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Preface

The crime siatistics and selected analytical findings
presented in this report derive from a household survey
conducted under the National Crime Survey (NCS) pro-
gram, Based on a continuing survey of a representative
national sample of households, the program was created
to assess the character and extent of selected forms of
criminal victimization. The survey was designed and
conducted for the National Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Service, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (succeeded by the Bureau of Justice
Statistics) by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. This pub-
lication contains data about selected crimes of violence
and theft sustained by residents of New York State
during 1974-77. 1t is one of a series of reports that will be
issued periodically about victimizations experienced by
persons living in some of the Nation's large States.

The NCS focuses on certain criminal offenses, whether
completed or attempted, that are of major concern to the
general public and law enforcement authorities. For
individuals, these offenses are rape, robbery, assault, and
personal larceny; and for households, burglary, house-
hold larceny, and motor vehicle theft. In addition to
measuring the extent to which such crimes occur, the
survey permits examination of the characteristics of
victims and the circumstances surrounding the criminal
acts, exploring, as appropriate, such matters as the
relationship between victim and offender, characteristics

. of "offenders, victim self-protection, extent of victim

injuries, economic consequences to the victims, time and
place of occurrence, use of weapons, whether the police
were notified, and, if not, reasons advanced for not
informing them.

Although the program has a general objective of
developing insights into the impact of selected crimes
upon victims, it is anticipated that the scope of the survey
will be modified periodically so as to address other topics
in the field of criminal justice. In addition, continuing
methodological studies are expected to yield refinements
in survey questionnaires and procedures.

The statistical information in this report is based on the
New York State portion of the NCS sample. From 1974
through 1977, that segment of the sample yielded inter-
views with the occupants of about. 13,500 housing units
per year. Approximately 45 percent of all units where in-
terviews took place were within those parts of the New
York City standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)
that include New York, Kings-Richmond, Bronx, and
Queens. An additional 20 percent of the observations
were in the Nassau-Rockland-Suffolk-Westchester sector
of the SMSA.

Although appropriate for producing State-level
estimates of crime, the sample was not suitable, because
of its size and design, for generating comparable
information for smaller jurisdictions within New York
State, such as counties or cities. However, victimization
survey data lor two central cities within the State (New
York City and Buffalo) became available in the mid-
1970’s, based on surveys conducted independently of the
continuous national survey and with substantially
different methodologizs. Reports based on those and
other city surveys are listed inside the front cover of this
publication.

NCS results in this report reflect the victimization
experience of New York State residents age 12 and over,
irrespective of where the crimes occurred. Eliminated
from consideration were crimes experienced by State
residents outside the United States. Because the
information was gathered through personal intérviews
with persons living in the State, crimes against
nonresidents (such as tourists, interstate commutérs, and
foreign visitors) were outside the scope of this report.

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

All statistical data in this réport are estimates subject to
both sampling and nonsampling error. Information
obtained from sample surveys rather than complete
censuses usually is affected by sampling error.
Nonsampling error consists of any other kinds of
mistakes, such as those resulting from faulty collection or
processing; these errors can be expected to occur in the
course of any large-scale data collection effort. As part of
a discussion of the reliability of estimates, these sources of
error are discussed more fully in Appendix 1L It should
be noted at the outset, however, that with respect to the
effect of sampling error, estimate variations can be
determined rather precisely. In the Selected Findings
section of this report, categorical statements involving
comparisons have met statistical tests that the differences
are equivalent to or greater than two standard errors, or,
in other words, that the chances are at least 95 out of 100
that each difference described did not result solely from
sampling variability; qualified statements of comparison
have met significance tests that the differences are within
the range of 1.6 to 2 standard errors, or that there is a
likelihood equal to at feast 90 (but lessthan 95) out of 100
that the difference noted did not result solely from
sampling variability. These conditional statements are
characterized by use of the term “some indication™ or
other equivalent phrase.



The 71 data tables in Appendix I of this report display
statistics that formed the basis for the selected findings.
The three appendixes that follow contain materials to
facilitate further analyses and other uses of the data. Ap-
pendix 11 contains a facsimile of the survey questionnaire.
Appendix Il has standard error tables and guidelines for
their use. The latter appendix also includes technica!
information concerning sample design, estimation
;procedures, and sources of nonsampling error, Appendix
IV consists of a series of technical notes, covering topics
discussed in the selected findings and designed as guides
to. the interpretation of survey results.

Attempts to compare NCS results with data collected
from police agencies by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation and published annually in its report, Crime
in the United States, Uniform Crime Reports , are inappro-
priate because of substantial differences in coverage be-
tween this survey and police statistics. A major difference
arises from the fact that police statistics on the incidence
of crime are derived principally from reports that persons

make to the police, whereas NCS data include crimes not
reported to the police, as well as those that are reported.
As indicated, survey results reflect the experiences of New
York residents, even though some of the crimes took
place outside the State, and the data exclude criminal acts
committed within the State against nonresidents, On the
other hand, State-level police statistics on crime include
offenses reported by victims, irrespective of their State or
country of residence, to law enforcement units operating
within the various New York jurisdictions and exclude
crimes experienced by New Yorkers outside their State.
Personal crimes covered by the NCS relate only to
persons age 12 and over, whereas police statistics count
crimes against persons of any age. Furthermore, the
survey does not measure some offenses, e.g., homicide,
kidnaping, commercial burglary or robbery, white-collar
crimes, and commercial larceny (shoplifting and
employee theft), that dre included in police statistics, and
the counting and classifying rules for the two programs
are not fully compatible.
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The National Crime Survey

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

As one of the most ambitious efforts yet undertaken for
filling some of the gaps in crime data, the NCS is
providing the criminal justice community new insights
into crime and its victims, complementing other data
resources used for planning, evaluation, and analysis. The
survey covers many crimes that, for a variety of reasons,
are never brought to police attention. It furnishes a means
for developing victim profiles and, for identifiable sectors
of society, yields information for assessing the relative
incidence of victimization, The NCS distinguishes. be-
tween stranger-to-stranger and domestic violence and be-
tween armed and strong-arm assaults and robberies. Itis
tallying some of the costs of crime in terms of injury or
economic loss sustained and providing greater
understanding as to why certain criminal acts are not re-
ported to police authorities. The survey is also furnishing
the data necessary for developing indicators sensitive to
fluctuations in the level of crime and for comparing the
crime situation between two or more types of localities.

The NCS program is not without limitations, however.
Although furnishing information on crimes that are of
major interest to the general public, it cannot measure all
criminal activity, as a number of crimes are not amenable
to examination through survey techniques. The survey
has proved successful’ in estimating crimes with specific
victims who understand what happened to them and how
it happened ‘and who are willing to report what they
know. More specifically, the survey has demonstrated an
adequacy for measuring rape, robbery, assault, burglary,
personal and household larceny, and motor vehicle theft.
Murder and kidnaping are not covered. The so-called

victimless crimes, such as drunkenness, drug abuse, and
prostitution, also are excluded, as are crimes for which it
is difficult to identify knowledgeable respondents. Crimes
of which the victim may not be aware also cannot be
measured effectively. Buying stolen property may fall into
this category, as may some instances of fraud and embez-
zlement. Attempted crimes of many types probably are
underrecorded for this reason. Events in which the victim
has shown a willingness to participate in illegal activity,
such as certain forms of gambling, also are excluded.
Finally, businesses and other institutions are precluded
from coverage.

The success of any victimization survey is highly
contingent on the degree of cooperation that the
interviewers receive from respondents. During the 1976-
77 period, the New York State portion of the NCS
yielded completed interviews for 97 percent of the
occuparnts of housing units contacted by Census Bureau
interviewers.

Data from the NCS and other victimization surveys are
subject to limitations imposed by victim recall, i.e., the
ability of respondents to remember incidents befalling
them or their households, and by the phenomenon of
telescoping, that is, the tendency of some respondents to
recount incidents occurring outsicde (usually before) the
referenced time frame. Under the NCS, this tendency is
minimized by using a bounding technique, whereby the
first interview serves as 4 benchmark, and summary re-
cords of each successive interview aid in -avoiding
duplicative reporting of criminal victimization
experiences; information from the initial interview is not
incorporated into the survey results,

Another of the issues related in part to victim recall
ability involves the so-called series victimizations, Each
series consists of three or more criminal events similar, if
not identical, in nature and incurred by persons unable to
identify separately the details of each =act, or, in some
cases, to recount accurately the total number of such acts.
Because of this, no attempt is made to collect information
on the specific month, or months, of occurrence of series
victimizations; instead, such data are attributed to the
season, or seasons, of occurrence. Had it been feasible to
make a precise tally of crimes that occurred in- series,
certain rates of victimization would have been somewhat
higher. Because of the inability of victims to furnish
details concerning individual incidents, however, it would
not have been possible to analyze the characteristics and
effects of these crimes, thus, the data on series crimes are
excluded from the report. Approximately 431,000 series
victimizations against New York residents or house-
holds, -each encompassing at least three separate but"
undifferentiated events, were estimated to have occurred
during a 4-year period commencing with the spring of
1974,



‘Crime;s against persons

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

Rape, the most serious and least common of NCS-
- measured crimes, is carnal knowledge through the use of
force or. the threat of force, excluding statutory rape
(without force). Both completed and attempted acts are
included, and cases of either homosexual or heterosexual
rape are counted.

Personal robbery is a crime in which the object is to

- take property from a person by force or the threat of
force. The force employed may be 4 weapon (armed rob-
bery) or physical power (strong-arm robbery). In either
instarice, the victim is placed in physical danger, and
physical injury can result. The distinction between rob-
bery with injury and robbery without injuty turns solely
on whether the victim sustained any injury, no matter

how minor. The distinction between a completed robbery

and an attempted robbery centers on whether the victim
sustained any loss of cash or property. For example, 4n
incident might be classified as an attempted robbery
simply because the victim was not carrying anything of
value when held up at gunpoint. Attempted robberies,
however, can be quite serious and can result in severe
physical injury to the victim.

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

- Assaults are crimes in-which the object is to do physical
harm to the victim. The conventional forms of assault are
“aggravated” and “simple.” An assault carried out with a
weapon is considered to be an aggravated assault,
irrespective of the degree of injury, if any. An assault
carried out without a weapon is also an aggravated
assault if the attack results in serious injury. Simple
assault occurs when the injury, if any, is minor and no
weapon is used. Within the general category of assault are
incidents with results no more serious than a minor bruise
and incidents that bring the victim near death—but only
near, because death ‘would turri the crime into homicide.

'Definitions of the measured crimes do not necessarily conformi to any
Federal or State statutes, which vary considerably. They are, however,
compatible with conventional usage and with the definitions used by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation in its annual publication Crime in the
Uniited States, Uniform Crime Reports . Succinet and precise definitions
of the crimes and other terms used in the National Crime Survey re-
ports appear in the glossary at the end of this report.
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Attempted assaults differ from completed assaults in
that in the latter the victim is actually physically attacked
and may incur bodily injury. An attempted assault could
be the result of bad aim with a gun or it could be a verbal
threat to “harm the victim. It is difficult to categorize
attempted assault as either aggravated or simple because
it is conjectural how much injury, if any, the victim would
have sustained had the assault been carried out. In some
instances; there may have been no intent to carry out the
crime. Not all threats of harm are issued .in earnest; a
verbal threat or a menacing gesture may have been all the
offender intended. The intent of the offender obviously
cannot be measured by a victimization survey. For the
NCS, attempted assault with a weapon has been classified
as . aggravated -assault; attempted assault without a
weapon_has been considered simple assault.

Although the most fearsome form of assault is the
brutal, senseless attack by an unknown assailant, it is also
the least common. Much more common is an incident in
which the victim is involved in a minor scuffle or a
domiestic spat. There is reason 1o believe that incidents of
assault stemming from domestic -quarrels are underre-
ported in victimization surveys because some victims do
not consider such events crimes or are reluctant to
implicate family members or relatives, who in ‘some
instances may be present during the interview.

Personal crimes of theft (i.e., personal larceny) involve
the theft of cash or property by stealth. Such crimes may
or may not bring the victim into direct contact with the
offender. Personal larceny with contact encompasses
purse snatching, attempted purse snatching, and pocket
picking. Personal larceny without contact entails the theft
by stealth of numerous kinds of items, which need not be
strictly personal in nature. It is distinguished from house-
hold larceny solely by place of occurrence. Whereas the
latter transpires only in the home or its immediate
environs, the former can take piace at any other location,
Examples of personal larceny without contact include the
theft of a briefcase or umbrella froin a restaurant, a
portable radio from the beach, clothing from an
automobile parked in a shopping center, a bicycle from a
schoolground, food from a shopping cart in front of a
supermarket, etc. Lack of force is a major identifying
element in personal larceny. Should, for example, a
woman become aware of an attempt to snatch her purse
and resist, and should the offender then use force, the
crime would be classified as robbery.

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

Crimes against households

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

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

entering had no legal right to be present in the structure, a

burglary has occurred. Furthermore, the structure need
not be the house itself for a household burglary to take
place. Illegal entry of a garage, shed, or any other
structure on the premises also constitutes household

‘burgldary..In fact, burglary does not necessarily have to

occur on the premises. If the breaking and entering
occurred in a hotel or in a vacation residence, it would
still be classified as a burglary for the household whose
member or members were involved.

As mentioned earlier, household larceny occurs when
cash of property is removed from the home or its im-
mediate vicinity by stealth. For a household larceny to
occur within the home itself, the thief must be someone
with a right to be there, such as a maid, a delivery person,
or a guest. If the person has no right to be there, the crime
is a burglary. Household larceny can consist of the theft
of jewelry, clothes, lawn furniture, garden hoses,
silverware, etc, ‘

The theft or unauthorized use of motor vehicles, com-

‘monly regarded as a specialized form of household

larceny, is treated separately in the NCS. Completed as
well as attempted acts involving automobiles, trucks,
inotorcycles, and other vehicles legally entitled to use
public streets, are included.
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Selected findings -

The National Crime Survey (NCS) determined that an
estimated 2.7 million victimizations, including - both
completed and attempted offenses, were incurred by
residents of New York State in 1977, Rape, personal rob-
bery, and assault—the most serious of the measured
offenses because they involved confrontation between
victim and offender and the threat or act of violence—
made up 16 percent of the crimés, as shown in Table 1
(Appendix I). Personal and household larceny, the least
serious crimes measured by the NCS, accounted for most
of the total (64 percent). The remaining 20 percent of the
crimes included motor vehicle thefts and household
burglaries, The relative occurrence of these crimes is
gauged by means of a statistic known as the victimiza-
tion rate, which is derived from estimates of the number
of victimizations divided by the number of potential
victims; The rates for personal crimes are expressed on
the basis of the number of victimizations per 1,000 popu-
lation age 12 and over, and those for household crimes
are based on victimizations per 1,000 households. For the
population at large, Table 2 displays the victimization
rate for each category of crime, as well as for detailed
subcategories.

Unlike the frequency counts and percent distributions
in Table 1, the victimization rates and percents in all
succeeding tables are averaged for the 1974-77 period. In
addition, Table 2 presents victimization rates for personal
and household crimes for each of the 4 years covered by
the survey, and Table 62 depicts yearly police reporting
rates. All of the selected findings, however, are derived
from estimated averages for the 4 years.

The first section of these selected findings highlights
information on the characteristics of victims of personal
and household crimes, developed from data Tables 3-18.
In the interest of brevity, the data tables were not fully
exploited in preparing these findings, and much of the
discussion is confined to general, or summary, crime cat-
egories, Individuals wishing to perform more detailed
analysis on the topics covered in this section are referred
to the Technical Notes (Appendix 1V) for guidance in the
interpretation of survey results.

" Victim characteristics

During the 1974-1977 period, the incidence of personal
crimes of violence (rape, robbery, and assault) against
New York State residents was substantially higher among
males, persons age 12-24, blacks, and (with less certainty)
the poor and the unemployed. Younger persons also were
relatively more susceptible to personal crimes of theft,
along with individuals with at least some college training,

members of families with an annual income of $25,000 or
more, whites (compared with blacks), and non-Hispanics
(compared with Hispanics).

In regard to NCS household offenses, housing units
headed by persons age 12-19 had the highest burglary
rate, although the evidence of a difference between this
and the next older age group was not conclusive, and
blacks were burglarized relatively more often than whites.
Larceny rates indicated that members of the lowest
income group were less susceptible than any other income
group. Also, households headed by whites (compared
with blacks) or non-Hispanics (compared with Hispanics)
were relatively more likely targets for larceny, as were
households with more than three members. Motor vehicle
theft rates revealed few relationships to household
characteristics.

Sex, age, race, and ethnicity
(Tables 3-7 and 12-14)

On average for the 1974-77 period, males living in the
State of New York were far more likely than their female
counterparts to have been robbed (13 vs. 6 per 1,000) or
assaulted (22 vs. 11 per 1,000). Rape was the least
frequent of the major NCS-measured violent offenses, in-
volving an average of | person in every 1,000 for the 4-
year period. In regard to the two personal crimes of theft,
males also were more susceptible to larceny without
contact, but women had a higher rate for larceny with
contact, that 1is, of attempted or completed purse
snatchings or pocket pickings.

For personal crimes of violence, New York residents
age 50 and over averaged the lowest victimization rate (12
per 1,000). The relatively low violent crime rate for this
older age category principally stemmed from an assault
rate lower than for any other age group (5 per 1,000).
There was no meaningful pattern for robbery rates
classified by victim age..Age, however, was associated
with the incidence of personal crimes of theft, in that
persons in the eldest age class, 65 and over, recorded the
lowest rate, and persons age 50-64 the second-lowest one.

Paralleling yearly NCS findings since 1973 for the
Nation as a whole, the comparatively low crime rates
among the elderly may be attributable to a number of
factors, among them the possibility that senior citizens
avoid threatening situations or places because of a fear of
crime.? Attitudinal data gathered under the NCS program
during the mid-1970’s showed that elderly residents of
central cities across the United States (including New
York City and Buffalo) had limited or changed their
activities because of a fear of crime more so than-younger
persons, In the 1974 attitude survey in New York City,
some two-thirds of all respondents age 65 and over,
compared with 48 percent of younger persons, said they

*As indicated in the technical pote on victim characteristics (Appendix
1V), the victimization rate is a highly generalized measure of the
occurrence of crime, Because of their method of calculation, the rates
are not refined to the extent that they should be construed to represent
precise measures of risk for specific individuals.



had modified their lifestyles because of a fear of crime.
An identical survey taken in Buffalo a year earlier yielded
figures of 49 and 40 percent for the respective groups.’
Whereas relatively low rates for crimes of violence and
theft were associated with senior-age residents, no single
age group had the highest rate for either category of

far higher overall violent crime rate than their older
counterparts (43 vs. 19 per 1,000), and also siistained
crimes of theft at a greater rate (105 vs. 60 per 1,000).

Over the 4-year period, blacks averaged a higher
violent crime rate than whites, whereas whites had a
higher theft crime rate. The difference for violent crimes
chiefly was attributable to the relatively high level of
personal robbery inflicted on blacks; the assault rates for
the two racial groups did not differ significantly. The
overall personal theft rate for whites, and more specifical-
ly, the rate for larcenies without contact, exceeded that
for blacks, although there was some indication that
blacks were victimized by personal larcenies with contact
at a higher rate than whites.

Consideration of victim sex in conjunction with victim
race revealed that the burden of violent crime was carried
by black males, who were victimized at a rate higher than
black women or whites of either sex. The difference be-
tween the overall violent crime rate was chiefly the result
of an extraordinarily high robbery rate among black
men—one that was, for instance, three times that for
white males. The robbery rate for white women was the
lowest of the four sex-race groups, and they . also
sustained violent crime at the lowest overall rate,
although the difference was statistically less certain when
compared with the rate for black women. White males
were victimized by personal larceny without contact
relatively more often than each of the three other groups.

Calculated from the standpoint of ethnicity, the rates
indicated that persons of Hispanic ancestry were victim-
ized by robbery at a higher rate than non-Hispanics (16
vs. 7 per 1,000); conversely, the latter sustained relatively
more crimes of theft, principally of the noncontact
variety.

Turning to the NCS-measured household crimes, age-
structured victimization rates reflected a relatively low
level of burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft against
the elderly. In fact, among age groups for which there was
reliable data these househoiders averaged the lowest rates
for the three household crimes. Households headed by
young persons (age 12-19) had the highest burglary rate,
although the evidence of a difference between the two
youngest groups was not conclusive. The sizable burglary
rate for these young persons was based on a dispropor-
tionately high rate of unlawful entry without force, a rate
‘that was at least three times as large as for any other age

'Sée Myths and Realities about Crinie (Washington, D.C.; U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1978), pp. 20-21 -and Buffalo: Public
Attitudes about Crime (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
_Office,  1979). Figures cited for New York City are based on
“uppublished Bureau of the Census data.
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group. Unlike burglary, rates for household larceny and
motor vehicle theft did not peak for any specific age
group. . In general, however, the rates for each of the
residential property crimes declined as the age of head of
household increased, although apparent differences were
not necessarily significant.

Although there was no difference between the rate at
which households headed by whites or blacks experienced
motor vehicle thefts, race was related to the probability of
burglary or household larceny. Black households were
more likely to be burglarized by forcible entry than white
ones, and, less certainly, by burglary as a whole.
Compared with black households, white ones sustained
larceny at a higher rate, with the bulk of the difference
centering on the less-than-$50 range. Relative to their
Hispanic counterparts, households headed by non-
Hispanics clearly experienced larcenies at a higher rate;
however, burglary and motor vehicle theft rates for the two
groups did not differ.

Marital status
(Table 8)

Higher rates were indicated for violent crimes as a
whole (and for robbery or assault considered separately)
for persons never married and for those divorced or
separated, as compared with married or widowed
individuals. Although there was no real difference be-
tween the overall violent crime rate or the assault rate for
persons in the never married and divorced/separated cat-
egories, the latter had the highest robbery rate of the four
marital status groups. The widowed population had the
lowest overall rate for both crimes of violence and crimes
of theft.

Educational attainment
(Table 10)

Grouping of persons age 25 and over on the basis of the
number of years of schooling completed indicaied that
the two categories with post-secondary education, in
comparison to those without, had the greater likelihood
of being victimized by personal crimes of theft, On the
other hand, violent crime rates as a whole were not clearly
related to levels of educational attainment. it should be
noted that the educational variable was confined to a
population group whose members had for the most part
completed their formal education. This procedure ex-
cluded persons age 12-24, who, as indicated previously,
experienced a disproportionate share of personal victimi-
zation. f

Annual family income
(Tables 9 and 15)

Members of families in the lowest annual income cate-
gory (less than $3,000 per year) experienced violent



crimes at the highest average rate, although the difference
with respect to the rate for the next income group was not
conclusive. In an interesting contrast, members of
families carning less than $10,000 per year were twice as
likely to be robbed as those earning $10,000 or more (13
vs. 6 per 1,000), whereas members of the wealthiest
families, those with an income of $25,000 or more, were
the most vulnerable of the six groups examined to
personal crimes of theft. There was little real difference
between assault rates for any of the income categories,
except that members of the poorest group recorded the
highest incidence of assault.

Household crime rates calculated on the basis of
annual family income were somewhat more clear cut.
Thus, households in the second lowest income group
experienced larceny at a rate lower than those for each of
the three highest income groups. In addition, households
with incomes less than $3,000 sustained motor vehicle
thefts at a rate lower than any other income group except
households in the $3,000-87,499 category, albeit perhaps
attributable to limited ownership. For burglary, there
were no significant rate differences between income
groups.

Occupational status
(Table 11)

Among persons age 16 and over who were participants
in the civilian labor force, there was some indication that
those classified as unemployed had an overall violent
crime rate higher than that for employed persons.
However, the corresponding rate difference for personal
crimes of theft lacked statistical significance. Such also
was the case for violent and theft crime rates associated
with the various labor force nonparticipant categories.
Even though there were scattered rate differences among
these groups, no general pattern was apparent for either
crimes of violence or theft.

Household size and tenure
(Tables 16-18)

Victimization rates for two of three household crimes
revealed a substantial relationship to the number of
persons living in the household. Those with four or five
members, as well as those with six or more persons,
experienced the highest larceny rates, although the rates
for these two groups did not differ significantly, whereas
one-member units had the lowest rate and two-person
units had the next lowest. The smallest-sized residences
also incurred motor vehicle thefts at the lowest rate, a
finding that most likely reflects a lower ownership count
for these households. The distribution of burglary rates
indicated little if any relationship to number of house-
hold members, although there was some indication that
the smallest household-size category sustained this crime -
at a lower rate than homes in the largest one. '

Burglary or motor vehicle theft rates did not differ
significantly for homeowners compared with renters, but
homeowners experienced relatively more household -
larcenies than renters. Furthermore, it was clear that
owner-occupied residences were more likely to be victim-
ized by larceny than by burglary, whereas rented dwel-
lings were more apt to be victimized by burglary than
larceny.

The relationship between dwelling size, as measured by
the number of household units within the structure, and
victimization by each of the three household crimes
generally was not significant in spite of appearances to
the contrary. In addition, no statistical significance was
attached to the apparently high incidence of burglary and
larceny against residences other than housing units, such
as boarding houses. However, proneness to either larceny
or burglary was related to dwelling size. That is, single-
family homes were more likely victims of larceny than
burglary. While dwellings containing two, three to four,
or five to nine units experienced burglary and larceny at
about the same relative levels, the largest structures, those
with 10 or more units, were victimized by burglary at a
higher rate than by larceny.



Offender characteristics
in personal crimes of violence

Most crimes against New York State residents were
committed by persons not related or known to the victim
(strangers) rather than persons acquainted with or related
to the victim (nonstrangers). Victimization by strangers
was relatively more frequent for men than for women.
Besides being strangers, most offenders, whether working
alone or with other offenders, were identified as males.
Whites were blamed for a relatively larger number of
single-offender violent crimes than were blacks, but the
two races shared blame for approximately the same pro-
portion of multiple-offender crimes. Offenders were most
likely to victimize persons of like age, but crimes in-
volving two or more lawbreakers were characterized by a
much higher proportion of offenders under age 21 than
those involving single offenders.

Strangers or nonstrangers
(Tables 19-23)

Offenses committed by strangers accounted for about
three-quarters of all personal crimes of violence and
ranged from 67 percent of assaults to 93 percent of
personal robberies. For violent crimes as a group, this
resuited in a rate of 19.6 victimizations per 1,000 persons
age 12 and over, compared with a rate of 5.9 per 1,000 for
those perpetrated by persons known to the victims, such
as acquaintances, friends, or relatives, The stranger-to-
stranger rates of victimization were higher as well for
-assaults or robberies considered separately.

Examination of the distributions of stranger and
nonstranger crime by victim characteristics disclosed few
meaningful patterns. For crimes of violence as a whole,
male victims clearly were more liable than female victims
to have been victimized by strangers. Widowed persons,
against whom 96 out of 100 victimizations were com-
mitted by strangers, were the most likely of the marital
status victimis to incur victimization by unknown persons.
Otherwise, the proportions of stranger-to-stranger violent
crime associated with the various victim income or racial
groups revealed no meaningful differences, and, although
a few significant differences existed between those pro-

' portions recorded for the victim age groups, there was nc
apparent consistent relationship between victim age and
relative likelihood of victimization by strangers.

Sex, age, and race
(Tableg 24-31) : :

Whether single--or multiple-offender crimes, the large
majority of violént personal crimes were committed by
males. Ffemales were thought to be the offender in'only {1

8 : ; '

percent of single-offender crimes and a nondiffering pro-
portion of multiple-offender crimes, although they shared
blame with males in committing a small additional pro-
portion of the latter offenses.

In two-thirds of all single-offender violent victimiza-
tions the offender was suspected to have been over age 20,
and in most of the remainder, age 12 to 20. Aduits com-
prised the largest share of lone offenders committing
agsault, but there was no real difference between the pro-
portion of robberies committed by the two age groups.
About 70 percent of all single-offender rapes were com-
mitted by persons age 21 and over.

In contrast to single-offender crimes, those involving
two or more lawbreakers were charactérized by a much
higher proportion of offenders under age 21 (48 percent).
Although a much lower proportion of adult offenders ap-
peared to be involved in the latter crimes, as compared
with their involvement in single-offender crimes, there
was a substantial proportion of cases with offenders of
mixed ages. The relatively higher frequency of youth
involvement (as compared with older offenders) in
multiple-offender crimes of violence applied to robbery
or assault congidered separately,

Consideration of the age of victims in conjunction with
the age of offenders disclosed that the largest proportion
of multiple-offender crimes against victims age 12-19
were committed by young offenders (age 12-20), and
there was some indication of a similar pattern for single-
offender crimes. By contrast, the largest proportion of
violent crime by single offenders against persons age 20
and over was attributed to older offenders (72 vs. 24
percent). However, there was no statistical difference be-
tween the proportion of multiple-offender crime com-
mitted against these older victims by offenders of the
younger compared with the older age range (about 35
percent).

With respect to the racial identity of offenders as
perceived by victims, the data indicated that about 56
percent of single-offender violent crimes were committed
by whites, 37 percent by blacks, and the remainder by
members of other races or by persons of unkrown race.
Among specific crimes, the largest proportion (64
percent) of robberies was committed by blacks, whereas
whites inflicted relatively more assaults (67 percent).
Rape victims identified their offenders as white or black
in proportions that were not significantly different.

Perpetrators of multiple-offender violent crimes were
thought to have been exclusively white or exclusively
black in about the same proportion of victimizations,
whereas ‘multi-racial groups or members of other races
were blamed for lesser proportions of these crimes.
Considering two of the violent crimes separately,
however, the distribution of races for multiple-offender
crimes differed: The highest proportion of robberies was
ascribed to black offenders, but there was no significant
difference between the proportions of assaults attributed
to whites and blacks: ~



Crime characteristics

The succeeding sections highlight key characteristics of
the offenses measured by the National Crime Survey.
These characteristics may be grouped into two overall
categories, namely the circumstances under which the
violations occurred (such as time and place of occurrence,
number of offenders, victim self-protective measures, and

offender weapon use) and the impact of the crime on the .

victim, including physical injury, economic loss, and
worktime loss. As will be seen, the circumstances under
which crimes occurred and their impact varied ap-
preciably with the type of offense and the population
group examined, For reasons discussed fully in the
Technicali Notes (Appendix 1V), some of the
characteristics examined with respect to crimes against
persons are based on incident data and others on victimi-
zation data. Among the violent personal crimes, victimi-
zations outnumbered incidents by about 16 percent,
mainly because some 10 percent of the cases were com-
mitted against two or more victims (Tables 32 and 33). Of
the three crimes of violence, assault was relatively less
likely than personal robbery or rape to have been com-
mitted against a single victim.

Time of occurrence
(Tables 35-37)

Of offenses measured by the survey, the ones that
occurred predominantly at night, between the hours of 6
p.m. and 6 a.m., were household larceny and motor
vehicle theft. Personal larceny with contact (i.e., purse
snatching and pocket picking) was the only crime to take
place mainly during the daytime hours of 6 a.m. to 6 p.m.
Rape, personal robberies, and assaults were more or less

evenly divided between day and night. Because the time,

of occurrence was unknown in too many crimes, it could
not be accurately determined whether the main portion of
personal larcenies without contact and household
burgiaries took place during the daytime or nighttime.
For instance, the time of occurrence was unknown for a
fifth of household burglaries. Among victimizations for
which the general time was known, however, there was no
real difference between the proportions of noncontact
personal larceny or household burglary that occurred
during day or night.

Even though there was no difference between t.he pro-
portions of robberies or assaults occurring during the day
compared with night, there was some indication that the
more serious forms of these crimes took place after 6 p.m.
Thus, greater proportions of robberies with injury, and,
with less certainty, of aggravated assaults were

concentrated at night by comparison with robberies
without injury and simple assaults, respectively. Also,
tiere was limited indication that relatively more assaults
by armed offenders than by unarmed ones transpired
during the evening or late night, although such was not
the case for robbery. Contrary to appearance, stranger-
to-stranger crimes of violence, generally conceded to be
more threatening than the nonstranger forms, occurred at
night at a rate that did not differ significantly from that
for nonstranger crimes. ‘ :

In addition to the preceding information about general
time of occurrence, data were available on more specific
hours of occurrence of nighttime crimes-—from 6 p.m. to
12 midnight and from midnight to 6 a.m. For personal
crimes of violence there was little doubt that the largest
proportion of these night offenses took place during the
earlier 6-hour period, even taking into consideration
those crimes for which the time was not knowr. For the
three household offenses and personal larceny without
contact, however, the percentages of crimes for which the
period of night was not known were relatively large, and
the actual distributions for the two halves of mght were
unknowi.

Place of occurrence
(Tables 38-41)

Classification of three of the NCS-measured property
offenses—personal larceny without contact, household
larceny, and household burglary—is mainly determined
by the location at which they occur, for reasons detailed
in the technical notes. In fact, the two types of larceny are
differentiated from each other exclusively on that basis,
the classification being determined by whether the larceny
occurred either away from a residence (personal larceny
without contact) or within or near the home (household
larceny).

During the 1974-1977 period, an average of 54 percent
of personal larcenies without contact took place at out-
door locations away from victims™ homes; the second
most frequent location was inside school buildings. The
majority of the other form of noncontact larceny, house-
hold larceny, occurred near victims’ residences, such as
yards or porches, and a residual number happened inside
the housing unit.

As with the two above crimes, household burglary and
motor vehicle theft do not involve victim-offender
contact. ‘Also by definition, household burglaries take
place exclusively inside permanent or temporary living
quarters. Although a small proportion did occur in tem-
porary dwelling places; such as vacation homes, hotels, or
motels, 97 percent involved principal residences. In
contrast, motor vehicle theft is not limited to specific
localities. On average for the 4-year period, the largest
proportion, about 80 percent, occurred at outsnde
locations not near victims’ homes, such as streets, parks,, '
or public parking lots,

The direct contact crimes-—rape, robbery, assault, and
personal larceny with contact (purse snatching and
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pock’étApicking)-—are not limited to prescribed'places of
occurrence either. Robbery was the most likely of the
three violent crimes to have taken place in the streets,

although - the difference relative to rape was less

substantial. The largest proportion of both robberies and
assaults occurred' at these -as compared with other
- locations, whereas there was no difference between the
proportion of  personal larcenies with contact that
occurred inside nonresidential buildings or in the streets,
There were no significant differences between the kinds

* of locations utilized by armed or unarméd offenders for-

either robberies or assaults. In regard to robberies, for
instance, about 65 percent of offenders of each type com-
mitted the crime at outdoor locations riot near vnctlms
dwellings.

Number of offenders ..
{Table 42) :

As previously stated, about 90 percent of measured
incidents of violent personal crime were committed
against lone victims. A smaller majority of viclent
incidents (59 percent) involved lone offenders as well, but
there were notable differences concerning single-versus
multiple-offender counts for robbery and assault
incidents. Whereas assault was more likely to have been
‘committed by offenders acting alone, the converse was
true for robbery. However, robbery with injury was no
more likely than robbery without injury to have involved
multiple offenders, nor was aggravated assault compared
with sxmple assault.

Use of weapons

(Tables 43-44)
As already suggested, an important issue addressed by

the survey was whether or not offenders were armed. If

one or more weapons were utilized, the victim identified

each weapon type. Overall, offenders used weapons in 41

percent of violent incidents. Robberies were relatively
.- more likely to have involved weapons (52 percent) than
were assaults (35 percent); the apparently low count of
weapons use by rapists was not statistically different from
either of these proportions. However, a larger propor-
_ tion -of victims attacked by strangers were confronted
- with weapons (45 percent) than those victimized by
nonstrangers (28 percent). Firearms . were used- less
frequently in armed violént incidents (20 'percent) than
knives (40 percent), and there was some suggestion that
they were utilized less often than weapons classified as
“other,” such as clubs or bottles (33 percent). While the
latter two figures were not statistically different, there
were meaningful contrasts between the two categories
when the type of crime was considered. For robbery,
offenders used knives relatively ‘more frequently than
other: weapons, but there was some indication that a
-larger proportion of aggravated assaults with injury were
carried out with these other weapons than with knives.
For aggravated assaults without injury, there was no ap-
parent difference in the relative frequenc:es of use of these
two weapon types.
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Victim self-protection

- (Table 45-48)

Victims used self-protective measures in a majority of
all personal crimes of violence, but that was not the case
for personal rcbberies considered separately. In fact,
victims were relatively less likely to defend themsclves

during the course of robberies (43 percent) than durmg

rapes (76 percent) or assaults (69 percent); the apparent
difference between the latter two proportions was not
significant. Overall for crimes of violence, there was some
indication that -victims were more likely to defend
themselves when the ofrender was a nonstranger than a’
stranger. :

Examination of race, sex, and age groups for
differencesin the rate of use of self-protective measures in
the course of violent crimes revealed no' variation ac-
cording to sex and only one-firm difference between two
of the five age groups; the seeming downward trend with
age was not statistically significant. However, whites re-

- ported’ using self-protective measures in' proportionally

more crimes (64 percent) than did blacks (48 percent),
and the difference chiefly was the result of behavior
adopted during robberies.

Relative to each of the other five active forms of self-
protection (i.e. excluding nonviolent resistance), there
was some tendency for physical force to have been the.
most frequent type utilized. Firearms and knives were
used least often by victims in general, While the type of
self-protective measure adopted did not vary significantly
with race, men invoked physical force proportionally
more often than women, who weré relatively more apt to
try to find help or frighten off the offender.

Physical injury to victims
(Tables 49-53)

Victims suffered physical injury in 3 out of every 10
personal robbery and assault victimizations. (Whether
the crime was completed or not, all rape victims were.
classified by the NCS as injured.) Appearances to the
contrary, there were no differences in the proportions of
injury-producing robberies or assaults against men and
women, or against blacks and whites, and few variations
by age or income. However, the likelihood of victim-
sustained injury was greater for nonstranger robberies
than stranger-to-stranger ones, but thls was not repeated
for assault.

In some 14 percent of crimes of violence the victims
had medical expenses. This -proportion did not vary
significantly whether ‘the offenses were sustained by
whites or blacks, or whether the crimes involved strangers
or nonstrangers. Of the victimizations that led to medical
costs, the expenses were more or less evenly divided be-

‘tween the ranges of less than $50 $50—$249 and $250'and

more.

- Among those crimes in which victims were injured, 7 in -
every 10 involved individuals who had some form of
health insurance coverage or were eligible for public
medical services. Protection of these general varieties was

~secured- in relatively the same proportions by blacks and



whites and by persons in differing income groups:f

In approximately a tenth of all violent offenses, the
victims received hospital care as a result of victimization.
While there was no real difference between the rates of
hospitalization for the two races, the five age categories,
or victims of strangers compared with victims of
nonstrangers, females were more apt than males to
receive hospital treatment,

Economic losses
(Tables 54-59)

Many of the NCS offenses sustained by individuals or
households from 1974 through 1977 resulted in economic
loss as measured by theft and/or property damage. For
instance, 79 out of 100 personal crimes and 92 out of 100
household crimes involved such losses. Rape and assault
were the only two crimes for which more than half of ihe
victimizations did not result in direct economic loss. On
the other hand, economic loss was sustained in 73 percerit

of personal robberies and 95 percent of personal -

larcenies. In the larger proportion of five of the measured
crimes, economic losses originated from theft rather than
property damage; such was the case for personal robbery
or larceny, as well as for each of the three household

crimes. By definition there are no theft losses associated °
with assauit, and the proportion of rape cases involving

damage losses was too small to provide reliable data.

About 36 percent of all personal crimes, whether
violent or larcenous, and half of all household crimes
resulted in theft and/or damage losses of more than $50.
A large proportion of motor vehicle theft losses, of
course, were in the highest range—some two-thirds
resulted in losses of $250 or more. Also, about half of
forcible entry burglaries produced economic losses of this
amount or more, compared with only 22 percent of
unlawful entries without force. Blacks incurred relatively
higher economic losses from household crimes than
whites (i.e., relatively more crimes valued at $50 or more),
principally because of a larger proportion of high-value
losses from burglary. But for personal crimes as a whole,
there was no meaningful difference by race in the relative
number of cases in this loss range.

In addition to being a costly crime, motor vehlcle theft
was the one most likely to involve complete recovery of
theft loss, full recovery having been achieved in some 49
percent of these crimes. In contrast, for the large majority
of personal and household crimes there was no loss re-
covery: Such was the case in roughly 8 of every 10
personial robberies and personal or houseiiold larcenies.
In general, however, there was at least some or full
recompense in a higher proportion of household (26
percent) than personal crimes (20 percent). Comparing
-white and black victims, there were no meaningful

differences in the relative distributions of unrecovered

theft losses for either personal or household crimes as a
whole. : :

Losses were replaced by insurance in about two-fifths ~
of personal or household crimes .nvolvmg theft.
Economic losses originating. from burglary, a crime for
which a majority of the losses were valued at $100 or
more, were most likely among the househcold crimes to be
recouped solely through insurance. In comparison, losses
from household larceny, the majority of which were
valued at less than $50, were the most likely of the three
household crimes to be recovered by methods not in-
volving insurance compensation.

Worktime lost
(Tables 60-61)

Loss of time from work by the victim or another house-
hold member occurred as a result of relatively few personal
or household victimizations—only about 1 in 20. As an
outgrowth of the three personal crimes of violence con-
sidered as a group, worktime was lost in about one-tenth of
all cases. For specific crimes, however, the proportions
ranged from 25 percent of robberies with injury to about 6
percent of simpie assaults. For the household crimes, ab-
sence from work was least likely to be an ¢ffect of larceny
and most likely of motor vehicle theft, a product perhaps
of the inconvenience caused by the loss of transportation,

Among those personal or household crimes that
resulted in work nonattendance for victims or other -

: household members, approximately half the cases were of
"1 day or more duration. For violent crimes as a group, 7
-out of 10 cases resulted in a day or more of loss, and in 33

percent, 6 or more days were missed.

. ChartD. Percent of victimizations reported to the: police,
1974-77 average
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. Rep’brting crimes to the police

The rates of reporting violent personal or household
crimes to the police (51 and 47 percent, respectively) were
higher than for personal crimes of theft (28 percent), but
did not differ from one another. The proportion of crimes

communicated to police officials did not vary appreciably

by victim or household characteristic except that persons
age 12-19 reported fewer personal crimes of theft than all
but possibly one other age group, and homeowners were
more likely than renters to give an account to police of
household burglaries or larcenies. With one exception,

the proportion of household crimes called to police -

attention rose with the value of the property taken.

Persons who were victimized during the period under
study but failed to report the offense, either personal or
household, most often stated that nothing could have
been done by the police, as there was no proof.

Rates of reporting

(Tables 62-70)

On average during the 1974-1977 period, about 1 out of
3 personal crimes occurring to New York State residents
were made known to the police. This relatively low
percentage resulted mainly from a low reporting rate for
personal larcenies (28 percent), a crime which comprised
some three-fourths of all personal victimizations, On the
contrary, about half of all violent crimes were reported to
police officials. However, significance could not be
attached to the seemingly different reporting rates for the
three major violent crimes—rape, robbery, or assault—
considered separately.

The overall proportion of reported household crimes
also was reduced by the reporting rate for larceny, only
about a third of which were communicated to the police.
Otherwise, approximately 55 percent of all household
burglaries and 71 percent of motar vehicle thefts came to
police attention, and, understandably, motor vehicle theft
was the most likely of the household offenses to have

-been reported to the.police.

In general, men and women reported crimes of v1olence
or of theft at nondiffering rates, although there was some

‘indication that women were more likely than men to re-

port personal robberies, chiefly because of a willingness

» to report a substantially higher proportion of robberies
without injury.

The proportlohs of crimes made known to the police by

12

whites compared with blacks and Hispanics contrasted
with non-Hispanics did not differ statistically. For crimes
of violence or of theft as a whole, as well as for robbery or
assault considered separately, there were no meaningful
reporting rate differences for either of the two racial or
ethnic groups. In regard to the reporting rates for biacks
and whites within the household sector, the same findings
prevailed.

In like manner, there was no pattern to the few
differences between the rates at which crimes of violence
were reported to the police by victims of differing age
cohorts. However, theft crime victims age 12-19 reported
relatively fewer crimes than any other age group,
although the rate difference between the youngest and
eldest was less persuasive. Violent or theft crime re-
porting. rates for the elderly (age 65 and over) did not
differ statistically from those for other adult age cate-
gories.

There were, however, reporting dissimilarities between
persons who owned or were purchasing their dwellings
compared with those renting. Owners were substantially
more likely than their counterparts to report residential
larcenies and burglaries, the latter including both forcible
and attempted forcible entries, but not unlawful entries
without force. On the contrary, there was no difference
between the rates at which these two groups reported
motor vehicle thefts

Also evident was a relationship between value of the
stolen property and proportion of crimes reported. For
the population in general, the proportion of household
crimes that came to police attention, with the exception of
the apparent difference between the less-than-$10 and the
$10-849 categories, rose with the value of the property
taken. Thus, while only 24 percent of household crimes in
which the loss was valued at $10-$49 were reported to law
enforcement officials, 85 percent of those valued at $250
or more were made known.

On the other hand, analysis of the household crime re-
porting rates for the various income groups revealed no
significant differences in the percentages of burglaries,
larcenies, or motor vehicle thefts which were reported.

Reasons for not reporting
(Table 71)

Crime victims who did not report their victimizations
to police officials were asked to indicate why they did not
report. The two most common reasons for not reporting
personal or household crimes to the police were, first,
that nothing could have been done and, second, that the
offense was not important enough to warrant police
attention. Within both the personal and household
sectors, those two. explanations made up more than half
the total. The least frequent response for each sector was
fear of reprisal.

<Y



Appendix |

Survey data tables

The 71 statistical data tables in this section of the re-
port contain results of the National Crime Survey for
calendar years 1974-77 for residents of New York State.
The tables are grouped along topical lines, generally
paralleling the sequence of discussion in the “Selected
Findings.” All statistical data generated by the survey are
estimates that vary in their degree of reliability and are
subject to variance, or sampling error, stemming from the
fact’ that they were derived from surveys rather than
compiete enumerations. Constraints on interpretation
and other uses of the data, as well as guidelines for
determining their reliability, are set forth in Appendix III.
As a general rule, however, estimates based on zero or
about 10 or fewer sample cases have been considered
unreliable. Such estimates, qualified by footnotes to the
data tables, were not used for analytical purposes in this
report. A minimum estimate of 14,000, as well as rates or
percentages based on such a figure, was considered
reliable.

Victimization rate tables 2 through i8 parenthetlcally
~ display the average size of each group for which a rate

was computed. As with the rates, these control figures are
estimates, reflecting estimation adjustments based on
independent population estimates. All population, vic-
timization, and incident estimates provided on the data
tables are 4-year averages except those on Table I, which

-are for 1977 only, and those on Tables 2 and 62, which are

'l;

for each of the 4 years individually.

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

General. Table 1 displays the number and percent
distribution of victimizations, whereas Table 2 shows
rates of victimization for 1974 through 1977 as well as the
4-year average. Each table covers all measured crimes,
. broken out to the maximum extent possible insofar as the
forms, or subcategories, of each offense are concerned.
Victim characteristics, Tables 3-18. These contain vic-
_timization rate figures for crimes against persons (3 11)
and households (12-18).

. Offender characteristics in personal crimes of vxolence,

, Tables 19-31. Five tables (19-23) relate to victim-offender
relationship; the first of these is a rate table, whereas the

others are percentage distribution tables reflecting victim
characteristics for stranger-to-stranger violent crimes. Of

the remaining tables (24-31), six present demographic

information on offenders only and two others have such
data on both victims and offenders; a basic distinction is

made in these eight tables between single- and multiple- -
offender victimizations.

Crime characteristics, Tables 32-61. The first of thesc
tables illustrates the distinction between .victimizations
and incidents, as the terms relate to crimes against
persons. Table 33 displays data on the number of victims
per incident, whereas 34 gives incident levels for personal
crimes - of violence broken out. by victim-offender
relationship. Topical areas covered by the remaining
tables include; time of occurrence (35-37); place of
occurrence (38-41); number of offenders (42); use of
weapons (43-44); victim self-protection (45-48); physical
injury to victims (49-53); economic losses (54-59); and
time lost from work (60-61). As applicable, the tables
cover crimes against persons or households. When the
data were compatible in terms of subject matter and
variable categories, both sectors were included on a table.

Reporting of victimizations to the police, Tables 62-71.
Information is .displayed on the extent of reporting and
on reasons for failure to report. The first table in this
series provides police reporting rates for 1974 through
1977 and the averaged 4-year rate. All other tables depict
averaged data only. Certain tables display data on both
the household and personal sectors.

The following is a complete list of table titles.

General

Personal and heusehold crimes

1. Number and percent distribution of victimizations, by sector and type of
crime, 1977, 15

2. Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by type of crime, 1974-
77 average and by year, 16

Victim characterics

Personal crimes

3. Victimization rates for.persons age 12 and over, by type of crime and sex
of victims, 1974-77 average, 17

4, Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by type of crime and age
of victims, 1974-77 average, i8

5. Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by type of crime and
race of victims, 1974-77 average, 19

6. Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by type of crime and sex
and race of victims, 1974-77 average, 20

7. Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by type of crime and
ethnicity of victims, 1974-77 average, 21

8. Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by iype of crime and
marital status of victims, 1974-77 average, 22

9. Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by type of crime and
annual family income of victims, 1974-77 average, 23

10. Victimization rates for persons age 25 and over, by level of educational
attainment and type of crime, 1974-77 average, 23
-11. Victimization rates for persons age 16 and over, by participation in the
civilian labor force, employment status, and type of crime,

- 1974-77 average, 24

Household crimes

12. Victimization rates, by type of crime and race of head of houschold,
1974-77 average, 24

13. Victimization rates, by type of crime and ethnicity of head of house-
hold, 1974-77 average, 25

14. Victimization rates,.by type of crime and age of head of household,
1974-77 average, 25 °
15. Victimization rates, by type of crime and annual family income, 1974-77
average, 26

16. Victimization rates, by type of crime and number of persons in house-
hold, 1974-77 average, 26

17.. Victimization rates, by type of crime, form of tenure, and race of head of
household, 1974-77 average, 27 H
18, Victimization rates, by type of crime and number of umts in structure
occupied by household, 1974-77 average, 27
Personal crimes of violence
19. Personal crimes of violence; Number of victimizations and victimization
rates for persons age 14 and over, by type of crime and victim-offender
relationship, 1974-77 average, 28
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20. - Percent of victimizations involving strangers. by age of victims and type
of crime, 1974-77 average, 28

21. Percent of victimizations involving strangers, by sex and race of victims
and type of crime, 1974-77 average, 29

'22. Percent of victimizations involving strangers, by marital status of

victims and type of crime, 1974-77 averuge, 29 :

23, Percent of victimizations involving sirangers, by annual famnly income
of victims and type of crime, 1974-77 average, 30

24, Percent distribution of single-offender victimizations, by type of crime

‘and perceived sex of offender, 1974-77 average, 30

25, Percent distribution of singlé-offender victimizaticns, by type of crime
and perceived age of offender, 1974-77' average, 31

26. Percent distribution of single-offeniier victimizations, by t'rpe of crime
and perceived race of offender, 1974-77 average, 3

27. Percent distribution of single-offender victimizations, by age of victims
and perceived age of offender, 1974-77 average, 32

28. Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimizations; by type of
crime. and perceived sex of offenders,1974-77 average, 32

29. Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimzations, by type of crime
and perceived age of offenders, 1974-77 average, 33

30. Pércent distribution of multiple-affender victimizations, by type of
crime and perceived race of offenderi, 1974-77 average, 33

31, ‘Percent disteibution of multiple-offender victimizations, by age of
victims and perceived age of offenders, 1974-77 average, 34

Crlmo characterics

14

Personal crimes

32, Number of iricidents and victimizations and ratic-of incidents to victim-
izations, by type of crime, 1974-77 iverage, 34

Personal crimes of violence

33, Percent distribution of incidents, by victim-offender relationship, type
of ctime, and number of victims, 1974-77 average, 35

Personal crimes of violence

34, Number and percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime and
victim-offendér relationship, 1974-77 average; 36 .
Personal and household crimes

35, Percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime and time of
occurrence, 1974-77 average, 37

Personal robbery and assault by armed or unarmed offenders

36. Percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime and offender and time
of occurrence, 1974-77 average, 38

Personal crimes of violence

37. Percent distribution of incidents, by victim-offender relationship, type
of crime, and time of occurrence, 1974-77 average, 38

Selected personal and household crimes

38. Percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime and placc of
occurrence, 1974-77 average, 39

Personal robbery and assault by armed or unarmed offenders

39. Percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime and offender and
place of occurrence, 1974-77 average, 39

Larcenies not involving victim-offender contact

40, Percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime and place of
occurrence, 1974-77 average, 40

41, Percent dxstnbuuonznf incidents, by type of crime, place of occurrence,
and value of theft loss,"i914-77 average, 40

Personal crimes of-violence

42, Percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime and number of
offenders, 1974-77 average, 41

43, Pércent of incidents in which offenders used weapons, by type of crime
and victim-offender relationship, 1974-77 average, 41

44, Percent distribution of types of weapons used in incidents by armed
offenders, by type of crime and type of weapon, 1974-77 average, 42

45. Percent of victimizations in which victims took self-protective measures,
by type of crime and victim-offender relationship, 1974-77 average, 42
46, Percent of victimizations in which victims took self-protective measures,
by characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1974-77 average, 43

47. Percent distribution of self-protective measures employed by victims, by
type of measure and type of crime, 1974-77 average, 43

48, Percent distribution of self-protective measures employed by victims, by
selected characteristics: of victims, 1974-77 average, 44

Personal robbery and assault

49. Percent of victimizations in which victims sustained physical injury, by
selected. characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1974-77 average, 44
Personal crimes of violence

50 Percent of victimizations in which victims incurred medical expenses, by
selected charactetistics of victims and type of crime, 1974-77 average, 45
51, Percent distribution of victimizations in which victims incurred medical
expenses, by type of crime and amount of expenses, 1974-77 average, 45
52. Percent of victimizations in which injured victims had health insurance
coverage of wereweligible for public medical services, by selected
characteristics of vxctlms. 1974-77 average, 46

52, Percent of victimiations in which victims received hospital care, by
selected characteristics of victims, 1974-77 average, 46

Personal and household crimes

54. Percent of victimizations resulting in economic loss, by type of crime
and type of loss, 1974-77 average, 47

55. Percent distribution of victimizations resulting in economic loss, by race
of victims, type of crime; and value of loss, 1974-77 average, 48
Selected personal crimes

56." Percent distribution of victimizations resulting in theft loss, by race of
victims, type of crime, and value of loss, 1974-77 average, 49

Personal and household crimes

_ 57. Percent distribution of victimizations resulting in theft loss, by race of

victims, type of crime, and proportlon of loss recovered, 1974-77 average, 50
58. Percent distribution of victimizations in which theft losses were
Tecovered, by type of crime and method of recovery of loss,

1974-77 average, 51

Household crimes

59. Percent distribution of victimizations resulting in theft loss, by value of
loss and type of crime, 1974-77 averagé, 51

Personal and household crimes

60. Percent of victimizations resulting in loss of time from work, by type of
crime, 1974-77 average, 52

61. Percent distribution of victimizations resulting in foss of time from
work, by type of crime and number of days lost, 1974-77 average, 53

.

Reporting to the police

62. Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type of crime, 1974-
77 average and by year, 54

Personal crimes

63. Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type of crime and sex
of victims, 1974-¥7 average, 55

64. Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type of crime and
race of victims, 1974-77 average, 56

65. Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type of crime and
ethnicity of victims, 1974-77 average, 57

66. Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type of crime and age
of victims, 1974-77 average, 57

Household crimes

67. Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type of crime and
race of head of houschold, 1974-77 average, 58

68, Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type of crime and
form of tenure, 1974-77 average, 58

69, Percent of victimiztions reported to the police, by type of crime and
annual family incore, 1974-77 average, 59

70. Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by value of loss and type
of crime, 1974-77 average, 5%

Personal and household crimes

71. Percenit distribution of reasons for not reporting victimizations to the
police, by type of crime, 1974-77 average, 60
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Table 1. Personal and household crimes: Number and percent distribution of victimizations,
by sector and type of crime, 1977

Percent of crimes Percent of

Sector and type of crime Number within sector all crimes

All crimes 2,692,800 . 100.0
Personal sector 1,662,100 100.0 6.7
Crimes of violence *® 419,800 25.3 15.6
Rape 17,900 1.1 0.7
Completed rape 16,400 0.4 0.2
Attempted rape 111,600 0.7 0.4
Robbery 136,600 8.2 5.1
Robbery with injury 56,900 3.4 2.1
From serious assault 23,100 2.0 1.2
From minor assault 23,700 1.4 0.9
Robbery without injury 79,800 4.8 3.0

Assault 265,300 16.0 9.9 .
Aggravated assault 100,400 6.0 3.7
With injury 39,900 2.4 1.5
Attempted assault with weapon 60,500 3.6 2.2
Simple assault 164,900 9.9 6.1
With injury 34,500 . 2.1 1.3
Attempted assault without weapon 130,400 7.8 4.8
Crimes of theft 1,242,300 74.7 46.1
Personal larceny with contact 76,400 4.6 2.8
Purse snatching 25,500 1.5 0.9
Completed purse snatching ‘12,200 0.7 0.5
Attempted purse snatching 13,300 0.8 0.5
Poclket picking 51,000 3.1 1.9
Personal larceny without contact 1,165,900 70.1 43.3
Total population age 12 and over 14,646,100 .. “ea
Hoysehold sector 1,030,700 100.0 38.3
Burglary 437,800 42.5 _l16.3
Forcible entry 147,600 14.3 5.5
tUnlawful entry without force 190,000 18.4 7.1
Attempted forcible entry . 100,200 9.7 3.7
Household larceny 467,500 45.4 17.4
Less than $50 249,400 24.2 9.3
$50 or more 169,200 16.4 6.3
Amount not available i ) . 21,800 2.1 0.8
Attempted larceny 27,100 2.6 1.0
Motor vehicle theft 125,400 12.2 4.7
Completed theft 82,600 8.0 3.1
- Attempted theft ' 42,800 4.2 1.6
Total number of households ) 6,551,400 : ves e

NOTE: . Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Percent distribution based on unrounded figures.
«+.. Represents not applicable.
‘Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Talsie 2, Personal and houeahold crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by type of crime, 1974-77 average and by year

Type of crime 1974-77 average 1974 1975 1976 1977
Personal sector

Crimes of violence 25.6 22.5 26,0 25.0 28.7
Rape 0.9 '0.9 '0.8 0.5 1.2

- Robbery 8.9 7.9 9.6 8.7 9.3

Robbery with injury 2.8 2.8 2.0 2.5 3.9
From serious assault 1.6 1.7 1.1 1.2 2.3
From minor assault 1.2 1.1 0.9 1.3 1.6

Robbery without injury 6.1 5.1 7.6 6.2 5.4

Assault 15.8 13.7 15.6 15.8 18.1

Aggravated assault 6.3 6.8 6.0 5.7 6.9
With injury 2.6 3.3 1.9 2.3 2.7
Attempted assault with weapon 3.8 3.5 4.0 3.4 4.1

Simple assault 9.5 6.9 9.6 10,1 11.3
With injury 2.6 1.5 3.8 2.8 2.4
Attempted assault without weapon 6.9 5.5 5.8 7.4 8.9

Crimes of theft 72.7 64.2 70.3 71.4 84.8

Personal larceny with contact 5.5 4.7 5.5 6.8 5.2
Purse snatching 1.9 1.1 2.3 2.5 1.7
Pocket picking 3.6 3.6 3.2 4.3 3.5

Personal larceny without contact 67.2 59.5 64.8 64.6 79.6

Total population-age 12 and over 14,599,600 14,478,100 14,595,400 14,67 400 14,646,100
Household sector -

Burglary 62.7 63.4 63.6 57.0 66.8
Forcible entry 22.4 24.2 20.7 22.3 22.5
Unlawful entry without force 27.7 28.2 29.2 24.4 29.0
Attempted forcible entry 12.6 1.1 13.7 10.2 15.3

Household larceny 61.8 52.6 64.1 58.9 71.4
Less than $50 35.0 30.4 39.4 32.2 38.1

J7» P850 or more . 20.4 16.4 18.4 20.9 25,8

stAmount not available - 1.9 1.0 1.2 2.0 3.3
Attempted larceny 4.4 4.8 5.1 3.8 4.1

Motor vehicle theft 17.9 17.5 17.0 17.9 19.1
Completed theft 11.5 9.4 11.2 12.7 12.6
Atteinpted theft 6.4 8.2 5.8 5.2 6.5

. Total number of households 6,488,600 6,348,200 6,504,800 6,549,900

6,551,400

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

!Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 3. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by type of crime and sex of victims, 1974-77 average

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

Male Female
Type of crime (6,794,200) (7,805,400)
Crimes of violence 34.4 7.
Rape 0.1
Completed rape (1z) .
Attempted rape ‘0.1 .
Robbery 12.7 .

Robbery with injury
From serious assauit
From minor assault
Robbery without injury
Assault :
Aggravated assault
With injury
Attempted assault with weapon
Simple assault
With injury
Attempted assault without weapon
Crimes of theft
Personal larceny with contact
Purse snatching
Pocket picking
Personal larceny without contact
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NOTE: Detail may not add to total sto.vn because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population
“in the group.
Z Less than 0.05.
1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

.
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Table 4. Personal crimes: Vlclimlzation rates for persons age 12 and over,
by type of crime and age of victims, 1974-77 average

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

12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50--64 65 and over
Type of crime (1,329,500) {1,348,800) (1,388,100) (2,567,400) (2,941, 300) (2,945,100) (2-,079,500)
Crimes of violence 40.6 50.2 38.1 31.2 19.5 13.5 10.3
Rape 1.1 2.9 1.6 ‘1.4 0.3 0.1 10.0
Robbery 13.1 Il1.6 9.0 10.7 7.5 6.7 7.2
Robbery with injury 3.7 2.6 2.0 3.8 3.0 1.9 2.8
From serious assault 1.5 '1.8 ‘1.0 2.3 1.6 1.2 '1.6
From minor assault 12.2 '0.8 ‘1.0 1.5 1.4 9.7 1.2
Robbery without assault 9.5 8.9 6.9 7.0 4.5 4.8 4.4
Assault 26.3 35.8 27.5 19.1 11.6 6.7 3.1
Aggravated assault 9.5 14.8 12.4 7.2 4.7 2.3 '1.6
With injury 4.2 6.8 5.1 2.3 1.8 0.9 0.9
Attempted assault with
weapon 5.3 8.0 7.3 4.9 2.9 1.4 '0.
Simple assault 16.9 21.0 15.1 11.9 7.0 4.4 '1.5
With injury 7.6 6.8 3.0 2.8 1.1 1.1 10.
Attempted assault without
weapon 9.3 14.1 12.1 9.1 5.9 3.3 1.0
Crimes of theft 104.0 115.4 94.4 84.6 74.5 51.2 23.8
Personal larceny with contact 1.7 5.9 6.1 5.7 5.3 6.6 6.0
Purse snatching 0.0 '1.3 2.3 1.8 2.5 2.3 2.1
Pocket picking 1.7 4.6 3.7 3.8 2.9 4.3 4.0
Personal larceny without contact 102.3 109.4 88.3 78.9 69.2 44.6 17.8

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group.
'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 5 Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by type of crime and race of victims, 1974-77 average

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

White Black

Type of crime (12,496,800) (1,929,800}
Crimes of violence 23.5 38.3
Rape 0.8 1.2
Robbery 7.1 20.4
Robbery with injury 2.1 7.9
From serious assault 1.1 4.7
From minor assault 0.9 3.3
Robbery without injury 5.0 12.5
Assault 15.6 16.7
Aggravated assault 5.7 10.1
With injury 2.4 3.4
Attempted assault with weapon 3.3 6.7
Simple assault 10.0 6.5
With injury 2.6 2.7
Attempted assault without weapon 7.4 3.8
Crimes of theft 74.8 58.7
Personal larceny with contact 4.9 9.4
Purse snatching 1.7 3.5
Pocket picking 3.2 5.9
Personal larceny without contact 69.9 49.3

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown. because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population
) in the group. ) '
'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 6. Personal crimes: victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,

by type of crime and sex and race of victims, 1974-77 average

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

Male

White Black White Black

Type of crime (5,878,000) (828,400) (6,618,800) (1,101,400}
Crimes of violence 31.4 55.1 16.5 25.6
Rape 0.1 0.0 1.4 12.1
Robbery 9.8 33.0 4.7 11.0
Robbery with injury 3.0 11.7 1.3 5.2
Robbery without injury 6.9 21.3 3.4 5.8
Assault 21.5 22.2 10.2 12.5
Aggravated assault 9.1 15.9 2.6 5.8
Simple assault 12.4 6.2 7.8 6.8
Crimes of theft 78.8 59.8 71.2 57.8
Personal larceny with contact 2.5 5.3 7.0 12.4
Personal larceny without contact 76.3 54.5 64.3 45.4

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

in the group.

'E stimate,, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 7. Personal crlmés: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by type of crime and ethnicity of viclims, 1974-77 average

Hispanic Non-Hispanic

Type of crime (1,035,700) (13,546, 000)
Crimes of violence 30.2 25.2
Rape 1.4 0.8
Robbery 15.5 6.5
Robbery with injury 5.3 2.6
From serious assault 3.6 1.4
From minor assault 1.7 1.2
‘Robbery without injury 10.2 5.8
Assault 13.3 16.0
Aggravated assault 5.2 6.4
With injury 1.9 2,6
Attempted assault with weapon 13.3 3.8
Simple assault 8.1 9.6
With injury . 3.8 2.5
Attempted assault without weapon 4.3 7.1
Crimes of theft 46.9 74.8
Personal larceny with contact 7.7 5.4
Purse snatching 3.9 1.8
Pocket picking ) 3.8 3.6
.- Personal larceny without contact 39.2 69.4

NOTE: Detail hlay not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population
in the group. .
!Estimate; based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 8. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by type of crime and marital status of victims, 1974-77 average

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

Never ' Divorced and

married Married Widowed separated

Type of crime (4,545,700) (7,934,400) (1,200,200) {885,600)
Crimes of violence 39.7 16.7 9.7 49.0
Rape 1.7 '0.3 0.0 3.3
Robbery 13.1 5.4 6.7 21.2
Robbery with injury 3.2 1.8 3.1 9.6
From serious assault 1.8 1.3 1.3 3.4
From minor assault 1.3 0.5 '1.8 6.2
Robbery without injury 9.9 3.6 3.6 11.6
Assault 25.0 11.0 6.3 24.5
Aggravated assault 10.0 4.7 12.3 7.1
With injury 4.4 1.7 0.8 3.8
Attempted assault with weapon 5.6 3.0 '1.5 13.4
Simple assault 15.0 6.3 4.0 17.4
With injury 5.0 1.0 0.6 7.7
Attempted assault without weapon 10.0 5.3 3.4 9.7
Crimes of theft 98.0 63.2 34.9 80.1
Personal larceny with contact 5.9 4.1 9.4 11.6
Purse snatching 1.5 1.6 3.6 4.9
Pocket picking 4.4 2.5 5.8 6.7
Personal larceny without contact 92.1 59.2 25.5 68.5

NOTE: Detail m‘ay not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population
in the group; excludes data on persons whose marital status was not ascertained.
lEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 9. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 12 nﬁd over, by type of crime
and annual iamily income of victims, 1974-77 average

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

Less than $3,000 ~$3,000-$7,499 $7,500-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999 $15,000-$24,999 $25,000 or more

Type of crime (703,100) {2,983,200) {1,452,800) (3,177,800) (3,332,200) {1,413,900)
Crimes of violence 49.3 31.5 24.7 23.5 21.6 21.6
Rape 1.4 1.3 '1.2 30.6 0.5 1.
Robbery 15.6 13.7 11.8 6.7 4.9 6.0
Robbery with injury '4.7 5.7 3.8 1.7 1.6 1.2
From serious assault 3.8 3.0 2.6 1.1 0.8 ‘0.6
From minor assault 0.9 2.7 1.2 '0.6 0.8 0.7
Robbéry without injury 10.9 8.0 8.0 5.0 3.4 4.8
Assault 32.3 16.5 11.7 16.2 16.2 14.5
Aggravated assault 8.9 8.0 3.4 5.9 7.1 5.2
With injury 4.3 3.2 1.1 2.8 3.3 '0.6
Attempted assault with weapon 4.6 4.8 2.2 3.1 3.8 4.6
Simple assault 23.3 8.6 8.3 10.3 9.1 9.3
With injury 6.2 3.6 1.4 2.2 2.8 1.6
Attempted assault without weapon 17.1 5.0 6.9 8.1 6.3 7.8
Crimes of theft 66.7 54.7 64.6 73.4 83.0 110.8
Personal larceny with contact 6.6 8.8 5.1 4.1 3.6 3.8
Purse snatching 3.3 3.8 0.9 1.2 0.8 '1.3
Pocket picking 3.3 4.9 4.2 2.9 2.8 2.5
Personal larceny without contact 60.2 45.9 59.5 69.3 79.3 106.9

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

Table 10. Personal crimes: Victimization rates for persons age 25 and over, by level of educational attainment
and type of crime, 1974-77 average

(Rate per 1,000 persons age 25 and over)

Robbery Assault Personal larceny

Level -of educational Crimes of With Without ’ Crimes. of With Without
attainment . violence Rape 1'otal injury injury Total Aggravated Simple theft contact contact
Elementary school

0-4 years (417,100) 12.1 0.0 10.3 3.3 7.0 1.8 1.8 0.0 21.0 9.1 12.0

5-7 years (656,600) 22.7 0.0 12.4 5.4 7.0 10.3 4.1 6.2 31.5 9.3 22.2

8 years (1,064,500) 14.2 © 0.4 8.6 3.7 4.9 5.3 3.1 2.2 32.4 6.6 25.8
High- school

1-3 years (1,551,700) 20.0 0.5 8.8 2.7 6.1 10.8 4.6 6.2 49.4 4.9 44.5

4 years (3,916,200) 15.8 0.6 6.7 3.0 3.7 8.5 3.4 5.1 58.2 5.5 52.7
College

1-3 years (1,386,500) 24.7 '0.3 7.4 1.4 6.0 i7.0 5.7 11.4 84.8 5.2 80.6

4 years or more (1,625,000) 23.9 0.6 8.2 2.1 6.1 15.1 5.0 10.1 96.9 5.9 90.9

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group; excludes data on persons
age 25 and over whose level of -education was not ascertained.
'Estimate, based on zero or or. about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 11. Perscnal crimes: Victimizaticn rates for parsons age 16 and over, by participation
in the civilian labor force, employment stz’us, and type of crime, 1974-77 average

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

Robbery Assault Personal larceny

Labor force participation and Crimes of With Without Crimes of With Without
employment status violence Rape Total- injury injury Total Aggravated  Simple theft contact contact
Labor force participants

Employed (28,353,500) 27.0 0.9 ‘8.9 3.1 5.8 17.2 6.4 10.9 83.4 5.0 78.3

Unemployed (1,690,000) 49.1 2.7 16.0 '6.0 10.0 30.4 18.1 12.3 105.2 16.6 98.6
Labor force nonparticipants .

Keeping house (12,995,100) 12.1 10.5 4.2 1.3 2.9 7.4 2.9 4.6 45.3 7.2 38.1

In schooi (3,085,300) 39.7 1.4 13.5 !'1.8 > 1.7 24.8 11.4 13.4 85.7 7.7 78.1

Unable to work (1,072,790) 38.9 0.0 23.2 13.4 9.9 15.7 '7.2 8.5 43.9 6.3 37.5

Retired (3,562,100) 13.0 0.0 7.7 12.2 5.5 5.3 12.5 12.7 25.5 4.6 20.9

Other (2,221,500) 25.5 1.1 9.6 1.3 8.3 14.8 7.3 7.5 65.3 9.4 55.9

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

Table 12. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime
and race of head of househo!d, 1974-77 average

(Rate per 1,000 households)

All races! White Black
Type of crime (6,488,600) (5,552,500) (864,400)
Burglary ‘ 62.7 60.6 77.7
Forcible entry 22.4. 19.4 41.1
Unlawful entyy without force 27.7 28.4 24.7
Attempted forcible entry A 12.8 11.9
Household larceny 61.8 65.3 40.7
Less than $50 35.0 38.5 13.7
$50 or more 20.4 20.8 18.2
Amount not available 1.9 1.9 22.3
Attempted larceny 4.4 4.2 6.5
Motor vehicle theft 17.9 18.1 17.5
Completed theft 11.5 11.6 11.2
Attempted theft 6.4 6.5 6.3

NOTE: Detail may not add iz total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to households
in the group. :
'Includes data on "other' races; not shown separately.
2Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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' Table 13. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime
and ethnicity of head of household, 1974-77 average

(Rate per 1,000 households)

4 Hispanic Non-Hispanic
Type of crime (439,000) (6,049, 600)

{ Burglary 66.6 62.4

H Forcible entry 23.5 22.3

. Unlawful entry without force 26.3 27.8

H Attempted forcible entry 16.9 12.3

: : Household larceny 32.6 63.9
Less than $50 13.7 36.6

i $50 or more 12.4 21.0

: Amount not available 2.2 1.9

' Attempted larceny 4.2 4.5

{ Motor vehicle theft 12.4 18.3

i Completed theft ' 17.3 11.8

K Attempted theft 15,1 6.5

N NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to households
' ) in the group.
!Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 14. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of criine and age of head of household, 1974-77 average

{Rate per 1,000 households)

1
i - 12-19 20-34 35-49 50-64 65 und over
: Type of crime (89, 50¢) (1,643,400) - (1,626,300) (1,748,500) (1,380,900)
1
! Burglary 140.2 78.6 71.9 56.7 35.4
i Forcible entry 122.3 26.9 24.9 22.3 14.3
i Unlawful entry without force 107.6 32.8 35.0 24.2 12.2
Attempted forcible entry '10.3 18.9 12.0 10.3 8.9
Household larceny 136.1 86.2 79.1 50.8 21.5
Less than $50 54.8 ' 54.7 42.0 26.3 13.3
$50 or more 78.0 22.9 28.8 18.4 6.4
Amount not available 10.0 2.0 2.3 2.1 ‘1.0
Attempted larceny 13.4 6.6 6.0 4.0 0.7
Motor vehicle theft 124.9 23.2 25.3 14.5 6.7
Completed theft 117.2 14.9 15.7 9.4 4.8
Attempted theft 7.8 8.3 9.6 5.2 '1.9

~NOTE: Detail may not add-to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the group.
!Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

ST
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Table 15. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime and annual family income, 1974-77 average

{Rate per 1,000 households)

Less than $3,000 $3,000-%$7,499 $7,500-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999 $15,000-%$24,999 $25,000 or more

Type of crime {516,200) (1,603,600) (638,300) (1,300,100) (1,218,100) {493,700)
Burglary 80.4 58.5 67.7 56.:6 64.5 75.6
Forcible entry 25.1 24.7 22.3 19.2 23.6 24.0
Unlawful entry without force 34.2 23.8 30.0 23.3 31.7 36.6
Attempted forcible entry 21.1 9.9 15.4 14.1 9.2 15.1
Household larceny X 51.4 43.3 64.2 78.7 73.2 75.3
Less than $50 29.1 25.2 36.7 47.0 42.0 34.5
$50 or more 17.7 11.7 24 .4 22.9 26.4 32.2
Amount not available 1.6 2.1 0.0 0.9 1.4 5.3
Attempted larceny 3.0 4.2 3.1 7.9 3.4 3.4
Motor vehicle theft 4.4 8.3 16.1 24.2 27.9 30.8
Completed theft 1.8 5.3 7.2 18.9 17.4 16.6
Attempted theft 2.6 3.0 8.9 4.9 10.5° 141

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

Table 16. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime
and number of persons in household, 1974-77 average

{Rate per 1,000 households)

One Two-three Four-five . Six or more

Type of crime , (1,593,600) . {3,045,400) "(1,430,600) (417,700)
Burglary ; : ) 56.5 62.8 64.5 79.3
Forcible entry 23.5 23.5 17.9 26.3
Unlawful entry without force - 20.2. 26.4 36.0 38.1
Attempted forcible entry 12.9 13.0 10.7 14.8
Household larceny . ) 29.0 53.5 98.8 121.1
Less than $50 15.9 31.2 57.2 60.4
$50 or more 9.3 16.4 32.5 50.9
Amount not available ‘1.4 1.7 3.2 0.8
.Attempted larceny . 2.4 4.1 6.0 9.1
Motor vehijcle theft 8.1 16.8 28.1 28.7
‘Completed theft 4.6 10.2 19.6 19.5
Attempted theft 3.5 6.6 8.5 9.2

NOTE: . Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in paréntheses refer’ to households
inthe groupj excludes data on households whose number of persons could not be ascertained.
'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 17. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime, form of tenure,
-and race of head of household, 1974-77 average

{Rate per 1,000 households)

Owned or being bought . Rented

All races! White Black All races! White Black

Type of crime (3,175,300) (2,965,400)- (196,400) (3,313,300) (2,587,100} (668,000)
Burglary 62.8 62.0 76.4 62.6 59.0 78.1
Forcible entry 22.6 20.8 47.2 22.3 17.7 39.2
Unlawful entry without force 27.6 28.6 214.8 27.8 28.3 27.6
Attempted forcible entry 12.7 12.6 214.4 12.5 13.0 11.2
Household larceny 77.8 79.3 57.9 46.4 49.4 35.7
Less than $50 45.0 47.0 '15.7 25.5 28.8 13.1
$50 or more 26.3 26.1 29.7 14.8 14.8 14.8
Amount not available 2.3 2.1 25,1 1.5 1.5 21.5
Attempted larceny 4.3 4.1 27.3 4.6 4.3 6.3
Motor vehicle theft 18.9 18.6 24.4 17.0 17.6 15.4
Completed: theft 12.5 12.6 211.6 10.6 10.5 11.1
Attempted theft 6.4 6.0 *12.8 6.4 7.1 4.4

‘NOTE: Detail may not add to total showrn because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the
group. . ‘
!Includes data on "other' races, not shown separately.
*Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 18. Household crimes: Victimization rates, by type of crime and number of units
in structure occupied by household, 1974-77 average

(Rate per 1,000 households)

Other than

One! Two Three-four Five-nine Ten or more housing units
Type of crime (2,830,600) (983,000) (428,800) (309,800) (1,847,500) (72,700)
Burglary . ‘ 67.3 42 .4 59.7 §9.8 60.5 113.0
Forcible entry 24.2 13.7 15.8 33.0 24.3 217.8
Unlawful entry without force 29.8 20.2 28.4 41.2 23.5 86.8
Attempted forcible entry 13.4 8.5 15.5 : 15,6 12.7 8.4
Household larceny 84.9 59.7 61.8 58.2 27.3 70.8
Less than $50 50.5 29.4 43.8 29.2 12.8 240.6
$50 or more 26.6 25.9 15.1 16.8 9.5 230.2
Amount not available 2.4 “21.9 214 23.0 21.0 20.0
Attempted larceny 5.5 22.5 2]1.6 29,2 4.0 20.0
Motor vehicle theft 18.4 22.2 18.9 13.6 14.8 222.17
Completed theft 11.8 14.1 16.0 210.6 8.5 9.0
Attempted theft 6.6 8.1 23.0 3.9, 6.3 %13.6

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the group; excludes data on
households whose number ‘of units in structure could not be ascertained.
'Includes data on mobile homes, not shown separately.
2Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statisticilly unreliable.
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‘fabie 12. Parsonal crimes of violence: Number of victimizations and victimization rates

for persons age 12 and over, by type of

1974-77 average

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

crime and victim-offender relationship,

Involving strangers

Involving nonstrangers

Type of crime Number Rate Number Rate
Crimes of violence 286,800 19.6 86,400 5.9
Rape 10,000 0.7 2,600 10,2
Robbery 121,300 8.3 8,600 0.6
Robbery with injury 34,900 2.4 6,200 0.4
From serious assault 20,800 1.4 2,400 0.2
From minor assault 14,200 1.0 3,800 0.3
Robbery without injury 86,300 5.9 2,400 0.2
Assault 155,600 10.7 75,300 5.2
Aggravated assault 66,300 4.5 25,900 1.8
With injury 23,900 1.6 13,500 0.9
Attempted assault with weapon 42,400 2.9 12,400 0.8
Simple assault 89,200 6.1 49,400 3.4
With injury 21,700 1.5 16,200 1.1
Attempted assault without weapon 67,500 4.6 33,200 2.3

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

Table 20. Personal crimes of viclence: Percent uf victimizations involving strangers,
by age of victims and type of crime, 1974-77 average

Robbery Assault
With Without
Age . Crimes of violence! Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple
All ages 76.8 93.4 284.9 97.4 67.4 71.9 64.4
1215 67.2 91.2 268.4 100.0 55.1 67.5 48.2
16-19 72.7 87.3 264.0 94.2 : 66.6 68.7 65.1
20-24 7.4 92.5 277.4 96.9 72.5 68.5 67.7
25-34 79.2 85.6 83.2 93.9 73.9 77.8 71.6
35-49 75.9 95.1 . 87.7 100.0 62.8. 63.6 62.3
50-64 83.4 98.5 100.0 97.9 68.1 68.2 68.0
94.4 . 100.0 100.0 100.0 81.5 283.4 279.3

65 and over

‘Includes data on rape, not shown separately.

2Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 21. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations involving atrangers,

by sex and race of victims and type of crime, 1974-77 average

Robbery Assault
With Without
Sex and race- Crimes of violence! Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple
Both sexes
White 76.3 92.5 82.0 96.8 68.6 75.2 64.8
" Black 78.5 95.2 90.0 98.4 60.1 60.9 58.6
Male _ 80.6 93.9 87.7 96.7 72.8 75.9 70.1
White 79.5 92.2 83.2 96.1 73.5 78.7 69.7
Black 85.4 97.0 95.4 97.9 68.2 64.0 78.7
Female 70.5 '90.0 80.0 98.5 57.9 60.7 56.8
. White 71.1 . 93.0 79.4 98,0 59.5 64.1 58.0
Black - 67.3 90.9 80.7 100.0 49.3 254.6 244.8
*Includes data on rape, not shown separately.
*Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases,, is statistically unreliable.
Table 22. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations involving strangers,
by marital status of victims and type of crime, 1974-77 average
Robbery Assault
With Without
Marital status Crimes of violence* i Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple
Never married ) 75.2 94.1 80.4 98.5 64.8 69.6 61.5
Married 80.1 92.7 86.8 95.7 73.7 8.4 70.3
Widowed ' 95.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 91.4 *88.4 93.2
95.5 49.1 250.4 48.5

Separated or diverced 68.0 89.9 - 83.0

'Includes data on rape, not shown separately. )
*Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.



Table 23. Personal crimes of violence, Percent of victimizations involving strangers,
by annual family income of victims and type of crime, 1974-77 average

Robbery Assault

Annual family ‘ With Without

income . Crimes of violence®? Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple
Less than $3,000 73.1 91.5 271.6 100.0 65.0 70.7 62.8
$3,000-$7,499 73.5 90.8 83.9 95.6 61.4 72.3 51.2
$7,500-$9,999 81.9 97.9 100.0 96.8 64.0 %61.7 64.9
$10,060-$14,999 75.7 91,1 65.4 100.0 68.4 74.3 65.1
$15,000-$24,999 80.0 98.0 100.0 97.1 74.0 73.5 74.3
$25,000 and over 78.3 85.0 263.6 90.6 74.0 81.9 69.6

'Includes data on rape, not shown separately.
?Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 24. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of single-offender victimizations,
by type of crime and perceived sex of offender, 1974-77 average

Perceived. sexX of offender
Not known and

Type of crime Total Male : Female ‘not available
Crimes of violence . 100.0 88.7 11.0 0.4
Rape 100.0 100.0 '0.0 0.0
Robbery 100.0 95.2 ta.8 10,0
Robbery. with injury 100.0 90.8 19,2 0.0
Robbery without injury 100.0 97.4 12,6 0.0
Assault 100.0 85.5 14.9 - 0.5
Aggravated assault 100.0 88.5 10.1 '1.4
Simple assault 100.0 83.8 16.2 0.0

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
!Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 25. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of single-offender victimization,
by type of crime and perceived age of offender, 1974-77 average

Perceived age of offender

e e e

12-20 Not known and

Type of crime Total Under-12 ~ Total 12-14 - 15-20 21 and over not available
Crimes of violence 100.0 '1.5 34.4 4.4 30.0 60.9 3.2
Rape 100.0 ‘0.0 20.0 ‘0.0 120.0 69.8 *19.2
Robbery 100.0 1.8 41.8 4.5 37.3 51.1 5.2
Robbery with injury 100.0 1.9 " 41.6 8.0 33.6 54.6 1.9
Robbery without injury - 100.0 1.8 41.9 2.8 39.1 49.6 '6.8
Assault - 100.0 '1.5 32.7 4.6 28.1 63.7 2.1
Aggravated assauilt 100.0 0.4 32.9 4.7 28.2 64.3 2.4
Simple assault 100.0 2.2 32.6 4.6 28.0 63.3 '1.9

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown becausé of rounding.
'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, 1s statistically unreliable.

Table 26. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of single-offender victimizations,
by type of crime and perceived race of offender, 1974-77 average

Perceived race of ¢ffender

Not known

Type of crime Total White Black Other and not available
Crimes of violence 100.0 55.9 36.5 4.9 2.7
Rape 100.0 42 .2 39.3 '8.0 110.5
. Robbery ) 100.0 27.6 -63.6 15.2 13.6
Robbery with injury 100.0 34.0 63.3 0.0 12.8
Robbery witkut injury 11%0.0 24.7 63.7 7.7 '3.9
Assault : 1:/0.0 66.6 27.0 4.6 1.9
Aggravated assanlt 100.0 60.6 30.9 ) 6.6 1.9
Simple assault - 100.0 70.2 24.6 13.4 - '1.9

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. )
!Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrcliable.



Table 27. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of single-offender victimizations,
by age of victims and perceived age of offender, 1974-77 average

Perceived age of offender

Not known and

Age of victims Total Under 12 12-20 21 and over not available
12-19 100.0 1.7 58.9 35.8 3.7
20-34 100.0 1.5 19.6 76.5 2.4
35-49 100.0 0.0 31.0 62.3 6.7
50-64 100.0 1.5 23.3 75.3 0.0
65 and over 100.0 '6.1 137.7 52.6 3.6

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

Table 28. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimizations,
by type of crime and perceived sex of offenders, 1974-77 average

Perceived sex of offenders

Not kno'wn and

Type of crime Total All male All female Male and female not available
Crimes of violence 100.0 85.8 6.2 6.0 12.0
Rape 100.0° '100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Robbery 100.0 89.7 2.9 4.8 2.6
Robbery with injury 100.0 90.2 12.9 5.3 1.7
Robbery without injury 100.0 89.5 2.9 4.5 3.1
Assault 100.0 80.8 10.2 7.7 .3
Aggravated assault 100.0 90.6 2.6 5.2 .6
Simple assault 100.0 - 73.9 15.6 9.4 1.1

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
!Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 29. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of mulitiple-offender victimizations,
by type of crime and perceived age of offenders, 1974-77 average

Perceived age of offenders

Not known and

Type of crime Total  All under 12 All 12-20 All 21 and over Mixed ages ‘not available
Crimes of violence 100.0 1.2 47.8 25.4 20,8 4.8
Rape 100.0 '0.0 127.8 '58.1 '0.0 'i4.1
Robbery 100.0 2.8 47.8 26.3 18.2 6.9
Robbery with injury 100.0 .4 48.3 21.4 22.8 6.1
Robbery without injury 100.0 0.6 47.6 28.6 16.0 7.2
Assault 100.0 1.7 48.4 23.4 24.2 12.3
Aggravated assault 100.0 0.9 43.6 24.8 27.5 3.2
Simple assault 100.0 2.3 52.2 22.2 2.7 1.6

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. )
!istimate, based on zero or on about 10 or {ewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 30. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimizations,
by type of crime and percelved race of offenders, 1974-77 average

Perceived race of offenders

Not known and

Type of crime Total _ All white All black All other  Mixed races not available
Crimes of violence .100.0 38.8 47.4 3.6 6.0 4.2
Rape 100.0 174.5 '12.4 9.0 13.1 0.0
Robbery 100.0 23.0 60.4 3.6 7.2 5.8
Robbery with injury 100.0 24.6 60.5 .4 8.9 '4.6
Robbery without injury 100.0 22:3 60.3 4.6 6.4 6.4
Assault 100.0 53.9 35.1 3.8 4,5 2.7
Aggravated assault 100.0 49.7 34.3 7.6 3.2 5.2
100.0 57.3 35.7 0.7 5.5 0.8

Simple assault

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



Table 31. Parsonal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimizations, by age of victims
and perceived age of offenders, 1974-77 average

Perceived age of offenders

Age of victims Total All under 12 All 12-20 All 21 and over Mixed ages Not known and not available
12-19 100.0 1.2 68.8 1.1 17.8 1.1
20-34 100.0 0.7 36.4 32.9 24.5 5.6
35-49 106.0 12.6 30.2 35.4 25.9 6.0
50-64 v 100.0 1.7 38.1 34.9 '15.5 9.8
65 and over 100.0 '0.0 42.3 '30.2 '18.8 8.8

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

Teable 32. Personal crimes: Number of incldents and victimizations and ratio of incidents
te victimizations, by type of crime, 1974-77 average

Type of crime Incidents Victimizations ‘ Ratio
Crimes of violence 320,500 373,200 1:1.16
Rape 12,100 12,500 1:1.04
Completed rape 4,400 4,600 1:1.06
Attempted rape . 7,700 7,900 1:1.02
Robbery 114,500 129,800 1:1.13
Robbery with injury . 38,300 41,200 1:1.08
From serious assault 21,800 23,200 1:1.06

From minor assault 16,500 18,000 1:1.09
Robbery without injury 76,300 : 88,700 1:1.16
Assault 193,960 230,900 1:1.19
Aggravated assault 73,400 92,200 1:1.26
With injury 31,900 37,400 1:1.17
Attempted assault' with weapon 41,500 54,900 1:1.32
Simple assault 120,500 138,600 1:1.15
With injury 32,900 37,900 1:1.15
Attempted assault without weapon 87,700 100,700 1:1.15
Crimes of-theft 1,015,950 1,061,500 1:1.04
Personal larceny with contact . 75,900 81,000 1:1.07
Purse snatching 27,100 . 27,900 1:1.03
Completed purse snatching . 16,100 16,300 .. - 1:1.02
Attempted purse snatching : 11,000 11,600 1:1.01
Pocket picking ) 48,800 T 53,100 1:1.09
Personal larceny without contact 940,075 980,500 1:1.04

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



Table 33. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of incidents, by victim-offender relationship,

type of crime, and number of victims, 1974-77 average

Two
Relationship and type of crime Total One or more
All incidents .

Crimes of violence 100.0 90.2 9.8
Rape 100.0 97.7 12.3
Robbery 100.0 94.3 5.7

Robbery with injury 100.0 95,2 14.8
Robbery without injury 100.0 93.8 6.2
Assault 100.0 87.4 12.6
Aggravated assault 100.0 84.3 15.7
Simple assauit 100.0 89.3 10.7
Involving strangers

Crimes of violence 100.0 90.1 9.9
Rape 100.0 97.0 12.9
Robbery 100.0 94.5 5.5

Robbery with injury 100.0 96.4 13.6
Robbery without injury 100.0 93.6 6.4
Assault 100.0 86.0 14.0
Aggravated assault 100.0 83.0 17.0
Simple assault 100.0 88.0 12.0
Involving nonstrangers

Crimes of violence 100.0 90.6 9.4
Rape 100.0 1100.0 0.0
Robbery 100.0 91.5 18.5

Robbery with injury 100.0 87.6 112.4
Robbery without injury 100.0 '100.0 '0.0
Assault 100.0. 90.1 9.9
Aggravated assault 100.0 87.3 112.7
Simple assault 100.0 91.5 8.5

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 34. Personal crimes of violence: Number and percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime
and victim-ofiznder relationship, 1974-77 average

All incidents Involving strangers Involving nonstrangers

Type of crime Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Crimes of violence 320,500 100.0 244,400 76,3 76,100 23.7
Rape 12,100 100.0 9,500 79.0 2,500 121.0
Robbery 114,500 100.0 107,000 93.4 7,600 6.6
Robbery with injury 38,300 100.0 33,100 86.5 5,200 13.5
From serious assault 21,800 100.0 19,600 - 89,9 2,200 110.1
From minor assault 16,500 100.0 13,500 81.9 3,000 118.1
Robbery without injury : 76,300 100.0 73,900 96,9 2,400 3.1
Assault 193,900 100.0 127,900 66.0 66,000 34,0
Aggravated assault 73,400 100.0 51,400 70.0 22,000 30.0
- With injury 31,900 100.0 20,200 63.4 11,700 36.6
Attempted assault with weapon 41,500 100.0 31,200 75.1 10,400 24.9
Simple assault 120,500 100.0 76,500 63.5 44,000 36.5
With injury 32,900 100.0 18,500 56.4 14,300 43.6
Attempted assault without weapon 87,700 100.0 58,000 66.2 29,700 33.8

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
!Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 35. Ponoml and household crimes: Percent dhmtnmon of lnddonu, by type of crime
and timec of occurrance, 1974-77 average

) Daytime Nighttime Not known and

Type of crime *~ Teotal - 6a.m.-6.p.m. Total ~ 6 p.m.-midnight ~ Midnight-6 a.m. Not known - not available
All personal crimes 100.0 48.9 43.:5 24.9 12.9 5.8 7.5
Crimes of violence 100.0 47.9 51.3 39.0 12.2 10,1 10.9
Rape 100.0 31.4 65.5 44.9 120.6 10.0 3.1
Robbery 100.0 45.8 53.5 41.2 S 12.0 10.3 10.7
Ro{:bery with injury 100.0 36.6 63.4 50.3 13.1 10.0 10.0
- From serigus assault 100.0 31.3 68.7 54.8 *13.9 10.0 10.0
From minor assault . 100.0 43.6 56.4 44.3 112.1 0.0 10.0
Robbery without injury 100.0 50.4 . 48.6 36.7 11.5 10.4 0.7
Assault 100.0 50.1 49.0 37.2 11.8 10.0 10.8
Aggravated assault 100.0 42.4 57.1 40.2 15.9 0.0 0.4
With injury 100.0 42.1 56.9 37.4 19.4 0.0 1.0
Attempted assault with weapon 100.0 42.6 57.4 42.4 15.0 10,0 0.0
Simple assault 100.0 54.8 44.1 35.4 8.7 0.0 1.
With injury 100.0 53.6 46.4 33.6 12.7 10,0 10.0
Attempted assault without weapon 100.0 . 55.3 43.3 36.1 7.2 ‘0.0 .5
Crimes of theft 100.0 49.3 41.1 20.4 13.1 7.6 9.6
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 71.6 27.0 24.8 12.2 0.0 1.4
Purse snatching 100.0 68.5 31.5 30.3 1.2 0.0 9.0
Pocket picking 100.0 73.3 24.5 21.7 12.8 0.0 2.2
Persoqal larceny without contact . 100.0 47:5 - 42.2 20.1 13.9 ' B.2 10.3
Awhousehold crimes 100.0 36.3 52.2 19.9 21} 11.1 17.5
Burg]ary : 100.0 38.0 41.3 18.9 13.5 9.0 20.7
F‘orc1ble«entry 100.0 41.2 41.0 20.7 12.0 8.3 17.8
Unlawful entry w1thout force - 100.0 37.2 38.4 15.8 13.6 9.0 24.4
Attempted forcible entry 100.0 33.9 48.4 22.3 15.9 10.1 17.7
Household larceny 100.0 25.4 57.7 19.6 25.6 12.5 -16.9
Less that $50 B 100.0 . 24.0 57.4 20:0 23.0 14.3 18.6
$50 or more 100.0 27.7 55.6 17.5 28.9 9.2 16.8
Amount not available : 100.C 41.3 40.3 5.1 121.9 113.3 '18.4
Attempted larceny - 100.0 © 0 19:4 77.1 31.8 . 32.0 13.3 13.5
Motor vehicle theft ‘ 100.0 20.4 71.2 4 24.8 32.5 13.9 8.4
Completed theft ) : G 100.0 20.0 3.2 -4 26.8 32.2 14.3 6.8
13.1 11.3

Attempted theft ... - - ‘ - 100.0 2l.2.., 67.5 -21.3 33.1

NOTE: - Detail may not add to total shdwn because of rounding.’ s

1Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or: fewer sample cases, is statxstxcauy unrehable.



Tabie 36. Personal robbery and zssault by armed or unarmed offenders: Percent distribution of incidents,
by type of crime and offender an? {ime of occurrence, 1974-77 average

o Daytime Nighttime Not known and

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

Armed offenders 100.0 ©42.4 57.1 42.9 14.1 0.0 0.6

Unarmed offenders 100.0 - 49.5 49.7 39.4 9.7 0.6 0.9
Assault :

Armed offenders 100.0 41.9 57.6 41.4 16.2 10.0 10.5

Unarmed offenders . 100.0 54.6 44.4 -35.0 9.4 10.0 1.0

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

Table 37. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of incidents, by victim-offender relationship,
type of crime, and time of occurrence,1974-77 average

Daytime Nighttime Not knovrn and
Relationship and type of crime Total ba.m.-6 p.m. Total 6 p.m.-midnight Midnight-6 a.m. Not known not available
Involving strangers
Crimes. of vioience 100.0 45.2 53.6 40.1 13.4 '0.1 1.1
Rape 100.0 134.9 61.2 44.9 '16.3 0.0 3.9
Robbery 100.0 45.1 54.1 41.5 12.4 : 10.3 0.6
Assault 100.0 46.2 52.6 38.7 13.9 '0.0 1.3
Involving nonstrangers
Crimes of violence 100.0 56.3 43.7 35,2 8.5 '0.0 '0.0
Rape 100.0 ’18.4 181.6 - 145.0 136.5 0.0 0.0
Robbery 100.0 55.6 '44.4 137.6 6.8 '0.0 0.0
Assault 100.0 57.8 42.2 34.5 7.7 0.0 0.0

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 38. Selected morial and household crimes: Percent distribution of incidents,
by type of crime and place of occurrence, 1974-77 average

On street or in

Inside non- park, playground,
Inside Near residential Inside schoolground, and
Type of crime Total own home own home building school parking lot Elsewhere
Crimes of violence 100.0 11.0 9.9 13.4 5.7 53.6 6.4
Rape 100.0 t18.4 16.2 15.5 14.3 41.3 124.3
Robbery 100.0 7.6 11.9 8.9 1.8 65.5 4.3
Rcbbery with injury 100.0 '8.3 14.5 4.3 '1.6 66.1 '5.2
Robbery without injury 100.0 7.3 10.7 11.2 '1.9 65.2 13.8
Assavlt 100.0 12.6 9.0 16.5 8.0 47.3 6.5
Aggravated asczult 100.0 13.4 11.0 12.7 '4.3 51.0 7.4
Simple assault 100.0 12.1 7.7 18.8 10.3 45.1 6.0
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 .9 5.4 49.0 13.4 34.9 5.3
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 1.3 16.6 1.2 10.0 79.4 1.5
NOTE: ' Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. )
lEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
Table 39. Personal robbery and assault by armed or unarmed offenders: Percent distribution of incidents,
by type of crime and offender and place of occurrence, 1974-77 average
On street or in
Inside non- park, playground,
Inside Near residential Inside sehoolground, and
Type of crime and offender Total own home own home building school parkihg lot Elsewhere
Robbery . '
By armed offenders 100.0 9.8 L 11.2 7.6 1.0 65.5 l4-9
By unarmed offenders 100.0 5.3 12.7 10.3 2.7 65.4 3.6
 Assault : - .
By armed offenders 100.0 13.9 11.1 12.9 3.4 50.7 7.9
By unarmed offenders 100.0 11.8 7.8 18.4 10.5 45.5 5.9

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



Table 40. Larcenies not involving victim-otfender contact: Percent distribution of incidents,
by type of crime' and place of occurrence, 1974-77 average

Type of crime and place of occurrence Percent within type Percent of total
Total “os : 100.0
Household larceny 100.0 29.5
Inside own home 14.2 4.2
Near own home 85.8 25.3
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 70.5
Inside nonresidential building 15.3 10.8
Inside school 21.2 . 15.0

On street or in park, playground,

schoolground, and parking iot 53.7 37.8
Elsewhere 9.8 6.9

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

Table 41. Larcenies not involving victim-offender contact: Percent distribution of incidents,
by type of crime, place of occurrence, and value of theft loss, 1974-77 average

Type of crime and Amount not Attempted
place of occurrence Less than $50 ) $50 or more available larceny
Total - 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Household larceny 29.6 29.8 28.4 28.7
Inside own home 3.0 6.4 7.7 12.0
Near own home 26.6 23.3 20.7 26.7
Personal larceny without )
contact 70.4 70.2 71.6 71.3
Inside nonresidential
building 10.5 10.9 16.2 10.1
Inside school - 22.5 4.1

18.7 4.2
On street or in park, -
playground, schoolground,
and parking lot 31.1 4
Elsewhere . 6.3

0 o

NOTE: De‘tai-lkmay not add to total shown because of rounding. :
!Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 42. Personal crimes of violency: Percent distribution of incidenis, by type of crime
and number of offenders, 1974-77 average

Three Not known and

Type of crime Total One Two or more not available
Crimes of violence 100.0 58.8 19.0 19.2 3.0
Rape 100.0 77.5 '8.9 9.8 '3.9
Robbery 100.0 41.7 28.7 27.6 12.0
Robbery with injury 100.0 40.3 26.4 31.1 12,2
Robbery without injury 100.0 42.4 29.9 25.8 1.9
Assault 100.0 67.8 13.9 14.8 3.5
Aggravated assault 100.0 64.4 15.0 16.0 4.6
Simple assault 100.0 69.8 13.3 14.0 2.8

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

Table 43. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of incidents in which offenders used weapons, by type of crime
and victim-ofiender relationship, 1974-

77 average

Type of crime

All incidents

Involving strangers

Involving nonstrangers

Crimes of violence
Rape ,
Robbery
Robbery with injury
Robbery without injury
Assault!
Aggravated assault

41.1
33.8
51.9
50.3
52.8
35.2
93.0

45.3
37.5
53.9
54.5
53.6
38.7
96.3

27.8

85.4

Mncludes data on simple assault, which by definition does not involve the use of a weapon.

1Estimate, based on-about 10-or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

(3
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Table 44. Personal crimes of vicience: Percent distribution of types of weapons used
in incidents by armed offenders, by type of crime and type of weapon, 1974-77 average

I
7

Type of crime. Total Firearm " Knife Other Type unknown
Crimes ot violence ‘ 100.0 20.7 41.0 32.6 5.7
lape 100.0 123.4 '63.8 '12.8 410.0
Robbery 100.0 22.9 50.7 21.6 4.9
Robbery with injury 100.0 17.2 43.7 32.0 17.1
Robbery without injury 100.0 26..0 54.5 15.9 13,7
Aggravated assault 100.0 18.4 30.7 44.0 '6.9
With injury ) 100.0 f12.2 23.4 57.1 '7.4
Aftempted assault with weapon 100.0 22.4 35.4 35.6 6.6

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

Table 45. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations in which victims
took self-protective measures, by type of crime and victim-offender relationship,
1974-77 average

Type of crime All victimizations Involving strangers Involving nonstrangers
Crimes of violence 60.2 i 57.8 68.2
Rape 76.0 69.9 1100.0
Robbery 42 .9 41.5 63.1
Robbery with injury 54.5 50.9 75.2
. From serious assault 50.3 50.3 150,
From minor assault 59.9 51.7 '90.5.
Robbery without injury 37.6 37.7 131,
Assault . 69.1 69.8 67.7
Aggravated assault 70.0 70.1 69.8
With injury 65.7 62.5 71.3
Attempted assault with .
weapon 72.9 74.3 68.1
Simple assault 68.5 69.5 66.6
With injury , : 70.4 . 69.0 72.1
Attempted assault without : :
weapon 67.8 69.7 64.0

!Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table-46. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations in which victims took self-protective measures,
by churacteristics of victims and type of crime, 1974-77 average

Robbery Assault
K Crimes of With Without
Characteristic violence? Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple
Sex
Male 58.0 40.1 51.5 34.9 68.3 70.9 66.0
Female 64.0 48.4 60.4 42.8 70.6 67.6 71.8
Race
White 63.6 48.2 56.8 44.7 70.0 71.6 69.1
Black 48.4 33.0 50.7 21.7 65.1 67.4 61.6
Age
12-19 58.8 39.1 59.2 32.2 65,1 64.3 65.6
20-34 68.6 52.2 59.9 48.7 75.5 78.5 73.4
35-49 59.4 40.9 41.6 40.4 71.1 70.3 71.7
50-64 50.1 38.3 64.8 28.0 62.8 56.4 66.2
65 and over 38.0 35.9 246.1 229.3 242.9 261.7 222.0
'Includes data on rape, not shown separately.
2Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. -
Table 47. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of self-protective measures employed by victims,
by type of measure and type of crime, 1974-77 average
Robbery Assault
' With Without
Self-protective measure Crimes of violence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple
Total 100..0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Used or brandished fir¢arm-
or Knife 1.9 0.0 15,2 1.6 '7.8 ‘1.0 1.4 0.7
Used physical force or
other weapon 34.0 35.1 37.3 45.8 31.1 32.8 36.3 30.4
Tried to get help or
{righten offender 20.9 40.0 29.8 39.1 23.1 16.6 18.1. 15.5
Thredtened or reasoned
with offender 24.6 125.0 25.1 20.9 28.0 24.4 24.8 24.2
Nonviolent resistance, '
including evasion 27.7 '16.3 24.2 22,0 25.9 29.7 29.5 29.8
Other 14.2 9.6 7.9 6.4 9.0 16.7 17.2 16.4

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

‘Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
iy - . .



Table 48. Peraonal crimes of viclence: Percent distribution of seif-protective measures employed by victims,
by selected characieristics of victims, 1974-77 average by

Sex » Race

Self-protective measure Both sexes Male Female White Black

Total : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Used or brandished firearm or knife 1.9 12.3 '1.4 2.0 1.9
Used physical force or other weapon 34.0 41 .4 22.6 34.8 30.8
Tried to get help or frighten offender 20.9 13.9 33.1 19.9 23.6
Threatened or reasoned with offender 24.6 26.1 22.3 25.2 22.7
Nonviolent resistance, including evasion 27.7 25.1 31.6 28.2 26.9
Other 14.2 . 13.6 15.2 13.7 16.8

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

Table 49. Personal robbery and assaull: Percent of victinmizations
in which victims sustained physical injury, by selected characteristics
of victims and type of crime, 1974-77 average

Characteristic : Robbery and assault Rabbery Assault

Sex
Both sexes 32.3 31.7 32.6

Male . 33.8 31.5 35.1
Female 29.6 T 32.1 28.3 ~

Age
12-15 39.2 27.9 44.9
16-19 34.3 22.8 38,1
20-24 27.6 122.7 29.3
25-34 29.6 35.0 26.6
35-49 30.6 40.0 24.5
50-64 28.7 28.0 29.5
65 and over 40.7 39,1 144 .4

Race
White 31.0 29.1 31.9
Black 37.9 38.9 36.8

Victim-offender relationship
Involving strangers } 29.1 28.8 29.3
Involving nonstrangers 42.8 2.2 39.5

Annual family income ‘

_ Less than $3,000 31.7 129.9 3%.6
$3,000-$7,499 41.1 41.4 40.8
$7,500-$9,999 27.0 31.9 22.1
$10,000-%$14,9959 29.4 25.8 30.9
$15,000-$24,599 36.4 32.1 37.7
$25,000 or more : ) ©. 1646 - : 120.6 15,0
Not available 25.1 . 120.3 29.6

1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 50. Personal crimes of violence: Percent of victimizations in which victims
Incurred medical expenses, by selected characteristics
of victims and type of crime, 1974-77 average

Characteristic Crimes .of violence? Robbery Assault
Race
All races! 13.5 14.1 12.2
White 12.7 12.6 11.7
Blagk . 17.1 - 18.1 15.6
Victim-offender relationship
Involving strangers 12.5 12.5 11.4
Involving nonstrangers 16.9 336.6 14.0

NOTE: Data include only those victimizations in which victims knew with certainty that medical expenses were
incurred and also knew, or were able to estimate, the amount of such expenses.
'Inciudes data on "other'" races, not shown separately.
*Includes data on rape, not shown separately.
*Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 51. Personal crimes of viclence: Percent distribution of vuctimizatlons
in which victims incurred medical expenses, by type of crlme
and amount of expenses, 1974-77 average :

Type of crime Total Less than $50 $50-$249 $250 or more

Crimes: of violence! 100.0 39.1 37.8 23.0
Robbery 100.4¢- 24]1.2 238.6 220.2
Assault 100.0 ¢ 35.6 40.9 223.5

NOTE: Data include only those victimizations in which victims knew with certainty that medical expenses were
incurred and also knew, or were able to estimate, the amount of such expenses. Detail may not add
to total shown because of rounding:

!Includes data on rape, not shown separately.
2Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 52. Personal crimes of violence: Percent distribution of victimizations in which injured victims
had health insurance coverage cr were eligible for public medical services,
by seiected characteristics of victims, 1974-77 average

Characteristic -~ : ' Percent covered
Race
All races! : 7Z.8
White 71.7
Black 76.4
Annual family income
Less than $3,000 ) 84.2
$3,000-%$7,499 : 54.0
$7,500-$9,999 : 266.5
$10,003-—$l4,999 69.0
*$15,000 or more e o 88.3

*Includes data on ''other' races, not shown separately. :
?Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 53. Personal criimes of violence: Percent of viclimizations in which victims recelved hospital care,
by selected characteristics of victims, 1974-77 average

Characteristic ' : ’ Percent
Sex g
Both sexes ‘ 16.2
Male ' ‘ 11.6
‘Female . 20,9
Age '
12-19 8.3
20-34 10.9
35-49 14.1
50-64 3.1
65 and over '10.8
Race
White . ) 9.1
Black - . 15.1
. Victim-offender relationship . :
Involving strangers 9.1
Involving nonstrangers 13.9

1Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 54. Personal and household crimes: Percent of victimizations resuiting in economic loss, by type of crime
and type of loss, 1974-77 average -

All Theft losses Damage lesses
economic All theft All damage
Type of crime losses losses With damage Without damage losses With theft Without theft
All personal crimes 79.0 10.1

‘Crimes of violence 35.0 24.1 2.6 21.5 10.3 2.6 10.9
Rape 34.9 20.4 5.3 '15.0 '15.3 '5.3 ’14.6
Robbery 73.3 67.4 6.9 60.4 6.7 6.9 5.9
Robbery with injury 81.1 69.4 13.9 55.4 14.0 13.9 11.8
Robbery without injury 13.2 66.4 3.7 62.7 3.3 3.7 3.2
Assault 13.5 e SN ‘e 12.0C cee 13.5
Agpravated assault 13.1 o cee 12.6 ces 13.1
Simple assault 13.8 .o eve 11.6 KN 13.8
Crimes of theft 94.5 92.0 12.7 79.3 1.5 12.7 2.5
Personal larceny with contact 86.4 85.6 12.8 82.9 3.6 12.8 'o.8
Purse snatching 60.7 58.3 6.9 51.5 0.9 6.9 ‘2.4
Pocket picking 100.0 100.0 10.6 99.4 0.6 0.6 10.0
Personal larceny without contact 95.2 .- 92.5 13.6 79.0 7.7 13.6 2.6
All household crimes 91.7 79.1 17.1 h2.0 18.4 17.1 12.6
Burglary 88.4 69.7 26.5 43.2 26.9 26.5 18.7
Forcible entry 94.3 84.1 64.8 19.3 43,7 64.8 10.1
Unlawful entry 91.7 88.9 7.0 81.9 5.3 7.0 2.9
Attempted forcible entry 70.8 1.1 1.2 0.8 70.0 '1.2 68.8
Household larceny 95.9 92.8 8.2 84.6 11.3 8.2 3.1
Completed larceny 100.0 100.0 8.9 91.1 8.9 8.9 0.0
Attempted larceny 43.4 PPN cen e 27.9 cen 43.4
Motor vehicle theft 88.5 64.2 14.8 49.4 21.7 14.8 24.4
Completed theft 100.0 100.0 23.1 76.9 14.1 23.1 '0.0
Attempted theft 68.0 .es v ‘o 35.4 ces 68.0

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

... Represents not applicable.

lEstlmate based on zero or on about ‘10 or fcwer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 55. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations result'ng in economic loss,

by race of victims, type of crime, and value of loss, 1974-77 average

Race and type of crime Total No monetary value Less than $10 $10-$49 $50-$249 $250 or more Not known and not available
All races'!
All personal crimes 100.0 2.5 21.5 34.1 28.5 7.2 6.2
Crimes of violence? ) 100.0 8.9 16.4 28.3 24.9 11.5 10.1
Robbery 100.0 4.6 15.3 28.0 28.7 15.1 8.3
Robbery with injury 100.0 35.7 15.9 24.2 31.7 15.6 %.9
Robbery without injury 100.0 4.0 15.0 30.0 27.1 14.8 9.1
Assault 100.0 21 .4 20.5 28.4 *10.7 32.0 17.0
Aggravated assault 100.90 21.5 320.7 ’18.9 ’11.6 0.0 327.4
Simple assault 100.0 21.3 20.5 34.5 ’10.2 33.2 310.3
Crimes of theit 100.0 1.6 22.2 34.8 29.0 6.7 5.7
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 0.5 13.6 37.7 34.7 3.7 9.8
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 1.7 22.8 34.6 28.6 6.9 5.4
All household crimes 100.0 5.6 13.5 23.9 26.5 23.6 6.9
Burglary 100.0 8.0 8.0 16.9 30.3 28.6 8.3
Forcible entry 100.0 3.7 3.9 6.5 27.8 48,0 10.0
Unlawful entry without force 100.0 ’T.0 9.5 24,0 37.9 21.8 5.7
Attempted forcible entry 100.0 37.9 13.1 21.0 14.4 3.7 11.9
Household larceny 100.0 3.4 21.8 34.7 27.4 7.6 5.1
Completed larceny 100.0 2.6 22.2 34.8 28.0 7.8 4.7
Attempted larceny + 100.0 326.06 *10.6 32.7 *10.0 2.5 °17.6
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 5.5 1.7 8.1 10.0 66.3 8.5
Completed theft 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 4.1 90.6 4.9
Attempted theft 100.0 19.8 36.3 28.2 25.4 2.2 18.0
White
All personal crimes 100.0 2.3 22.3 34.8 28.1 6.8 5.7
Crimes of viclence? 100.0 9.2 15.9 31.4 21.4 11.9 10.2
Reobbery 100.0 .6 14.1 32.1 24.5 16.2 8.6
Assault 100.0 19.9 22.9 28.0 ’10.9 2.5 15.9
Crimes of theft 100.0 1.6 23.0 35.1 28.8 6.2 5.3
Personal larceny with coi.tact 100.0 0.7 12.7 37.4 35.9 2.8 10.5
Personal larceny without cortact 100.0 1.7 23.6 35.0 28.3 6.4 4.9
1 .
All household crimes 100.0 5.8 14.9 25.4 25.9 21.9 6.1
Burglary - 100.0 8.8 9.2 18.5 29.9 26.2 7.5
- llousehold larceny 100.0 3.2 23.0 35.8 26.6 7.2 4.4
Motor vehicle theft - 100.0 5.8 2.0 7.5 10.0 66.1 8.6
Black
All personal crimes 100.0 3.6 15.8 23.2 31.8 .10.5 9.
Crimes of violence? 100.0 8.6 17.7 22.9 31.0 10.3 9.5
Robbery 160.0 4.8 18.6 21.5 34.1 12.6 8.3
Assault - i 100.0 130.1 0.0 333.7 311.5 0.0 ’17.2
Crimes of theft 160.0 1.7 15.1 31.5 32.1 10.6 8.9
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 0.9 ’16.2 33.0 35.3 3.6 8.9
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 2.1 15.0 31.2 31.5 11.3 8.9
All household crimes 100.0 4.3 4.7 13.9 314 34.3 11.8
Burglary - 100.0 34.5 2.4 10.0 32.8 38.5 11.7
Household larceny 100.0 34,4 11.1 22.1 36.7 12.3 13.6
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 3.3 0.0 2.3 %10.0 66.7

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shcw:n because of rounding.
'Includes data on "other" races, not shown separately.
2Includes data on rape, not shcwn scparately,
3Zstimate, bascd on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Tabie 56. Selected personal crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations rezulting in theft loss, by race of victims,

type of crime, and vaiue of loss, 1974-77 average

$50-$99

Race and type of crime Total No monetary value Less than $10 $10-$49 $100-$249 $250 or more Not available
All races?
Robbery 100.0 1.5 15.6 27.7 16.9 15.4 15.9 6.9
Crimes of theft? 100.0 1.0 23.0 36.1 14.4 15.4 6.2 3.9
White
Robbery 100.0 2.3 14.3 31.8 15.4 12.8 15.9 7.6
Crimes of theft? 100.0 0.9 23.8 36.3 14 .4 15.0 6.0 3.6
Black
Robbery 100.0 0.0 19.5 21.5 17.8 20.1 16.1 35.0
Crimes of theft? 100.0 31.8 16.1 33.2 15.6 17.6 8.9 6.8

NOTE: - Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
'Includes data on "other" races, not shown separately.
2Includes both personal larceny with contact and personal larceny without contact.
‘Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.



Table 57. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting
in theft loss, by race of victims, type of crime, and propottion
of loss recovered, 1974-77 average

- None Some All Not
Race and type of crime Total recovered recovered recovered available
All races!

All personal crimes? 100.0 80.4 12.3 7.3 (2z)
Robbery 100.0 82.4 9.4 8.1 0.0
Crimes of theft 100.0 80.2 12.5 7.2 (*z)

Personal larceny with contact ) 100.0 79.2 16.0 4.8 0.0
Personal larceny without contact . ' 100.0 80.3 12,3 7.4 (3z)

All household crimes 100.0 74.0 14.1 11.9 3.0
Burglary 100.0 79.6 15.0 5.5 30.0
Household larceny 100.0 79.7 11.0 9.3 0.0
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 24,0 26.8 4%.3 0.0

White

All personal crimes? 100.0 79.6 12.5 7.9 {2)
Robbery 100.0 77.8 10.5 11.7 0.0
Crimes of theft 100.0 79.7 12.6 7.6 (°z)

Personal larceny with contact 100.0 76.0 20.1 33.9 ., 0.0
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 80.0 jz.1 7.9 (3z)

All household crimes 100.0 73.3 14.5 12.3 0.0
Burglary 100.0 78.0 15.9 6.1 0.0
Household larceny 100.0 79.7 10.7 9.5 0.0
Motor vehicle theit 100.0 22.4 29.2 48.4 0.0

Black

All personal crimes? 100.0 85.0 11.5 3.5 0.0
Robbery . 100.0 90.6 7.9 3.4 p,0
Crimes of theft 100.0 83.5 12.5 4.0 0.0

Personal larceny with contact 100.0 88.5 5.1 6.4 0.0
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 82.5 13.9 3.6 0.0

All household crimes 100.0 ) 7.7 1z2.2 10,2 0.0
Burglary 100.0 85.3 11.6 3.1 0.0
Household larceny 100.0 79.1 13.4 7.5 0.0
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 31.6 11.3 57.1 30.0

NOTE: . Detail may not add to total shown becausé of rounding.
Z Kepresents less than 0.05.
!Includes data on “other" races, not shown separately.
?Includes data on rape, not shown separately, but excludes data on'assault which by definition does not
_involve theft., )
*Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 58., Pereonal and household crimes: Percerit disiribution [of viclimizations
in which theft losses were recovered, by type of crirne and method
of recovery of loss, 1974-77 average

Both
Other insurance and Method

Type of crime Total Insurance only method only . other method not available
Al personal crimes? 100.0 39.8 59.1 51 20.0
Robbery 100.0 26.4 93.6 20.0 20.0
Crimes of theft 100.0 42.5 56.3 21.2 0.0
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 20.0 . 100.0 20.0 20.0
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 46.0 52.8 21.2 20.0
All household crimes 100.0 40.5 52.9 6.3 20.2
Burglary . 100.0 54.5 39.6 %5.9 20.0
Household larceny 100.0 33.3 66.3 0.4 20.0
14.7 20.6

Motor vehicle theft 100.0 35.8 48.9

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

*Includes data on rape, not shown separately, but excludes data on assault, which by definition does not
involve theft.

2Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable,

Table 59. Household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations resuiting in theft loss,
by value of loss and type of crime, 1974-77 average

Value of loss All household ¢rimes Bﬁrglary kHousehOId larceny Motor vehicle theft

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
No monetary value 1.7 0.6 2.8 : 0.0
Less than $10 14.2 6.5 22.9 0.0
$10-%$49 24.8 ' 17.3 35.4 0.4
$50-%$99 13.1 S 14.0 14.9 0.4
$100-$249 15.4 : 22.0- 12.7 4.2
$250-$999 15,2 23.3 6.9 25.4
$1,000 or more 12.7 137 1.1 66.9
Not available 3.0 2.6 3.3 2.7

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



Table 60. Personal and househo!d crimes: Percent of victiriizations resulting
in loss of time from work, by type of crime, 1974-77 average

Type of crime Percent
All personal crimes 5.5
Crimes of violence 10.0
Rape 122.7
Robbery 12.2
Robbery with injury 25,1
Robbery without injury 8.4
Assault 8.1
Aggravated assault 10.8
Simple assault 6.3
Crimes of theft 4.0
Personal larceny with contact 3.3
Personal larceny without contact 4.0

All household crimes

Burglary
Forcible entry
Unlawful ‘entry without force
Attempted forcibie entry
Household larceny
Less than $50
§i50 or more
Amount not available
Attempted larceny
Mo’or vehicle theft
Completed theft
Attempted theft
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'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 61. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of victimizations resulting

in loss of time from work, by type of crime and number ¢f days lost, 1974-77 average

Less Not known

than 1-5 6 days and not
Type of crime Total 1 day days or more available

All personal crfimes 100.0 41.9 40.3 16.8 '0.9
Crimes of violence 160.0 27.0 39.5 32.5 11.0
Rape 100.0 '0.0 153.6 '46.4 0.0
Robbery , 100.0 27.6 43.2 29.2 '0.0,
Assault 100.0 30.5 34,3 33.2 2.0
Crimes of theft 100.0 55.3 41.0 12.8 10.9.
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 136.5 163.5 0.0 0.0
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 56.6 39.5 '3.0 '0.9
All household crimes 100.0 43.0 48,8 5.9 12.3
Burglary : ‘ 100.0 42.3 53.7 2.5 1.5
Household larceny 100.0 52.1 135.3 8.6 4.1
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 39.3 47.1 110.8 12.7

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

lEstimate, based or zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 62. Personal and household crimes: Percent of victimizations reported

to the police, by type of crime, 1974-77 average and by year

1974-77 :
Type of crime average 1974 1975 1976 1977
All personal crimes 34.2 37.0 34.5 33.8 32.1
Crimes of violence 50.9 58.2 46.7 46.0 53.2
Rape 64.2 262.1 ?59.2 254.3 272.9
Robbery 54.9 67.5 43.8 52.3 58.0
Robbery with injury 67.5 76.7 48.8 68.9 69.7
From serious assault 75.6 77.6 256.3 79.5 81.5
From minor assault 58.4 275.2 239.7 258.9 *53.1
Robbery without injury 49.0 62.4 42 .4 45.5 49,7
Assault 47.9 52.6 47.9 42.2 49.4
Aggravated assault 57.1 56.4 65.1 57.1 51.0
With injury 66.6 63.9 64.9 70.5 67.9
Attempted assault with weapon 50.6 49.2 65.2 48.0 39.8
Simple assault 41.8 48.9 37.3 33.8 48.4
With injury 47.6 69.8 47.5 39.4 43.8
Attempted assault without weapon 39.6 43.3 30.6 3L.8 49.7
Crimes of theft 28.3 29.6 30.0 29.5 25.0
Personal larceny with contact 33, 35.0 30.8 33.8 34.9
Purse snatching 37.5 236.7 229.2 41.6 243.0
Pocket gicking 31.5 34.5 31.9 29.3 30.8
Personal larceny without contact 27.9 29.1 29.9 29.0 24.3
All household crimes 47.0 47.1 45.5 49.3 46.4
Burglary 55.1 53.1 54.7 57.0 55.8
Forcible entry 77.0 70.7 80.6 76.2 81.0
Unlawful entry without force 45.4 42.1 44.2 46.3 49.1 "
Attempted forcible entry 37.4 42.5 37.8 40.6 31.4
Household larceny 31.8 33.5 29.9 32.7 31.5
Completed larceny! 32.2 34.0 30.4 33.0 31.8
Less than $50 20.0 20.9 18.6 22.6 18.4
$50 or more 53.6 59.0 54.5 49,2 53,0
Attempted larceny 26.7 228.5 223.3 ¥28.7 226.9
Motor vehicle theft 71.3 6.6 70.0 79.7 65.7
Completed theft 94.1 140.0 94.1 95.5 88.3
Attempted theft 30.4 28.3 222.9 41.1 230.9

'Includes data, not shown separately; on larcenies for which the value of loss was rot ascertained.

2Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 63. Personal crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the pollee,

by type of crime and sex of victims, 1974-77 average

All victimizations

Type of crime Male Female
All personal crimes 35.4 32.8
Crimes of violence 50.2 51.9
Rape '47.3 65.2
Robbery 50.9 62.7
Robbery with injury 68.6 65.2
From serious assault 76.2 72.8
From minor assault 49.7 62.4
Robbery without injury 42.8 61.4
Assault 49.9 44.5
Aggravated assault 58.7 52.8
With injury 70.7 50.7
Attempted assault with weapon 49.3 53.8
Simple assault 42.2 41.2
With injury 42.6 54.3
Attempted assault without weapon 42.1 36.3
Crimes of theft 28.8 27.9
Personal larceny with contact 32.1 34.0
Purse snatching 0.0 37.5
Pocket picking 32:1 31.1
Personal larceny without contact 28:6 27.1

lEklstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 64. Personal crimes: Percent of victimizations reported td the police,
by type of crime and race of victims, 1974-77 average

Type of crime White . Black
All personal crimes 34.0 36.2
Crimes of violence X ) 50.3 .. 54.2
Rape 70.0 : '50.5
Robbery 55.5 55.2
Robbery with injury 71.2 61.2
From serious assault ©75.1 76.5
From minor assault 66.4 39,7
Robbery without injury 49.0 ) 51.3
Assault 47.0 53.2
Aggravated assault 56.1 ) 6l.1
With injury 64.5 76.6
Attempted assauit with weapon 50.0 53.2
Simple assault ‘ 41.8 41.1
With injury 46.5 '54.7
Attempted assault without weapon 40.1 '31.4
Crimes of theft 28.9 24.5
Personal larceny with contact 35.1 30.0
Purse snatching 37.3 . - 140.3
Pocket picking 34.0 ) 123.8
Personal larceny without contact 28.4 ' 23.4

!Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer 'sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 85. Personal crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the police,
by type of crime and ethsicity of victims, 1974-77 average

All victimizations

Type of crime Hispanic Non-Hispanic
All personal crimes 35.4 . 34.1
Crimes of violence 45.7 51.4
Rape '100.0 59.5
Robbery 49.1 55,7
Robbery with injury '55.5 69.3
From serious assault '52.5 80.1
From minor assault ‘61,8 56.4
Robbery without injury 45.8 49.5
Assault 36.0 48.7
Aggravated assault 137.7 '58.3
With injury 49,2 67.6
Attempted assault with weapon 31.1 51.9
Simple assault '34.9 42,2
With injury '40.4 48.4
Attempted assault without weapon 130.1 40.0
Crimes of theft 28.8 28.3
Personal larceny with contact 131.6 33.8
Purse snatching 145.5 36.2
Pocket picking 417.0 32.6
Personal larceny without contact 28.3 27.8

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

Table 66. Pouomlcﬁmu Pomnto(vlcﬂmluﬂonsupoﬂod!ompolleo,bytypooierlmandagaolvlctlm,

1974-77 average
Type of crime 12-19 20-34 35-49 50-64 65 and over
All personal crimes 24.8 36.9 38.6 39.7 38.2
Crimes of violence . 43.1 49.9 65.1 54.5 56.9
Rape 70.9 ) 155.2 167.9 1100.0 10.0
Robbery 43.0 5G6.7 69.6 59.5 64.6
Robbery with injury 52.2 60.4 78.0 64.0 92.3
Robbery without injury 39.8 46.3 64.1 57.8 46.8
Assault 41.3 49.1 62.0 48.9 39,1
Aggravated assault 58.4 54.1 6l.4 68.4 136.8
Simple assault 30.3 45.7 $2.5 - 38.4 41.8
Crimes of theft 17.2 32.0 31.7 35.8 30.2
Personal larceny with contact 15,7 35.2 37.2 40.9 29.2
Personal larceny without contact 17.3 31.8 ; 31.3 35.1 30.5

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



8¢

Tabl'ek67. ‘Household crimes: Percen! of victimizations reported to the police,
by type of crime and race of head of-ncusehold, 1974-77 average

Type of crime - All households White households Black households .
All household crimes 47.0 46.9 47.5
Burglary 55.1 54.7 56.9 . L
Forcible entry 77.0 78.9 72.4
Nothing taker 55,2 58.3 240.8 :
Something taken 81.1 83.5 75.3
Unlawful entry withoui force 45.4 45.6 44 .4
Attempted forcible entry 37.4 38.3 #29.5
Household larceny ) ) 31.8 32.8 21.6
Completed larceny! 32.2 33.1 22.0
Less than $50 20.0 B 20.5 '10.4
$50 wr more 53.6 56.4 33.6
Attempted larceny 26.7 28.4 *19.4
Motor vehicle theft . 71.3 71.9 66.2
Completed theft . 94.1 ‘ 93.7 96.8
Attempted theft : 30.4 33.2 211.6

'Includes data, not shown separately, on larcehies for which the value of loss was not ascertained.
Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 68. Household crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the police,
by type of crime and form of tenure, 1974-77 average

Type of crime Owned Rented
All household crimes 49,8 43.6
Burglary 59.8 . 51.0
Forcible entry 83.4 70.7
Nothing taken 67.7 41.1
Something taken 86.7 75.8
Unlawful entry without force 43,2 47.6
Attempted forcible entry 51.9 23.3
Household larceny : 36.3 24.5
Completed larceny:! 36.4 25.1
Less than $50 23.8 13.6
$50 or more 58.1 45.9
Attempted larceny 34.8 ) i 19,5
Motor vehicle theft i 73.8 : 68.6
Completed theft 95.9 92.0
Attempted theft 30.8 29.9

}Mncludes data, not shown separately, onlarcenies for which the value of loss was not ascertained,
*Estimate, based on-about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 69. Household crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the pclice, by type of crime
and annual family income, 1974-77 average

Type of crime Less than $3,000 $3,000-$7,499 $7,500-$9,999 - $10,000-$14,999 $15,000-$24,999 $25,000 or more Not available
All household crimes 40.2 46.8 45.9 45.8 49.1 52.9 46.2
Burglary 50.8 55.6 57.4 53.2 54.0 63.6 53.7
Forcible entry 73.0 72.7 65.4 82.9 74.5 97.0 82.3
Unlawful entry without force - 45.0 43.7 49.6 45.3 43.0 53.7 42 .4
Attempted forcible entry 33.8 41.7 60.8 25.8 39.0 234.3 232.5
Household larceny 21.0 30.5 32.3 29.8 36.5 36.4 30.4
Completed larceny! 22.3 30.0 33.2 30.5 36.9 36.1 30.9
Less than $50 29.4 22.0 19.3 18.3 23.1 21.8 20.0
$50 or more 45.5 46.2 54.2 55.8 58.7 55.4 48.4
Attempted larceny . 20.0 235.9 213.7 2.2 229.5 243.1 224.2
Motor vehicle theft *69.9 . 69.6 52.2 80.1 70.7 67.2 73.2
Completed theft -2100.0 86.6 83.4 92.4 98.4 96.1 100.0
Attempted theft . 249.7 239.3 226.9 236.3 224.8 233.0 219.3

!Includes data, not shown separately, on larcenies for which the value of loss was not ascertained.
’Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 70. Household crimes: Percent of victimizations reported to the pciice,
by value of loss and type of crime, 1974-77 average

All household Household Motor vehicle
Value of loss?® . ‘erimes Burglary larceny .. theft
Less than $10 : 17.0 25.3 15.2 0.0
$10-$49 24.0 32.0 . 20.8 2100.0
$50-$249 54.5 58.2 49.9 281.6
$250 or more ’ 85.2 84.1 66.2 ~ 95.0

"The proportions refer only to losses of cash and/or property and exclude the value of property damage.
Zfstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 71. Personal and household crimes: Percent distribution of reasons for not reporting victimizations
to the police, by type of crime, 1974-77 average

Nothing could Police would Too inconven~ Private or

be done; lack - Not impor- not want to ient or time personal Fear of - Reported to Other and

: Type of crime Total of proof tant enough be bothered consuming matter reprisal someone else not given
‘ All personal crimes 100.0 35.1 24.6 8.4 4.4 3.4 0.9 14.5 8.7
Crimes of violence 100.0 28.2 21.0 10.4 5.4 10.1 3.9 7.1 13.9
Rape 100.0 126.8 5.7 '11.8 0.0 118.6 '15.6 5.6 '15.9
Robbery 100.0 38.3 17.8 18.3 7.9 3.2 2.4 12.8 9.2
Assault 100.0 22.4 23.4 5.9 4.1 13.7 4.3 9.6 16.6
; Crimes of theft : 100.0 36.8 25.5 7.9 4,2 1.7 0.2 16.3 7.4
. Personal larceny with contact 100.0 47.8 18.8 9.0 3.0 12.3 0.4 7.8 10.8
r Personal larceny without contact 100.0 35.6 25.8 7.7 4.3 1.7 0.1 16.8 7.1
All household crimes 100.0 36.6 28.8 10.6 3.6 4.8 0.7 3.7 11.2
Burglary 100.0 39.1 23.3 10.0 3.5 4.8 1.1 5.0 13.2
Household larceny 100.0 34.8 32.7 10.4 3.8 4.8 0.5 2.9 10,0
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 - 37.6 26.6 15.5 3.1 ‘4.4 '0.0 2.7 10.0

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

Survey instruments

A basic screen questionnaire (Form NCS-1) and a
crime incident report (Form NCS-2) were used to elicit
information on the relevant crimes committed against
the household as a whole and against any of its members
age 12 and over. Form NCS-1 was designed to screen for
all instances of victimization before details of any specific
incident were coliected. The screening form also was used
for obtaining information on the characteristics of each
household and of its members. Household screening
questions were asked only once for each household,
whereas individual screening questions were asked of all
members age 12 and over. However, a knowledgeable
adult member of the household served as a proxy
respondent for 12- and 13-year-olds, individuals tempo-
rarily absent, and incapacitated persons (optional).

Once the screening process was completed, the
interviewer obtained details of each revealed incident, if
any. Form NCS-2 included questions concerning the
extent of economic loss or injury, characteristics of
offenders, whether or not the police were notified, and
other pertinent details.
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: U3 OEPARTMENT OF cm“cl
“ STING AS €O INS AU HE
sbAw mpo [ uu'«?"a.uc:'nmu i‘mmuvanmn
. V.5, DEFARTMENT OF JUSTICE

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY
NATIONAL SAMPLE
NCS.1 « BASIC SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE
NCS$:2 = CRIME INCIDENY !!PORT

NOTICE = Your reperi i s - Suresy is confidential by law

(u's bs.“ .4”2, Section !‘PIL"A'II lmltmmnu Inlmum witl :‘ used
L] n or e pOses 8 &

novbe iatiosed o rofuu‘ 10 otheis fu’:nrmvn. urvay: mer

Sample (cc 4) | Control number (ce 5)
i PSU Seriai
i

{Segment tCk
30 2 !

'
1
s
H

b e

Household number {cc 2) " Land use (cc 91 )

INTERVIEWER: . Fill Sample and Control numbers, and
: items I, 2, 4, and 9 ot time of interviaw,

. (026)10. Fu\"y incoime (cc 27)
§ -] Under $i,000

i
P |
. 1
. 2. Record of interview
Line aumber of household

.

1. Interviewer Ilomiﬂu!lu
Lode {Name

Date completed
responderticc 12)

-

3. YYPE Z NONINTERVIEW
. nterview not obtained for

/ Lige number ® notE: Fili NCST

. Noninterview Record,
@ e for Types A, B, and C
i noninterviews,

Compiete'H-Zl Idr éach line number listed,

2{77846.000 0 1,999
3] 2,000t0 2,999
A7) 3,000 to 3,999
${7]. 4,000 t0 4,999
e ["] 5.000to. 5999
7] 6,000t 7,499
a{T] 75000 9,999
9 ] 10,000 to 1,999
10 (C712,000 o §4,999
1t 7] 15,000¢c 19,999
12 ] 20,000 to 24,999
13 [] 25,000 to 49.999
14 7] 50,000 and over

1t [ Same household as last or

2] Replacement household since Jast anumenboﬂ
3 [] Previous noninterview or not in sample bufore

4, ﬁwuhold states 4’

5. Specisl place type code (cc 6¢)

11s. Housshslé mombers 12 yeors
of age and OVER 2

Tota) numb

b. Household members UNDER
12 yanrs of oge 2

@ Total 6

o [_] None

§. Tenure (cc 8) B
1 [7] Owned or being bought:
2] Rented for cash
3 {"] No. cash rent

1. Type of living qusrters (cc 15)
Housing unit
023 1 {7 House, apartment, flat
" 2[C] HU in nontransient hote), motel, etc,

3] HU — Permanent in transient hotet mote!, etc,
4[] HU in rooming hiouse :

& "] Mobile home or vailer

6 [] HU not specified above - Describe 7

" OTHER Unit
2 [] Quarters not HU. in rooming or boarding house
8 [} Unit not permanent in transient hotel, motel, etc.
¢ 7] Vacant tent site or trailer site
10 ] Not specified absve — Describe 7

12, Crime incident Reports ﬂllod7

Toral number — Fill item 3!

on Control Cord
0[] None

130, Use of fefephone (cc 25)
7] Phone in unit (Yes in cc 25a)
Phone interview acceptable? (cc 25¢ or 25d)

1TYes i }SKIP to next

2{7] No — Refused number J applicable item
[ Phone eisewhere (Yes in cc 25b)

Phone. interview acceptabie? (cc 25¢ or 25d)

STIYes . e vee s L SKIP to next
4{71 No ~ Refused number | opplicoble item

s [] No phone (No in cc 25a and 25b)

13b. Prexy informution — Fill for all proxy interviews

(1) Proxy mtervnew
d for line b

nwaA=

N .08 2—-—

8, Number of heusing units in steucture (cc 26)

el s{]5-9

zg_—'J'Iv 6 10 or more
sTT3 7] Mobile home or trailer
o «J4 8] Onfy OTHER units

ASK-IN EACH HOUSEHOL.D:

" 9. (Gsher then 'ht el huh\"l) does anyena in this
housshold op o b s from this eddress?

t T3 No

2] Yes =~ What kind of business is thet?

7

INTERYIEWER: Enter unrecognizable businesses onfy

Proxy respondent name Line number

Reason for proxy interview

——

(2) Proxy interview )
ined for fine b

Proxy respondent name Line number

Reason for proxy interview

{f more thon 2 Proxy Interviews, continue in notes.

@
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

g ]

I

NANE | 16.. 1. 1. 19. 20, t} 23,
{of howsshold | Yy P OF LINE [RELATIONIMIP  TADE |MARITAL |RACE  (ORIGIN |SEX JARMEO. | Education |Education
raspendent) INTERVIEY N0, TO HOUSENOLD LAST [STATUS FORCES | highest )
WEAD BIRTH- NEMBERI grate thet yesr?
KEYER - BEAN DAY
NEW RECORD {cc 12} Jiec 13b) {ec 17) ftcc 18)  ftce 19a) w(cc 19bj jtcc 20} ](ce 21} - [{cc 22} {cc 23)
hLnt
@D ,
1 [7) Per - Seif-respondent 17| Head e Jriw, VITIM[TTT) Yes {7 fes
§ 2|7 ) Tal, - Sali-respondent 217 | Wife of twad “lagliwd, 12(7inag 2{TIF I INe ‘2 INo
) [Fit 1(ZiPae = Prosy Y fipt gabon | [3010wnchie [ —— {31270, [sTT)04 § e FE
4 (: 1 Tel. ~ Proxy [ cover pags lizom 4 [C] Othei relative An ), i) sep. ’ Origin Grade
S[T)NI ~ Filt 18221 3| Non-alative s H
; Leck at item 4 on cover page. |s this the sam2 26d. Have you been looking for work during the past 4 weeks?
CHECK b hold as tast ation? {Bex | marked) 1) Yes No — When did you last work?
ITEM A [ Yes — SKIP to Check (tem 8 [ No . 2{C] Less than 5 years ago ~SKIP l 280
. 254. Did you live in this house an April 1, 19707 3] 5 or more years 38"} SKIP1o 29
@) 1O Yes~ SKIP to Check Item B 2[JNe 4[] Never worked
27. Is there any redson why you could not take o job LAST WEEK?

b Where did you live on April 1, 19707 (State, foreign country, ‘
@)

U.S. pessession, etc.) Y Ne Yes —2 [ Already had 3 job

3] Temporary illness

State, etc. _ County 4[] Going 1o school
€. Did you live-inside the limits of a city, town, village, etc.? s [] Other — Specify -
@ i (] Ne 2] Yes — Name of city, town, village, etc. 2
(048) I ! C T 1 280. For whom did you {last) work? {Name of company,
{Ask moles 18+ only) business, arganization or ather employer]
d. Were you in the Armad Forces en April 1, 19707
1 [ Yes ‘2 L] Ne — 053)  x[Z] Never worked — SKIP 10 29
CHECK 3o Is this person 16 years old or older? b. What kind of business or industry is this? (E.g.: TV ond
ITEM B CJ Ne - SKiP 1o 29 CJves radio mfg., retail shoe store, State Lobor Department, farm)
260, What were you doing most of LAST WEEK ~ {working, 1 J ]
kenping housa, going to school) os something elye? <. Were you —
1 (7 Working ~ SKIP to 280 & ["] Unable to work —$KIPt0 26d 1 ] An employee of a PRIVATE company, business or
2 [} With ajob but net at work 7 [7] Retired indjvidual for woges, salary or commissions?
3 [ Looking for work » ] Other — Specily — (A GOVE;!HMENT employes (Federdl, State, county,
a7 Keeping house or local)? .
s ] Going to school {If Armed Forces, SKIP to 260 3 ) SELF-EMPLOYED in OWN business, professional
b. Did you d k of ol LAST WEEK, not counting work Proctice s fomt
. you 4o any work ot o + 0Ot counting werl . N " .
oround the howse? (Note' [f farm or business operator in HH. 4 (] Working WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or form?
ask about unpoid work.} d. Mm! kind of work were you dojng? (E.g.: electrical
o[INo  Yes - How mony hours? ~ SKIP to 280 engineer, stock clerk, typjst, farmer, Armed Forces)
. Did you hove a job or business from.which you were AR
temporarily absent or on layeff LAST WEEK? «. What were your most important octivities or duties? (E.z.:
1TJNo 2{7]Yes - Absent - SKIP 10 18a typing, keeping account books, selling cars, Armed Forces)

3] Yes — Layoff - SKIP to 27

Notes

FOAM NCS.1 (a:19.77) Page 2
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HOUSENOLD SCREEN auEsTiows

29. Now 1'd like te ask teme qucmn- absut
crime, They refer enly to the last 6 menths —

hetween 1, 197___eand
Duting the lest 6 menths, did snyene bresk
inte or somehow ilfegutly got inte yeur
{spartment/home), garage, or enether building
on yout property?

L 197

30, (Other than the incident(s) just tioned)
Did you find a deor jimmied, a leck forced,
of any other signs of an ATTEMPTED
break in? .

31. Wos anything ot ol stelen. that is kept
outside your home, or happened to be left
out, such as a bicycle, o garden hess, or
lawn furniture? (ather than any incidents
olrecdy mentioned)

(L]

35. Did anyone steal or TRY to .n;l parts
atteched te (it/any of them), such as o
battery, hubcups, teps-deck, otc.?

V [] Yes — How many
i CliNe .

|
H
|

- 32, Did eny take othing belenging Yes ~H
Cve m.?"’ fe you or te &n of this heusehold, . Clves ol g
) from a plece w‘oio you ot they were
1CINo tempeiarily steying, such as a friend's of CIne
d nll'lvo':‘mvit, @ hotel or niotel, or
a vacatien heme? ] —n
33, What wes the tetal number of meter
vehicles (cars, trucks, otc.) owned by
n you or any ether member of this household o[} None —
[ClYes = How many during the last 6 menths? SKIP to 36
times? 1!
N 2[]2
ID ’ )3
! - 4[] 4 or more
! 4. Did anyene stesl, TRY te steal, or yse _ i
10 Yas ~ How mony (it/ony of them) without permission? %::' 3:3”’
: times?
!
t
I
1
|

INDIVIDUAL SCR

EEN QUESTIONS

happened to YOU during the lost § menths ~

between 1, 197___ond

36. The following questions rafer enly te things thet

V97 __.

T
'Cives = How mon
ik times? ’

46. D4 you find any evidence thet someone

AV TEMPTED to steal something that
Inlen:od to you? (other then any incidents
ly mentioned)

| Yes ~ How many
! = times?

that'belonged to him?

alrea
Did you have your (pocket picked/purse 1Cine : (Ot
snatched)? | —_—
37. Did onyone take something (else) directly =C]Y¢! - How masiy | 47 Did you call the pelice during the last 6
" {rom you by using force, such as by o H times? months te repert semething that happened
stickup, mugging or threat? ) to YOU which you thought was a crime?
:[_'_]No (Do not count any calls made to the
i police concerning the incidents you
Pl have just told mo about.)
38. Did anyone TRY 1o rob you by using force 5-’_‘_]Yes - Haw many ) No — SKIP 10 48
or threatening to harm you? (other than ' times? _—
any incidents already joned) ! {"7] Yes = What happened?
i[___INo
. I
T (L)
39. Did anyone beat you up, attack you or hit 1) Yes ~ How many O'—I——J
ou with something, such as o rock or bortle? | times?
{o'hor then any incidents olready mentioned) l I
T INo l ] I
40. Were you knifed, shot at, or attacked with ]ves — How many Look at 47." Was HH member ] Yes—How many
some other weapon by anyone ot ali? (other times? 12 + attacked or threatened, or = times
than any incidents already tioned) was something stolen or an
C 1o CHECK attempt made to steal something
ITEM C

41, Did anyone THREATEN to beat you vp or
THREATEN you with a knife, gun, or some
other weapon, HOT including teleéphone
threats? (other than dny incidents already
mentioned)

] ves — How many
timas?

(INe

48. Did enything heppen to YOU during the lost
6 months which you thought was a crime,
but did NOT report to the pelice? (other
than any incidents olready tioned)

42, Did anyone TRY to attack you in some
other way? (other than any incidents ciready
mentioned)

[]Yes - ::::'l;ny

CINo

[Z3No — SKIP to Check Item E
[] Yes — What happened?

43. During the last & months, did enyene stesi
things that belenged te you frem inside ANY
cor or truck, such as packeges er clething?

[CIYes ~ How mony
times?

[INo

44. Was onything stolen from you while you
ware away from home, for instance at work, in
@ theate: or restourant, or while traveling?

T
I Yes ~ How many
! times?

[CINe

: Look at 48, Was HH member
CHEEX 12+ attacked or threatened, or
ITEM D was, something stolen or an

attempt made to steal something
that belonged to him?

Yes —How many
timas?

a
INo

45. (Other than chy incidents you've olready
mentioned) was anythin se) at oll
stolen from you during the lest 6 months?

_]¥es - How man,
e e

[CINe

ITEM E

Do any of the screen questions contain any entries

for **How many times?''
CHECK [} No = Interview next HH member.
E End interview if last respondent,
and fill item 12 on cover poge.

[l Yes - Fill Crime Incident Reports.

FOAM NCS.1 (4.18.77)
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS * &

]

TR T Te. (M. Jil. Ja. |2 2

4. B 17, .
NAME T . RELATIONSHIP AGE WARITAL | RACE ORIGIN {SEX |ARMED | Education- |Education~
II'T'!!RSC'!' |‘|"o'.' 15 HOUSEHOLD LAST |STATUS FORCES | Mighost {complote
NEAD BIRTHN- WENOER| prade that yeu?
KEYER - BECIN DAY
NEW RECORD ; tec 12 J(ec 13b) tcc 17) J(cc 18)  |rce 198 iec 19y Jice 20) ftec 21p [tee 22) {cc 23)
Last
* ,
1{] Pei = Self-respondent 1] | Head tCIM [ (T)w. 1IN [C] Ves 1[7] Yes
2(7] Tei. — Self-respondent 2{7 | wife of head 2[C)wd. |27  veg 2|7]F (2T Ne 2] No
First 3(2]Per. = Proxy \ £t 13ban | = |2(C)Own child —3[730. 3[lOt | —
4{7]Tel, = Proxy [ cover page l;:," 4[] Other raiative Are 4| Sep. origin Grade
s [CINE= Fin 18-21 5{ ) Non-telative s 1N

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

ITEM A ] Yes — SKIP to Check ltem B ] No

26d. Heve you been leeking for work during the past 4 weeks?
100 Yes No —~ When did you last work?
. 2{7] Less than 5 years ago—SKIP to 280

25a. Did you live in this house on April- 1, 1970?
() [ Yes ~ SKIP to Check item B 2 No

3] 5 or more years ago
4] Never worked } SKIP to 36

b. Where did you live on April 1, 19707 (State, foreign country,
U.S. possession, etc.)

State, etc, County

27. ‘|s there ony renson why you could nst take a job LAST WEEK?
1 [T No Yes ~ 2 [] Already had a job

3 [J Temporary illness

4 [ Going to school

c. Did you live-inside the limits of a city, town, village, etc.?

1 [T No 2] Yes — Name of city, town, villsge, etc, '

s [] Other — Specify -

280. For whom did you (last) werk? (Ncme of company,

(Ask males 18+ only)
d. Were you in the Atmed Forces on Apiil 1, 1970?

1] Yes 2{JNo

business, organization or other employer)

053)  x[7) Never worked — SKIP to 36

CHEZK Is this person 16 years old or older?
ITEM B {J No ~ SKIP to 36 [ Yes

e &, What kind of business or industry is this? (E.g.: TV and
radio mfg., retail shoe store, State Lobor Department, farm}

260, What were you doing most of LAST WEEK - (working,
keeping house, going to school) or something elss?
048 v [J Working — SKIP to 280 6 [J Unabie to work —SKIPto 26d
2 [J With a job but not at work 7 (] Retired
3 ] Looking for work 8 [] Other -~ Specify -2
4 [} Keeping house
s [] Going to school {If Armed Forces; SKIP to 28a)

@ CT 11

c. Were you -
1] An omploro of a PRIVATE compony, business or
individuol for wages, salary or commissions?
2] A GOVERNMENT employes (Federal, State, county,
or local)?
3 [JSELF-EMPLOYED in OWN business, professional

o

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

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

practice or farm?
4 [J Working WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or farm?

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

c. Did you have 0 job or business from which you were
temporarily absent or on loyoff LAST WEEK?

t[JNo 2[7] Yes - Absent — SKIP to 28a

& I T

©. What were your most importdnt activitins or duties? (E.g.:
typing, keeping account books, selling cars, Armed Forces}

3[] Yes — Layoff — SKIP to 27

36. The following questions uh; only to things ;- -
thet happened Yo YOU during the loat 6 months = X Ives - aw mony

between____1, 197 and L 197, .
Did you have your (pocket picked/purse oy [ No

INDIVIDUAL SCR

EN QUESTIONS s s

46. Did you find any evidence that someone ||~ 1Yes ~ How mony
ATTEMPTED to steal something that , times?
belonged to you? (other than ony iINe
incidents olready menticaed) !

43, Did anyone take somsthing (else) dirsctly
from you by using force, such as by a
stickup, mugging or threds? (ML

"1 Yes — How many
times?

47. Did you col! the police during the last § months to report
something that happened to YOU which you thought was &
crime? (Do not count any. calls mcde to the police

38, Did anyone TRY to rob you by using force [~} ves — How many
or threatening to harm you? (other then any times?
incidents already mentioned) INL

(058 ing the incidents you heve just told me ebout.)
[J No = 5KIP to 48
[ Yes ~ What happened?.

39. Did anyone beat you up, ettack yeu or hit you || ves - How many
with something, such as a rock or bottle? . timas?
(othar than any incidents olready mentioned) (7] No

40. Were you knifed, shot ot, or attacked with |{~] Yes — How many
some other weapon by anyone ot all? (ather ! times?
thon any incidents already mentioned) HL

Look at 47 — Was HH member [2¢ ([T} Yes — How many

CHECK attacked or threatened, or was some-! . times?

iTEM C thing stolen or an attempt made to ([ |No
steal somethirg that belonged to him?{

4

Did anyone THREATEN to best you up or Yes - H

THREATEN you with o knife, gun, or some [1ves |I;|"1""
other pon, including telephone thraets? .
(other than ony incid Ireody tioned) 1N

48. Did onything happen to YOU during the last 6 months which
@ you thought was o crime, bur did NOT report to the pelice?
(other than aiy incidents already mentioned)
[ No — SI(IP-to Check ltem E

42, Did anyone TRY to attack you in some
other way? ‘(other than any incidents

[7] Yes — Hew many
times?
olready mentioned) —JNo

[21 Yes — Whot happened?

43. During the last 6 months, did onyone steal 1[~]ves — How many
-things that belonged tc you from inside ANY | © times?
car or truck, such as packages or clothing? 1]TJNo

. Look at 48 -~ Was HH member 12+ [7] Yes - How many
CHECK attacked or threatened, ‘or was some: times?
ITEM D thing stolen or an attempt made to

steal something that belonged to him? I No

44, Wosz anything stolen from you while you 7] Yes ~ Buw many
were awoy from home, for instance ot werk, 1.~ times?
in o theoter or restourant, or while traveling?![T]No

Do any of the screen questions contain ‘any entries
for “*How many times?*’

45.: (Other than any incidents you've already -
mentioned} Was anything (else) ot all stelen [lves 3:-’?"’

from you during the last 6 months? HwL ]

CHECK ) No ~Interview next HH member. End interview if
ITEM E last respondent, and fill item 12 on cover poge.

[ Yes = Fill Crime Incident Reports.

FORM NCE-1 {41077}
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- Form Afproved: 0.M.8. No, 43-R0S8Y

KEYER - = Notes
BEGIN MNEY RECORD
" Line number

\{ tepert to the Censut Bureau is confidential bv law
TICI 'our - 1epo H e ooty

{U.8, Code u Saction 3771).. All dentitiable information will be
persans onnud in and for the purposes of the survey, and may nn be
diaclosed or relaased to others for ny purpose.

o

Screen question number

g

Iitcident number

~ T (419093
" T

onm NCS-Z
Ui D"ﬂ.T“ENT 0' CO““"CG
U o
G Ab SOLLECTING AGENT =

C TIN
LAwW IN'ONCIMIN» ASSISTANGE AWINI.‘VRATIDM
LS. OEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

CRIME INCIDENT REPORT
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY - NATIONAL SAMPLE

-

To. You said that dwin. the last & menths — (Refer to
approfiriate screen’ quesuon for description of crime}.

in what month (did this/did tho First) incident happen?
(Show flashcard if necessary. Encourage respondent to
give txact month.}

e Month (01=12)

Is this incident report for a series of crimes?

@) C“c" 1] No = SKIP to 2

)
iYenr 197

2{7] Yes — (Note: series must have 3 or
ITEM A = more similor mcldenzs which®

5a. Wera you @ custemer, empleyee, of owner?
1) Customer
2["] Employee
¥ [T] Owner
4[] Other - Specify

b. Did the persen(s) steal or TRY to stsal anything belonging
to the stere, restourant, affice, feehvy, ofe.?
1] Yes
2] No SKIP 10 Check jtem 8
2 " {'Don't know

respondent con't recall separotely)

5. In whot month(s) did Shese ifcidents toke ploce?

@»;g\ 1 (_] Spring (March, April, May)
2[73 Summer {June, July, August)
377 Fall (September, October, November)
.__] Winter (December, January, February)

.~ 1[I Three or four

2[]Fivetoten
3 [} Eleven or more
4[] Don't know

INTERVIEWER: If this report is for a series, read the
following statement. *

2, ‘Aboyt whit time did {thi s/ﬂu most recent)
incident hoppen?
1 [] Don‘t.know
2["] During the day (6 a.m. 10 6 p.m.}
At night (6 p.m. to 6 a.m.)
3[Z] 6 p.m. to midnight
4[]} Midnight t0 6 a.m.
s [[] Den't know

34. In what State and county did this incident occur?
1 Outside U.S, ~ END. INCIDENT REPORT

State . County _

“a {Mork all that opply) @

¢: How mony incidints were involved in this series?

(The following. questions refer only 1o the most recent incident.) @ 1} No

6a, Did the offender(s) live there or have a right to. be
ere; such o8 o guest or o workman?
1{7) Yes - SKIP to Check ltem B
2! No
3] Don't know

b. Did the.cffender(s) actually get in ¢r just TRY te gt
in the building? -

s - Actually got in
2 :] Just tried to get in
3,1 Don't know

c. Was thers any evidence, such as a broken lock or broken
window, thet the offender(s) (forced his way in/TRIED
to ferze his way in) the building?

Yes — What was the evidence? Anything else?
(Mark ¢l that apply)

2] Broken lock or window
377 Forced door or window

4 {] Siashed screen gs,_-,mcpheck
52} Other - Specify - ftem 8

.'d. How did the otfender(s) (get in/ttry to get in)?

(ng) + {] Through unlocked door or window

2} Had key
3] Don't know
4 7] Other ~ Specify

b. Dld it hoppen INSIDE THE LIMITS of a city, town,
village, etc.?

1[I No

2{T] Yes — Enter. nome of city, town, etc. 7 .

Was respondent or any other member of
this household present when this

ICTHEEMC: ;ncidenz occurred? (I not sure, ASK)
1] No —~ SKIP to |30
2] Yes

4. Where did this incident take place?
@ + [} At or in own dwelling, in garage or
other building on property (Includes
break-in. or attempted break-in)
2CJAtorina vacation home, hotel/motel
3] Inside commerciat building such as
stare, restaurant, bank, gas station,
public conveyance or station ASK 5a
4 [T inside office, factoty, or warehouse
5[] Near own home; yard, sidewaik, W
driveway, carport, apartment hall
{Does not Include bredk-in or
ottempted breok-in)
"6 [] On the street, in a park, field, play- skip
* ground, school grounds or-parking fot ":‘eg";"‘
7 {1 Inside school r

8 (] Other —Specify ]

*

7a. Did the person(s) have a y:a0pon such as ¢ gun or knifs,
or something he was using 03 ¢ weapen, such as 8
‘bottle, or wrsnch?

SKIP to 6a 1] No
i 2 g Don't know

Yes ~ What was the weapen? Anything else?
(Mark all that epply)
[ Gun

4 [7] Knife
s [].Other — Specify

b, Did the persen(s) hit you, knock you down, or actually
ck you in any way?

1t Yes — SKIP to 7f
2{JNe

¢. Did the persan(s) threaten you with-horm ia ony vicy?

@ 1T Ne = SKIP ta 7e

2] Yes

N OO

- e vmMm PP -1 FmoOo - O™
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CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Costineed I

. How were X“ threstoned?. Any othor way?
(Mork of] that opply) ~~
i

-

2 Verbal thieat of aitack ether thea repe )

31 ) Weapon present or threaténed i’
with weapon 'SOK"’

47, Auempted attack with weapon > 100
{for axample, shot at)

s ..} Object thrown at person

Verbal thredt of repe . W@

@]

the tetel medice! sxponses?

1, . Not yet sattled
2 None.......
2T AN, e
& _jPart ¢

- 9¢. Did insurence or ony hoalth Senefits program pay fot all or pert of

SKIP t0 100

d. How tnuclk did insurence er o health benefits program pey?

¢ .} Followed, surrounded
7°..; Other = Specify

¢, Whet actually heppened? Anything else?
(Mark all that oppiy)}

“ '
1 [, Something taken without permission L

2,7 ] Attempted or threatened to
. take something )

3.} Harassed, arg sbusive |
4! Forcible entry or attempted

R forcible entry of house ' b“”
s ] Forcible entry or attempted to

entry of car 0o

¢ . Damaged or destroyed proparty
7,1 Attempted or threatened to

)

@

$_. — - (Obtain an estimate, if negéssary)
106, Did you de enythin )

duting the incident
"'% No — SKIP to |1
(1

e

2.y

; te protect yourself o your preperty

b. Whet did you do? Anything else? (Mork all that opply)

1 [JUsed/brandished gun or knife

2 [T] Used/tried physical force (hit, chased, threw object, used

other weapon, etc.)

9 [T] Tried to get heip, attract attention, scare offender away
(screamed, yelled, called for heip, turned on lights, etc.)

d, argued,

d

a3 Th

s [T] Resisted without force, used evasive action (ran/drave away,
hid, heid property, iocked door, ducked, shielded seif, etc.)

& [C] Other — Specify

etc,, with offender

damage or destroy property
e, .} Other — Speclly7

f. How did thé persen(s) atteck you? Any

other way? (Mark all that apply)

t, i Raped

2: | Tried 10 rape

3, .| Hit with object hield in hand, shot, knifed

4, | Hit by thrown object

s . .1 Hit, slapped, knocked down

6| ] Grabbed, held, ripped, jumped, pushed, etc.
j:] Qther - Specify

@

*

@

8a. What were the injuries rou lllﬁt"‘, if eny?

Anything else? (Mark ail thot opply}

1{7- | None — SKIP to 100

2[_| Raped

3 [} Attempted rape

4" ] Knife or gunshot wounds

51" | Broken bones or teeth knocked out

6" | | Internal injuries, knocked unconscious
71 .1 Bruises, black eye, cuts, scratches, swelling
6 {.. | Other = Specify.

©)

b Were you injured to the extent thet yeu needed
medical ottention sfter the attack?
1[") No = SKIP to 100
2. 0 Yes

c. Did you receive any trestment at o hospital?
1{7INo
2{ | Emergency room treatment only
3| ] Stayed overnight or longer —
How many ‘ly|77

. What was the total emount of your medicel
sxpanses resulting frem this incident, INCLUDING
anything paid by i ? Include hospitel
and doctor bills, medicine, therepy, brsces, and
any ether injury-related medical expenses.
INTERVIEWER = If respondent does not know,
exact amount, encouroge him to give an estimate,
0 (7] No cost ~SKiP to {0a

s _ [

% i "] Don'y know

a

t{l)

9a. At the timz of the incident, were you covered

@

@

by any medical insurance, er w ou sligible
for benefits from any sther typ l..m\
benefits program, such as Medicaid
Administrstion, or Public Welfere?
HINO v

2 7} Don't know SKIP to-10a
3. Yes

, Veterans'

- Did you file & claim with sny ¢ ihese insurance
companies or progrems in erder to get part or all
of your medical axpenses psid? .

1._jNo — SKIP 10 100

27} Yes

@,

|_:]Onlyone7

11. Wes the crime committed by enly ene or mere then one persen?
2" jDon't know ~
SKIP 10 120

3, .} More than one 2

o. Wes this persen male
or fomele?

117 | Male
2 | Female

3, .1 Don't know

b How old would you sey
h !

the person was
1, Under 12
&, ,12-14
3 jIS=17
4« ,18-20
5 21 ‘or over
¢, Don't know

c. Wos the person semecne you
knew or was he o strenger?

1 _}Steanger
2 ] Don't know

3 " Known by
sight only

4] Casual
acquaintance

s ." | Well known

SKip
e

d. Wds the person o relative
&f yours

1t ] No
Yes ~ What relation
2] 5pouse or ex-s|
3 ) Parent
4 | Own child

ship?
pouse

5 ;. | Brother or sister

6] Other relative —

Specify 7

@
@ 1. Al male

@ 1.o]Under 12 5] 2! or over —

@ 1,.-]Under 12 4" j 1820

@ 1, 1] All strangers \’ SKIP
2, "Donrknow ' J tom
3 T Al relatives SKIF
4. _} Some relatives tol
5,71 All known

*

@ 1 7! Spouse or

@ 1 ] By sight only
SKip

f. How mony persons?

9 Were they male or femole?

277 All female
3 _[jMale and female
4} Don't know

h. How old weuld you say yiln
youngest was?

2i7112-14 SKIP to |
3 7115~17 6 [} Don'tknow
4 }18-20

How old would you soy the
oldest was?

2.7}12~14
301517
j- Were any =7 the persons known

or related to Jov or vere they
oll strangers?

s ;21 orover
6 ..} Pon't know

& .” 1 Some known

>

How well were they known?
(Mark all that apply)

2,7 Casval
acquaintance(s)
37" | Well known

iom

|. How were they related to you?
{Mork all thot apply)
4_7] Brotliers/

ex-spouse sisters
277, Parents 57 Otiier —
3°110wn Specifyg

children ] 3

o. Was he/she -
1.7 White?
2} Negre?
3 | Other? - Specily;

SKip
to
i2q

17} White?

m, Were all of them ~

2 }Negro?
3 ~.:9 Other? - sD!Ci[y.?

"« & ; Combisation QSpsc:{y?

s *1Dor't know

FORM NCS.2 (619,77

4.7} Don't kniow
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_CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS = Contl

120, Wets you the enly porson there hesides the eHender(s)?

:J@:

'@

CA{0:Yas - SKIPto) 3o
i tE] No :

mony of these garsens, net counting yoursell,
n:b'd - o0, hrontoned?. 0. net Inldo
muu onder12 ynn of age: “

&[] None ~ SKIP to 130

or.o 67 vehicle.taken?
(BOI 3 or4 markod in 13N

CHECK ,
1TEM D [C1No — SKIP to Check ftem E

[:]Yn ‘

|@®

Numw of persons
c. A uy of these n;ml ‘members d your housshold now?
Do nder 12 yeurs of c.o.
o[ No [

Yeos ~ Hew u\lny, ot euum\. yourself?

{ALSO MARK "YES" IN CHECK ITEMION PAGE 12)

@

| S

-

‘:v

13, :.'l semething stelen.or token withewt pmlu o thet

onged to you or efivers in the heuseheld

- INTERVIEWER = Include anything stolen from
unrecognizable business.in respendent’s home.
Do not includé=anything stolen from o.racognizable
- buginess in respondent’s home or sacthar business,
such os merchondise or cosh from o register.
VT Yes = SKIP to0 13f
2"} No )

b. Dld the persen(s) ATTEMPT te teke- uumhlu thet
: to you or othars in the hevseheld?

’D No ~ SKIP to 13e
2] Yes

140, Hed pormission 16 use the (ecv/n‘av nhlelo) aver boen

glvon te the person whe teek i1?

No ...
‘D ° * > SKIP to Check lumE

2] Don't know
s[] Yes

b. Did the persen return the (car/meter vehicle)?
1] Yes
2[] No .

I3 Box'| or'2 marked in. 13f?

CHECK i\ ([TINc - SKIPwo IS0
ITEM E

"l Yes

<. Was the (purse/wallet/meney) on yeur peisen, for lnlnnu,
in @ pecket or being held by you when it wes teken?

1] Yes

.. € Whet did they fry te take?. Anything e!n?

(Mark all that epply)
1] Purse

2"} Watlet or money.

3} Car '

4[7] Other motor vehicle

8 ] Paryof icar (hubcap, upc-dcck. etc.)
&} Don't know

7 2] Other = Specify:

2] No. ;

Was only cash taken? (Box O'mivked in [3f)
CHECK ] Yes — SKIP to 16a
ITEM F

CINo

@

CHECK

or money? (Box | or 2 morked in lJc)
: IT!M (4

"] No.~-SKIP to 18a
o Yes

. Did thay try to take a purse, waliet,

‘. Wes OM (puise/wallet/meney) on J“' persen, for

instence [n o packet or being hel
N “‘j SKIP o 180
24N )

. “Whet did happen? My'Mn. else? (Mark all that apply)
1] Avacked: 3
2 ,__] Threstened with harm
] Attempted to break into house or garage
_4{7} Auempted to break into car

s[_ j Horassed, argument, abusive language l‘:‘"’ 5
¢~} Damaged or destroyed property " 180
7] Attemptad o thr d to damage or
" destroy property .

8 {7} Other - Spacify

P

150. Altegether, what was the valyus of the PROPERTY

that was teken?

INTERVIEWER = Exclude stolen cash, ond enter $0 for
stolen checks and credn cards, even. if they were used.

s e
b. How did you deside the vilue of the pieperty that was
stolen?. Any sther way? (Mark all that apply)
1 77 Originat cost
2 7] Replacement cost
3.7} Personal estimate of current value

4 | Insurance report estimate
s~ Police estimate )
& _} Don't know.

T} Other — Specify

f. Whet wee teken thet bel to t others in the,
. hnuh:‘? Anything ol.lno?‘ you e

+ Cosh: cS . 7.8

" Proparty: qMark oll thet opply)

o D Only cmh taken = SKIP to {4¢
T Purss

2] - Wullct .

tpa-deck, atc.)

:..[:] Oum soulfy

@

l®

160. Was all or part of the stelen meney or preperty recevered,

©®

not counting anything received from lnsurance?
:‘! :;ﬂ }SKIP to 170
3. ) Part
. What was receversd? Anything elsa?
Cash:S___ 'f»?

and/or
Property: (Mark oll that apply)

0. ] Cash only recovered — SKIP to {70
o T} Purse. B

2{Jwallet

sTiCe

4] Other moter vehicle

s (] Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, eté:)
6.7 Qther - Specify

<. Whei was the value of the praperty recevercd (excluding
tecavered cash)?

a Py
S i i

'0.“ NCS:2 14:10:77)
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Tt

7o, Was there any insuronce eguinst theft?

@ e }SKIPtoIan

2[_ ] Don't know
(7] Yes :

T T —
’ @NG. Were the police informed of this incident in eny way?

b. Wos this loss rted te on | ?

L4

@ e }SKlPtollu

2["] Don't kriow
1 Yes

@

¢. Was eny of this less 9
¥ [C] Not yet settied

@ 1 ONetyersen } SKIP o 180
BCING. e e v vsni

s Yes

1T No C .

2{") Don't know < SKIP to Check ftem G -~ ' . =
Yes ~ Whe told them? -
3 | Household member

4[] Someone else
s [ ) Police on scene
b. What wes the ressen this incident was net repertei to
the pelice? Any sther ressen? (Mark oll that apply)
1 {Z] Nothing could be done — lack of proof
2[] Did not think it important enough
" 9] Police woutdn’t want to be bosnured
4[] Did not waat to take time — 00 inconvenient
s ] Private or personai matter, did not want to report it
s (] Did not want to get involved
7 (] Afraid of repriss|
s "] Reported to someone eise
9. ] Other — Specify.

} SKIP to Check item G

d, How much was racovered?
INTERVIEWER - !f property. replaced by insuronce

company insteod of cash settiement, ask for estimate
of value of the Froperty replaced.

ITEM 6 [ T No - SKIP to Check Item H

CHECK 4 |s this person 16 years or aoldu?
) Yes — ASK 210

@®

180. Did eny heuschold member lose ony time from work
beceuse of this incident?

|@ o [ No = SKIP to I92
Yes — How many nmhu?7

b How much time was lost altogather?

@ 1] Less than | day
2] 1-5days
s[]6-10 days

41 Over 10 days

s ["] Don't know

® G

210, Did you have & job at the time this incident heppened?

1 3 No - SKIP to Check Item H
2[7] Yes

b. Whet was the jeb?
1 [Z) Same as described in NCS-t items 28a~a ~ SKIP to
Check ftem H
2 "] Different than described in NCS-| items 28a~e

¢. For whem did you werk? (Name of company, business,
orgonization or other employer)

d. Whet kind of business er indusiry is this? (For exomple: TV
and radio mfg., retail shoe store, State Labor Dept., farm)

o Were you -
1 "] An ampleyee of « PRIVATE compuny, business or
indivi : fc.. weges, salery or c:m:iulonl?

23 A GOVERNMENT empleyee (Fadorsl, State, county o locel)?
3] SELF-'MPLOY ED in OWN business, prefessiens!
practice or farm?

4 L] Working WITHOUT PAY in fomily busiaess or farm?
f. th kind of work were you deing? (For exompie: electrical

1%e. 'n lvmhln OMO belonged te you or other members of
the heusohe Jlnuo‘ t net taken in this incident?
For exompls, wes o lock or window breken, clothing
de , or domege done te & cor, otc.?

@ 1[J No = SKIP t0 200

©)

Il . Stock clerk, typist, farmer)

9. Whet were yeur most impertant activities et dutios? (For exompla:’
tybing, keeping account books, selling cars, finishing concrete, etc.)

2] Yes

b. (Wes/were) the dumeged item(s) repsired or ;' d?
@ 1] Yes — SKIP to 19d
2[JNo

cHECK
ITEMH

' Summarize this incident <r series of incidents.

c. How.much weuld it cost te repsir or replace the

demaged item(s)?
-1

SKIP to 200

m s
x ] 0on't know

4. How much was the repeir ot u,lcunono cont?

@ x[CJ No_cost or don't know — SKIP to 20a

o. Whe peid or will pay for the repairs or replaceme:t?
Anyone olse? (Murk all that apply)

.
@ g Household member

CHECK I entry for **How many?
ITEM I ElNe

Look at l2c on lncldem Report, |Is there an

] Yes = Be sure you have an Incident Report {or each
;- HH member 12 years of age or over who wos
“robbed, harmed, or threatened in this incident.

CHECK
1ITEM S

] Mo = Go to next Incident Report,
[J Yes — s this the last HH membaer to be interviewed?
* [C] No = Interview next HH member.

’ Is this the last Incident Report to be filled for this pcmn?l

2(] Landlord 3 Yox — END INTERVIEW. Entar toa
. number of Crime Incident Reports
3] Insurance filled for this household in
4] Other — Specify item’' 12 on the cover of NCS-1.
FORM NCE:2 (4-19:77) : Page 12 -
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Appendix Il1

Survey methodology
and standard errors

*The National Crime Survey (NCS) is a nationwide
household survey focusing on the victimization
“experiences of individuals age 12 and over, excluding
crewmembers of - merchant vessels,
persons, and Armed Forces personnel living in military
barracks. .

Estimates presented in-this report are based on that
portion of the national sample constituting New York
State (hereafter referred to as “‘the State). NCS data
derive from a stratified - multistage cluster sample,
designed for producing national estimates. In order to
obtain reliable State estimates, it was necessary to
‘perform certain modifications in the procedure used for
producing national estimates.

Source of data

The primary 'sampling units (PSU’s) comprising the
first stage of the cluster sampling were counties, groups of
cournties, or large metropolitan areas. Large PSU’s were
included in the sample with'certainty and weré considered
to be self-representing (SR). For-the Nation as a whole,
there were 156 SR PSU’s. The remaining PSU’s, called
non-self-representing (NSR), were combined into 220
strata by grouping PSU’s with- similar demographic
characteristics, as determined by the 1970 Census. The
strata were formed within the four basic census regions,
but not necessarily within States. From the strata of NSR
PSU’s, one PSU was selected per stratum with
probability proportionate to size; and, although there was
a sample control requiring some representation in every
State, not ‘all States were equally represented. For
purposes of p‘"@oducing State estimates, an adjustment was
made for this unequal representation in the estimation
procedure dcscnbed below,

Within each S‘R PSU and each selected NSR PSU, a
‘systematic sample of clusters of households was selected.
The clusters were formed so that approximately four
households -were in' each  one, chosen so that each
household in a cluster had the same initial probability of
selection. To. account for units built after the 1970

Census, a sample was drawn, by means of an independent -

cleri_cal"operation, of permits issued for the construction
of residential housing. Jurisdictions that do. not issue
permits were included by means of a sample of area
segments. The resulting sample of new construction units,

70

i

institutionalized

though yielding a relatively ‘sr’hall proportion of the total
sample, has accounted for an increasing share as time has
elapsed since 1970.

For purposes of conductmg field mterv1ews, the

~ complete sample is spread out over 6 months of

interviewing so that one-sixth of the sample is interviewed
each month. A rotation scheme is employed in order to
reduce the burden on the respondents that would result if
they were permanently in the sample. This rotation takes
the form of replacing one-sixth of each month’s sample
with new sample units. Once a sample household is
replaced it does riot return to sample. The first interview
at a sample address is for bounding purposes only—i.e.,
establishing a time frame to avoid duplicative reporting
on subsequent visits—and data from this interview are
not used for making estimates. Therefore, an additional
one-sixth sample is interviewed each 6  months for
bounding only. Each household rémains in the sample for
3 years, granting seven interviews at 6-month intervals.
For the period 1974-77, a yearly average of 16,700
housing units was designated for the sample, and intez-
views were obtained from the occuparits of an average of
13,500 of these units. The count of housing units
interviewed includes those in which at least one member,
but not necessarily all those eligible, was interviewed. Of
the 3,200 housing units for which interviews were not
obtained, 2,400 were found to be vacant or were occupied
by persons ineligible for the survey. An additional 100
units had been demolished or converted to nonresidentiai
use, or were otherwise ineligible for the survey. For the
remaining 700 housing units (about 5 percent eligible for
interview), no occupants were interviewed because they
could not be contacted after repeated visits, declined to be
interviewed, were temporarily absent, or were otherwise
not available. A yearly average of about 29,800 occupants
of New York State residential units were contacted
personally by Census Bureau interviewers during 1976
and 1977. Interviews were obtained from some 29,000 of
these persons, or about 97 percent of the total. Data on
the distribution of personal interviews and noninterviews

- are not available for 1974 and 1975.

Estimation procedure

The estimation procedure is performed on a quarterly
basis to produce estimates of the volume and rates of vic-
timization. Sample data from 8 months of field
interviewing are required to produce a quarterly estimate.
For example, as shown on the accompanying chart, data
collected during the months of February through
September are required to produce an estimate for the

. first quarter of any given calendar year, In addition, each

quarterly estimate is made up of equal numbers of field
observations in which a specific mornth of occurrence was
from 1 to 6 months prior to the time of interview. Thus,
incidents -occurring .in -January may be reported in a
February interview (i month ago) or in a March
interview (2 months ago) and so on up to 6 months ago

.- for ‘interviews conducted in July. One purpose of this



arrangement is to minimize expected biases associated
with the tendency of respondents to place criminal vic-
timizations in more recent months during the 6-month
recall period than when they actually occurred. Similarly,
annual estimates are derived by accumulating data from
the four quarterly estimates which, in turn, are obtained
from a total of 17 months of field interviewing from
February of one year through June of the following year.
The estimates produced from the sample data were
obtained by means of assigning weights to sample persons
and sample households. These weights were applied to
the sample results in order to inflate them to the level of
the State population. A weight consisted of the product of
‘the factors described below, reflecting certain

modifications in the procedure for producing U.S. .

estimates. The ratio factors described in step #6, below,
were unique to the estimation procedure for State data.

1. The reciprocal of the initial probability of selection.
This factor was the same for all sariple units.

-2, A duplication control factor to reflect any
subsampling that was done after the initial selection.

3. An adjustment to reduce bias resulting from the
noninterview of eligible households. This adjustment was
computed within cells that were defined for groups of
PSU’s ‘having similar demographic characteristics. Cells
were defined separately for six groups—combinations of
two race categories and three residence categories.

Separate. adjustment factors were calculated for these
noninterview cells, for housing units within SMSA’s and

outside SMSA’s, as well as for quarters other than]

housing units. For the most part, the groups were formed
within U.S. regions, but they were not necessarily within
State boundaries, so that State estimates may be subject
to-certain bias. , ;

4, An adjustment to reflect noninterviewed persons
within households where at least one person was
interviewed. This adjustment was computed for cells
defined within each region. Cells for this adjustment were
defined separately for 24 groups—combinations of two
race. four age, and three household relationship cate-
gories. '

5. Two ratio estimate factors were calculated using the
complete national sample and applied to the State data.

a) A ratio factor applied to data from the NSR
PSU’s for the purpose of reducing the variance arising
from the sampling of PSU’s in noncertainty strata. The
factors numerator was the 1970 census population count
in collapsed race-residence cells for noncertainty strata,
based on SMSA and non-SMSA groups, for four
geographical regions. The denominator of this factor was
an estimate of the same population based on the 1970
Census population for sample PSU’s,

b) The second ratio adjustment was computed and
applied on a person basis for various age, sex, and race
categories. Its primary purpose was to adjust for

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

Month of First quarter

Period of reference (or recall)
Second quarter

Third quarter Fourth quarter

interview

Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec.

January

February

March

April

May

June
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-~ differenitial undercoverage of persons age 12 and over,

“based on independently derived census fi gures adjusted

_for population chinges since 1970,

+6, Two additional ratio estimate factors were calculated
fromthe.portion of the national sample located within

the State. ' ;
a) One factor, applred only to data from NSR PSU’s,

was used to adjust for the unequal population

' representatron that occurred because of the selectlon of

such PSU’s. 7.
b) The other ratio factor adjusted werghted sample

_estimates of the civilian noninstitutional population age
~“+12 and over to mdependently derived census figures for

the same population as of midyear 1974 through 1977.
‘The above-factors were used in the derivation of each

. person’s final weight. In addition, if a personal crime

incident involved more than one victim, a factor was ap-
plied to the final ‘weight to adjust for the chance of
multiple reporting of the incident. The weight calculated
for household estimates did not include the adjustment
for noninterviewed persons within households where at
least one person was interviewed (step #4, above); and it

.did not include an adjustment for incidents, as each

criminal act against a household was considered a single
victimization. When a personal crime was reported in the
survey as having occurred simultaneously with a com-

mercial burglary or robbery, it was assumed that the

incident was essentially a commercial crime, and

therefore, it was not counted as an incident of personal
crime. However, the details of the event as they related to
the victimized individual were included in the survey
results. Also, the ratio estimate factor described in step
#Sb above, was applied to households by using the charac-
teristics of the wife in a husband-wife household and those
of the head of household in other households. This
procedure is thought to be more precise than that of un-
iformly using the characteristics of the head of household,

~ because sample coverage generally is better for females.

than for males.

The estimated ‘number of crimes is based on data

weighted as described above, calculated on the basis of an

annual average for the period 1974-77. The victimization
rates are based on the weighted estimates of numbers of
“personal or household victimizations added for the years

'1974-77 and divided by the sum of weighted estimates of
the total number of persons or households for these years.

Serles victlmlzations
Victimizations that occurred in senes of three or more
for which the victim was unable to describe the details of

- each event have been excluded from the analysis and data

;» n .

tables in this report. Because respondents had difficulty .

pinpointing the dates of these acts, this information was
recorded by the season (or seasons) of occurrence within
the “6-month reference - period and tabulated by .the

_ quarter of the year.in which the data were collected. But,’
for the majority of crimes, the data were tabulated on the

basis of the specific month of occurrence to produce

quarterly estimates.

An exaniination of -national data on series victimiza-
tions shows thist these crimes fend disproportionately to
be either assaults, more often simple than aggravated, or
household larcenies for which the amount of loss was
valued at less than $50. Although series victimizations, if
combined with the main body of crime data, would
increase the reported levels of crime, it is believed that
there would be very little impact on year-to-year change

- in victimization rates. Efforts are underway to study the

nature of series victimizations in greater detail, in order to
gauge more accurately therr relatronshlp to regular vic-
tlmrzatlons

\Rellablllty of estimates

The particular sample used for the NCS is only one of a
large number of possible samples'of the same size that
could have been selected using the same sample design
and sample selection procedures. Estimates derived from
different samples would differ from each other. The
standard error of a survey estimate is a measure of the
variation among the estimates from all possible samples,
and is, therefore, a measure of the precision with which

- the estimate from a particular sample approximates the

average of all possible sample estimates. The estimate and

iits associated standard error may be used to construct an

approximate confidence interval—that is, an interval
having a prescribed probability that it would include the
average of all possible sample estimates. This average
may or may not be contained in any particular computed
interval. But, for a particular sample,-it can be
determined with specified confidence that the average of
all possible sample estimates is included in the
constructed interval.

If all possible samples were selected under essentialiy

~ the same general conditions and using the same sample

design, and if an estimate and its estimated standard error
were calculated from each sample, then;

1. Approximately 68 percent of the intervaiz from one
standard error below the estimate to one siandard error
above the estimate would include the average for all
possible samples.

2. Approximately 90 percent of the intervals from 1.6
standard errors below the estimate to 1.6 standard errors
above the estimate would include the average for all

- possible samples.

3. Approximately 95 percent of the intervals from two
standard errors below the estimate to two standard errors

: . above the estimate would mcludc the average for all
. possible samples.

In addition to sampling error, the estimates presented
in this report are subject to nonsampling error. Major
sources of such error are related to the ability of

" respondents to recall victimization experiences that

occurred ‘during the 6 months prior to the time of
interview. Research on the capacity of victims to recall
specific kinds of crime, based on interviewing persons
who were victims of offenses drawn from police files,
indicates that .assault is the least well recalled of the

_crimes measured by the NCS. This ‘may stem in part from
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the observed tendency of victims not to report crimeg=

committed by offenders known to them, especially if they
are relatives. In addition, it is suspected that, among
certain groups, crimes that contain the elements of assault
are a part of everyday life and, thus, are simply forgotten
or are not considered worth mentioning to a survey

interviewer. Taken together, these recall problems may

result in a substantial understatement of the ‘‘true” rate
of victimization from assault.

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

Methodological research undertaken in preparation for
the NCS indicated that substantially fewer incidents of
crime were reported when one household member re-
ported for all persons residing in the household than
when each household member was interviewed
individually. Therefore, the self-response procedure was
adopted as a general rule; allowances for proxy response
under the contingencies discussed earlier are the only
exceptions to this rule.

Despite these attempts to minimize the effect of victim
recall problems, memory lapses inevitably occur. Some
evidence of the extent of this problem will be obtained
from the findings of a reinterview program in which a
national sample of approximately 5 percent of the
interviewed cases in each month are interviewed a second
time by a supervisor or a senior interviewer. Differences
between the original interview and the reinterview are
reconciled by discussion between the reinterviewer and
the respondent. However, no definitive rcsults are yet
available from this program.

Other sources of nonsampling error result from other
types of response mistakes, including errors in reporting
incidents as crimes, mistaken classification of crimes,
systematic data errors introduced by the interviewer,
biases resulting from the rotation pattern used, errors in
coding and processing the data, and incomplete sampling
frames (e.g., a large number of mobile homes and one
small class of housing unit constructed since 1970 are not
included in the sampling frame). Quality control and edit

procedures were utilized at various steps of the survey
operation to keep the nonsampling ,errors at an
acceptably low level.

As calculated for the NCS, the standard errors partially
measure only those nonsampling errors arising from
random response and interviewer errors; they do not
reflect any systematic biases in the data. In order to derive
standard errors that would be applicable to a wide variety
of items and could be prepared at a moderate cost, a
number of approximations were required. As a result, the”
parameters displayed in the table at the end of this ap-
pendix and used for calculating standard .errors provide
an indication of the order of magnitude of the standard
errors rather than the precise standard error for any
specific item. The parameters are based on modifications
made in the national estimation procedure to reflect the
State population and the effect of the correlated data
from partially overlapping samples.

Application and computation
of standard errors

Results presented in this report were tested to
determine whether or not statistical significance could be
associated with observed differences between values.
Differences were tested to ascertain whether they were
significant at 2.0 standard errors (95-percent confidence
level) or 1.6 standard errors (90-percent confidence level).
For this report, differences that failed the 90-percent test
were not considered statistically significant.

Formula 1. Standard errors for estimated numbers of
victimizations or incidents may be calculated by using the
following formula:

s.e(x)= Vaxt+bx
In this formula, “x’ is the estimated number of personal
or household victimizations or incidents, and “a” and
“b” are parameters found in the accompanying table. The
formula can be used for testing either average annual
figures or estimates for individual years.

To illustrate the use of Formula 1, Data Table 19
shows that the 1974-77 average annual number of rob-
bery victimizations committed by strangers was 121,300,
This estimate and the appropriate parameters, a =
- 0.0000003 and b = 800, are substituted in the formula
as follows:

se(x)= ¥ (-0.0000003)(121,300) + 800(121,300)
=9900 (rounded to nearest 100)
This means that the confidence interval around the
estimate of 121,300 at one standard error is 9,900, and the
confidence interval at the second standard error would be
double that figure, or 19,800.

Formula 2. Standard errors for estimated average

annual victimization rates may be calculated by using the

following formula:
se(r= V r(lOOO r)

In this formula,. “z”"is 4 tlmes the size of the populatlon.
subgroup that is the base of the rate.or proportion; “r” is
the estimated rate or proportion for which the standard
error is being computed; and *“b” is the parameter in the
accompanying table. -
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To illustrate the use of Formula 2, Data Table 4 shows
an estimated robbery raterof 10.7 per 1,000 persons age
25-34. The appropriate base figure to be used in the
formula is 4 times the average yearly base shown in that
data table, or 10,269,600 {4 x 2,567,400). And, the “b”
parameter corresponding to that 4-year aggregated base
is 2,300. The calculation proceeds as follows:

/ 2300 . (10.7)(1000-10.7)
ser)= 10,269,600

=15
This means that the confidence interval around the
estimate of 10.7 at one standard error is 1.5, and the
confidence interval at the second standard error would be
‘double that figure, or 3.0
~Formula 3. The standard error. of a difference between
two estimates is approximated with the formula:

sex = x2)= me.(xl)H(s.e.(x;)z] where
x,and x, . represent the two estimates. The formula will
represent the actual standard error quite accurately for
the difference between uncorrelated estimates. If],
however, there is a large positive ¢carrelation, the formula
will overestimate the true standard error of the difference;
and ‘if there is a large negative correlation, it will
underestimate the true staridard error of the difference.
In the preceding example, the standard error of the
estimated rate of 10.7 was calculated using Formula 2.
- Table 4 of the report provides a second estimated rate of
7.5 robberies and an average yearly base of 2,941,300 for
the 35-49 age group. Using Formula 2 again, it can be
found that the standard error of this rate is 2.4. Applying

Formula 3 with r; = 10.7 and r, =7.5 then

sedri-r)= Y (15E+(1.28
=19

This means that the chances are 95 out of 100 that the
estimated difference based on the sample would differ
from the average difference from all possible samples by
less than twice the standard error, or 3.8. The 95-percent
confidence interval around the differerice of 10.7 - 7.5 =
3.2 is from -0.6 to 7.0 (i.e., 3.2 plus and minus 3.8).
Because this confidence interval includes negative values,
it cannot be concluded with 95-percent confidence that
this difference stems from factors other than sampling

.CITor.

The ratio of a difference to its standard error also may
be used for deterinining its level of statistical significance.
For exampie, a ratio of 2.0 or more denotes that the
difference is significant at the 95-percent confidence level;
a ratio from 1.6 to 2.0 indicates that the difference is
significant at a confidence level between 90 and 95
percent; and a ratio of less than 1.6 defines a level of
confidence below 90 percent. In the above example, the
ratio of the difference 3.2 to its standard error 1.9 equals
1.7. It can, therefore, be concluded that there was a
difference significant at a confidence level in the 90 to 95
percent range for the robbery rates for persons age 25-34
and 35-49.

Specific standard errors for household crimes may be
computed by using the same formulas. In Data Tables 19-
71, percents rather than rates are used, requiring that the
formula 2 value of 1,000 be replaced by 100 for computa-
tion of the corresponding standard errors.

Personal and household crimes:
Parameters used for calculating standard errors

. Four-year
 Annualaverage Individual year aggregate’
3 b a b b

Total personal crimes -0.0000011 1,500 -0.000187 2,700 5,400
Crimes of violence -0.0000009 1,400 ~0.000187 2,700 4.800
Rage -0.0000006 900 -0.000187 2,700 3,000
Robbery . -0.0000003 800 -0.000187 2,700 2.300
Assault +0,0000008 - 1,300 -0.000187 2,700 4.800
Crimes of theft -0,0000008 1,300 -0.000187 2,700 4.800
‘Total household crimes -0.0000008 1,300 -0.000166 2,300 4,800
Burglary : -0.0000006 1,000 -0.000166 2,300 3,300
Household larcen -0.0000008 1,400 -0.000166 2,300 4,800
Motor vehicle the -0.0000006 900 -0.000166 . 2,300 3,000

period; “a" parameters are not necessary for this test.

The paramelers listed are for use in conjunction only with Formula 2, which requires that the denominator (but not the numerator). of a given rate or percent be aggregated for the 4-year
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Appendix IV

Technical notes

Information provided in this appendix is designed to
aid in understanding the report’s selected findings and,
more broadly, to assist data users in interpreting statistics
in the data tables. The notes address general concepts as
well as potential problem areas, but do not purport to
cover all data elements or problems. The glossary should
be consulted for definitions of crime categories, variables,
and other terms used in the data tables and selected
findings.

General

Throughout this report, victimizations are the basic
units of measure. A victimization is a specific criminal act
as it affects a single victim, whether a person or
household. For crimes against persons, however, some
survey results are presented on the basis of incidents, not
victimizations. An incident is a specific criminal act in-
volving one or more victims and one or more offenders.
For many specific categories of personal crime, victimi-
zations outnumber incidents, a difference that stems from
two. contingencies: (1) some crimes were simultaneously
committed against more than one person, and (2) certain
personal crimes may have occurred during the course of a
commercial offense. Thus, for each personal victimiza-
tion reported to survey interviewers, it was determined
whether others were victimized at the same time and place
and whethier the offense happened during a commercial
crime. A weighting adjustment in the estimation
procedure (see Appendix IIlI) protected against the
double counting of incidents; this adjustment continued
to be made after the suspension of the commercial vic-
timization survey during 1977. If, for example, two
customers were beaten during the course of a store hold-
up, the event was assumed to be a commercial robbery,
not an incident of personal assault. With respect to crimes
against households, there is no distinction between vic-
timizations and incidents, as each criminal act against a
residence was assumed to have involved a single victim, the
affected household. In fact, the terms ““victimization” and
“incident” can be used interchangeabley in analyzing data
on household crimes.

As indicated with respect to personal crimes, victimi-
zation data are more appropriate than incident data for
the study of the effects, or consequences, of crime
experiences upon the individual victim. They also are
better suited for assessing victim reactions to -criminal

attack and for examining victim perceptions of offender
attributes. Thus, in addition to serving as a key element in
computing victimization rates, victimization counts are
used for developing information. on victim injury and
medical care, economic losses, time lost from work,
victim seif-protection, offender characteristics, and re-
porting to police. On the other hand, incident data are
more adequate for the examination of the circumstances
surrounding the occurrence of personal crimes. Ac-
cordingly, data concerning the time and place of"

.occurrence of such offenses, as well as the use of weapons

and number of victims and. offenders, are based on
incidents. F

In the hypothetical case given above, therefore, the rate
data for personal assault would reflect the attack on each
customer, and other victimization tables would incorpo-
rate details concerning the outcome of the crime for each
person, such as any injuries, damage to clothing, and loss
of time from work.

For data on crimes against persons, the table titles
stipulate whether victimizations or incidents are the
relevant units of measure.

Victim characteristics

A variety of attributes of victimized persons and
households appear on victimization rate tables, The rates,
or measures of the occurrence of crime, are computed by
dividing the number of victimizations associated with a
specific crime, or grouping of crimes, by the number of
persons or households under consideration. For crimes
against persons, the rates are based on the total number
of individuals age 12 and over, or on a portion of that
population sharing a particular characteristic or set of
traits. Household crimes are regarded as being directed
against the household as a unit rather than against the
individual members; in calculating a rate, therefore, the
denominator of the fraction consists of the number of
households in question.

As indicated previously, victimizations of households,
unlike those of persons, cannot involve more than one
victim during a specific criminal act. However, repeated
victimizations of individuals or households can and do
occur. As general indicators of the danger of having been
victimized during the reference period, the rates are not
sufficiently refined to represent true measures. of risk for
specific individuals or households. In other words, they
do not reflect variations in the degree of risk of repeated,
or multiple, victimizations; and, because of the manner in
which they are calculated, the rates in effect apportion
multiple victimizations among the population at large,
thereby distorting somewhat the risk that any single
person or household had of being victimized.

Victim-offender relationship
in personal crimes of violence

One of the more significant dimensions of personal’
crime concerns: the relationship between victim and
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offender. Pubhc attention about crime in the streets in
large ‘measure has focused on unprovoked physical
attacks made on citizens by unknown assailants. The
nature of the relationship between victim and offender is
a key element to understanding crime and judging the
risks involved for the various groups in society.
Heretofore, the only available national statistics on the
matter have been for homicide; these have demonstrated
that the great majority of murder victims were at least ac-
quainted with their killers, if not related to them. With
respect to the personal crimes of violence that it
measures, the National Crime Survey makes possible an
examination of the relationship between .victim and
offender.

Based on information from Tables 19-23, treatment of

- the! subject centers on a special section of the selected

findings. Nevertheless, the relationship between victim

.and offender is a recurrent variable in findings and in

~"a tables dealing with other subjects, such as weapons
use and reporting to the police. Conditions governing the
classification of crimes as having involved “strangers™ or
“‘nonstrangers” are described in the glossary, listed under
‘each of those categories.

~f=d$fender characteristics
- -in personal crimes of violence

Some of the tables on this subject display data on the
offenders only and others cover both victims. and

offenders. The offender characteristics examined are sex,
age, and race, based on information furnished by victims
who siw the offenders and, consequently, knew the
number- of persons involved in the crime. As with most
information developed from this survey, offender
attributes are based solely on the victim’s perceptions and
ability to recail the crime. However, because the events
often were stressful experiences, resulting in confusion or
phys1ca| harm to the victim, it was likely that data
concerning offender characteristics' were more subject
than other survey findings to distortion arising from
erroneous responses.- Many of the crimes probably
occurred under somewhat vague tircumstances, especial-
ly those at night. Furthermore, it is possible that victim
preconceptions, ‘or prejudices, at times may have
influenced the attribution of offender characteristics. If

_ victims tended to misidentify a particular trait (or a set of

them) more than others, bias would have been introduced
into the findings, and no method has been developed for
determining the existence and effect of such bias.

In the relevant data tables, a distinction is made
between “‘single-offender” and “multiple-offender”
crimes, with the latter classification applying to those
committed by two or more _persons.” As applied to
multiple-offender’ crimes, the category *‘mixed ages”
refers to cases in which the offenders in any single

“incident were classifiable under more than one age group;

similarly;.the term “‘mixed races” applies to situations in
which the offenders were members of more than a single
racial group,
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Number of victims

As noted previously, the number of individuals victim-
ized in each personal crime is a key element for com-
puting rates of victimization and other data on the impact
of crimé. However, the data table speciﬁcally concerning
the number of individual victims per crime is based on
incidents.

Time of occurrence

For each of the measured crimes against persons or
households, data- on when the offenses occurred were
obtained for three broad time intervals: the daytime
hours (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.); the first half of nighttime (6 p.m.
to midnight); and the second half of nighttime (midnight
to 6 a.m.).

L]

Place of occurrence

For data from the household survey, tables on place of
occurrence distinguish six kinds of sites, two of which
cover the respondent’s home and its immediate vicinity.
For certain offenses not involving contact between victim
and offender, the classification of crimes is chiefly
determined on the basis of their place of occurrence.
Thus, by definition, most household burglaries happen at
principal residences, with a small percentage at second
homes or at places occupied temporarily, such as hotels
and moctels. Personal larceny without contact and
household larceny are differentiated from one another
solely on the basis of where the crimes occur. Whereas the
latter transpire only in the home and its immediate

. environs, the former can take place at any other location.

To be classified as a household larceny within the victim’s
own home, the offenses had to be committed by a person
(or persons) admitted to the residence, or by someone
having customary access to it, such as a deliveryperson,
servant, acquaintance, or relative, Otherwise, the crime
would have been classified as a household burglary, or as
a personal robbery if force or the threat of force were
used.

Number of offenders’
in personal crimes of vioience

One table based on incident data displays information
on the number of offenders involved in personal crimes of
violence. In the sequence of survey questions on
characteristics of offenders, the lead question concerned
the number of offenders. If the victim did not know how
many offenders took part in the incident, no further
questions were asked about offender characteristics, and
the crime was classified as having involved strangers.

Use of weapons

For personal crimes of violence, information was
gathered .on whether or not the victims cbserved that the
offenders were armed, and, if so, the types of weapons
observed. For purposes of tabulation and analysis, the
mere presence of a weapon constituted ‘‘use.” In other

‘words, the term ““weapons use” applies both to situations

in which weapons were used tointimidate or threaten and



to those in which they actually were employed in a
physical attack.

In addition to firearms and knives, the data tables
distinguish “‘other” weapons and those of unknown
types. The category “‘other” refers to such chjects. as
clubs, stones, bricks, and bottles. For each personal crime
of violence by an armed offender, the type, or types, of
weapons present were recorded, not the number of
weapons. For instance, if offenders wielded two firearms
and a knife during a personal robbery, the crime was
classified as one in which weapons of each type were used.

Victim self-protection

With reference to personal crimes of violence,
information was obtained on whether or not victims tried
to avoid or thwart attack, and, if so, the measures they
took. The following reactions, ranging from nonviolent
to forcible, were considered self-protection measures:
reasoning with the offender; fleeing from the offender;
screaming or vyelling for help; hitting, kicking, or
scratching the offender; and using or brandishing a
weapon. The pertinent tables distribute all measures, if
any, employed by victims in each crime; no determination
was made of the single most important measure.

Physical injury to victims

Information was gathered concerning the injuries
sustained by the victims of each of the three personal
crimes of violence. However, during the preparation of
this report, the requisite data were not available for
calculating the proportion of rape victimizations in which
victims were injured. Therefore, information on the
percent of crimes in which victims were harmed is
confined to personal robbery and assault. For these two
offenses, the relationship between seriousness of injury
and crime classification is described in the gicssary, under
“Physical injury.”

Victims who had been injured furnished data on
hospitalization and on medical expenses. With regard to
medical expenses, the data tables are based solely on
information from victims who knew with certainty that
such expenses were incurred and also knew, or were able
to estimate, their amount. By excluding victisns unaware
of such outlays and of their amount the utility of the data
is somewhat restricted. Although data were unavailable
on the proportion of rapes attended by victim injury,
information relating to hospitalization and medical costs
were available for that crime; these results are reflected in
the appropriate data tables,

Economic losses

With respect to economic losses incurred by persons or
households, the data tables distinguish between crimes
resuiting in “theft and/or loss” and “theft loss” only.
Table titles specify the applicable category of loss. The
term “‘theft loss” refers to stolen cash, property, or both,
whereas ‘“‘damage’ pertains to property only. Items
categorized as having “no monetary value” could include
losses of trivial, truly valueless objects, or of those having
considerable sentimental importance, References to
losses *“‘recovered” apply to compensation received by
victims for theft losses, as well as to restoration of stolen
property or cash, although no distinction is made as to
the manner of recovery. For assault, information on
economic losses relates solely to property damage,
because assaults attended by theft are classified as rob-

~ bery. There was no attempt to measure attempted pocket
~picking; by definition, therefore, all pocket pickings had

the outcome of theft loss, and there may have been some.
cases with property damage. ‘

Time lost from work

For all crimes reported to interviewers, the survey
determined whether persons lost time from work after the
experience, and, if so, the length of time involved. With
respect to crimes against persons. or households, the
survey did not record the identity of the household
member (or members) who lost work time, although it
may be assumed that, for personal offenses, it usually was
the victim who sustained the loss.

Reporting victimizations
to the police

The police may have learnied about criminal victimiza-
tions directly from the victim or from someone else, such
as another household member or a bystander, or because
they appeared on the scene at the time of the crime. In the
data tables, however, the means by which police learned
of the ¢rime are not distinguished; the overail proportion
made known to them was of primary concern. -

Interviewers recorded all reasons cited by respondents .
for not reporting crimes to the police. The data table on
this topic distributes all reasons for not reporting, and no
determination was made of the primary reason for not re-
porting the crime.
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Glossary

. Age—The appropriate age category is determme-d by
each respondent’s age as of the last day of the mtomh
preceding the interview.

Aggravated assault—Attack with a weapon resuln ngin

* any injury and attack without a weapon resulting either in

“serious injury (e.g., broken bones, loss of teeth, internal
injuries, loss of consciousness) or in undetermined injury
requiring 2 or more days of hospitalization. Also in-
cludes attempted assault with a weapon.

Annual family income—Includes the income of the
household hedad and all other related persons residing in
the same household unit. Covers the 12 months preceding

~ the interview and includes wages, salaries, net income
from business or farm, pensions, interest, dividends, rent,

and-any other form of monetary income. The income of
persons unrelated to the head of household is excluded.

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

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

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

Ethnicity—A distinction between Hispanic and non-
Hispanic respondents, regardless of race.

Forcible entry—A form of burglary in which force is
used to gain entry (e.g., by breaking a wmdow or slashing
‘a screen).

Head of household—For classification purposes, only
one individual-per household can be the head person. In
husband-wife households, the husband arbitrarily is
considered to be the head. In other households, the head
person is the individual so regarded by its members;
generally, that person is the chief breadwinner.

Hispanic—Persons who report themselves as Mexican-
Americans,  Chicanos, Mexicans, Mexicanos, Puerto
Ricans, Cubans, Central or South Americans or other
Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race.

Household—Consists of the occupants of separate
living quarters meeting either of the following criteria: (1)
Persons, whether present or temporarily absent, whose
usual place of residence is the housing unit in question, or
(2) Persons staying in the housing unit who have no usual
place of residence elsewhere.

Household crimes—Burglary or larceny of a re51dence
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or motor vehicle theft. Includes both completed. and
attempted acts.

- Household larceny—Theft or attempted theft of
property or cash from a residence or its immediate
vicinity. Forcible entry, attempted forcible entry, or
-unlawful entry is not involved.

Incident—A specific criminal act involving one or more
victims and offenders. In situations where a personal
crime occurred during the course of a commercial crime,
it is assumed. that the incident was primarily directed
against the business, and, therefore, it is not counted as
an incident of personal crime. However, details of the
outcome of the event as they relate to the victimized
individual are reflected in data on personal victimiza-
tions.

Larceny—Theft or attempted theft of property or cash
without force. A basic distinction is made between
personal larceny and household larceny.

Marital statis—Each household member is assigned to
one of the following categories: (1) Married, which in-
cludes persons having common-law unions and those
parted temporarily for réasons other than marital discord
(employment, military service, etc.); (2) Separated and
divorced. Separated includes married persons who have a
legal separation or have parted because of marital
discord; (3) Widowed; and (4) Never married, which in-
cludes those whose only marriage has been annulled and
those living together (excluding common-law unions).

Motor vehicle—Includes automobiles, trucks,
motorcycles, and any other motorized vehicles legally al-
lowed on public roads and highways.

Motor vehicle theft—Stealing or unauthorized taking of
a motor vehicle, including attempts-at such acts.

Non-Hispanic—Persons who report their culture or

origin as other than ‘“Hispanic,” defined above. The
distinction is made regardless of race.
- Nonstranger—With respect to crimes entailing direct-
contact between victim and offender, victimizations (or
incidents) are classified as having involved nonstrangers if
victim and offender either are related, well known to, or
casually acquainted with one another. In crimes in-
volving a mix of stranger and nonstranger offenders, the
events are classified under nonstranger. The distinction
between stranger and nonstranger crimes is not made for
personal larceny without contact, an offense in which
victims rarely see the offender.

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

Offense—A crime; with respect to personal crimes, the
two terms can be used interchangeably irrespective of
whether the applicable unit of measure is a victimization
or an incident.

Personal crimes—Rape, robbery of persons, assault,
personal ‘larceny . with contact, or personal larceny
without contact. Includes both completed and attempted
acts.

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

P



et

threat of force) or without direct contact between victim
and offender. Equivalent to personal larceny.

Personal crimes of violence—Rape, robbery of persons,
or assault. Includes both completed and atteinpted acts.

Peérsonal larceny—Equivalent to personal crimes: of
theft. A distinction is made between personal larceny with
contact and personal larceny without contact.

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

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

Physical injury—The term is applicable to each of the
three personal crimes of violence, although data on the
proportion of rapes resulting in victim injury were not
available ‘during the preparation of this report. For
personal robbery and attempted robbery with injury, a
distinction is made between injuries from *‘serious’ and
“minor” assault. Examples of injuries from serious
assault include broken bones, loss of teeth, internal
injuries, and loss of consciousness, or undetermined
injuries requiring 2 or more days of hospitalization;
injuries from minor assault include bruises; black eyes,
cuts, scratches, and swelling, or undetermined injuries
requiring less than 2 days of hospitalization. For assaults
resulting in. victim injury, the degree of harm governs
classification of the event. The same elements of injury
applicable to robbery with injury from serious assault
also pertain to aggravated assault with injury; similarly,
the same types of injuries applicable to. robbery with
injury from minor assault are relevant to simple assault
with injury.

Race—Determined by the interviewer upon
observation, and asked only about persons not related to
the head of household who were not present at the time of
interview. The racial categories distinguished are white,
black, and other. The category *‘other” consists mainly of
American Indians and persons of Asian ancestry.

Rape-—Carnal knowledge through the use of force or
the threat of force, including attempts. Statutory rape
(without force) is excluded. Includes both heterosexual
and-homosexual rape.

Rate of victimization—See **Victirization rate,” below.

Robbery—Theft or attempted theft, directly from a
person, of property or cash by force or threat of force,
with or without a weapon.

Robbery with injury—Theft or attempted theft from a
person, accompanied by an attack, either with or without
a weapon, resulting in injury. An injury is classified as
resulting from a serious assault, irrespective of the extent
of injury, if a weapon was used in the commission of the
crime or, if not, when the extent of the injury was either
serious (e.g., broken bones, loss of teeth, internal injuries,
loss of consciousness) or undetermined but requiring 2 or

‘more days of hospitalization. An injury is classified as

resulting from a minor assault when the extent of the
injury was minor (e.g., bruises, biack eyes, cuts, scratches,
swelling) or undetermined but requiring less than 2 days
of hospitalization. ’

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

Simple assault—Attack without .a weapon resulting
either in minor injury (e.g., bruises, black eyes, cuts,
scratches, swelling) or in undetermined injury requiring
less than 2 days of hospitalization. Also includes
attempted assault without a weapon...

Stranger—With respect to crimes entailing direct
contact between victim and offender, victimizations {or
incidents) are classified as involving strangers if the victim
so stated, or did. not see or recognize the offender, or
knew the cffender only by sight. In crimes involving a mix
of stranger and nonstranger offenders, the events are
classified under nonstranger. The distinction between
stranger and nonstranger crimes is not made for personal
larceny without contact, an offense in which victims
tarely see the offender. ‘

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

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

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

Victimization—A specific criminal act as it affects a
single victim, whether a person or houschold. In criminal
acts against persons, the number of victimizations is
determined ‘by the number of victims of such acts;
ordinarily, the number of victimizations is somewhat
higher than the number of incidents because more than
one individual is victimized during certain incidents, as
well as because personal victimizations that occurred in
conjunction with commercial crimes are not counted as
incidents of personal crime. Each criminal act against a
household is assumed to involve a single victim, the
affected household.

Victimization rate—For crimes against persons, the vic-
timization rate, a measure of occurrence among popula-
tion groups at risk, is computed on the basis of the
number of victimizations per 1,000 resident population
age 12 and over. For crimes against households, victimi-
zation rates are calculated on the basis of the number of
incidents per 1,000 households.

Victimize—To perpetrate a crime against a person or

“household.
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