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Introduction 

This final report is mainly a summary of previous quarterly reports 
of progress and of the tecnnical and substantive reports submitted in 
connection with the proposed work. The report lacks the detail of the 
technical and substantive reports sin.ce these were transmitted previously. 
The goal of the final report is to summarize progress and accomplishments 
and problems and issues in three separate areas. First there are 
logistical problems associated with undertaking over time studies using 
tlie National Crime Survey (NCS). Some account of these is given here 
simply because they should be germane to future users of the NCS and for 
any attempt to revise the NCS. Second, some of the technical findings 
are summarized that we believe are important to analytical work using 
the NCS and for future changes in data collection and analysis of the 
NeS. Finally, attention is drawn to some of the major substantive 
findings of previous reports to demonstrate the importance of using the 
over-time design of the NCS to answer important questions about crime 
victimization. Each of the main sections is designated appropriately: 
(1) Logistical Problems; (2) Technical Findings; (3) Substantive 
Findings. The report covers the orginal grant period from October 24, 

·1974 to October 23, 1976 and its extension to April 21, 1977. 

Logistical Problems 

There were several major guiding strategies behind the proposal 
to undertake analytical studies of crime victimization using the over­
time data from the NeS. First, there was the central idea'that causal 
phenomena might be better understood with over-time than with cross­
section data. Second, there was the important set of problems relating 
to the ways the Census NCS panel design creates errors that affect 
the quantity and quality of the data for estimates and analyses. 
Finally, it was thought that important additional data could be added 
to the NCS panel from the 1970 Census, particularly the d?ta on neighbor­
hoods, and thus enhance the analysis situational proneness to victimiz­
at.ion by crime. 

Unfortunately, not all of the logistical problems encountered in 
this study were apparent either to the principal investigators or to 
those who had developed the data for the NCS or for the neighborhoods 
for the 1970 Census. It is to these problems that we now turn. 

The Panel Design. The NCS was designed as a panel study of locations 
mainly for logistical reasons. First, it was believed that reports of 
victimization were subject to time telescoping effects and that interviews 
should bound the reporting period to reduce the effect of forward tele­
scoping of crim~ events into the report period. To do so, the first in­
terview is considered the bounding interview and only the second and 
subsequent interviews are used for estimation of victimization rates. 
This bounding procedure requires that households and individuals be 
followed over time and a longitudinal design is appropriate. Second, 
there are efficiencies is sampling and field survey operations with 
a panel design. It should be noted that both of these reasons ignore 
the possibility that important questions can be answered by followirtg 
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locations, households, and persons over time. Rather, the decisions 
rested on finding an effieient design that would give the best estimate 
of the victimization for successive cross-sections of bounded interviews. 

Since the Bureau of the Census which is responsible for designing 
and executing the survey, in large did not provide for data collection 
and reporting based on following location, households, and individuals 
over time, but rather successive cross-section estimation, the collection 
quarter data types also place important conditions on the creation of 
a longitudinal file. It is to the problems of design and implementation 
of it for the creation of analytical over-time files that we now turn. 

Confidentiality & Disclosure. The Census Bureal assigns a unique 
identifier to each location and household, and a specific: line to each 
person. The identification information is available on their data 
files in a form that makes it possible to identify at least some of the 
respondents if they have access to or acquire additional sources of 
information. The unique identifier provides information on the location 
that could fie used in connection with other information on the tapes to 
track down or by other means uniquely identify a respondent. The rules 
of the Bureau of the Census do not permit, under law, sharing the iden­
tification with public users or research investigators who are not 
employees of the Bureau. Since part of the goal ~_yas to develop a 
users tape, it was necessary at the outset to eliminat.~ the special 
identification. 

Unfortunately this occasioned some delay not only because it 
was necessary to crnate an algorithm to provide .identification of each 
location .'" ld household, but to provide new variable information as 
well on tHe location characteristics that are part of the original 
identifier, e.g., a variable of size of place. This turned out to 
be no small matter and contributed some delay in originally delivering 
the tapes. 

Machine Readable Tapes. A second major problem arose in that the 
Census tapes had to be made compatible with the IBM data processing 
system cnrrently available through the Yale University Computing Center. 
This required the preparation of a test tape as well. After we processed 
the test tape and found the conversion compatible, the collection quarter 
tapes were finally prepared by the Bureau of the Census. 

The result was that we did-not receive the ten collection quarter 
tapes (July 1, 1972 to December 31, 1974) until June, 1975, some eight 
~onths after th~ beginning of the project. Early analyses of the fre­
quency of multiple victimization within that period of time convinced 
us we would need an additional year of the crime survey. This required 
waiting until all of the 1975 information was available to begin matching 
of the information for that time period. We acquired the last 6f this 
information only in May Ii 1976. The receipt of these last tapes 
occasioned additional delay in processing. 



Adequate Tape Documentation. An other major problem faced was 
the availability of adequate documentaion for the information on~the 
tapes. The Bureau of the Census was only in the process of developing 
a documentaion manual on the design data collection, and coding of the 
survey and of the variable information on the tapes when the stugy began. 
Most of the information was available to us only in a series of memos 
internal to the Bureau and these did not provide all relevant information. 
Thus during the first year of the study we spent considerable time in 
consulting with Bureau staff and in assembling and making operational 
that information. 

By the close of the project period both a Survey Documentation 
Manual and a Coding Manual for the variables on the tape were available. 
The Bureau now plans for continuing update of the manuals since some 
changes are made from one period to the next. Helpful as are these 
manuals, anyone working with the NCS is aware that routinely there are 
working memoranda prepared by staff members of the NCS as well as small 
studies undertaken to evaluate field procedures, data collection, and 
survey design. To lvork effectively requires that one be in a line of 
communication with the staff to secure these memoranda. Fortunately, 
we were eventually able to work out such a relationship and it has 
proven invaluable in understanding many aspects of the NCS. Similarly, 
it took some time to develop liaison with the NCS but eventually contacts 
were~ade that proved most helpful, particularly with Ms. Linda Murphy 
of the Bureau of the Census Survey Division. 

Creating the Panel Data File. Perhaps the most difficult problem~ 
arose in connection with creating the longitudinal or panel data file. 
The Bureau of the Census provided data tapes for collection quarters 
and our ~ain task was to match locations, households, and persons across 
collection quarters, whenever elegible for reinterview. 

One of the most difficult problems faced in creating longitudinal 
data files is the problem of matching locations, households, and persons 

, because of errors in a cross-section. This problem arises from the 
fact that neither Census nor LEAA originally planned for the data file 
to be utilized for panel analysis. Thus, 'error which can be tolerated 
in a cross-section can~t be tolerated in a panel analysis. A simple 
example.from our experience may demonstrate the difficulty faced that 
had to be resolved. Of the 98,228 location in the original file created 
from Census's 10 collection quarters, there were 4,192 locations for which 
household status and household number were inconsistent. For our panel 
analysis, it was essential that these inconsistencies be resolved. 
Lacking the possibility of returning to original data sources, we were 
foreed to indirect meanS for their correction, viz., consistency in the 
characteristics of households and persons within households. 

To resolve the 4,192 inconsistencies by this means required, however, 
an examination of each inconsistency and its resolution according to 
stated rules. Almost all of our manpower for two months had to be given 
over to that task, including the time of our programmers. We believe 
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the procedures adapted resulted in a valid and reliable data set in 
this respect, it does raise questions about whether in the longrun 
Census and LEAA sliould not give more attention to preparing the data for 
panel analysis. 

The Bureau of t~e Census has the capacity to provide a clean set 
of data for panel analysis if attention is given to the problem when the 
original data tapes are prepared. Once the data are organized by coll­
ection quarter, the capacity to correct panel e~rors is greatly diminished 
and there is considerable effort that must be expended for less satisfactory 
results. Note that it is not being suggested that all items on the suriey 
~ust be error free, only that the items which create the panels be free 
from error. 

In this connection, attention is drawn to certain practices that 
might well be changea if there is a seri.ous interest in panel analysis. 
The first is that changes in sampling status should be better documented 
in the file. Two examples will be given to illustrate the point. (1) 
The size of the sample was reduced in 1973 for good and sufficient 
reasons. We are unable to separate subsequently those locations which 
were dropped because of decreasing the sample size f~om those locations 
whic~were dropped and added because of other reasons--given errors, etc. 
(for each collection period, there are new sample cases because of changes 
in demolition, new construction, etc.). (2) The Bureau drops panel 
cases in the old PSU'§ are dropped and substitute cases drawn in the 
new PSU's. The effect of such substitutions on the panel are considerable, 
since they substitute unbounded for bounded households and in each case 
a new household for one that is potentially a continuing household. 
Such decisions sliould perhaps not be made without considering their 
potential effects on the panel. 

The Bounding Interview. To control time telescoping, as already 
noted, only six of the seven interviews taken with a given household 
respondent are eligible for estimating victimization rates. The first 
interview is' a bounding interivew used to control for events that might 
otherwise be telescoped into the second interview. 

Bounding interviews were secured only for Samples I and 2 and 
not for Samples 3 and 4. This means that for some purposes we are 
unable to assess the effects of bounding, t ime-in-s ample , number of 
interviews,. and similar sources of error on estimates of victimization. 

The bounding interviews, moreover, are not processed to eliminate 
some of the SOU1.'ces of error that are controlled in the regular' inter­
views used for estimation. Thus, the bounding interview not only creates 
more errors on any variable, but they increase the difficulties of matching 
cases over time. With a regular program of assessing the sources of 
error in the NCS, more attention perhaps should be given to sources of 
error in the bounding interviews and provision made for matching them 
with first interviews the same as 'for all other intebviews. 
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, Creating tfteH:terarchi.cal and Extract Files. Major problems 
arose when information from the cross-section data collection quarters 
were IDerged into the longitudinal file, bringing together information 
on the same locations, households and persons as cohorts that can be 
followed in time. To undertake the objectives of the survey, it wes 
necessary to create hierarchical files of locations, households, and 
persons. This turned out to be a more difficult and time consuming 
task than originally anticipated. 

rroblems' arose owing to the fact that errors in cross-section infor­
mation are compounded in panel matching. A simple example may illustrate 
the~agnitude of this problem. Of the 98,228 locations in the original 
file for 10 collection quarters, there were 4,192 locations for which 
household status and household number were inconsistent. Almost two 
months were spent in resolving these inconsistencies, much of that time 
spent in laborious matching routines. 

But, as indicated previously, the original file of 10 collection 
quarters proved inadequate for two reasons. Given panel attrition and 
turnover, we had too few cases to follow the less frequent types of crime 
over tim~. THe size of the data base, therefore, was incresed to 14 
collection quarters. The magnitude of that data base can be expressed 
as follows. The July 1, 1974 to December 31, 1975 file now contains 
information on 124,401 separate locations, 159,060 separate households, 
and 369,932 separate persons. Within the file there is a total of 919,056 
person 'records of variable length. Given reduction in sample size by 
attrition, replacements, and the rotation design, there is the following 
distribution of records by location: 1 record, 17,535 locations; 2 records, 
19,188 locations; 3 records, 23,810 locations; 4 records, l2 y 945 locations; 
5 records, 12,398 locations; 6 records, 23,820 locations and 7 records, 
14,705 locations. 

The NCS has three data hierarchies: locations, households, and 
persons. In addition, the household and persons files have variable 
length records since there is considerable variation in size and com­
position of households and their rates of victimization as well as in 
the length of the crime incident record. Hierarchical files with v'ariable 
length records pose major logistical problems, the more so when up to 
seven cqnsecutive.cross-section interviews are merged. 

Given the nature of these logistical problems, there are special 
problems of programming and analysis routines adapted to hierarchical 
£Ltes with variable length records. For some purposes, therefore, it 
has been necessary to create Extract Files that are both hierarchical 
and rectangular. Three such files were created, one a Household Extract 
File that merges all records for households. A second is a Person: 
Extract File that merges all records for each person. A Victimization 
Extract file was created for some additional analyses. 

A numBer of minor problems arose in connection with converting 
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the data to panel fUes. For a number of variables, for example, the 
Census code cnanged over time. It was necessary to recode the information 
for these variables since Census did not always adopt new codes that 
could neadily be merged ~th the old codes. Another kind of problem arose 
because Census reduced the size of the sample. For panel analysis we 
needed t'o separately identify those cases that were dropped to decrease 
sample size from those which were rotated into the sample for other 
reasons (replacements, for example). Such problems are not only time­
consuming but they are not always resolved. 

Programming & Analysis Routines, The hierarchical format compounds 
the file-size difficulties. The peculiar nature of hierarchy in the 
Victimization Survey files poses problems that are not resolved by 
existing software. Essentially, an incident in the NCS file may refer 
to either a household level or to persons in households. This seemingly 
minor divergence from the traditional concept of a branching major analysis 
routines. This caused us to spend considerable time in evaluating 
statistical packages and in searching for the best way to minimize this 
problem. It meant also that we were at the frontier of managing and 
analyzing variable length files. 

A major contribution of the proposed study was to analyze victim 
proneness and mUltiple victimization. This required following households 
and persons over time and the pan~~ design of NCS made this possible. 
But, there never had been a panel ~nalysis for a survey as large as NCS. 
Although we knew that this might occasion new problems, we did not truly 
comprehend that not only is panel analysis uncharted in terms of practical 
problems of data management and methodological treatment (panel analysis 
has received some theoretical consideration in terms of statistical and 
experimental design problems), but that panel survey designs are largely 
uncharted in the areas of data collection and processing. Thus, the NCS 
panel faces data', processing' problems that are extremely troublesome. 

The problem of developing analytical files from collection quarter 
files was no simple task since it faced us with a problem of finding 
statistical routines for minimizing the cost of data analysis. Most 
statistical packages are for small data bases and the NCS is a very large 
data base. Most available packages are either unable to handle the 
analytical problems of panel analysis with the hierarchical arrangement 
or they are too costly to operate. In addition, a number of packages, 
such as OSIRIS, have substantial errors. After considerable time spent 
in search of adequate programs that could be adapted to our use and still 
run economically, we settled on two such packages. The first is TPL 
(Table Producing Language) of the Bureau of Labor Statistics; the 
second is BMD, the Biomedical computer programs developed by U.C.L.A. 
These are both operational for the data base. In addition, Goodman's 
ECTA for multiple contingency analysis is operational. Each of these 
tasks involves more time uhan anticipated so that at least a year's extra 
time elapsed to reach full analytical capability. The files and capability 
we attained at this point reduce the time, however, that any other user 
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would have to. invest in the future. 

The~agnitude of the NCS panel file means that costs of file con­
struction, data management, and data processing exceeded those originally 
anticipated. To reduce costs of computer processing, considerably more 
effort had to De placed on software and the creation of multiple files 
for specific analytical purposes. These increased costs show up in 
three way~ in our total costs. First, we have to retain a considerably 
greater computer programmer capability than originally anticipated. 
Rather than one programmer we had to retain the services of two and these 
cannot be dispensed with throughout the data processtng phase since 
file construction and programming remain a continuing necessity. Second, 
the creation of multiple analytical files increases costs since each 
file ~ust be llUilt with the aid of the computer. Third, given increased 
volume in total numoer of cases, any' given analytical output involves 
increased costs or production. " Clearly, constructing and using the 
NCS panel file is Doth costly and time-consuming. 

The Neighborhood Hierarchy. The Bureau of the Census mer,ged their 
19,0 Nleighborhood Characteristics Public Use Tape with each of the NCS 
data collection quarter tapes, thereby creating a fourth hierarchy-­
neighborhoods--for the analysis. Unfortunately, the Bureau provides very 
poor documentaion for the Neighborhood Characteristics tapes and it 
proved to be impossible to obtain much of the information on their crea­
tion and characteristics oecause of both lack of documentaion and concerns 
about disclosure of confidential information. 

Basically, we learned that the neighborhood concept is a very loose 
one in Census terminology. Its size can range from whole counties to 
small areas of a city since it is basically a unit of 12,000 households, 
~ore or less. More"over it is constructed from ennumeration districts 
(ED's} at the time of the 1970 Census. Any new construction subsequent 
to the creation of. the ED is not assigned to an ED. 

This latter problem--assigning new.construction to ED's and there­
fore to locations--proved to be especially troublesome. For the first 
waves of NCS collection quarters, about one in 10 locations is not assigned 
to a neighborhood. The proolem is compounded with each update of the 
sample so that over the decade perhaps at least one in five locations 
will be without a neighborhood identification by this procedure. 

Technical Contributions 

. "Technical Report ill: 
NCS,,,,z' Questionnaire of the 
September, 1976}. 

{lSome Suggestion for Changes in NCS-l and 
National Crime Survey", (Staff Report, 

This report suggests revisions of the current NCS questionnaire and 
of the data tapes prepared from the questionnaire. The suggestions stem 
primarily from an interest in expanding the analytical possibilities for 
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panel or over-time analyses of the data from the National Crime Survey, 
a major objective of this project. Some of the suggestions are not 
essential for deriving cross-sectional estimates of victimization by crime, 
the major objective of the NCS survey. 

The report recommends Doth changes in the regular biennial survey 
and the use of supplements of the NCS at periodic intervals. Suggestions 
on coding and editing are based on limited information as to when part­
icular edit procedures take place'. 

Suggestions for Dealing with ,Problems of MaintainL.g Location, House­
hold, Person, and Incident Records Over Time. The logic of any panel 
analysis requires that once any sampling unit--a location--enters a panel 
or rotation group for a given period of time, there must be ~ infor­
mation on that unit for every data collection point during the entire 
period of time. A record of the status of the unit at every point that 
additional observations are made is the minumum standard. 

For the first three and one-half years of data collection for 
the NeS, households, locations, and persons sometimes appear and dis­
appear from a rotation group without information on their status. This 
creates difficulties not only in matching locations--and therefore 
households and persons across data collection periods--but also problems 
:in determining reasons for their appearance or disappeara.nce for a 
rotation group. The following changes are proposed so that cases can 
De matched across collection quarters and so that their status can be 
determined for any/all collection quarters. 

First, there should be a master list of all location identifiers 
:in a rotation group, and for each collection quarter the identifier for 
each location should be checked against the master list. If we assume 
a 0.5% error rate of assignment of location identifier in the field, 
every collection quarter, about 150 locations, would have such errors 
that would have to be resolved. This sh('uld be fairly easy to do at the 
clerical stage of editing. Since one can also expect errors to arise in 
preparing data for processing, there should be a final computer edit 
to compare location identifier fields with the master list. Where dis­
crepancies arise, it should be relatively easy to resolve them if 
:interview schedules and coding sheets are retained until the computer 
edit has taken place and discrepancies resolved. 

Second, the NCS questionnaire and procedures should include a 
question or field that provides information on whether a new location 
enters a rotatiun group as 1) a rotation in, 2) an extra household, 3) 
a merged household Cif location identifiers are changed), 4) a location 
dropped to reduce sample sixe, or 5) an added location due to updating 
a sampling lists. Such information would greatly facilitate cross­
panel editing. Likewise, if merged households are created without 
changeing location identifiers, ther should be some way of identifying 
such -mergers. 
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Third, there should always be one household record for each 6-month 
panel wave for eac~ location through a full rotation. If a location leaves 
a panel-rotation group tIrrough a household merger ot a Type C non-inter­
view, then subsequent records should reflect that this household has been 
eliminated from the sample for its particular panel-rotation group. 
If a household enters the panel-rotation group out of 'rotation sequence, 
then we should know whether it is an extra or added (due to uplisting) 
location. Thus, if household records are maintained throughout a rota­
tion,.there is an additional edit check (from Collection Quarter 3 on 
for each rotation1 and a fair+y- straight-forward edit check can be made 
to insure the location identifiers are maintained throughout the sample. 
THis could be the first clerical edit check on collection quarter data 
and should not entail significant extra work. To repeat ,vhat was noted 
for locations, each location in the master list should have household 
information through the full rotation. Each household, once entered 
at a location, should ee retained until replaced by another household, 
a vacancy occurs, or the location is removed by sample rotation. 

Fourth, after the first household interview, a reasons should be 
recorded for the aesence for each person who was a member of an entering 
location. Once a line number has been assigned under a household interview, 
there should be some information for that person recorded for each sub­
sequent valid household interview. No person should ever disappear 
from the file so long as his/her household is retained. Retaining the 
person ~ine should not add significantly to the number of records, but 
it does require recording the number of persons 12 years old and over 
in the household. That is, one cannot simply count the number of person 
records to get the number of perons 12 years old and over. One will have 
to count the numeer present to be interviewed. This means that interview 
type (SC0341 will need an additional .category of "not present in house­
hold. u Moreover greater care should be exercised in comparing the 
persons line number from one interview to the next. 

Fifth, a question should be added ascertaining the reasons why a 
household member is absent for any subsequent intervieW's during the 
rotation period, e.g., died, marital separation or divorce, moved out 
to establish new household, away at school, etc. It owuld be helpful 
if one could avoid vague categories such as "temporarily absent" since 
they are of doubtful analytical value. 

Ordering Incidents by Time of Occurrence. The current procedure 
asks: "In what month (did this/did the first) incident happen?" The 
respond.ent is encouraged to give the exact month. For series incidents, 
the respondent is asked to indicate only "in what month(s) did these 
indidents take place?tt and then seasons are checked off. 

For some purposes of studying multiple victimization, we are 
interested in ordering incidents in time. The procedure could be changed 
to permit ordering ey time and to relate series to non-series incidents. 
'For series incidents only the month of first incident is .obtained o The 
1Ilonth of Clccurrence of the most recent incident (beginning SCI08) is 
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not given. It would D.e a simple matter to obtain the month of the 
most recent'incident'of"the series a.nd record that since that is the 
incident of which information is obtained. 

Instead of recording the seasons during whic~ series incidents 
occur,Deginning with' the month of occurrence of the most recent incident, 
check all other months 'in the reference period for which incidents are 

"said to have taken place. Instead of asking the question of "How many 
incidents were involved in this series?" one might then ask how many 
incidents of this kind took place in that month, beginning with the _ 
~ost recent month. One would assume that the respondent might have a 
Better idea of how many such indicents took place in the most recent 
month than for earlier months and that the procedure of having the re­
spondent estimate for each month might be more reliable than a global 
guesstimate Cas is now the case). 

For non-series incidents, the respondent may have more than one 
victimization in a given month. It would be helpful if these occurrences 
were simply rank-ordered within the month. With order of occurrence 
within the month, some inference about clustering to types of crime, etc., 
is possiDle. 

Further information on serieS incidents would be helpful in estab­
lishing the similarity of the crimes reported together as a series. 
Therefo~e, the following suggestions are made: 
For Source Code 107 

P!t"esent Format: 

c. How many incidents were 
involved in this series? 
1. three or four 
:2. Five to ten 
3. Eleven or more 
4. Don tt know 

Suggested Format: 

c. How many incidents were involved 
in this series? 
RECORD ACTUAL NUMBER 
Don't know ~-----------

d. In which month did the last inci­
dent occur? (Encoruage~o give 
exact month.) 

Month (01-12) 
~--~~--~--~--~~ e. Was the offender the same in all 
of the incidents? 
1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 

f. Did the offender always do the 
same thing? 
1. Yes 2. No (Ask a) 3. Don ':t know 
a. If not, how different? 

g. Does this series of incidents go back 
further than the 6.month period we 
are talking aoout? 
1. Yes CAsk. a) 2. No 
a. How long ago did they begin? 

. (Enter number by 
----~--------~------~ months exactly when this series began) 
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When a household ~oves into a sample location it is important to 
identify whether or not the incidents reported occurred while the 
person was. living at the sample residence before moving. The following, 
therefore, could De incorporated: 

Por all~ sample locations ask: 

Have you m("lved in the past six months? 

1. Yes 2. Nd 

Por all incidents reported DY those who moved to location in last six 
1llontIis ask: 

Did the incident that you are telling me about occur while you 
were liv~g at this address Cor before you moved here)? 

1. Yes 2. No 

This latter question should always be asked for all in-movers to a 
sample location when they are interviewed for the first time, i.e., 
wIien SC 020 is "Replacement household since last ennmeration" or "Not 
in sample De£ore." 

Pacts Related to the Occurrence of the Crime. Additional items 
on factors related to the occurrence of the crime would facilitate 
our understanding of patterns of crime victimization. In some cases 
the city survey questionnaire provides information not asked on the 
NCS. 

Place of Occurrence of Crime. Form SCS-2, SC 110 & 111 provide 
infonnation on whether the incident happens "inside the limits of a 
city, town, village," out the information in SC 111 on pldce name 
is not availaDle on pUDlic use tapes. Thus ~ve are severely limited in 
our analyses of whether an incident occurred inside the limits of th~ 

.place where the respondent lives, it would be preferable to follow the 
procedure of SC 109 on Form NCS-4 of the city survey. One might add 
that in general there is insufficient information on place available 
in the public use tapes. 

SC 112 relating to the question of "Where did this incident take 
place?" is not in sufficient detail to be useful for analytical purposes, 
particularly if different types of respondents and types of crimes are 
considered. T:lere are several possibilities to consider, depending 
upon the kind of information sought. 

First, it would be useful to know how far from home an incident 
occurred. One way of getting such information would be to use a 
simple question of whether it was less or more than one mile. Another 
would De to ask for all codes other than 1 and 5 on SC 112 whether the 
place was in their neigliOorhood or outside of it, accepting the fact 
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that people t s- sense of size of neighborhood will vary considerable. 
It seems' preferaole to have a separate question of this sort asked for 
all locations other tlian #1 or #5 rather than try to include that 
information in a 1l1ore detailed veJ:sion of SC 112. rhus if a respond­
ent reports- the indident occurred :in a store, it would oe followed with: 
"Is tIi:ts store in you neighoorhood?" or / and "Is this store within a 

"'lIlile of wftere you live? II 

Second, an oojection to the present SC 112 code is that too much 
is placed within tfte same code category. For young persons going to 
scnool and for scnool employees, one would like to know more about 
where their victimizations occur. Apart from crimes that may occur 
to them at home or near their home, the main categories that should be 
kept separate are these: ell inside school (as at present); (2) 
on the school grounds (now put with others); (3) on the way to school 
(now included with on the street); (4) on a playground, park, etc. 

Third, an early pilot version included the category "inside 
puolic conveyance or station." Was that category too small to warrent 
its retention? It is a useful additional distinction. It would be 
helpful to know Where such. incidents are now coded--"on the street"? 

'Fourth., an earlyversi.on also included the category nat home of 
friend, relative, neighbor, vacation home, etc." This is too broad 
and vacation home should be excluded. Perhaps there should be a 
category to include home of other people such as relatives, friend 
friends, neigIiDors. Are these now included in the "other" category? 
It seems so since we find that 32% of the incidents reported for Screen 
Question 32 were said to occur in a vacation home, motel or hotel, 32% 
also were classified as "other". Since Screen Question 32 specifically 
mentions the home of a friend or relative or where one was temporarily 
staying, our guess is that the home of relatives or friends might be 
useful as a separate category. 

Fiftp., the "other" category also is fairly sizeable for some major 
types of crime elicited oy other screen questions. The following are 
illustrative examples: 

Screen Question If Per Cent "Other" Place 

32 31% 
39 11 
40 15 
41 12 
42 10 
45 12 

Tliese questions often account for substantial numbers of incidents, 
so tftat additional categories would have more responses than some of 
those now included. We not, for example, that vacation home/hotel/ 
motel has only 1.1% of all places of incident codes and office or factory 
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1.8% wh:Ue 6.4% are coded "other." ' .. 

S'ixtli, it also m:tglit Ee useful to see whether the "on the street" 
categor~ i~ all that liomogeneousJ it includes 28.6% of all our incidents. 

'Informing the Police. We recognize that SC 181 is designed to 
handle Doth personal and household crimes and thus "household number" 
is the on~~ code availaDle. Yet it is important to know whether the 
victim or some other memDer of the household called the police for 
personal crimes. Perhaps the best solution is to ask which household 
~emoer called the police. SC l8la could list the line number of the 
household member who called the police. Whatever format is adopted, 
an attempt should De made to separate victim calling the police for 
crimes against the person from other household members. 

SC 182 asks the interviewer to mark all reasons that apply to why 
the incident was not reported to the police. It would help to get the 
respondent to say which of these reasons was most important, second 
most important, etc., and provide that information as well. There 
could oe "n" fields for "n" reasons and the fields could be filled 
successively to the left with the most important reason code in field 
1, etc. There could De fewer fields than reasons, e.g., the three most 
important reasons. 

A supplement ot the NCS should try to get information on why the 
police were called eSC 181) as well as why not eSC 182). 

Offender Information. Whenever information on an offender is 
reported' for more than one incident ask; lIWas this the same person 
(were any of these persons the same) as the ones already mentioned?" 
In this way we can tell whether the information on offenders being 
reported is for different offenders or the same offenders. Natur.ally, 
tliere should De a follow-up to determine for which incidents the offenders 
were the same and for wliich different. 

Though our guess is tliat it would be no simple matter to obtain 
tIle information, it would be helpfal ,to know from one collection quarter 
to the next whether any of the:offenders had previously victimized the 
person ·reporting'them on an incident. 

To ootain some informationon police and offender behavior in 
relation to the incident, either for 'all incidents peported (or at 
least for some collection quarters) the foll~wing might be asked: 

a. '~as/were the person/persons who committed the crime present 
when the police came?" or "Did the person/persons who committed 
tIle crime leave Defore the piillice arrived?" 
o. ''Did the police arrest or take any of the offenders with them 
wlien they left?" 
TIlese two items will permit us to assess bette~ the information 
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on the relation Iietween victim and o:efender and on police discretionary 
Deliavior, aloeit not liiglily refined measures • 

. "Activity- of 'Victim at Time of Irkident. The activity of the victim 
at the tme of tlie. incident is interesting and crucial in the determin­
ation of relative ·risk. Basic categories of activity at the incident 
occurred that migfit be considered are for personal victimizations: 
Working at one's occupation; working at onets residence' in transit 
oetween two places (Dus, taxi, wa:lking}; relaxing or involved in leisure 
activities (sitting in bar, watching TV); shopping; in school; on the 
way to scnool; outside of school, on school grounds; and for household 
victimizations: no one at home: at work, school, etc.; away on vacation, 

, holiday; someone at nome and discovered it happening; someone at home 
but unaware it was occurring. 

Suggested Changes in Background Items. The question on geographici 
residential mObility of household should be replaced. It has been noted 
that Question 25 (SC 044, 045, 046, & 047} is the standard Census 
question on geograpOic mobility. The question is of little utility for 
analytical purposes in the crime survey and moreover, fails to provide 
adequate information on length of time at present address. A revision 
or replacement of this section is recommended since together with the 
recommendation on locating incidents at present or previous address, . 
it should give us the needed information on residential/geographic 
mObility. Among question to be considered are number of years lived 
at the current address and frequency of moving within a given period 
of time, e.g., five years. 

Suggested Changes in Procedures for Coding Information. Given the 
code changes in January, 1973, some of the suggestions given below 
are unnecessary. They are included, however, to illustrate a principle: 
The same code category should retain the same meaning over time if 
there are additional codes for new categories. When new categories 
are introduced, they should be given unique (not previously used) codes, 
provided additional codes are available. 

First, the line number of the proxy respondent should be coded 
in the person record of every proxy interview. 

Second, code changes should be minimized and standardized from one 
another, e.g.: 

s. C. 051 looking fo'r work 
s. c. 049 work at all last weeR 
S. C. 014 type B vacancy 
S. C. 034 type of interview 
S. C. 050 laid off 

Third, those data items that have the potentail of allocated values 
sliould De indicated, (e.g., month of incident in some cases). 



-- --- -------

-15-

'Fourth~ tIi.e. exact date of interview should he recorded since it 
is of interest in studying recall bias L'ue to backward telescoping 
from -month of :interview. 

'Fiftli., data tapes -might include information on the interviewer (e.g., 
sex} as it-may affect reporting of incidents. 

Sixth, the date of 'Oirth, rather than age last 'Oirthday, should 
provide more accurate age data. . 

Seventh,. the industry and occupation codes shou.ld all be numeric 
(i.e.,.no zero/zero/letter codes). 

'Fianlly, we suggest changing SC 020 to: household status; same 
housenold as last emumeration; replacement household since last 
enumeration; previous non-interview; not in sample before. 

TecImical Report if 2. "Detecting Temporal Trends in Victimization: 
Intervening Factors in Assessing Rates of Victimization" (Arnold Cowmeadow 
and AJ.'Oert J. Reiss, Jr., December, 1976). 

Bounding and Type of Interview as Soarces of Error. A major use 
of the panel data gathered in the NCS is to examine changes over time 
in thevaria'Oles measured for the on-going sample of households and 
persons or of otner units of observation. Any survey, however, is subject 
to errors in o'Oservation or measurement that can affect estimates over time. 
In the NCS, one of the major variables under study is rates of criminal 
incidents or victim experiences that are later -classified as victimiza­
tions, not the victimizations themselves. Consequently, anything that 
selectively influences reporting of incidents to a survey interviewer 
introduces error in estimiates of victimization and complicates any 
anaiyses of victimization. This report examines two of the important 
variables that seem to affect incident reporting rates: "bounding" and 
whether the interview was by telephone or in persan (face-to-face). 

Bounding. The reporting of events to a survey interviewer is 
affected by response error known as telescoping. Time telescoping occurs 
when a respondent reports an event as occurring before the actual time 
of the event is 'backward telescoping while an event reported as 
occurring after the actual time of the event is forward telescopinS' 
The amount of telescoping will depend upon the precision with which an 
event is placed in time; measures of error due to telescoping depend 
not only upon precision but the time reference period to which an event 
will be assigned for purpose of estimation or analysis. If one wishes 
to sequentially order crime victimizations in time greater precision 
is required than "if one wishes simply to estimate the number of such 
incidents in a given period of time. Thus both telescoping external 
to a reference period for which victimizations are obtained and internal 
to that reference period are critical if one sequentially order incidents, 
put internal telescoping will introduce fewer errors in assignment to 
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an estimation pe~Lod. 

To control forward external"telescoping, the. NCS introduced an 
interviewing procedure called 'bounding. The initial interviews at 
addresses in incoming sample rotation groups were designed to bound 
victimization reporting for subsequent interview at six month intervals. 
Any incident reported in the next interview to the bounding interview 
(~r any suD sequent interview) that was also reported in the bounding 
interview is regarded as having oeen telescoped forward in time and, 
therfore, excluded from the SUbsequent interview period. Bounding is 
thus a procedure to prevent allocation the same incidents in consecu­
tive reference periods oy eliminating respondent reports of incidents 
reported in the previous interview. 

The magnitude of forward telescoping is an important technical 
issue in panel surveys since it is error in survey estimates for a 
given time period and since the error may vary across time periods, 
it introduces error in estimates of changes over time. To control the 
effect of fo~vard telescoping in estimates of victimization, the 
Bureau of the Census does not use initial interviews at a sample address 
in an incoming rotation group to produce estimates of victimization. 
This bounding procedure, however, is only a partial control over forward 
telescoping since not all households or persons in a sample rotation 
group are in fact bounded for subsequent interviews. This lack of 
bounding arises primarily from the fact that households or persons at 
a sample address move. But it may occur for other reasons as well, 
such as adding locations to update sampling lists or because of rion­
interview for an interview period. Since the incidence of residential 
mooility is quite higli, a substantial proportion of households regarded 
as "bounded" in tIle. census procedure are actually "unoounded". We do 
not assume in this report that all households or persons in a sample 
rotation group whose interviews should be bounded are in fact bounded. 
Rather, an interview is defined as bounded only when it is immediately 
preceded by an interview. All other interviews are treated as unbounded. 
We are thus able to examine differences between interviews that are 
actually bounded and unbounded assuming interviewer reliability in 
assigning incidents to a reference period. 

TyPe of Interview Procedure. A much debated point in the litera­
ture on survey researcn is whether survey interviewing by telephone 
is as productive of reliable and valid information as is that obtained 
by personal interview. From the outset that was a problem for the 
design of the NCS. While the design provided for contact with a house­
hold at a sample address to be made by personal interview, it also 
provided that interviews with household members who were not present 
or in some cases all follow-up interviews could be made by telephone. 
Telephone interviews, therefore, are not conducted for a random sub­
sample of all"liouseholds or respondents but rather depend upon the 
logistics of locating and interviewing respondents and to a substantial 
degree intervie~~r discretion. 
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There are two kinds of selective influences in interview procedure 
that can have important effects on any estimate of victimization rates. 
They are 0-1 those that change over time in some systemat:Lc way and 
(21 tliose tfmt affect socio-demographic sub-populations of the sample 
differently. Tlie present report is addressed to the first type of 
selective influence. The problem of interest is change in victimization 
rates over time, either seasonal or other cyclical trends or quasi­
secular trends. Tlie selctive influences examined for their effect 
on reporting rates of victimization are changes in the relative 
proportion of each type of interview--bounded and unbounded, telephone 
and personal--over time. 

Measuring Effects of 'Bounding and Interview Proc~dures. The inter­
view procedure for the NCS is that eacIi location in the sample is 
visited once every 6 months. All persons 12 years of age and older 
in the household at that location are interviewed •. Details are 
elicited on any criminal victimization or attempted criminal vic­
timization against either the person or household property in the 
previous 6 months (not ine.luding the month of the interview). Thus 
a July interview would ask the individual to recall incidents which 
happened between January and June, inclusive. A major reason that 
any unbounded interview may be expected to produce more incident 
reports than a bounded one .is "fonvard external telescoping" of 
events in time. An incident wUich occurEed prior to the designated 
6-month recall period is reported as happening within it. 

The initial procedured followed in measuring changes in victimiza­
tion rates over time was to determine the number of interview recalling 
for eacli month and the number of crimes against persons (rape, rOGbery, 
aggravated assault and personal larceny with and without contact) re­
ported for each interview. This number of person incidents reported 
for eacIimonthwas tIien divided by the appropriate number of interview 
recalls to obtain a standardized rate. 

TaBulations of data files on all persons who ever report incidents 
initially disclosed that unbounded interviews yield at least 50 per­
cent more incident reports than bounded ones. We likewise knew that 
unbounded interviews are more frequent at the beginning of our 
panel period (July, 1972) than at its close (December, 1975), so 
bounding was controlled in examining changes in victimization rates. 
SJUnilarly, our early tabulations indicated there were sufficient dif­
ferences in.the productivity of telephone and in-person interviews to 
warrent its introduction as a control variable. 

The sample population that formed the base for the analysis con­
sisted of all interviews where bounding status could be determined. 
Ambiguities arose when it was not known whether a person was present 
at the previous interview. These ambiguities arose especially for the 
first Census "bounded lt interview for samples 3 and 4, samples for 
wfdch, the counding interview had not been included in tlie files received 
from the Bureau of the Census. Lacking the first interview, i.e., 
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the Census lIDounding" interview, it could not be determined whether or not 
household composit.ion was the' same for the first and··secono,,1nterviews. 
The Census files contain information on whether the. 'household is the 
same as the previous"intexview out does not provide information on 
whetner all 'noliseliold '-memBers' were present at the previous interview. 
Out of a total of 919,002 interviews, 75,003, or 8.16 percent, were 
rejected oecause of amEiguity in Dounding status. The remaining 
interviews yeilded 105,506 incident reports. SUlce there were 112,623 
crime incident reports in the total file, the 7,117 excluded oecause 
Bounding status could not Ee determined for the interview represents 
6.32 percent of all incident reports. The 843,998 interviews used in 
the taoulations include recall for six months for each interview. 
There are a total of 5,063,988 recall events (843,998 x 6). 

Both personal and household series and non-series incidents are 
included in calculating the victimization rate. Only the most recent 
series incident is included in the victimization count, however, the 
incident for which the respondent reported detailed information. The 
incident file included the series and non-series incidents reported 
as occurring in each month of the six month recall periods, January, 1972 
to NovemBer, 1975. To calculate standardized victimization rates, the 
following computations were made: . (1) the number of interviews recalling 
for each of the incident reporting months was taoulated; (2) the number 
of series and non-series incidents reported in a given month was tabulated 
for each of the four types of Dounding-interview status (Dounded personal; 
Bounded telephone; unoounded personal; unbounded telephone) and divided 
by the numoer of interviews for each of the four types of bounding­
interview status recalling for that month; (3) each of these values was 
then multiplied DY 1,000 to produce an incident reporting rate per 
1,000 recall months. 

'Temporal Changes in Frequency of Interview Types. Interview status 
is confounded with bounding status. Quite clearly, an unDounded inter­
view is more likely to De personal than is a Dounded interview whereas 
a bounded interview is relatively more likely to be conducted by tele­
phone. This is not urexpected, given the fact that the sample design 
called for estaD1ishing personal contact with a household at a sample 
address for the first interview in a sample rotation group. Generally'~ 

a first interview is required to secure a phone contact. Such first 
interviews comprise a substantial proportion of all unoounded interviews. 
Suosequent interview are open to greater interviewer 'discretion in 
changing to conduct an interview face-to-face or by use of telephone: 
they are commonly Dounded. 

Wa observed selective Temporal patterns that may affect estimates 
of victimization rates. There is a pattern of cyclic fluctuation with 
a periodicity of about 12 months. 

Examining a graph for bounded interviews for the period July, 1973 
to NovemBer, 1975 (the last date of recall), it is clear that bounded 
interviews peak in frequency during the month of FeDruary and reach a 



-19.-

minimum around the montii of August. The bounded data before 1973 are 
excluded from tIiis analysis because before 1973 there are 'Very large 
number of unIiound~ interviews w:tt~ persons entering in a sample rota­
t~on group. The d~stribution of personal and telephone interviews 
also shows a crude annual periodicity, thougli ~t is slightly out of 
phase witii the Iiounded-unIiounded cycle. For personal interviews, the 
minimum falls around October and November with a peak at about March. 

The fact that Dotii Dounding 'and interview status are associated 
with interview productivity and both show cyclic variation in a 
complex manner makes it qu~te likely that victimization rates also 
have a complex cycle if one does not control for type of interview. 
Each of the fOllT. interview types (bounded and unoounded personal and 
bounded and unbounded telephone) of interview has a distinct incident 
reporting rate and differ considerably in their relative frequency with 
bounded personal Deing the most frequent (more than 60 percent of all 
interviews after July, 19732 and unbounded telephone being uncommon. 

There is a marKed start-up effect for the panel survey evident in 
the recall data for January 1972 to June, 1973 out substantial variation 
in the distribution 6f the four interview types after June, 1973. After 
June, 1973, the distribution over the four Dounding-interview status 
types is characterized by out-of-phase roughly annual cycles. 

The Effect of Interview Type on Reporting Rates. Some of the 
major conclusion~ that can Iie drawn about the effect of bounding and 
interview status on the reporting of victimization incidents are given 
below. 

'First, personal interviews produce about 50 percent more incident 
reports than do telephone interviews. Overall personal interviews 
netted 21.4 incidents per 1,000 interview recalls while phone inter­
views netted only 14.3 incidents per 1,000 interview recalls. This 
relationship holds approximately for the bounding status groups. For 
bounded interviews, personal interviews netted 16.8 incidents per 1,000 
interview recalls while phone interviews netted only 11.4 incidents 
per 1,000 interview recalls. Within the unbounded interviews, personal 
interviews yielded 30.5 incident reports for every 1,000 interview re­
calls while phone interviews yielded only 22.3 incident reports per 
1,000 interview recalls. Only if there is convincing evidence that 
persons interviewed by phone actually are a non-random subset of persons 
and households with lower rates· of victimization, there must be a strong 
presumption that telephone interviews are. less productime of victimiz­
ation incidents. 

Second, unbounded interviews are about 87 percent more productive 
of victimization incidents than are bounded intervie1;vs. Unbounded 
interviews yielded in the aggregate 29.0 incidents per 1,000 interview 
recalls whereas Dounded interviews produced in the aggregate only 15.5 
inc~dents' per 1,000 interview recalls. For personal interviews, 
unIiounded interviews were 82 percent more productive of inaidents 
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. than w.ere Dounded intervLeWs. 00.5 inci.dents per 1,000 interview recalls 
for unbounded compared witQ 16.8 for houndedl. Among telephone inter­

views, unoounded interviews were 96 percent more prodcutive of victim­
ization incidents tIian wer~ Dounded interviews (22.3 incidents per 
1,000 interview recalls for unDounded compared wit~11.4 for bounded). The 
increased productfvity of unliounded interviews is somewhat less then 
for personal than teleplione interviews. Whether this is characteristic 
of a random sample of unoounded telephone interviews compared with 
personal interviews cannot De determiIled form the NCS since the telephone 
and personal interviews are non-random sets. Were it to be character­
istic, nowever, it ~ight explain some of the higher rates of incident 
reporting for unnounded telephone victimization surveys. 

The' four types of bounding and interview status differ not only 
in overall rates, Dut also in the nature of their temporal trends. For 
aggregate rates of incident reporting, each of the four bounding-inter­
view status types has a different rate of productivity. Unbounded per­
sonal interviews produce the most incident reports and bounded telephone 
interviews the fewest. For each of the four bounding-interview types, 
there is an upward slope, indicating an increase in personal victimiz­
ation rates' over time. TIcis trend is most evident for unbounded personal 
interviews. 

Tfiird, short-term fluctuations mark seasonal variation in victim­
ization rates. The minimum victimization rates in January and Feb­
ruary are present out not with equal intensity in each of the fonr 
bounding-interview status types. It is most marked for the unbounded 
personal interviews, present in the bounded personal interviews, but 
present only for the January, 1975 bounded telephone interviews. It 
is absent for the unDounded telephone interviews. The August and 
October peaks with a slight dip in SeptemLer are present for personal 
interviews, particularly those that are unbounded. But, it is absent 
for bounded telephone interviews and obscured by month-to-month vari­
ation for the unDounded telephone interviews where the sample size 
is the smallest. 

Both bounding and interview status have a substantia! relation­
ship to incident productivity rates. Unbounded interviews are far 
more productive of incidents than bounded interviews and personal 
more than telephone interviews. The difference in personal and tele­
phone interview productivity rates is substantial for both bounded 
and unbounded interviews. The bounding procedure followed by the 
Bureau of the Census in estimating vicimization rates clearly has an 
effect on controlling forward external telescoping as Murphy and 
Cowan report. However some of the difference between unbounded and 
~ounded productivity rates could be due to re-interview or panel 
fatigue, an effect that is difficult of separation from the telescoping 
effect. 

. Understanding Victimization bzCrime 
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Data Report 11 1. "1?atterns of Offending in Crime Incidents In 
Size of Offending Groups and Age of Offenders Involved in Major 
Crime Incidents Reported 01' Victims in tli.e. NCS' WI:i.ert J. Reiss, Jr., 
Novemoer, 19761. 

'Relationship of Offending'to Averting'Crime'rncidertts. The rela­
tionsliip between individual rates of offending and whether crimes are 
averted I:iy the incapacitation of an offender is not a simple one. 
rt seems reasonaI:ile to assume that so long as offenders wno are in­
carcerated would continue to commit crimes at some rate were they free, 
tliere is an incapacitation effect on the crime rate. The number of 
crimes occurring for any period of time will oe reduced by an amount 
equal to that of the crimes offenders w,Quld have committed were they 
not incapacitated. The potential number of crimes averted by an offen­
der's incapacitation is AS, where A is his pre-incarceration rate of 
off.eriding and S the period of in-carceration. 

TOe pre~incaraeration offending rate is only an approximation 
for· what may have I:ieen an offender's true rate of offending during his 
period of incarceration, since rates both increase and decrease over 
an offender's career in crime. This report focuses only on some 
factors that may reduce the effect of AS. Any pattern where more than 
one offender commits the same crime, and especially group or gang 
patterns of offending, will reduce the incapacitation effect if only 
one or a few offenders in multiple offending are incarcerated and 
the group collectively continues to offend. While we do not have 
information on the persistence of offending when only some of the 
offenders in multiple offending are incarcerated, the larger the 
incidence of multiple offending, presumable the greater the magnitude 
of that effect on the incapacitaion effect. 

The policies with. respect to the incarceration of offenders at any 
age similarly can have a significant impact on the incapacitation effect. 
Where rates of offending and of multiple offending are high at younger 
ages, and their incarceration rates are very low, for example, the 
effect of incapacitation on the crime rate may be appreciably reduced. 
The age distribution in offending for single and multiple offenders, 
therefore, is examined to shed some light on the potemtial magnitude 
of such effects. 

What we know about patterns of offending suggests there is con­
siderable variation in the size and membership composition of offending 
groups, particularly for young age offe~ders. For some types of crime, 
a single offender committing a single type of crime is the modal occur­
rence while for others, the modal occurrence involves multiple offenders 
and/or mUltiple crimes. Unfortunately precise information o:n the mix 
of single and multiple offending in individual rates of offending is 
lacking because of limited information on their mix in criminal careers. 
The repeating trlone offender" seems less common, nowever, than the re­
peating mUltiple offender or a mix of individual and multiple offending. 
Where patterns of mUltiple offending are involved in individual careers, 
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the less tlie companionship or oyer1ap among offenders in succeeding 
crime incidents, the less the incapacitation effect and perhaps 
also, the less the deterrent effect of incarcerating anyone of those 
offenders. Wliat may lie critical in obtaining a suostantial incapaci:­
tation effect then is the incarceration of ar. optimal number of offenders 
in a newwork of offenders rather than the incapacitation of single 
offenders. 

The data for this study are the 112,591 crime incid~nts reported 
ny persons who were interviewed bet\Yeen 3u1y 1, 1972 and December 31, 
1975. Both housefiold crimes and crimes against the person are included. 
For series incidents, only the most recent incident is included in 
the total base of incidents. Whenever the respondent or some other 
member of the nousehold was present when the crime incident occureed, 
the respondent was asked for information about the characteristics of 
the offender. Such information was ordinarily ootained for crimes 

I against persons, tfiough there is variation by type of ciimu1al incident; 
it is infrequently obtained for crimes against property. 

~or this :report, the information on size of offending group and 
age of offenders is examined by type of crime. Although the exact 
number of persons was obtained for each incident, we have chosen to 
categorize them into class intervals for groups of six or more persons. 
Where only one offender was involved in the incident, the respondent 
was asked to estimate the age of that offender and tne response was 
categorized by the interviewer as under 12, 12-14, 15-17, 18-20, and 
21 or over. Where more than one offender was involved in nhe incident, 
respondents were required to estimate only the age of the youngest and 
the oldest offender and responses were coded in the same class intervals. 
This procedure does not permit us to estimate the age of all offenders. 
For some analyses, tlierfore, we use a base of incidents rhater than 
offenders. 

The major crimes against persons and property are classified into 
36 separate types of crime incidents that take into account such factors 
as whether the crime actually occurred or was only attempted, the 
occurrence of more than one type of crime in a single crime incident, 
the means used -to commit the crimes, and the nature and value of 
property stolen. The NCS does not collect information on whether the 
'same offenderCsJ is involved in incidents or repeated victimization 
of a person or household within or across reporting periods. We 
thus do not have a population of offenders where each offender is 
counted only once but of offender incident$. The magnitude of the 
error this introduces in estimates of age of 0ffenders or size of 
offending group is not known. It undoubtedly is less for some types 
of offenses than others,e.g., it is probably higher for. some types of 
assault where incidents of repeated ~rictimization are separately 
reported than it is for incidents of rape and attempted rape where 
multiple victimization is infrequent in the survey. 

The validity of offender information in the National Crime Survey is 
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not known. Th~ estimates of ag~ of off~d~rs ~ay De subject to con­
siderabl~ error but ther~ is no way of estimating itswagnitud~. 
Comparisons' of r~cords of cr±m~victims known to the police with survey 
interviews' sliows r~sonably higIL l~v~s of agr~ement in reporting crime 
incidents, tliougIL t~ crimes of rape and assault are under. estimated 
on the survey, particularly wher~ th~ offender is known to the victim. 
Thus in the aggregate we hav~ fewer of th~ incidents where precise in­
formation on off~ders could D~ provided and proportionally more than 
exp~cted, ther~ore, w~r~ the information is estimated or judged. 

NCS cr:DIl~ incident reports provid~ limited information on offenders 
for all types of crime incidents. Th~ offender was either not known 
to or reported by the victim in four of every four crime incidents. 
Th~ limitation is largely due to th~ fact that the victim is not pres­
ent in crimes against property only--the so-called Hccld crimestl--rather 
than to any artifact of the surVey procedure. Information is available 
on offenders for most reported crime incidents involving a crime against 
the person; 94.5 percent of the 18,793 incidents involving some crime 
against the p~rson had some information on off~ders. Considerably 
less information is available on offenders for crimes of stealth against 
property only where commonly the crime is discovered following its 
occurrence. Only 4.3 percent of crimes of burglary and larceny re­
ported on th~ NCS include information on the offender. 

The NCS does not provide information on the age of all offenders 
when ~or~ than three ar~ LLvolved in the same offense. Information is 
available on th~ age of all lone offenders and for the youngest and 
oldest offender in ~ultiple dffender incidents. 

Multipl~ Offending in~Crime Incidents. From the perspective of 
yictims, a victimization is most likely to involve a single or lone 

. 'offender since t~ modal offending group size es a single offender. 
Almost two-thirds of all crime incidents involve a single offender 
with little difference for cr±ffies against persons and against property. 

When one shifts from a population of crime incidents or victimiz­
ations to a population of offenders, however, it is clear that an offender 
is more likely to be involved in crime incidents with others than alone. 
There is considerable variation nevertheless by type of crime incident. 
Only 30 percI=nt of all offenders involved in crimes against persons were 
lone offenders and it was 32 percent for all offenses. Fewer than 
one-half of all offenders commit a crime ~ncident alone or with only 
one other person. The average number of offenders per NCS incident 
it two offenders per incident. These estimates call into serious question 
all crime equations estimating an incapacitation effect on the assump­
tion of a singl~ crime averted. for each arrest. On the average, one 
could only assign a half of one crime ,averted to each person arrested. 
Of special interest is the fact that mor~ than 1 in every 4 offenders 
in crim~s against the p~rson is involved in a crime incident with six 
or 1l1ore persons. 
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'From the standpomt of clearing crime incidents D.y the arrest of 
an offender, 1110re incidents involve finding the single offender who 
committed that incident tfian in finding one of a group of offenders 
to clear the crilne. Rut the arrest of a single offender to clear 
any crime leaves on the average at least one other offender free to 
commit crime. 

There_is, liowever, consideraole variation oy type of crime. Of 
all offenders involved in ronoery, only one infive (19.6) was a lone 
robDer. Armed ronneries have the lowest proportion of aone offenders--
15.6 percent~and attempted armed ronneries the higilest proportion of 
lone rooflers-27.4 perc'ant. 

Among 36 tyPes of crime against persons and property, serious assault 
with theft--a predatory crime--has the sma~lest proportion of lone 

fenders. Only 1 in 10 offenders who commit a serious assault with 
theft was alone wilen committing'the offense. Moreover, these crimes 
have the highest average mumner of offenders per incident, 2.9 offenders. 
The proportion of lone offenders also is low for the predatory crimes 
of serious assault with theft and no weapon (15.7%) and minor assault 
with theft (18.5%) compared with all other assaults. ~hese predatory 
assaults differ from the more common assaults that arise among persons 
known to one anotD~r, reflected in the fact that almost 38 percent of 
all serious assaults without a weapon and without theft and 36 percent 
of minor assaults witilout theft were committed fly a single offender. 

What is particularly striking is that the crimes of robbery and 
assault account for a disproportionate number of all offenders in 
crimes against the person where the offending group is large. While 
1 in4 offenders involved in a crirr~ against the person are reported 
from groups of six or more persons, almost all of these offenders are 
involved III robbery or assault. Offenders from groups of six or more 
persons are uncommon in crimes of forcible rape and attempt to rape or 
in crimes of larceny with personal contact. 

Among the major crimes against the person, forcible rape and 
attempts to rape have the largest proportion of lone offenders; rape 
without theft has the smallest number of offenders per incident. 
Larceny with p~rsonal contact--purse snatching and pocket-picking is 
most likely among the crimes against the person to be a pair offense. 
Roughly one-third of all offenders involved in these offenses were in­
volved with one onter person in the offense. 

Age of Offenders. Lone offenders are on the average older than are 
offenders involved in 111ultiple offender incidents. One in four single 
offenders is under tile age of 18 fo'.c all reported crime incidents. But 
the yo'ungest offender in 53 t?ercent of multiple offenders is under age 
18 and the oldest offender in 36 percent of mUltiple offenders is under 
age 18. Looked at another way, 6 of every 10 lone offenders is 21 years 
of age or over as compared with 26 percent of all youngest offenders 
and 42 percent of all oldest offenders. 

i 

I 
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There is a cons:i:..derable amount of variat:i:..on in the- age. of offenders 
by type of crime against t1i.e person, however. Offenders in forcible 
rapes and attempts to rape nave the- highest average age among all 
crimes against the person. Bearing in mind tliat 79: percent of all 
rapes are oy lone offenders, it is particularly striIdng that 8 in 10 
offende.rs in these rapes are 21 years of age or olde.r when they commit 

the offense. Only 8 percent are under the age of 18. Where more than 
one offender is involved in rape, however, younger offenders are more 
likely to be involved, though this is largely due to their presence 
in attempted rather tRan actual rapes. Indeed, it is quite uncommon 
in actual rapes for a young offender (under age 18) to be involved in 
an actual rape withou~ an older offender. All of toe actual rapes with 
theft and 94 percent of the actual rapes without theft involved an 
oldest offender whose age was estimated to oe 21 years of age or 
older. Only aoout one-half of all oldest offenders in attempts to 
rape, were 21 years of age and otder'and 35 percent of the youngest 
offenders were 21 years of age and older. 

There is ample evidence that the crime of purse snatching is more 
of a juvenile offense among crimes against the person and is substantially 
different from pocket picIdng. Among lone offenders, only one third 
of the purse snatchers are 21 years of age and older. Yet despite 
the fact that purse sna'tclling is more of a juvenile crme than other 
crimes against the person, more than one-half of all lnoe purse snatchers 
are estimated to fie 18 years of age and older. One in 6, however, 
estimated to oe under the age of 14. Where more than one offender 
is involved in purse snatching--about one-third of all purse snatchings-­
at least one half of all youngest offenders are under the age of 18 and 
more than 4 in lQ Qj t1i.e oldest offenders are under the age of 18. 

Among the serious crimes against the person, there are substantial 
differences in the age of persons by type of robbery depending largely 
upon whether or not a weapon is used in committing the roboery. For 
38 percent of the lone offenders involved in robbery without a weapon, 
the offender was under age 18 but for only 16 percent of the robberies 
with a weapon were offenders under age 18. A similar relationship 
holds for roboeries lvith more than one offender, though these robberies 
involve substantially larger proportions of young offenders. The~e is 
a substantial age difference between robbery with and without a weapon. 
Somewhat more than half of all robberies and attempts to rob involve 
only offenders under the age of 18. By contrast, only 15 percent of 
all robberies vath a weapon and 24 percent of all attempts to rob 
with a weapon involve only offenders under age 18. 

The age of persons involved in assaults varies somewhat with the 
type o,f assault. Minor assaults differ from all serious assaults and 
attempts to assault in, that persons involved in minor assaults are on 
the average younger. Aoout one-third of all minor assaults involve 
only persons under the age of 18 (lone and oldest offender under age 
181. Close to 4 in 10 monor assaults involve at least one offender 
under the age of 18. By contrast only one in six serious assaults with 
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theft involve only offenders under age 18. 

R,e.viewi::ng these data on age of offenders involved incrime incid­
ents, it should be apparent that the age at whicIi... incapacitation takes 
place -may clzarly· liave.. an effect on crime incidents averted. A 
sUbstantial proportion of all crimes against the person, particularly 
t.':e. predatory crimes of serious assault witIi... theft and of robbery, are 
cc\mitted by persons under tlie age.. of 18. Tnts age distribution raises 
questions about tlie optimal age of intervention~b achieve substantial 
incapacitation effects. In any case, one must De struck DY the 
fact that there are even suBstantial number of offenders involved in 
serious ~rimes against the person where the victim estimates the age 
of the offendres to De 17 years of age and under. In general, however, 
the most serious' crimes of rape and rODbery witIi... a weapon are relatively 
infrequent for persons under the age of 14, though the proportions are 
somewhat greater for serious assault with a weapon. Overall, a sub­
stantial minority of major crimes against the person involve persons 
of juvenile court age. 

BotIi... the size of offending groups and the age of offenders in offenses 
against persons have important implications for policies of incapacitation. 
Tfu~ size of offending grollps in crimes against the person shows that on 
the average only one-half of an offense could De averted by the incap­
acitation of an offender. Given the high frequency of multiple offending 
for some of the most serious predatory crimes, the incapacitation of 
only a single offender involved in such offenses may have only a rel­
atively small impact on averting crimes by incapacitation. Much will 
depend, of course, on the rates of individual offending and the mix of 
lone and multiple offender offenses in those rates, a matter for 
further research. 

Since young offenders are more likely to be in group rather than 
individual offenses, there may be less deterrent effect from' their 
incapacitation than for older offenders who are more likely to be lone 
offenders. The pay-off from crimes averted py incapacitation could, 
therefore, be considerably less for younger than older offenders. The 
pay-off from incapacitatioll of younger offenders has to lie more in 
deterrent effects arising from shortening criminal careers--a long 
rather than short-run effect on crimes averted by an incapacitation 
policy 

Data Report fI 2. "Relationship Between Crime Offense Seriousness 
and Informing the Police of a Vic~imization" (William Elliott, March, 1977). 

The main goal of this report was to determine whether the serious­
ness of victimization Ey crime affects the pehavior of victims or other 
persons to moEilize 'the police to deal with the cr:i:m.e vict:i:m.ization. 
The Sellin-Wolfgang measure of seriousness of crime was employed as 
one measure of seriousness and a seriousnePf score calculated for each 
victimization. In addition, the effect of che component elements in 
seriousness such as injury and loss of property on reporting crimes to 
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the police was also irrvest.igated. 

Tli.emaj or findings of the report are summarized oele,.!;v. In general 
they provide support for the expectiation that the~ore serious the 
crime -victimization, the ~ore likely it is to De reported to the police. 

There are major differences in the reporting of series and non­
series victimizations to the police. The probaoi1ity of a household 
nemoer or someone else informing ·the police of a series victimization 
is negatively associated with the prooaoility of being victimized. 
Series victimizations and they are also less likely to oe brought to 
the attention of tlie police oy some other household -memoer of by 
~rsomeone else'r. 'Moreover, when series victimizations come to the 
attention of the police, they are almost four times more likely as non­
series victimizations to come to the attention of policement "on scene", 
i.e., oy their presence rather than-oy oeing nobilized to the scene. 
The Du1k of this difference oetween series and nonseries mobiliza-
tions, however, is due to series victimizations in only some offense 
categories: serious assault with weapon without theft; minor assault 
withoug theft; attempted assault with weapon without theft; and attempted 
assault no weapon tvithout theft. These findings suggest that series 
victimizations differ from non-series victimizations. Series assaults 
without theft for example, are disproportionately family disputes 
fr1ative to non-series assault without theft. Because of these poten­
tial differences the analysis of the report excludes series victim­
izations form consideration. The main findings. for mooilizing police 
for nonseries victimizations are the following. 

First, the more costly tbe larceny to the victim the more likely 
it is that the police will be informed by a household member, someone 
else, and DY the police oeing on the scene. 

Second, the existence of an association between seriousness and 
informing the police is reinforced by noting that except for auto theft, 
the crimes most often reported to the police are regarded as serious 
crimes. 

% Not Reporting 
To Police 

Auto Theft, Theft of Car 
Auto Theft, Theft of Other Vehicle -
Rape with Theft 
Burglary, Forceful Entry & Something Taken 
Serous Assault, No Weapon & With Theft 
Larceny, $250 or More 
Serious Assault, With Weapon & With Theft 
RODoery With Weapon 

10.06 
17.17 
17.86 
24.06 
29.11 
29.86 
30.53 
30.57 

The fact that auto thefts head the list of crimes most often reported 
to the po1cie does not necessarily argue against seriousness being 
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associated with informing the. police. Under the. Type of Crime class­
ification scheme employed in this study, the amount of property loss 
associated with thefts and/or bllrglaries is. negligible. Yet, on the 
average auto tfLe.ft involves considerahle more porperty loss for the 
victim tlian does' the. average larceny. It is possilile tliat auto thefts 
nay represent tlie more serious form of larceny victimization. A 
similar argument can oe~ustered to understand wy serious assault with 
tlieft c,t no weapon is more frequently reported than serious assault 
with theft and witli a weapon. Under the crime classification used in 
the study, an assault is a :ways defined as serious if a weapon is 
present and there is any form of injury, whereas if no weapon is present 
the. injury must oe cpnsideraole to warrant the classification of 
serious'. Consequently, it is plausiBle that consideraBly more 
serious Dodily injury is suffered under serious assaults without a weapon 
than under serious assaults witfL a weapon which could result in higher 
reporting. 

Third, if we look at the crimes which are least likely to be 
reported to the police~ we obtain a set of crimes that clearly are not 
very serious. This also lends support to the seriousness hypothesis. 

Larceny, Under $10 
Larceny, $10-24 
Attempted Purse Snatch, No Force 
Attempted Larceny 
Larceny, Amount Not Stated 
Auto Theft, Attempted Theft of Other 

Larceny, $25~49 
Pocket Picking 

% Not Informing 
The Police 

91.07 
85.10 
81.25 
79.49 
78.48 

Vehic7Z.88 
71.28 
71.24 

Fourth, if we look at the cirme victimizations which are most 
likely to De reported to the police ~~ household member, we again 
oDtain a set of serious crimes. 

Auto Theft, Theft of Car 
Auto Theft, Theft of Other Vehicle 
R,ape with Theft 

% Reported by 
Household Member 

81.77 
76.57 

Burglary, Forceful Entry & Something Taken 
Larceny, $250 or More 

75,00 
67.47 
61.42 

Robbery With Weapon 
Larceny, $100-249 
Purse Snatch, Nor Force 

57.01 
52.67 
49.35 

The reporting of a victimization to the police liy a household member 
is in some ways more interesting to the seriousness hypothesis than 
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is whether the police learned of the victimization regarless of the 
household status of the informant. One would expect that the likeli­
hood of either "someone else: informing the. police or the police being 
informed be being I'on the scene" is related in part ot social organiza­
tion factors (sucli as, hospital policy requiring that police be in­
formed under certain circumstances; police policy requiring heavy 
patrol of certain higli crime districts; resort policy requiring police 
~e informed of all thefts from guests; and so forthl as well as being 
related to an uninvolved part's assessment of the relative offense ser­
iousness. Correlatively, when a member of the household informs the 
police of the victfmization, one would expect the evaluation of offense 
seriousness to be less oDjective and detached. 

Fourth, the Sellin and Wolfgang Seriousness Scale ranking of 
crimes is definitely related to whether or not a victimization is reported 
to the police. Coodman and Kruskal's gamma indicates a substantial 
association between highly ranked average seriousness scores and 
high informing of victimizations to the police (also low seriousness 
with low informing}. 

The report presents a number of conclusions on the relationship 
of component element.s of the seriousness indes of crime and mobil­
ization of the p::>l ice wnen a victimization occurs. 

First, it is evident that the police are more likely to be in­
formed vhen an injury requires some form of medical attention then 
when it does not require medical attention. There also is a slightly 
greater tendency to report even minor injuries to the police than to 
report w2thout injury cases to the police. Moreover, if the police are 
informed by someone other than a household member, it is more likely 
that either the injury required meacal attention or the attack resulted 
in injury. This suggest that household members are more likely to 
inform the police of a victimization than is someone outside it, and 
that they are more likely to report victimizations of less serious 
bodily harm than is some· other source of mobilizing the police. Possibly 
non-household reporters have less opportunity to observe and cala 
the police about less serious crimes or household members perceive the 
victimization of a member as more serious than a non-member would 
perceive the victimization. 

Second, there is a moderate positive association between the 
degrees of hospitalization and informing the police. Again, it 
is also evident that as the victimization increases in seriousness 
it becomes inc~easingly likely that it will be reported to the police 
by SOmeone other than a household member perhaps because in very serious 
cases, I} the victim is physically unae-le to inform the police, or 2) 
the family is too concerned with immediate medical attention for the 
victimized ~ember, and/or 3) informants other than household members 
are in social organization positions in which they are better able or 
required to inform the police. The police are more likely to be 
informed of a victimization (given an injury requiring -medical attention) 
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as the degree of hospitalization increases from nene. to emergency room 
treatment to an ove:t;'niglit or longer stay. 

Third, informing the. police is associated wit~ the. presence of a 
weapon to commit tEe offense. 

'!lata Report 'J! 3. "Analysis of the Socio-Demographic Factors 
Associated with Repeat Victimization in the Nation Crime Survey Using 
Maximum Likelihood Estimation on 'Log-Linear Models" (Arnold W. Cowmeadow, 
March, 19.771. 

This report explores the social status characteristics of victim­
prone persons, i.e., those persons prone to repeat victimization by 
crime within a relatively snort period of time. Give indicators of 
social status or position (age, sex, education, family income, and 
racel we~e selected together with a'survey condition that could effect 
repeat victimization or victimization proneness (length of time in 
sample as measured oy numoer of interviews). Victimization-proneness 
was defined as the reporting of at least one personal victimization 
or attempted victimization in each of two successive six-month 
periods. The oDjective of the analysis was to learn which of the 
social status factors (independent variables} and comoinations of 
factors were associated most strongly with repeat victimization (the 
dependent variaolel. The statistical technique used to test for asso­
ciation Gnaximum likelinoud estimation on log-linear models) is 
analagous to analysis of variance on categorical data. The analysis 
was undertaken, in part, to study the feasioility of applying this 
technique to a large, complex data-set, using a standard statistical 
computer program, ECTA ~veryman's Contingency Table Analyzer). 

Pirst, several associations were found between the social status 
factors and repeat victimization but theSe do not opereate independent 
of the interaction effects. These associations are as follows: 

(I). 
(2). 
(31. 

(4}, 

(5}. 

Repeat victimization increases with education. 
Repeat victimization decreases with age. 
Non-whites (blacks and others) have a slightly greater propensity 
for repeat victimization than do whites. 
Persons from families with low family income (less than $5,000 
per year) and high family income ($12,000 or more a year) 
have a greater propensity for repeat victimization than do 
persons from families with middle family income ($5,000 to 
$11,999 per year}. 
Ma1~s are more suoject to repeatvict:bnization than are femaleu. 

Second, we found that repeat victimization increases slightly with 
number of interviews. 

Third, we found there were four statistically significant terms 
tnat adequately descrioe the assoc~ation Detween the social status factors 
and repeat victimization. Each of these four terms involved an inter-
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action of two independent variables wit~ the dependent yariab1e. These 
four te~s are, inorder of their importance: (11 an age by education 
interaction effect on repeat yictimization; (21 a family-income oy 
race interaction effect; .01 a race oy education interaction effect, 
and (41 a sex by times-interviewed effect. 

The nature of these four interaction effects nay be summarized 
in the following way. 

Tlie~ost important of the four terms was the age oy education 
interaction. TIlls interaction shows that young (16 to 24 years old) 
persons of low education (8th grade of less education) are more likely 
to suffer repeat victimization than older individuals (25 to 49 and 
50 'or'more years old) of comparable education. For individuals of 
either Illgh school Cl2 years of education) or some college (high school 
diploma and one or more years of college) the relationship reverses. 
Although the tendency is more pronounced for some college, the likeli­
hood of repeat victimization increases with age for the higher levels 
of education. This interaction operates along with the main effects 
of the likelinood of repeat victimization, increasing with education 
and decreasing wit~ age. 

The second ~ost important interaction in the model was the 
family-income by race interaction. Given that non-whites (blacks and 
othersl snow a slig~tly greater propensity for repeat victimization than 
do whites, while higli income ($12,000 or more a year) and low income 
C1ess than $5,000 per year1 individuals demonstrate a greater propensity 
to repeat victimization than do middle income ($5 ;000 to $11,999 per 
year} persons; the interaction that 1) low-income non-whites are more 
prone to repeat victimization than low-income whites, 2) middle-income 
whites are more prone to repeat victimizations than middle-income non­
whites, and 3) high-income nr.Ll-whites and whites are equally susceptible 
to repeat victimization. 

The interaction term which was third in importance for the modeling 
.of repeat victimization was race by education. Assuming the main effects 
of race and education, the race be education interaction indicates 1) 
whites of low education (8th grade or less) are more subject to repeat 
victimization than non-whites (blacks and others) of low education, 2) 
high-school educated non-whites show a greater propensity to repeat ~ic­
timization than do high school educated whites, and 3) whites and non­
whites with some college are equally prone to repeat victimization. 
It is interesting to note that the race by family-income and race 
by education ilLteractions demonstrate opposiL1.g tendencies except in the 
categories of h:tg~ income and high education (where no difference 
by race is found). 

The final and least important interaction term of the four sig­
nificant second order interacfions was the sex oy number-of-interViews 
interaction. The main effects of males oeing more suoject to repeat 
victimizations and individuals with more interviews being very slightly 
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more prone to repeat victimization are assu~ed. Then, interaction is 
such that 1) males are very slightly more likel~ to suffer repeat 
victimization under the condition of 3 only interviews, while 2) 
females are very slightly more likely to suffer repeat victimization 
under the condition of 4 or 5 interviews. In all cases these relationships 
are nearly negligible. 

The nature of these four interaction effects was clarified by re­
analyzing the data in "modules." The modules were chosen in such a way 
that most of the interaction terms can be reinterpreted as single-factor 
effects in one or more modules. Thus a complex interaction effect is 
partioned into a number of simple effects. A detailed explanation is 
included in this report. 

While the analysis was generally successful, there were problems 
because of IItfLinness" of the data. In particular, zero cells in 
the original contingency table, due in'large part to the small number 
of repeat-victims, posed a problem. Future analyses should either use 
a larger sample (several hundred thousand cases} or a less-skewed 
dependent variable, (that is, with more repeat-victims}. 

D.ata Report Jt 4. "Repeat Victimization of Persons and Households 
in the National Crime Survey" (Albert J. Reiss, Jr., }farch, 1977). 

This report describes patterns in repeat victimization of persons 
and households in the National Crime Survey. MUltiple and repeated 
yictjmization is examined using the panel feature of the NCS. Repeat 
victimization is described both. within a six month period and for b70 

successive time periods. Both series and nonseries victimization are 
considered in repeat victimization. The major conclusions of the 
report follows. 

First, both. persons and households usually report nonseries rather 
than series victimization when first reporting any victimization. 
Roughly six percent of persons and of households, however, report seme 
series victimization when first reporting any victimization. One­
fourth of all persons when first reporting any series victimization 
and 29 percent of all households also report one or more nonseries 
victimizations. Only 1.5 percent of persons and of households first 
reporting nonseries victimization also reported a series victimization. 
In the aggregate, persons and household reporting both series and -
nonseries victimization have the highest levels of victimization. 

Second, persons and households first n,porting any nonseries 
victimization are more likely to report being victims of a single 
criminal a.ct tIlan of a multiple or repeated acts of victimization in 
the six month period of first reporting. Eighty-seven percent of all 
persons and 85 percent of all,households reported only a single victim­
ization on first reporting of any victimization. ~orrelatively, more 
than one in 10 persons and anout one in six households reported mul­
tiple or repeated victimization when first reporting any victimization. 
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Within tne six month pel;'iod of first reporting, 2.5 percent of all 
persons and 3.2 percent of all households report three or more vic­
timizations, a rate of victimization of at least one every two 

1Ilonths. HouseIiolds nave somewhat higher levels of 1Ilultiple or 
repeated victimization than do persons. 

Third, assuming three or more nonseries or a series victimization 
is a high level of victimization Cat least one victimization every 
two 1l1onthsl, seven in 10 high victimization persons and two of every 
three high victimization households report series victimization. 
Furthermore, assuming at least one victimization every three months 
(two or more nonseries or a series victimization) only one in three 
persons and one in four households report series victimization within 
the six1llonths of first reporting any victimization. Nonseries vic­
timizations, therefore, is more common among repeat or multiple victims. 

Fourth, there are reasonalily. high levels of repeat victimization. 
Of those persons and households in sample for two successive interviews 
Greporting victimization experience for one year), one in four persons 
and almost one in three households report repeat victimization within 
the year, a level of victimization of at least one victimization every 
six months. Despite thes level of repeat victimization, in the aggre­
gate, persons and households first reporting any victimization are more 
likely to report'no·victimization in the next six months than to report 
victimization by crime. Only 12 percent of all persons first reporting 
nonseries victimization and 24 percent of those reporting series vic­
timization report any victimization the following six1llonths. The 
comparaole percentages for households are 16 percent and 27 percent. 
Series victimized persons are twice as likely as nonseries victimized 
persons to report victimization in the following six months than do 
liousehold nonseries victims. Persons and households that first report 
series victimization and are victimized in the next six months are more 
likely to report nonseries than series victimization in the following 
six months. Among nonseries victimized persons and households, the 
more nonseries victimizations first reported, the greater the propensity 
to repeat victimization in the next six months. Persons who first 
reported six or more victimizations had a probability of being victimized 
in the next six months that is four times greater than that of persons 
who fi~st reported only a single victimization. Forty-three percent 
of persons who first reported six or more nonseries victimization 
reported one or more victimizations in the next six months. Households 
that first reported six or more ~ctimizations had a probability of 
being victimized in the next six mOl1..tIi.s that was tlixee and one-half 
times that of houseliolds first reporting only a single victimization. 
Households with nigh levels of victimization on first reporting had 
an even or better chance of being victimized in the next six months. 

Fiftn~ persons and households that first report a series victim­
ization and also report victimization in the next six1llonths are 
~ore likely than not to be ~ictimized by the 'same type of crime in 
their continuing victimization. This crime specific victimization for 

f ,. 
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persons is characteristic only of crtffies of personal larceny and 
assault. Victims of assault with theft and theft with personal contact 
are more likely to De victimized by some other type of crime in repeated 
victimization. The crime specific victimization for households is 
cnaracteris,tic of the crimes of Durglary and household larceny. 
Victims of motor vehicle theft are more likely to De victimized by some 
other type of crime in repeated victimization. Crime specific repeated 
victimization is characteristic of the most frequently occurring crimes 
against the person and against household and much less likely for 
infrequently occurring crimes'. 

Data Report jJ 5. "The Residential Mooility of Victims and Repeat 
Vict:i:ms in the Nati.onal Crime Survey" (Aloert J. Reiss, Jr., March, 1977). 

This report descriEes the residential moEility of person. and 
household victims and repeat victims in the National Crime Survey. 
The propensity of single, multiple, and repeat victims to move is 
investigated using tlie panel feature of the National Crime Survey. The 
residential moEility of single and mUltiple victims is examined both 
within a six month collection period and repeat victimization in the 
next sixmontlis. Both series and nonseries victimization are invest­
igated for the propensity to move. 

The move-out status of a household is Based on a comparison of 
the household status and numEer of a household at a given housing 
unit for two successive interview ot data collection periods. When­
ever an interviewed household is replaced at the time of the next 
interview fly anotlier household or there is a vacancy at that housing 
unit, it is defined as a move-out household. Multiple and repeat 
victimization are measured oy the number of victimizations reported. 
A person or household is defined as a multiple victims if on first 
reporting any victimization, two or more victimizations are reported. 
Repeat victims are those reporting one or more victimizations within 
the six months following first reporting of any victimization. Move-out 
rates of households and their members are calculated for the unweighted 
sample of households and persons in any given six month interview 
or data collection period. The major conclusions of this report follows. 

First in the aggregate, victimized persons and households show 
a greater prop'ensity to move than· do nonvictimized persons and house­
holds. Within every interview period, the move-out rate is higher for 
persons and households report~g some victimization Ey crime than for 
those reporting no victimization oy crime. Regardless of the number 
of interviews, the propensity to move is greater for victimized than 
nonvlctimized persons and households, though the longer the time 
in sample, the less that propensity. 

Second, somewhat more than two in ten households and somewhat less 
tfum two in 10 persons report multiple victimization within the first 
six months of reporting any victimization oy crime. Among multiple 
victimizations, two victimizations occurs most frequently followed by 
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the report of series v-ictimi,z8.tion and then three or -more nonseries 
victimizations. 

Third, the higher the multiple victimization of persons or 
households reporting victimizations, the greater the propensity 
to lIlove witfiin the 'next six montIis. There is a 75 percent increase 
in the move-out rate from persons first reporting a single victimization 
to persons first reporting four or lIlore victimizations. The move-out 
rate of households first reporting five or 1Il0re victimizations within 
a six month period is twice that of households first reporting only 
a single victimization. Regardless of prior level of victimization, 
high multiple household victims show a greater propensity to move 
than do households reporting only a single victimization; this rela­
tionship is not consistent for persons. 

Fourth, even with high levels of multiple victimization on first 
reporting any victimizations, repeat victliuization is much less 
likely in the next six montIis than is no victimization. Nonetheless, 
the higher the level of multiple victimization on first reporting 
and of repeat victimization in the following sixmontIis, the greater 
the propensity of households to move. High repeat household victims 
have higher move-out rates than do non-repeat victims. Continuing 
liighvictimization increases the propensity of a household to move, 
so that the higher the level of multiple victimization either within 
any six months of a year or for the year, the greater the propensity 
of households to move. 

Fifth, the residential mobility rate of persons increases with the 
seriousness of the crime vicimization reported. The residential mobility 
rate of persons who had some contact with an offender is greater than 
for persons who had no contact with an offender. The rate of resi­
dential mobility' increases with the ranked seriousness of the crime. 
Assaults with theft have the highest rates of residential mobility 
followed in order by assaults, larceny from the person with contact, 
and larceny from the person without contact. 

Sixth, the household crime of burglary has a somewhat higher 
rate of resjdential mobility than do the household crimes of larceny 
from toe household and motor vehicle theft, but the differences in 
propensity to move oy type of crime are smaller for household crimes 
than for crimes against the person. 

Seventh, the rate of residential mob,.ility increases with the level 
of multiple victimization. While residenti£l mobility increases 
both with the seriousness of crimes agaiRst the person and the amount 
of victimization, as tEe level of multiple victimization increases, the 
rate of residential mobility increases within each major type of crime 
against the person. As the level of multiple household victimization 
mcreases, tIie rate of residential mooility increases irrespective of 
type of Iicusehold crime. TIie level of multiple household victimization 
appearslIlore important in the propensity of IiouseIiolds to move than 



-36-

does their type of household victimization. Thus the increased prop­
ensity of -multiple and repeat household and persons: to -move is not spec­
ific to the four major types of crime against the person and the three 
"~'laj or types' of crime against households examined in this report. 








