 100.0 77.3 22.7 5.9 15.6 #1.2
Robbery 100.0 79.8 20.2 %6.9 12.2 211
Assault 100.0 76.3 23.7 5.1 17.3 21.3
| Male
Crimes of violence?® 100.0 75.3 24.7 7.1 15.8 2.8
Rabbery 100.0 77.6 22.4 210.4 210.3 21,7
| Assault 100.0 74.6 25.4 5.9 17.8 28
| Female
Crimes of violencel 100.0 81.4 18.6 23.5 15.0 25,0
‘ Robbery 100.0 84.0 216.0 0.0 216.0 26.0
Assault 100.0 81.0 19.0 23,2 15.8 3.0
’ Race
| White
Crimes of violence® 100.0 79,4 20.6 6.3 12.8 3,5
Robbery 100.0 79.4 20.6 38.1 210.9 2.6
Assault 100.0 80.3 19.7 5.1 13.1 3.6
Black
Crimes of violence?® 100.0 70.3 29.7 24.6 25.0 ®.0
Robbery 100.0 80.7 f19.3 241 215.2 0.0
Assault 100.0 57.3 42.7 25.9 36.8 %.0
Victim-offender relationship
Involving strangers
Crimes of violence? 100.0 79.2 20.8 7.6 12.6 .5
Robbery 100.0 78.4 21.6 3.3 11.9 2.4
Assault 100.0 80.3 : 19.7 26,2 %13.5 %.,0
Involving nonstrangers 2
Crimes of violence® 100.0 74.7 25.3 23.4 19.7 2.1
Robbery 100.0 86.4 213.6 20,0 13.6 %.0
4.1 » 20.9 3.5

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
rncludes data on rape, not shown separately.
3Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

L9

Assault 100.0 72.6 27.5
|
|
|
|
|
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Table 74. Persenal, household, and commercial crimes: Percent of victimizations resulting
‘in economic loss, by type of crime and type of loss, 1976

All economic TheTt losses Damage losses

Type of erime losses All theft losses With damage Without damape All damape losses With theft Without theft
All personal erimes ' 77.4 71.7 7.9 63.8 13.6 7.9 5.8
Crimes of violence 25.5 12.3 2.3 10,0 15.6 2.3 13.2
Rape 21.7 6.0 3.6 12,5 19.2 3.6 15,6
Robbery 69.5 61.1 11.3 49.9 19.7 11.3 8.4
Robbery with injury 7.4 62.3 19.0 43.4 33.0 19.0 14.1
Robbery without injury 66.2 60.5 7.6 53.0 13.2 7.6 5.7
Assault 14.4 Ve ‘e e 14.4 Ve 14,4
Agpravated assault 19.1 e fes e 18.1 .. 19.1
Simple assault 11.4 Ve e e 11.4 . 11.4
Crimes of theft 95.0 41.8 9.8 82,1 13.0 9.8 3.2
personal larceny with contact 90.1 88.8 31.8 87.1 3.0 11.8 11,2
Purse snatching 66.4 62.3 12,5 59,7 6.7 2.5 4.2
| Pocket picking 100.0 100.0 3.5 98.5 31.5 11.5 10.0
i Personal larceny without contact 95.2 91.9 10.0 81.9 13.3 10.0 3.3
’ A1l houschold crimes 89,7 79.4 12.9 66.5 23.2 12.9 10.3
‘ Burglary 83,2 63.7 20.8 42.9 40.2 20.8 19.4
i Forcible entry 94.6 78.6 54.1 24,5 70.1 54,1 16.0
Unlawful entry without force 87.4 §5.2 4.6 80.6 6.8 4.6 2.2
} Attempted foreible entry 58.8 3.1 1.6 1.8 57.2 1.6 55.6
Houschold larceny 95.3 93.0 6.4 86.6 8.7 6.4 2.4
| Completed larceny 100.0 100.0 6.8 93.2 6.8 6.8 30.0
Attempted larceny 33.6 e e Ve 33.6 . e 33.6
| Motor vehicle theft 82.6 61.5 19.2 42,4 40.2 19.2 21,1
| Completed theft 100.0 100.0 31.1 68.9 31.1 31.1 %.0
Atiempted theft 54.8 e i ‘e 54.8 ‘e 54.8
‘ All commercial crimes 84.2 75.3 45.6 29,7 60,1 45.6 14.5
| Burglary 85.0 75.5 58,7 22,8 68,7 52,7 16.0
Robbery 79.5 .1 5.8 68.3 11,8 6.8 6.9

NOTE: Detail may not udd to total shown because of rounding. Because hoth theft and damage losses occurred in some victimizations, the sum of entries
undey "all theft losses" and "all damage losses" does not equal the eniry shown under “all economic losses .M

I ... Represents not applicable.
istimate » bascd on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is sialistically unreliasble.
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Table 75. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations resulting in economic loss,
by type of crime, type of loss, and victim-offender relationship, 1976

Theft losses Damage losses

All economic All Involving Involving All Involving Involving

Type of crime losses victimizations strangers nonstrangers victimizations strangers nonstrangers
Crimes of violence 25.5 12.3 15.9 5.8 15.6 15.8 15.1
Rape 21.7 26.0 1g.7 0.0 19.2 19.3 19.0
Robbery 69.5 61.1 61.9 57.6 19.7 17.8 28.2
Robbery with injury 76.4 62.3 64.9 52.8 33.0 31.3 39.7
Robbery without injury 66.2 60.5 60.5 60.4 13.2 11.5 21.5
Assault 14.4 cen ae v 14.4 15.0 13.5
Agpravated assault 19.1 “es e e 19.1 21.1 15.6
Simple assault 11.4 e s ‘e 11.4 10.7 12.3

Recause both theft and damage losses occurred in some victimizations, the sum of entries under each 'all victimizations" category does

not equal entry shown under "all economic losses."

.+» Represents not applicable.
3gstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

NOTE:
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Table 76. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting
in econcmic loss, by race of victims, type of crime, and value of loss, 1976

Race and type of erime Total No monetary value Less than $10 $10-549 $50-$249 $250 or more Nol known and not available
All paces?
All personal crimes 100.0 2.1 24.5 35.2 25.2 7.1 5.9
Crimes of violence?® 100,0 9.8 16.8 29,4 23.8 8.4 12,0
Robbery 100.0 S.1 15.5 29.8 27.9 11.2 10.5
Robbery with injury 100.0 6.7 12,0 36.5 26 .4 9.2 9.2
Robbery without injury 100.0 4.2 17.4 26,1 28.7 12.3 11.3
Assault 100.0 15.2 7.8 29.0 18.6 5.2 4.0
Apgravaled assault 100.0 12.8 18.4 26.7 21.5 4.8 16.8
Simple assaultl 100.0 17.9 17.2 32.6 15.6 5.6 11,1
Crimes of theft 100.0 1.4 25.3 35.7 25.3 7.0 5.4
Personul lareeny with ¢ontact 100.0 3.6 17.2 39.1 29.8 6.6 6.6
Personal larceny without contacl 100.0 1.8 25.5 35.6 26,1 7.0 5.3
ALl hausehold crimes 100.0 4.8 9.1 28.4 24,7 16.1 7.5
Burglarvy 100.0 8.5 10.5 20.3 26,5 23.9 11.3
Forcible entry 100.0 5.3 6.3 11.8 23.9 39.2 13.6
tnlawful entry without force 108,00 2.0 12.3 27.6 33.9 18.9 5.3
Attempled forcible entry 1600 3.6 15.7 20.7 6.6 1.6 21.9
ltousehold larceny 150.0 L7 26.3 35.4 25.8 5.4 5.1
Campleted larceny 100,0 1.0 26.5 36.2 6.0 5.8 4.8
Attempted larceny 100.0 26.% 16.7 20.6 17.8 %.0 18.1
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 Rk 2.8 8.3 10.9 65.7 8.7
Completed theft 100.0 %.0 %0.6 .2 5.5 87.4 6.3
Attempted theft 100.0 14.3 8.9 32.1 26.4 32,4 15.8
white
All pevrsonal crimes 100,0 2.1 25.5 35.4 24.4 7.1 5.6
trimes of violence® 100.0 10.4 18.1 29.6 20.6 9.1 12.1
Kobhery 100.0 5.6 17.2 31.8 287 12.2 0.7
Rubbepy with injney 100,0 6.8 13.1 37.8 21.9 10.9 9.5
Robbery without injury 100.0 4.8 iy.7 28,1 123.2 12.8 11.4
Assault 100.0 15.8 18.7 27.6 18.0 6.2 13.7
Aggravated assault 100.0 12.5 19.7 23.4 21.0 6.1 17.3
Simple assuault 100.0 18.8 17.8 31.6 15.2 6.2 10.5
Crimes of thefi 100.0 1.4 26.1 3.8 24.7 6.9 §.1
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 %.8 18.0 39.9 27.9 7.2 6.1
Fersonnl larceny without contact 100.0 1.4 26.3 35.7 24.8 6.9 §.1
All houschold crimes 100.0 4.0 20.0 29.2 24,5 15.3 7.0
Burglary 100.0 8.3 11.2 21.7 25.4 22.7 10.6
Forcible entry 100.0 5.6 6.9 12,7 23.9 38.2 12,7
Unlgwful entry without force 100.0 1.8 12,9 28.8 33.0 18.4 5.1
Attempted forcible eniry 100.0 32.9 15.8 21.4 6.9 1.4 21.6
flousehold larceny 100.0 1.6 26.9 35.8 25.5 5.4 1.8
Completed larceny 100.0 0.9 27.2 36.2 25,7 5.5 4.5
"Attempted Jarceny 100.0 27.4 18.0 19.0 19.2 .0 16.3
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 3.6 2.8 8.7 10.6 66.6 7.6
Completed theft 100.0 %.0 0.6 %.2 5.2 89.4 4.t
Attempted (heft 100.0 13.7 9.1 33.0 25.9 32,2 16.0
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Table 76. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting
in economic loss, by race of victims, type of crime, and value of loss, 1976—continued

nce and type of crime Tolal  No monetary value Less than 310 $10-849 $80-$219 $260 or move Not known and not available
Blacks

All personal crimes 100.40) 2.7 16.8 33.9 30.7 7.7 8.1
Crimes of violence? 100,0 7.3 12.1 29.4 38,6 6.0 11.5
Robbery 100.0 84,2 11.6 25.1 39.8 9.1 10.3
Robbery wilh injury 100.0 37.4 39.8 31,7 40.4 34,4 6.3
Robbery withoutl injury 100.0 2.9 12,3 22.3 39.5 11.0 11.9
Assault 100.0 13.1 12,1 38.3 21.3 8.0 15.2
Appgravated assault 100.0 d314.9 312, 3G.6 22.2 20.0 815.7
Simple assault 100.0 9.2 310.9 42,2 319.2 %0.0 218.5
Crimes of theft 100.0 1.8 17.8 34.9 30.1 8.0 7.5
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 30,0 12.4 37.7 35.4 35,4 39,1
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 1.9 18.2 34.6 29.7 8.2 7.4
All houschold crimes 100.0 5.6 12,6 22,7 26,2 21.6 11.4
Burglavy 100.0 8.9 6.9 13.3 25.9 30.2 14.9
Forcible entry 100.0 4.5 3.5 8.2 23.4 43.8 17.0
Unlawful entry without force 100.0 2.6 7.6 19.4 40.2 23.3 7.0
Attempted forcible entry 100.0 35,7 16.4 17.2 34,5 91.8 24.3
Household larceny 100.0 2.4 20.4 35.4 29.0 5.4 7.3
Completed larceny 100.0 2.0 20,7 35.4 29.8 5.6 6.5
Attempted larceny 100.0 319.1 35,1 37.8 50,0 20,0 337.0
Motor vehiele theflt 100.0 34.3 39, 6.5 12.3 60.7 13.6
Complete theft 100.0 30.0 21.0 Bo.0 37.7 78.3 15.0
Atlempted theft 100.9 219.8 3.7 30.3 329.0 33.8 88,4

NOTE: Detuil may not add to totul shown because of rounding.
b 3 at n (LIS 9 A
Includes data on “other" races, not shown separately.
3ncludes duta on rape, not shuwn separately.
Agstimate, based on zero or on nbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unveliable.
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Table 77. Selected personal crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting iz theft loss,

by race of victims, type of crime, and value of loss, 1976

Race and type of crime Total No monctary value Less than $10 $10~-$49 $50-599 $100-$249 $250 or more Not available
All races}
ftobbery 100.0 2.2 17.8 28.9 15.4 16.6 13.0 7.2
Crimes of theft2 100.0 0.8 26.2 36.9 12.2 14.0 6.7 3.2
White
Robbery 100.0 31. 20,7 29.7 14.6 12.0 14.0 7.2
Crimes of theft® 100.0 0.8 27.1 37.0 11.8 13.7 6.7 3.0
Black
Robbery 100.0 83.1 11,5 27.3 16.8 23.5 10.7 7.2
Crimes of theft? 100.0 1.3 18.3 36.8 14.9 15.8 7.5 5.3

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

lincludes data on Mother" races, not shown separately.

21ncludes both personal larceny with contact and personal larceny without contact.
3pstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistieally unreliable.
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Table 73. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting in theft
loss, by race of victims, type of crime, and proportion of loss recovered, 1976

Sume _recovered
Race and type of crime Total  None recoverced  Total  Less than halt’  Half or more  Proportion unknown ALl recovered Nol available

All races?

All personal crimes? 100.0 80,1 11.6 3.6 4,45 3,6 8.3 0.1
Robbery 100,0 69,5 16.7 7.1 4.l 5.6 13.6 an,2
Crimes of theft 100.0 80.5 11,3 3.4 4,5 3.5 8.1 8.1

Personal larceny with contact 100.0 72.5 20.3 13,7 3.1 3.6 7.1 30.0
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 80.8 11.1 3.1 4.5 3.5 8.1 30.1

All household crimes 100.0 76.5 13.1 3.2 5.9 4.1 10.3 (32}
Burglary 100.0 74.9 18.0 5.1 8.8 4.2 7.0 (az)
Household larceny 100.0 82,1 9.6 2.1 3.3 4.1 8.2 (32)
Motor wehicle theft 100.0 21.6 25.3 4.0 18.1 3.3 52,7 %0.3

White

All personal crimes? 100.0 79.8 11.6 3.6 4.7 3.3 8.6 %.1
Robbery 100.0 67.5 16,9 7.3 4.9 4.7 15.6 %.0
Crimes of theft 100.0 80.2 11.4 3.5 4.7 3.3 8.3 %.1

Personal larccny with contact 100,0 70.5 21,7 4.7 3.9 3.2 7.8 3,0
Personal larceny without contact 1092.0 80.4 11.1 3.2 1.7 3.3 8.4 %.1

All household crimes 100.0 76,0 13.4 3.3 6.2 4.0 10.6 3.1
Burglary 100.0 73.1 19.3 6.4 9.7 4.2 7.6 (8z)
Household larceny 100.0 81.8 9.7 2,2 3.5 4.0 8.5 (32)
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 21.0 26.8 4.1 19.0 2.7 52,7 3.4

Rlack

All personal crimes® 100,0 82,2 11,3 3.1 2.7 5.4 6.4 30,1
Robbary 100.0 74.1 15.4 6.4 1,4 6.6 9,8 %.6
Crimes of theft 100,0 83,3 10.7 2,7 2.7 5.3 6.0 %.0

Personal larceny with contact 100,0 78.8 16.5 10.6 %.9 3.0 3.7 %.0
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 83.6 10.3 2.1 2.9 6.3 6.1 %0.0

All household erimes 100.0 80.1 11.0 2.4 3.6 5.0 8.8 %.0
Burglary 100,0 83.4 11,9 3.1 4.6 4.2 1.8 %.0
Household larceny 100.0 85.6 8.5 1.6 1.4 5.5 5.9 0.0
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 24,7 23,3 33,5 13.3 2.6 51.9 0.0

NOTE: Detail may not add to tutal shown bevause of rounding.
Z Less than 0.5 percent,
}includes data on “other" races not shown ceparately,
3includes data on rape, not shown separately, but excludes data on assault which by definition does not involve theft,
3gstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sumple cases, is statistically unreliasble.
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Table 79. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations in which theft
losses were recovered, by type of crime and method of recovery of loss, 1976

Both insurance

Type of crime Total Insurance only 0ther method only and other method Method not available
All personal crimest 100.0 37.8 60.9 1.3 20.1
Robbery 100.0 6.9 89.9 23.2 20.0
Robbery with injury 100 2z.3 94,8 22.0 2g.0
Robbery without injury 100.0 8.8 87.3 23.9 30.0
Crimes of theft 100.0 39.9 58.8 21.1 20,1
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 21.0 98.0 21,0 20.0
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 41.6 57.2 1.1 20,1
All household orimes 100.0 36.5 58.0 5.5 3p.0
Burglary 100.0 49.6 46.9 3.5 30.0
Hlousehold larceny 100.0 34.1 64.7 1.2 20.0
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 19.5 60.4 20.1 20.0

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
3Includes data on rape, not shown separately, but excludes data on assault, which by definition does not invelve theft.
Sgstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 80. Household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting
in theft loss, by value of loss and type of crime, 1976

value of loss All household crimes Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
No monetary value 1.0 0.9 1.1 10.0
Less than $10 20.1 9.6 27.0 10.6
$10-$49 29.9 21-3 36.7 10.3
$50-$99 2.4 13.1 13.Q 11.1
$100-5249 14.7 19.2 13.4 4.8
$250-$999 11.4 21.2 4.7 33.3
$1,000 or more 7.0 11.0 0.7 56.3
Not available 3.5 3.7 3.5 3.4
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

dgstinate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
) . . ' gu . . . .
Table 81. Cornmercial crimes: Percent of victimizations resulting in economic loss, by kind
of establishment, type of crime, and type of loss, 1976

Kind of establishment All economic Theft losses Damage losses
and type of crime losses All theft losses With damage Without damage All damage losses With theft Without theft
Retail

All commercial crimes 85.3 72.7 47.0 25.7 63.0 47.0 16.0
Burglary 85.5 70.6 58.2 12.3 77.3 58.2 19.1
Robbery 84.5 80.6 5.2 75.4 9.4 §.2 4.2

Wholesale

All commercial crimes 86.6 85,2 32.9 52.4 41.5 32.9 8.6
Burglary 88.0 87.0 34.9 52.1 43.6 34.9 8.7
Robbery ) 65, 59.0 32,4 56.6 18.4 2.4 36,0

Service ;

All commercial crimes 82.4 76.0 v oemg o 4906 26.3 64.2 49.6 14.5
Burglary 83.8 77.5 §4.3 23.2 69.4 54.3 15.1
Robbery . 69.8 62.5 1g.4 54.1 17.5 38.4 9.1

Other

All commercial crimes 82.5 76.0 ) 40.8 35.3 54.4 40.8 13.6
Burglary 83.8 77.8 45,3 32.4 59.4 45,3 14.0
Robbery 73.0 62.9 15,0 56.9 116.1 35.0 110.0

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Because both theft and damage losses occurred in some victimizations, the sum of
entries under "all theft losses" and "all damage losses" does not equal the entry shown under "all economic losses.,"
“Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 82. Commercial burglary: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting in economic loss,

by kind of establishment and value of loss, 1976

Kind of establishment Total Less than $10 $10~$50 $51-$250 $251 or more Not available

All establishments 100.0 5,1 16.2 28.7 37.6 12,3
Retail 100.0 4.4 14.3 28.2 43,1 10.1
Wholesale 100.0 12.5 19.1 36.8 26.5 15,1
Service 100.0 7.1 6.2 28.9 33.2 14,5
Other 100.0 9.1 19.6 24.2 39.2 11L.9

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
lEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is stdatisticully unreliable.
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Table 83. Commercial robbery: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting in theft loss,
by kind of establishment and value of theft loss, 1976

Kind of establishment Total Less than $10 $10-$50 $51-~$250 $251 or more Not available
All establishments 100.0 11,9 12.8 39.9 35,7 9.8
Retail 100.0 30,9 11.4 42.3 36.0 9.4
Service 100.0 15,4 15.3 36.8 33.4 19,2
Other 160.0 12,6 216.6 31,6 37.0 12.3
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
3Estimate, based on about 10 or fower smmple cases, is statistically wrreliabiu.
Table 84. Commercial crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting in theft loss,
by proportion of loss recovered and type of crime, 1976
Proportion of loss recovered All commercial crimes Burglary Robbery
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
None recovered 78.7 80.7 68.8
Some recovered 14.3 14.8 12,0
Less than half 5.2 5.5 3.3
Half or more 9.1 9,3 8.6
All recovered 7.0 4.8 19.2

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
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Table 85. Personal, household, and commercia! crimes: Percent of victimizations

resulting in loss of time from work, by tyne of crime, 1976

Type of crime Percent
All personal crimes 5.0
Crimes of violence 10.4
Rape 22.8
Robhory 13.1

3

Robbery with injury

Robbery without injury
Assault

Apgravated assault

Simple assault

Crimes of theft
Personal larceny with contact
Personal lavceny without contact

All houschold crimes

2

[

Burglary
Farcible entry
Unlawful entry without force
Attempted forcible entry

>

tiouschold larceny
Less than $50
$50 or more
Amount not available
Attempted larceny

Motor vehicle theft
Completed theft
Attempted theft

All commercial crimes

-

« e o= .

[
N O AN PP RPNOUT A WTOW DWW

Cul O OCOF WWOAU HOMN & MO VOGS

Burglary
Robbery

.
-

Yhatimate, bused on about 10 or fewer sample wases, is statistically unrcliable.

Table 86. Personal and household crimes: Percentof victimizations resulting in loss

of time from work, by type of crime and race of victims, 1976

Type of orime White Black
All pergonal crimes ] PODERI 5.1
Crimes of violence 10.3 10.4
Rape : 26.8 19.9
Robbery 13.2 iz.8
Asgsault 9.2 9.4
Crimes of theft 3.2 3.9
Personal larceny with contact 5.4 35.6
Personal larceny without contact 3.1 3.7
All houschold crimes 4.1 6.7
Burglary 4.6 7,9
Houschold larceny 2.4 2,9
Motor vehicle theft 14,6 18,9

Wstimate, bused on about 10 ur fewer somple cases, iu stotistically unreliable.
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Table 87. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations resulting

in loss of time from work, by type of crime and victim-offender

relationship, 1976

Involving nonstrangers

Type of crime All victimizations Involving strangers
Crimes of violence 10.4

Rape 22.8

Robbery 13.1

Assault . 9,3

JEstimate, based on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 88. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations

resulting in loss of time from work, by type
of crime and number of days lost, 1976

Less Not known
than and not

Type of crime Total 1 day available
All personal crimes 100.0 44,3 8 1.9
Crimes of violence 100.0 26.6 (4] 1.8
Rape 100.0 126.1 2 10,0
Robbery 100.0 15.1 5 3.0
Assault 100.0 30.8 3 2.6
Crimes of theft 100.0 63.5 8 2.1
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 47.2 0 3,2
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 64.4 0 .9
All household crimes 100.0 46.4 5 2.2
Burglary 100.0 44.4 2 32,7
Household larceny 100.0 57.9 7 32.6
Motor vehiecle theft 100.0 35,7 3 0.7

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

MEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 89. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of victimizations
resulting in loss of time from work, by number of days lost and
victim-offender relationship, 1976

Number of days lost All victimizations Involving strangers Involving nonstrangers
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Less than 1 day 26.6 27.5 25.1

1~§ days - 48.6 47.9 49.8

6 days or more 23.0 22.8 23,2

Not knowr and not available 1.8 31,7 31,9

NOTE: Detail may not udd to total shown because of rounding.
Estimate, based on about 10 or fewor sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 90. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting
in loss of time from work, by race of victims, type of crime,
and number of days lost, 1976

Race and type of crime Total Less than 1 day 1~4 days & days or more Not known and not available
White
All personal crimes 100.0 47.5 38,7 11.9 1,9
Crimes of violence : 100.0 29.4 49.0 20.2 31,5
Crimes of theft 100.0 66.4 27.9 3.3 2.4
All household crimes 100.0 49,9 43.4 4.7 2,0
Burglary 100.0 50,1 43.0 5.1 11,9
Household larceny 100.0 62,0 35.1 1.8 13,0
Motor vehicle theft i00.0 33.8 57.4 7.9 10.9
Black
All personal crimes 100.0 23.7 49.1 26.1 ‘1.0
Crimes of violence 100.0 1.0 47.5 39.7 1.8
Crimes of theft 100.0 41,1 51.3 37,5 0.0
A1l household crimes 100.0 31.9 61.0 33,9 3.2
Burglary 100.0 27.5 65.3 1.7 15.5
Household larceny 100.0 329, 9 59.8 310.2 35.0
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 44.4 51.3 4.3 0.0

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown beecause of rounding.
Estimate, based on zero or on aboul 10 or fewer sample cases, is stalistically unveliable.

Table 91. Commerciai crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations,
by type of crime and number of days
lost from work, 1976

Type of crime Total None Less than 1 day 1 day or more
A1l commercial crimes 106.0 91.6 4,6 3.8

Burglary 100.0 92.5 4.3 3.1

Robbery 100.0 §6.1 6.3 7.6

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Excludes data on a small number of victimizations for
which the amount of time lost was unavailable.
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Table 92. Personal, household, and commercial crimes: Percent
of victimizations reported to the police, by type of crime, 1976

Type of cprime Percent

All personal crimes 32.2
Crimes of violence 48.8
Rape 52.7
Robbery 63.3
Robbery with injury 62,9
From serious assault 66.2

From minor assault §9.9
Robbery without injury 48.6
Assault 47.5
Aggravated assault 58.4
With injury 62.0
Attemped assault with weapon 56.5
Simple assault 40.6
with injury 45.7
Attempted assault without weapon 38.8
Crimes of theft 26.6
Personal larceny with contact 36.2
Purse snatching §1.7
Focket picking 29.7
Personal larceny without contact 26.3
All household crimes 38.3
Burglary 48.1
Forcible entry 70.1
Unlawful entry without force 38,8
Attempted forcible entry 33.1
Household larceny 27.0
Completed larceny® 27.1
Less than $50 15,0

$50 or more 52,5
Attempted larceny 26.5
Motor vehicle theft 69.5
Completed theft 88.6
Attempted theft 38.9
All commercial crimes 74.6
Burglary . 72.5
Robbery 88.6

3rncludes data, not shown separately, on larcenies for which the value of loss was not ascexrtained,

Table 93. Personal crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the poiice,
by selected characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1976

Characteristic All personal crimes Crimes of violence Crimes of theft
Sex
Both sexes 32.2 48.8 26.6
Male 31.7 46,1 25.9
Female 32.8 63.5 27.4
Race
White 32.0 48.4 26.8

Black 33.7 50.5 25.1




Table 94. Personal crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type

of crime, victim-offender relationship, and sex of victims, 1976

All viotimizations

Involving strangers

Involving nonstrangers

Type of orime Both sexes Male Female Both sexes Male Female Both sexes Male Female
Urimes of violence 48.8 46.1 63.5 §0.7 48.9 54.8 45.4 39.2 52.0
Rape 52.7 361.5 51.6 §6.1 167.6 54.5 44.9 337.6 45.5
Robbery 33.3 48,0 64 .4 53.4 48.3 66.3 52,6 45.8 59.3
Robbery with injury 62.9 60.5 66.6 62.9 62.0 64.6 63.0 50.6 71.1
From serious assault . 66,2 62.9 74.3 68.7 65.1 79.5 56.7 50.8 63.5
From minor assault §59.9 57.2 62.5 57.5 58.0 56.8 69.0 50.2 75.5
Robbery without injury 48.6 43.0 62.8 49.1 42.8 67.4 46.5 43.8 49.8
Assault ' 47.5 45.4 51.2 49.5 49.0 50.9 44.6 38.4 51.4
Agpravated assault 58.4 66.7 62.2 60.9 59.7 65.1 54.1 §0.2 59.6
with injury 62.0 62.4 60.9 60.5 61,1 §7.6 63.9 65.0 62.5
Attempted assav?t
with weapon 56.5 53.6 62.9 61.1 59.0 67.3 47 .4 40.7 57.4
Simple assault 40.6 37.0 45.9 41.6 40.4 44.1 39.1 30.7 47.5
With injury 45.7 40.6 62,2 45.6 44 .4 49.0 45.7 34.8 53.6
Attempted assault
without weapon 38.8 35.8 43.4 40.5 35.2 43.0 36.0 29.1 43.9
Crimes of theft 26.6 25.9 27.4 vee
Personal larceny with
contact 36.2 27.2 42.8 37.5 28.2 43.7 216.7 118.4 12,5
Purse snatching 51.7 30.0 51.7 51.7 20.0 51.7 0.0 10.0 10.0
Pocket picking 29.7 27.2 33.4 30.9 28.2 34.7 316.7 8.4 112.5
Personal larceny without
contact 26,3 25.8 26.8 e et e ‘es e ‘e
.++ Represents not, applicable,

lEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sumple cases,.is statistically unreliable.

Table 95. Personal crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type

of crime, victim-offender relationship, and race of victims, 1976

All victimizations

involving strangers

Involving nonstrangers

Type of crime white Black White Black White Black

| Crimes of violence 48.4 50.5 50.7 50.7 44.2 50.2
Rape 56.3 41.2 57.8 148.8 52.1 3132.8

Robbery 52.0 56.8 62.7 55.5 49.1 62.8

‘ Robbery with injury 62.2 64.0 2.6 63.5 60.3 366.0
From serious assault 64.0 75.3 66.1 79.0 56.5 357.6

From minor assault 60.2 54.8 §9.2 §0.3 64.7 371.5

Robbery without injury 47.0 53.8 47.9 §2.2 42.2 61.4

Assault 47 .4 48.1 49.8 46.6 43.5 49.3

Appravated assault §59.5 53.1 €1.6 §3.8 55.1 §2.7

With injury 62.8 59.3 61.8 52.9 64.3 63.3

Attempted assault with weapon 57.8 49.0 61.5 54.3 48.8 45.3

: Simple assault 40.4 42.2 42.0 39.4 38.1 44.8
| With injury 44.9 55.8 46.5 140.0 43.5 66.1
Attempted assault without weapon 38.8 38.5 40.7 39.3 35.4 37.8

Crimes of theft 26.8 25.1

Personal larceny with contact 37.2 33.4 38.2 35.6 1224 30.0

Purse snatching 51.7 51.4 51.7 51.4 *0.0 1o0.0

Pocket picking 31,1 25.9 31.9 28,5 122.4 30,0

Personal larceny without contact 26.5 24.4 e e cen

£8

.+ URepresents not applicable.

1l':st::i.mute, based on zero or on about 10 ¢r fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 96. Personal crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type
of crime and age of victims, 1976

Type of crime 12-19 20-34 35-48 50-64 65 and over
All personal crimes 20.3 36.4 40.3 38.5 34,4
Crimes of violence 36.8 6§3.1 62.8 56.0 53,2
Rape 55.2 50.4 $100.0 43,1 1100,0
Robbery 32.1 58.3 66.9 63.7 64.5
Robbery with injury 45.1 63.4 73.8 68.6 79.9
From serious assault §3.4 65.2 70.0 65.2 100.0
From minur assault 37.1 61.8 76.9 72.6 156.1
Robbery without injury 27.2 56.0 63,1 60,1 55.1
Assault 371 52.1 61.3 51.6 43.4
Aggravated assault 46.8 64.0 73.5 57.2 52.3
with injury 50.5 68.2 81,0 56.0 50,7
Attempted assault with weapon 44.5 61.8 69.7 57.6 52.6
Simple assault 31.3 44.2 §3.8 46.9 38.5
With injury 37.8 51.6 58,5 146.2 340.5
Attempted assault without weapon 28.4 41.6 52.9 47.0 37.8
Crimes of theft 13.7 30.1 34.8 34.8 28.9
Personal larceny with contact 22.4 34.9 46.6 40.2 43.7
Purse snatching 334.6 42.5 §8.9 69.5 47.2
Pocket picking 20.6 31.9 37.7 24.3 41.7
Personal larceny without contact 13.5 30.0 34.5 34.5 26.8

YEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 97. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations reported

relationship, 1976

to the police, by age of victims and victim-offender

Age

All victimizations

Involving strangers

Involving nonstrangers

12-19
20-34
35~49
50-64
65 and

over

36.8
§3.1
62.8
56.0
53.2

38.0
§4.1
65.3
58.0
§5.7
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Table 98. Household crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type
of crime, race of head of househoid, and form of tenure, 1976

ALl housecholds? White houscholds tskuck houscholds
Type of arime Both forms Owned Rented Both forms Owhed Rented Both torms Owned Rented
ALl houschold crimes 38.3 40,3 48.0 38.1 40.3 35,1 39.0 40,7 37.9
Burglary 48.1 51.6 44.3 47.8 52.1 43.4 49.7 54,2 47.2
Forecible entry 70.1 76.9 62.8 1.7 77.1 64.7 64,7 76.8 §57.8
Nothing taken 50.5 59.0 41.3 52.2 59.5 43.3 42.3 87.0 35.3
Something taken 75.4 B1.0+ 68.6 77.6 82.4 71.4 68.6 78.7 62.0
Unlawful entry without Force 38.8 . 40.4 36.7 38.7 40.6 36.1 39.5 37.2 41.0
Attempted foroible entry 33.1 . 35.9 30.4 32.7 36.4 28.7 34.7 31.7 36.0
Household larceny 27.0 29.6 23.5 27.9 30.3 24.2 18.6 19.6 17.7
Completed larceny? 27.1 29.4 23.7 28.0 30.2 24.6 18.1 19.1 17.3
Less than $50 15.0 16.3 13.2 15.6 16.6 14.1 8.9 11.3 7.2
$60 or more 52.5 56.5 AB.4 54.9 59.1 A8.0 32.7 30.0 35.0
Attempted larceny 26.5 31.0 20.2 26.9 31.% 19.9 23.6 24.2 322,98
Motor vehicle theft 69.5 69.9 69.0 67.8 68.5 57.0 80.8 80.5 2s.9
completed theft 88.6 91.1 86.0 88.0 80.0 85.8 94.7 97.8 8.2
Attempted theft 38.9 38.8 39.0 37.4 38.6 35.8 A7.4 42.3 52.2

lrneludes data on "other" races, not shown separately.
®Inoludes data, not shown scparately, on larcenies For which the values of loss was not ascertnined.
3gstimdte, based on about 10 or fewor sample cases, iy statistically unrelicble.

Table 99. Household crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type
of crime and annual family income, 1976 .

Type of crime Legs than $3,000 $3,000-$7,499 $7,500-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999 $15,000-$24,959 $25,000 or more Not available
ALl houschold crimes 33.2 36.0 38.9 37.7 41.1 42,8 40.2
Burglary 39.9 44.9 50,2 48.4 53,7 58,2 45.8
Forcible entry 63.0 62.5 1.7 76.1 80.2 81,8 61.7
Unlawful entry without force 28.3 35.1 41.1 38,5 46.3 46.2 39.2
Attempted forcible entry 30.2 33.1 34.8 30.1 32.0 46.1 31.2
Houschold larceny 22.0 24.8 26.0 27.1 29.9 28.7 30.8
Completed larceny? 22,1 24,1 25.4 27.0 30.% 29.0 31.6
Less than $50 12.8 15.3 14.3 13.8 15.4 15.9 20.3
$50 or more 44.5 44.8 50.2 55,0 60.6 50.0 52.7
Attempted larceny 220.5 31.9 32.5 27.7 20,2 26.1 21.0
Motor vchicle theft 63.0 67.8 74.4 72.4 69.3 63.8 69.1
Completed theft 75.4 87.7 89.1 90.9 90,3 88.9 90.0
Attempted theft 216.6 28.7 46.1 44,2 42.8 34.1 37.3

3rncludes data, not shown scparately, on larcenies for which the value of loss was not ascertained.
3estimate, based on about 10 or fewor sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 109. Household crimes: Percent of victimizations reported
to the police, by value of loss and type of crime, 1976

pus—,

value of loss? All household crimes Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft
Less than $10 10.8 22,5 8.9 2.0
$10-$49 20,3 24.4 19.0 351.1
$50-$249 651.1 53.8 49.1 70.4
$250 or more 83.3 84.5 68.8 90.6

3The proportions refer only to losses of cash and/or property and exclude the value of property damage.
pstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or Cewer sumple cases, is statistically unreliable,

Table 101. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of reasons for not reporting
victimizations to the police, by type of crime, 1976

-

Nothing could Police would Too inconven- Private or
bhe done; lack Not impor- not want to ipnt or time personal Fear of Reported to Other and
Type of erime Total of proof tant enough be bothered consuming matter " reprisal someone else not given
A3l personal crimes 100.0 29.7 25.9 6.4 3.0 5.1 0.9 16.2 12.8
Crimes of violence 100.0 18.1 22,0 6.8 2.8 16.0 4.0 11.2 19.1
Rape 100.0 23.5 9.8 6.3 0.0 15,9 10.2 11.5 22.8
Robbery 100.0 28.6 i7.0 9.3 4.7 5.5 4.3 8.9 21.5
Robbery with injury 100.0 28.2 8.4 10.1 33.3 5.9 6.6 7.5 30.2
Robbery without injury 100.0 28.8 20.1 9.1 5.3 5.4 3.5 9.4 18.4
Assault 100.0 15.4 23.6 6.1 2.5 18.6 3.7 11.7 18.4
Apgravated assault 100.0 16.1 i7.6 6.4 2.0 21,1 4.4 12,5 19.9
Simple assault 100.0 15.0 26.4 6.0 2.7 17.4 3.3 11.3 17.8
Crimes of theft 100.0 32.4 26.8 6.4 3.0 2.6 0.2 17.4 11.3
Personal larceny with
contact 100.0 42.4 17.0 7.2 4,1 .1 1.5 10.9 15.8
Personal larceny without
contact 100.,0 32.1 27.1 6.3 3.0 2.6 0.2 17.6 11.1
All household crimes 100.0 35.7 29.7 ' 2.2 5. 0.4 3.5 14.1
Burglary 100.0 36.7 22.7 9.0 1.9 6.9 0.5 5.7 17.7
Foroible entry 100.0 33.4 17.2 11.7 3.1 7.3 0.7 5.1 21.4
Unlawful entry without M
force 100.0 37.7 23 .4 7.6 1.6 8.2 0.7 5.4 15.4
Attempted forcible entry 100.0 37.3 25.2 9.3 1.6 1.1 10,1 6.5 18.9
Household larceny 100.0 35.4 33.4 9.2 2.3 5.0 0.3 2.4 11.9
Completed larceny 100.0 35.7 33.7 9.2 2,3 5.1 0.3 2.4 11.3
Attempted larceny 100.0 31.5 29.7 9.9 2.4 3.3 10.2 2.4 20.8
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 32.9 25.8 5.9 3.2 8.0 10.5- 3.4 20.3
Completed theft 100.0 10.4 18.1 1.3 1.0 31.8 1314 36,6 30.7
Attempted theft 100.0 39.0 27.9 7.1 4.1 11,6 0.3 2.6 17.5

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
}Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrcliable.
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Table 102. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of reasons for not reporting victimizations
to the police, by victim-offender relationship and type of crime, 1976

Nothing could Police would Too inconvon- Privats or
Victim-offender relationship be done; lack Not impor- not want to ient or time personal Fear of Reported to Other and
and type of crime Tytal of proof tant enough be bothorad consuming matter reprisal someone else not given

Involving strangers
Crimes of violence 100.0 23.5 23, 7.5 3
Rape 100.0 28.6 29,8 7.4 10
Robbery 100.0 33.0 17. 0.1 5
Assault 100.0 20.1 25.9 6.5 3

Involving nonstrangers
Crimes of violenoce 100.0 8
Rape 100.0 12
Robbery 100.0 7.
Assault 100.0 8

8 19.5 5.6 1
4 19,8 3.8 30
7 12,7 5.8 o]
8 20.4 5.6 1

NOTE: Detail may not add tr fubal shown because of rounding.
YEstimate:, based on zero op on ahout 10 or Fexer sample cases, is atatisticully unreliable.

Table 103. Household crimes: Percent distribution of reasons for not reporting victimizations
to the police, by race of head of household and type of crime, 1976

——

Race and reason All housechold orimes Burglary Houschold larceny Motor vehicle theft

White
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Nothing could be done; lack
of proof 35.7 36.9 36.2 33.4
Not important enough 30.6 23.7 34.1 25.56
Police would not want to be
bothered 8.9 8.5 9.3 6.1
Too inconvenient or time
consuming 2
Private or personal matter 5
Feer of reprisal 10
Reported to someone else 3
Othor and not given 13

Black
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Nothing could be done; lack
of proof 37.2 36.0 38.1 33.7
Not important cnough 23.4 16.8 27.3 33.2
Police would not want to be
bothered 9.5 11.4 8.6 12.8
Too inconvenient or time
consuming 2.8
Private or personal matter 5.9
Fear of' reprisal 0.4
Reported to someone else 5.2
other and not given 15.6

NOTE: Detail may not add %o total shewn because of rounding.
Igstimate, based on zero or on abouk 10 or fewer sample cases, is statisijcally. unreliable. .
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Table 104. Household crimes: Percent distribution of reasons for not reporting victimizations
to the police, by annual family income, 1976

Less than ) Not
Reason $3,000 $3,000-$7,499 $7,500-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999 $15,000~-$24,999 $25,000 or more available
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Molhing could be done; lack

of proof 38.1 37.4 35.6 34.6 B4, 34,9 85.7
Not impovrtant enough 24.2 27.3 29.8 32.7 32.6 3l.7 26.8
Police would uob want to be

bothered 8.5 lo.2 : 9.1 7.6 9.4 8.6 9.6
Too inconvenient or time

consuming 2.0 2.2 2.1 2.5 1.9 3.2 2,2
private or personal matter 7.1 5.8 5.2 5.1 4.5 4.0 6.8
Fear of reprisal 10.3 0.4 0.2 1g.2 0.4 1g.2 1.4
fteported to someone clse 6.0 3.3 3.0 3.3 2.8 g1 3.9
other and not given 13.9 13.8 15,0 14.0 14,3 14,2 14.3
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

stimate, bused on about 10 or fewer sample cuases, is statistically unveliable.

Table 105. Household crimes: Percent distri*ution of selected reasons for not reporting
victimizations to the police, by race of head of household
and annual family income, 1976

Race and income Total Nothing could be done; lack of proof Not important enough Other and not given
White

Less than $3,000 100.0 38.4 26.6 35.0

$3,000-$7,499 100.0 37.1 28.3 34.6

$7,500-$9,999 100.0 34.8 30.3 34.9

$10,000-$14,989 100.0 34.3 33.2 32.4

$15,000-524,993 100.0 34.8 32.6 32.7

$25,000 or more 100.0 35.4 31.7 32.9
Black .

Less than $3,000 100.0 36.6 16,2 47.2

$3,000-$7,499 100.0 39.3 23.1 37.8

$7,500-$9,999 100.0 41.9 25.2 33.0

$10,000~-$14,999 100.d 38.9 26.9 34.2

$16,000-$24,999 100.0 27.3 31.0 41.7

$25,0C0 o1 more 100.0 25.7 30.8 43.5

NOTE: Detail muy not add to total shown because of rounding.
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Table 106. Household crimes: Percent distribution of reasons for not reporting victimizations

to the police, by type of crime and value of theft loss, 1976

Nothing could Not Police would Too inconven- Private or
Type of drime and value be done; lack important not want to ient or time personal Fear of Reported to Other and
of loss® Total of proof enough be bothered cohsuming matter reprisal someone else not given
All household crimes 100.0 36.1 30.9 9.2 2.3 6.0 0.4 2.7 12.4
Less than $50 100.0 34.2 38.4 8.7 1.9 4.7 0,4 2.5 9.3
$50-$249 100.0 42.9 12.4 10.5 3.3 8.0 0.3 3.0 19.7
$250 or move 100.0 33.1 4.6 9.5 3.5 16.8 2.0 4.9 25.6
Burglary 100.0 38.3 21.1 9.3 2.3 8.1 " 0.8 4.3 15.8
Less than $50 100.0 37.3 31,1 7.0 1.4 7.6 %,7 3.8 11.2
$50-$249 100.0 40.5 11.7 12,0 3.2 7.7 20,4 4.6 19.9
$250 or more 100.0 36.7 93.5 12.0 3.6 11.6 2.3 5.4 25.9
Household larceny 100.0 35.7 34,0 9.2 2.3 5.1 0.3 2.2 11.2
Less than $50 100.0 33.6 39.8 9.1 2.0 4,1 0.3 2.2 8.9
$50-$99 100.0 44.6 15.5 9.5 3.3 6.7 20,1 1.4 18.6
$100-5249 100.0 44.2 7.9 9.5 3.4 10,1 80,4 3.0 21.4
$250 or more 100.0 37.9 7.8 9.6 2.9 15,8 21,7 33,1 19,2
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 .7 16.7 1,3 0,0 3.3 2.2 %,7 32.1
Less than $250 100.0 %45.2 58.1 % .9 %,0 15.5 5.0 2,0 %.3
$250-$999 100.0 2.1 24,8 2,0 %,0 39.4 29,0 .6 37.2
$1,000 or more 100.0 ,0 2,3 0.0 %,0 %6.5 2.6 %1 45.6
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
3rhe proportions refer only to losses of ocash and/or property and exclude the value of property damage.
% stimate, based on zero or on zbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
Table 107. Commercial crimes: Percent distribution of reasons for not
reporting victimizations to the police, by type of crime, 1976
Reason Burglary and robbery Burglary Robbery
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Nothing could be done; lack
of proof 23.2 23.0 26.2
Not important enough 24.1 24,8 17.0
Police would not want to
be bothered 29.5 30.8 15.6
Too inconvenient or time
consuming 2.8 2.7 13.9
Reported to someone else 3.9 3.8 5.1
‘Other and not given 16.5 15.0 32.3

NOTE ¢

Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

iEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.




Appendix 1l

Survey instruments

For the household segment of the National Crime
Survey, a basic screen questionnaire (Form NCS-1)
and a crime incident report (Form NCS-2) were used
to elicit information on the relevant crimes com-
mitted against the household as a whole and against
any of its members age 12 and over. Form NCS-1 was
designed to screen for all instances of victimization
before details of any specific incident were collected.
The screening form also was used for obtaining
information on the characteristics of each household
and of its members. Household screening questions
were asked only once for each household, whereas
individual screening questions were asked of ail
members age 12 and over. However, a knowledgeable
adult member of the household served as a proxy
respondent for 12- and 13-year-olds, incapacitated
persons, and individuals absent during the entire field
interviewing period.

Once the screening process was completed, the
interviewer obtained details of each revealed incident,
if any. Form NCS-2 included questions concerning
the extent of economic loss or injury, characteristics
of offenders, whether or not the police were notified,
and other pertinent details.

In the commercial survey, basically comparabie
techniques were used to screen for the occurrence of
burglary and robbery incidents and to obtain details
concerning those crimes. Form CVS-100 contained
separate sections for screening and gathering
information on the characteristics of business places,
on the one hand, and for eliciting data on the relevant
crimes, on the other,
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O.M.B. No, 41.R2861; Approval Expires June 30, 1977

rorm NCS.1 anp NCS.2
1104705
U.5. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERGE
AUREAU OF THE CENSUS
ACTING AS COLLECTING AGENT FOR THE
LAW BHFORCEMENT AISIZTANGE ADMINISTRATION
V.5, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

NAT{ONAL CRIME SURVEY
NATIONAL SAMPLE
HCS-1 - BASIC SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE
NCS.2 - CRIME INCIDENT REPORT

NOTICE ~ Your report to the Census Sureay is confidentlsl by law
{.S. Code 42, Section 3771), All Idendifisbie infarmotion will be used
only by persans engaged in and fof the purposes of the survey, and may
not be disclosed or released to others for any pburpose,

Sampte {ca 4) | Control number (cc 5)
1 PSU Segment tck 1Serial

s A
Household number (cc 2) Land use (¢g 9=t 1)

INTERVIEWER: Fill Sample and Contral numbers, and
items 1, 2, 4, ond 9 at time of interview,

I. fnterviewar identification
Code I'Name

1

2, Record of interview
Line number of heusehold

'
| Date completed
respondent (ce {2) H
'
t

—

3. TYPE Z NONINTERVIEW
Interview not obtained for7
Line number NOTE: Fill NCS-7

Noninterview Record,
for Types A, B, and C
noninterviews.

@ e

PR SR

—C—a—n_u_;l-e—t-e_l-n#—ZI for cach line number fisted.

@ 10. Fomily income (cc 27)
V 3 Under $1,000
2{"]51,000 to 1,999
a{7] 2,000t 2,999
4{7] 3,000t0 3,999
s{7] 4,000 to 4,999
6] 5,000 t9 5,999
7{7) 6,000t 7,499
8] 7.500 0 9,999
9{77 10,000 to 1,999
10 {77 12,000 to 14,999
11 {1 15,000 to 19,999
12 7] 20,000 t0 24,999
137 25,000 to 49,999
141} 50,000 and over

4, Househald clotus
1 {7 Same household as last enumeration
2 7] Replacement household since last enumeration
3{"] Previous noninterview or not in sample before

5, Spaciol place type code (cc 6g)

@

1a. Househald members 12 yeors
of age and OVER 2

Total b

b. Househald members UNDER
12 yeors of age 2

Total b

o [} None

4, Tenure (cc 8)

1 {{] Owned or being bought
2 {7] Rented for cash
3{] No cash rent

7. Type of living quarters (cz 15)
Housing unit
1 [C] House, apartment, flat
2 {”3 HY 10 nontransient hotel, motel, ete.
4[] HU — Permanent in transient hotel, mote!, atc.
4 [ HU in rooming house
s [} Mobile home or trailer
& (] HU not specified above — Describe 2

OTHER Unit

73 Quarters not HU in rooming ar boarding house
8 "] Unit not permanent in transient hotel, matel, etc.
9 [] Vacant tent site or trailer site

10.[] Not specified above ~ Descrlbe.‘? e

o

Crime Incident Reports fiHled 7

Total number —~ Fill jtem 31
on Control Cord
o ("] None

130. Use of telephone (cc 25)
77 Phone in unit (Yes in cc 25a)
Phane Interview acceptable? (cc 25¢ or 25d)

VOYes . oooiivien s LSKIP to next
2[} No ~ Refused number _jf applicable jiem

» &) Phone elsewhere (Yes in ce 25b)

Phone interview acceptable? (cc 25c or 23d) *

3a[JVes ... vooe o LSKIP to next
4[] No ~ Refused number _{ applicable item

5[] No phene (No in cc 25a and 25b)

e

8, Number of housing units In structure (cc 26)

il 5[] 5-9
212 6] 10 or mare
s[33 7 [ MobiTe home or trailer
a[]4 8 [7] Only OTHER units
‘ ASK IN EACH HOUSEHOL.D:

9. {Other than the . . . business) does anyone in this
honsehold opetate o businass from this cddress?

t [ Ne
2] Yes — Whot kind of buziness is that?

-

INTERVIEWER: Enter unrecognizable businesses only

13k, Proxy information ~ Fill for all praxy interviews

X F -

+

{1} T %y interview
btained for lin

Proxy respondent name

Line number

Reason for proxy interview

N O RIJD =

2) Proxly interview

d for line b

Proxy respondent name

Line number

Reason for proxy interview
s

1f more than 2 Proxy Interviaws, continue in notes.

RN R Lo T

CENSUS USE ONLY

R

)

R o




e sl Y T AT PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

s wonyees ———y

S ST 203, 1200, |21, |2, [ (TN

. NAME is. i T
(vf heusshold TYPE OF LINE ’RELAT&'}NSN!P AGE MARITAL | RACE ORIGIN [SEX |ARMED [ Education- |Education=
teapendent!  LINTERVIEW NG, |TO HOUSEHOLD LAST [STATUS FORCES|highest  |complate
HEAD BIRTH- MEMBER| grade that year}
REYER ~ BEGIN DAY
NEW RECORD (ce 12) f(ec 13b) et 11 [rec 181 lree 1am i(ee 190y ltee 2 ltec 20 frec 22 {ec 23)
Last * -
@) o (5) (@)
t [ Per - Sett-réspondent 1071 Head UM [T, CITIM[ T Yes 171 Yos
2{7] Tol. = Seltrespondent 217 Wite of head 2[71Wd, |21 INeg 2T Fl2; N0 2{7INo
First 3{7JPer. = Proxy | it qabon |- [ 301 OWN Chuid el EANS LTI EFRT L0 =Stes e s
407 Tel - Prony {"coveestge | S0 Lar® oueccetanwe | M Lai1sen, Origin Geady
SITINE - Filt 1621 31 "] Nonrelative 5, [N }

' Look ot item 4 on cover page. s this the same
CHECK household as last enumeration? (Box | marked)

ITEM A {7 Yes — SKIP to Check ltem B ] Neo

26d. Have you heen looking for work during the post 4 weeks?

1 [ Yes No — When did you last work?
2] Less than 5 years ago~SKIP to 280

250, Did you live in this house on Aprdl 1, 197027
1+ 2] Yes - SKIP to Check ftem B 2{TINe

37 5 or more years age
4 (] Never worked } SKiP 1o 29

b, Where did you live on April 1, 1970 (State, foreign country,
U.S. possession, erc.)

Stage, etc. County

27, s thete ony teason why you could not take a job LAST WEEK?
t [ No Yes ~ 2 ] Already had a job

a 7] Temporary 1llness

4 [T} Gomg 1o school

¢, Did you live inside the limits of o city, town, village, etc.?
No 2 (] Yes — Name of city, town, village, etc.7

s [} Other ~ Specify i

28a, For whom did you (last) werk? tName of compuny,

{Ask males 18+ only}
d. Wera you in the Armed Forces on Aprl) 1, 19707

@ 1 [T] Yes 2{) No

business, argomzation ur ather employer)

5 ks g s o

053 x[;] Never worked ~ SKIP m 29 B

CHECK Is this person 16 years old or older?
ITEM B [} No ~ SKIP 1o 29 3 Yes

A\ N B R
b, Whet kind of business or h\dus‘lw 15 this? (Euget TV and
radio mfg., retail shue store, State Labur Depurtment, farm)

26a. What were you doing most of LAST WEEK ~ (working,
keeping house, geing to school) or someathing else?
048 V[ Working ~ SKIP to 280 & ] Unable to work —SKIPto 26d
; 2 [T With a job but not at work 7 ] Retired
3 [ Looking for work 8 [} Other — Specify -7
4 (] Keeping house
s ] Going to school (1} Armed Forces, SKIP to 28a)

e L Lo

¢ Were you ~
@) «[JAn cmplo{ee of o PRIVATE compuny, business or
. individual for wages, salary or commissions?
2[JA ?OV%I;NMENT employee {Federal, State, county,
ot logal
1 [} SELF-EMPLOYED ia OWN business, professional
ptactice or farm?

o et

I

Did you do any work at all LAST WEEK, not counting work
around the house? (Note; If farm or business operator in HH.
ask about unpaid work,)

o[TINo  Yes - How many hours? - SKIP to 28u

4 C]Working WITHOUT PAY In (om:ly bu'inoss or farm?

d. What kind of work were you dolng? i, ofectrieal
enginenr, stock clerk, tymet, fanme:, Armed Furces

¢. Did you have u job or bysinexs from which you were
temporarily obsent or on layoff LAST WEEK?

1[TJNe 207 Yes - Absent — SKIP to 28a
3 [ Yes — Layoif ~ SKiP 10 27

[N Whu' were your most importont activities or duties’ IE g.
typing, keepyng accuunt baoes, selling cars, Armed Furcesy

Notes

FOMM NCIeY (100784 . Puge 2
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HOUSEHOLD SCREEN QUESTIONS

29, Now I'd ik to ask some questions about
srime, They refer only to the last 6 months -

between ________1, 197___and - 197,
During the {ast 6 months, did anyone brack

Into or somehow iilegally get into your
{apartment/home), gurage, or another building
on your property?

Yes ~ How ma
Clves mm? "

CINe

32, Did anyone take something belonging
to you of to an
from a place wlou
temposarily staying, such as a friend’s or
relative’s homs, o hotel or motel, or
a vacation home?

s

of this household, DY“—::;'.‘.H;IM
you or they were

e

33, What was the total number of mator
vehicles (cars, trucks, wtc.) owned by

you or any other member of this household o7} None -
30, (Other than the lncldoni(l)Jun mentloried) [Jyes ~ How many during the last 6 months? SKIP to 36
Did yeu find o door [immied, a lock forced, times? 101
or any other signs of an ATTEMPTED 202
break |n? Oe
3] 3
- 4[] 4 or more
24, Did anyone steal, TRY to steal, or use Yas—How many
31, Was anything at all stolen that (s kept [ClYes = Howmany]  (1#/any of them) without permission? E]No times?
outside Kom ho:;o, c:'r happnndod 0;: be left times? JE—
out, such as a bicycle, a garden hose, or
35, Did anyone steal or TRY to stecl parts -
L?:::Ié;';'o':;l.:n(&')h" than any ncldents LIne n"achoyd to (it/any of them), such as a E::’ m'vu;my

bastery, hubcaps, tape.deck, ete.?

& ; 23 ,

NDIYIDUAL SCR

EEN QUESTIONS

36, The following questions refer only to things that

\ 46, Did you find any evidence that someone Yes = How man
- How ma y
happened to YOU duting the last 6 months ~ Clves ﬂm:n "y ATTEMPTED to steal something that o times?
: belonged to you? (other than any Incidents

between 1,197 ___and_____ ,197__, O already menticned) CIte

Did you have your (packet picked/purse °

snatched)? e
37, Did anyone take something (else) disectl o3 — How many | 47. Did you call the police during the lost 6

from Yoyu by using force, :zufh us)by Q Y _ timest months fo report something that happened

stickup, mugglng or threat? to YOU which you thought was a ctime?

Cive (Do not count any calls made to the

38, Did anyone TRY to rob you by using force
of threatening to horm you? (other than
any incidents olready mentiened)

[Z1Yes — How many
times?

CINo

:ollcn concerning the incidents you
ave just told me about.)

[ No ~ SKIP to 48
] Yes — What happened?

39, Did anyone beat you up, attack you or hit
ou with something, such as a rock or bottle?
{ofhar then any incidents already mentioned)

[Jyes — How many
times?

Ine

@1 |
L
L1

40, Were you knifed, shot at, or attacked with
some Gthzr wocpon by anyone at all? (other
than any incidents already mentioned)

[JYes — How many
times?

CHECK
ITEM C

L.ook at 47, Was HH member 2+ How man,
12+ attacked or threatened, or Lve nmnl Y
was something stolen or an

attempt made to steal something

that belonged to him? (LD

6 mont

CINe
41, Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up or ~ Ho
' THREKTEN you with a knife, gun, or some [Jves nm."r""’
other weapon, NOT including telephone
threats? (other than any Incidents already CINo
mentloned)
42, Did anyone TRY to attack you in some Yos = H
other way? (other than any Incidents already [ves “:,v:'n’my
mentloned)
[CINe

48, Did anything happen to YOU during the lasi

Kl which you thought was a crime,
but did NOT report to the police? (other
then any incidents already mentioned)

» [C] Yes — What happened?

[ No — SKIP to Check Item £

43, During the last & months, did afiyone steal
things that belonged to you from inside ANY
car or truck, such as packages or clothing?

[Jves ~ How many
times?

CIne

@]

L]

L1

44, Was anything stolen from you while you
were away from home, for instance at work, in
a thenter or restaurant, or while traveling?

CIves ~ How many
times?

Cno

CHECK
ITEM D

Look at 48, Was HH member [ Yes—How many
12+ atiatked or threatened, or times?
was something stolen or an e

attempt made to steal something
that belonged to him?

45, (Other than any incidents you've already
mentioned) was l:my’hh\?I {else) at all
stolen from you during the last 6 months?

TlYes ~ itow many
times?

CIne

CHECK ¢
ITEM €

Do any of the screen questions contain any entries
for *‘How many times?"’
[J No — Interview next HH member,

End interviaw i7 last respondent,

and fill item |Z on cover page.

[C] Yes = Fill Crime Incident Reports,

FORM HCSet {10.8.78)

Page 3




PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

17, 18, 13, . X N
NAME TYPE OF LINE [RELATIONSHIP  [AGE [MARITAL [RACE ORIGIN [SE Education = -
’ INTERVIEW ND. "I;(E)AHDO\!SEHOLD ‘B-IAn“N STATUS RIGIN [SEX hl(hco.nu" E:r::l.o‘::n
KEYER - BEGIN DAYT MEMBER| grade that yesr?
NEW RECORD (e 12) j(cc 13b) {ec 17)_J{ee 18)  Jtec 194 viee oty lee 20)ftee 211 free 22) tee 23)
Last
e
1 {73 Par,~ Self-respondent 1} Head 1Om D Ow, AN Yes 1] Yes
2] Tel. - Sell-respondent 2] Wite of head 2 IWd. J2[0Neg 2{JFRONe 2[JNe
Flrat 3] Pt~ Proxy \ gt fabon | === 13[} OWn chitd 1330, 30700 § e e e
ATl Prosy fcovarpage | S0 {aCiothercetatles | P2 L4l sen. origln Grade
s TN = il 18-21 & {7} Non-talative s{CINM
L.ook at tem 4 on cover page, 1s this the same 26d. Have you been looking for watk during the past 4 weeks?
CHECK household as last enumeration? (Box | marked) 13 Yas No ~ When did you last work?
ITEM A [} Yes — SKIP to Chack ltem B [ No 2[] Less than 5 years ago—SKIP to 280
250, Did you live in this hovse on Aprif 1, 19702 3[1] 5 of more years "E°} SKIP ta 36
1 1 Yes = SKIP to Check ltem 8 2[INo 4[] Never worked

b. Whare did you live on April 1, 19707 {State, foreign country,
.S, possession, ete.)

State, etc. County

27, s there any reason why you could not faké a job LAST WEEK?
1 [ No Yes ~ 2] Already had a job

3 7] Temporary iliness

4[] Going to school

. Did you live inside the limits of a city, town, viilage, ute.?
[ No 2] Yes — Nome of city, town, village, en:..7

D

5[] Other — Specify '

28a. Far whom did you (last) work? (Name of company,

{Ask moales B+ only)
d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 19707

business, organization or other employer)

v

053 x [ Never worked — SKIP to 36

1 ] Yes 271 No
CHECK Is this person 16 years old or older?
ITEM B [ No = 5KiP to 36 T Yes

b. What kind of busines¢ or industry Is this? (E.g.# TV and
radio mfg., retall shue store, State Labor Department, farm)

26a. What were you doiny most of LAST WEEK ~ {working,
keeping house, going to schaol) or something elsa?
048 1 ] Working — SKiP to 280 &~ Unable to work—SKiPto26d
2 [] With a job but not st work 7 [ Retised
3 ] Looking for work 8 {7} Other - Speclfy —

4[] Keeplng house
s [} Golng to s¢hool (If Armed Forces, SKIP to 28a)

C1T1

¢, Were you -
1] An cmj!o ee of a PRIVATE company, businass ot
individual for wages, salary or commissions?
21 A GOVERNMENT employee {Federal, State, county,
or local)?
3 ) SELF-EMPLOYED in OWN business, professional

b Did you do any work at all LAST WEEK, not counting work
around the house? (Note: If farm or business operator in HH,
ask about unpaid work.}

049 o[TJNe  Yes — How many hours? ~ SKIP to 280

practice or farm?
4[] Working WITHOUT PAY in family business or farm?

d. What kind of werk waere you doing? (E.g.: electrical
engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer, Armed Forces)

¢. Did you hove a job or business from which you were
temporarily absent or on layoft LAST WEEK?
s3I Mo 2] Yes - Absent ~ SKIP to 28a
21 Yes - Loyoff ~ SKIP to 27

e, What wete your most Important activities or duties? (E.g.;
typing, keeping account books, selling cars, Amed Forces)

X

WL eame ] ND)VIDUAL SCR

EN QUESTIONS [ T NN |

36.“ The (n[(n\&l;\; qﬁosllonl rnfr only 1o things | -
that hoppened to YOU during the last § months —];m“s m."z""'
between___1, 197___ond_.__, 197 . CIn
Did you haye your {pocket picked/purse hed)? o

46, Did you find ony evidence that someone  {[7] Yos = How many
ATTEMPTED 1o steal something that ! tUmes?
belnnged to you? (cther than ony {2 Ne
Incidents already mentioned) !

37, Did aryone take something (else) directly
from you by using force, such as by o
stickup, mugging or threat?

Yes — How many
= timaz?
CiNe

47, Did you coll the police during the last & months to report

crime? (Do not count any calls made 1o the police

something that happened to YOU whick you thought was a

toncerning the incldents you have just told me about.)

than any Incidents already mantioned) [DNo

s

38, Did anyons TRY to rob you by using force  1{7] Yes ~ How many NS Py
or theeatening to harm you? (other thon any timds? 2 :(l:‘ S:&P't:, '8 d7
incidents already mentioned) No [ Yes — What happene
39, Did anyone bedt you up, attack you or hit you Yos ~ How many
with somathing, such os a rock or bon‘o? . © Aimes?
{other thon uny incidents slrsady M CINe Uook ot 47 — Was T member 125 1] Yer = How mwny
. AD, Were you knifed, shot at, or uttocked with 7] Yes — How many [CHECK. attacked or threatened, or was some- times?
some othar weapan by anyone at all? (other times? ITEM C thing stolen or an attempt made to [} No

steal something that belopged to him?

41. Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up or
THREATEN you with d knife, gun, or some
other weapan, NOT including telaph " ﬁ:r‘.eh?

Yes ~ How many
o times?

48, Did anything happen to YOU during the last & months which
@ oy thought was o crime, but did NOT report 16 the police?
{oﬂur then any incidents altwady mentioned)

in o thestes or testagrant, or while traveling?![JNo

P

(other than any Incldents already ! Lte {1 No ~ SKIP to Check item E
42, Did anyonw TRY to attack you in soms -t [ Yes — What happened?,
othar way? {ether than any incidents Dves H,‘;’.’,’?'“’
ofreddy mentioned) CiNo
43, ?hl;tlng :'.:\c, l:alc 6 m:n:hs, dl;{ any‘on-'am:'&v ] Yes ~ m,, ,;,,,, CHECK :R:S:kitd 4°8r -‘—h xﬁeﬁ:&dr'n::\ae;sl szgme_ T} Yes - l};‘:.’?""
ngs that belonged to you from inside o -
car ar truck, such as packages or clothing? N _____ |ITEMD ‘sl:‘enagl :z‘:rll:l:h?t:gm!h:?;:\\%;;‘::eto‘%im? %o
44, Was anything stolen from you while you Yos = How
were nlu, f?om hume, for tynmmew ﬂ{werk, Lves tl:\n"r“"' Do any of the sereen questions contsin any entries

for ""How many times?**

CHECKIY [7] No — Interview next HH member. End interview If

45, {Other than ony incidents you've alteady -
mcntlennd;.Wa: ,ny,m"(;’h,)q, ol stolen 3 Yes s;'.’.“.,‘“’ ITEM & {ast respondent, and flll item 12 on cover page.
from you during the last & montha? () ] Yos — Fill Crime {ncldent Reparts.
WORM NCE41 110.0.78) Page 4
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Q.M. B, No. 41-R2661; Approval Explres Juna 30, 1977

BEGIN NEW RECORD

KEYER ~ Notes

NOTICE -~ Your report to the Census Bureau Is confidential by law
(.5, Code 42, Section 3771), Al Identifiable information witl be used only by

persons engaged

in and for the purposes of the survey, and may not be

disclosed or relensed to others for any purpose.

appropriate screen question for description of crime).
In what month (dId this/did the first) incldent happen?
(Show flashcard If necessary, Encourage respondent to
glve exact month.) :

i
Month (0112) 5 Year (97

Is this Incident report for a series of crimes?

1[I No ~ SKIP to 2

2] Yes — (Note: serles must have 3 or
more similar ingidents which
respondent can't recall separately)

CHECK
ITEM A

N

Line number T

to-s.zeh U.5. BEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
BUAILLAU OF THZ CENSUS

Screen question number LAr KR PO EMENT A3IITANC & A DM\ aTAATION
US¢ DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

In¢ldent number CRIME INCIDENT REPORT
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY - NATIONAL SAMPLE

Ta. You said that during the last 6 months — (Refer to 5a. Ware you o customer, employee, or owner?

1 7] Customer

2[T] Employee

3{_] Owner

4[] Other = Specify,

. Did the person(s) steal or TRY fo steal anything belonging
to the store, restaurant, office, factory, etc.?
1[7] Yes
2[J No
3] Don't know

SKIP to Check Item B

In what month(s) did these incidents take place?
(Mark all that apply)

+ 7] Spring (March, April, May)

23 Summer (June, July, August)

1 [7] Fall (September, October, November)

4 [T} Winter (December, January, February)

How many incidents were involved in this series?
1 [ Three or four

2[]Five to ten

3] Eleven or more

4] Don't know

INTERVIEWER: I{ this reportis for a series, read the
following statement,
(The following questions refer only to the most recent incident.)
About what time did (this the most recent)
incident hoppen?
1{Z] Don't know
2] During the day (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.)
At night (6 p.m. to 6 a.m.)
3] 6 psm. to midnight
4 [ Midnight to 6 a.m,
5[] Don't know

L

in what Siote and county did this incident occur?
[C] Outside U,S. — END INCIDENT REPORT

State County

. Did the offender(s) live there or have a right to he
there, such as a guest or a workman?
1{] Yes — SKIP to Check |tem B
2 Ne
3[] Don't know

. Did the offender(s) actually get in or just TRY to get
in the building?

1] Actually gotin
2] Just wried to getin
3] Don't know

. Was there any evidence, such as a broken lock or broken

window, that the offender(s) (forced his way in/TRIED
to force his way in) the building?
1 [J No
Yes ~ What was the evidence? Anything else?
{Mark all that apply)

2{7] Broken lock or window
3] Forced door or window

4[] Slashed screen ‘SDKIC':,eCk
s [] Other — Specify - Hem B

d, How did the offender(s) (get in/try to gef in)?

1 {7} Through unlocked door or window
2} Had key

Did it happen INSIDE THE LIMITS of a city, town,
village, atc,

13 No

2{T] Yes - Enter name of city, town, etc, ¥

Was respondent or any other member of
CHECK
ITEM B

2] Yes

4

®1©®6

Whete did this incident take place?
1 [] At or In own dwelling, in garage or
other building on property (Includes

3{T] Don't know
this househald present when this
incident occurred? (If not sure, ASK)
Did the person(s) have a weopon such as a gun or knife,
or something he was using as a weopon, such as o

4[] Other - Specify,
t [ No ~ SKIP to 130
bottle, or wrench?

break-in or dttempted break-in) SKIP to 6a 1] No
2] At or in a vacation home, hotel/motel 2[7] Don’t know
3 [7) Inside commercial building such as Yes — What was the weapon? Anything else?
store, restaurant, bank, gas station, {Mark all that apply)
public conveyance or station ASK Sa 3] Gun
4[] Inside office, factory, or warehouse 4] Knife
s [ Near own home; yard, sidewalk, -
driveway, carport, apartment hall 1 & O] Other ~ Specify
(Does nat include breakein or b, Did the person(s) hit you, knock you down, or actually
ottempted breaksin} attack you in any way
&[] On the street, in a park, field, play- SKIP 1] Yes ~SKIPto7
ground, school grounds or parking lot > mghg‘k @ 25 No !
7 [[] Inside scheol
&[] Other —~ Spectfy 7 ¢, Did the person(s) threaten you with harm in any woy?
1 N0 =~ SKIP to7e
2[ Ye
-/ mRL
Page 9
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] CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS ~ Continved |

74. How were you threatened? Any other way?
{Mark all that apply) N
1 {_] Verbal theeat of rape

2] Verbal threat of attack other than rape

a{; Weapon présent or threatened
with weapon

a{"] Attempted attack with weapon
(for example, shot at)

"1 Object thrown at person
7 Followed, surrounded
[~} Other ~ Specify

*

@

sKip
to
> 100

5
6
K

9c, Did insurance or any health benefits progrom pay for all or part of
the total medical expenses?
1177 Nat yet settled
2 NORE .y e
3T Al e e

o d

no ) Pant

@

SKIP 10 100

ds How much did insurance or a health benefits program pay?

s . {Obtain un estimate, if necessary)

104, Did you do anything to protect yourself or your properny
during the incideny?

k4

What actually happened? Anything else?
{Mark all that cppiy}
1) Something taken without permission
2.7} Attempted or threatened to

take something
37 Harassed, argument, abusive language
4" Farcible ecsry or attempted

N

forcible entry of house L skip
s~ Forcible entry or attempred ©

entey « . jar 100
6 7 Damay - or destroyed property
7 7 Attempted or threatened to

damage or desitoy property
8 " Other ~ Specpfy;.

/

135 117 iNo = SKIP to 1}
257 Yes

*

@

b. What did you do? Anything else? (Mark all that apply)

1 177 Used/brandished gun or knife

2 L. Used wied physical force (hit, chased, threw object, used
other weapon, ate.}

3 {7 Triad to get help, attract attencion, scare offender away
{screamed, yelled, called for help, turded on lights, etc.)

4. Thr d, argued, 1 d, etc,, with offender

5[] Resisted without force, used evasive action (ran/drove away,
hid, hetd property, locked door, ducked, shielded sealf, etc,)

& () Other ~ Specify

11. Vas the crime committed by only one or more than on? person?
177 Only one = 2777 Don't know ~ 3 {77 More than one 7
SKIP t0 120 .

How did thu petsen(s) attock you? Any
other way? (Mark all that apply)

a, Was this person male f. How many persohs?

@ 177 Raped or female? @

2 77 Tried to rape ) 7T Mate

37, Hit with object hatd 1o hand, shot, knifed o 8 Were they male or female?

4”7 Hit by thrown object 2. Female @ \ = All male

s 71 Hit, slapped, knocked down 3[*] Don't know 277 Al female

& Geahbed, held, tripped, jumped, pushed, erc. 3 f:_] Male and female

7 7.7 Other ~ Specify b. How old would ‘you say 4} Don't know

a, What ware the injuries you suffercd, if any? the person was h. How old would you say the

| x Anything else? (Mork oif thot apply) + 7 Under 12 youngest was? .
| 177 None ~ SKIP to 10a 25 9etd @ ) 7= Under 12 7= 21 of over —
\ 27| Raped B &7 27 1204 SKIP to j

37 Attempted rape 371517 3T 115-17 s 5 Don't know

4 71 Knife or gunshot wounds 2™ 18=20 47 18-20

st Broken bones or eeth knocked out e . g

6 E“I Internal injuries, knocked unconscious 57520 of over I+ How old wauld you say the

7 7% Bruises, black eye, cuts, scratrches, swelling
8 Other — Specify.

oldest was?

6., Don't know 177 Under 12 4= 18-20

@

Were you injured to the extent thot you needed
madical attention after the attack?
1772 No ~ SKIP to 10a

¢. Wos the person somaons you 27112-14 s 2t of over
. = o f ‘
khew or was he o stranger? 35 15=17 6 17 Don't kaow

J+ Were ony of the persons knawn
or relored {ou or were thay

'y 7. Stronget

27 Yes 277 Don't know nlL:"eng-u \ sk
- b 1 ™1 Al strangers Kip
c D\jﬂyou receive any treatment ot o hosphial? 37 Rnown by EJ(LP @ 2= Don't know om
123 Ne sight only &5 Al relative sKIP
| 21 Emergency room treatment snly — 3. All refatives ol
37, Stayed overmght o Jonger - 417 Casual 4[] Some relatives

How many duys?-;

acqualnitance £ 1 All known

|-t
8777 Well known 6.7 Some Known

What was the total amount of your medical
expenses resulting from this incident, INCLUDING
anything paid by insurance? lnclude hospitel

ord doctor bills, medicine, therapy, braces, an
any other injury.related medical expenses.
INTERVIEWER ~ 1 respondent does not know
exact amount, encourage him to give an estimote.
0 ) No cost — SKIP 1o I0a

$ | 00

—et -

x 177 Dun't know

k. How well were they known?

d. Was the %wuon a relative x  (Mark otl thet cpply)
of yours 1 ] By sight only
@ VI e 2 " Casual ®) ‘Sg(”’
~ . acquaintance(s m
Yes ~ What relatin: ship? 3] Well knawn

20 Spouse or eX*4 jouse
3.7} Parent
4. Own child

I. How were they ralated 1o you?
(Mark all that apply)
1 [7) Spouse or

*

4773 Brothers/

9a. At the time of the incident, were you covernd
by any medical insutance, or were you eligible
for Denefits from any othet type of health
benefits program, such as Medicald, Vererany'
Administration, or Public Welfare?

"CINe vvvues

2 Don't know } SKIP to 104
30 Yes

@

. Brother or sister ex-spouse sisters
" 27} Parents 5[ Other —
& . Other refatve ~ 37 Own Spec:fy;

Spccnfy7 children

o VorTaahe m. Were all of them -

Did you file o cloim with any of these Insurancn
companies or progroms in order to get part or all
of your medical expanses paid?

1) No = SKIP to 100

@ 207 Yes

1£7] White?
1 0 Whire? 2} Negro?
2] Negro? SKIP 377 Othar? ~ Specify7
271 Other? - Specifyy ﬁl°2d

&7} Combination ~ Specl{y7

4{7} Don't know s ™ Don't know

FORAM NGQRe2 {100,768}
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120, Were you the only person there basides the offendar(s)?
151 1] Yes - SKIP to 130
2[Z) No

b. How many of these persons, not counting yourself,
were robbed, harmed, or threatened? Do not include
persons under 12 yeors of age.

@ o (] None — SKIP to 130

Number of persons

Was a car or otfier me*nr vohigle taken?

(Box 3 or 4 marked In 13f)
CHECK ’

2] No — SKIP to Check Item E
{JYes

ITEM D

¢, Are any of these persons members of your household now?
Do not Include household mombers under 12 years of age.

@ o [Z]No

Yes = How mony, not counting yourself?

(ALSO MARK "'YES'* IN CHECK ITEMI ON PAGE 12}

130, Was something stolen or taken without pernaission that
elonged to you or others in the household?
INTERVIEWER = Include anything stolen frem
unrecognizable business in respondent's home,
Do not include anything stolen from a recognizable
business in respondent’s home or another business,
such os merchandise or ¢ash from a register,

@ 1{7} Yes ~ SKIP to 13f
2{]No

b, Did the person(s) ATTEMPT to take something that
belonged to you or others in the household?

1{Z1No - SKIP to |3e
2[ ] Yes

14a, Had permission to use the (car/motor vehicle) ever boen
glven to the person who took i?

1IN0 vy
I Ne }SKIP to Check Jtem £

2] Don't know
3] Yes

b, Did the person return the (car/motor vehicle)?

1) Yes

2" No

Is Box | or 2 markad in 132
CHECK [CINo — SKIP to I5a
ITEM E

[Z)Yes

c. Was the (purse/wallet/money) on your person, for instance,
in a pocket or being held by you when it was taken?

@ 1{7) Yes

c. Whot did they try to take? Anything else?
* {Mark oll that apply)

@ {7 Purse

2 [T} Wallet or money

s{7]) Car

4[] Other motor vehicle

s {7] Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, stc.)
s [ Don't know

2} No

Was only cash taken? (Box 0 marked in 13f)
CHECK [T} Yes — SKIP to léa
ITEM F [N

{1Neo

7 [] Other — Spueify

CHECK

: or thopiey! (Box f or 2 marked In 13c}
ITEM C

[Z1 Nt = SKIP to 18a

’ Did they try to take a purse, wallet,
] Yes

d. Was the (purse/wallat/meney) an your psrson, for
Instance iﬂ pocket or blln: h-lJ? pertoh. fo

1) Yes ,
@ 267 No SKIP to 184

» o What did hoppen? Anything olse? (Mark all that upnly)
1 [} Attacked

2{7] Threatened with harm

3 7] Attempted to break into house or garage
4[] Attempted to break into car

s {7) Harassed, argument, abusive language tsf’P
¢ [_] Damaged or destroyed property r 180

7 ] Antempted ¢ threatened to damage or
destroy property

8 [_] Other - Specify

P

1540, Altogether, what was tha value of the PROPERTY
that was taken?

INTERVIEWER ~ Exclude stolen cash, and enter SO for
stolen checks and credit cards, even if they were used,

s [o]

b, How did you ducide the value of the property that was
stolen? Any other way? (Mark all thet apply)

1+ {7} Original cost
27} Replacement cost
3] Personal astimate of current value
4 (] Insurance report estimate
5[] Police estimate
6 ] Don't know
7 ") Other ~ Specify

16a, Was all or part of the stolen money or property recovered,
not counting anything received from insurance?

1 {Z) None

2] All SKIP to 170
[} Part

b, What wa. recovered? Anything else?

Cashe§ .

and/or
Propertys (Mark afl that apply)

. What was taken that belonged to you or others in the

household? Anything else?

Cash:” s meas s
and/or

. Property: (Mark all that apply)

@ o [ Only cash takeri — SKIP to I4c
1 [TJ Purse
2] Waller
3 Car
4 [T] Other motor vehicle
8 [T] Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc,)

o0 (7] Cash only recovered — SKIP to 17a

6 ] Other = Shecify

1 [T] Purse

27 Wallet

3{"] Car

4[] Other motor vehicle

s ] Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.)

& (] Other — Specify

¢« Whot was the volue of the property recovered (excluding
recovered cash)?

s .[%0]

FORM NCSe2 (100,78}
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CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS ~ Contlnved |© 3

oft?

} SKIP to 184

1TINo e
2[Z] Don't Know

3] Yes

b, Was this less reported to an {nsurance company?

' No,. v
o~ }SKIPtolaa

a

2{Z] Don't know

3(7) Yes

+ Was any of this loss recovered through Insurance?

G s
3[7] Yes

209, Were the police Informed

&

1"} No

2 [} Don't know ~ SKIP to Check ltem G
Y25 — Who teld them?
3{7) Household member
4{7] Somuone else
51" ] Police on scene

b, What was the reason this incident was not reported to

the police? Any other reason? (Mark all that apply)

1} Nothing could be done - lack of proof

2{7} Did not think It important enough

3{7] Police wouldn't want to be bothered

4] ] Otd not wan® to take time ~ too inconvenient

s [} Private or . wsonal matter, did not want to report it

6! ] Did not want to get involved

v (=] Aftaid of reprisal

8 {] Reported to someone else

o [7] Other — Specify.

} SKIP to Check Item G

d. How much was recovered?
INTERVIEWER - If property replaced by insurance

company instead of cash settlement, ask for estimate
of value of the property replaced,

@ s [w]

15 this person 16 years or older?
{21 No ~ SKIP to Check Item H
] Yes —~ ASK 2]a

CHECK
ITEM G

180, Did any household member lose any time from work
becouse of this incident

o (] No ~ SKIP to 190

Yes ~ How many mombars?-;,

bi How much time was lost altogether?
Vv [} Less than | day
277 =5 days
3{76~10 days
4] Over 10 days
s [] Don't know

190, Was unythlnr that belonged to you or other members of
the household damaged but not taken in this Incident?
For example, was a lock or window broken, clothing
damaged, or damage done Yo a cor, etc.?

17} No — SKIP to 200
27 Yes

210, Did you have a job at thu time this incldent happened?

® ®

1 {2} No — SKIP to Check Item H
2 1Yes

b, What was the job?
1 [7] Same as degeribed in NCS-| itemns 28a~e ~ SKIP to
Check ltem H
2°7} Different than described in NCS-1 itéms 28a-e

¢. For whom did you work? (Name of compuny, business,
organization or other employer)

di What kind of business or industry is this? (For exomple; TV
ond radio mfg., retail shoe store, State Labor Dept,, farm

e Were you ~
101 An emplnru of o PRIVATE company, business or
individual for wages, salary or commissions?
2] A GOVERNMENT employee (Faderal, State, county or local)?
3[7] SELF-EMPLOYED in OWN business, professional
practice or farm?
417} Watking WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or form?

. What kind of work were you doing? (For example: electrical
engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer)

-

g. Whot were your moss important activities dr dutjes? (For exomple:
typing, keeping account books, selling cars, finishing concrete, etc.)

b, (Was/ware) the damaged Iitem(s) repaired or repluced?
177 1 [T] Yes — SKIP to 194

2{7) No

c. How much would It cost to repair or replace the
damaged [tem(s)?

@ s

x [[] Don't know

o)

SKIP to 200

CHECK
ITEM H

l Summarize this incident or series of incidents,

d, How much wos the repalr or replacement cost?

% [T} No cost or don’t know — SKIP to 20a

s [

«. Who pold or will pay for the repairs or replacement?
Anyone else? {Mark all that apply)

1 [ Household member
2] Landlord
s [] Insurance
4[] Other — Specify

CHECK |
ITEM |

Look at 12¢ on Incident Report, 1s there an

entry for “How many?"

[ No

[T} Yes — Be sure you have an Incident Report for each
HH member |2 years of age or over who was
robbed, harmed, or threatened in this Incident.

-

CHECK
ITEM J

Is this the {ast Incident Report to ba filled for this personl]

[} #o — Go to next incident Report,
{T] Yas — Is this the last HH riamber to be interviewed?

7] No ~ Jnterview next HH member,

{3 Yes — END INTERVIEW, Enter total
number of Crime Incident Reports
filied for this household in
Item 12 on the cover of NCS-1.

-

FORM NCE:2 110:4.74)
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Appendix 11l

Household survey: Technical
information and standard error tables

With ruspect to crimes against persons or
households, survey results contained in this report
are based on data gathered from residents
throughout the Nation, including persons living in
group quarters, such as dormitories, rooming houses,
and religious group dwellings. Crewmembers 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. Similarly, U.S. citizens res.ding
abroad and foreign visitors to this country were not
under consideration. With these exceptions,
individuals age 12 and over living in 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 were not
possible to secure interviews with all eligible members
of the household during this initial visit, interviews by
telephone were permissible thereafter. The only
exceptions co the re irement for personal interview
applied to 12- and 13 »+ ..-0lds, incapacitated persons,
and individuals who were absent from the household
dv-ing the entire field interviewing period; for such
persons, interviewers were required to obtain proxy
responses from a knowledgeable adult member of the
household. Survey records were processed and
weighted, yielding resuits representative both of the
Nation’s population as a whole and of sectors within
society. Because they are based on a sample survey
rather than a complete enumeration, the results are
estimates,

Sample design and size

Estimates emanating from the survey are based on
data obtained from a stratified multistage cluster
sample. In designing the sample, the first stage
consisted of the formation of primary sampling units
comprising counties or groups of counties, including
every county in the Naticn. Approximately 1,930 of
these units were so formed and grouped into 376
strata. Among these strata, each of 156 represented a
single area and thus came into the sample with
certainty. These sirata, designated self-representing

areas, generally contained the larger metropolitan
areas. The remaining 220 strata were formed by
combining areas that shared certain characteristics in
common, such as geographic region, population
density, population growth rate, proportion of
persons beionging to races other than white, etc.
From each stratum, one area was selected for the
sample, the probability of selection having been pro-
portioniate to the area’s population; areas so chotzn
are referred to as being non-self-represei..ng.

The remaining procedures were designed to ensure
a self-weighting probability sample of dwelling units
and group quarters within each of the selected areas.!
This involved a systematic selection of enumeration
districts (geographic areas used for the 1970 Census),
with a probability of selection proportionate to their
1970 population size, followed by the selection of
clusters of approximately four housing units each
from within each enumeration district, To account
for units built within each of the sample areas 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 building permits were sampled by
means of a sample of area segments, These sup-
plementary procedures, though yielding a relatively
cmall portion of the total sample, enabled persons
occupying housing built after 1970 to be properly
represented in the survey, As the decade progresses,
newly constructed units will account, for an increased
proportion of the total sample.

Approximately 74,000 housing units and other
living quarters were designated for the sample. For
purposes of conducting the field interviews, the
sample was divided into six groups, or rotations, each
of which contained housing units whose oc¢upants
were to be interviewed once every 6 months over-a
period of 3 vyears; the initial interview was for
purposes of bounding, i.e., establishing a time frame
to avoid duplicative recording of information on
subsequent interviews, Each rotation group was
farther divided into six panels. Individuals occupying
housing units within one-sixth of each rotation
group, or one panel, were interviewed each month

‘Self-weighting means that each sample housing unit had the

same initial prohability of being selected,
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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.

Among the 74,000 housing units designated for the
sample that was to provide information relating to
calendar year 1976, interviews were obtained at 6-
month intervals from the occupants of about 61,000,
The large majority of the remaining 13,000 units were
found to be vacant, demolished, or converted to
nonresidential use or were otherwise ineligible for the
survey. However, approximately 2,700 of the 13,000
units were occupied by householders who, aithough
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 not available,
Thus, the occupants of about 96 percent of all eligible

housing units, or some 36,000 persons, participated
in the survey.

Estimation procedure

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

The estimation procedure is performed on a
quarterly basis to produce quarterly estimates of the
volume and rates of victimization. Sample data from
8 months of field interviewing are required to pro-
duce estimates for each quarter. As shown on the fol-
lowing chart, for example, data collected during
February through September are requized to produce
an estimate for the first quarter of any given calendar
year. Each quarterly estimate is made up of equal

Month of interview by month of recall
(X’s denote months in the 6-month recall period)

Month of First quarter

Period of reference (or recall)
Second quarter

Third quarter Fourth quarter

interview Jan. Feb, Mar. Apr.

May June July Aug. Sept.

Oct. Nov. Dec.

January

February

March

April

May

June

I E R Bl ke

July

RS P B )

August

PP PP Pl ke

September

Xy X R X XX

October

November

e bt Ead el Ll

December

SR E el e

January

¢ o] el ¢l

Februdry

b IE A A E N N ey

March

P B R P

April

PN I [P e o

May

P I I

June

b P P I e I

July
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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 victimiza-
tions in more recent months during the 6-month
recall period than when they actually occurred.
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 population and
household figures shown on victimization rate tables
are based on an average for these 17 months,
centering on the ninth month of the data collection
period, in this case, October 1976.

The first step in the estimation procedure was the
inflation of the sample data by the reciprocal of the
probability of their 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.

Ordinarily, the distribution of the samplc popu-
lation differs somewhat from the distribution of the
total population from which the sample was drawn in
terms of such characteristic. as age, race, sex,
residence, etc, Because of this, various stages of ratio
estimation were employed to bring distributions of
the two populations into closer agreement, thereby
reducing the variability of the sample estimates. Two
stages of ratio estimation were used in producing
data relating both to c¥{mes against persons and
households.

The first stage of ratio estimation was applied only
to data records obtained from sample areas that were
non-self-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 tiine of the Census.

The second stage of ratio estimation was applied
on a person basis and brought the distribution of the
persons in the sampls into closer agreement with

independent current estimates of the distribution of
the population by various age-sex-color categories.?
. Concerning the estimation of data on crimes
against households, characteristics of the wife in a
husband-wife household and characteristics of the
head of household in other types of households 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, because
sample coverage generally is better for females than
for males.

In producing estimates of personal incidents (as op-
posed to those of victimizations), a further adjustment
was made in those cases where arn 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 record for that incident (and
associated characteristics) was reduced by one-half in
order not to introduce double counts into the
estimated data. A comparable adjustment was not
made in estimating data on 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 commercial
survey accounted for the incident and, therefore, it
was not counted as an incident of personal crime.
However, the details of the outcome of the event as
they related to the victimized individual were
reflected in the household survey results.

*With respect to the second stage of ratio estimation used in pro-
ducing data contained in the three pre-1976 National Crime Survey
annual reports, an error was discovered whereby a weighted
estimate of noninterviewed persons within interviewed households
was incorrectly added to the sample estimate of interviewed
persons, which already coutained a factor to account for persons
who were not interviewed. The effect of this double counting wis
that the estimates of total persons and of the level of personal vic-
timizations were about 1,5 percent lower than they should have
been, The error was smaller for estimates on household crimes
because of the lower rate of noninterviews among priicipal

- persons. For either personal or household crimes, the impact of

this error upon victimization rates was nominal because it occurred
in both the numerator and denominator of the fraction and,
therefore, largely cancelled out. On the whole, the effect of the
weighting error on estimates other than rates was also_ slight,
affecting few, if any, of the analytical statements found in the 1973-
75 annual reports.
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Series victimizations

As mentioned in the section entitled “The National
Surveys,” victimizations that occurred in series of
three or more and for which the victim was unable to
describe the details of each event separately have
been excluded from the analysis and data tables in
this report, Because respendents had difficulty
pinpointing the dates of these acts, this information
was recorded by season (or seasons) of occurrence
within the 6-month reference period and tabulated by
the quarter of the year in which data were collected.
For the majority of crimes, howey:r, the data were
tabulated on the basis of the specific month of
occurrence to produce quarterly estimates. Although
nc.direct correspondence exists between the two sets
of data, close compatibility between referance periods
can be achieved by comparing the data on series vic-
timizations gathered by interviewers from April 1976
through March 1977 with the regular (i.e., non-series)
victimizations for calendar year 1976. This approach
results in an 87.5 percent overlap between reporting
pericds for the two data sets.

Table I, at the end of this appendix, is baszd on
such a comparison. It shows that there were 933,000
series victimizations in the personal crime sector and
667,000 in the household sector. Detailed
examination reveals that these crimes tended dispro-
portionately to be either assaults, more likely simple
than aggravated, or household larcenies for which the
amount of loss was valued at less than $50 or was
unknown. Efforts are underway to study the nature
of series victimizations, focusing on their relationship
to regular victimizations.

Reliability of 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 other. The standard error of a survey
estimats 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 estimate and its
associated standard error may be used to construct a
confidence interval, that is, an interval having a
prescribed probability that it would include the
average result of all possible samples. The chances
are about 68 out of 100 that the survey estimate
would differ from the average results of all possible
samples by iess than one standard error. Similarly,
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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 the difference would
be 2.0 times the standard error; and 99 out of 100
chances 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 in 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 . or are related to the
ability of respondents to ,call victimization
experiences and associated details 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 National Crime Survey pro-
gram, This may stem in part from the observed
tendency of victims not te 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 entails the inability to
place the criminal event in the correct month, even
though it was 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 ¢ 4 then be determined
from discussion with the respondent whether the re-
ported incident is indeed a new one.

Methodological research undertaken in
preparation for the National Crime Survey program
indicated that substantially fewer incidents of crime
are reported when one household member reports for
all persons residing in the household than when each
household member is 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.

Additional nonsampling errors can result from
incomplete or erroneous response, systematic
mistakes introduced by interviewers, possible biases
associated with the sample rotation scheme, and im-
proper coding and processing of data. Many of these
errors would also occur in a complete census. Quality
control measures, such as interviewer observation
and reinterviewing, as well as edit procedures in the
field and at the clerical and computer processing
stages, were utilized to keep such errors at an
acceptably low level, As calculated for this survey,
the standard errors partially measure only those
random nonsampling errors arising from response
and interviewer errors; they do not, however, take
into account any systematic biases in the data.

Standard arror tables and calculations

For survey estimates relevant to the personal and
household sectors, the standard errors displayed
on tables at the end of this appendix can be used for
gauging sampling variability. These errors are ap-
proximations and suggest an order of magnitude of
the standard error rather than the precise error
associated with any given estimate. Table II contains
the standard error approximations applicable to
estimated levels, or numbers, of criminal incidents or
victimizations within the personal and: household
sectors. Table III contains standazd errors applicable
to personal and household victimization rates, Table
IV gives standard errors for percentage of personal
victimizations or incidents, as well as for percentages
of household victimizations.

The standard error of a difference between two
sampie estimates is approximately equal to the square
root of the sum of the squares of the standard errors
of each estimate considered separately. This formula
represents the actual standard error quité accurately
for the difference between uncorrelated sample
estimates. If, however, there is a high positive

correlation, the formula will overestimate the true
standard error of the difference and if there is a large
negative correlation, the formula will underestimate
the true standard error of the difference. To illustrate
the application of standard errors is measuring
sampling variability, refer to Data Table 6, which
shows that the black population age 12 and over used
as a base for calculating victimization rates for
calendar year 1976 was 18,797,000. For these persons
the victimization rate for crimes of violence was 44.4
per 1,000. Linear interpolation of values in Table III
of this appendix yields a standard error of 2.0 for this
victimization rate. Thus, the chances are 68 out of
100 that a complete census figure would have differed
from this tate by no more than 2.0, plus or minus.
And, the chances are 95 out of 100 that the estimate
would have differed from a census figure by less than
twice this standard error, or that the 95 percent
confidence interval associated with the rate is from
40.4 to 48.4. :

Data Table 5 of this report shows that the number
of males age 16-19 used as a base for calculating vic-
timization rates was 8,192,000. For these persons the
victimization rate for personal crimes of theft was
156.5 per 1,000. Table 5 also shows that, for males
age 20-24, the hase for caleulating victimiization rates
was 9,311,000; among this group the victimization
rate for crimes of theft was 164.4.

The standard error of sach of these two rates is
obtained from Table III by linear interpolation. The
standard error of the difference is approxiinately
equal to V(5.4)* + (5.2)* = 7.5. This means that the
chances are 68 out of 100 that the estimated
difference of 7.9 between the two rates would vary
less than 7.5 from the difference derived from a
complete census; in other words, the confidence
interval is about 0.4 to 15.4., However, the two
standard error (95 percent confidence) levei yields an
interval of 15.0 (7.5 x 2), which is larger than the
estimated difference of 7.9; therefore, the difference is
not significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
Also, it is not significant at the 90 percent level, which
is 1.6 times the standard error (7.5 x 1.6 = 12.0),
Thus, in accordance with standards observed in
analyzing survey results in this report, statistical
significance would not be attached to the difference
between the two victimization rates.
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Table 1. Personal and household crimes: Number and percent distribution

of series victimizations (4/76-3/77) and of victimizations

not in series (197€), by sector and type of crime

Series victimizations

’ictimizations not in series

Sector and type of crime Number Percent in sector Number Percent in seclor
Personal sector 933,000 100.0 22,118,000 100.0
Crimes of violence 503,000 53.9 5,599,000 25.3
Bape 11,000 1.1 145,000 0.7
Robbery 47,000 5.0 1,111,000 5.0
Raobhery with injury 19,000 2.1 361,000 1.6
Robbery without injury 27,000 2.9 750,000 3.4
Assault 446,000 47.8 4,344,000 19.6
Aggravated assault 109.000 11.7 1,695,000 7.7
With injury 33,000 3.5 589,000 2.7
Attempted assault with weapon 76,000 8.2 1,107,000 5.0
Simple 337,000 36.1 2,648,000 12.0
With injury 54,000 5.7 692,000 3.1
Attempted assaull without weapon 283,000 . 30.3 1,957,000 8.8
Crimes of theft 430,000 46,1 16,519,000 4.7
Personal larceny with contact 8,000 0.8 497,000 2.2
Peruaopal larceny without contact 423,000 45.3 16,022,000 72.4
Household sector 667,000 100.0 17,199,000 100.0
Burglary 230,000 34.5 6,663,000 38.7
Forcible entry 88,000 13.1 2,277,000 13.2
Unlawful entry without force 105,000 15.8 2,827,000 16.4
Attempted forcible entry 37,000 5.6 1,560,000 9.1
Household larceny 429,000 64.3 9,301,000 54,1
Less than $50 281,000 42.1 5,602,000 32.6
$50 or more 89,000 13.3 2,745,000 16.0
Amount not available 33,000 4.9 259,000 LY
Attempted larceny 27,000 4.0 655,000 3.8
Motor vehigle theft 18,000 1.1 1,235,000 7.2
Completed theft 11,000 0.2 760,000 4.4
Attempted theft 16,000 0.9 475,000 2.8

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. The incompatibility of time frames is discussed under "Series

Victimizations,' in this appendix.

'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

3
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Table Il. Personal and household crimes:
Standard errors for estimated number

of victimizations or incidents:

Size of estimate

Standard error

{thousands) {thousands)

6.7

% 0.5

100 13.0
250 21.0
500 30.0
750 37.0
1,000 23.8
2,000 73-0
3,000 84‘0
4,000 94.0
5,000 114.0
3000 131.0
10,000 158.0
15,000 180'0
20,000 198.0
25,000 ?55.0
50,000 i79. 2
75,000 279.0
100,000 355.0
125,000 197-0
150,000 11.0
175,000 f
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Table 1. Personal and household crimes: Standard errors
for estimated victimization rates

Estimated rate per 1,000 persons or households

Base of rate 25 or 5 or W75 or 1 or 2.5 or 5 or 10 or 30 or 50 or 100 or 250 or

({thousands) 999.75 999.5  999.25 999 997.5 995 990 970 950 900 750 500
25 4.27 6.03 7.39 8.53 13.48 19.04 26.85 46.04 58.82 80.97 116.87 134.94
50 3.02 4.27 5.22 6.03 9.53 13.46 18.97 32.58 41.59 57.25 82.64 95.42

75 2.46 3.48 4.27 4.93 7.78 10.99 15.5G 26.58 33.96 46.75% 67.47 77.91
100 2.13 3.0l 3.69 4.27 6.74 9.52 13.42 23.02 29.41 40.48 58.43 67.47
250 1.35 1.91 2.34 2.70 4.26 6.02 8.49 14,56 18.60 25,60 36.96 42.67
500 .95 1.35 1.65 1.91 3.01 4,26 6.00 10.29 13,15 18.10 26.13 30.17
750 .78 1.10 1.35 1.56 2.46 3.48 4.90 8.41 10.74 14.78 21.34 24,64
1,000 .67 .95 1.17 1,35 2.13 3.01 4.25 7.28 9.30 12.80 18.48 21.34
1,500 .55 .78 .95 1.10 1.74 2,45 3.47 5.94 7.59 10.45 15.09 17 .42
2,000 .48 .87 .83 .95 1,51 2.13 3.00 5.15 6.58 9.05 13.07 15.09
2,500 43 .60 .74 .85 1.35 1.90 2.69 4.60 5.88 8.10 11.69 13.49
3,000 39 .55 67 .78 1.23 1.74 2.45 4.20 5.37 7.39 10.67 12.32
4,000 34 .48 .58 .67 1.07 1.50 2.12 3.64 4,65 6.40 9.24 10.67
5,000 .30 .43 +52 .60 .95 1.35 1.90 3.26 4,16 5.73 8.26 9.54
10,000 W21 .30 .37 .43 67 .95 1,34 2.30 2.94 " 4,04 5.84 6.75
15,000 17 .25 .30 35 .55 .78 1.10 1.08 2.40 3.30 4.77 5.51
20,000 15 21 26 .30 .48 .67 +95 1.63 2.08 2.86 4.13 4.77
21,000 .15 21 .25 29 .47 .66 .93 1.59 2.03 2.79 4.03 4.66
22,000 i14 .20 25 .29 45 .64 «90 1.55 1.98 2.73 3.94 4.55
25,000 .13 19 .23 27 .43 .60 .85 1.46 1.86 2.56 3.70 4.27
50,000 .10 A3 A7 19 .30 .43 .60 1.03 1.32 1.81 2.61 3.02
75,000 .08 .11 .13 .16 W25 .35 .49 .84 1.07 1.48 2,13 2.46
100,000 .07 .10 Jd2 .13 .21 .30 42 W73 .93 1.28 1.85 2.13
125,000 .06 .09 .10 A2 .19 W27 .38 .65 .83 1.15 1.65 1.91
150,000 .06 .08 .10 A1 A7 .25 .35 .59 W76 1.05 1.51 1.74
160,000 .05 08 .09 Q1 A7 .24 .34 .58 74 1.01 1.46 1.69
170,000 .05 .07 .09 .10 .16 .23 .33 .56 W71 .98 1.42 1.64
175,000 .05 .07 .09 .10 .16 W23 .32 .55 .70 .97 1.40 1.61

Table IV. Personal and household crimes: §tapdard
errors for estimated percentages of victimizations
or incicents

Estimated percentage of victimizations or incidents

Base of

: 3 5 or 10 or 25
ercantage 0.5 or 1 or 2.5 ov 5 5 50
l(Jthmuiandgs) 99.5 99 .. 97.5 u5 40 7%

: 67 1349

1. 2.60  4.21 5.8 8.0 1:.87 4
b4 v Teo zies T .13 252 954

o 1.5  2.43 . 67 K .
100 b 1 zao0 .04 .08 508 iz;

160 ‘85 1.33 .80 6 3 .2
200 .33 .60 94 Lz L8L 281 3.0
750 .35 149 a7 L8 2.13 2.4

130 42 .67 .9 28 185 2]
1500 .25 .35 .54 w6 105 Len L
21000 .21 .30 47 t;? 91 H% sl

5 Bt 27 42 W54 .81 17 .
21500 19 .25 .38 .54 T4 bt a3

! * D [ 3 N

400 Y .21 .33 .47 KR

éggg 13 19 .30 .41 .57 8 98
10,000 110 13 .21 29 0o &7
15,000 .08 11 17 24 3 .55
20,000 .07 ) .15 .21 2 i 8
21,000 07 .09 15 20 250
22,000 .06 .09 .14 .20 279 A
25,000 .06 .08 13 .19 2
50,000 .04 .06 .09 3 S 0
75,000 .03 .05 .08 10 Qs
100,000 .03 .04 .07 .09 2 g i)
125,000 .03 .04 .06 .08 1 4 4y
150,000 .02 .03 .05 08 WA
160,000 L0z .03 .05 01 i e
170,000 .02 .03 .05 07 Qo te

175,000 .02 .03 .05 .07 1 . .
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Appendix IV

Commercial survey: Technical
information and standard error tabies

Commercial victimization survey results contained
in this publication ar¢ 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 a
relatively small number of other organizations, such
as those engaged in religious, political, or culturai
activities, Most units of Federal, State, and local
government were excluded. In applicable
jurisdictions, however, liquor stores and transporta-
tion systems operated by government were within the
scope of the survey; these were the only exceptions to
the general exclusion of government-operated
entities. Because they were based on a sample survey
rather than a complete enumeration, all survey
results are estimates.

Sample design and size

Survey estimates were obtained from a stratified
multistage cluster sample consisting of a total of 58
sample areas, 10 of which were selected with certainty
and, therefore, were self-representing.! The remaining
sample areas were chosen from an original total of
240 strata that had been collapsed into 48 large
strata, with areas in each of the latter being as
homogeneous as possible with respect to size, geo-
graphic region, and metropolitan character. Each of
the strata was drawn independently of strata used in
other current business surveys. Within each large
stratum, one area was selected to represent the entire
stratum, sample segments having been selected within
each area. In each of the 10 certainty sample areas, a
sample of segments was drawn at the rate of 1 in 6

'The 58 arcas used for the sample represented an increase of 24
(all of them non-self-representing) over the number used in pro-
ducing estimates for 1975 and earlier, This step was attended by an
increase in the number of segments arawn for self-representing
areas, These .changes, designed to improve the reliability of
estimates, resuited in the selection of a sample nearly three nmes
larger than that previously used.

from among those segments not in current use,
Interviewers carivassed the selected segments and
conducted interviews .at all business establishments
and other organizational units located within the
boundaries of each segment,

For information relating to calendar year 1976, a
sample consisting of approximately 50,000 places of
business was designated for interviewing, yielding
about 41,400 establishments interviewed every 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 been demolished, or the businesses were
otherwise not qualified for interview, 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 1976 survey results are based.

For purposes of conducting the interviews, thi
sample was divided into six panels, one of which wai
interviewed each month during a given 6-month
period. Although the survey is continuous, it differs
from the household survey in that a rotation
procedure is not employed. 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 pro-
duce quarterly estimates of burglary and robbery vic-
timizations 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 {inal weights, applied to sach usable
data record, enabling nationwide estimates to be
tabulated. The final weight was the product of the
basic weight,? reflecting each selected establishment’s
probability of being in the sample, and an adjustment

*The basic weight was 125 for records from businesses located in
the 10 areus selected with certainty and 250 for those from
businesses in noncertainty areas,
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for nonirterview. A nonintérview adjustment was
calculated for each of 17 classes of business; it was
equal 1o the total number of duta records required in
each class divided by the number of usable records
actually collected, This factor was then applied 1o
each uSupie record in the particular kind of business
category.

If un interviewer detenmnined that & business had
not operated at the listed address for the entire 6-
month reierence period, un attempt was made to
secure information for the balance of the period {rom
whatever firm previousiy occupied the location or, in
the case of vacancies, from acighboring businesses. In
cases of fuilure to account for the full reference
period, however, no further weighting adjustment
was made,

Serics victimizations were not treated separately in
the commercial sector because recordkeeping
generally cnabled respondents to provide details of
whatever multiple victimizations oceurred during the
6-moath reference period. Thus, all reporied
incidents of burglary and robbery against commercial
estabilshments are reflected in the data tables.

Reliability of estimates

Survey results presented 1n thi- report concerning
the  e¢riminal vicumizution of commercial
establishments are ostimates 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 sciected udilizing the same sampling design,
Although the results obtained from any pwo samples
might differ murkedly, the average of s number of
different sarnples would be expected to be in near
agreement wirh the results of 1 complete enumeration
using the sume dara colleciion procedures and
processing methods, Simiiarly, the results obtained
by uveraging data from a number of subsamples of
the whole sample would bie expected to give an order
of magnitude of the variance between any single
subsample and the grouping of subsamples, Such a
technique, known ag the random group method, was
used in calcualating coefficients of variation, presented
in this appendix in the form of sténdard errors for
estimates generated by the surveys. Because the
standard errors are the products of calculations in-
volving estimates derived through sampling, each
error in turn is subject to sampling variability.

In order 1o gauge the extent of sampling variability
inherent in the commiercial survey results, standard
errors have been derived for a number of business
characteristics. Generalized standard errors, such as
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those developed in connection with the household
survey, were not culculuted. Instead, two tables in
this appendix display standard errors from the
sumple observuions for estimated values pertaining
1o selected characteristics of business establishments.
Whereas these standurd errors partially gauge the
effect of nonsamphng error, they du not tauke into
account any biases vhat may be inherent in the survey
results,

When used in conjunction with the survey results,
the standard error tables permit the construction of
intervals containing the average result of all possible
sumples with & prescribed level of confidence.
Chances ure ubout 68 out of 100 that any given
suryey result would ditfer from results that would be
obtained from a coraplete enumeration using the
same procedures by less than the applicable standard
error, Doubling the interval increases the confidence
level to 95 chances out of 100 that the estimated value
woula differ from the resuls of a4 complete count by
less than twice the standard error,

As in the household survey, estimates of crimes
against businesses are subject 10 nonsampling errors,
principal among these being the problem of recalling
victimizations applicable to the 6 months prior to
interview. Becuuse of u number of factors, however, it
iy tikely that these errors were less prevalent in the
cormercial survey than they were in the household
survey, These fuctors include the greaver likelihood of
recordkeeping und Or repordang to police by
businesses, as weul as the concentration of the survey
on two of the more serious crimes, burglary and rob-
bery. 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 weire reported during the previous
interview,

Other nonsampling errors may have arisen from
deficient interviewing and from data processing
mistakes. However, quality control measures similar
to those used in the household survey were adopted
to minimize such errors,

Standard error tables and caiculations

In order to measure the sampling variability
associated with selected results of the commercial
survey, standard errors are presented in two tables in
this appendix. The first of these, Table V cotiains
standard errors applicable to the estimated number
of commercial victimizations, by type of crime. For
each of the measured offenses, Table VI displays
standard errors for estimated victimization rates, by
kind of establishment and gross annual receipts.
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To illustrate the use of the error tables, assume that
one wished to measure the variance associated with
the robbery victimization rate against service
enterprises—20.0 per 1,000 establishments, as shown
on data Table 28 and on Table V1. The latter reveals
that the applicable error for this rat> is 1.7, Thus, the
confidence interval surrounding the . stimate is about
18.3 to 21.7; in other words, the chances are about 68
out of 100 that the results of a complete census would

have produced an ecstimate within this range.
Similarly, the chances are about 95 out of 100 that a
complete enumeration would have resulted in an
estimate within the range of two standard errors, or
from about 16.6 to 23.4. For estimated numbers and
rates not shown on Tables V and VI, rough ap-
proximations of standard errors may be made by
utilizing the standard errors for similar values having
bases of comparable size.

Table V. Commercial crimes: Standard error estimates
for number of victimizations, by type of crime

Estimated number

Type of crime

of victimizations

Standard error

Burglary
Completed burglary
Attempted burglary

Robbery
Completed robbery
Attempted robbery

1,574,700 115,000
1,189,000 101,100
385,700 23,900
278,700 17,300
206,600 12,000
72,100 9,500

Table VI. Commercial crimes: Standard error estimates
characteristics for victimization rates, by
of establishments and type of crime

Burglary Robbery
Estimated Standard Estimated Standard
Characteristic rate error rate error
Kind of establishment
All establishments 217.3 13.5 38.5 2.2
Retail 283.0 9.3 75.9 4.9
Wholesale 313.1 126.5 20.4 2.4
Service 177.5 8.2 20.0 1.7
Gross annual receipts
Less than $10,000 189.2 21.0 23.2 7.3
$10,000-$24,999 214.3 24.9 30.8 4.3
$25,000-%$49,999 233.8 24.8 39.3 -« 4.8
$50,000-$99,999 251.9 19.4 55.1 5.8
$100,000-$499,999 256.2 10.8 56.1 5.7
$500,000-$999,999 303.8 14.9 46.4 8.9
$1,000,900 or more 239.6 16.5 49.6 5.5
No sales 138.0 11.6 2.9 1.0
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Appendix V

Technicai notes

Information prdvided in this appendix is designed
to aid in understariding the report’s selected findings
and, more broadly, tc assist data users in interpreting
statistics in the data tables. The notes address general
concepts as well as potential problem areas, but do
not purport to cover all data elements or problems.
The glossary should be consulted for definitions of
crime categories, variables, and other terms used in
the data tables and selected findings.

General

Throughout this report, victimizations are the
basic units of measure. A victimization is a specific
criminal act as it affects a single victim, whether a
person, household, or place of business. For crimes
ggainst persons, however, some survey results are
presented on the basis of incidents, not victimiza-
tions. An incideiit is a specific criminal act involving
one gr miore victims wi-d one or more offenders. For
many specific categories of personal crime, victimi-
zations outnumber incidents, a difference that stems
from two contingencies: (1) some crimes were
simultaneously committed against more than one
person, and (2) certain personal crimes may have
occurred during the course of a commercial burglary
or robbery. Thus, for each personal victimization re-
ported to survey interviewers, it was determined
whether others were victimized at the same time and
place and whether the offense happened during a
commercial crime. A weighting adjustment in the
estimation procedure (see Appendix III) protected
against the double counting of incidents. If, for
example, two customers were beaten during the
course of a store holdup, the event would have been
classified as a single commercial robbery, not as an
incident of personal assault. With respect to crimes
against households and businesses, there is no
distinction between victimizations and incidents, as
each criminal act against targets of either type was
assumed to have involved a single victim, the affected
household or business. In fact, the terms “victimiza-
tion” and “incident™ can be used interchangeably in
analyzing data on household and commercial crimes.

As indicated with respect to personal crimes, vic-
timization data are more appropriate than incident
data for the study of the effects, or consequences, of
crime experiences upon the individual victim, They
also are better suited for assessing victim reactions to
criminal attack and for examining victim perceptions
of offender attributes. Thus, in addition to serving as
a key element in computing victimization rates, vic-
timization counts are used for developing
information on victim injury and medical care,
economic losses, time lost from work, victim self-
protection, offender characteristics, and reporting to
police. On the other hand, incident data are more
adequate for the examination of the circumstances
surrounding the occurrence of personal crimes, Ac-
cordingly, data concerning the time and place of
occurrence of such offenses, as well as the use of
weapons and number of victims and offenders, are
based on incidents. In the hypothetical case given
above, therefore, the rate data for personal assault
would reflect the attack on each customer, and other
victimization tables would incorporate details
concerning the outcome of the crime for each person,
such as any injuries, damage to clothing, and loss of
time from work.

For data on crimes against persons, the table titles
stipulate whether victimizations or incidents are the
relevant units of measure,

Victim characteristics

A variety of attributes of victimized persons,
households, and commercial establishments appear
on victimization rate tables. The rates, or measures of
the occurrence of crime, are computed by dividing
the number of victimizations associated with a
specific crime, or grouping of crimes, by the number
of persons, households, or businesses under
consideration. For crimes against persons, the rates
are based on the total number of individuals age 12
and over, or on a portion of that population sharing a
particular characteristic or set of traits. Household
crimes are regarded as being directed against the
household as a unit rather than against the individual
members; in calculating a rate, therefore, the
denominator of the fraction consists of the number of
households in question. Similarly, the rates for each
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of the two crimes against commercial establishments
are related to the number of businesses being
examined.

As indicated previously, victimizations of
households or businesses, unlike those of persons,
cannot involve more than one victim during a specific
criminal act, However, repeated victimizations 4f
individuals, households, or commercial
establishments can and do occur. As general
indicators of the danger of having been victimized
during the reference period, the rates are not
sulficiently refined to represent true measures of risk
for specific individuals, households, or business
places. In other words, they do not reflect variations
in the degree of risk of repeated, or multiple, victimi-
zations; and, because of the manner in which they are
calculated, the rates in effect apportion multipie vic-
timizations among the population at large, thereby
distorting somewhat the risk that any single person,
household, or business had of being victimized.

Victimization of central city, suburban,
and nonmetropolitan residents

Coverage of this topic is based on victimization
rates for crimes against persons and households.
Because of the limited size of the sample, it wds not
feasible 1o present data on commercial victimiza-
tions on the basis of a type-of-locality variable. The
data relate to the locality in which the victim lived at
the time of the interview, not to the place where euch
victimization occurred; however, victimization
surveys conducted under the National Crime Survey
program in Central cities across the Nation have
demonstrated that the localities of residence and of
occurrence are the same in the vast majority of cases.

A basic distinction is made among central city,
suburban, and nonmetropolitan populations.
Together, the first two populations represent those
persons living in standard metropolitan statistical
areas (SMSA’s), or metropolitan areas. The
nonmetropolitan populatiosn refers to those residing
in places outside SMSA’s. To further distinguish
differences in the degree of victimization within
metropolitan localities, residents of central cities and
their surrounding suburbs have been categorized ac-
cording to the following four ranges of central city
size: 50,000-249,999; 1/4 to 1/2 million; 1/2 to | mil-
lion; and | million or more.

Geographical areas were assigned to the appro-
priate type-of-locality category on the basis of the
1970 Census, even though the variable since has been
redefined by the Office of Management and Budget.
“To ensure the comparability of results 1s the decade

progresses, there are no plans to revise the type-of-
locality variable as applied in the National Crime
Survey program until after the 1980 Census.

Victim-offender relationship
in personal crimes of violence

One of the more significant dimensions of personal
¢rime concerns the relationship between victim and
offender. Public attention about crime in the streets
in large measure has focused on unprovoked pliysical
attacks made on citizens by unknown assailants, The
nature of the relationship between victim and
offender is a key element to understanding ¢rime and
judging the risks involved for the various groups in
society. Heretofore, the only available national
statistics on the matter have been for homicide; these
have demonstrated that the great majority of murder
victims were at least acquainted with their killers, if
not related to them. With respect to the personal
crimes of violence that it measures, the National
Crime Survey makes possible an examination of the
relationship between victim and offender.

Based on information from Tables 33-37,
treatment of the subject centers on a special section of
the selected findings. Nevertheless, the relationship
between victim and offender is a recurrent variable in
findings and in data tables deaiing with other
subjects, such as weapons use and reporting to the
police. Conditions governing the classification of
crimes as having involved ‘‘strangers’ or
“nonstrangers” are described in the glossary, listed
under each of those categories,

Offender characteristics in personal crimes
of violence

Some of the tables on this subject display data on
the offenders only and others cover both victims and
offenders. The offender characteristics examined are
sex, age, and ruce, based on information furnished by
victims who saw the offenders and, consequently,
knew the nurnber of persons involved in the crime. As
with most information developed from this survey,
offender attributes are based solely on the victim’s
perceptions and ability to recall the crime, However,
because the events often were stressful experiences,
resulting in confusion or physical harm to the victim,
it was likely that data concerning offender
characteristics were more subject than other survey
findings to distortion arising from erroneous
responses. Many of the crimes probably occurred
under somewhat vague circumstances, especially
those at night. Furthermore, it is possible that victim
preconceptions, or prejudices, at times may have




influenced the attribution of offender characteristics.
If victims tended to misidentify a particular trait (or a
set of them) more than others, bias would have been
introduced into the findings, and no method has been
developed for determining the existence and effect of
such bias.

In the relevant data tables, a distinction is made
between ‘“‘single-offender” and ‘“multiple-offender”
crimes, with the laiter classification applying to those
committed by two or morz persons. As applied to
multiple-offender crimes, the category “mixed ages™
refers to cases in which the offenders in any single
incident were classifiable under more than one age
group; similarly, the term “mixed races” applies to
situations in which the offenders were members of
more than a single racial group.

Number of victims

As noted previously, the number of individuals
victimized in each personal crime is a key element for
computing rates of victimization and other data on
the impact of crime. However, the data table
specifically concerning the number of individual
victims per crime is based on incidents,

Time of occurrence

For each of the measured crimes against persons,
households, or businesses, data on when the offenses
occurred were obtained for three broad time
intervals: the daytimc hours (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.); the
first half of nighttime (6 p.m. to midnight); and the
second halfl of nighttime (midnight to 6 a.m.).

Place of occurrence

For data from the household survey, tables on
place of occurrence distinguish six kinds of sites, two
of which cover the respondent’s home and its im-
mediate vicinity. For certain offenses not involving
contact between victim and offender, the
classification of crimes is chiefly determined on the
basis of their place of occurrence. Thus, by definition,
most household burglaries happen at principal
residences, with a small percentage at second homes
or at places occupied temporarily, such as hotels and
motels. Personal larceny without contact and
household larceny are differentiated from one
another solely on the basis of where the crimes occur,
Whereas the latter transpire only in the home and its
immediate environs, the former can take place at any
other location. To be classified as a household
larceny within the victim’s own home, the offenses
had to be committed by a person (or persons)
admitted to the residence, or by someone having

customary access to it, such as a deliveryperson,
servant, acquaintance, or relative. Otherwise, the
crime would have been classified as a household
burglary, or as a personal robbery if force or the
threat of force were used. Commercial burglaries can
take place only on the premises of business firms;
however, commercial robberies can occur away from
the premises, such as during the holdup of sales or
delivery personnel away from the zstablishment.

Number of offenders in personal crimes
of violence

One table based on incident data displays
information on the number of offenders involved in
personal crimes of violence. In the sequence of survev
questions on characteristics of offenders, the lead
question concerned the number of offenders. If the
victim did not know how many offenders took part in
the incident, no further questions were asked about
offender characteristics, and the crime was classified
as having involved strangers.

Use of weapons ,

For personal crimes of violence and commercial
robbery, information was gathered on whether or not
the victims observed that the offenders were armed,
and, if so, the types of weapons concerned. For
purposes of tabulation and analysis, the mere
presence of a weapon constituted “‘use.” In other
words, the term ‘“‘weapons use” applies both to
situations in which weapons were used to intimidate
or threaten and to those in which they actually were
employed in a physical attack.

In addition to firearms and knives, the data tables
distinguish “other” weapons and those of unknown
types. The category “other” refers to such objects as
clubs, stones, bricks, and bottles. A difference exists,
however, in the manner in which the types .of
weapons were classified in the personal and com-
mercial sectors. For each personal crime of violence
by an armed offender, the type, or types, of weapons
present were recorded, n~t the number of weapons.
For instance, if offenders wielded two firearms and a
knife during a personal robbery, the crime was
classified as one in which weapons of each type were
used. With respect to each robbery of a business in
which weapons of more than one type were observed,
only the most lethal type was recorded. Thus, for
example, if offenders used two firearms.and a knife in
robbing a store, the crime was classified as one in
which firearms were used; in other words, a single
entry was made under the category “firearm.”
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Victim self-protection

With reference to personal crimes of violence,
information was obtained on whether or not victims
tried to avoid or thwart attack, and, if so, the
measures they took, The following reactions, ranging
from nonviolent to forcible, were considered self-
protection measures: reasoning with the offender;
fleeing from the offender; screaming or yelling for
help; hitting, kicking, or scratching the offender; and
using or brandishing a weapon. The pertinent tables
distribute all measures, if any, employed by victims in
each crime; no determination was made of the single
most important measure,

Physical injury to victims

Information was gathered concerning the injuries
sustained by the victims of each of the three personal
crimes of violence. However, during the preparation
of this report, the requisite data were not available
for calculating the proportion of rape victimizations
in which victims were injured. Therefore. information
on the percent of crimes in which victims were
harmed is confined to personal robbery and assault,
For each of these crimes, the types of injuries
concerned are described in the glossary, under
“Physical injury.”

Victims who had been injured furnished data on
hospitalization and on medical expenses. With regard
to medical expenses, the data tables are based solely
on information from victims who knew with certainty
that such expenses were incurred and also knew, or
were able to estimate, their amount, By excluding
victims unaware of such outlays, and of their a-
mount, the utility of the data is somewhat restricted.
Although data were unavailable on the proportion of
rapes attended by victim injury, information relating
to hospitalization and medical costs were available
on that crime; these results are reflected in the appro-
priate data tables.

Economic losses

With respect to economic losses incurred by
persons, households, or commercial establishments,
the data tables distinguish between crimes resulting in
“theft and/or damage loss” and “theft loss” only.
Table titles specify the applicable category of loss.
The term “theft loss” refers to stolen cash, property,
or both, whereas ‘“damage” pertains to property
only. Items categorized as having “no monetary
vajue” could include losses of trivial, truly valueless
objects, or of those having considerable sentimental
importance. References to losses “‘recovered” apply
to compensation received by victims for theft losses,
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as well as to restoration of stolen property or cash,
although no distinction is made as to the manner of
recovery. For assault, information on economic
losses relates solely to property damage, because
assaults attended by theft are classified as robbery.
There was no attempt to measure attempted pocket
picking; by definition, therefore, all pocket pickings
had the outcome of theft loss, and there may have
been some cases with property damage.

Time lost from work

For all crimes reported to interviewers, the surveys
determined whether persons lost time from work
after the experience, and, if so, the length of time
involved. With respect to crimes against persons or
households, the survey did not record the identity of
the household member (or members) who lost work
time, although it may be assumed that, for most
personal offenses, it probably was the victim who
sustained the ioss. For commercial burglary or rob-
bery, data on loss of time from work was applicable
to owners, operators, and employees of the entities
concerned.

Reporting of victimizations to the police

The police may have learned about criminal vic-
timizations directly from the victim or from someone
else, such as another household member or a
bystander, or because they appeared on the scene at
the time of the crime. In the data tables, however, the
means by which police learned of the crime are not
distinguished; the overall proportion made known to
them was of primary concern,

Interviewers recorded all reasons cited by
respondents for not reporting crimes to the police.
Data tables on this topic distribute all reasons for not
reporting, and no determination has been made of
the primary reason, if any, for not reporting the
crime.




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,

Aupnual family income—Includes the income of the
household head and all other related persons residing
in the same household unit. Covers the 12 months

‘preceding the interview and inciudes 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 ag-
gravated or simple, upon a person. Includes
attempted assaults with or without a weapon. Ex-
cludes rape and attempted rape, as well as attacks in-
volving theft or attempted theft, which are classified
as robbery.

Attempted forcible entry—A form cof 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 organiza-
tions, 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 1V.

Forcible entry—A form of burglary in which force
is used to gain entry (e.g., by breaking a window or
slashing a screen).

Head of household—For classification purposes,
only one individual per household can be the head
person. In husband-wife households, the husband

arbitrarily is considered to be the head. In other
households, the head person is the individual so
regarded by its members; generally, that person is the
chief breadwinner.

Household—Consists of the occupants of separate
living quarters meeting either of the following
criteria: () Persons, whether present or temporarily
absent, whose usual place of residence is the housing
unit in question, or (2) Persons staying in the housing
unit who have no usual place of residence elsewhere,

Household crimes—Burglary or larwcay of a
residence, or motor vehicle theft. Includes both
completed and attempted acts.

Household larceny—Theft or attempted theft of
property or cash from a residence or its immediate
vicinity. Forcible entry, attempted forcible entry, or
unlawful entry is not involved.

Incident—A specific criminal act involving one or
more victims and offenders. I situations where a
personal crime occurred during the course of a com-
mercial burglary or robbery, it is assumed that the
commercial victimization survey accounted for the
incident and, therefore, it is not counted as an
incident of personal crime. However, details of the
outcome of the event as they relate to the victimized
individual are reflected in data on personal victimi-
zations.

Kind of estahlishment—Determined by the sole or
principal activity at each place of business.

Larceny—Theft or attempted theft of property or
cash without force. A basic distinction is made
between personal larceny and household larceny.

Marital status—Each household member is
assigned to one of the following categories: (1)
Married, which includes persons having common-law
unions and those parted temporarily for reasons
other than marital discord (employment, military
service, etc.); (2) Separated and divorced. Separated
includes married persons who have a legal separation
or have parted because of marital discord; (3) Wid-
owed; and (4) Never married, which includes those
who’s only marriage has been annulled and those
living together (excluding common-law unions),

Metropolitan area—Abbreviation for “Standard
metropolitan statistical area (SMSA),” defined
below.
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-Motor vehicle—Includes 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. The category covers a variety of
localities, ranging from sparsely inhabited rural areas
to cities of fewer than 50,000 population,

Nonstranger—With respect to crimes entailing
direct contact between victim and offender, victimi-
zations (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 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 vietim 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 “Surburban area,”
below.

Personal crimes—Rape, robbery of persons,
assault, personal larceny with contact, or personal
larceny without contact. Includes 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 of
persons, or assault, Includes both completed and
attempted acts,

Perscnal 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, wal-
let, or cash by stealth directly from the person of the
victim, but without force or the threat of force. Also
includes attempted purse snatching.

Personal larceny without contact—Theft or
attempted theft, without direct contact between
victim and offender, of property or cash from any
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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.

Physical injury—The term is applicable to each of
the three personal crimes of violence, although data
on the proportion of rapes resulting in victim injury
were not available during the preparation of this re-
port. For personal robbery and attempted robbery
with injury, a distinction is made between injuries
from “‘serious” and ‘“‘minor” assault, Examples of
injuries from serious assault include broken bones,
loss of teeth, internal injuries, and loss of
consciousness, or undetermined injuries requiring 2
or more days of hospitalization; injuries from minor
assault include bruises, black eyes, cuts, scratches,
and swelling, or undetermined injuries requiring less
than 2 days of hospitalization. For assaults resulting
in victim injury, the degree of harm governs
classification of the event. The same elements of
injury applicable to robbery with injury from serious
assault also pertain to aggravated assault with injury;
similarly, the same types of injuries applicable to rob-
bery with injury from minor assault are relevant to
simple assault with injury.

Race—Determined by the interviewer upon
observation, and asked only about persons not
related to the head of household who were not
present at the time of interview. The racial categories
distinguished are white, black, and other, The cate-
gory “other” consists mainly of American Indians
and persons of Asian ancestry.

Rape—Carnal knowledge through the use of force
or the threat of force, including attempts. Statutory
rape (without force) is exzcluded. Includes both
heterosexual and homosexual rape.

Rate of victimization~-See ‘‘Victimization rate,”
below,

Robbery—Theft or attempted theft, directly from a
person or a business, 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 i3
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 either serious
(e.g., broken bones, loss of teeth, internal injuriey,
loss of consciousness) or undetermined but requiring
2 or more days of hospitalization. An injury is
classified as 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 without injury—-Theft or attempicd theft
from a person, accompanied by force or the threat of
force, cither with or without a weapon, but not
resulting in injury.

Simple assaul—Attack without 2 weapon resulting
either in miner injury (e.g.. bruises, black eves, cuts,
scratches, swclling) or in undetermined injury
requiring less than 2 days of hospitalization. Also in-
cludes attempted assault without a weapos.

Standard metropolitan statistical arca (SMSA )—
Except in the New England States, a standard
metropolitan statistical arca is a county or group of
contiguous countics that contains at least one city of
50,000 inhabitants or more, or “twin cities” with a
combined population of at least 50,000. In addition
to the county, or counties, containing such a city or
cities, contiguous counties arc included in an SMSA
if, according to certain criteria, they are socially and
economically integrated with the central citv, In the
New England States. SMSA’s consist of townrs 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
crimies 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 arnd situations where
rental payments are in kind or 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 ap-
plicable to households or commercial establishments.

Victimization—A specific criminal act as it affects a
single victim. whether a person, household, or com-
mercial cstablishment. In criminal acts against
persons, the number of victimizations is determined
by the number of victims of such acts: ordjnarily, 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 hecause personal victimizations that occurred
in cenjunction with either commercial burglary or
robbery are not counted as incidents of parsonal
crime. Each, criminal act against a houschold or com-
mercial establishment is assumed te involve a single
victim, the aifected household or establishment.

Victimization rate—F or 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 pop-
ulation 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.
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