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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

6B'e;ti§es
. The major objective was to conduct a pilot study to design and
field test methods to be used in surveys of the public for gaining
ccurrgnt]y unavailable information regarding the impact and incidence
;f crime. The study was also directed to employ the daté developed in
}ts early phase for substantive infofmation for three Washington, .D. C.
‘ pp}jce precincts on the fo]lowfng;tOQics:
B | ‘l. Direct experience of pe;sons as victims of crime.
Ai. N?ture of contacts of the public with agencies of law
épfqrcement anq the administration of ju;tice.
| 3. Effects of crime and fear of crime on the lives of citizens.
&, Attitude;)of the citizenry affecting respect for the law and
:cooperation with agencies of control and prevention.
- 5. The state of public information regarding crime and law
enforcement matters, |
Among these objectives, primary emphasis has been placed on the
first, with a view toward providing bases for estimating the nature and

incidence of unreported crimes of victimization.

The Present Repoft‘

The present report deals primarily with a survey of residents of
three police precincts in the District of Columbia which was carried out

in the spring and early summer of 1966.

L eam
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Experience gained in the initial work of the present study was
described in earlier reports. It formed a basis for plannfng a national
survey along similar lines and for surveys of c¢crime victimization as a
part of comprehensive studies of law enforcement problems in selected
police precincts ‘in Washington and two other cities.

Detailed analyses wére completed of interviews with 511 randomly
selected adult respondents (18 years old or older) in a sample of house-
holds drawn from the three police precincts in the District of Columbia
in time for their consideration by the staffs of the President's D. C.
and National Crime Commission.

The work in these three precincts provided & basis for substantially
improved instruments and procedures. This modified approach was used
in a later survey by BSSR of residents of one additional Washington police
precinct--the 13th. ldentfcal proceeres and instruments were emp]oyed.
by the University of Michigan for indépendently conducted and repértéd
studies of police precincts in Boston and Chicago. Intefviewing was
completed in the Washington 13th Precinct in mid—September, 1966.
Intensive analyses of these data are being carried out in conjunction
with analyses of data from the othér ¢ities. These analyses will be
published as a joint repért of the BSSR and University of Michigan studies.
Consequently, the present'report deals primarily with the data from the
three Washington police precincts surveyed initially. 1t supplements

an earlier Preliminary Technical Report, May 28, 1966, which was made when

data were available for the 291 residents first interviewed,
Although the interviewing in the three pred¢incts was completed six

months ago and the study planned only a year 4ge, the 3-précinct study is
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in one major respect already obsoléte. vlts ébsolescénge stems from the

innovational nature of the study and the joint interests the sponéorg

of gHe‘siUdy and we ourselves had in promptly.exploitihé the methodological

lessoﬁs learned from this new éppféach to the study of crime; As‘wi]l

be discussed in greater detail in Chapter ll, the modif}cafion of procedures

which wére emplo*ed in our supplemeﬁtal sfudy in the l3tH Precinct apéear

t0>héQé tapped réspondents' ekperiences to é mafkédly’greater-degrée;

Data from the sﬁbéequeﬁf sthdy in Ehe |3tﬁ Precinct will be presented.here
‘“ﬁhé;eithey have been found to proviae either st}ong confirmation of findings
ia?thé 3—brec}nct surVey or whefe they suggést an iﬁportant qualificat}on

1

of tﬁe'éarller work.

D. C. Areas Selected for Study

Police precincts were chosen a$ sampling and interviewing areas,
since‘the Police Department is composed of precincts as administrative
units. -1t keeps statistics.by precinct, and.since we wished to make
cémparisons between offenses reported to the police and actual victimization,
the police precincts providéd convenient administrative areas in which to
do the work. Also, interest was expressed by the D. C. Crime Commission in
an exploration of police-community relations, which may vary among precincts.
Because of favorable attention that had been given to the police-community
relations program in the l4th Precinct, it was included in the study. The
use of police precincts was also compatible w}th the contemplated studies
of polfce ﬁrecincts to Eévdone by the Survey Research Center at the
University of Mfchigéﬁ; “

o w1th.the 1hth Precinct selected, we were-somewhat limited in.
chbdsfﬁg tHeyéthér two-precingts“for.study. Thé.lhth érecinct is in a
'groﬁﬁ_aﬁ“p}ecinétg_with pnoportio&atély Tow rateS‘éf.Part ll offenées.

TPart | offenses include the following: Willful homicide, negligent

mans laughter, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, larceny-theft,
and motor vehicle theft.

L e
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The other precincts in this group were 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, and 12
whereas precincts 1, 2, 5, 10, and 13 showed higher rates of Part |
offenses, HaVingléelected a precinct with lower rates, we wished to
include one precinct from the other group. Also, in this study, we

were concerned only with individual (or family) victimization, while
offense statistics make no distinction between corporate and individuéi‘
victimizétion. We warted, therefore, to selec¢t éreas.that were predomi&
nantly residential, so that the c¢rime rate generally would reéfer to
indivi&uals and families, and not to corporate bodies.. The Iuth Precinct
was satisfactory; among the‘precihdts which have proportionately higher
crime rates, only the 10th was predominantly residential. Furthermore,
it contrasted with the 1hth by not having 'good'! police-community relations
efforts. (The other four precincts with high rates alsb’iﬁcluded la?ge
cdmﬁercial and/or industrial areas, which would have complicated the
problems of field work.)

The 6th Precinct was selected because it too was predominantly
residential and because, like the l4th, it contained whites'énd Negfoes
qf varying socioeconomic leveld. In the aggregate, all three of the
precincts had in 1960 roughly similar sociveconomic levels, with the
~ Negro population being of generally higher economic status tHan in the

city's other eleven precincts.

2

Description of Sample Design

A nonclustered sampling plan was deliberately used to avoid the

possibility of chance overrepresentation of certain types of subpopulations’

———————————————

2The Survey Resear¢h Center of the University of Michigan was
_responsible for the sample selection within the three precincts that were
studied. What follows is a description of the sample design based sub-
stantially on a memorandum prepared for BSSR by Irene Hess, Head, Sampling
Section, Survey Research Center, University of Mi¢higan, April 12, 1966.

-,.-l‘ am ---
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in these precnncts. A disadvantage of this plan is that analyses cannot
be made of selected subareas of these precancts

1. The universe. --The adult population in each of the three precincts

formed the universes for WhICh separate estimates were desired.

2. Eliqible respondents.--Eligible respondents were any adults--
in this case defined as any'household'member 18 years of age or older.

However, in each occupied dwelling unit, only one respondent was randomly

selected from among all ellglble members of the household. Thus, whlle

all dwelllng unlts wnthln a precnnct had equal probability of belng included

in the sample of addresses drawn, members of the adult populatlon had

unequal chances of selectlon, because the probabllity of selectlon varied

W|th the number of adult members of the household 3

3. The sampllnq frame --In each preC|nct the sampling frame was

a list of re51dent|al addresses obtained from the Real Property Data

Bank Government of the District of Columbla. Although the list distinguished

between sungle-famlly houses and apartment buildings, the number of
apartments per bunldlng was not lncluded in the data. The Lusk DIStrlCt

of Columbia Apartment Dlrectory,h and the Polk D. C. City Directory5

mere used to supply this information. |In some cases, the list was unspecific
as to whether or not the addresses were residential or commercial so
interviewers were sent out into the.tleld to check on these “problem
addresses.'" The information they gathered was then relayed to the Survey
Research Center and addltlonal sample addresses were drawn from those

which proved to be resndent|al

3See Leslie Kish, Survey Sampling, New .York: John. Wiley & Sons,
1965, for a further discussion ‘of the sampling procedure used.

hWashington, D. C.: Rufus S. Lusk and Son, the., 1966.

5Washington, D. C.: R. L. Polk and Company, 1965.

RV
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L. The sample size.--For the complete pilot study, approximately
150-200 interviews per precinct were sought. Since respon;e rates and
vacancy rates were unknown, however, a decision was made to select about
225-250 dwelling units per precinct, in order to allow the sample to be
suppleménted, if'necéssary.

5. Estimates of the universe and célgglaghanuof,samplinqmintervéﬂ.--

Based upon 1964 estimates of the population within each précidct, an estimate
was made of the number of households that would be found in each precinét.
From this information, a sampling interval for each precinct was derived.
The sampling interval is used in drawing the sample from the sampling frame,
Thus, if the sampling iﬁte;valﬁwereklzlo, eQery tenth dddress would be
selected, with the first address selected at random bétween 1 and 10.

For the 6th Precinct, the sampling intefval was 1:80, which #rovided
d sample size of 230 street addresses, and an estimaté of 232 dwelling
uhits. For the 10th Preﬁinct, the interval was 1:90 with 234 street
addressés and an éstimated 253 dwelling units. Since thé infofmation
available for the l4th Precinct, based on population aﬁd humber of addresses
listed, indicated that ”unexpected“--tﬁét is, unlisted dwelling units--
would be found, the sampling interval was 1:100, with 200 street addresses,
and 200 plu$ estimated dwelling units. |

6. The sampling procedure.--Within each precinct thélfollowing

stratification was observed;

a) single-family dwelling addresses:

b) multidwelling addresses thought to have fewer than 15 dwelling
units;

¢) multidwelling addresses with 15 or more units but fewer than

the sampling interval;
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d) large apartment structures estimated to have as many or more
units than.the width of the sampling interval; and

e) within each of these four groups, the census tracts were

ordered by the proportion of nonwhite population.

The sample as_drawn, and. the actual number of occupied dwelling
units found, are shown in Table 1. In several instances the listings from

the Real Property Data Bank or the apartment and city directories were

_incorrect so that vacant lots, commercial addresses or an insufficient

_. number of apartmentsin a building were found. In the other direction,

vextra'' dwelling units were encountered. In some of these cases buildings

had been torn down to make way for new construction or single-family

‘houses had been converted into mul tidwellings.

TABLE 1-1

OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS IN SAMPLE BY PRECINCT

Precincts

Street Addresses Drawn - - -
| 6 10 14 Total
Single-family houses 162 119 112 393
Multidwelling buildings 68 115 88 271
230 234 200 66L
Estimated number of dwelling units 232 248 200+ 680+
Sample‘adjusted'for'nonresidential - ’ '
addresses and extra dwelling units 239 274 216 729
"Vacant dwelling units ' -5 -13 o -22

Occupied dwelling units in sample 234 261 ] 212 707

FRTPAN
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Thée Instrument

The interview schedule consisted of a basic questionnaire, a
cover sheet, incident forms, ahd a set of ten “drime cards' (see Appendix
A). The basic questionnaire included 77 questions plus some inf&rmétion
on thé respondent's dwelling unit to be filled in by the snterview‘er
after the interview. The cover sheet provided the sdmple dddress,
respondent seléction table, and space for the interviewers to keep a
callback record and to noté the date and length of the ihtefview; lhcident
forms, giving detailed information about the offense, were to be chpleted
for each incident mentioned by a respdndent. The 'erime cards'' 1isted
various categories of offenses aﬁd were used to aid the respondent in

recall. On an average the interviews took about an hour and thirty minutes.

The forms were pretested. three time. First, various members of
the Bureau who were not working on the study were interviewed and then
asked for additional comments and suggestions #Or Hev?sion.‘ Next,
actual field interviews wére conducted with three sucCeésivély tevised
forms before the final schedule was set for interviewing in the three
sélected pretincts. None of the pretest interviéws were conducted in the

precincts in which the study was subsequently ¢arried out. In addition,
' [

e

& telephone iﬁterview, primarily to be used -as a prescreening device for
those who might have incidents to report, wés tested but drdpped.

Substantially fewer mentions of victimization were regorded in telephone
than in face-to-face ihterviews. Although telephone prescreéhingidevfces

might be useful with furtHer experimentation, they are limited to a few

By =

questions ahd would not, in thig¢ ihstance, Have permitted the attitude
questions to be asked. The prétests ard their. implicdtions for methodology

will be discussed in Chapter 1.

%
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Interviewing

The interviewers received eight ‘hours of formal inétrucffon,
including an item-by-item review of procedures to be fbllowed, and a
minimum of eight hours of actual field training (again, precincts other
than the three to be studied were used). Each practice interview schedule
was then carefully discussed with the interviewers in individuél sessions
with- the field.supervisor before any of them were assigned cases drawn
from the sample.6 Interviewing began on April 7, 1966 and continued °

through July 16,

The respondents were interviewed by 29 interviewers: 21 Negro

.and 8 white. Negro interviewers were assigned to census tracts and

blocks .which, .according to best current information, were predominantly
inhabited by Negroes, and white intérviewers to predominantly whité areas.
Thi's was done .to eliminate the need to consider possible effeéts on the
interview of differences in the race of interviewer and respondent.
Because of integrated or changing neighborhoods, however, it was not
aﬂways poss.ible  to predict a given respondent's race. Both white and
Negro interviewers found respondents of ‘the opposite race and ‘interviewed

them, although the number of such cases was smail.

As much time and attention as possible were given to training the
interviewers; nevertheless differences between the survey results by
precincts discussed in this report must be stated with special caution--
particularly, differences between the l4th Precinct and the other two. This
is because each interviewer, in the main, was assigned interviews principally
in one of the precincts. A sufficient number of the cases was done by
Jjust one or two interviewers in a precinct to affect the results signifi-

cantly and directionally for that precinct, were there a distinctive effect

associated with the given interviewer's approach. The contribution of one
interviewer may possibly exceed the bounds of chance difference. |t would
affect 1hth Precinct data by contributing to a low precentage of cases
reporting recent crime victimization, and by making the data for this
precinct approach more closely the distributions for the remaining two with
regard to most attitude items. Since such biases, if actually operative,
attenuate rather than accentuate most of the patterns on which the major
findings stated here are based, the data in question have been retained

in the analysis.

s
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Interviewers were assigned specific¢ addresses. On artival, they
iitroduced themselves as employees of the Bureau of Social $¢ience Research
who were working on a crime survey for the Pfesident's Commission on
Law Enforcgmént and the Administratioh of Justice. If necéssary, thé
interviewers shb@ed their Buredu identificatioh cards or a letter of
introdudtion sigrned by the Executive Director of the Natidnal Crime Commissio
This letter included the Buredu and Crime Commission telephone number for
anyone who wanted te verify the interviewers' authehtic:ty; which a few
respohdents did beéfore agreeing to partic#paté in the survey.

Ih addrésses with ohé dwelling unit, thé interviewers interviewed
one respondent. If more tﬁahiOne dwelling unit was found whete & single
household unit. had Been expected, & respohdent'in each of the dwelling
units was interviewed.

At each dwelling unit, the interviewers weré instructéd to interview
a réspondent preselected by a procedure independent of the judgment of
the interviewer. On a cover sheet attdched to each b!aﬁk interview formy
the interviewers listed all persons in the hdusehold aged 18 6r ovér, in
order of their sex and age. In this wdy, each adult was given a number:
the oldest male received #1, the next oldest male #2, &nd so on, uniti |
411 males had been assigned numbérs; the oldést female was then assigned‘
the next consetdtive number; and so fortH. The intervieweér then referred
to a randomized selection table. The table told him which one of the
humbered adults to interview in that holseHold.

Since the sample drawn was a probability sample, it was essential
to interview only those persons who had been preselected. The interviewers

were instructed that orn no account were they to mhke any substitutions.
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Repeated efforts were made to'contaét‘ana to intérview the
cright respondent, Each interviewer was ihstfucted{to haké call-back;i
when he was unable to find anyone at'homé, vafyihg both the day of thé
week and the time of day. When contact was made atia‘dwelling? he was
to.ask any adult who answered the door to enumerate fhé members &% the
_household so that he could determfne who the respondent was to Be b*
the:methodfalready.deécribed. If the resbondent wag:at home , thé

i dnterviewer asked to interview him. The purposes of the study were
explained to him and he was assured of cohfident{ality.' Hf theArespppdent
said-it.was. not convenient for him;fo be interviewed at that time, thev
interviewer was to make an appointment to return at the earliest possib]e

. date. |

Some adults who answered the ‘door refused to ;oéperate @ith.the
interviewer- in enumerating the members of the hougehold, and some Pespondents
refused to be interviewed. Under these circumstances, therintérviewer

¥ was instructed not to press the matter too strongly and to leave politely.
The address was then reassigned to another interviewer, usually of the
opposite sex (many women, for'instahce,refused to.admit é male interviewer
into their homes, or wives occasionally balked at women wanting to talk
to their husbands). The second interviewer was often successful at
turning an initial refusal into a completéd interview.

At addresses where no one was found at home, even after L4 or 5
visits, the interviewer left a form letter giving information about the
study and requesting that a member of the household contaét him by
telephone at the Bureau or at his home. Occasionally, this resulted in
successful contact with a respondent., Even if there was no- response to
the letter, interviewers still made several additional call-backs in an

effort to find someone at home.

266-053 O - 67 - 2
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A total of 511 peoplée (72.3% of the sample) were interviewed,
with the respondents Fairly evenly divided among the 3 premfﬁcts. The
largest numbér (183) lived in the Il4th Precinct; 173 wete from the 10th
Précinct, and 155 resided in the bth Precinct.

As can bé seen ih Table 2, tontact with at least somedne ir tHe
héusehold occurred in approximately 95 per cefit of the cases with less
disparity betiwéen precihcts than for nontesponséds over+dll. The percentage
of nénresponses was the same for both the bth and 10th Precincts (33.7%)
but considerably lower in the l4th Precinct (13.6%). The High parcentage
of completed interviews in the latter precinct may have been due in
considérable measuré to the ;ffbrts of ong interviewer who wds adept
at pefsuading people to patrticdipate. The I4th Precinct also has féwer
high-rise apaftment buildings and is characterized by family<type livihg
more thah is the case with the other two precinéts, The reasohs For
ndnrespoﬁse are also shown in Table 2. Outright refusals acdount for
the largest‘percentage and prdbably for even more than fndicated; it
is probable that, among tHe réspondents who failed to kéep appointiments
or who kept saying '"'come back later," there were thosé who did not want

to be interviewed but would nét say so direbtly,
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TABLE l 2

SAMPLE COMPLETED AND REASONS FOR NONRESPONSE BY PRECINCT

o G S5 e =
o

Precinct S
Total
- . - : ‘ . 3 Precincts
10 14
B % o B % ¥ % # %
\ Completed 155 - 66.3 173  66.3 183  86.& 511 72.3

Nonresponses = (79) ~433.7) - (88)- (33.7): (29)- (13.6) (196) (27:7)

Contact Made
- with-Someone - -
in Household:

Refusal 32 13.7 29 11.1 9 L2 70 9.9
.Respondeht ‘ _
"not avail- : L - TN
abled 21 9.0 28 10.7 9 4.2 58 8.2
MiscellaneousP12 5.1 14 5.4 ] .5 27 3.8

No One Ever

Home 14 5.9 17 6.5 10 L.7 4 5.8

Total- 234 100.0 - 261..- 100.0. - 212 1000 ~ 707 .-100.0

aEither absent or kept saying “cqme back later"

Respondent too |ll or senlle, incomplete interview, interviewer
errors, etc, : A o

Persohal -and Socnal Characterlstlcs of the Respondents
More of the respondents were women ' (60£) WhICh may reflect the
relative ease with which women can be reached at home. The 6th PreC|nct

had the highest proportion of female respondents (63%) while the 10th

(58%4) and l4th (59%) Precincts were roughly the same.

as o= <iII:! on e & e iEll ‘llll l!‘l.’ o CIII
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The great majority (79%) of the responderits were Néyroes, although
their pfopOrtioh varied from précintt to precinct<-89 per dent in the
thth, 77 per ceht in the 10th, and 70 per cent in the Bth. Nith the
exception of the 6th Precindt, the propértion of Negroes in the
tesporidedt group t&rresbbnds fairly well with the 1963 estimated figu+é§7
for the predinct poputations., For the 6th Precinct, howevet, tﬂeﬁé were
épproxfmately 18 per cent more Negroes in the resgondent group thién weére
estimated as residing in the preéinct three years &arlier, THeré has
beer véry rapid insmigrdtion in the 6th Precintt in récent years, however,
and it can bé presumeéd that this atcounts for & large measure of thé
differende; although how much ig, of course, unkhown,

A far highér proportion 4f the white respondents were wdmén than
was the case with the Negfo féspondents; 72 per tent of ake whi tes Qs
compared to 57 per cent of thé Negroes. WNeverthiless, ailmost half (L6%)
of the respondent group consists of Negro womén., A little over a third
(35%) were Negro men. Only 5 per cent were whité meh while lh.pér cdent
were white women!

The respondents weré a relatively mhature group: & fifth wete 56
yedrs or older, almost two+thirds were over 38, and & £ifth were betwesn
the ages of 26 ahd 35. The lhth Pretinct respotdents tended to be
slightly younger as a group (15% over %6 years old contrasted, for example,
with 2L% over 56 for the 6th Precinct) | Nevertheleéss, none of the

predincts had more than 6 per cent in tMe jowest age range-+18 to 20.

s S ST

Government of the District of Columbis, OFFice of Civil Deféhse.
Regident Population, District of Columbia, July 1, 1963. Prepared by
Etisabeth Nagy under the admidistration of the Nationatl Capital Planning
Commissioh.
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The respondents were relatively well-educated. Almost two-thirds
were hlgh school graduates Among the precnncts, from 23 per cent (l4th)
to 36 per cent (6th) of the respondents had had at least some college work

t

The 6th Prec1nct group had a notlceably hlgher proportlon of college
graduates (234) and conS|derably fewer respondents who faxled to graduate
from hlgh school (30%). Whlle approxnmately the same number (37- 38%)
of the respondents in the 14th and lOth Precincts did not graduate from
hlgh school, only about half as many of those in the lhth Prec1nct were ,
college graduates

- The respondentst iobs.genegadly reflected this educationalwleyelf
Discountlng the_26 per cent who were not.in the labor force (housewlvesﬁ
retired; students; etc.)[ four-fifths had white-collar or service

occupatlons The largest group were clerlcal workers (27%) followed

by those |n servnce occupatlons (266). The 6th Precinct respondents,

- as expected, reported occupations at higher levels than those in the

¥ other two precincts. At‘the highest level--professlonal, technical; and

managerlal occupations--45 per cent of the jobs were held by those in
the 6th Precnnct. of the blue- collar workers, 49 per cent of the jobs
were held by those in the lhth Precnnct Clerlcal workers were more
evenly dlstrlbuted among the 3 precnncts wrth somewhat more in the lhth
PreC|nct than in the other two. Surpr|S|ngly, only 32 per cent of the
employed respondents worked for the government; the Distrlct average is
50 per cent. The Iargest group (444) were in sales and consumer services.
Approxlmately 12 per cent of ?'],th? respondents were housewiyes;
L4 per cent were students; 9 per cent were retired;;less than 2 per cent

were unemployed. The l4th Precinct had the highest proportion of housewives

FRTY*Y



“16-

(18%), while the 6th Precinct, by a very small margin, Bad the higHest
proportion of students. |

The respondent group as d whole appeared to be Quite stable
tresidentially, with many who Had lived at the 4ddress at which they
weré interviewed fof six years or moreq the respordents in tﬁé th
Precinct appeared to be the most stable-+22 per c¥ht had lived there
186 or more vedrs, 50 per ;ent had beer therée 6 orf more yeatsi At the

same timeé, however, d sizable mihority (34%) of all the respondénts had

lived a4t the most recent address 1esé than two years. This was particularly

#fevdléht-fﬁ the 10th Precinct which 40 per cent of the respondénts had
inhabited for two yeéfs or lessi This is probably partially accdunted
for by the 5 per tent of the responderits in the 10th Précinct who weré
Students, but probably also rfeflects récent immigration téd the dred of
hany people displdced from other parts of the é%ty; Some of tHese may

be thronic wdriderers, but most appear to hiave been basichtly stable

residentially-+83 per cerit of them reported that their previous éddressés

wére in tHe District and an additional b per dent had lived in thHe

Washington suburbs.

Residential stability is further borne out by the length of time

the respondents reported living at ahy vne address since 1950, Aé? ali

respondents, 53 per cent had lived 4t one address 10 or more yedts sinck

1950; only 3 per cent reported living at one addiess for lesd than three

yedrs. Ohce again, the 1Uth Pre¢intt respondents indicated a high

pattern of stability-«60 per cent hid remained at one address for 10 oF

move years sidce 1950. And 50 per tent of the 10th Precinct Fesporident s

reported a similar lerigth of time,

) -‘- o am em -.- ’-i _-“-i - we wm -‘
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-+ As a group, the respondents. were predominantly urban; most "had

“lived primarily in big cities since 950; most (76%) had, in fact, lived

in the: District.’ Only 9 per cent had. Fived in small towns or rurafiplaces.

Among those who had lived somewhere other than Washington since 1950,

“..those in the 6th and 10th Precincts -téended more often to come from other

largaﬂcfties than thad those in the I4th Precinct who somewhat ‘more of ten
came from smaller-towns or: rural places. (This- should be treated with
caution, however, since the magnitudes involved are small.)

-The mean number of people per household was somewhat "higher than

for the District as a whole. ‘The mean size for' the respondent group was

-

- 3.2.while the mean for the District is 2.9. ‘The average number of adults
' per household was 2.2. The mean number of children (17 years or Undér)
was 13 over half (56%) of -the Eespondent‘househo1d5"had ndVChjldrén at

<all. * Of those who did, the average was 2.3 children perAhouséthd.‘

3

While the 3 precincts were fairly evenly divided with respeét to

the number of people Pper household, the composition of the households

varied.somewhat. .In the‘lOth‘Précinct,'IS per-cent of the respondents

. kived alone, while in" the \l4th -Precinct only 9 per cent did. The average

number of children- per household-was highest -in the I4th Precinct, but

if households having no children are exluded, the largest number of

*.children - per ‘household was in the 10th Precinct:

i

The Representativeness of the Sample

The 3 precincts included in the study were not selected because

- they were“répresenféfﬁVeiQfé;ﬁexDjﬁtrigtﬁé3pdphléfiqh as a whole, but

for reasons outlined earlier. Consequently, one cannot generalize the

results from these precincts to the District as a whole.

s
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Earlier, data were preserntéd ?ﬁdicatfng close accord of the
samplé td intercensal estimatés 6f the racial tomposition of tHe
precindts. Tabids 143 ahd 1«4 dompare sémie additionil charbeteribtics
of the sample in each predinct with material avaitable o tHe precinct
p’épuiatibhé‘ from the 1968 (:emm'.é.8 Table 143 compares the charadteribtids
fot norwhites and Table 1sh fo¢ whites. This Comparison shows séme notable
diffefences. However, it must be kept i mind that <ix years have
intervened Between the Génsus and the Survey, so that tome of the
distrepancies may not be &s larfge a5 they appear. For ékampleé, inhconé
ddn be presumed to havé inéfeasedsomewhat, and Higher percertagés of
the population of each pfelinét are Negro.

Héme dwnership is oné d% the variables selected for combarésdn..
As tan be seen, thd percentages of homebwners differ somewhat for whites
dnd nonwhites. tn tHe 6th Prét%hét, the perdentage bf whites Who own
?s alidst identical for lensus dand survey while thé percentage of norwh { te
ownéis among the respondents is miach lower tHan thit shown by Census
figures. The 10th ahd lhith Precincts show a differdnt pattern: the
peidentage of white homeowners is considerably higher tHan that sHown
by the 1960 Gerisus, while the percentdde of nonwhites is very simitar

The median value of thé hduses owried by the whites in tHe 6th .
Precinct was higher ambhg réspondefits than was showh in 1960 Census
éstimations: THis and higher mediar vafues shown by all other respondents,
with the eéxceptibn 6f whites inm the 14th Precinct; is expetted in view

6f rising market valuks in the s ix ihtervéning years|
S i
8U. 5. Bureau of the Céﬁsus;(quﬁg‘ﬁenspsgéuoﬁqupqLé;$bnjggdlHmusingﬁ

1966 Gensus, Tracts . ?iﬁal Report PHC (1)-166, U. S. Government Printing
0ffice, Washington, D. €., 1962. :

-G—-—a——J—-ai—-Qu
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TABLE 1-3

+

COMPARISON BETWEEN SELECTED VARIABLES FROM- SAMPLE SURVEY

s

5,800

AND 1960 CENSUS BY -PRECINCT, NONWHITE ONLY
ANshin)
Precincts
Variables 6th 10th 1th
. L * Sample - . 1960 - Sample 1960 Sample 1960
' Census Census Census
Home ownership (in %) - 60.0 72.0 33.0 36.0 41,0 - 40,0
Medlan value of house,median $ 18,900 15,800 16,500 14,300 16,600 + 125700
Rental occupled (|n %) Lo.o 28.0 67.0 6L.0 59.0 60.0
Monthly rent median $ . 100 99 90 79 93 77
. . . N ' . . NPT
Education of those 24 vears -
and older, median years 12.6 12.0 12.0 10.3 12.1 - -+ 10.7
Same residence 5-6 or more
years (in %)@ 38.5 21.7 34.3 -38.6 47.3 L2.8
Median income of head, b b b
median $ 5,900 7,200 5,100 4,900 5,000

3THe Census uses a 5-year figure, going back to 1955 and
and over,. whereas the survey used a 6-year figure for respondents

includes all pérsohs 5 feérs
(who.were 18 and. over)

bThe Census represents total family income, whlle the survey data are based on the

}ncome of the head only.
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TABLE 14

LOMPRRISON BETWEEN SELECTED VARIABLES FROM SAMPLE SURVEY
AND 1960 CENSUS By PRECINET, WHITE ONLY

{n=100)
ATV TR R O T (VYRS VS TTNNT TR DW P VO UM VeV IBEUIPY NI Ll ity oiite gtk kb g SRR (V) SR VI SUOR IV § WD Wt N
Precindts
J i Fram el i L T AR W VT DU T TR WIS R TTONs U
N
Variables 6tH 10tk Hsth
L JRVRSUNS T CUTR T BTV | FWGNIS N R ST ¥ IS PHEDRVITEDY NI DUTEU (19FOE RN P51 IRUR VIO o
. 1960 1960 1360
Sample Cendus Sample Census Sample Gensus
L Lods Bads YUY EPUPPE WA TEUI 3708 SVITRT NS VGRS | 1 SR VAP S U N IEV N PO T U IR T UR ETR S Al.l‘ I SR S O S AT TR SR O TS MRV DS
Home ownership (in %) 47.0 4610 36.0 19.0 uls. 0 3ul0
Medidn value of House, ,
medigh § 22,500 17,500 17,200 14940 10,000 13,700
Rental occupied (in %) 53:0 5440 64.0 81.0 56.0 6610
MontH1y rént, median § ‘98 93 98 86 108 95
. tdiucation Gf those 2§ years ‘
and dlder, median Yeats 12.9 12,2 12.0 1214 2.4 1.0
Same rékidehce 546 or morée .
years (in %2 52,3 52,0 5040 7.9 7840 56,6
Median income of head, 8 b b
medish 6,960 7,600°  buoo 6,300 6,800  b,ybb
RN SR A RSN NN o [TV E TS BN ST SR OT ST TN VOO WIS T KT OtT S UUNTTOUTIN ST IPUT UK US U5 U VOIS, WL VR UOTUTIPTS

3THe Census uses & S-yedr flgure, gbing back 1o 1955 and ifcludes all bérsoHs.$ years
and over, whdfeas survey uséd a Giyear figure for respondents {wht wede 18 years and over)i

, bThe Cersus represerits total Family Inceme, while the survey data are based on the
iricomé of the head only:
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”Reépgﬁaeﬁts‘WEd rent:follow'the‘reversé pattern of thet-shOWn"
for ownership; iffeoursej 'But'she median rents are in all cases higher,
afthodgh'fh soﬁe casesrby very littie. fhe Iaréesf drscrepéncy‘is in’
the ilith Precinct: white respondents were oaying $108 per month whereas
the 1960 Census showed the’ medlan rent to be $75

Another variable used for comparlson was education of those 25
yeers andiolder. Generale; the;comoarison would indicate that the
réépcndéHEs were somewhat better educated than other residents “in the 3
precincts with one exception--in the 10th Precinct, the median’ nufmber of
years of education for white resoondents was 12.0 as compared wiFh then
lgéo Census median for that precinct, 12.4. o

- The respondents_wopld also appear to be more:residen;ially srah]e

than the populations. The stable residence defined as 5 years or more

_.at the same address, precinct samples had from .2 to 18 per cent more

stab]e>residents than the popuLetion data. .Agein, 10th Precinct
nonwhite respondents were the exception, bejng less stable;residentiejly
than expected. a

The last variable compared was median ineome{: The survey‘asked
'for ‘the income - of only the household head (or of the respondent if there
was" no head of household), whereas Census flgures include total famuly
ineome.f Nevertheless, the median incomes for both nonwhi te- and whlte'
respondents in the'IOth and lhth Precincts were higher ‘than those shown
by the 1960 Census. The median incomes shown'for'Ggh Précinct respondents
were lower than the Census figures for both nonwhites and whites, although

the discrepancy was greater for nonwhite respondents.

van



LQz;

Ori the wholé theii, the réipondents were genetally bf & higHer
sotiveconomic status than would have been expected from 1950'Céhsus
#*guresa Chdpter 11 discusses some of the differénies Batween those
reporting few or no incidertd and tHoge reporiing sevéral. S$6meé of the
sdme charactéristics whi¢H pertdin to people who réport 4t Yerigth may
apply dlso to thvse people willing to answer questiord about ééﬁme'§n
generall Hevertheless, it i4 difficilt to dscertain how much of the
d#sééepade is due to sdmpling error, nonresporises from certain segments
of thé population, or changes in the dehsus trdcts gikce tWe 1960 Cedsus

wds taken.

Analysis

After the compléted interviews were edited ihd coded, t8M ards
Wwere prepared for edch interview, and stdhdard domputer tethniques used
to tbtain totals and various bross tabulitions for the items.

In addition to th¥ general toding, Several ihdices weré deveioped
10 gauge attitudés toward the polite dnd fear of c¢rime. These will be

discissed further in Chapter 111,

ﬂnLﬁbemﬁn,tbé.NeWS

Police &hd érimeé die dlways mdjor Hews copy: During the period
thdt tHe interviewing was {h progress, @ rumber of particulafly atfentions
getting stories broke thdt might havé influenced the datd. Those stories
tHat appear most likely to have dffected tHe immedidte eibaess¥bns of

attitude by theé subjects were:

1
3

- -
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1. several deve]opmenta involving alleged criminal involvements
of members of the Metropolltan Police Department WIth a professnona]
burg]ar, whlch have Ied to suspensuons from the force

2. the killing of a young policeman during the -attempted
_ 3. the Glen Echo Amusement Park affalr, ca]led varnously a ”rlot”

or ”dlsturbance“ and

L, the report of the Complalnt Revuew Board to the DIStrICt of

Columbla Comm|5510ners

lt is dlfflcu]t to measure-what effects, |f any,, these lnC|dents

may have had on the responses in the |nterV|ews A more complete listing

ofvmaJor crime news items durlng the period is contaihed in Appendix E,

The 13th Precinct -

“As indicated éarlier, one of the purposes‘of the BSSRwstudy was

~ to desiign and field test methods for further ‘studies of crime victimization.

On:the Basis of the work in ‘the 6th, 10th and’ I14th Precincts, the

‘questionnaire was revised somewhat in June 1966 ‘for use'hy the Survey

Research Center of the University of Michigan in a éurvey'of‘four'police

precincts in Chicago and Bostoh. At ‘that tlme, a decision was made to

~do additional intérviews in a fourth preC|nct in Washington wnth the

revised interview schedule so as to ensdre some comparability between the

"BSSR" experience and the SRC data. For several reasons, the l3th'Preeinct

was chosén as the additional precinct. An important’consideration was
having the additional Washington precinct be similar to those in which SRC

planned to interview in Boston and Chicago. The 13th Precinct respondents

e
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were of the samé géner3119 low sotioecondmic stdtus, the incidence of
crimd was Similar, 4Hd the resibentidl/commercial mix was apptoximately
tHe dame! Bre sectibn of the precinct which is comprised of upper-class,
diplomitic énd Gabiriet- fevel residents wak excluded sé as ndt to destroy

.
its ddmﬁbr%h$l?tya

5

- 3
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THe éhie#view%ng was condutted from July 28 to October 1966, The
samgle §electidn; ihtervie%ing procedure ahd interviéwer traiﬁ#ng g t hods
were kssehtially the samé ds for the first 3 precifidts As the bOrtibn
bf the 13th Precindt whith was ubed fof Interviewing wds predominantiy
Négro, the tracts did hot need to be orderéd by proportions of the nohwhite
population. An estimated 306 5$mple 4ddresses wereg Jrawhl fhe only other
differeficd in the samplihg was that it wds nedessary to supplement the
saniple by 79 addresdes! the sdme sampling frame was uséd and the Hterval
was adjusted te provide the dnallés number of addfesses.

A nunbér bf highirise) security apattment buildkhgs presented a
ptoblem in that thé manadgement refused t6 permit the interviewdrs to hdve
accéss. I severdl of these tasds, the field supervisord was able to
éxplain the pufposes of the project and thereby to gaih the ¢dopetatioh
bf the build{ng managéers., I two cases) however, tepeated telephone
corvérsations and létterd did fiot sedure compliante sb the city directory
wds used to enumerate the apartmedts) In this way the apafimerts designdted
by the sample seldction procedure were fdentified and tHe tity diredtory .
was ajgain used to provide the names of the residedts: THey were dontdcted

; ; L
by pHolfe and in most cases agreed to participate 45 respondents,

mam@h - Q‘-"'-O‘-ﬁﬂa-
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The revised questionnaire inojuded'additional questions about
attitudes toward being.questioned by‘the‘po]ioe_and under what circumstances
it was deemed proper; respondents! feelings about demonstrations and how
the police "handle matters:Ehéf;hey'cone'ub”?durﬁng them; and whether or
not public obinion has changed about thedpolice_in recent years. A
large number of the questions were‘ppen-ended;rather than jdst redurring-

a check next to the appropriate, precoded responses. Dyrrng ﬁhe treining
per.i6d and the.initial sample interviews, it beoeme'ingreasing]y'obviods‘
that, the: interviews with some respondents were excessiye]yrtime-.
consuming.” One .took five hours tozcomp]ete andhmost‘were runnrng‘roughly
three hours. A decision was made to use two different forms--each_
contalnlng dupllcate core questlons .about vnct:mlzatlon experlences, attitude
items: Wthh had prevrous?y been found to have suff:cnent varlanceiin
responses’to serve as sce]e ntems and,lof course; general demographlc

questlons ""The other questlons were spllt between the two forms and

- the lnterVIewers were |nstructed to use Form A when antervnewing respondents

withveven;sample:|dentification numbers“and.Form B"with the others. In

-this way, randomness should have.given approgimately'an'evén,distrjbution

between the two without any decision to be made by the |nterv1ewers as
to whxch respondents should be asked which questlons.
© A:A'total of 283_respondents were interViewed }n,the l3th Precinct.
of Ehésé,;éi3 were nonwh?tes'and‘EO were wh?tes,'

| The coding‘andnextensfve_fébdrat}onvOf deta'haye beeﬁ'eomp1eted.
Interpretation and writing of results are being performed in coordination
with analyses of the data from the other cities. References will be made
in Chapters Il and Il to data that are relevant to the findings based on

the interviews in the first three precincts.

RRLYR



CHAPTER 11

JHC IDENCE OF TRYME VICTIMIZATION

A, The Suryéy Approach

ed for, an gpende icator
The ptimary effort in this study has béen directed o forming

edtimated of the féequency with Which résidents of these pretintts are

vigtims of erimindl offénses. The basit rationdle fol undertaking this
otk wds et forth in September 1965 in a nemorandum from the prindipat

iWvestigator to the Presidentts Commission bn Chime in the piserict of

tolumbiaz

6rimindlogical studies hdve largely devéloped their datd from
aw enifdréementy dorrectionaly arid judicial agencies, and from
persons arrestéd or jailed. The ofily corisequent ial exception to
this are studied usifiy h%gH scHool and tolleéde studedts as subjects
or respondents) Ms d corsequence; there l§ a vast gerra ingogmitd
in dur krowledge of crimel Gonsidér, for example, the wocepted
proposition that Yoffenses Known to the police" ard the "hes b
redsure b crime because thede ate the data “closest to the comnish
sioh of tHe dfime.' fnsofar as offenses of victimization are cons
&érned, it would se¢em tHat data deveioped dire¢tly from questioning
the public woutd be Mcloser® to the crime and, for at leadt many
cldsses of offendes] would suffer less from errors of uhUe#enumefatioﬁ
tHan dbta derived from reports to the pgolice and crimes keown diredtly
to thé police. :
$ome theorists go Lb far ds to assert that ''crime" should Be
defined to refer to relationdhips between those dommitting dertaid
acts and agencies of justice b¢ the corcept is to accord fealistically
iih the ddta used ih fts ¥tudys With thé exception of certain types
bflcrimes cuch as bahk robberies, murders, and wutomobile tHefts
which are Hot higHty subject tb nonreporting, even the best dda
currentty used are suspected of only réflecting the pinnacie of the
icebary of dcts occuffing in the community that dre, in.eithes &
jeghl or sociological sénse, ¢rimed. »

4
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he is victimized.
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One method of reconn0|ter|ng some of the base of the iceberg has

“yet to be employed in the U.'S. This would involve qQuestioning a
large statistical sample of the population about direct experience
with .crime during a given time period. While this method would be
subject to various types of inadequacies and errors of reporting--
notably, insofar as .crimes of self- and mutual-victimization and
those in which the victim is an impersonal entity are concerned--it

~would nonetheless represent an enormous supplementation of existing
knowledge of the extent of criminal behavior. However consequential
the omissions and distortions of the ‘images of the relevant phenomena
that might be involved in the application of this method, they would
in any event be different ones than those of the tradltlonally applied
methods. As in many other problems of scientific observation, the
use of -approaches and apparatuses with different error properties has
been a means of approaching truer approx1mat|ons of phenomena that
are difficult to measure. : - :

"Quite apart from the many published technical criticisms of

1

currently used crime statistics,.it was felt to be‘particularly essential,

in view of the innovational law enforcement programs being contemplated,

to develop- some information regarding the incidence of crime that was

independent of reports of citizens to the police.' This is the case because

some of the improvements in law enforcement may have the incidental con-
sequence of increasing the number of crimes known to theé. police and hence
estimates of the crime rate for an area, while actually theése. measures
may reduce the occurrence of crime. A possible effect of this type can

readily be discerned in the area of police-community relations. Where

many of the cutlzens are hostule toward or fearful of the pollce,. pre-

sumably they are reluctant to deal wuth them except when necessary Under

such cnrcumstances, many crimes would go unreported. As police come to

enjoy greater confidence and respect, a citizen is more likely to see some

possible benefit, and certainly no harm, in reporting to the police when

266-053 O - 67 - 3
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More direct effects of improved poticé practices oh chime
statistics Have been notod in cities sush as flew York and Chitago. In
these clties, instituting a mbfe\dfdfess§bna' httitude towdrd orime
statistics resulted in elevdting reported crime rates.

'Heighten;d salience to the crime problem attendant to well
bbblédizéﬂ Pefofh measufes can aldo produce spurious elevations 6* the
crime rfatel For example the individual citizen's gredter conterh with
the possibitity of beirg victimized may Vead to more widespread porchasés
of theft ahd Burglary insurancel The need to make a regort to tHe
police in order to establish a ctaim for loss provides the dovered
citizen with 4 reasbd for ;epérting an incident to the poliééd where he
otHerwise m}ght regdrd doind so as comgletely pointlessi

f the sbccess of measutes for Cutftalling crime afe to be
Nssessed independently of such factols tHat affect repofts to the police,
then bonfe Heasure iHdependent of reportd to the police is Heeded: Yt
was to ekplore the fehsibility of using surveys of randém sampies of

the public ko provide duch a medsure tHat the present study wis bfﬁmbrfiy

ditedted.

Survey ApprodcH to V iéJtimﬁizm ign

th Precincts 8, 10 and 14 we sdccessfuixy inte?v%éﬂed 511 people,
edch of whom were réndomly selected members o* househotds whith, én
tdrm, were sdlected fﬁém all houbeholds in thése precincts by a probability
satipl ing procedure! |

Each of these citizens was asked é.series of QUestidké to determine
éf he bb any other member of his hou$ek£ld had been a viciﬁm of a ¢rime

in tecent morths (see Chapted 1 dhd Appéhdix B). To prov%dé h base

aoobGaeoasencandasrneagaanbhea
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that type of crime;
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point that would{tonveﬁiently anchor the respondents! ‘recollections for
a éfvén'recéni time period, respoﬁdeﬁts were asked t8'reﬁort instances
of victimization that had occurfed since New Year's Ddy, 1965. ‘A séries
of cards listing specific fypes of offenses was hahdéd the réspondent.
Each specific type offense on each card was réad orally by ‘the interviewer
while the respondent inspectgd.the ca(d and apswgrgd eiFherH“Yes" or_fNo“

'

.oe

with regard to:
- T Lar e o

_[. whepher'he pgrsona]ly had been a yictim of that type of,;rime
during, the period since January 1965; -
He was then asked to go through the card series again and to

state, for each card:

2. whether any member of his household had been victimized by

Next, he was“asked to describe;
”3. the Vvery worst‘crjme”‘that haq ever happened to_him;
»vAndeinally,‘he was asked about: |
L. the ﬂyery worst crime' that,haﬁ gver:happened to anyone
cu:ren}ly_]jying‘withvhim.
Distinctions among these four_qategqrie%.of victimization figure
prgminently in the analysis to be presgnted here. )

Each time the respondent mentioned an incident of victimization,

the interviewer immediétely asked a series of questiohs about details

of the offense and cpmplgted the UlncidéqtlF9rm.“ ‘(See blue fbrm in
Appendix D.) This included a.general descripﬁiqn»of the incidgnt; infor-
mation on the victims; injuries and property Iossés; various details of

the place, circumstances, and means of the offense; reporting or nonreporting

to the police; action subsequent to the offense by the police or others;

and known characteristics of the offenders.

Coma
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The infofmants in the three precincts descﬁihed 443 incédents
in fesponse tb tHase foud sets of probes that met the sudvey's def initiohs
of crimes thiat had victimized the respondent or his Hotuseholdy

\ The procedure des¢ribed above involves some modif?cations of that

initia‘ly emp!byed in our pretestingi

Certdin fhitial aSSumbtéons which guided the methoﬂo‘dg%caf
pldnnfng weré revised thiough exder*ehme in the extersive DVétESF?ng
undertaken to evaluate alternative apbroahhes to Yeveloping reidrts of -
incidénts of victimization in & c¢rossdsectiond! survey!

Prevdienge.4=First) ?f was assumed that sthtistics Of krines
kiownh tb police, white subjEt to & considerable degree of urdderrepofting,
honetheless provided d basis For estimating the generdl oeder of maghitude
of sight#Scddt incidents odcdrring among the population. Using a variety
of considerations for estimating the plesence of viectims among tHe popus
lati®n from police &ata, tHe operdting assumption was that about 10 ped
cent of the populat%bn would be victimized in a given yeat. Therefore,
to develop data ¢n & sufficierdt dumber of intidents for stat%st‘ha?
analysis, even with a fairty targe sample, it wds assumed that. it would
be necessary to attempt to gdin reports from reésponderits cobéring & éons
siderable time span, Our initfal {nterview§hgl howevery produced reports
for recent peridds dt almost four fimes the rdte origihally adHc#pamd.
This rate of reporting heldlépproxfmaté'y constant through the éentire

period of interviewihg,

- -
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Our respondents reported 195 instances in which they or their
entire household had been VlCtIleed by a crime whlch occurred during

the 12- month pertod tmmed:ately preceding the anlttatfon of the survey,

T

This is a vnctlmlzatlon rate of apprOXImately 38 |nC|dents per IOO
persons per year. For what th:s gross f:gure may be worth crudely

prOJected it means that the average mature resndent of these three police

-k

preCtncts would be a victim of a crlme once every 32 months.

v

Sallence and recency.--Another assumptlon guudlng our plannlng

was that vnctlmtzatton would be a very sallent event in a person 3 Iafe.

Thus, there was some confidence that a respondent would easn]y be able
to recall over a cons«derable pertod of ttme tnstances in which he had

been a cr.ime VICtIm.

.
[

.ln practlce, most respondents seemed to flnd it dlfflcult to

remember 1ncudents of V|ct|m|zat|on other than recent cases, Test

rlnterVieWIng, which used members of the research team and of the research

organlzatlon as subJects, was partlcularly |nstruct|ve (see Regort No. 2).
ln each case, these people reported hours, days, “and even weeks later
that-incidents they had not‘remembered at the time they uere interviewed
had,come to mind subsequently. When suffucuent pretest cases had been
collected for statlstlcal analy5|s, such a sharp decreasnng grad;ent with

Vo

tlme was found as could only reasonably be explalned by very pronounced

‘

tendenC|es to recall readlly only relatlvely recent events.

Reportlnq on other members.--The earllest plannlng for the survey

iassumed furthermore, that a member of a famlly would be able to report

extensnvely on crimes that had happened to those I|V|ng with him, insofar

e
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54 the chimes invotved were hot of the kind that membels of a family
afe motivated to keep secret from one arother.

Cons ideting the humber of persons per Household (the mean was
dpproximately 3.2 persohs+s.? pérsons if only those over 17 yedrs of
dge are wonsidered), many more of the incidents whidh involved only one
perscd should have been offerses égaiﬁst some other member 6f the houses
Hold rather than the resporidents In actudllity) ¥espondents far more
frequently spoke of offérdses of which they themselves were Cictims, In
addition; we fourid fewdr cdses than We expected of multiple vidtimization
Beoutring to the same respondent|

§g(ﬂ02§heggalﬂﬂ fOuétHaagsumbtioﬁ was that Fespondents would
report a Hfgh ﬁfbpbrticn'of very triv‘a‘ incidentsiscrimes oftan too
minot if their eyes to be worth reporting to the policel it was also
assumed that certafn kinds of more ser?bus_viétimfzatiod-mfght not bBe
reported ity interviels because of reticence regakdihg inclberts in Whidh
some contributoty beHavior of tHe vietim might haVe.béén involved or
which in some othe# wdy wds embarréésgng to him. WA High number of minck
incidents was also expected ih that tHe #nterviewing procedure encourdged
the réportind of even the most trivial occurrences. This was done
because we wished to have the surley dath supplement as extensivély as
possible those data available to the policel ‘The intervieners defined
a "erime! for the respondent as "anytﬁihg Sbmebbdy 6b&!d be sent to
prison or fined for 30$hg to you-bor evén for trying to do it." The
large inventory of types of ctimes which was employed in buestﬁoning the

sample included a grdat number of minor offenses: [See yeltow "Flash

awG e vse e deascsenmneanh e
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Cards' in Appendix D.) While a direct comparison with police data

cannot readily be made, a high proportion of the incjdents reported in

the survey. were quite consequential- ones.

befinitions of ﬁheﬁUﬁiforﬁ Crime Reporting] ~classification
system for offenses were employed for the present study. Larcenies
were also tabulated with a division at $100 to provide comparability
with categories used by the Washington Metropolitan Police. Thé samé
élasses of incidents most‘frequently mentioned by respondents in our
survey are also those that figure most frequently in bolice statistips
for classes that include vrctlm offenses for the entlre cnty (seé

&

Table 2-1). The major exceptlons are maIIC|ous destructlon of prop-

erty which, in rank order, is the thlrd most fequently mentloned
crime in our survey, but which is not among the most common in police
statistics; and auto thefts, which are not mentioned frequently by

our respondents. Some of the Part 1l categories of the police report

include nonvictim offenses. If we consider Part | offense classes

' only, the same rank order is found both in the police statistics and

LY

in our data. Larcenies, considering petty and grand larcenies together,

are the most common crime in both sets of data, and burglaries are the
next most frequent class.  Among Uniform Crime Index crimes, which

consider only larcenies above $50 in value, burglaries are by far. -

the mést'f%equentAclass“in the'surVeQ data, as in police statistics

Ty

for Washington or for the entire nation,

"Uniform Crime Reporting Handbook (Washington; D. C.: Federal
Bureau of Investigation, U. S. Department of Justice, February 1965).

2Metropolltan Police Department, Washington, D. C. Annual Report,

Fiscal Year 1965,

e
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faBLE 241
OFFENSE CLASSES IN SURVEY AND POLIGE DATA PRECINCTS &, 10 AND il

peibbegrbga it odpatididd idupe e R TP/ SRRV (NS WS AT Wt YOV uJJ Al bl 111L_,u Labandbidllis llnlh el

theidents Mentioned Actual Dffénses
by Survey Respondents Knowh

C]ass Of foer‘se 1 Ui dat Lolidoad L w1 | ! L. il ,le

i % N . %

I IUTES CETPVE Y SUNEY P VTR SNV UTIS (RS RVIV SRS U ETD (TS YR S (AU o | llu”vlum_u\l NRTI (T S TN BT
Part 4

Crimindl homicide 3 % i ¥

Rape Lg w I A

" Robbery 1,08% 1 35 8

Aggravated assault 457 5 20 b

Burglary 2,174 72 116 25

Ldrceny 1,83 - 18 116 26

Auto theft 1,381 ik 21 5
Part [l

OtHer assaults 675 ’ 30 7

Arson, vandalism 112 1 47 10

Fraud, forgery, ‘ :

embezzlement 143 ] 8 2

Dther sek offenses 48 % 12 3

Offense against Fémély 3 : W - B

All other offenses p,009 20 39 9

b T N IO TN TC R R S TV S T

Total 94993 foo L43 100

wgden Ja RTINS Y B S TRy SRR | TS S TR TIINY § SRV TV TRV EY (EPCTURE TS TS PP | NIV O § VO |

*Less than 1%.
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Police statistics. tended to have a somewhat. higher percentage
of all offenses in thé'mbrg éékibus ¢rime classes than was the case with
incidents mentiéﬁédipytsurvéy ﬁespondents.. Thg djfferepceé,_howevera N
were not as great as anticipated. |If we exclude those classes of offense
that do not involve victimization of individual citizens or households
from police statistics, about 77 per cent of actual offenses reported
are Part | classes. About 62 per cent of the crimes against members ey
of our sample involved Part:l offenses. The major discrepancy was the
much more prominent role of vandalism in the survey reports than in actual.iis’
offenses reported to the police. Among,the Part | offenses, however,
the incidents in the survey.were relat?vely more concentrated in the
offenses against property than in those against persons, as compared with
the police distribution.

Largely becausé of the prominence of burglaries and fndex larcenies
($50 or over) in‘og; inc[dg6£ descripffons, the majority of cases (54%)
inyolved Index crimes. Further, if the values of loss given by our
re;pondents één Bé.ééééptéa,'; highéf prbﬁorf?bn of tHefts iﬁvolQed Io;sés‘
of $100 or more thaﬁ<w$s thé‘case w{fh poiié; déta.. %h; Qalue 6fvlost
property is anofhé}g}néicator of the Sefiousness ofithe incidents feported
by members of the sample. The distribution of suéh.fbsséé for of%enses'
ihvolving larceny is given in Table 2-2,

About 17 per cent of the offenses were classified as attempts.
As another measure of seriousness, the scoring system developed by
Sellin and Wolfgang for their study of juvenile offenses in Philadelphia3

was applied to incidents reported in the present survey.

’ 3Sellin, Thorsten, and Wolfgang, Marvin E. The Measurement of
Delinquency, New York: John Wiley & Sons, 196L.

PRI
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TABLE 2-2
LARCENY LOSS BY CLASS OF INCIDENT--3<PRECINCT SURVEY

biotedbiecosliplidlencl it e TR T RN TP pliprhiesly i s Luw

Amiunt Burglary Theft Robibery ?Ljé?t fé.wi

il TR TR IR TRV VRV IS NTIORT VDU ORIV TR N EV R N I T T BT TP RS SN Y A T T T
Urided §20 e 29 12 . 52
$20 4 $h9ig9 g 25 5 " 39
§50 4 $89.499 " 20 4 | 36
$100 & $159.99 13 ! b ' 21
§160 ~ $319.99 1 8 - 2 26
$320 + $639.99 ik | . . 16
9640 4 $1279.99 3 20 . $ b
$i300 + $2599.99 2 - 4 b
$2600 &nd over " - o 3 l
Ambunt not specifidd 2 3 2 2 9

el TR TR IR W T TUS R IR TI 0T ORI OONTY SRNE W ST LGV NIV |
Total 81 89 30 19 219

S TR TN T U W RN T TS TR VI N R I DO ATV TS RO WA VAT PR E oA

It wds possible to score 81 per cent of the incidents with the inforwation
divéh by the respondérts, The diktribution of stores for all incidents
is given in Table 243, 1llustidtions 6f the kinds of offenses at each

leVel 6f séoré are given in Appérdix F.

B ® o | @
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_TABLE 2-3

.DISTR]BUTION OF SERIOUSNESS SCORES
o FOR INCIDENTS REPORTED’ '
IN 3-PRECINCT SURVEY

‘Séofe ‘ o N ‘N

14

Cannot be classified 83

1

+ WO O
=

—_—~V W —
wr
%,

5

Total ... . . _ k43

. The score weights given by Sellin and Wolfgang were developed
by extensive ratings of illustrative descriptions of offenses by several
ygried pagpjs‘of Jjudges. Although the work of validation.and reliability
Qesting on which their system rests involves somewhat different universes

of acts and_ judgments than that involved in the present study, it was

_ the most directly appchéblé of systems for judging the seriousness of

victimization that, to our knowledge, was currently available. |t was .

founq readily applicable to the, large majority.of our cases.. The ratings

take into consideration the class of offense, the.value of propefty

damaged or, stolen, personal injury to victims and .the number of victims

Aaffectedn

The offenses reported, by the citizens in these precincts had
approximately the same range and mean of scores as those in the -arrest .
records used by Sellin and Wolfgang in developing their measure. The

numbers of cases in comparable crime classifications were too small in

[Ty,
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411 but three cdtegories to make meaningful tomparisons by ¢lass. The
mean seriousnass scores for the classes for which coh#é&fécné dBuld be
made wére idehtical for ihcidénts in the present study and those regorted

by S$ellin &nd Wolfgang, however.

MILSLntqrpresg,tuiqn.J-Each of tHe mod{ficatiolis &f our original
expectatiofs that followed from exdmination of ouf #esuits $uggés ted
that the iﬁterViewfng procedure we were dsing uhderehumerates indidents
that £all Within bur broad definition of crimes victimizitig ¢itizeHs.

In summary, tHese observations ideluded:

1. the preponderance of faifly seficus iticidents ainoryg those
meh;fbned and the re!atIvéﬁY infrequént mention of mindr theéfts and
destruétive dcts bf delinquents~s«types of vi¢tihizétion orie might dssume
to be more prévalent in actudality;

2. the heavy concertration of incidents id the very redent
per tods ;

34 the relatively feéw inciderts involving other membérs of the
household reported;

b, ds will be shown later, a suspidiously high proportion of
the respondents mentioned just orie incident of victimizdtioh, ab compared

with noHe oF more than ohe,

Ore reasoh for the underrumeration, appdrently, 1§ that Féspohdents

usually cah récall minor and older incidents only with &iffi&u]ty¢ A
secbnd reason, confirmed by the revised progedure thét Has been employed
in the later sur¢ey in the 13th Precinct, is that the interview faited to

manipuldtd the motivations of respondefits in sucH & wdy 45 to mximize

repofting.

f'!ﬂ&\.-——-}—-—‘-—.th
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doloqlcal ConSIderatlons
T G e e

--Whlle there may be occas:onal fabrlcatlon among

T

ntervlewers suspec that they are more frequently
3y R . I T HN

are reticent about what has happened to them
:octing a story. (Less than 3 per cent of
T cent of the nonproperty offenses were said

i

||tted by a famlly member or relatlve ) Only a very

fﬁl

ncudents reported are of the type that read as. lf they mlght
cly founded grlevances agalnst another party A very few incidents
possnb]y be of the type of lntrafamnllal deceptlon where one member

l’;-, R
ses a story of theft to cover hlS mlsuse of famlly funds or property

3
o

(Our interviewers were lnstructed to gaun as much prlvacy as possnble

from other members of the household when conductlng lnteerews ) Similarly,

as in the case W|th some reports to the pollce, what is reported as Iarceny

imay.sometlmes‘actually be’an‘attempt atilnsurance fraud by a pretended
’ V|ct|m. Desplte assurances of anonymlty and the lnterV|ewer s credentlals,
#a respondent who.fears theilntervuew may be an attempt.to check onrhlm
may.glve the tntervtewer the same Ile'as he gave his lnsurance company

or the pollce. Exceedlngly few of the |nCIdents reported to us, however,

involved any |ndemn|f|catnon from lnsurance--about 9 per cent of the cases.

Total lifetime experience.--A casualty of the pretest experience
with the survey procedure was the hope that the retrospections of respondents
’ mlght be useful for estlmates of total Ilfetlme V|ct|m|zat|on (See Report

“No. 2} Whlle theoretlcally |t should be possuble to deve]op nnformatlon

Vi

from an lndnvudua] concernlng every sngnlflcant lnC|dent of crlme vuctlmrzatuon

.

from late chlldhood onward, practlcally we have found this to be most difficult.

L mise
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Nonetheless, since it whs felt désirable for the purp
Siudy to have some measure for each respondent of His expe
Victim of crime as it may have affected his attitude, |
the ¢rime problem; tHe 3<precinct study includ
thinking back over your edtire life, what w
trifle thdt Has ever happened to you--the

Were the résponses t.0 this question t‘b bé ac
value, ohe would corclude that crinme was a very recent in
260 incidents of victimization described by our resporidénts &
(or only ofie) in theif lives, only 108 hdppened thrfee yéars PY)
4nd dnly'60 Sir or more, E@enfs of tHe previous 18 months acdounted
for many more of thosé incidents called 'worst evert! than all recalled
éxpertences of more than 5 yéhrs ago.

An early experiment using members bf thé research otganization
4s interview subjects indicates that respondents have to do 4 gréat deal
of thinking and sldw reflection befdre théy éan ﬁemémbér.eVén fairly
serious crimes of which they were victims some time ago--even wheh these
older incldénts are far more tonsequential thah retent ohes. 1t might be
feasiblé to pursue the intervidw technique for develbping older experiena:
with subjects who would beé avaitable for lengthy and répeated interviewin:
concentrated on the topic,

The intefviewing method we used in the survey, however, clearly
fails to tap old éxperiencé to any great extent through this '"worst eves"
quéstioﬁa The fact that interviewees did usually give a fairly recent
incident, if any at all, when asked this questioh is indicativé of the

apparent récessidn in cohsdiousness of Viectimization experiende,
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Together with ether.data in our survey, this/observation has
a 5|gn|f|cance for an understandlng of the |mpact of experlence on
publlc attltudes.that we may convey by tw.stlng s]rght]y a common phrase:
“What have they done to me ate]y "

o A conclu5|on of our methodologlcaiﬂwork is that thermemorles of
our respohdents preclude the use of data from our survey for conclusions
about trends |n crime |nc1dence, elther over the long run or the short
run. A sernes of. surveys using ldentlcal approaches‘over tlme, however,
coujdnbequsefulIy.employed for thiswpurpose.

'fQ We cannot rule out completely the pOSS|b|l|ty that increases in
the actual |ncrdence of vnct:mlzatlon may have contributed to a greater
number ef reports for the most recent periods than for older ones. As
most dramatically evidenced by the incompietely analyzed .data for the
lBth Precinct whjch used a different procedure for eliciting reports of
vietimization, however, the’differences which follow from different
methodological treatments are of a far greater order of magnitude;than
can reasonably characterize short-run or local variations in actual
preva]ence of crime.

It is nonetheless a most important obeervation that over L0 per
cent of the citizens interviewed in this survey elaim that neithertthey
nor any member of their household have ever been victim of a crime--not
even one of the most minor sort. The entire lifetime experience of all

511 respondents; according to their reports, involved only 66 crimes of

violence, including simple assaults and robberles. Since the average

age of the respondents was about 42 years, the answers -suggest that violent

crime is an uncommon event in the life history.

Ry
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Viétimization Reporting .in, the Three Precincts

With respect to tecency effects,.honé of the devfce§ we attempted
¢outd overcome this tendency completely, although our final results uding
modified procedures had mu¢h less pronounced time g?adfénts than did
those from the iniEial pretest procedures, Nonetheléss, the iarge majority

of the incidents reported represented recent periods (see Tabile 2-4) .,

TABLE 2-4

DATES OF INCIDENTS OF VICTIMIZATION FOR PRECINCTS 6, 10, 14
(ALL L4k INCIDENTS REPORTED BY 511 RESPONDENTS)

vk Lo

Cumulative

Time Period . Number Per Cent Per Cént
April to July, 19662 | 43 10 10
January to March, 1966 . B3 12 22
October to December, 1965 61 i3 35
July to September, 1965 36 8 43
April to June, 1965 . 4 9 52
January to March, 1965 26 6 58
Other 1965-1966, date not specific 2é 6 6k
October to December, 1964 4 1 65
July te September, 1964 9 2 67
April to June, 1964 12 3 : 70
3 to 5 years ago 63 ‘ 14 8k
6 or more years agb 70 16 100

T T L il ] L

Total Ly . 100

L " L . ionmrabeiokamabiiiabel VW R

qnterviews in progress during this entire intérval.
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The same tendency is noted even when onlylthe'leaét recént” incident of
victimizatfoﬁwrépbfted by each respondent is considered alone (see Table 2-5).

TABLE 2-5

DATE OF LEAST RECENT _INCIDENT MENTIONED ,BY EACH RESPONDENT

Cumulative

Time Period 7 Number Per Cent Por Cont
April to July, 1966 23 7 7
March to January 1966 : | 54 10 17
O;féséﬁato bé%émpef; ]96$¥_.‘....'  f;8. . .  11 -.‘ 28
July to September, 1965 : ¢52 7 . 35
Ap?i} to June, 1965 27 8 43
Jénuary to March, 1965 i 19 6 RICE
l965vor 1966, no specific Aate 14 b .. 53
October to Decembgr, 1964 o L | 54 -
July to September, 1964 9 3 - 57
Rpril to June, 1964 2 . 3 - : 60

3 to 5 years ago .63 o 19 79

6 or more years ago 70 21 100
No ;nfo}ﬁatiéﬁ o L 100

Total - 335 T

“Less than 1%.
8 Interviews in progress during this ‘entirée interval.

To a degree, both recency and the concentratijon of responses on
incidents directly involving. the self were effects of the questioning
pattern.

DR PRI
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Effects of . the Question Pattern

Question order conceivably could have influenced these results.
0f the 4hl jncidents of victimizationd mentigned by our résponderts, 2
per cent were nmentioned before ﬁhe interviewet questioned the respondent
about victimizatién at all; another Z.per cefit were orly recalled later
in the interview after the interviewer had compléted questioning fhe

respondent about victimiZation (see Table 2-6).

TABLE 2-6

INCIDENTS MENTIONED BY RESPONDENT AT SUCCESSIVE POINTS IN THE INTERVIEW

, L , |

Mentioned at Interview ScHedule Number

Question Number: ‘ of Incidents o Cent
7 or earlier (before dquestions dn.thtimizatfbn) 10 2
8 (Series about ""Recent=self'') 221 53
9 (Series about "Recent-Other Member of Household) 4D . 9
10 (Worst Ever=-self) : 105 25
11 (Worst Ever--Other Member of Household) 36 9
12 ("Serious Injury to Relative or Friend")
or later in the interview 7 2
Total identified 419 100
No information 25
—
Total incidents | Lk

L - . L L L el il bl A ; il L

Three fourths of the incidents were mentioned when the respondent was
asked the questions about thitigs that had happened to him personally

(Questions 8 and 10 of the schedule in Appendix D). Mdre than twice
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as many reports.of Incidents were elicited by the question .dealing with
very recent victimization of the respondent--since January 1965 (Question
8)--than that asking .for the worst crime .in. the victim's experience
(Question iO),

-When asking-about other members of the household, however,; the
two, types of. questions .each yielded equal numbers of :incident descriptions.
About the same number.of incidents dealing with others was mentioned when
the respondent was asked the question about recent events (Question 9)
(which'includedubeing,led through the .''flash card' series of probes
about specific incidents),ras whén He was asked the question about the
worst crime that happened.to any one -living with him. |In the case of
14 per cent. of the interviews, of course, the respondent lived alone -and
questions about other members of .the household were not relevant. .

To some extent, -the lopsided frequency of reports about self
rather than other members of the household is also due to the fact that
most of the recent offenses, such as burglaries, which affected all numbers
of the household,were mentioned. in the prior question about self. These
factors account for only part of the discrepancy, however, since, when
the "Entire Household" incidents and the reports from one-person house-
holds are omitted, there stili remains much more than a two-to-one
discrepancy between reoortsuahoutvself end reports ahout others living
in the household.’ - | -

One expianation fb;'thé'léfée discrepency between the two propor-
tions--reportsh about se]f and’ reports about others i|V|ng ulth self--
might be due to the order of questionlng — The questlon sequence was:

self~ recent " ”other recent n ”seif-worst " “other-worst " As can be

seen in Table 2-6, the proportion of aii incidents yieided By a particular

BRTFRN
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qUestioﬁ drops from 53 per cent to 9 per cent with the first shift from
self to other member, rises &gain to 25 per cerit when theé résPOndent is
asked about himself dgain, and drops batk to 9 per ¢ent when the
respondeént is asked about othér members of his houséhold,

As for the effect of asking for recent events firdt, this was
checked in the pretest where the questibn about ”warst crime ever' was
the prior question. Allowing for the Briefer period of time covered
by‘thé quegtidn about recent events (ranging from approximately 15 to
15.5 ﬁonths, depending upon the date of the interview), these pretests
also showed an unrealistic¢cally high proportion bf incidents in the recent
category (41%) .  (See Rggoré No. 2, pp. 7-10.)

The most important and généralized implication of our initial
éxperiencée was one on which we failed to capitalize fully in the

procedures that have been used in this 3=pretinct study. This was the

inference that a variable which, in our earlier report we called

"motivational fatigue,' was affecting the incident reporting by réspondents.

This was evident in the relatively high rate of reporting of just one
incident by respondénts and thé low rate with which two or more ihcidents

were reported.

Comparison.with an Equal=Risk Probability Model -

The results from our survey can be compared with a mathémétital
probability modelbthat assumes no clustering of risks, that is, that
each person has an équal chance of being victimized at any time. The
model assumes, further, that victims are purely passive agents and that
nothing tHey do as a result of having been victimized once affects their
chances of being victimized one or more additional times. Given an overs

all rate of victimization as observed, Table 2-7 compares the observed



proportions -of respondents reporting a ‘given number of incidents
affecting themselves or their households with the thebrefiéallyAexbected
proportions. ‘-
, TABLE 2-7
COMPARISON -OF PRETEST-AND STUDY RESULTS: NUMBER OF INCIDENTS

OF VICTIMIZATION OF ALL TYPES REPORTED BY EACH RESPONDENT
: ACTUAL AND THEORETICAL

Pretest Respondents_ . Study Respondents]

Number L . S S S

‘of Incidents Actua] Theoretical Actual Theoretical

Respondent Reporﬁngl — : c

- N ~%c° N % N % N . . %
o T 59 32 790 b3 212 41 2k ko
T 99 sk 66 37 196 38 186 36
S S L - N L R LR ST
3 3 2 74 21 4 s
4 l 2 51 5
5 Sl P 3 T
vTotaI  ... 183 100 183 100 511 100. 511 100

" Y%léss than 1%.

These data are for réspoﬁdéhts from Precincts 6, 10 and 14,

bata from the pretests and from the final survey are given, lf}the
respondehts':reports acéurafely mirhqrgd:}eafity, a,hfgher-than expected
proportion of respondents reporting one incident would reflect a situation
where having been a victim once reduces the chances of being victimized

again. This would be ideally true of homicide victims. Among the classes

of victimization reflected in our survey, however, it would imply that a

BTN



L8

'oice bitteri, twice shy'' situation prevailed. Greater than antitipated
proportions of respondents reporting frequent ihcidents would imply a
clustering of risks.
| The independent krnowledge we have of the trué Situation leads

us to anticipate the latter type of deviation from the probability model.
First of all, there is a good reason to expect that some classes of .
persons are considerably more vulnerable to victimization than are others.L+
Secondly, a simple artifactual consideration suggests that some respondents
would have experienced morée reportable incidents than others in that
they belong to households with & greater number of persons whose victimization
they could report in response to the ''Recént--Other-Household Mermber!
dquestions.

In the pretest, a much gfeatgr proportion of the respondehts
reported just one incident than thebrétically expected. In the case of
the Sufvéy proper, however, the fit was extremely close, although there
was an insignificant excess of respondents Feporting one incident, rather
than more than one or none (see Table 2-7).

Two interpretations are consistent with the close fit of our
actual results with the expected proportions of persons havihg done, one,
or séveral incidents. It is possible that the tendenty of some people
to take effective precautions after they have once been victimized balances
out the tendency of some types of people to be more vulnerable than others.

Another interpretation is that there is risk clustering in actuality, but

————— e

ASee B. Mendelsohn, '"The Origin of the Doctrine of Victimology."
Excerpta Criminologica 3 (May-June 1963).
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the behavior of a respondentlrn the nnteru|ew is such as to reduce the
Ilkellhood of hls botherlng to report an additional incident to the
interviewer once he has described the first one. The Iatter effect is
one to which we ascribed the concentrations in our.pretest data in the
one ‘incident and no incident ‘categories, in that there is little evidence
of an effective retationship between precautions and victimization.
Indeed ‘the respondents who-report more than one incident of victimization
more often reported taking precautionary measures than those reporting

either no ihcidents or merely one incident.

*Bth Precunct Experlence ] _; »‘
The remedies wh|ch ue adopted for the study proper--g|V|ng priority
to the more readlly reca]led recent |nc1dents and more thorough specific
problng W|th the deta|led list of pOSSible offenses (see “F]ash Cards, "
Appendlx D)--dld prov:de a dlstrlbutlon more con5|stent with a theoretlcally
expected dlstrlbutlon than was the case in the pretest (see Tab]e 2-7).
In the early phase of the |nterV|eW|ng of the study sample however,

both the statlstlcal dlstrlbutlons of the number of |nc1dents related

by each respondent and the lmpreSSIons of the interview dlfflcultles reported

by the 1nterv1ewers suggested that we had not yet solved the problem. We

suspected that the source of dlfflculty was in our procedure of asking
the respondent for the details of each incident he remembered as soon as

he mentloned it rather than asklng hlm first whether there had been any

other incidents. ) Th|s had two effects, we inferred. First, the lengthy

task of providing the detalls of the first one or two incidents mentioned

drew heavily on the reservoir of motivation for cooperating with the

interviewer. Second, it switched the task of the respondent alternately
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from that of a genéral search of his mémory for instances of ¢rime to
the somewhat different one of remembering highly specific details about

one instance at one¢ point of time,

13th Precinct Results

Since we were already committed to the procedure, it was not
until we undertook the study of an additional precinct (Numbér 13) that
we could put these hypotheses to test. In the 13th Precinct, the
respondent was first asked to give simple yes-or-no responses to the
question of whether or nét he had been a victim of one of the types of
incidents on the check list. It was only after the interviewer had

complieted the checklist that he asked the respondent for details of ahy

incident mentioned,

:
d
1
I
’
!
}
1
1

The apparent results of the modificatidn are striking. As
compared with 0.8 incidents mentioned by each respondent using the 3-
precinct study procedure, the modified approach used in Precinct i3
yielded approximately 2.0 incidents per respohdlent. Further, since we
gave greater priority concentration to recent events affecting the
respondent himself-~-the victimization data on which we base our éestimation
of victim rates and offense ratés--the analysis of the data f rom the 13th
Precinct yielded rates of offenses approximately three times as great
as those of the pilot study. |

The greater reporting may alse reflect to someé extent 5 greater
prevalence of crime in this precinct. Thé major reason for the large
increase in reporting of victimization, however, is probably methodological.
Inspection indicates that the greater reporting characterizes all of the

very heterogeneous areas represénted in thée study,




_ ‘IIII G o &8 E . ‘I'hl an

-5] -

Effects 'of Sampling Procedure
“Another source of error is our sampling procedure.

"+ The sampling plan did not' provide as great a probability for
representation of persors” from larger households. “We find that there
is a negligible correlation (-.05) between size of household and
number of incidents reported by the respondent. This reinforceslthep
earlier mentioned finding of the relatjve]y low yield from questions
other than those asking about the respondent’s own experienee.

| Many sources of data and computatlons to be presented here are
used for estlmatlng the |nc1dence of offenses. Thls compllcates greatly
the problem of attaching values of the error of estlmate to the results
No comblned measure of error has been attempted. Some confidence in
the reltabdllty of estimates can be gained by regardlng the work in
each of the three precnncts as repl:catlons of the method ,Very,sjmjlar

rates of victimization, and corresponding estimates of offense rates,

¥ are found in each precinct. Indeed, there is far less variation from

precinct to precinct than characterizes the rates calculated—from police
statistics. Similarly, the estimations of prevalence derived from the
tirst 29] interviews.carried out, reported in May, were of‘the same
order of magnltude as that based on the 220 interviews completed from
Iate May to early Ju]y (See Report No. 47) Thus, for such estimates

as the rate of offenses or the rate of reported Part | offenses, the
varietion from precinct‘to prec}nct is very small. We therefor can have
high confidence that sueeessive eppljcations of the same procedures in
the same areas of Washington would yield results of the same order of

magnitude.

e
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The problem of errbr is much more diff{cult, hoWever, for deciding
whether differences between precincts or between any other.subgroups of
our samplé are attributable to true differences, to '"‘random' ‘erfrors or
those associated with the inaccuracies of measufing device. Here, our

procedure has compounded informaticn from several sourcés for theé various

estimations and corrections, each of whi¢ch has its particular error functions

Differences Among Respondents

As in the case of the data on which police crime statistics are
based, the data from questions about victimization in our interviews are
functions both of what has:happened to the members of our population
and the adequacy of our procedures for eliciting information about these
happenings. Our survey method is heavily dependent upon the ability and
motivation of the respondent to remember events and to report them in
the interview situation. In our pretest and survey experience, we have
found that the quantity of the reports of victimization that are elicited
by our interviews depends to a considerable degree upon how the task of
remembering and reporting is structured by the interview schedule and,
presumably, By the way inh which the interviewer uses it.

Despite the most intensive instructions we could afford to provide
our interviewers and the high degree of specification and stahdardizatipn
we established for the interviewing procedure; we observed considerable
variation from interviewer to interviewef in the average number of reports
of victimization his completed interviews contained. To a considerable

degree, this may follow from variation in the nature of the respondents

inclinations toward relating incidents of victimization to the interviewers.

-.‘---
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--As.a.simple check on variation in incident reporting by charac-

teristics.of .the respondent, we have made tabular comparisons between.

those respondents who reported no incidents of victimization whatsoever
having occurred to ‘themselves or to any member of their household (212
respondents) and those who did report one or more incidents (299 respond-
ents). The latter were weighted in the tabulations by the number of
incidents of victimization reported. In effect, ‘this amounts to treating

each incident of victimization as a case so that-individuals who report

_moredthan_one_incjdeht'are treated as separate .individuals. for each

incident in these tabulations. .

: We found that incident reﬁorting.was directly related. to most -

- social-class~-linked variables we tested.. The most pronounced variation

was found with education but differences are manifest only at.the advanced
level. Among thetnonvictims, 8 per cent had completed college as contrasted
with 20 per cent of the victimization respondents. Higher proportions

of those reporting victimization than of nonvictims were white. Similarly,
although the relationship was less pronounced, incident reporting was
heavier from home owners as .compared with renters, from -residents of
single-family houses and elevator apartment buildings than those in walk-
up apartment houses or rooming-houses; from residents of sound structures
than dilapidated or deteriorating ones, from those 'paying higher rentals
and owners of higher valued residences, from members of family -units

than from unattached, individuals,. from members of moderately small families

{4-5 individuals).as compared with both smaller or larger ones, Possibly

AR
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class-linked as well is the heavier reporting from 6th Precinct residents
and low reporting from l4th Precinct ones. An exdeption was the index

of socioeconomic status which we used primarily to identify the unambigu-
ously poor. Incidents were .reported somewhat more frequéntly by poor
respondents and by high status respondents--middle SES-score respondents
were relatively highly represented among those whb had no victimization
to report.

Individuals who said that they were insured against theft of
household property and those who faid their cars were insured against
theft also wetre much more predominant among the victimization repondents
than among those reporting no victimization, Insurance is also social-
class linked, but since the ma;hitude of the differences is greater than
in the case of the other variables mentioned above, with the sole exception
of college completion, presumably an additional factor is operating.

Women also weré reporters of victimization in greater proportion.
An identical difference distinguished respondents who weré the spouses
of heads of households from those who were heads, there being no dif-
ference among those who had other relationships to the head of household.

Incident reports were more commonly made by those who were longer
term residents of their community.

Age differences were manifest in a somewhat greater prevalence
of reporting among those in the 26-to-30-year interval and a pronounced
tendency of those over 66 years of age to report ﬁo victimization. Widows
and widowers relatively frequently claimed never to have been victims.

Respondents who said that they usually carried & weapon of some

sort when they went out reported victimization in greater proportion
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than did those who claimed they carried no weapons. .There was no
association observed;‘however,.with the importance the'respon@ent attached
to safety and orderliness of the'neighborhood in having picked_hi;
residence, or-in"the-respondentﬁs,rating‘of,how,free from crime his
neighborhood actually was. - .

The number. of incidents_of_al] types that a given respondent K
reports, it seems likely, would bg more dependent upon his cqoperativeness
with the interviewer than would his reporting one incident. If indeed
some of the differences just discussgd‘stem from‘cooperativeneés, then
they would. be less likely to be as pronounced with‘respept:tg‘repptts
of those. types of incidents which w;re asked for fjrst.and_which’are:
seemingly most readily remembered--the,reqent incidents of whichvthe
respondent himself was a victim. When just the incidents during the

recent .one-year period are examined--those used in this report to estimate

offense rates --differences in the proportion of incidents reported by
" the various categories of respondents -are in many instances the same

as found:when all incidents were cons.idered. The college—educated, again,

are found out of proportion among those describing a recent victimization;
$0, too, are white respondents. In the main, however, the pattern is

for reports of the recent incidents to be less- strongly related tQAthe

‘class factors we speculate may have affected the number of the incidents

reported and more-directly related to other characteristics. Recent_
incidents, as contrasted with all . incidents taken together, are more
often reported by renters than owners, those paying ]ower rents, thgv
"'poor' on our SES measure, -those divorced and separated, those with

insurance against theft and those who carry weapons, and females. Widows

i



-GG~

and widowers and those err 55 years of age are less frequently represented
among the victims of recent incidents.

The comparisons briefly discussed above sudgest that until further
data and analysis are available, it would be hazardous to use the gross
victimization reports from the survéy to determire the differential
vulnerability to victimizatioh of various elements of the population.
Considerably more work is needed to assess which of these differences
may be attributable to remembering or cooperativeness, rather than actual
victimization.

In our present data, we appear to have highef than average
reporting at the two ends of' the socioceconomic scale. It is possible,
a$ has been found in analysis bf known offenses by teénsus tracts, that
residents of high status areas bordering low status onés (which is the
case of all high socioeconomic areas in our sample) have éspecially
high rates of offenses. Three-fourths of the offenses reported by our
respondents were directed against property. It is altogether possible
‘that within a genera1 geographic area, theére will be some relationship
between the amount or value of a berson's property and its liklihood
of being the target of an offender. At the other end, it is plausible
that the poor inhabit areas of greatest social disorganization. Other
of the differences and lack of differences between the characteéristics
of those reporting and not reporting recent vitctimization, however, seem
more consistent with differerces in reporting behavior than victimization.
This seems the most plausible interpretation of the high number of incidents

reported by college graduates.
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In the caselof the excess of reporting by females, it is first
necessary to reemphasize that the majority of the incidents in'buf survey
have been classed, although oftéﬁ a%bifrérily, as oneé of whiéh the entire
household, not mérejy fHe‘regpoﬁdeht, was' the victim. But, with few
ekcebtibns;'all'of the incidents wé'are‘cduntihé érelbnesvof which the
respdhdént regarded himsel as fhe V}ctim--théy ére Tﬁéidents ngéA‘}ﬁJA
résbohée‘tb dﬁeétionS'abouf onéseif; 'Fdrthe};'thié Wa5:50}e'fré§déﬁ{i;
the case with females (90'per:teht of the incidents theyv;eborgéa)ﬁfhén

males'(8ivpéP'ceﬁt of their incidents). We find, théréfor,“SOMé‘greater

B . . . . ) . . . :‘ ) . ] B . " .
" tendency of women to regard themselves as a victim in the case of crimes

-

which we define as VictEMEzing'thé entire household than is true of men.

This factor may explain the apparent contradiction between the data from

‘our survey and that from other studies. (For ‘example, the recent FBI

"Offender Mobility Study'' in Washington found that males much more

frequently were victims of crimes than were females.) A much higher

:-percehtage of the crimes mentioned by women respondents are burglafies,

while ménvmention'robberiés aﬁd assaults in greater pfbpbrtioﬁ; .lt
forlowé, then, that either homes wifhéut an adult male ére special fafgefs
of burglafs'or that femdles are less likely than males to omit mentioning
a recent burgléry'to oufiinfekvieﬁefsbwhen one has occurred. .We éuspeét
that for burglaries and other offenses4which we have classea ag.offenséé
against the entire hduséhoié, such as ;gﬁda]ism;‘tﬁe latter fégtor

accounts for the high apparent victimization of women .

LYY
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B, Adjusting Survey Results for Comparisons

Time Periods and Recall

| The major purpose of the study is to explore the value of surveys
of the public for supplementing the information available to the police
on the occurrence of crime. A central problem is gaining comparability
betweén the incidents of victimization which the respondents in these
precincts reported that they experienced during a given time period and
the "actual offenses' in these precincts durihg the same period réported
by the police. To a considerable degree, the procedures uséd in the
present study to collect information on victimization have been structured
in the light of the problems of such ¢omparisons. Sobmewhat different

procedures would be used if oné sought only to maximizé the intrinsic

potentialities of surfveys of the public for knowledge of citizen victimization.

The seemingly most reliable data from our interviews are those
relating to recent incidents which directly involved the respondent
or his entire household. All told, the 511 respondents in the survey
reported 258 such incidents for the one-and-a-half+<year period covered by
the pertinent questions. The distribution of such incidents by quarter-
year periods in Table 2-8, shows a pronouriced decrease in the first two
quarters and in the last, and a somewhat uneven distribution in the
middle quarters of the period.

Simple and plausible reasons may account for the two tails of the
time distribution. The most recent period would be expected to have fewer
incidents because interviewsiwere being conducted during this entire period--

more than half of the interviews were completed beforé the midpoint of the

- . b
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quarter had been reached. The low numbgf.ofﬁinciaents dated as occurring
in early 1965 presqmabty results-from lésser recall of events more remote
in time. (See Report No. 2.) | | | |
TABLE 2 3
NUMBER AND PER CENT OF INCIDENTS OF RECENT VICTIMIZATION INVOLVING
~ THE RESPONDENT (INCLUDING "ENTIRE HOUSEHOLD' INCIDENTS)

BY TIME PERIOD AND CUMULATIVE RATE PER 100 RESPONDENTS
" (N=511 Respondents)

Number Per Cent Cumulative

“Date I of of Recent Rate Per
- Incidents Incidents 100 Respondents
1966 .
T APFIl to JulyTT ' 38 15 | 7.4
January to March =~ b7 18 16.6
1965
 October to December o 58 22 - 28.0
July to September ' 35 |F T 34,8
April to June | 39 15 . w25
‘January to March = Co24 9 - Ly.2
1965 or 1966 but not
specifically identifiable'
by month (includes 10
'series type'' offenses) 17 7 50.5
Total 1965-1966 _ 258 100

266-053 O - 67 -5

JRT
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The distribution islalmost certainly perturbated by ''telescoping'
effects. This results from distortions of the time sense iﬁ people's
memories so that events which happened some time agd are recalled as
having happened more recently or the reverse.

Discussions of telescoping have usually dealt with the tendency
to shift events forward in time, although backward telescoping'' has been
noted as well. As yet, there are no general rules applicable to types
of respondents, events, and tine periods for evaluating telescoping
éffects, other than that they are likely to occur and may be of substantial
consequence for estimates based on survey reports. A review of investi-
gations of telescoping and éthér distortions of recall was prepared recently
by the Bureau of the'Census5 in connection with an extensive investigation
of response errors in surveys of household expenditures.

We have many indications that, even for the most recent time

periods, our data underestimaté the frequency with which incidents occur.
Presumably this is because of recall difficulties, the réticence and less
than full cooperativeness of some ﬁéspondehts, the inexpertness of some
interviewers, the loss of data through imperféectly comp1eted forms, and

the motivational fatigue associated with the long duration of some of

bur interviews (over two hours in some cases). Nonetheless, it is important
to develop a minimum estimate of the frequency of victimizatiobn expressed

in yearly-rate terms.

PUTSEIVETREE R

5John Neter and Joseph Waksberg, Response Errors in Collection
of Expenditures Data by Household Interviews: An Experimental Study,
U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, September 1964, Technical

Paper, No. 11..
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Period Selected for Estimations

We therefore have taken as the.basis for such an éstimate the
first quartér of 1966 and the last threé quarters of 1965. This balances
the possfbleZTnflétion from telescoping of the figure for the later
quarter of 1965, on thé one hand, with the lower valuelfor'the second
qUarter of 1965 which‘appafentlyvresults from nonrecall. During this

I2-month period, 195 incidents of victimization were counted among our

511 respondents--a rate of 38 per cent.

If "the two most recent, compléte quartefs be regarded as a better
basis for an'estimate,vand the fibeé’is'extrapolatéd to a 12-month basis,
we would estimate a 42 per cent annual rate of victimization, rather
than the 38 per cent estimate derived from the full 12 months. 1In this:

instance, error in the direction of conservatism is preferred, howevef.

Noncomparabilitx with Police Data

These figures are in many respects not comparable with the "Crime

~ Index" figures of the Uniform Crime Reports, although this index is sometimes

spoken of as a ''victim risk rate,'" nor with the statistics on actual offenses
kept by the»Metfopo]itan'Police._ Among the sources oflnoncdmparability
are the fo]]owing:

]1:;0ffenses versus victims.--The survey figures are based on the

incidence of personal victims, not of offenses, Some offenses have many

_'victiMS. For others, such as .offenses of mutual victimization and those

against public order, or agéinét corporate entities, it is diff[cult‘tq

identify any specific individual or individuals as the victim. In our

RRTY
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interviewing, we left it to the judgment of the individuals as to
whether he was a personal victim of the offenses he reported., 1In many
other instances, such as bqrglaries or auto thefts, every member of the
household might consider himself the victim.

Although tHe magnitude is sosmall as to make any possible effect
trivial, it should also be pointed out that our procedures preclude
representation of homicide victims in cur e‘stimates.6

2. Llocus.--The Uniform Crime Reports and police statistics locate

crjmes by the place the offense occurred; the present data by the res idence
of the victim. The incidents reported by the respondents in the main
occurred close tohome, Almost three=fourths of all incidents took place

in the respondent's neighborhooa; three;fifths on his own block; and

fully half at his home. The only other frequent locatioh was the victim's
place of work, where 11 per cent of the incidents reportedly took place.
Only in rare instances were crimes described as happening outside of the
District of Columbia. Crimes against Negro respondents had a distribution

less remote from place of residence than was true of white réspondents.

6Although we had erroneously assumed the contrary, it was technically
possible for a homicide victim to be picked by our respondent selection
procedure. We were reminded that even the event of eXCeedingiy minute
probability is not an impossible event by this actually having otcurred.
It occurred in this way. Our rules provided that the composition of a
household that would be used for selecting the respondent would always be
that as of the time the interviewer first derived these data from a member
of the household. This was to be the ¢ase regardless of whether the compositio
changed betweéen that first contact and his being able to find the respondent
available for an interview. One of our interviewers enumerated a household
on a Friday, found that the member designated by the sélection table as
the respondent was not at home, returned on Monday to learn that the designated
person had been shot and killed in a gun fight in Southeast Washington on
Saturday.
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3. Unevaanted>téstimony.--The survey figures are based on the

unsupported and unevaluated testimony of the informants, as opposed to
police statistics where reported offenses. are subject to unfounding upon
investigation.

Thus, to gain some comparability of our victimization rates with

police rates of offenses, we must adjust the survey victim data for:
(1) the ﬁlace of residence of victims; (2) multiple victims of a single

property dffense; and (3) false or baseless reports in the. interview.

Converting Victim Data to Offense Data

Worksheet A contadns a sunfhary of‘fhe caltulationé;we havé made
to form a_yery crude estimate of'the annual frequency of offenses }nvolving
thé.Vfctimf;afioq of citizens of.these precincts. Data from:the 3—§recinct
suryey covering victimization 16 any of the four quartérs from Aprii 1,
1965 to March 31, 1966 ére’used.7 ‘ln viéwvof tHe ;rudé7nature of our
prééedure,'we have rounded figures ]iberglly to-avoid erroneous impressions

of precision in our estimation.

Gross Victimization Rate

From the number of incidents reported by the respondents in each

“of the 3 precincts sfudied, a gross victimization rate is derived. Inter-

estingly, we find that the respondents‘in the 14th Police Precinct, which
has the lowest crime rate in police statistics, have the highest rate

of victimization in our survey reports.

TThere were 18 incidents that respondents stated occurred during 1965
or 1966 but which they could not date within a specific quarter-year. The
ambiguity in 17 of these cases stemmed from the fact that they were a series
of events, rather than one at a specific point in time--usually obscene or
threatening telephone calls over a period of time or a series of acts of
vandalism, Each of these series was classed as one incident and, where they
appeared to be of the correct recency, have been included in the incidents
used for the calaculations.

i
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WORK SHEET A
ESTIMATING GROSS RATE AND VOLUME OF OFFENSES BY PRECINCT FROM SURVEY VICTIMIZATION
REPORTS FOR PERI0OD APRIL 1965 THROUGH MARCH 1966

L

Correction for offenses not in D, C, - 5%3

Precinct
6 10 14
1. Total number of respordents. 155 173 183
2. Number of incidents of whi¢h respondent was victim during period
period. 55 65 75
3. Gross victimization rate. (Line 2/Line 1.) .35 .38 4
L. Number of single-victim offenses ' 22 20 24
5. Number of "entire household" incidents. (32) (45) (51)
6. Eligible persons per household (age 18 or over). (2.3) (2.2) (2.1)
7. Offense equivalent for "entire household! incidents,
(Line 5/Line 6.) T 20 24
8. Other multiple-victim incidents.- (1} (0) (0)
9. Number of victims pér other multiple-victim incident. (2) - -
10. Offense equivalent for other multiple-victim incidents.
(Line 8/Line 9.) = = _
11. Offense equivalent for all incidents. (Sum of Lines h,Z &€ 10.) 36 Lo L8
12, Less: correction for estimated baseless complaints. (4.4% of
Line 11.) . - -2 -2
13. '"Actual offense' equivalent. 35 TS
14, Gross offense rate. (Line 13/Line 1.) .23 .22 .25
15. Estimates of population age 17.4 or over. 52,000 66,000 49,000
16. Gross estimate of offenses. (Line 14 x Line 15.) 12,000 14,500 12,250
17. Proportion of incidents claimed reported to policde. .51 .5k .58
18, Gross estimate of reported offenses. (Line 16 x Line 17.) 6,100 7,800 7,100
19. Proportion of incidents classed Part |. .70 .70 .68
20. Gross- estimate .of Part | offenses. (Line 16 x Line 19.) 8,400 10,200 8,300
21. Part | offense rate. (Line 20/Line 15.) .16 .15 17
22, Proportion of Part | claimed reported to police. .51 .62 .61
23. Gross estimate of reported Part | offenses.
(Lire 22 x Line 20,) 4,300 6,300 5,100
2k, Gross estimate of rate of reported Part | offenses.
(Line 23/Line 15.) ] .08 .10 .10
. 25, Proportion of incidents classed as Index offenses. R TS .55
26. Gross estimate of Index offenses. (Lire 25 x Line 16.) 5,900 6,700 6,700
27. Gross estimate of rate of Index offenses. (Line 26/Line 15.) 1 .10 L4
28. Proportion of Index offenses claimed reported to police, .67 .75 7
29. Gross estimate of reported Index offenses.
(Line 26 x Line 28.) _ 3,900 5,000 5,000
30. Gross estimate of rate of reported Index offenses.
(Line 29/Line 15,) .08 .08 .10
31, -

*Less than 1%.

aRepresents L incidents, 3 "Entire Household!! and | single victim,
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This illustrates therdiffereh;lpgrspective toward crime incidence
that is deve[pped byvsuryey data as;cqmpared with conventional police
statistics. The interpretation for the seeming contradiction‘of,the
policg fiqures résides partly in the fact that, as will be shown subse-_
quently, residents of the l4th Precinct are mére frequently victimized
outside of their home precinct than are reéidents of the other two areas.
In addition, as compared with the other predominantly Negro precinct--
the 10th--few of the pffgﬁsgs that occur in the l4th involve business
establishments or_qonresiﬁents;_a large proportion of the crimes listed
in the police statistics for the lkth Pre;inct thus victimize résidents.

Lastly, for reasons not clear in the data available, a larger proportion

of the crimes that do occur in this precinct seemingly do not appear in

police statistics as compared with the higher-income and 1ess-exclusiv§ly

Negro precinct--the 6th.

" HEntire~Household" Incidents

As the first step toward gaining comparability with police data,
we adjusted our victim totals for the offenses which, in a sense, affected

the entire household, rather than the respondent only (Lines 4 to 7 of

WOFk§heet A). Fdr:these,'aﬁy member of the household whom we éhanced to

interview might poséibly Eeport he was a victim. If we consider our
samplé as a sample ofiindividUa]s, offenses such as housebreaking and
automobile thefts therefore have an additional chance of being enumerated

by our method as compared with those of which only one person considers

himself the victim. -

e
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Without mathematical demorstration, this can be understood by
considering the effect of extending our sample to where it waé a 100-per
cent sample of the adults of the precinct. The same offense would then
be reported in many cases by mulitiple victims‘df it. Although ours is
technically a sample of randomized informants within sampled households
and, regardless of size, would never involve interviewing moré than one
respondént in any household, we are using it in the present procedure
as a sample of adult individuals. Thus, in a later step, we will multiply
observed rates of victimization among our réespondehts by the estimated
mature population of the precincts to derive an estimate of the total
number of victimizations in tHe_pFecinct.

A correction for multiple victims is therefore necessary. In
the case of incidents of victimization which actually or by ou¥ arbitrary
definition affected the entire household, we uséd the factor of the number

of persons 17 years old or over per household among our victims for all

precincts and all such offenses. The 'toffénse eqdivalent” for the “"Entire-

Household" incidents reported, shown for each precinct on Line 7 of
Worksheet A, is the quotient of the number of such incidents divided by
the'mean number of of-age respondents per household fdr the precinct.

We arbitrarily labelled as offenses of which all members of the
household were victimized ("Entire-Household Offenses'') all burglaries,
auto thefts, thefts or malicious destruction of household-type goods (e.g.
TV sets, lawn furniture), thefts of automobile parts and accessories,

vandalism to automobiles or to residential property, and trespass. Since,

for convenience, we have used a mean--of-age persons per victimized household--

to determine the number of victims of such offenses, we designated the
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‘types of offenses just mentioned as ''"Entire-Household Offenses' even

when there was only one resident of the household.

In the case of larcenies, where breaking and entering was not
involved, the actual owner of the property was considered.the victim, if
ownership could be identified. Otherwise, the incident was designated
an ""Entire Household .Offense." Thefts from automobiles followed this

rule, except where auto parts or accessories were concerned. In the.

.very few incidents of deliberate offenses involving automobiles (failure

to stop or identify, or use of an automobile maliciously), all occupants
were cqnsidered the victim wheré qgtual injury or fear of injury was.
involved, and the entire household if damage to the automobile was
involved. . In the case of threatening or indecent phone calls, the
persons actually receiving the calls were .considered the victims and
those against whom an act was threatened. For peeping and .indecent
exposure, where a specific fndividua] or ‘individuals were identifiable
as the actual objects--subject to the peeping or the exposure--they were
considered the victims.

The actual number of victims was used_for of fenses that did not
fall into the arbitrary "Entire-Household Offense'' definitions described
above,

The decision was made to count as "Entire-Household" incidents
those which the respondent mentioned as victimizing some other member of
the household_where‘thesehwere of a type considered as victimizing all
members of the household when mentioned by ‘the respondent. One view of

the reasonableness of this procedure .is -as- follows.
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Let us consider the effect of counting only incidents of which
" the individual considered himself personally a victim. Siﬁce our
procedure does not involve interviewing every member of every sampled
household, we are forced to guess as to what proportion of "Entire-
Household" incidénts would be mentioned as a victimization of self by
two or more members of a household.

Data from the present survey allow a partial estimate of the
proportion of randomly chosen respondents who would not mention such
incidents as a self-victimization. This is the proportion who menticned
incidents of this type only when asked £he later questions about what
happened to othér members ;f_their household--for example, those who
remembefed at this point 'my husband's car was stolen,' or, '"The house
was broken into and my wife's coat and my boy's typewritér were taken.!'
In the case of reports of "Entire-Household' incidents by respondents as
self-victimizations, we have had to employ the caution that some other
member of the household might define the event differengly. For example,

where our respondent told us '

My car was$ stolen,' we have felt that
this particular respondent's spouse might report "Qur car was stolen,"
as might his daughter or even his niece who lives with them as a member
of the househéld.

Were we confident of the exhaustiveness of the reporting by our
respondents regarding victimization of other members of the household,
weé would know, on the average, how frequently a member of & household
regards “Entfre—Household“ incidents as happening only to other members

of his household and not himself--hence, presumably, incidents he would

not mention if asked only about things that had happened to him, personally.
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-.Actual]y, reéponden%s.rgpért relativély few }nEidents in response
to questjons about other hcusehold mémsers, but we can‘use the_coqserva—
tiye]y low proportion of self-exclusions from ”Entire-H0useho]d"'
victimization that’djd occur in oyr'éampjg. We would reduce our estimate
of the number of multiple mentions of a given'Entire-Household“xinqigent
that would occur in a 100-per, cent sample from one based on the assumption

that all members of the household would report jt, to one assuming that

only a proportion of them will do so. This proportion would be the

comp]emgntary proportion of incidents mentioned only in response to questions
about cher members of the household.

Arithmetically, this proceéﬁrg of reducing the base ngmber of
self-definedﬁyjc;ims results in exactly the same value as including
all “Entire-Household” inﬁidents, regardless of whether they were elicited

by questions about self or about others in the household.

Our data included information on whether the respondent was a

. member of the same household or of some other household at the time of

the offense than when interviewed. Our computations for "Entire-HousghoId“
crimes employ a mean size of household and we have assgmed that the
differgnces between current size of household and that at the time of

of fense would on the average be so negligibly djfferent as to have. no
apﬁ;ec[able effect on our rgsglts. Consequently, we have not considered
changes of hou§eh91d among vjctims in our calculations. In a sthdy

permitting greater precision, a check on the assumption would be necessary.

AT
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Other Multiple-Victim and Multiple-Offense Incidents

Person or property offense.--In Uniform Crime Reporting procedures,

crimes against persons are handled differently than crimes against property.
For the former, the action against each victim is considered separately=--

there are as man& offenses recorded as there are victims. Thus, if a

‘ . "- (- -

man and his wife are assaulted by a hoodlum, two offenses are considered

to have occurred. (In our procedure, this would be considered one incident.)

Fdr crimes against property, however, the Uniform Crime Report rule varies,

- =

and there are greater problems of comparability with data from a survey.

A concept of the ''distinct operation' is involved in the procedure used

X

by the police. |If a numbe; Qf‘cars in a garage that has been broken into
have articles stolen from them, this would be one offense by Uniform
Crime Report ruleé, since offenses are ''priority coded" and each incident
receives just one classification. Similarly, a holdup of several pérsons
simultaneously is considered one offense. For burglaries, there is a
single offense counted for each home or apartment enterea (but, where
several hotel rooms are ransacked on a single occasion, merely one
offense is considered to have occurred).

In summary, property crimes involving multiple victims present
problems for rendering data from a survey of citizens comparable with
police statistics of actual offenses tHat follow uniform reporting
procedure. Crimes against persons, in most instances, do not present
difficulty since uniform reporting procedure useés a victim base.

Series of like offenses.--A difficulty involving units that could

not be solved entirely satisfactorily was encountered in the present study.

This occurred where a respondent described what actually was a series of
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related acts over a period of time, where each could be classed as an
offense, but where the. individual either could not specify precisely
how many times the pffenséAhad taken place or where so many separate
_instances were .involved that such acts, if counted individually, would
contribute highly disproportionately to- the total picture of victimization
at which the study aimed. The offenses in question included threats,
vandalism, obscene telephone calls, thefts of minor automobile parts
. .and accessories (hub caps, gasoline céps, spare tires), indecent .
exposure, and peeping,. Usuélly, the victim assumed or knew the series
of offenses was being committéd¢5y,the same offender or group of
offenders. In each instance where the respondent spoke of the matter
in terms of a unitary series of identical offenses of 6ﬁe of the types
listed abové,'it has been considered a singlé incident. .Thfé has
been done even though the viétim may'Have made Ewb or more complaints

to the police on different occasions. In this respect, consequently,

". ' - -xz -i - Q é-.‘ - - ¢ -.
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bt the survey procedure may lead to an undercount relative to police

‘

statisfics.

Multiple-victim propérty offenses.~--Provision was made for correcting

for incidents in which the respondent was victimized in a property crime
‘with other pérsons; whether or not members of his household, but where
the entire household was not victimized. This had little effect on the

estimations since all but one of the multiple-victim offenses that did

not involve all members of the household for the period were person crimes.
Since in the police statistics, these incidents involve a number of
offenses equal to the number of victims, no correction is needed for these

cases.
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Using these procedures, the estimate on Line 11 is that the

195 victim reports by the respondents represent the equivalent of 124

offenses for the purpose of extrapolation of rates to the entire population.
Only one of the reported multiple-victim incidents other than

those involving‘the “Entire-Household" for the time period required

correction to derive an offense equivalent. Since three victimé were

involved in it, it has a value of only one-third of an offense for the

estimation procedure. Since we have rounded to the first digit in our

calculations, this incident drops out of the estimate total altogether

(see Lines 8 to 10 of Worksheet A).

Correction for Possible Baseless Reports

The large volume of reports of victimization relative to that
expected on the basis of police data led us in our previous report to
lean over backwards, as it were, to avoid undetected factors that might
inflate the survey figurgs reiative to those of the police report. In
each case in which we deal with a recognized factor to which we cannot

attach an empirical quantitative value, we have opted for a procedure that

resolves the doubt in the direction of minimizing the estimates of offense

incidence derived from the survey and toward increasing those derived

-

from the police data. Thus, for example, while we are certain that a
greater number of ”Entire—HousehoIdIx incidents would have been uncovered
had we interviewed every member of every household equally intensively,

the estimation disregards this underestimation.
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One source of error that could raise the survey estimates above
true values would be false reports by the respondents. While we have
voided those few incidents reported where events as descrioed did not
clearly meet our def|n|t|0ns of a crlmlnal offense? the validity of the
factual descrlptIOn of what occurred was accepted as glven. InCIdents’
were not counted where the respondent merely suspected he had been
victimized (most commonly, suspected pickpocket or "insider" theft)

Although it is difficult to conceive of rational reasons for
respondents concocting incidents to relate to the interviewer, nonetheless
there would prooablv be alleged instances of victimization described.
that would prove unfounded upon investigatfon. In the absence’ofzanv

direct mode of screening our cases for such false or baseless complaints,

we have reduced our estlmate of offenses by a percentage equal to the

'proportlon of offenses reported to the Metropolltan Police that are

subsequently Unfounded. This reduction--4.4 per cent--is applied in

¢ Line 12.

Gross Estimate of Offenses

The gross estimate from our sample is that approximately 23 offenses
occurred in the 12-month period for every 100 persons over 17 years of
age in these three precincts. The absolute number of offenses victimizing
8The victim also had to be an innocent party--e.g. the person who

purchased. stolen property with any reason to belleve it might be stolen
was not considered a victim, :
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of-age residents of these prec¢incts is derived by multiplying this rate

by the estimated of-age population9 of the precincts (Line 14 to 16).

Age Adjustment

An adjustment is required for our including &s eligible respondents
all those aged 18 on date of interview. Extrapolating crudely, during .62
of the days during the 12-morith period used for estimation, the average
respondent currently 18 was only 17 years old. Thus, reports of offenses
by 18-year-old respondents accepted for our survey include some that
occurred when the respondent was only 17. The form in Which we took the
data does not allow us to winnow out these particular incidents. Since

S

the numerator and denominator of our rate estimates are affected in the
same direction, and the values are low, little érror in the survey-derived
offense estimate would be involved‘beyond the failure to take account
of the lower incidence of crimes against the youngest respondents. Police
estimates are not affected by the same factor, however, since age at
time of offense is the basic datum. Hence, for more accurate comparability,
estimates of precinct population and for offenses reported to the police
should be extrapolated to embrace the age category down to approximately
17.4 years. The corrections, judging:from police statistics, are of

9An imprecise estimate had to be used. Although recent intercensal
estimates of population by census tracts are available for the District
of Columbia, the police precincts straddle some census tract boundaries.
Estimates of the population of census tracts for 1964 were used. District
of Columbia, Community Renewal Program, Office of Urban Renewal, Estimated

Population of D. €. Census Tracts and Statistical Areas, July 1, 1964,
December 1965, "The procedure is described in Chapter I.
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trivial magnitude, at the level of accuracy at which we are‘working.
Only 1 per cent of crime complainants in the police data:are in the
17-year-old class, for the classes of offense for which ages are given,
A rough interpolation was.used to adjust the poputation estimates to

include persons 17.4 years or over,

Gross Comparison of Police and Survey Derived Offense Totals

‘Thé grdés estimate.of‘fhe number of offenses occurring to }esidents
of tEese é precincts, shown>in Line 16, totals 38;700. This number
apbrbééhes in magnitude the total of all actﬁaf offenseé of éll ciasses
for the éntire city given in the Annyal Rep&rf of the ﬁoliée departmené,

2 - . : . -
including offenses against nonresfdénts, businesses and other institutions,
as Qéii aghdtﬁef offensés that aré excluded from the survey estimates such
as thégéjiavbl;ing “sélf-victimization,"l or “mutﬁal victimization." 4The
res}aehfs d%vthésé B.bréc}ncté comprise only slighfly more fhan one- i

fourth of the adult population of the entire city.

*Types of Offenses Included in'the Estimates

Further.steps in Worksheet A analyse these gross offense totals

into several components.

Reported vs_unreported offenses.-~First, incidents respondents said

were not reported to the police are_Aremoved.]O About 55 per cent of. all

incidents during the period, according to the respondents, were reported.

’OThe proportions used in calculating Line 17 to Line 20 of Worksheet A
are proportions of incidents, rather than offenses. The assumption is that
the proportions are identical for multiple-victim incidents and single-victim
incidents. This results in-some error, but the identification of the offense-
equivalents for the particular incidents involved in each of the categories of
the Worksheet would have been too time consuming to be merited, given the small
units involved., The effect in some siight exaggeration of the number of offenses
in the Part I, Index, and Reported categories because these were in greater .
proportion "Entire~Household' incidents than single-vic?im.ones. The efiect is
greatest for estimating total reported incidents where it is 5 per cent ftor
the combined 3-precinct figure.

PRLYN
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Estimates of the numbérs and rates per 100 of-age persons are
computed for the crimes the respondents claim were repofted to the police
in the same manner as in the case for all offenses. In a simitar fashion,
successive steps of the Worksheet present estimates for all Part | offenses
and for Part | offense; reported to the police, as well as for Uniform
Crime Index offenses and for Index Offenses reported to the police.

Offenses outside of D, C.--An additional step of Worksheet A

(Line 31) presents the per cent of these offenses occurring outside of

the District of Columbia as a correction factor for estimatihg the contri-
bution of offenses against mature residents of these précincts to the
total incidence of crime in the D}st;ict of Columbia.

Offenses against institutions.--Anticipating one additional problem

of comparability with police data, however, a final correction has been
added. In apportioning offenses in the published police statistics between
offenses against individual victims and those against institutions and

" business enterprises, special care has to be taken for comparisons with,
- data from victim surveys to identify those types of incidents that may
be reported in a survey by both individual victims and institutional
representatives. A clear-out example is the theft of an individual's
car from a tended parking lot or an automobile repair shop. Both the
individual auto owner and the establishment proprietor would usually
regard themSelves‘victimized. Although there are data available for
estimating the proportion of police totais for auto thefts that are from
business establishments, this information does not distinguish between

thefts of corporately-owned and individually-owned vehicles.

&4 a8
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Simflarly, in ”housebreaking”.cases‘where nonrésidential premises
were invplved, ‘the police data do not sort housebreakings according to
whether personal brbperty or business property or both were éffected.,
The descriptions of premises and reporting by the respondents allow us
to adjust data from the victim survey to exclude all cases where there

was a liklihood that the offense might also figure as an offense

against a business establishment.

In-Precinct Victimization

A more eiaborate procedure has been employed to Hestrict estimations
to incidents thét occurred within the bre;incf.of current residence,'sinceA
only at the level of precinct estimates can we make any direct épmpariédns
between survey estimates and police data. This is because pofice data
are available on the basis of the location of the offense, not the residence
of the victim,

Worksheet B pfesents the principal steps that were followed to
estrmate the numbers and rates of offenses against residents of a precinct
that occurred in the precinct of residence. The procedures followed in
Worksheet A are repeated, but adjustments are needed to deal with the

exclusion of incidents that occurred somewhere else,

Y™
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WORKSHEET B

ESTIMATING IN-PRECINCT RATE AND VOLUME OF OFFENSES FROM SURVEY VICTIMIZATION REPORTS

FOR PERIOD APRIL 1965 THROUGH MARCH 1966

A

Precinct
6 10 1h
Rate Base Estimation
I. Total number of respondents. 155 173 183
2. Residents of precinct during entire 12-month period. 134 150 159
3. In-migrants to precinct durlng 12-month period. (21) (23) (24)
L. Mean length of residence in precinct of in-migrant (years). (.62) (.62) (.62}
5. Full year residence equivalent for in-migrant--"expbsure.*
o (Line 3 x Line &.) 13 14 _15
6. Total respondent years--rate base (sum of Line 2 and Line ). 147 164 174
B Precinct Victimizatjon Estimation
7. Number of incidents during period of which respondent a vi¢tim, 55 65 75
8. Less incidents out of precinct of current residence. -2 =11 -19
9 Incidents occurring in precinct of current residence 43 5L 56
10 In-precinct victimization rate. (line 9/Line 6.) .29 .33 .32
€. Offense Equivalent Estimation
I1. Number of single victim in-precinct incidents I5 15 14
12, Number of ""Entire -Household'' in precinct incidents. - (28) (39) (42)
13. Eligible persons per household (age 18 or over), (2.3) (2.2) (2.1)
14, Offense equivalent for "Entire-Househol'd" incidents. (Line 12/Line 13.) i2 18 20
15. Other multiple-victim property inciderits - - -
16. Number of victims per incidents. - -
17. Offense equivalent for other multiple-victim |ncadents (Line 15/Line 16) - -
18. Offense equivalent for all in-precinct incidents. (Sum of Lines 11,14517,) 27 33 3L
19. Less correction for estimated baseless complaints. (4.4% of Line 18.) -1 -1 -2
20, "Actual offense'' equivalent. ] 26 32 32
D. Estimations of Rates and Volumes of Offenses
21, In-precinct offense rate. (Line 20/Line 6.) .18 .20 .18
22, Estimates of population age 17.4 or over 52,000 66,000 49,000
23. Gross estimate of in-precinct offenses. (Line 21 x Line 22.) 9,400 13,200 8,800
24, Proportion of in- precinct incidents claimed reported to police. - .51 .54 .58
25, Gross estimate of reported in-precinct offenses. (Line 23 x Line 24) 4,800 7,100 5,100
E. Estimations of Part | Rates and Volumes
26. Proportion of in-precinct incidents classed Part }. .65 .65 .70
27. Gross estimate of Part | in-precinct offenses. (Line 23 x Line 26. ) 6,100 8,600 6,200
28. Part | in-precinct offense rate, {(Line 27/Line 22. ) 12 .13 .13
29. Proportion of Part 1 claimed reported to police. .51 .62 .62
30. Gross estimate of reported Part | in-precinct offenses.
(Line 27 x Line 29.) 3,100 5,300 3,800
31. Gross estimate of rate of reported Part | in-precinct offenses.
(Line 30/Line 22.) .06 .08 .08
F. Estimations of Index Rates and. Volumes .
32. Proportion of in-precinct offenses classed as Index in-precinct offerises. 49 .46 .55
33. Gross estimate of Index in-precinct offenses. (Line 23 x Line 32.) L, 600 6,100 4,900
34. Gross estimate of rate of Index in-precinct offenses. (Line 33/Line 22) .09 .09 .10
35. Proportion of Index in-precinct offenses claimed reported to police. .67 .75 .74
36. Gross estimate of reported.index in-Precinct offenses. (Line 33xLine 36) 3,100 &4 600 3,600
37. Gross estimate of rate of reported Index in-precinct offenses.
(Line 36/Line 22.) .06 .07 .07
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Mobile respondents.--In Worksheet. A, we neglected mobility of our
respondents. With few exceptions, they had been residents of the District
of Columbia during the entire I12-month period on which we base our estimates.

An appreciable proportion of our sample had moved within the District of

Columbia during this period, however., Were we to repeat the procedure of

Worksheet A without taking this into account, we would probably err in
the direction of underestimation of incidence. This can be pointed to
most simply by considering that many (if not most) of the newcomers to the
precinct are replacements for those who have moved out. (We did not employ
information on the number of respon?ents in new construction, although
this, along with demolitions, was taken into account in devising the sample.)
We know from our data, as well as other sources of information,. that the
largest proportion of victimization occurs at home or close té.home. Incidents
against those who left the precinct during the 12-month period would have
occurred largely within the precinct, but these are not enumerated by our
procedure.. Similarly, we would expect incidents against newcomers that
happened prior to their move to have taken place in the areas from which
they came.

[n our previous report, we .derived estimates on the assumption that
those moving into the precinct were replacements of those moving out and
that crimes against in—migrgnts at their previous residence would roughly
balance those against the out-migrants in the precincts we are studying.
Since we were not tapping‘through our .interviews the crimes that had been

committed against those who had moved out of the precinct prior to the

L eise
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survey, we struck a rough balance by including in our previously reported
estimates victimization of the in-migrants that had occurred at or in the
vicinity of their previous residence.

Since a large Humber of our respondents had changed addresses during
the period (about.17 per cent), handling the complication of mobility in
this way may lead to some inaccuracy. This is particularly true in }light
of our observation that the recently mobile more frequently report recent
victimization in the precinct of current residence than do respondents who
have lived in the precinct throughout the period in question. This is
probably attributable to characteristics of those who move rather than

immediate consequences of the act of moving. |t is plausible, however,

that a recent move helps to improve recall for recent victimization incidents,

particularly since such a large proportion of the crimeés are linked to onels
residence. For greater accuracy of estimation, separate rates based on
exposure during residence in the precinct could be computed for those who
have moved into the precinct during the period. A similar &adjustment also
could be made for the new residents of the city.

A simpler adjustment seems satisfactory, however. This involves
adjusting the numerical base upon which we compute our victimization rate.
Essentially, we convert our sample size into a sample of resident years
(exposure to victimization as a precinct resident). The base for computing
rate of victimization thus becomes the number: of peréons interviewed who
were residents of the precinct during the entire 12-month period plus the
sum of the fractional years of residence of in-migrants. Since our data
on length of residence in precinct and city were tabulated in gross class
intervals, in actuality we used interpolated mean periods of residence as
coefficients for estimating the latter sum. These adjustments are made in

Part A of Worksheet B.
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OQut-of-precinct incidents.--In the next part of the Worksheet, the
L2 inciéents that occurred out of the precinct are subtracted from our
earlier totals. A rate of victimization in the precinct is computed (Line 10)
using the adjusted population base. The in-precinct rate is not radically
}educed from that based on all incidents derived -in the previous Worksheet.
The difference in rates between precincts, hovever, i's now considerably
less. Two possible interpretations of these observations suggest themselves.
The first, supplementing the hypotheses mentioned earlier of the high recent
victimization of recent movers, is that those who move shift from lower to
higher risk locations. It is also the case, however, that 14th Precinct |
residents more frequently are vict(ms away from their own.areas than residents
of the other two precincts.

Other adjustments.--The remaining steps of Worksheet B repeat the

corresponding operations previously performed for all incidents. The results

will be discussed in detail in relation to data we will present from police

" statistics.

C. Comparisons with Police Data

Seeking reports of victimization from cross-sections of the public
is a difficult and costly process. One test of the worth of studying crime

in this manner is the extent to which it provides information on crime

‘that is not otherwise available to the police. Consequently, the present

report compares offense estimates derived from the survey for the 3 precints

with data on '""Actual Offenses Reported' in the Fiscal Year 1966 Annual

Report of the Metropolitan Police.II

l“----a-t--‘_--—'an

']Preliminary estimates were prepared for the Crime Commission using

the FY 1965 report since the FY 1966 data did not become available early enough.
These preliminary estimates were used by the Commission in preparing its report.

The 1966 data for the 3 precincts showed a one per cent increase for Part |
offenses and an 18 per cent increase for Part Il classes.

e
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Adjustments of Police Data

To compare estimates from the survey with police réport data,
the contribution of victimization of the populations sampled to the police
figures must be estimated. This requires deleting from police figures:

I. offenses against businesses and institutions;

2. those against nonresidents of the precincts;

3. those against persons under 17.4 years of age;

L. those that do not involve individual citizens as the victims,
such as vagrancy and fugitive;

5. offenses that involve "mutual victimization' or !'self
victimization' such as drug use or prostitution.

Chart 2-1 shows the adjustments needed for each class of offense
and the availability of data for making a correction.

The comparisons have to be restricted to offenses against mature
residents of the precinct that occurred in the precinct of residence.
This restriction excludes only a small proportion of all victimization
from our consideration. About four-fifths of the incidents in question
occurred in the precinct of residence. Estimates from an FBI survey to
be presented below, are of a similar order. They indicate tHat three-
fourths of all offenses against private citizens in these precincts are
against résidents of the precinct. Since most "Entire-Household' incidents
victimize only residents, a lower proportion of incidents in our survey
would involve out-of-precinct victimization than the proportion which would

be derived after a conversion to offense units.

' ®
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CHART 2-1

IDENTIFY

COMPONENTS ATTRIBUTABLE TO OFFENSES AGAINST RESIDENT,
OF-AGE CITIZENS, BY CLASS OF OFFENSE

Class Required Partial Adjustment Full Adjustment
of Offense Adjustments Possible Possible
Murder AR AR
Manslaughter AR AR
Negligent homicide AR AR
Attempt rape AR AR
Attempt robbery ARB ARB.
Aggravated assault AR AR
Housebreaking B B.
Theft--$50 and over ARB RB.

$100 and over ARB A

Under $50 ARB
Auto theft - RB RB
Other assault ARB A
Weapons v v
Prostitution v v
Sex offenses VAR VA
Drug laws v v
Gambling V‘ v
Liquor laws v v
Vagrancy v v
All other offenses v ‘V
Fugitive from justice v v

V--Victimization versus nonvictimization offenses

A--Age of victim

R--Resident of precinct

B--Business or other corporate
Underlined adjustments made from FBl survey Data
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Estimations of Index Offenses

More adéquate bases for édjusting offenses for comparability are
évéflable for Part | and Index clasées, particularly the latter, than is
fhe caseiwith Parﬁ'll of fenses. ’First of all, none of these classes of
offense are ''offenses without v{ctimé.“ Secondly, more data are available
regarding victims and complainants for these offenses in the police
report than for most other classes. Thirdly, for Index classes, we-were
able to apply data from a survey of the mobility of offenders condﬁéted
by the Federal Bureau of lInvestigation in the Washington area during
October and November of 1964.

Data from special FBI survey.--The FBIl survey tabulated by precinct

for Index offenses the number that were directed against business establish-
ments and those that involved nonfesident victims. Alghough,the numbe r

of cases by precinct is small, the time period not congruenf wfﬁh that of
our survey, the data limited to cases for which.charges were broﬁght,.and

to Index classes, this survey ptovided the best data available for two

of the four distinctions needed to compare survey and police data at the
precinct level.12 The data from the FBI Offender Mobility Survey used

for adjusting the police data are shown in Table 2-9,

Since age data on victims were available from the FBI survey only
as averages, police data on age of complainants had to be employed to
apportion offenses between of-age and underage victims, These figures
were available only on a citywide basis and the assumption had to be made

that the ratios were the same for each of these precincts.

-1 2problems of -comparability would be considerably simplified in a
study that drew upon a citywide sample. The use of precinct samples was
recommended by other interests and work carried out for the President's
Commissions at the level of the precinct. : '
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TABLE 2-9

OFFENSES AGAINST BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENTS AND NONRESIDENTS
OF PRECINCT TABULATED IN FBI OFFENDER MOBILITY SURVEY

Numbe + Number Business Numbe r
of Offenses Establishments® Nonresident
Class of Offense Precinct Precinct Precinct
6 10 14 Total 6 10 4 Total 6 10 14 Total
Homicide - - i 1 - - - - - - 1 |
Rape - 4 3 7 - - - - - - ]
Robbery 21 48 12 8l 6 7 3 16 - 10 6 1%
Aggravated assault 12 39 32 83 - - - - 3 5 6 1k
Burglary 15 4 18 79 * 3 22 6 31 - - - -
Larceny 14 3% 33 8] 9 16 15 Lo 1 11 8 20
Auto theft 12 7 19 38 5 6 8 19 BN -
Total,
Index Classes 74 178 118 370 23 51 32 106 L 27 22 53
Per cent of
Index Classes 100 100 100 100 31 29 27 29 5 15 19 | LT

a]h} cases were counted as '"nonbusiness' which were tabulated as 'unknown'
v for this variable in the FBI Survey.

bl7 cases were counted as ''resident'' which were tabulated as ''unknown'’
for this variable in the FBI Survey.

T
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Further, complainant ages are given only for pickpocket and purse-
snatching offenses, rather than all iarcenies. This is not a severe
limitation of the applicability of the police figure, since the survey
incident larcenies included "Entire Household!' incidents for which the
victim age is rarel; relevanf. Since persons under 18 years of age

are probabl& less frequently victims of pocketpicking and purse-
snatching than of all larcenies, applying the police figure to éll
larcenies is presumably a conservative correction. An additional
complication involving larcenies stemmed from police reporting of these
in the categories ''$100 and over' and 'Under $fOO,” rather than the

$50 uniform reporting cutoff.; Daké on Washington, D. C., in the Uniform

Crime Report, 1965 were used to apportion larcenies into Index and non-

index classes to permit application of the FBI Mobility Survey for adjustment,
As can be seen in Table 2-~9, the frequencies of incidents in the

FB! Mobility Survey are too small to permit reliable extrapolation by both

class of offense and precinct. We can apply corrections for the proportion

of offenses that were against businesses either for all lndex offenses in

a given precinct, or for a given class of offense for all 3 precincts,

The former is the preferable procedure where comparisons between precincts

are important; the latter where the over-all results of the survey procedure

are the focus.

Apportioning larcenies.--Table 2-10 shows the distribution, by precinct
for Index classes, of Actual Offenses Reported to the police as given in the

1965 Annual Report of the Metropolitan Police, after larcenies have been

apportioned on the basis of the citywide ratio of Index to non-Index thefts.
In Worksheet C the 3 precinct totals for each class have been subjected to

successive corrections for comparability with the survey-derived estimates.
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TABLE 2-10

ACTUAL [NDEX OFFENSES REPORTED TO THE POLICE BY PRECINCT

i
l _
@
I
Class of Offense Total Entire City
l Criminal homicide 115 10 26 177
‘ Rape 8 18 20 S 159
' " Robbery 196 681 205 1082 3945
) Assault 75 295 87 457 2474
l _ Burglary 609 1154 411 2174 9309
Larceny-$50 and over® 152 328 125 605 - 3386
l Auto theft 282 534 565 _ 1381 5736
- Total 1323 3025 1423 5771 25186

aApportioned from total larcenies on data for city in Uniform
Crime Report, 1965, p. 176.

e
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WORKSHEET C :
FOR AGE, RESIDENCE AND BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENTS OF "ACTUAL OFFENSES REPORTED"
BY INDEX AND PART | CLASS--COMBINED DATA FOR THREE PRECINCTS

1 2 3 b 5 6 7
Claoss Correction
Numbe for Offenses Estimated Correction Estimated Correction Estimated
of Actual Against Non~ of Non- 0f -Age for 0f-Age
Offenses Business  business businesg Res ident Non- Resident
Reported Establishment® Victims for Age Victims residents Victims
Murder Lo - Lo .10 36 1.00 -
Manslaughter (3) - (3) - ‘(3) - (3)
Rape 57 - 57 .3k 38 1k 33
Robbery 895 .20 - 716 .13 623 .20 . Log
Aggravated ) .
assault 560 - 560 .10 504 7 L18
Burglary 1937 .39 1182 - 1182 - 1182
Larceny
$50 and over® 796 A9 Lo6 .08 374 .25, 281
(Under $50) 1616 (-) 1616 (.08) 1487 -) 1487
Auto theft 1193 .50 597 - 597 .03 579
All Index
Classes 5481 3561 3357 2994
(A1l Part |
Classes) 7104 5177 L8hY 448]

®pata from FBI Mobility Survey

bPer cent of victims under 17 years; D. C.--wide figure of age of complainants used

for each class.

c
Based on per cent reported in Uniform Crime Reports--1965. Police report gives data
only for $100 and over and under $100.

dNo data available.

.;_-_“,‘.
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class (Qplumn 3)ir@an estimated frequency of offenses involving individuals

or residences as victims.

Adjusting for age.--Next, corrections are made for age applicable

to each class of offense for the city as a whole. Since both burglaries
and auto thefts are always considered "Entire-Household" offenses in our
procedure, these offenses need nét‘Be corrected. (This is fortunate since
no data on age of complainants or victims are available for them.) The
per cent of Column 3 estimated as under 17 yeafs of age is deducted.

Adjusting for residence. --Lastly, from estimated frequencies of

the of-age, nonbusiness victims in Column 5, a proportion of such victims
is deducted that is estimated to be nonresidents of the precfnct.

In-precinct offenses against residents.--The final column

(Column 7) is an estimate of offenses against residents of the precinct
occurring in the precinct of residence. This quantity is directly comparable
to the estimates of offenses developed from our respondents' reports of
recent in-precinct victimization, presented in Worksheet B, above.-

Before examining these comparisons, let us approach the corrections
of police data by precinct for all Index classes rather than, as has just

been done, by specific class for all 3 precincts. The steps are shown in

Worksheet D.
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WORKSHEET D

CORRECTION FOR AGE, RESIDENCE AND BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENTS OF "ACTUAL OFFENSES REPORTED"

BY PRECINCT FOR INDEX CLASSES

"Actual"' Less Non- Corrected 0f-Age Corrected Estimated
Precinct Index Business business ?or Age Nonbusiness  for Non- Ofnge
- Offenses Victims Victims 9 Victims resident Resident
Victims
6 1322 .3 912 1 812 05 770
10 2695 .29 1913 ' 11 1703 ' "‘5 1448
13 1 N
14

1464 .27 1054 .H 938 .19 760

3-Precinct

Total 5481 3879 3453. 2979

They are identical to those 'in Worksheet C, except now the values for
offenses involving busines; establishments and nonresidents are taken from
the totals for columns of Table 2-9, rather than the rows. In comparison
with Worksheet C, the latter pFocedure results in a smaller reduction for
business victimization. This is primarily because larcenies figure in
larger proportion in the FBl survey figures than in the police tabulations.
The discrepancies are offset by the later corrections for age and residence,
however, so that the resulting totals for all Index classes for the 3

precincts are almost identical in both Worksheets.

Gross discrepancy of survey and police offense estimates.--The

final totals on Worksheets C and D--estimated number of Index offenses
against residents of the 3 precincts aged 17.4 years or over which occurred
in the precinct of current residence--are the incidence estimates most

comparable to estimates derived from the interviewing survey (Worksheet B).
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The survey-based estimate for the 3 precincts is over five times the

magnitude of that derived from the police statistics when all in-precinct

Index offenses are considered--15,600 offenses as compared with about 3,000.

Discrepancy for reported offenses.--A considerable discrepancy

between the survey estimates and police statistics was anticipated becausev
of offenses not reported or otherwise known to the police. But relatfvely
little(slightly over one-fourth of in-precinct victimization by Index
offenses went unreported, according to our survey respondents. Consequently,
even when 6nly the totals for offenses reported to the police are considered,
the survey based estimate is about four times as great as that derived from
the police statistics. The smalléstgestimate of reported in-precinct

offenses derived from the survey for any one of the 3 precincts is of

greater magnitude than the total estimated from police data for all 3 precincts.

Simplistic Comparisons

A great number of steps and some extraneous sources of data are

. involved in the foregoing attempt to restrict attention to those types

of incidents for which the greatest comparability exists between police
data and the data from the survey--namely, Index and other Part | offenses
against adult residents of the precincts occurring in the precinct of
residence, Eéch correctional step involves additional sources of potential
error.

The extravagant differences found between the frequency of citizen
victimization revealed by the sample survey and that suggested by the police

report are clearly not attributable to error involved in the adjustments

266-053 O - 67 - 7
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of police data, however. This can be shown dramatically by a simplistic
statistical comparison between the two bases of estimation--one that

neglects altogether the known inclusion in the police statistics of

offenses against children, business establishments and nonresidents. This
involves calculating from the police figures a rate per thousand of-age
residents of these precincts for all ""Actual. Offenses Reported' to the police.
From these rates, an ''expected'' number of offenses among a sample of residents
of the size of our survey is specified, making the assumption {we know is
untrue) that all offenses reported to the police involved adult, private
residents of the precinct,

Table 2-11 presents ;ugﬁ rates and expected values for Part |
classes (with low-frequency classes combinedinto one category) and for all
Index classes combined. Completely unadjusted totals of offenses from
the police table are used to calculate the rates. 'Entire-Househotld"
type reports from tﬁe survey are reduced to offense-equivalents by the
procedure described earlier,

For all Index classes, the survey yielded over three times as
many of fenses as would be predicted eQen with crimes against children,
businesses and nonresidents being included in police data, but excluded
from survey estimates.

Automobile theft is the.only sizable class for which the survey-
derived estimate is even within a 'ball-park'' order of magnitude.]3

]3Assuming a Poisson distribution a number of auto thefts aﬁ_great
or greater in a sample of this size has a probability of .1l if the true
rate of occurence in the population is that based on the police figure and

1964 population estimates. The survey frequencies for all other classes
have probabilities of tess than .00l
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TABLE 2-11

NUMBER OF OFFENSES FOR PART | CLASSES EXPECTED [N SAMPLE (N=511)
ON BASIS OF RATES REPORTED BY POLICE AND ACTUAL OBSERVED
IN SAMPLE SURVEY OF RESIDENTS--UNADJUSTED POLICE DATA

Number of Offenses
Police Data Rate

Class ' ’ 1000 Residents
17.4 Years or Over Expected Actual
in Sample in Sample®
Part | violent crimes® 9.3 5 15
Burglary 11.6 6 19
Larceny, all b b 7 40
Auto theft 7.1 4 6
All Part i 42,5 22 80
All Index Classes
(Estimated)c 32.8 17 55

. 8Corrected for number of mature individuals per household; 45 per
scent of number of "Entire-Household' incidents of victimization reported
by respondent.

bHomicide, rape, robbery and aggravated assault.

“Based on extrapolation of proportion of larcenies in city being
over $50 as reported in 1965 UCR.
Burglary has the smallest discrepancy of the other classes, but here the
"'smal 't difference (over three times the ''expected" value) is in part due

to the conservative reduction of the offense estimate from the actual

number of incidents mentioned for assumed "Entire-Household" mentions.
Table 2-12 shows the magnitudes of the expected number of offenses

that would occur in a sample of 511 adults, employing the adjustments of

police data for residents, age, and businesses that were described eartier.

L
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TABLE 2-12

NUMBER OF OFFENSES FOR PART | CLASSES EXPECTED iN SAMPLE (N=511)
ON BASIS OF RATES REPORTED BY POLICE AND ACTUAL OBSERVED
IN SAMPLE SURVEY OF RESIDENTS--POLICE DATA ADJUSTED
FOR AGE, RESIDENCE AND BUSINESS ESTABL ISHMENTS

Number of Offenses
Police Data Rate/

Class 1000 Residents
17.4 Years or Over Expected - Actual
: in Sample in Sample®
Part | violent cr_imesb 5.7 3 | 15
Burglary 7.1 b 19
Larceny ($50 and over) ‘ o7.7 ] 15
Larceny (Under $50) 8.9 5 25
Auto theft 3.5 2 6
All Part | 26.8 15 80
All Index Clases

(Estimated)® 17.9 9 55

_ Corrected for number of mature individuals per household; 45 per
cent of number of '"Entire-Household'' incidents of victimization reported
by respondent,

bHomicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.

“Based on extrapolation of proportion of larcenies in city being
over $50 as reported in 1965 UCR.
As in the previous case, we find that auto theft is by far the least

discrepant class of offense. The sample yielded over five times the

expected number of Part | offenses and six times the number of Index offenses.
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Part Il Classes

Since it appears that the admitted nonreporting of offenses to the
police by citizens accounts for only a small proportion of the differences
between survey-derived estimates and those from police statistics, we
are obliged to look elsewhere in the police data for the volume of reports
of victimization citizens claim they make to the police. One possibility
is that the police apply more severe evidential tests to the testimony
of the citizen regarding the nature of the event and that, for cerfain
types of incidents, a report that would be classed here as a Part |
offense on the basis of the victim's description would be more judiciously

‘
classed as a Part Il offense. Examplesare aggravated assault being classed
as simple assault,or events described in terms. of robberfes being classed
as larcenies or other assaults.

Even with no correction for the unknown proportions that certainly
involvg business establishments, nonresidents, children, and mutua!
victimization, the Part 1l classes reported in the police statistics, however,
involve far too few incidents io account for much of the discrepancy betweén
the survey-derived offense estimates and the offense incidence estimated
from police data.

In TaBIe 2-13, all the survey estimates are compared with the number
of ""Actual Reported Offenses' in these precincts, including Part I-c1asses,
and Part Il classes that are definitionally equivalent to those encompassed

14

in our survey.

]hTo the Part |l classes should be added certain traffic charges that
were accepted as incidents of victimization in the survey--leaving after
colliding. Since the police report carries only 63 such offenses for all 3
precincts, neglecting them for the moment involves only approximately a |
per cent omission.

Certain classes of offense are quite unabiguously irrelevant to
individual citizen victimization and have not been counted. These are
drug law violations, gambling, liquor law violations, and fugitives

L man
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TABLE 2-13

ALL ACTUAL VICTIM OFFENSES REPORTED IN POLICE ANNUAL REPORT COMPARED
WITH SURVEY ESTIMATES OF OFFENSES AGAINST RESIDENTS
OF PRECINCT OCCURRING IN PRECINCT

Precinct
Total
3 Precincts
6 10 14

Actual offenses reported? 2,0k0 4,003 1,948 7,991
Survey estimates of

"In-precinct't offenses

known to the policeP 4,800 7,100 5,100 17,000
Survey estimate of all c A

"in-precinct! offenses® 9,400 13,200 8,800 31,400

a

Uncorrected for residence, age or offenses against corporate
entities. Exclusively ""no victim'' offenses not counted--i.e. weapons,
prostitution, drug laws, gambling, liquor laws, vagrancy, fugitive, and
""all other offenses.'

Offenses against residents 17.4 years of age or more occurring
in precinct of residence.

For offenses survey respondents said were reported to the police,
the discrepancy between survey estimates and the police report totals
is only very slightly reduced, even with no adjustments whatsoever of

the raw police figures. The survey figure is still more than twice

the “Actual Offenses Reported!! (Table 2-13).

from justice. Stolen property offenses involve ambiguity in that some of
our respondents claim they were innocent buyers of what they léter.learned
was stolen property. Here, the adjustment can be made by eliminating the
survey incidents of this type to permit deleting the entire category frqm
the comparisons. Examination of the specific types of offenses categorized

under the "'all other offenses' class of the police report revealed that
none involved citizen victimization. From information on complainants,

sex offenses, other than rape and prostitution, could partially be assigned

to mutual victimization. These adjustments have not been made, however.
The full police frequency is retained.
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In the case of Part |l classes, the nonreporting of incidents
makes a bigger difference. When comparisons of unadiusted police data
and survey estimates are made for all classes of offenses, whether or
not reported to the police, the survey estimate of incidence is about 4

times the police figure.

Nonoffense Categories

Some of the incidents reported to the police by citizens interviewed
in this survey may have been recorded by the police so that they are

summarized in the Annual Report in tables other than those dealing with

offenses known. Thus, ”disorderlyyconduct” is not a category of the
table of actual offenses. Although it might be subsumed under the category
""all other offenses,' there are many more cases of “dfsorder]y conduct"
listed in the table on ”Charges“.than there are in this category of the
""Actual Offenses' table.

Another.table of the police report presents frequencies of
"Miscellaneous Incidents Investigated." These are reports of ''noncriminal’
events receiving police attention. Of the categories of such incidents,

some might have involved incidents which citizens regarded as cr?mina]

victimizations. Two classes of 'Incidents Investigated' involving injuries

15

are relevant: ''fighting (injury)," and "shooting, stabbing or assault."

]SAn incidental observation attendant to this step was that of apparent
major shffts in police recording or reporting practices in the precincts
we studied and in the city as a whole. One of these changes was the apparent
wholesale abandonment of the '""Miscellaneous Incidents Investigated' tabulation
in the case of fights and assaults to the '""Offenses Known'' table. Some
shifting of these incidents may have taken place. In the FY 1965 report,
the department listed 2,409 incidents of '"Fighting (Injury)'; in FY 1966,
only 217 such incidents, considerably less than one-tenth as many. In the

L mam



-98_

An additional two appear under the categories ''"Miscellaneous f{ncidents'':
""Mental Observation' and '"Complaints.!

With the addition of the motor vehicle law violations mentioned
éarlfer, our inspection revealed no other categories in the police report
which might éncompass the types of victimization reported in the survey.

The frequencies for these categories are shown in Table 2«14,

Clearly, many if not most of the disorderly charges and miscellaneous
incidents investigated are not incidents of individual citizen victimization
of the type accepted by our survey classifications. For the charges,
presumably more than one person may have been‘charged as a result of
the same incidents, presenting antanalogous problem of deriving an offense
equivalent to that of our mu]tié}e-victim incidents reports in the survey.
Where victims might have been involved, their residence doubtless was
not always in the precinct. Conceivably, there is some overlap between
these categories and cases entered in the Actual Offenses table.

Nonetheless, even if all of the frequencies of these entries
in thé police report are added to the totals of Actual Offenses Reported,
the resulting totals still fall far short of the in-precinct offense |

estimates derived from the survey. The comparisons are shown in Table 2-15,

—— e

remaining other assault-type incident category, ''Shooting, Stabbing, or
Assault (No Fight)," the decrease from FY 1965 to FY 1966 was from 850 to

95. Aggravated Assault, along with Larceny and Rape, were the Part | Offense
Classes that showed increases from the first to the second of these years,
while other major crime categories declined, The District of Columbia

Crime Commission traced an increase in larceny reporting in large measure

to use of '"Offense'' reports, rather than the '"Miscellaneous Complaint'' form
and other changes in recording larcenies in a few precincts which more than
doubled the number of larcenies they reported in the second year.
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. TABLE 2-14
ENTRIES IN POLICE ANNUAL REPORT POSS{IBLY@
. REPRESENTING VICTIMI'ZATION INCIDENTS
l S BY PRECINCT )
I Number of Entries
Entry Classification : ‘Precinct
. Total
3 Precincts
6 o] 14
Actual Offenses Reported:
l Part- | classes 1,818 3,510 1,776 7,104
Part Il classes 222 493 172 - 887
' Charges:
Disorderly conduct? 730 1,980 1,371 4,08]
- Miscellaneous Incidents-Injuries:
Fighting (injury) 7 19 b 30
Shooting, stabbing or assault
(no fight) 2 11 3 16
‘;ﬁscellaneous Incidents--Misc.:
' Mental observation 53 91 23 167
Complaints L8 161 117 326
' Motor Vehicle Law Violations:
l Leaving after colliding 13 11 23 L7
Total Entries 2,893 6,276 3,489 12,658
l aExclusively *'no victim'" offenses were not counted--i.e., weapons,
prostitution, drug laws, gambling, liquor laws, vagrancy, fugitive from
' justice.
bThis is an offender count, not an offense count as in the UCR
. system.

L mie
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TABLE 2-15 o

COMPARISON OF SURVEY ESTIMATE OF REPORTED IN-PRECINCT OFFENSES AND SUM
OF FREQUENCIES ALL POSSIBLY RELEVANT ENTRIES IN POLICE ANNUAL REPORT

n

Precinct
’ Total
6 10 14

Survey-derived estimate

of offenses reported

to the police; victim

Fesidént of precinct . ‘

of offense ) 4,800 7,100 5,100 17,000
Actual offenses® and other

police report entries Do

that may have involved - :

victimization 2,893 6,276 3,489 12,658

L — Lo L N

%Excludes: Weapons (carrying and possessing), prostitution,
drug laws, gambling, liquor laws, vagrancy, and fugitive, only.
Includes offenses against nonresidents, organizations, children, and
in unknowh proportion, offenses with no specific vigtim.

BSee Table 2-14.

=
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D. Comparison With 13th Precinct Results

Method or '"True Rate' Différenées

In conducting the study in the 13th Precinct, a modification of
procedure was instituted. Thié involved eliciting details regarding
incidents of victimization only after brief ''yes or no'" responses to the
check list of offenses had been obtained. As was discussed earlier in
this chapter, this modification was expected to encourage more exhaustive
reporting and, indeed, a much higher victimization rate was obtained in
the interviews completed in this precinct. For several reasons it is
difficult to go beyond surmise in detiding how much of this higher rate

is due to changes in the interviewing procedure and how much to possible

real differences of incidence.

Sources of Noncomparability

In police statistics, 13th Precinct has a markedly higher volume
éf offenses than do any of the 3 precincts studied originally, as shown
in Table 2-16. This incidence is particularly great in view of the fact

that the 13th Precinct has a much smaller population than any of the others,

TABLE 2-16

ACTUAL OFFENSES KNOWN TO THE POLICE IN FOUR PRECINCTS

Actual Precincts
Offenses Known 6 10 14 13
Part | Offenses 1,818 3,510 1,776 3,611
Part |l Offenses 530 1,393 1,597 1,849
Total 2,348 4,503 3,373 5,460
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The pfecinct is also distinctive in other respects that stem from
its areas being in the main closer to the centers of business activity of
the city. One special feature of this precinct--its inclusion in its
western section of a substantial portion of the foreign missions.and
residences of members of the diplomatic community--led‘to the exclusion
of this entire census tract from the program of the interviewing. An
estimated 6 per cent of the precinct population lives in this tract.

Since the entire territory of the precinct was not in;ludédviﬁ_the survey
and since compilations of police offense data are unévailable for geograph-
ical units smaller than the precinct, comparfsons of survey derived
estimates of and those based:onqpolice statistics are not as readily
performed for the 13th Precinct as for the other precincts.

An additional compiication in such comparigons inheres in the 13th
Precinct respondents! reporting a lower proportion of all incidents of
victimization as offenses that became known to the police.

A slight depression of 13th Precinct rates might also derive from
our use of incidents of the four quarters of the 1966 Fiscal Year as the

basis for estimates réther than, as in the case of fhe'B-précinct'study,
three FY 1966 quarters and the last quarter of the preceding fiscal year.
,bata of the.Metropolitan Police Department showed élpfohounced decliné in
the averége number of major offenses--particularly burglary and robbgry—-
during the last half of the 1966 Fiscal Year. This, the Départment claimed,
was a product of saturation patrolling and the innovation of the Tactical
Force. The distribution of the incidents developed in this survey cannot
be used as a check on these trends because of the effects of recall that

have been discussed.
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It is altogether possible that residents of the 13th Precinct are
more frequently victims of offenses than are those of the other districts.
The change in data collection procedure also may have contributed to the
higher frequency of victimization reports. The design of the two studies
has not provided a certain basis for evaluating the latter effect. It is
our impressfoﬁ that it was a pronounced one--an impression derived from
the consistency with which this higher rate obtained among all the inter-
views conducted in this précinct despite variations in time and place,
by thevhigher frequency of mention of minor incidents and incidents not
reported to the police, and by the much lower frequencies in the cont iguous,
and in many respects similar, 10th Precinct.

A more promisihg approach toward separating the effects of 'true
rates' and interViewing procedure would involve comparative analysis of the
data of the surveys, rather than comparisons with police statistics. In

future analyses of these data, we intend to examine the variations of

victimization reports among respondents inhabiting various ecologically

defined areas and among respondents with similar social and economic

characteristics.

Our tabulation of incidénts of victimization reported by 13th
Precinct residences also differed slightly from that used earlier.. More
stringent criteria wefe applied to delete inc}dents that might not have
been judged as offenses by police officers or which were difficult to
compare with police figures which combined victim and no-victim types of
offenses. Thus, in the 13th Precinct, éll incidents which might have

been classed as disorderly conduct or public nuisance, receiving stolen

L eanm
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property, slander, offenses involving use of automobiles and miscellaneous
otheré were omitted. In all, about 15 per cent of the incidents reported
by 13th Precinct reésidents were excluded from estimations that would
- have been counted as victimizations using the criteria employed in the
3-precinct survey.

All of these factors contaminate an attempt to assess the effects
of the methodolog}cal change by determining whether the survey—derivgd
estimates of victimization exceed that derived from police offense statis-

tics to a greater degree than was observed in the 3-precinct survey. We

did apply to the 13th Precinct data the steps used in the 3-precinct survey

to derive estimated offense:rg%es and to compare them with adjusted and
unadjusted offense rates.computed from police statistics. In the case of
the 13th Precinct data, however, the data were uncorrected for the various
elements of noncomparability with the earlier procedure noted above. In
addition, we assumed that the census tract of the precinct in which we
had not interviewed had zero crime ‘incidence, since no direct estimation
of its absolute or relative crime incidence could be derived. In effect,
we neglected these several factors known to give us an artificially low
estimation of the 13th Precinct offense rates in comparison with that for
the other three precincts. |If the 13th Precinct survey-derived estimates
nonetheless exceeded police totals in greater degree than observed in the
3-precinct survey, this would be inconsistent with the hypotheses that
the high victimization rate in the 13th was due to the higher incidence
suggested by police statistics,

The results were somewhat ambiguous. ‘Considering reported Index

offenses only, the survey estimate of such in-precinct offenses against

A
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residents deviates more in the positive direction from the total of
Index offenses in police statistics in comparison with the deviation of

only one of the other 3 precincts. This is shown in Table 2-17.

TABLE 2-17

TWO-SURVEY METHODS COMPARED FOR INDEX OFFENSES:
DESCREPANCY OF SURVEY ESTIMATES OF REPORTED IN-PRECINCT:
OFFENSES AGAINST RESIDENTS WITH ACTUAL OFFENSES KNOWN TO THE POLICE:
INDEX CLASSES ONLY

‘3-Precincts 13th Precinct
Actual offenses known® . 5,771 : 3,147
Survey-derived estimate 11,300 5,500
Al larcenies adjusted from citywide ratios of Index to Nonindex

larceny.

The same result obtains if all Part | classes are considered, although
;because nonreporting of offenses tends to be somewhat more pronounced in
fhg 13th for small value larcenies, the discrepancy is not as pronounced
as in the case of estimated Index offenses. The 10th Precinct--which is
proximate to the 13th and most resembles it in rates computed from police
data--is the precinct with the lower discrepancy of police and survey-
derived estimates.

When all classes of offenses are considered, or when the various
adjustments of police data for businesses and nonresidence are attempted,
the results in all of the first 3 precincts studied were proportionately

larger relative to police data than were the corresponding estimates from

the 13th Precinct procedure. -
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We were therefore unable to reject on this basis the possibility
that the relatively high reporting of victimization by 13th Precinct
respondents was due to the higher incidence manifest in police statistics

for this precinct.

Summary of 13th Precinct Data

of the.282 respondents interviewed in the 13th Precinct, 223,
or 79 per cent, reported one or more incidents of victimization. In
the 3-precinct survey, the corresponding percentage was only 59 per
cent. A much greater percentage of the respondents repofted multiple
incidents in the 13th Precinct Fhaf in the previous pilét study. With
the assumptions discussed in connection with Table 2-7, the 13th Precinct
data suggest a more realistic inéidence of multiple victimization, that
is, some risk clustering;

Using the period from July 1965 through June 1966 as the basis,
a gross victimization rate of .75 per year was found for these respondents.
This compares with .38 in the first three precincts studied. If only
the most recent six-month period is considered, an annual rate 29 per
cent greater than this figure results.

Thus, even though about one out of five of the residents inter-
viewed claimed never to have been a victim of any crime at any time in
their lives, the projected rates from the most recent six-month period
suggest that the number of victimizations of adults during the course
of a year is abouf equal to the number of adults living in this area.

Certain classes of incidents, as mentioned above, were excluded
from subsequent tabulations reported here in that they we}e of a type

that it was felt might not be represented in police offense data. These

. \
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included disorderly conduct, offenses said to have been committed

by police officers, selling stolen goods, and slander or defamation,
and victimization by a hit-and-run driver. With these excluded, the
gross victimization rate for the precinct is .68 per vyear.

When incidents reported are translated to offenses by the same
proéedure as discussed with regard to the data from the 3-precinct
study, this victimization rate is taken as representing an equivalent
offense rate of .47. The corresponding rate in the first 3 precincts
was .23. About 59 per cent of all incidents were described as having
been reported to the police. S

Considering Part | classes o;\y, the victimization rate for the
13th Precinct was .43, with the quivalent offense rate being .28. For
Index classes, the offense rate estimate is .24. Since about 60 per
cent of the Index classes are said to have been reported to the police,
the estimated equivalent in police statistics to the data from the
survey would be a rate of approximately 15,000 offenses per 100,000 of
bopulation. (This is a slightly more than four-and-a-half times the
UCR rate for the city of Washington--a rate which includes offenses
against businesses, children, and nonresidents.)

While about one-fourth of the incidents occurred outside of the
13th Precfnct, the majority of these are accounted for by victimization
of recent migrants to the precinct in the vicinity of their former
residence. As a consequence, when victimization in the precinct is
considered alone, the total victimization rate is reduced.only about 12
per cent, and the Part | and Index rates are hardly lower at all than

when victimization is counted regardless of place.

266-053 O - 87 - 8
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E. Discussion

Survey~-Oriented Comparisons

Various steps could be taken to render the 13th Précinct data
more comparable with those from the 3-precinct study to make the
foregoing type of test less biased in the direction of a low estima-
tion of 13th Precinct rates. The steps have not been taken because
the results in both the 3-precinct survey and that in the 13th Precinct
suggest there is little validity in evaluating survey results on vic-
timization by using police statistics for the precincts as an estimate

of a "true rate." .
Conceptually and operationally, there are very great difficulties

in translating police data into probabilities of citizen victimization

in a manner consistent with valid comparison with survey results. Citizen

reports to interviewers in these precincts, furthermore, yield rate; of

victimization so much greater in order of magnitude relative to police

statistics as to suggest that the universe of events the two kinds of

data share in common may be small relative to that which is represented

in one and not the other. Lastly, and most compelling, are the results

in the 3-precinct study in which only very small variation was found in

survey victimization rates despite very great variation from precinct to

precinct in per capita offense rates computed from police statistics, Thus,

police report tables yield an incidence of Part | offenses per édu]t resi-

dent about one and a half times that of the li4th Precinct. Yet the former

precinct has precisely the same Part | offense rate as the 14th in survey
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reports. Computed from police data, the 13th Precinct rate exceeds that
of the 10th in the same proportion as the latter exceeds the lh4th. In
our survey results, however, the 13th Precinct respondents reported

Part | victimization twice as frequently as did respondents in the 10th

or in the other precincts of the pilot study.

Victim Risk Indicators: Survey and Police Rates Compared

The major burdens confronted in the rate estimation discussed
in this chapter have been those of adjusting the data on victimization
developed in the survey to provide comparability Qith police data.
Indeed, major aspects of the desig; of the interview itself were adapted
to the same fundamental objective. It is consequently significant in
evaluating the usefulness of the survey method as the basis for developing
statistical indicators of crime to note that\Fbe first, and most
directly derived rate estimate from the survey in the preceding discussion
was a simple victim risk rate. This is the rate on line 3 of Worksheet A,
which was derived by simply dividing the number of reported incidents of
victimization by the number of respondents in the sample.

The Crime Index presentéd'by the UCR, according to its compilers,
", . for practical purposes, should be considered as a victim rjsk

rate.'"" In many respects, however, it serves poorly as such a rate.

The ''"Dark Figure'

1. Reporting by public.--First of all, the Crime Rate is a rate

of reports of police recorded offenses to estimated’population. The

offenses known to police derive in the main from citizen reports. The

PR
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evidence from this survey indicates that the ratio of reports to actual
victimization varies gjeatly among the Index Classes. Excluding murder
and rape, for which' too few cases are available for calculation, the
percentage of offenses victims claimed were known to the police varied
from 92 per cent for auto theft to about 70 per cent for larceny. The
rate, hence, does not provide an index of the relative chances of
victimization of various classes of crime. For the UCR Crime Index as
a whole, there is further considerable variation in the ratio of reported
to unreported offenses even among the fairly similar police districts
in this one city; the observed range being from 60 per cent reported by
13th Precinct residents to 75'$ér cent reported in the 10th. The observed
variation in the ratios of reported to uﬁreported victimization . incidents
among vafious classes of offenses and from place to place, furthermore,
suggests that the ratio will also vary over time. This would limit the
utility of crime rates for its most publicized use; namely as a measure
of increases or decreases of the hazards of victimization.

BidermanI6 discusses a variety of converging factors attendant
to current social change leading on the balance to continually more
complete reporting of victimization by citizens to the police. He posited
this as leading to an expectation of ;ontinual, spurious increases in the
Crime 'Index. In this survey, however, to the extent that reépondents'
testimony regarding reporting can be accepted on its face, only a
relatively small proportion of citizen victimization by Index offenses
remains unknown- to tHe police--only about 25 =40 per cent of all incidents
in 3 of these precincts. Hence, it is extremely unlikely that variations
of the total crimé rate in any major way (say, more than 5 per cent in

a year) would be due to fluctuations in citizen reporting. For example,

16A1bert D. Biderman ''Social Indicators and Goals'' in Raymond A.

Baner (ed.), Social Indicators. (Cambridge, Mass.: The M.l.T, Press 1966.)

'
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a 10 per cent decrease in nonreporting by citizens would only affect the
Crime Rate by 2.5 to 4 per cent. This is less true of larceny alone,
and presumably of rape, for which nonreporting is more common,

2. Reporting by police.--A much greater potential source of

spurious change, judging frpm the results of the present survey, are the
reporting practices of the police. The data here indicate that the
incidents reported by the police as Index offenses in their published
statistics are a minor fraction of all those reported by citizens to them
as such. In these incidents, the citizen is a victim of an event which
he describes as involving elements making-up at least the ”cohmon sénse”
definition of a crime of an Index ;lass. Thus, clearly, it is a police
perspective of the event, not the victim's pgrspective, that determines
whether victimization has occurred. '"Victim risk' is in this wa? not
applicable to subjectively meaningful calculations'by members of the
. public. This may be illustrated dramatically by the difference between
telling a woman: '"'The way things are goiﬁg now, there is only about
ohce chance in 5,000 that you will be raped this year,'' and telling her
the same thing, but adding ''. . . and that the investigating officers
will believe your stofy (or a witness, if there is one) and report thé
fact to tHeir department and that there, in turn, no one will discount
their report."

| The results of this survey suggest that even smail, directional
changes in the crediting and counting of citizen reports by the police
will have major consequences for the Crime Index in these jurisdictions,
A change in which 2 per cent more of citizen éomplaints were recorded

would increase the Crime Rate by perhaps 8 per cent.

AR
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In the article mentioned above, Biderman also suggests that trends
are predominantly.fﬁ the direction of increased police reporting. In this
same connection, it is possible that publicity attendant to the sponsor-
ship by the Crime Commission of surveys to explore the problem of unreported
crime and preliminary releases of the results of these surveys in themselves
may carry implicft criticisms of police statistical practices and, thereby,
lead to measures in law enforcement agencies to prevent ''killing crimes'
on the books. It is likely that mass media portrayals of the ''crime
crisis," on the balance, increase rather than decrease the incentives of
police departments toward full and accurate depiction of known offenses
fn their statistics. Citizén;‘fully anticipate being told that crime
is increasing in their particular locality because they are told it is
increasing everywhere. In the main, £hey ate unlikely to blame any
increases reported on ]aw enforcement officials. Indeed, a large number
of law enforcement officials are avowing currently that offenses are
becoming more frequent and clearances infrequent because of the restrictions
court decisions have placed upon them. In the event that statistical e
reporting by a police agency is distorted in a manner rendering it more
consistent with public relations objectives of the agency, the distortions
currently would be expected to go in the oppos i te direétibn from alleged
| maripulations of the past by which individual officers or departments
sought to avoid ''looking bad."

Some poficemen contend that an aspect of the political climate
operates in the opposite direction--that is to decreased reporting. Agitation
regarding the civil rights of suspects and effects of court decisions on
the ability of police to develop evidencé for charges and to make charges

stick, it is suggested, lead officers to make no report at all where they

! V
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can take no effective action or where taking action involves the risk

of an allegation of misconduct. In Washirigton, where this is permitted,

the only report of an investigation may be that of ''No report necessary."
In either event, we are confronted with problems of interpretation

because of many factors precluding the assumption that there is a constant

ratio between reported and unreported offenses. The '"dark figure' may

swell or shrink from year to year.

Victim Counts Versus Event Counts

A second serious deficiency of the UCR Crime Rate as a "victim
risk rate' that the survey methodwgrings sharply to focus is that most
of the units of victimization from which it is calculated are not
individual persons. For the property crimes, the offense units which
are the numerator for the rate can involve the victimization of one
individual, several individuals, or some property-owning collectivity-=-
a household, a supermarket chain, the American Telephone and Telegraph
Company, a city, or the federal government.

Use of offenses as units for constructing a ''victim risk rate"
presents many insuperable difficulties. The difficult and sometimes
arbitrary corrections and adjustments that were pérformed on the data of
the present sufvey to render them comparable to police offense rafes
are due precisely to these difficulties. The logic of the survey method
is such as to yield directly a victim count. The police data on which
the UCR rate is based are not oriented to victims bgt rather to the
transactions of law violqtors. For the purposes of a victim risk rate,
the adjustments of the survey data to render them comparable to police

data detract rather than add meaning; for example, adjustments for

incidents involving business, organizational or household property.

L eise
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To form a victim risk-rate from counts of offenses, one must make the
same adjustments in the reverse direction; in addition, complexities

of law and of property relationship; ambiguities arising in some cases

of unsuccessful attempts at crime; variations in $ize and composition

of household would beset.any attempt at estimating the number of persons
victimized by a given number of offenses. By accepting the respondent's
own definition of himself as a victim or nonvictim, the survey method

can avoid these difficulties. It can also ascertain arnd scale the
berson's expressions of the severity of his victimization in objective

and subjective terms as a basis for weightings of '"wictim risk rates."

Rate Denominators - -

The police statistics comprising the UCR present a further diffi-
culty as a victim risk rate in thaf they are derived from a given
jurisdiction. .Inhabitants of a jurisdiction, however, are subject to
‘the risk of victimization at times when they are outside of it and some
of the Qictimization that takes place in a jurisdiction is against non-
inhabitants. Thus, residents of a jurisdiction in which a volume of
crime is committed against transients are ill-informed of their risk by
a UCR type of rate. In this regard, as well, the adjustments made of
survey data for victimization ocutside ;f area of residence to render them
comparable with police data detract from their value for formfng victim
risk estimates.

The latter difficulty of UCR Crime Rates as a ''victim risk rate'
points to another type of invalidity if has for such a purpose. This is

the inappropriateness of the units which form its denominator, as apart

from the problems previously discussed which have involved its numerator.

:
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The Crime Rate is an arbitrary indicator analogous to such .other common ly
used ones as telephones per capita, where per capita is used as an
arbitrary magnitude scale, rathgr than a risk rate where the denominator
is ;omprised of the population at risk. -From offense data, the murder
rate would be such a fraction, but not a burgiary or larceny rate. For
the latter, the population at risk exbands, for examplé, with the growth
of the number of vending machines as well as the growth of population.
Indeed, it may well be the case that each newly‘produced vending machine
stands a much greater chance of being a victim of a larceny (or burglary,
as the definition may be) at some time during its '"life'" than does each
newborn babe. This is certainly true for the first few years of the
respective lives at risk of vending machines and babes. For property
crimes, a risk rate based on offense data would have to be computed either
on the basis of units of property (e.g. ratio of value of criminally
mlsapproprlated destroyed or damaged property to total value of property
-at risk) or in relation to a population of ownership units.

Person crimes, while more appropriately tfeated in per capita
terms, present some problems because of unequal risk probabiiities among
age and sex categories. In partic&far, men should be excluded from victim
and risk calculations for rape.

The survey method yields directly for ény numerator of victimization
a denominator of persons who can be defined in any desired terms as at risk
to that type of victimization. It should also be noted that therefore
rates estimated from a samp]e survey are not dependenf‘én the accuracy
of current estimates of the total sfzeland composition of the population

from which it is drawn, as are rates computed from police data. In an
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area such as Washington which has a changing and mobile population and
major current shifts in land use, intercensal data is still too slow

in becoming available and to unrefined for small areas, such as police
precincts, to provide reliable rate bases. The difficulty is compounded

by the lack of congruence of police and census geographical divisions.

Difficulties of the Survey Method

In each of the respects discussed above, survey data fits more
readily the concept ''victim risk rate."

The difficulties of survey data as a basis for victim risk
estimates are rather of three.other kinds, namely,

1. the representati;eness of the sample

2. the validity of respondents' reports

3. the need for fairly large samples and the costs of interviewing

them.

F. Summary

The self=-reports of crime victimization developed by our survey
suggest an incidence of crime in theSe communities that is at least
several times the magnitude indicategvby police reports.

The estimates are very crude. They are based on a small sample.
It is difficult to compare survey-based incidence estimates with police
data. The statistical steps involve various possible types of error
of estimation which have not been quantitatively stated. Nonetheless,
we have full confidence that the import of the findings on crime incidence

are valid., First, at each step of our analysis we have tended toward
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resolving doubts in the direction of mfnimizing the magn i tude of
estimates from survey data and toward a maximum estimate of the com-
parable figures in police data. Secondly, we believe that our inter-
viewing methods more often fail to uncover victfmizatibn ambng those
interviewed rafhér than to overestimate it, Thirdly;‘we achiévea
results of rdughly the same order of magnitude in our pretest inter-
viewing, as set forth in the previous report of this project. Fourthly,
the data on incidence are consistent in the several precinctslwhere
different iﬁterviéwers were employedr Lastly, even an extreme amount
of e}ror inrtHe direction of ovéres;imation by our procedures would
still not affect the following major findings:

The self-reports of victimization by citizens interviewed in
their homes suggést a much higher incidence of crime than do police
statistics, and further, nonreporting of offenses does not‘account

for the major share of the vast discrepahcy.

Implications

A facile but generally incorrect conclusion that might be attached
to these findings is that crime is much more prevalent than has been
supposed. .|n a literal sense such a conclusion is baseless. To our
knowledge, there has not existed previousfy any Easis for supposing
any quantitative order of magnitude whatsoever for the incidence of most
kinds of citizen victimization. Consequently, there is no extant com-
parable scale on which we can place the measure made fn these four
precincts and thereby say that there has been found’either a great deal,

a moderate amount, or very little victimization. We have no basis for

L
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even guessing what a method such as ours would have yielded had it
been applied in the same precincts one year ago or ten. Further,
because we have been both hasty and innovational, our methods have
been crude. We have some confidence that with greater experience
and greater care, a yet larger volume of incidents would be reported
by an equivalent sample. Indeed, the changed procedures employed in
our supplemental survey in a fourth Washington precinct may have had
that result.

The closest approach to a measure of '"thow much crime is going
on' has thus far been actual offenses known to the police. In addition
to its never having been e;préssed in vietim terms, this index has
many inadequacies. It is a function of what the offender does to the
citizen and of what he and/or the police do about it.

Our data and our crude efforts to give them some comparability
with police data suggest that the latter grossly underenumerate actual
incidence. |If we accept what our respondents say, the discrepancy
presumably involves the police not reporting what people report to them
in much greater degree than the nonreporting of offenses to the police
by the publicf The survey method used here is one approach to disen-
tangling the three components of official crime statistics., More
important, perhaps, it provides a more direct means of estab]ishing
values for the risk of victimizafion than do agency statistics as

collected at present.

y
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CHAPTER 111

CITIZEN PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES

A. Fear of Crime

" The respondents believed that thebcrime problem in Washiggton
is a serious problem, that it i§ growing worse and that it is of
immediate concern to themseTves. They are concerned about crfme both
on a general community level and as a pfoblem of safety for themselves,
their families and their possessions. The fear that harm might come
to them or their families has a Qef§ considerable impact on the daily
lives of the people we interviewed.

The consideration given to safety in making the decisions that
most affect the nature of everyday life is illustrated in the part it
piays in choosing a place to live. Respondents were asked whethér they
had thought more about the neighbérhood oF the house in deciding to
locate where they did. The largest number said that the neighborhood
was most important and nearly as many said that neighborhood and house

were of equal importance. Only 31 per cent of those who thought they

had a choice said that they had given primary consideration to the house.

Al though some respondents selected a location because of its convenience
to employment, schools or other facilities and a few based their choice
on the aesthetic qualities of an area, a majority had placed greatest

emphasis on the safety and moral atmosphere of the neighborhood.

-
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Having selected a residence which, within the limits of alterna- ‘

tives available to him, seemed to be in a relatively safe

location, the

typical respondent then felt more secure near his home than farther

-

afield. This was true even of persons who lived in areas with relatively

high crime rates. Respondents were asked to compare the chances of

! ﬁ

being robbed or getting beaten up in their own neighborhoods and other

parts of the city. The majority thought their own neighborhoods were

about average or very safe in that respect.

Not everyone was so secure, however. One-fifth thought that they
were less safe near home than in other parts of the city or that they

lived in an area that was one of the worst in town. Nearly as many

‘-

-

said there was so much trouble in their neighborhoods that they would
like to move if they could. A greater proportion thought there were
at least some inhabitants of their own neighborhoods who create dis-

turbances. Most of the remainder thought there were crimes conmitted

by outsiders who came into the area.

Whether or not they feel relatively safe in their immediate

environs, most persons believe that crime has been getting worse in

Washington. In response to such a question three-fourths of the respond-

ents said that crime is getting worse, 15 per cent- that it is staying

4
¢

about the same and only 10 per cent thought that there was improvement.

This pessimism was characteristic of persons of both races and sexes.

B. Anxiety and Vulnerability

4.
\

A Measure of Anxiety

These items, safety as a criterion for residence selection,

perception of personal danger in neighborhood, wanting to move to a safer

- -’ -
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location, belief th;t neighbors create disturbances and a belief that
crime is getting worse were combined to form an index of énxiety about
crime. The index score reflects an individual's concern for his personal
safety in his immediate surrodndings and also a more generalized concern
about the ''crime situation.'" The responses to the items which form the

index can be found in Table 3-1,

TABLE 3-1

RESPONSES TO ITEMS FORMING AN INDEX OF ANXIETY

Indices of Anxiety

1. What was it about the neighborhood that was most important? (For
those who placed greatest emphasis on neighborhood in selecting

residence.) - % N
Safety or moral characteristics. . 56 . 194

Convenience or aesthetic
characteristics. « « « « « . . . 44 157

2. When you think about the chances of getting beaten up
would you say this neighborhood is

Very safe. . . . . . 22 113
) About average. . . . 56 283
. Less safe than most. 18 89
' : One of worst . . . . 2 12
Don't know . . . . . 2 12

3. Is there so much trouble that you would move if you could?
(For those who did not characterize neighborhood as very
safe,)

Yes . o+ . . . 24 89
No. « & v . . . 76 277

L. Are most of your neighbors quiet or are there some
who create disturbances?

A1l quiet. . . . . . 69 348
Few disturbances . . 23 116
Many disturbances. . 8 Lo

5. Do you think that crime has been getting better or worse
here in Washington during the past year?

Better, , , ., 10 50
Worse . . . . 75 = 373
Same . . . . 16 78
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Analysis of the crime an*iety scores of the respondents suggests
two major findings. First, although there is some rough correspondence
between the objective vulnerability of broad categories of persons and
their level of anxiety about crime, this correspondence is far from
perfect. Second, it is apparent thag/%he degree of anxiety about crime
is not primarily a function of an igdividual's personal expefience with
crime. These findings, fogether with the evidence that many people view
the remote situation as worse than that in their immediate surroundings,
suggest that most people are basing their estimates of the gravity of
the crime problem and its dangers to themselves primarily on factors

other than their own circumstances and experiences.

-

Variation by Race

There nontheless may be one reflection in this measure of anxiety
of the relative danger to various categories of persons. Generally, the
Negroes who were interviewed exhibited more worry about crime than did
the white respondents. Within éach racial category, more women had high
anxiety scores than men. The proportion in each category with high
anxiety scores wefe: Negro men, 53 per cent; Negro womén, 56 per cent;
white men 29 per cent; and white women, 47 per cent. The greater con-
cern exhibited by Negroes is consist;nt with the risks of victimi-
zation suggested by police statistics. An analysis of po]iée records
in Chicago, for example, indicates that Negroes are far more likely to

be the victims of a serious offense against the person than are white

persons.] There is no reason to believe that the figures by race are

'Albert J. Reiss, Jr., "Probability of Victimization for Major
Crimes Against the Person by Race and Sex Status of Victims and Offenders,'
A Report to the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the
Administration of Criminal Justice, Crime Statistics Series 6, 1966.
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different in other cities even if the absolute magnitudes of victimization
are not comparablie. |In that city the probability of victimization for
rape, robbery, assault and battery was 391 per 10,000 Negro males, 276
per 10,000 Negro females, 64 per 10,000 white males and 35 .per 10,000
white females. Thus a Negro man is more than $ix times as likely to be
victimized as a white man and a Negro weman runs a risk about eight times
that of a white woman and four times that of a white man. The greater
anxiety of women is not consistent with the probabilities of victimiza-
gion, however, as within each racial category men far more frequently

than women. are victims. A deep-seated sense of helplessness should an
attack occur may be one reason for the greater anxiety expressed by

women. Then, too, women may be more fearful of .offenses against the person
than seems warranted by the probabili;y of victimization because of the
nature of the consequences. Victims of sexual assaults have tradition-
ally been stigmatized or believed that they have been stigmatized.

The consequences anticipated then are considerably in excess of any
physical injury or property loss. The fearfuTnesé of the women respond-
ents does not seem unreasonable if the nature of the consequences, as

well as the risk of victimization, is considered.

If the data on vfctimization developed by the present survey are
taken as the measure of risk, however, then it is whites, not Negroes
;Bovare more frequently victjms, and women, rather than men. This is
because of ‘the preponderance of offenses against property, however. Crimes

involving violence and threats rank by race and sex as ‘in the police data.

266-053 O - 67 - 8
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Other Correlates of Anxiety

There is another sense in which level of anxiety may be related
to actual vulnerability. |If in general people with greater financial
resources are better able to protect themse]vgs from harm, then the

: relationship.between income and anxiety for the white respondents and
the Negro men seems reasonable. For both of these categories of persons

the anxiety scores decrease with an increase in income as is apparent

in Table 3-2.
TABLE 3-2
ANXITETY ABOUT CRIME AND INCOME
(Per Cent With High Anxiety Scores)
] Negro Men Negro Women White
% N % N A N
Under $81.00 weekly 60 (20)2 49 (45) . 6k (1)
$81.00 to $120.00 weekly 62 (82) 59 (82) W1 (17)
Over $120.00 weekly L2 (53) 53 . (55) 442 (38)

baFigure in parentheses refers to number of cases on which
percentage is based. :

While there was-greater anxiety about crime among Negro women,
the least féérful Negro.women were not the college eaucated or those
wifﬂ the highest incomes, who might be‘expected to live in’objective]y
safer surroundings. it was rather those with a grammar school education
or less, who lived in ''broken' homes réther than in typical hbuseholds
with both an édu]t ménland woman in the family, and those with incomes

of $80.00 per week or less. |t hardiy seems likely that these women live
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in greater safety than those with higher incomes and more education.
They may, however, be reconciled to their low incomes and life without
husbands, with the vulnerability that these conditions imply. They
may also be less influenced by news accounts of crime. This is not to

say that these women are without anxiety and fear, but that they are on

‘the average less anxious than other Negro women., Oné might expect that

individuals who live in households with children would be particularly
apprehensive aboutcrime. The presence of children in the household
was not associated with greater anxiety, however, for either Negro or
white respondents.

Although there were pronounced differences in the average degree
of anxiety expressed by respondents in the three precincts, the objective
characteristics of an area did not seem to be the determining factor. In
a multiple regression analysis of the anxiety index score, precinct of
residence was found to be more highly related to anxiety than almost
any other known characteristic of the individual. Yet,while relatively
few of the respondents in one of the low-crime-rate precincts had
manifested a high degree of anxiety, in the other low=-crime=rate precinct
there were as many ''high anxiety' respondents as in the precinct with the

highest rate {see Table 3-3). .

TABLE 3-3

ANXITETY ABOUT CRIME IN THREE PRECINCTS
(Per Cent With High Anxiety Scores)

Six Ten Fourteen

% N % N % N
Negro men : 39 (44)® 53 (61) 61 (72)
Negro women A L3 (65) 63 (76) 59 (93)
White L5 (46) 56 (36) 39 (18)
Total 39 (155) 58  (173) 58  (183)

aNumber of cases on which percentage is based.
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It appears that there may be a climate of concern and worry which is
more intense in some areas, less in others. Persons Qho Tive in an
atmosphere of pronounced fear and anxiety are more likely to worry
about their safety, régafdless of their objective risks. The climate
of concern in the three precincts will be discussed further in’a later

section,

C. Personal Experience and Anxiety About Crime

Two measures of an individual's experience with crime were used
to investigate the influence of these experiences on the respondent's
‘attitudes.” The first was siﬁp}& whether an individual reported an
incident of victimization to the interviewer or said that nothing had
ever happened to him. A secoﬁd measure, a ''crime exposure'' index, took
into account an individual's exﬁerience with crime in greater detail--
the number and seriousness of the incidents he reported, whether any
friend or relative had ever been injured or killed as a result of crime
and whether he himself had ever seen a crime committed. No matter which
of these measures of experience was used, those who had more experience
weére no more anxious than those who had less or no experience of this
nature. N
In an analysis by race and sex categories, however, Negro men
prove to be an exception. Table 3-4 shows that the level of anxiety
according to ;rfme exposure score‘yaries randomly for the white respond-
ents and the Negro women. For most people it seems that a general sense
_of uneasiness about personal safety is not a result of having been a

victim of a crime.

S — e - am o=
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TABLE 3-4

ANXTETY ABOUT CRIME AND EXPERIENCE AS VICTIM
(Per Cent With High Anxiety Scores)

Crime

Exposure Scoreb Negro Men Negro Women White

1 48 (48)° 59 (65) 35 (23)
2 | 51 (54) 5k (65) 52 (25)
3 50 (28) 55 (53) 35 (23)
L 62 (47) 57 (51) Ls  (29)
No incidents 47 (79) 58 (97) 42 (36)
One incidentor more 56 ° (73) 58 (88) 37 (35)

8Figure in parentheses refers to number of cases on which
percentage is based.

bHigher score means greater victimization.

There does seem to be a tendency for Negroes who report one inci-
dent of victimfzation to believe that there has been a great increase
in crimes of violence more often than those who report no incidents.. To
the extent that this }s so, it would seem that personal experience has

influenced their perceptions of crime if not their anxiety about it.

»

‘As indicated in Table 3-5, however, more than half of the Negro respond-

ents who said that they had never been the victims of any kind of crime
nevertheless thought that there was a very great.increase in viélent
crimes. The white respondents were even less influenced by personal
experience; a larger proportion of those who reported no incident rather

than one estimated a very great increase in violent crimes was taken place.
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TABLE 3-5

HAS THERE BEEN AN INCREASE IN VIOLENT CRIME IN WASHINGTON?
(Per Cent Reporting ''Wery Much More.")

Crime . Negro Men Negro Women White

.
Exposure? o N % 0 N ‘

| 4 48 (u8)b sy (65) 65  (23)
2 | 70 (sh) 69 (65) 48 (25)
3 . L3 (28) 60 (53) 52 (23)
L o | 60 (7)) 65  (51) 72 (29)
No incident | 5 (79) 55 (97) 61 (36)

One incident : Y 66 {73) 69  (88) 5l (35)

2Higher score means exposure to more and/or more serious crime.
bFigure in parentheses reférs to number of cases on which percentage
is based.
Further evidence that personal experience is not the major deter-
minant of our respondents' perceptions can be inferred from their sources
of information. After they were asked for their estimates of an increase
or decrease, they were asked where they had obtained their information
on this subject. A preponderant majority either said they got their

.

information from the news media or from what they heard people say.

Measure for Self-Protection

When respondents were asked whether they had done anything to
protect themselves in any way against the dangers of crime, more of them

(38%) spontaneously said that they stay off the streets at night than

ﬁ““g.-f“
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mentioned any other measure of protection. Improving locks on doors
and avoiding being out alone ranked second and third. Other frequentiy
mentioned measures were putting locks and bars on windows, using taxis
at night and not talking to strangers. The protective measures are

listed in rank order of frequency of mention in Table 3-6.

TABLE 3-6

INDICES OF SELF PROTECTION

1. Personal behavior

Staying off:streets at night . . . 194 388

Avoid being out alone at night . . 127 25
Avoid talking to strangers . . ., .. 62 12
Use taxis at night . . . . e 56 11
Carry weapon for protectlon R Li 9

2. Measures taken by respondent to secure house
or apartment.

Improvement of locks . . . . .. 171 33
Added locks or bars on wundows .. Lg 9
Firearms kept for protection . . . 43 8
Additional lights. . ., . . . . . . 25 5
Other. . . . . . . . . . . . ... 66 13

3. Measures taken by owners or managers to secure house
or apartment.

Added locks or bars on windows . . 13 3
Additional lights. . . . . . . . . 13 3
Doorman or attendant . . . . . . . 1o 2
Other. . . . . . . . . . . . ... 28 5

aN=511. Percentages add to more than 100 because many respondents
named more than one measure,

It seems clear that most of our respondents thought of crime
primarily in terms of personal attacks upon themselves or members of

their households and somewhat less frequently in terms of loss of property
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througH theft. They did not respond in terms of guarding against overly
sharpiloan practices, fraudqlent business practices, or other 'white
collar' or organized crime. Our respondents were most of all afraid of
the personal attacks, assaults which they believed might befall them if
they were on the gtreets at night and particularly if alone.

Analysis of these responses serves to emphasize the salience of
a fear of personal attack. “A combined index of ''self-protection' was
constructed of these items, each respondent was assigned a ''seif-protection'
scoré and é multiple regregsion analysis was used to explore the import-
ance of each protective measure to the total score. Staying off the
streets, using taxis and avbfdin@ being out alone at night or talking to
strangers are the precautioqs mos t characteristic of the respondents who
Have high self-protection scores. .Not only do a smaller number of respond-
ents take measures to make their homes more secure but these were not
usually the same persons who were careful to avoid danger on the streets.
Similarly, few persons depended on weapons, either at home or abroad,
and they were not the same persons who were staying off the streets.
The correlations of each protective measure with the total self-pro-
tection score afe listed in‘Tab}e 1 in Appendix C.

The greater concern of women fegarding personal attacks on
themselves is reflected in the distributiéq of the self-protection
scores (see Table 3-7). . Whereas Negroes are moré anxious than whites,

women take more steps to safeguard themselves fromvictimization than

do men. Negro women accordingly have the highest scbres on both indexes.

so.‘auuna\-‘—p_-—u-—.nn
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TABLE 3-7

SELF-PROTECTION BY SEX AND RACE

Low High
% N % N
White women : 35 25 - 65 L7 72
White men 50 4 50 14 28
Negro women 33 78 67 156 | 234
Negro men 67 118 33 59 177

The proportions with high self-pfotﬁction scores are Negro men, 33 per
cent;Negro women, 67 per cent; whife men, 50 per cent; and white women,
65 per cent. The avoidance of danger by women is underscored by the

fact that white and Negro women have edually high self-protection scores,
although their respective victimization risks are greatly unequal
Although on the average women mention more protective measures, men, too,

are leary of the streets; 36 per cent of the white men and 21 per cent

; of the Negro men say they stay off the streets at night in order to

protect themselves from crime. Generally, persons with lower incomes

have higher self-protection scores than the higher income groups, just

.

as lower income groups tended to have higher anxiety scores. As noted
eaflier, Negro women were an exception in that those with lower incomes
were less anxious than those with higher incomes. That they are not

oblivious to the possibility of danger, however, is evidenced by their
high self-protection scores. As shown in Table 3-8, they and low income

white women have higher self-protection scores than does any other group.
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TABLE 3-8

SELF-PROTECTION AND INCOME
(Percentage with High Self-Protection Scores)

Negrd Male Negro Female White Male White Female
% - N % N % N % N
Income Under
$81.00
weekly Lo (20)8 73 (45) - - 73 (11)b

$81.00-$120.00

weekly 35 (82) 67 (82) 50 (6) 6k (1)

over $120.00

week}y 30 (53). 68 (55) 36 (14) 63 (24)

aFigure‘ in parenthesés is number on which percentage is based.
bNumbers which are too small for stable percentages are présented
for their descriptive value.
" They may not express as much concern about the chances of getting beaten
up as do some other groups, but they nevertheless avoid being out on

the streets alone at night.

D. Fear of Personal Attack

The concern about rising érimg rates is, to a great extent, a
belief that crimes agafnst the person have been increasing. _While there
.is some variation among the various indicators of concern for personal
safety we used, the belief that crimes against the person are increasing

is common to both races and both sexes. Respondents were asked whether

there had been an increase in violent crimes, such as shootings, stabbings

or rapes, in Washington in the last five years. Over half of each sex~

race category said there was ''very much more.'' There was here unanimity
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that there was at least a '"'little bit more' violent crime than five
years ago--those agreeing that this was the case ranged from 80 per

cent of the Negro men to over 90 per cent of the white women (see

Table 3-9).
TABLE 3-9
BELIEF THAT VIOLENT CRIME HAS INCREASED
IN WASHINGTON N LAST FIVE YEARS
(In Percentages)

Very Little Not No Less Don't

Much Bit CMuch hcrease Now Know

More More Difference
Negro men 57 23 12 L. 2 2 177
Negro women 62 18 12 3 -4a 3 234
White men oL 36 L - - 7 28
White women 63 29 L 1 1 1 72

Total 60 22 10 3 1 3 511

aLess than .5 of 1%.

The pervasiveness and intensity of the fear of personal attack
illustrates another way in which concern about crime does not ¢orrespond
to objective dangers. Not only are viole;t crimes quite uncommon com-
pared to ofher offenses but the number of these crimes relative fo the
population is small. Or, from another perspective, the chanceés of death
from automobile accidents, falls, suicide or other accidents are all
greater than from homicide. The intense fear of attack on the streets

or assault by a stranger is particularly incongruent with objective

risks. The risk of serious attack is about twice as great from persons
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well known to the victim as it is from strangers.2

Furthermore, injuries

in the case of assault are'nﬁt orly more common but more 'serious when

the victim and offender know each other well. The anxiety about personal

safety, the restrictions and the inconvenience.which people are willing

to undergo to avoid personal dangér from strangers appear disproportionate

to the relatively low objective probabilities of these dangers in com-

parison with other perils to life and property.

E. Reliance On Law Enforcement

National polls in recent years have indicated that a majority of
the population seems to attribdte increased crime rates to a breakdown
in morals or inadequate moral trafning or discipline of young people.
When asked about remedies for the crime situation, however, they look
largely to tighter policing and sterner law enforcement. When respond-
ents in Washington were asked what they thought was the most important
_thing that could be done to cut down crime in the city, they too
advocated strictness. Their responses were classified as recommendations
of repressive méasures; of social amelioration or of moral inculcatibn.
Repressive measures included such things és moré police, police dogs,
stiffer sentences, and cracking-déwn on teenagers. Sociai amelioration
included advocécy of such things as more jobs, recreatfon and-youth pro-
grams, better housing,‘and improved police-community relations. Moral

inculcation measures were better child training, religious training and

revival, community leadership, and simply ''teach discipline.' Sixty

Zniform Crime Reports, 1965, p. 7.
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per cent of the respondents recommended repressive measures, 40 per

cent social amelioration and/or moral inculcation. Only three-and-one-
half per cent recommended moral measures aléne.

Another evidence of a tendency to think of stern law enforcement
as the way to solve the crime problem is contained in the answer to a
question asking whether the sentences given by courts in Washington
were generally 'too lenient' or ''too harsh.'" Over half (58%) thought
the courts were ''too lenient'; 22 per cent thought they were 'about
right''; 11 per cent, sometimes lenient and sometimes harsh; fewer than
2 per cent said '""too harsh." (The remaining 7 per cent said that they
did not know.)

More police, more stringent policing and less leniency by the
courts--this is how a substantial segment of our sample would undertake

to reduce the amount of crime in the city. Fewer thought that social

changes or improving the moral fiber of the population was the solution.

F. Respect for Police and Law Enforcemenf

. Not only is there substantial reliance on the police, there is
also considerable goodwill toward them. Most of our respondents (85%)
agreed that ''people who take on the tough job of being a policeman
deservg a lot more thanks and respect than they get from the public."
Almost as many (78%) agreed that there are just a‘few policemen who are
responsible for the bad publicity that the force sometimes gets and
(68%) that policemen ought to get more pay than they do.

This respect and goodwill notwithstanding, most persons have

some reservations regarding their evaluation of the police. Although
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most persons thought the police deserve more thanks than they get, 29
bef cent said that you would have to replace at least half the police
in order to have a good force. Therée was no question to which more than
half of the respondents answered in a manner which was unfavorable to
the police, but half did agree that the 'police go after little things
and ignore the really bad things going on." Half of the respondents
thought that wealthy and influential people receive preferential treat
ment and almost as many thought thatAmany police ""enjoy pushing people
around.' There were very few persons whose responses were consistently
sympathetic or unsympathetic toward the police, however. Most persons
gave some propolice response; gﬁd some critical of the city's force,

A combined index of propolice attitu&es was constructed, based
on a factor analysis of a large number of items in the interviews which
were concerned with attitudés toward the poﬂce.3 The analysis isolated
six items which were a genefal measure of respect and goodwill. They
are listed in Table 3-10 in the order of their factor loadlng, that is,
their relative importance to the pattern of responses that formed thls
measure. Each respondent was then assigned a propolice score based on
his responses to these items. It should be noted that this index of
respect for the police does not includ® any izems of the interview that
had strong racial or civil rights overtones, since this propolice measure
was found to be quite separate from the civil rights issue. That is,
in general, the manner in which a respondent answered a propolice item

was not directly related to his response to a rights item.

3Cooley,’WElliam W. and Paul R. Lohnes, Multivariate Procedures

for the Behavioral Sciences (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1962); pp. 151-185.

>
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TABLE 3-10

RESPONSES TO i{EMS IN PROPOLICE INDEX BY SEX AND RACE

(In Percentages)

Negro Men Negro Women White Men White Women Total
(N=177) (N=234) (n=28) (N=72) (N=511)
Dis~- Don't Dis- Don't Dis- Don't Dis- Don't Dis~ Don't
Agree agree Know Agree agree Know Agree agree Know Agree agree Know Agree agree Know

1. There seem to be many police who just enjoy

pushing people around and giving them a .

hard time.® 54 37 9 52 38 10 25 61 th 21 65 14 Ly 43 10
2. The police spend most of their time going

after people who do little things wrong and

ignore most of the really bad things going

on.2 53 32 15 50 39 11 28 50 22 28 50 22 50 35 15
3. You would have to replace at least half -

the police now - :he force to get a really R 2

good police foryy . -Lo L 19 28 52 20 18 61- 2] 1 61 28 29 50 21 2
4. People who know the ropes and have money ) !

to afford good lawyers don't have anything

to worry about from the police.? 57 36 8 51 36 13 39 43 18 35 50 15 50 38 12
5. There are just a few policemen who are-

responsible for the bad publicity the

police department gets. . 73 19 . 8 82 8 10 79 B! 10 76 7 17 78 12 10
6. People who are willing to take on the

tough job of being a policeman deserve a

lot more thanks End'respect than they get

from the public. 79 15 6 87 9 4 93 4 3 b 85 10 5

Y

90 6

an . . .
Disagree is propolice response

bAgree is g ~lice response
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Multiple regression analysis of the propolice index indicated

that sex and race of the respondent were the characteristics most

influential in determining the individual's propolice score.h Propolice

sentiment was more characteristic of white respondents than Negroes
and of women rather than men. The percentages with high scores in each
group are white Women, 79 per cent; white men 71 per cent; Negro women,
56 per cent; and Negro men 49 per cent. Within each racial category
there was mdre propolice sentiment among those with higher education
(see Table 3-11).

TABLE 3-11

PROPOL ICE ‘SENTIMENT AND EDUCATION
(Per Cent with High Propolice Scores)

Negro Men Negro Women White?

% N % N % N
Less than 8 years Lo (20)b L6 (22) 72 (n°
8-11 years 45 (47) 52 (66) 77 (17)
High school graduate L9 (57) 59 (70) 72 (28)
Some college L5 (27) 61 (33) 83 (12)
College graduate 6k (22) 70 (30) 88 (25)

Business or technical

school 75 (4) 46 (ir) 67 (9)

, 3Because of small numbers, white men and women are considered
together.

bFigure in parentheses number of cases on which percentage is
based.

CNumbers too small for stable percentages are presented for
their descriptive value.

uCooley and Lohnes, op. cit.

L e -
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White college graduatgs had the highestiscores; the more highly educated
Negroes had scores nearly as high. ‘Among the white respondents, higher
income tended to be associated with high propolice scores. As people
with more education usually also have higher incomes, it is not surprié-
ing that income and education influence attitudes toward the police in

the same way (see Table 3-12).

TABLE 3-12

PROPOL ICE SENTIMENT AND {NCOME
(Per Cent with High Scores)

Negro Men Negro Women White
% N % N9 N
Under $81.00 weekly 50 (20)° 62 (L45) 55 (1)
$81.00-$120.00 weekly L8 (82) Ly (82) = 76 (17)
Over $120.00 weekly Lg (53) 62 (55) 82 (38)

a. . .
Figure in parentheses refers to number of cases on which

¥ percentage is based. ‘

Among the Negroes who were interviewed, however, the relationship between

fncome and propolice sentiment is not as clear as that between education

and propolice attitudes; the difference probably reflects a less perfect

correspondence between education and income among Negroes than whites.
Another characteristic of respondents that was found to have a

relatively strong but negative correlation with the propolice score is

an index of the respondent's concern for his personal-safety and his

belief that crime is increasing, that is, his '"crime anxiety" score.

266-053 O - 67 - 10
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Negroes tended to be more anxious about crime and also less propolice.
Within each racial group, however, the same relationship existed.

Sixty-seven per cent of the Negro men with low anxiety scores had high

propolice scores compared to 39 per cent of those who were more anxious.

As revealed in Table 3-13, the same decreases in propolice sentiment
with greater crime anxiety occurred among Negro women and the white
respondents.

TABLE 3-13

PROPOLICE SENTIMENT AND CRIME ANXIETY
(Per Cent with High Propolice Scores)

“ Negro Men Negro Women White
Anxietyb -
% N % N % N
1 67 (33)2 81 (31) 78 (23)
2 51 (51) 61 (72) 86 (35)
3 42 (62) 52 (86) 76 (25)

b 39 (31) 38 (45) 59 (7

9F igure in parentheses refers to number of cases on which
percentage is based,

bHigher score reflects greater anxiety.

They may be resentful toward the police for what they perceive as
inadequate protection. Whatever the reason, those persons, regardless
of sex or race, who think their personal safety is endangered by crime

tend to be less respectful of the police.

If anxiety about potential crime and its dangers lessens respect

for policemen, actual experience as a victim of crime might be expected

to decrease propolice sentiment even more. The individual who has been
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victimized hight harbor resentment toward the police who, he thinks,
should have done a betfer job of protecting him. As indicated in Table
3-14, the Negro men who have been victims do express less respect for
the police than those who say they have never been the victims of any

criminal deed.

TABLE 3-14

PROPOLICE SENTIMENT AND EXPERITENCE AS VICTIM
(Per Cent with High Propolice Scores)

Negro Men Negro Women White

Crime Exposure?®
% N % N % N

1 50 (48)b 55 (65) 74 (23)
2 50 (54) 54 (65) 80 (25)
3 57 (28) 51 (53) 83 (23)
4 Lo (47) 65 (1), 72 (29)
No incident 54 (79) sh (97) 72 (36)
One incident L5 (73) 55 (88) 77 (35)

FHigher score reflects greater victimization.

bFigure refers to number of cases on which percentage is based.

The decrease is not évﬁdent for the sample as a whole, however. When
the "'crime exposuret! score, which encompasses more detail of a reépond-
ent's experience with crime, is taken as the measure, again there is
no consistent relationship with propolice sentiment. Negro men who Have
been most victimized have the least regard for the police but being the
victim of crime does not predispose most of our respondents toward
either more favorable or less favorable attitudes toward the police.
Negro men unquestionably were the least sympathetic and respect-

ful toward the police of all those who were interviewed. Interestingly,
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however, level of education, which was associated with more favorable
attitudes toward the police for all respondents, had a much more pro-
nounced effect for the Negro men than anyone else. That is, there

was a sharper difference between the less educated and the highly edu-
cated among Negro men than among others. To look at the same data from
another perspectjve, there was considerable difference in the attitudes
of Negroes and white persons who had little education but very l%ttle
between Negro and white college graduates.

‘The attitudes that these Negro men held toward the police were
also influenced by some other factors, most notably the kinds of experi-
ences which they had with inéizfdual policemen. The respect for the
police which was expressed by the white respondents appeared to be an
abstract,vimpersonai attitude, not dependent on personal contact or
friendly associations with particular policemen. Respondents wére asked
about their social contacts with policemen--whether they have a relative
or personal friend who is a policeman, etc. White respondents who knew
an officer well enough to call him by his first name or had same closer

personal contact with one did not express any more respect or sympathy

for police than did those persons who did not know a policeman that well.

The Negro men who knew at least one policeman well enough to call him
by his first name, however, were usually more respectful and friendly.
On the other hand, Negro men whose last official contact with police
had been as a reporter of an offense were less propolice as a rule than
Negro men in general. Another type of official contact, in which the
respondent had asked for police help in the case of an accident or

emergency or even had asked for directions, tends to be associated with

h
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more propolice sentiment among Negroes. Both Negro men and women who
report this type of contact have higher propolice scofes than the
Negfo sample as a whole although this association did not exist for
white respondents,

As might be expected, those who reported having seen a pplice-
man engage in any sort of improper or illegal behavior also tended to
be less respectful than those who had not witnessed any police misbe-
havi@r; This was true for both Negro and white respondents regardless
of whether they had seen a relatively minor or a more serious kind of
imbroper'act. However, ‘Negroes were more likely to have seen the kinds
of behavior which might leave a harshe; imprgssion. Thirty of the
Negro and two of the white respondents had seen instances of brutality
or what.they thought was unjustified violence.

It appears; then, that the lesser respect shown by Negrb men
toward police is not an attitude which is unchangeable. If it is
influenced by concrete events and conditions in the first place, it
hight also be altered by Ehanged conditions. The Negro man's experience
as a victim of crime is one of these factors. One of the most import-
ant determinants of the Negro man's respect or disrespect is what happens
when policemen and Negro men meet.

Many persons of both races ‘believe that the police give différen-
tial treatment to various groups. Just over half of the Negroes and
about 20 per cent of the white citizens think that Negroes get worse
treatment than other people. Among the comments of these respondents
were that the police pick more frequently on Negroes, that they are rude,
use brutality and physical force, or else that they ignore Negroes
more than other people. Very few persons think that.Negroes get favor-

able treatment (see Table 3-15).
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TABLE 3-15

IF A MAN IS A NEGRO, DO YOU THINK THIS USUALLY MAKES A DIFFERENCE
IN HOW HE 1S TREATED BY THE POLICE IN WASHINGTON?

Negro Men Negro Women White
% N % N % N
Yes 60 (106) kg (115) 27 (27)
No 33 (59) L6 (108) 66 (66)
Don't know 7 (12) 5 (11) 7 (7)
Total 100 (177) 100 (234) 100 (100)

IF YES, IN WHATQWAQ DOES |T MAKE A DIFFERENCE?
. {In Pcrcentages)?@

Negro Men Negro Women White

N=60 - N=115 N=27

Rudeness 53 | 5l 30

Picked on more 63 55 L

Brutal ity | ' by h2 15

Ignored | 29 17 . 7

Other negative treatment | 11 17 19

" Preferential treatment L 2 22

3percentage of those who responded yes to above question.
Percentages add to more than 100 because many respondents named more
than one way.
About half of the respondents, more of the Negroes than of the white

respondents, believe that wealthy and influential people get preferential

treatment (see Table 3-10).
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In summary then, the Negro respondents, particulérly the men,
believe that they receive less than equitable treatment from the police.
They have somewhat less respect and regard for the police--how much iess
depending in part on their own experiences. The single most outstanding
finding concerning attitudes toward the police was not so much the
difference between groups but rather the generally high regard for the

police among all groups, including Negro men. In spite of perceptions

of differential treatment, over half of the Negro men thought that there

are “juét a few policemen who are responsible for the bad publicify
the force sometimes gets.'" Eighty per cent of the Negro men said that
policemen '"deserve a lot more!rq§pect and thanks than they get.'" When
it is remembered that it is the Negroes wHo expressed the most worry
about being the.victims of crime, and that there is a general reliance
on the police to prevent and control crime, it is not so surprising to
find this potential for goodwill toward the police, even among Negro
men who are not well educated and who live in the poorer areas of the
city. Surveys of random samples of the public can provide some
correctives fof the highly selective impressions the police and com-
munity leaders derive of satisfactions and dissatisfactions of members
of the community with various aspects of poiice performance. The
pictures about what I.'the Negro thinks of the police" that are derived
from offenders, from complainants, from special clienteles such as mer-
chants, and from activists of various sorts, are all at variance from

what our study indicates is majority opinion.
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G, Ambivalence Regarding Police Practices and Law Enforcement

The present study was performed during a period of extensive

and often acrimonious public debate on crime, courts, and police. Much

of this debate involved direct confrontations of polar points of view.

On the one side were arrayed spokesmen of a point of view which may be
capsuled: “Free-the hands of the police and get tough with the criminals.'
On the other side were those who saw repressive police practices and

disréggzg for civil rights as alienating minorities from the police

and the law and thus contributing to lawlessness. This point of view

advanced civil rights and social welfare measures as the paths toward

amelioration of the problem. -

Among the citizens contacted by the present study, there is a
general reliance on the police and law enforcement to reduce the amount
of crime. There is also a considerable willingness to permit practices
which the police and law enforcement agencies consider important. But
this is not an unqualified willingness.

Thus a substantial majority of the respondents (73%), agreed
that the police ought to have leeway to act tough when they have to.
More than half (56%) agreed that there should be more use of police
dogs, while less than one third disagreed.

Another way of being tough with offenders is to imposé stiff
sentences on those found guilty. That is apparently what a majority
of the respondents would do, as pointed out in an earlier section, A
further expression of this '"get tough'' attitude was evidenced in the
responses to the question, ''What do you think is the most important

thing that can be done here in Washington to cut down the amount of

R IR ——
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crime that goes on?" As discussed in the section on reliance on law
enforcement, most believed that this is a matter of stricter law
enforcement,

But permissiveness with regard to police measures aqd "get
tough' attitudes usually are alloyed by qualms about the police. An
ambivalence toward the two polar positions sketched above is found more
frequently among our respondents than consistent endorsement of one or
the other set of arguments. The person who takes a '‘tough'' position
on one question may refuse to do so on another. More than half of
those who oppose the greater use of police dogs are in favor of police

freedom to act tough. (See Table 3;16,)

TABLE 3-16

"'"THERE SHOULD BE GREATER USE OF POLICE DOGS'' BY PER CENT AGREEING
YTHE POLICE SHOULD HAVE LEEWAY TO ACT TOUGH,"

There should be Greater Negro Men Negro Women White
Use of Police Dogs % N % N % N

Agree 72 (81)a 8L (140) 84 (6h)

Disagree 61 (80) 68 (69) 75 (12)

3Figure in parentheses refers to number of éases‘on which
percentage is based.
This was true for both racial categories. Further, there is little
consistency between respect for police and willingness to enlarge police
powers. Table 3-17 shows that there is a tendency for those who are
willing to give the police greater power to have high propolice scores.
But, almost half of those who do not agree that the police should '*have
leeway to act tough' or that there should be greater Qse of police dogs

have high propolice scores.
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TABLE 3-17

'"THE POLICE SHOULD HAVE LEEWAY TO ACT TOUGH WHEN THEY HAVE TO."

Agree Disagree

% N % N

Low propolice score 37 (136) 5k (59)
High propolice score 6L (237) L6 (51)
Total 101 (373) 100 (110)

""THERE SHOULD BE GREATER USE OF POLICE DOGS,'

Low propolice score - 35 (100) 53 (86)
High propolice score _ 65 (185) 47 (75)
Total 100 (285) 100 (161)

In spite of the general goodwill toward the police and the

considerable willingness to permit them whatever practices they believe

necessary for law enforcement, there were relatively few who were

unconcerned about the rights of citizens. Whereas a majority had

taken a '‘get-tough-with-the-offender' position on most questions, only

38 per cent agreed that ''too much attention is paid to the ri

persons who get in trouble with the police."" As indicated in Table 3-18,

ghts of

the racial differences were negligible., The greatest difference was

within the white sample; those with a higher level of education and with

more income were far more likely to diéagree. Twenty-nine per cent of

the white respondents with less than a high school education and 67 per

cent of those with some college did not think that too much attention is

paid to the rights of people who get in trouble with the police.

e
-l .
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TABLE 3-18

''TO0 MUCH ATTENTION IS PAID TO THE RIGHTS OF PEOPLE
WHO GET IN TROUBLE WITH THE POLICE,"

Negro Men Negro Women White
% N % N % N
Agree 39 (65) 38 (89) L (41)
Disagree 50 (88) 50 (114) L6 (46)
Don't know or no answer 13 (24) 13 (31) 13 (13)
Total 102 (177) 101 (234) 100 (100)

Tables 3-19 and 3-20 show that the effects of increased education and
income were similar but not as pronounced for Negro women. Half of
the Negro men, without clear cut differences between education and

income groups, took the civil rights position on this question.

TABLE 3-19

ﬁTOO MUCH ATTENTION IS BEING GIVEN TO PROTECTING THE RIGHTS OF PEOPLE
) WHO GET INTO TROUBLE WITH THE POLICE,"
(Per Cent Disagreeing by Education)

Negro Men . Negro Women White
Education ‘
% N % N % N

Less than 8 years 50 (20)@ 27 (22) 29 (7)b
8-11 years 38 (47) Lb (66) 29 (17)
12 years ' 61 (57) = 57 (70) 36 (28)
Some college ‘ 37 (27) 61 (33) 67 (12)
College graduate 55 (22) 53 (30) 64 (25)
Business or technical

training 75 (&) 27 (11) 56 (9)

aFigure in parentheses refers to number of cases on which
percentage is based.

bNumbers too small for stable percentages; presented for their
descriptive value.
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 TABLE 3-20

""TOO MUCH ATTENTION IS BEING PAID TO PROTECTING THE RIGHTS OF -PEOPLE
WHO GET IN TROUBLE WITH THE POLICE."
(Per Cent Disagreeing by Income)

Negro Men Negro Women White
Income
% N % N% N
Under $81.00 weekly 50 (20)@ Ly (45) 36 (11)
$81.00-$120.00 weekly 52 (82) 46 (82) 47 (17)

More than $120.00 weekly 45 (53) 55 (55) 58 (38)

a_. . ] .
Figure in parentheses is number of cases on which percentage
is based. S '

The individual who has been a victim of crime might be inclined to
feel that the police ought to be tough with offenders and might be less
likely to be.concerned with the rights of suspects. This did not prove to
be the case, however, just as victimization proved unrelated to a number
of attitudes. Table 3-21 indicates that greater victimization does not
make a respondent less likely to take a civil rights position.

It is.quite apparent that in spite of strong propolice sentiment
and an acceptancé of strong police powers, there is also a pronounced
concern with the rights of citizens. This is particularly true when
the rights issue is éxp]icit in the question posed. It also is apparent
that most persons do not perceive this concern with rights of citizens_
as being derogatory toward the police. Of those who took the prorights
position, more than half indicated strong respect and sympathy for

the police.
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TABLE 3-21

''TO0 MUCH ATTENTION IS BEING GIVEN TO PROTECTING THE RIGHTS OF PEOPLE
WHO GET.INTO TROUBLE WITH THE POLICE,"
(Per Cent Disagreeing by Crime Exposure.)

Negro Men Negro Women White

Crime Exposure? 7 v v .
| s w8)® w0 (65) 30 (23)

2 W (54 46 (65) 56 (25)

3 54 (28) ko (53) - 35 (23)

4 62 (47) 63 (51) 59 (29)

No incident L €79). 41 (97) 39 (36)
One incident | 56 (73) 53 (88) 57 (35)

@Higher score means greater victimization,

bFigure in parentheses refers to number of cases on which
percentage is based.

H. Nonreporting of €rimes to the Police

Reporting When Victimized

The citizens of Washington who were interviewed believe that
the crime problem is a matter for police rather than citizen action.
They nevertheless sometimes fail to take the éne essential action they
as citizens must take if the policé are to intervene in any particular
criminal instance. Considering only recent incidents of victimization
(which are less likely to be selectively recalled) our fespondents
said that in 45 per cent of the cases the policé were not notified of

the crime.
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Generally, less serious crimes were more likely to have remained
unreported. Of the recent non-lndex crimes which were disclosed to our
interviewers, 64 per cent had not been reported to the police, as com-

pared with 28 per cent of the recent Index crimes (see Table 3-22).

TABLE 3-22

NONREPORTING BY TYPE OF CRIME
(Recent Incidents)

Number Number
not Reported of Incidents
. Index Crimes
Criminal homici\dej - -
Forcible rape 1 2
Robbery b 9
Aggravated assault 2 7
Burglary 15 59
Larceny, $50 and over 9 30
Auto theft 1 14
Total 328 ‘ 121

Non-1index Crimes

Other assaults

Larceny, under $50.00

Forgery, fraud, etc.

Other sex offenses

Arson, vandalism

Disorderly conduct

Obscene, threatening phone calls
Perjury, false testimony, etc,
Other

12
L8
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Total

0
W

132

326% of index crimes not reported,

b63% of non-index crimes not reported.
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Thirty-three of 48 incidents of larceny under $50 and 26 of 42 incidents
of arson or vandalism, for example, had not been reported to the police,.
They had been informed of oﬁly one of eight incidents of obscene or
threatening phone calls. On the other hand, the seriousness of a case
did not insure that it would be reported to the police. Four out of 9
cases of robbery and 2 of 7 aggravated assaults were not reported.

Auto thefts, as expected, were almost always reported.

Reporting Recent Incidents

If most people truly believe that polfce action and law enforce-
ment are the most effective and apgropriate methods for coping with crime,
p
it may éeem strange that they do not-more often inform the police of a
crime or what they suspect is a crime. Respondents were asked the reasons
for nonreporting to the police in three situations, two real and one
hypothetical. If a respondent said that the police had not been notified

of an incident which had occurred to him or a member of his household

during the period just prior to interviewing (not more than 15 months)

he was asked why: The most frequent type of reply was that nothing could

be done aEOut the event (see Table 3-23). There did not seem to be a
negative evaluation of the police in these responses; the damage was
done, the culprits gone or the evidence not sufficient. About half as
many.respondents said that they did not call the police because they

did not think the police would want to be bothered--wouldn't rather than
couldn't do anything useful. Some people were reluctant to get involved
with the police, particularly because of the time .that they might have
to spend. ' Others were uncertain of whether a crime haa indeed been

committed or how to go about reporting it to the police.
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TABLE 3-23

REASON FOR NOT REPORTING VICTIMIZATION TO POLICE?

First Mention Total Mentions
% N % N
Negative toward police 17 (18) 16 (21)
Fear of retribution 3 (3) 3 ()
Nothing could be done 3k (37) 3k (46)
Shouldn't ''rat'' preferred
private handling kb (W) 3 (4)
Did not want to be involved 8 (9) 10 (14)
Uncertainty ; -‘ 8 (9) 8 (1)
Concern for offender . 6 (6) 6 (8)
Other : 20 (22) 20 (26)
Total 100 - (108) 100 (134)

a ) ' .
Incidents occurring to respondent or member of his household
during recent period prior to interview (not more than 15 months) .-

Reporting Witnessed Incidents

, When the respondent had to decide whether or not to call the
police about something he witnessed which he thought might be a crime,
however,.the_most frequent response was not wanting to get fhvo]ved
(see Table 3-24). Again there was a concern about the time that would
be involved in talking to the police, presenting evidence, perhaps
going to court and losing salary because of time away from workf Others
did not feel it was their responsibility to intervene. A typical
expression of this sentiment was, "] am not my brother's keeper.' As

in the instances where the respondent had been a victim, uncertainty and

a belief that nobody could undo the damage were also frequently mnet ioned.

-




TABLE 3-24

REASONS FOR NOT REPORTING TO THE POLICE A WITNESSED INCIDENT
WHICH MAY HAVE BEEN A CRIME

-155-

.First Mention

”

Total Mentions

N % N
Negative toward police 7 (6) 6 (7)
Fear of retribution 8 (7) 7 (8)
Nothing could be done 11 (9) 9 (10)
Regards reporting as improper,

"ratting" 7 (6) 10 (11)
Private, not police matter 2 (2) 2 (2)
Didn't waﬁt to be involved yJ (20) 31 (35)
Uncertainty 13 (rn) 11 (13)
Believed police already informed 17 (1) 13 (15)
Other 11 (9) 10 (11)

Total 100 (84) 99 (12)

Answers to Hypothetical Question

The following hypothetical situation and question were also

posed:

Suppose that somebody was breaking

around here saw it but didn't call

be the reason he didn't call

them.

the police.

into a house and somebody
What would probably

As when the respondent had himself witnessed a possible crime, the most

frequent response was not wanting to get involved (see Table 3-25).

266-053 O - 67 - 11
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TABLE 3-25

SUPPOSE THAT SOMEBODY WAS BREAKING INTO A HOUSE AND SOMEBODY
AROUND HERE SAW |T BUT DIDN'T CALL THE POLICE.
WHAT WOULD PROBABLY BE THE REASON HE DIDN'T CALL THEM?

First Mention Total Mentions
% N % N
Negative toward police 8 (39) 10 (65)
Fear of retribution 39 (182) 32 (206)
Nothing could be done -2 (1) -8 (2)
Regards reporting as improper
Tratting 2 (9) 3 (18)
Did not want to be involveé ,‘ 38 (180) L (257)
Uncertainty 7 (35) 8 (53)
Believed police already informed -@ (2) 1 (3)
Other \ 5 (23) 5 (31)
Total 99 (471) 100 (635)

8Less than 0.5%.

In the hypothetical case, however, an even larger proportion of respond-
ents thought that prefering not to get involved would be tHe reason for
somebody else not wanting to inform the police. Although a few persons
had mentioned fear of repriéal in the first two instances, in the
hypothetical situation many respondents thought that this might be the
case. "The policeman will make you face the fellow and then his friends
will beat you up,'" explained one fespéndent. Others feared that they
themselves would become the subject of police inquiry or action and

deemed it wiser to remain silent,
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Discussion
Our respondents had notified the police in more than half of the

cases where they themselves had been the victim of a crime. When they

did not do so, it was most frequently because they believed that it would

be useless to do so. If they had witnessed an incident and had not
reported it, however, it was most often because they did not want to take
the time that would be involved. There were very few who said they would
not want to call the police because they would not want to be known as
informers or because one shouldn't call the police. There were also
relatively few reasons which concerned negative evaluations of the police -

4§

themselves.
Although the extent of nonreporting seems inconsistent with the
general reliance on law enforcement agencfes for crime control, it is
apparently not because people think that one should not call the police.
It is rather that they believe that there fs some reason in any given
instance why it might be better not to take this action.
| The problem of encouraginé reporting by the witnessing bystander
is obviously greater than in the case of the victim. The feeling that
unwelcome trouble may come from ''getting involved" is quite prevalent,

along with vaque disinclinations'toward'being labelled a "busy-body'!

‘meddling in matters that are not one's proper concern. In the great

majority of the incidents covered by this survey, however, it is a victim
(or a member of a victimized household) who is first in a position to
make the report. For most offenses, they apparently are more inclined

to do so than are third-party witnesses, even when such are present.

The most frequent disinclination of the victim to report--his feeling
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of its pointlessness-is difficult to overcome in view of the frequent
objective validity of the victim's perception. Indeed, the interview
would possibly have beén more productive if we had asked reasons for
reporting, as well as for nonreporting. Data from items in our inter-
views on dissatisfactions of citizens with the police indeed suggest a
more frequent tendency to overestimate the power of the police to act
toward the apprehension and punishment of offenders in a given case
than to underestimate it. However wise it may be for the citizen to
let the poTice make the judgment in each case as to whether effective
action is possible, victims in many instances will continue to make
there own fairly sound judgﬁep%s. Possibly, the largest gain in
citizen reporting is to be sought by publicity emphasizing that even
if a report may have small chance of remedying the event that has
happened, composite information from such reports is needed and will

be used by -police to prevent future crimes.
I

le Crime and the Fear of Crime

The data on victimization reported in Chapter Il yield higher
estimates of the incidence of offenses against the residents of these
precincts than probably have ever been suggested for any population by
any previous source of data on the incidence of crime. In this sense;
one may say that criminal victimization is a more significant problem
than has been suspected,

Other aspects of our data, however, suggest that victimization
is of less significance. The great difficulties in the recall of
events of victimization discussed in Chapter |1, for examb]e, was one

of a number of bits of evidence suggesting that most criminal incidents

o
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were not among the most salient events in the lives of victims--as
compared, say, with births, deaths, illnesses, marriages, job changes,
draft calls, auto accidents and a myriad other happenings that fill
lives. The monetary loss involved in all but a scant few of the incidents
was very samll--insignificant in relation to what occurs much more
frequently in even minor auto accidents, through gémbling losses, loss
of income from illness or accident, and many other consequences of
imprudence or improvidence of'the citizen, Crimes of violence, while
more frequent than suggested by police data, are nonetheless relatively
uncommon events--on an objective basis, criminal violence poses a
relatively low threat to life and lihbvhs compared with many other life
haiards. This is particularly true, if we eliminate criminal violence
among members of the same family, lovers! quarrels, and the like,

Can these observations of the relatively low material consequence
of victimization for most of our respondents be reconciled with the many
indications in our data of the great impact of fear of crime on their
tﬁoughts and daily lives? It is possible that victimization is kept
at the level at which it.is only through constrictions Qf thé life activ=
ities of respondents--staying home at night, not venturing into parks,
installing stouter locks, moving to a ''better' neighborhood, and so
forth. What economists label opportunity costs for feeling safe proba-
bly are far greater economic burdens of crime for these citizens than
the direct costs of vfctimization. With these precautions go correspond-
ing psychic costs, such as worry about onels own safety and that of
those close to one, being suspicious of others ahd, for many of our
respondents, being treated with suspicion; inygeneral, the psychic costs

of living in an atmosphere of anxiety.
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It is difficult on the basis of the data available to form
conclusions on the rationality of the precautions and anxiéties. Would
less anxiety and, presumably, correspondingly fewer precautions increase
costs of,victimization more than it would reduce the material and psychic
costs of fear? Clearly, less anxiety is displayed by citizens to greater
perils--the dangef from auto accidents, smoking, or being cheated or
overcharged in the marketplace.

Simply to pose these questions perhaps illustrates how.attention
to the material consequences of crime misses the major significance it
has. It is not that a person encounters a certain dollar loss or that
he sustains a certéin inju;y'that gives the event its significance, but
rather the transgression of moral codes involved. We have found that
attitudes of citizens regarding crime are less affected by their past
victimization than by their ideas about what is going on in their commu-
nity--fears about a weakening of social controls on which they feel their
safety and the broader fabric of social life is ultimately dependent.

The major sources of people!s impressions from which these
attitudes dérive were mass media reports’ about crime, 'what people say,"
and the highly visible signs of what they regard as disorderly or
‘disreputable behavior-in their community--insobriety, untidiness,
boisterousness, |

In;ofar as crimes against individual citizens are concerned,
then, we suspect that the immediate consequencies are of much less moment
than are people's intense reactions to the percéived crime situation,
Fears of crime are profoundiy affecting much of people!s daily lives

and the very social geography of the city.

----L*
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CHAPTER 1V

SOME IMPLICATIONS OF CRIME STATISTICS
FOR PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD CRIME

Relations of Statistics to Public Information

This chapter is devoted to some general discussion of implications
suggested by the simultaneous examination iﬁ this study of the problem of
public attitudes toward crime and that of improved statistical measures
of crime. In the previous chapter, ;entral findings were that the public
is extremely fearful of victimization and these fears have marked effects
on their lives. It was also copclgded that impressions about the
increasing great hazards faced from crime derive largely from vicarious
sources rather than experience as victims or the witnessing of criminal
incidents.

Evidence has been discussed suggesting that publicity about crime
statistics is one of the more important sources of these vicarious impres-
sions. Crime statistics have beeg exclusively agency statistics, however,
Their primary purpose has been providing information for law enforcement
agencies. Their prIic information func;ions have been a by-product.
Considerable attention has begun to be given tolthe import and meaning
for the public of these widely publicized statistics, and subsequent
public communication premised on conclusions derived from these statistics.

It is readily apparent that absolute crime figures and even crime
rates have little interpretable meaning for members of the public. 1f
he learns that there were 4,000 serious crimes in his city during a given

vear or that the crime rate in his city is 1,400 per 100,000 of population,
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does he infer that this is great or small, menacing ~r reassuring? It
is rather the statistical statements comparing times and places that
provide méanings. fhe‘meaning provided is that crime is rampant and is
getting worse.

We will examine here some possible ététistical treatments of
crime from the standpoint of the significance that is to be derived

from the data.

How Much Crime Is There?

When people say: 'There's so much crime nowadays'' many different
things are meant. The remark may be touched off by reading in the news-

paper a story based on the release of the issue of Crime in the United

States and the associated headline: U. S. CRIME INCREASES 13 PER CENT
IN YEAR. Or, the remark may stem from reading a headline about a single
spectacular murder. Or it may arise from seeing televised hearings of

a legislative investigation of organized crime. Or, it may be uttered
as a caution to a friend about Qoing home unescorted. Or it may be
uttered with an expletive at finding the wheel covers have been stolen
from one's car.

Perceptions from each of these different kinds of contexts, and
from many others, merge in an amorphous impression of ''a lof of crime
nowadays.” To come to grips with the questions of actually how much
crime there is and what significance it has requires disentangling the
many elements that are fused in these general impressions. Further,
either common denominators, or failing these, different yeardsticks, have

to be found to measure these various elements.
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Scales
First of all, there are many varieties of crime., Crimes vary
greatly in their significance. It seems scarcely wise to add all crimes

together to reach a sum; counting them all equally so that a murder
weighs no more than a bicycle theft. |If nothing else, we must ¢onsider

But the significance or seriousness of crimes is different from
different vantage points. What is grave from an economic point of view--
say that of insurance company that must pay claims for losses and ihjuries--
may not weigh equally on a moral scale. Negligent use of an automobile
can result in extremely costly'aama;e to property relatfve to the exactions
of ;he amateur shoplifter. The latter, in turn, may be greater than the costs

of medical treatment of a person who has been wantonly assaulted on the

street.

Threat to the Moral Order

The losses and hazards from crime have a significance to the
public far outweighing their relative magnitudes in comparison with the
results of imprudence and improvidence. How a thing comes to pass can
be more important in people's reactions to it than its objective cénse-
quences. A single murder in a city rates more newspaper attention than

multiple fatalities that same day in traffic accidents. -A murder is a

horrifying ''mass murder' when there are six victims. Such an event

shakes the public far more than an airline crash that kills a few dozen,
While this fact of human psychology is ''nonrational' in many
senses of that word, there is nothing irrational about it. A money

calculus and many other ''rational'' accounting methods cannot take
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sensible account of these differences in significance, however. At the
individual level, the differences may also be meaningless--a person may
be no more unhappy if his wallet is lifted by a pickpocket than i% he
loses it by negligently dropping it into a sewer. He may have no particu-
lar preference as to being hit by a bullet fired by a careless hunter or
by a mad killer.

The special significance of crime is at the social level. The
intensity of public reaction to it is understandable in that it reveals
weaknesses of the moral order on which not only everyone's safety depends
but also almost everything else that is important and precious in life.
Crimas therefore have signi%igénce in proportion to the extent to which
they affront the moral sensibilities of persons. This impact is not
limited to those who are victimized directly, In this way, crimes that
have no immediate victims and crimes of self ana mutual victimization
deriye their significance and involve major psychic costs.

Perceptions of changes in the prevalence of crime can be expected
to evoke particularly intense public reactions in that these can be taken
as signs of fhreats to the fundamenfal moral order. This clearly is the
case with much of the current public reaction to news of increasing‘
crime.

The many distinctions and gradations recognized by our criminal
laws, and,more particularly, the common law, embody the cumulative thought
of centuries regarding the many kinds of acts the law’fabels crimes. Yet
impacts on victims may have a gravity not linked closely to the perception
of a crime in the eye of the law. A series of vaguely threatening tele-

phone calls, for example, can provoke days of tortured terror for a person
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who could lightly dismiss a theft of one of his fairly valuable posses-
sions.

The moral significance of acts depends very much on who commits
them. The sams act that is the '"naughtiness' of a child may be the ''prank"
for young adolescents, délinqpency for older ones, and a crime for an
adult. A businessman might not be as indignant about the same embezzle-
ment of funds from an enterprise by an employge as he would be if the
act were committed by his partner. |

tloseness of relationship may have the opposite effect on the
conception of an offense by those directly involved. When Mrs. X has
her house vandalized by a neighbdrhdod boy, she may say; N know the
problem poor Mrs. Y is having with that difficult boy,'" and pass the
matter off. Her reaction might be very different if she. found the same
act of vandalism by '‘those terrible boys from over on A Street.!'

Crimes that cross the social boundaries of groups and classes

. evoke different sentiments than those that take place within them,

This is particularly true of offenses against the person that
cross social-class lines. The most noteworthy example of this is the

c¢rime of rape across what many treat as a caste line. This fact is

"highly evident in statistics showing the particularly severe penalties

for rape that have been given Negro offenders against whites.]

Units .
When the significance of crime to our respondents was examined;

the dominant fact that emerged is that of increasing fearfulness. More

Tt is noteworthy in this connection that in a slight majority of
the crimes mentioned by white respondents in the present study in which
offenders were observed, the respondents report Negroes were the guilty
parties.
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than anything else, the focus of the concern of the citizen is that he
or someone close to him will fall victim of a crime.

""Aggressive crimes.''--These fears do not embrace everything the

law calls criminal, however, but rather are focused on certain kinds of

acts, which, loosely, can be called ''aggressive crimes.'" By these we

mean the victimization of the individual citizen by a stranger on the
street or by an intruder in his home or work place. Among these crimes,
the most feared are those against the person--murder, rape, assault,

and robbery with violence. With considerably less intensity, the citizen

‘A - .

is concerned with aggressive crimes against his property; particularly

{ '
by the intruder into his home. Any assessment of crime must consequently
address itself particularly to changes in the risk the citizen faces from
these aggressive crimes.
victimized in the population in a given period of time is a unit of measure-

ment that has considerable meaning. But this unit is not very applicable

to many other crimes or their significance.
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The same unit, counts of victims, may be applied to offenses

similar to what has been called here ''aggressive crimes,'' except that
they involve a person being victimized by an associate or intimate rather
than a stranger. It has become almost trite to point out that statistics
on crimes of violence--the crimes that evoke the greatest fear--include

in very high proportion 'incidents involving victims and offenders who

have some preexisting social relationship with one another. Husbands

\l
(l
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and wives, parents and children, and friends (at least erstwhile ones)
commit such crimes against one another more commonly than do strangers
against strangefs.

A much smaller proportion of the incidents mentioned by respondents
in the.pfegent sfudy was committed by familiars than is found in analyses
of offender-victim relationships in other studies for the Commission that
are based upon police statistics. There is presumably greater respondent
reticence about such incidents. The survey figures in this respect.fail
to reflect '"the true picture.'" From another standpoint, however, they
may be less misleading than statistics that include such incidents in

4

greater-proportion. .

Statistics may enhance one's conception of dangers due to crime
by pointing to the risks of being victimized on the street by a stranger
or by a sudden intruder. These are unknown quantities which the pérson

has scant ways of assessing for himself. To lump in with these hazards

those from sources the individual can assess much better for his own

. case reduces the value of the statistic for this purpose, however. The

members. of happy Families need not have their fears aroused by statistics
weighted with the frequent violence in estranged ones nor the members of
a teenage chess club by figures that include member; of street corner
gangs who vie for standing in the group by an occasional switchblade
fight with one another. This has indeed been a basis for criticism of
interpretations of the meaning of the UCR inme Index.

It is not that these crimes among persons who are socially
related to one another are in any general sense less significant objects
of national concern., |In some ways, an additional element of seriousness

may be involved in crimes among intimates and associates. They may
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constitute violations of the codes of behavior that relate specifically
to such relationships as that between family members friends or business
partners. For other such crimes, however, the code of the in-group may
be upheld by an act that is an offense from the standpoint of society

at targe. The youth gang's fight is an e*ample. Such encounters may
only become defined as a crime if they come to be acted upon by an
official agency, since none of the participants may regard it as such,
Alternatively, each participant may regard himself as a victim of others.
New and different elements. are involved in forming various judgments
regarding crimes among intimates and associates that are of less concern
in the aggressive crimes. ﬁ}ay;cation, for example, may be a more
important element in forming both legal and moral judgments of these

. crimes.

Incidents as units.--The significance of many such crimes, there-

fore, may be distorted if we use victims as a unit in these instances,
as compared with the less ambiguous meaning of 'victim'' in the aggressive
crimes.

For mﬁst purposes, assessment of crimes among intimates and
associates would be served more adequaté]y by counts of the number of
circumstances under which the incidents occurred.

ndirect victimization of the citizen.--Relative to all criminal

acts which take place, crimes that directly victimize individual
citizens, to which the present study has been restricted, may well be just
a small proportion. The citizen is also affected by those that injure

businesses and other organizations from which he derives his livelihood.

i--9—.'_-ni’—-
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He is indirectly victimized by crimes against other businesses and public

institutions, for they have to pass the costs of crime on to the consumer

and the taxpayer. He is also victimized by many other crimes which involve

neither a specific individual or organtzation as a victim but which dis-

rupt the orderly working of the society and which may generate other crimes

or public dependency. Gambling, drunkenness., narcotics, and automobile
offenses are somes examples here. The fears of our respondents and their
attitudes toward the crime problem were more often affected by the
visibility of these forms of disorder than by their being victims of

crimes in the sense used in this study.

1]

survey victimization per capita rates with police statistics rates was
rendered difficult by the inclusion in the latter of offenses against
businesses and other organizations. For these offenses counts of number

of victims are not generally useful for assessment. Here, the number

~of offending acts is a more useful count and, for other purposes, the

“volumes of losses in money terms. These units, too, may be either per-

tinent or misleading, depending upon what meaning we seek to attach to
the question: ''How much crime is there?" From the standpoint of the
phone company, the actions of the thief who breaks into 15 coin boxes
may be five times as consequential as those 6f another who breaks fnto
only three. But, from varicus social standpoints, the presence in the
society of a person who would break into a phone box at all is an
indication of the failure of t"z norms and controls relating to property

to function properly.



-170-

Offenders as units.--From such a standpoint, the count of people

who offend in particular ways provides the meaningful unit, rather than.
the number of offenses they commit.

Crimes "without victims.'--This becomes particularly true with

respect to the next type of crime that has been illustrated--crimes for
which no specific individual or organization can be specified as the
victim., These include crimes against public order and those involving
willing and, in a sense, mutual victims.

For a great many of these crimes, the behavior that is significant
is not neatly bound in time and space to form an incident, as is a holdup
or burglary. That a particuI;r‘Eransaction took place on such-and-suzh
a date--including most of those involving narcotics, gambling, drunkenness

and prostitution--is of key significance for a prosecutor, but from

a social point of view the fact that Miss X derives her living from
prostitution is far more important. From the latter standpoint, the
prevalence in the population of offenders is of crucial significance.
For many varieties of criminal behavior, the additional problem presents
itself of discfiminating between the chronic offender and the one-time
or sometime (and occasionally impulsive) violation of a law by a person

who ordinarily is law-abiding.

A General Decline?

If one popular view of what has been taking place is valid, these
complexities may be transcended. This view holds that there has been a
pervasive decline in the moral quality of the population. This decline
is held to permeate the entire realm of morals, so that transgressions

of all kinds are continually becoming more frequent. As a consequence,
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persons, property, and public order, all are in ever-increasing jeopardy
from crime.

This view is so.wideSpread that it is important for an assessment
of crime to confrqpt the questions it poses as directly as‘possible.
lts truth could be established in either of two ways. First, if such
a measure existed, if could be tested by one, grand, all-encompassing
measure of either the moral quality of the population or of the symptom
of its absence which is pertinent to the present problem--crime. Some
of the difficulties in providing such a comprehensive measurement have
been discussed:

the many Qarieties of acts that constitute crimes;

the varying degrees of significance of criminal acts;

the different significances they have depending upon the standpoint
from which they are judged;

the different kinds of units of measurement that are appropriate to
different kinds of crimes and to the different implications they
have.

Truly meaningful judgments must rest upon a number of different

indicators, if the many dimensions of the problem are to be evaluated.

An alternative to a grand, all-encompassing measure for a decision

as to whether and how much crime is increasing would be the finding that
any and all of the different measures that can be made all point -in the

same direction and have fairly uniform rates of change.

Comparisons

The complexities of the problem do not end with arriving at

satisfactory meanings for measures of the amount of crime, however.

Ffor comparisons over time to be valid comparisons, we have to be sure

that counts and measures were made in the same way and with equivalent

266-053 O - 67 - 12
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exhaustiveness for the points in the past that we wish to compare with
the present. It is particularly important to be sure that there is no
confusion between the phenomena with which we are concerned and the
diligence and thoroughness with which these events are measured and
counted at various times and p]aces.

The survey method used in the present study has no more automatic
immunity to such effects than do other statistical sources. We have
been impressed by how much the data may be affected by variations in
the interviewing procedure and in the quality and.training of the inter;

views,

Ratios

Press releasés on crime in Washington, and the data in the police
annual report itself, are given in absolute figureé, rather than rates.

It is essential that the growth of the city not be confused with the
growth of crime. Comparisons obviously must be in terms of rates, rather
than absolute amounts. With no change in the general disposition of
people to be law-abiding, there will be more law-breakers as there get

to be more people.

Even rates in relation to population-may be mislieading, however,
if we do not také into account changes in the composition of the population
and the fact that transients as well as residents may be victimized.

If we consider crime volume as a function of the prevalence of
offenders in the population, for example, then it is important to
recognize that infants can't commit crimes and that old ladies rarely
are burglars or robbers, Particularly during periods of rapid demographic

change, it would be easy to confuse an increase in the proportion of
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infants and old ladies in the population with an increase in its moral

l ‘
h

fiber, if rates are considered naively.

Presumably, however, infants and old ladies are more eligible

to be victims of offenses than they are to be offenders. The way

population is entered into ratios therefore involves different consid-

>

erations when the focus is on criminals than when it is on victims.

Interpretation of rates in which offenses or incidents are numerétor
units requirés simultaneous examination of the presence of eligiBle
victims and eligible offenders in the population constituting the denomi-
nator.

From the same standpoinl,,&e know that males in their adolescence
and postadolescence have always been the element of the population that
societies have most difficulty binding to their strictures. |f popuia-

tion in their 'teens and post-'teens increases proportionately more

rapidly than the population as whole, as indeed has been very much the
case of late, then there will be a greater number of crimes in proportion
to total population. The ''crime rate' would rise even though the average
teenager of the Eurrent moment proved no more given to delinguency than

those of previous generations and even were he destined to become equally

as law-abiding an adult. People therefore may take greater comfort about

what is happening to 'moral fiber' if they are presented with age-specific

erime rates'' or if changes are presented that ﬂstandardize“ the rates

for age distribution.
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The rates that are specific to population segments provide scant
comfort, however, if the question is not put in terms of 'What is happening

to our morals?'' and instead voices the concern: ''What may happen to me?'!

To the extent that teenagers, for example, dirzct their offenses at victims
other than fellow teenagers, the chances of the average citizen's being a
victim of crime will increase as the size of the high-offending age class
swells, Thus, assuming for the moment that teenagers, by and large, becoms
no more highly disposed to steal cars, if there come to be more of them
around in relation to the number of car owners, the chances of somebody
having his car stolen gets greater.

Rates of victimizgglgﬂ are the pertinent figure where this is

the significance we wish to derive. The appropriate base is the number
of people or the number of parties (households, business establishments,
school buildings, coin-boxes, or what have you) that are eligible to be

hit by the kind of offense toward which interest is directed.

Summary Remark Concerning Over-all Rates

The most significant comparisions that can be made to answer
such questions as those relating to the respect for law of citizens, or
the hazards faced by citizens, or the costs borne by the economy, all
involve rates.

The discussion thus far has first examined the differeﬁt meanings
that can be derived depeﬁding upon what units get placed in the numerators
of these rates--offenses per . . . , victims per . . . , arrests per . . . ,
dollars of loss per . . . , etc. The discussién has emphgsized that how
we select and measure these units will also determine the meaning of the

results: victimizations by aggressive crimes per . . . , offenses
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committed by adults weighed according to their seriousness per . . . ,
etc. Finally, the importance of what goes into the denominators of
these rates has been illustrated. The units in the base are equally
as important for interpreting the significance of a rate is as what
goes into the numerator.

iPer capita' is a nice and handy way of stating rates, but in
the case of an appreciation of the significance of the crims problem,

as with many other problems, it may obscure more than illuminate.

Concentrations versus Averages

Another implication of many of the illustrations given here is
the limited significance of éros; qJerages. Nothing illustrates this
better than the professors' chestnut about the man who drowns in the
déep hole in a pond posted with the sign "Average dépth: L feet."
Similarly, that the average loss to larceny for a Washington residential
household per year proves to be a trivial amount in this study, is
small comfort to the few families repeatedly burglarized. That the
crime rate in a certain city is increasing no more rapidly than that of
the nation may fafl to impress the many life-long inhabitants of one
neighborhood we surveyed who how feel impelled to move because of fears
for the family's safety. The way in which crimes are concentrated in
persons, places and timss can be equally as significant as the average
levels, and from certain standpoints even more so,

It is possible that in the crime picture, the same kind of
situation may obtain as came to light when the nation became conscious
of poverty in its midst. Just as the very affiuence of the nation as

a whole made the ''poverty'' in 'pockets' that much more intolerable,
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"'pockets of crime'' can become more intolerable if the standards of the
society as a whole go up.

This will be particularly true for those who are in these 'pockets."
Safety, as with other blessings of social life, tends to be viewed by a
person relative to what others enjoy.

In assessing crime, identifying the concentrations of offenders
and victims is as important as identifying averages for the .country and.
other large units of geography. Concentrations among particular categories
of the population and among particular categories of enterprise is also
of key importance. The pilot study we conducted does not permit analysis
by sufficiently small geographic.areas to identify such concentrations and

the special meaning crime has for residents in such areas. Further work

is. planned, however, to elucidate meanings for various population classes.
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APPENDIX A

BACKGROUND DATA ON WASHINGTON AND THE THREE POLICE PRECINCTS

The City

Comgositioﬁ

According to the 1960 Census Yashington, D. C. was the ninth
largesi city in the United States, and the Yashington Standard Metropolitan
Statisfical Area was tenth in size. 1In 196k the District population was
estimated at just over $00,000.

By most recent estimates the population of the city is now almost ;
two-fhirdsANegro, compared to SSprF cent in 1960, and among the younger
residents the proportion is even higher. Since 1960 the White population
has been moving to the suburbs as the non-t/hite population has moved in,

Wlashington is atypical of most American cities in other ways.

In 1964 half of its employed population was working fof government--most
for the federal government. Relatively few persons were employed in
manufacturing, and a high proportion worked in ''service and miscel laneous'!

occupations (see Table A-1).

TABLE A-1

COMPOSITION OF OCCUPATIONAL STRUCTURE

WASHINGTON, D. C. METROPOLITAN AREA, \96’4a
(In Percentages)

Employed In % Employed

Construction contracting b

Manufacturing 3
Transportation and public utilities 5
Wholesale and retail trade 15
Finance, insurance and real estate 5
Service and miscellaneous 18
Government . 50
Total 100%

(N=557,000)

aU. S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract
of the United States: 1965. (G6th edition.) VWashington, e
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In 1964 the median per capita income was $3544 compared to a
median of $2566 for the country as a whole. Figures for 1959 show
there were both fewer Vashington families in the lowest income bracket
and more in the next-to-highest (see Table A-2) reflecting in good part

the biracial composition of the city.

TABLE A-2

DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES BY INCOME LEVELS?
(In Percentages)

Each income Level U. S. D. C.
Under $3,000 - 21.4 17.3
$3,000 - $4&,999 20.5 22.6
$5,000 - $6,999 23.0 18.9
$7,000 and Over 35.2 L. 2
Total 100.1% 100.0%

3U. S. Bureau of the Census, op. cit., p. 343.

District families have bothk higher incomes and a smaller number
of persons per family than in the country as a whole: The District

family has an average of 2.9 persons per unit as compared to 3.3 for

the nation.'

District residents over the age of 25 have had more
education than average (see Table A-3).
And housing is apparently in better condition than in the country

at large. Eighty-five per cent of the District units were rated in

sound condition in 1960, as compared to 74 per cent for the country.2

"ibid., p. 38.

Zibid., p: 760.
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TABLE A-3

MEDIAN YEARS OF SCHOOL COMPLETED--BY RACE--
FOR THE UNITED STATES AND FOR THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA®

"Median Number of Years

of School Complected u. s 0. ¢
White Residents 10.9 ' 12.4
Negro Residents : 8.2 9.8

3ibid., p. 113.

By all of these measures: the situation of the population of the
District is better than for the country as a whole--by white-collar
occupation, by per capita income, by education and by condition of

housing{

Crime Statistics in the City

One might think that a predominantly white-collar population of
Bigher than average educational and income level would have a low crime
rate. On the other hand, one might think that the very high minority
group membership would generate crimes of protest. Because this study
is confined to the District of Columbia proper,vwe want to compare rates
for the District to those of other cities; simply as a means of réducing
the number of cities to be compared we chose those with populations of
similar size to that of Vashington (see Table A-L).

A comparison of ten cities shows that Washington had the fourth
highest total index rate of reportea offenses for 1964, and that the
standard metropolitan statistical area of which VWashington is the central

city had the second highest rate out of nine. Knowing that a comparison
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such as this is of limited reliability we prefer not to elaborate on it.
Vle are not now in a position to explain variations between cities. \le
offer the data only as descriptive of the context within which the

problem of this study is located.

TABLE A-L

COMPARISON OF TOTAL CRIME INDEX RATES (per 100,000 population)
FOR CITIES SIMILAR [N SI1ZE TO WASHINGTON, D. C. AND
FOR THE STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATIST!CAL AREAS?

Cities Similar City 1964 196L
in Size Per Cent City SMSA
to Washington Non-\lhite Index A Index?
Milwaukee 8.9 13043 1003.6
Dallas 19.3 18590.0 1509.5
Cleveliand 28.9 1969.6 : 1152.5
Baltimore 35.0 1984.3 1589.8
Boston 9.0 2727.5 1522.L
Pittsburgh 16.8 2761 .1 1101.6
\lashington, D. C. SR 3001.6 2072.6
. 27 L {not
New Orleans _ 37.4 3125.2 given)
San Francisco 13.4L 3230 .1 . 2317.3
St. Louis 28.0 3559.0 : 1917.3

a .

For source of data see Federal Bureau of lInvestigation, U. S.
Department of Justicc, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States 1S6L,
“Yashington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1965, pp. 171 and
69-3

blndex offenses include murder and nonnegligent manslaughter,
forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary or breaking and
entering, larceny-theft $50 or more, and auto theft.

) 1...' -



APPEND IX F
SERIOUSNESS SCORES

The seriousness scoring system for the present study was that
developed by Wolfgang and Sellin in their recent study of juvenile
delinquency in Philadeiphia. The weights which were assigned to elements

of the criminal incidents as described by our respondents are those

given by Wolfgang and Sellin, pp. 401-412.

Most of the 19 per cént of the incidents to which the scoring
system could not be applied involved attempts or presumed attempts to
commit a crime and incidents of a Ha}bre not handled by Wolfgang ahd
Sellin, such as peeping, false arrest, false testimony, or obscene
telephone calls. In a few instances, information was lacking in the
repdrt on such items essential to the scoring procedure as value of

the property stolen or damaged, the extent of the injury, or, in two

cases, information insufficient to class as between assault or armed

.robbery.

Although actual values were computed following the Wolfgang
method, tables in this report always use a collapsed version of the
scores in which the smaller frequency, higher scores are collapsed,

as follows:

BSSR Collapsed - Wol fgang-Sellin
Scale Value Equivalent

1 1

2 2

3 3

L L

5 5-6

6 7-9

-7

10 or more



The nature of incidents that fall at various levels of score

(BSSR Class intervals) can be indicated by the following capsule
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descriptions of incidents drawn from our cases:

INCIDENTS ILLUSTRATING BSSR SERIOUSNESS SCORES

Y

Yy
., ) I

e

BSSR Case 1. D. . N . .
Score Numbe s Sample lIncidents: Value/Injury
] - 0074 1-1 Change carrier stolen from car. $1.00
L036 1-2 Aunt was on bus and when she got off
she found that her wallet was
missing. _ $4.00 i
Lo22 1-1 Antenna broken off R's husband's car {
- . while parked in front of his store. $8.00-$9.00
2 0155 1-1 A fellow slapped me. He slapped me
with his hand. None ‘
6154 -1 Automobile stolen from in front of l
house. Car was missed the next (Recovered-
morning. no ‘damage)
01102 1-2 Coming home on bus and got billfoid .
snatched from purse. $80.00
3 0083 1-1 Someone broke a lower window and
entered house and this was one of l
the few days we kept any money in $92.00 plus
the house. _ $8.00 damag
6188 1-1 R. came back from hospital, opened .
basement door, horrible order,
filthy. Someone had been living ,
there. (Clothing missing-household $150.00 plus .
items damaged.) $5.00 damag l
L L4128 1-3 At work someone approached me and
asked me to be his woman. | slammed
the iron and he drew a gqun. None '
6102 1-1 Gang of boys took son's paper money
away from him as he collected his
route. He was threatened with l :
physical violence. $53.00
5 6102 1-2 R. was driving cab and passenger $24.00 plus ,
pulled gun and demanded and got $5.00 damag ' ,
all his money. Shot into car seat. to car from
shot.

~ ol
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INC IDENTS ILLUSTRATING BSSR SERIOUSNESS SCORES-~Cont inued

F-3

BSSR Case I. D. Sample Incidents: Value/Injury
Score Numbers ‘ ,
5 0015-1 |-l Walking and somebody with knife
grabbed R. from behind and
took his money. $2.00
6 0123 1-i I was coming home from night club -
and 2 fellows stopped me with a
gun. They took my wallet and then :
knocked me out with the gun. $95.00/minor
L053-3 1-1 Beat up by a passenger and robbed $4.50/hospi-
of $4.50 one night after midnight. talized
7 0228-2 -2 Friend and | got beat up. A couple Treated and

of guys jumped out of car and
wanted.to fight.. They followed
us--we tried to call cops. They
then beat us up again.

released
and some
damage to
clothing
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APPENDIX G
REPORT ON A DESIGN FOR A NATIONAL STUDY

BUREAU OF SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH, INC.
1200 Seventeenth Street, N. V.
Washington, D. C. 20036

BSSR PROJECT NO. 382

Contract: LEA 66-2, Jan. 28, 1966

Report No. 2

Date: April 28, 1966

Project Title: A Pilot Study of Public Survey Approaches to Crime Phenomena
Principal Investigator: A. D. Biderman

Report Title: REPORT ON DESIGN FOR A NATIONAL STUDY

Summary: This report outlines developments which have affected the
role the Bureau of Social Science Research pilot study plays
in a planned national study of victimization. Some recom-
mendations for the design of a national study are tentatively
made on the basis of piretest and initial study interviewing
in the Washington pilot study. '

Developments Since Preparation
of the Study Proposal

Since the development of the original proposal for the project,
several decisions regarding the study program of the President's Commission
on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice have affected the
directions of the work being undertaken by BSSR, as this work pertains to
a prospective national survey. In addition, the pretest experience has
provided some indications of possible problems in the national study.
Modifications of the planned approach of the BSSR study have been
suggested by these developments. |

Two major changes in our planning derive from decisions made by

the staff of the Commission:

1. the decision to use a privatc survey research contractor
rather than the Bureau of the Ccnsus to conduct the national
study.

2. the decision to have the BSSR Yashington precinct surveys
replicated in two other cities by the University of Michigan and
to coordinate the survey work of BSSR in \lashington with other
observations to be undertaken by the University of Michigan.

266-053 O - 67 - 18
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Implications of Substituting
Private Contractor for Census

After a series of consultations on the part of Dr. Ohlin and
advisors to the Commission (in one of which BSSR participated), doubts
developed as to whether the Bureau of Census would be able to complete
the collection énd tabulation of data for a national study quickly enough
to meet the Commission's deadline. |t was agreed that a contract with
a private group would probably have greater promise of providing timely
results, although with sacrifice of the large number of cases that could
be handled economically through the rcsources of the Census. A trial
effort to estimate the amount of victimization reported in a cross-
sectional survey in the fall ;f 1965 by the National Opinion Research
Center was reported to the Commission. It gave additional encourage-
ment to the feasibility of approaching the problem with a smaller
sample, i.e., 10,000 to 15,000 households. The Commission staff
decided in March to substitute a nongovernmental contractor for'the
Census Bureau for the collection aof national data. Accordingly, BSSR
abandoned its efforts to develop‘ahd test procedures specifically
adaptable to the routines of Census Burcau sample surveys. Instead,
coordination was established with the prospective contractor for the
national study, the National Opinion Research Center. Among the
implications of this change are the following:

1. A smaller number of households will be in the sample~=~

10,000-15.000 cases.-~A major reason for considering using the resources

of the Census is that the need for a large number of cases in the sample

could be realized most economically this way. The current population

~— -
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survey of the Census, for example, would yield over 30,000 houscholds

for analysis. The costs of commercial organizations are much greater

and their national cross-sectional samples usually much smaller. To
provide a sufficient number of caées for analysis with a smaller size
sample, given the current '‘quesstimates'’ of the actual prevalence of
victimizatioa, three courses of action are avoilable., First, data may
be developed on all members of.a household from a single respondent in

that household. This device contributes more to increasing the number

of victims than to the.number of incidents of victimization (crimes)

covered by the survey. This is because all or several members of the
N 5

same household are frequently victims of the same crime. In certain

instances, such as burglaries, auto thefts, and vandalism to residences
b b 3 ’

. o H ‘- ..

the entire household usually has to bc regarded as victimized. Second,

respondents can be asked to report on their cxperience over a long span

3

of time. The longer the period, however, the greater the difficulty of

7

recall. Third, more extensive procedures of questioning can be used to

: SRR e
attempt to insure the most .exhaustive rcporting by each respondent. Each

of these measures for off-setting the effects of small sample size raises
questions that are discussed below.

2. More flexible interviewing procedures can be utilized.-=Using

a private contractor will afford various advantages for a first éttcmpt

to develop data on victims on a national scale, relative to using the
regular routines of Census sample surveys. The contractor, presumably,

will be able to operate with fewer constraints of question format, precoding,

interview length, etc., than would be readily adaptable to a census device.
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A national survey that is conducted exclusively or largely for the
specific purpose would have advantages over a fpiggy—back“ initial
screening for victimization as a minor part of a survey being conducted
for other objectives.

3. The 5ossibility of randomizing respondents.=-~\/hen use of

Census sample survey resources was being contemplated, a preliminary
plan was considercd that was adapted to the usual Census practice of
using a probability sample of households, rather than a sample of
persons,

Therc are usually disadvantages associated with using a sample
of households in which data:on'all members of the household are developed
from any one responsible informant whom the interviewer contacts in that
household. There are special reasons to assume that there will be losses
of data associated Qith this procedure in the case of a survey of
victimization--although checks can be made on the nature and extent of
these losses. Some of the pretest experience of the V'ashington study
discussed below indicates that respondents report more of the incidents
of which they themselves are victims than those of which other members
of their houscholds are victims. I for reasons of economical coverage
of a large number of individuals it is necessary to accept any readily
accessible adult as an informant both for himself and for the occurrence
of victimization to some other member of the hdusehold, a check on the
nature and extent of nonreporting can be made by direct follow-up inter-
viewing of a sample of these other members. Given the small frequencies

involved, this can serve in the case of many variables only as a check
?

for the presence of distortion, rather than as a basis for making specific

- - ' -
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corrections of the biases in the original data. These biases include
more extensive cnumeration of the kinds of crimes that affect persons
more frequently contacted in the original sampling--c.g., housewives.

A more satisfactory recourse, although a morc expensive one, is to
randomize the selection of respondents in houscholds in the original
survey. These rgspondents can be asked to report whether other members
of the household have becn victimized. This increases the number of
incidents available for analysis--with ''leave" questionnaires or follow-

up interviews bcing carried out as necessary to develop needed details.

Coordination with University of Michigan Study

The second development a%Fecting our plans has been the decision
to closely coordinate the BSSR Hashingtoﬁ étudy with stﬁdies being
performed for the Commission by the University of Michigan in Vashington
and two other citics. Several reorientations of the BSSR study were
indicated. It is advisable that sampling, interviewing.and basic analytic
procedures be as similar as possible in the parallel work in the three
cities. BSSR has substituted a nonclustered sample of adults drawn by
the University of Michigan for the clustered sample of households BSSR
originally contemplated using. This substitution affords various gains
of validity, but requires greater time and money expenditures for carrying
out the interviewing, particularly an intensive follow-up effort to insure

maximum contact with the individually designated informants. It also

reduces the importance of developing data from houschold informants

regarding other members of their houschold. The objective of making

the BSSR worlk maximally useful to the University of Michigan studies
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requires relatively earlier and greater emphasis on data collection by
personal interviews relative to the explorations of mail and telephbnc
methods that we originally proposed to explore. The latter were to be
evaluated for their usefulness in national surveys of wvictimization. The
role of the BSSR work .in the multicity project also adds to the immediate
usefulness of the substantive objectives of the work in Washington--

including that on police-community relations--relative to the method-

ological developmental objectives set forth in the original proposal.

General Implications for Role of BSSR Study

In general, then, the gﬁbnges discussed alter the bases'which
the Vashington study provides for recommendations regarding a national
study--lessening the -contributions we can make of testing specifically
adaptable tools and procedures, but retaining the contribution of know-

ledge regarding certain of the central problems involved in such a study.

Results of Initial Field Experience

The experimentation with various types of questions and methods
in the field work thus far conducted by the BSSR pilot study has yielded
several conclusions having implications for a national study. These have
been incorporated in the instrument currently being used in Wa§hington.

The comments below are based on experience in training interviews,
96 prefest interviews and analysis of a varying number of interviews of
the sample proper as these became available during preparation of this
report. Training and pretest interviews were conducted in Washington

precincts other than the three that arc being used in the study proper.

A
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The distribution of respondents in thesc early interviews is about 85
per cent Negro and one per cent other nonwhite. Approximately 60 per
cent of the Negro respondents and 55 per cent of whites were female.
In addition, about 40 telephone screcning interviews were carried out.
Thé fo;]owing are the general findings from this work that we
regard as most instfuctive with régard to the conduct of research on

victimization,

1. The large volume of victimization reported.--Most respondents,

report that they, their entire houschold, or some other member’of their

household has been victimized‘at some time. Over two-thirds of all of
.

the interviews we have completed to date yielded at least one report of

victimization to a member of the household in response to several types

of questions abput victimization employed. Only about 15 per éent of

the respondents reported more than one instance, however.

2. Respondents tend to report rccent incidents.-~ln most of our

early household interviewing, we attempted to counteract the recency

effects in incident reporting which we had observed in telephone inter~

views. ‘e attempted this by asking first about whether the respondent

had ever been a victim of a crime or about what was the worst crime

of which he had ever been a victim before asking about recent victim-
ization (most recent and any victimization in 1965 or 1966). In thc

38 pretest interviews in which this type of pattern was followed, 12

of the 29 incidents of'victimization reported took place in 1965 or 1966,
The procedure did not yield a higher proportion of less recent incidents
of victimization than did the pattern tested later in which we asked
first about victimization in 1965-66 and then about the worst incident.

(This procedure was adopted for the study proper.) It produced a greater
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volumc of incidont reporting than tae Tormer, despite the elimination
from the schedule of pre-1965 events, oiher than ''the worst ever.'" V‘hile
somewhat greater interviewer experience may haveAcontributed to the
increase in reporting, our impression is that it was primarily due to
presenting. the respondents with more focused recall tasks. Since only
a very small nuﬁbér of incidents were rcported in the early pretests
which gave primacy to the "ever-type'' questions that were not either
1965-66 cases or mentionable as the "worst' incident, the other questions

directed toward pre=1965 events obviously could have yielded at best only

a small increment of reporting. (See Tablc 1).

. TABLE 1

NUMBER OF RECENT INCIDENTS OF VICTIMIZATION REPORTED
BY TIME PERIOD-~INITIAL STUDY SAMPLE RESPONDENTS
AMD 1IN T'O TYPES OF PRETEST INTERVIEVING

Nonrandomizcd Nonrandcmized

Time Period Study - protest--Recent Pretest--Nonrecent Total
Sample  questions First Quostions First Respondents
i1=87 N=58 N=38 N=183
1966 (1st 100
days)) 8 6 L 18
1965--Lth
Quarter 14 6 L 24
1965--3rd _
Quarter 7 7 5 19
1965--2nd
Quarter 6 3 | 10
1965--1st
Quarter 3 8 2 13
All recent

Per iods 38 30 16 8L

- P =
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Recency of incident was checked for 183 intcrviews, including all

forms tested and both pretest and study sample cases. (See Table 2). .

TABLE 2

DATE OF LEAST REC:INT VICTIMIZATION

Number of Incidents

Date of Nonramdomized Nonramdomized
Victimization Eggd?z . Pretests--Recent Pretests--Nonrecent Total
P Questions First Questions First
1966 6 L 3 13
1965 13 13 8 34
1964 7 L 1 12
1963 L . 2 2 8
1960-62 5 5 3 13
Prior to
1960 11 15 5 31

(BRI

1f we consider only the least recent incidents of victimization reported

by the respondent (im most cases, this is the incident given in respohse to
questions about '"the worst'' case), 42 per cent of these occurred since
January j965. For thfs reason, it was decided to focus the final instru-
ment on recent victimizatioh, although the superlative item has been
retained in the final instrument.

3. Respondents report few incidents occurring to other members’

of their housechold.-=The bulk of the incidents reported involved the

respondent himself as a victim, rather than other members of the house-

hoid. Of 93 incidents reported by the first 129 respohdents in the study
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sample (randomized individuals within houscholds), 84 per cent involved

the respondent alone, or he along with the entire household was victimized,

and in only 16 per cent was some other member of the household the victim.

(See Table 3). This was the case even with the use of equivalent items

-

TABLE 3

"WORST" AiD 1965-66 INCIDENTS BY V'HETHER RESPONDENT,
ENTIRE HOUSEHOLD OR OTHER HMEMBER WAS THE VICTIM

Type of Incident Number

Respondent Victim:

1965-66, not ''worst ever'' . . 19

1965-66, ''worst ever" . _ 9

Pre~-1965 ""worst ever' 20
Entire Household Victim:

1965-66, not ''worst ever' 10

1965-66, ''worst ever!' 7

Pre-1965 ''worst ever' 13

Other Member of Household:
1965-66, not ''worst cver' A .3
1965-66, '"worst cver' 7
5

Pre-1965 '"worst ever'

Total

48

30

93

for asking about victimization of other members as for the resﬁondent
personally. Question order, however, may partially account for this
effect, since respondents are asked about things that happened to them
before being asked about other houschold members. (See below on
""motivational fatigue.") V\here respondents do report on othecr members
they usually.can supply most of the detailed information sought by our

" instrument.

-y e -
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L. Fairly consequential incidents arc reported.~~Contrary to

our expectations, trivial incidents did not predominate among those
reported. This was true in the case of pretest interviews which included

a probe asking about ''. . . little things like kids breaking windows

The majority of the incidents reported in the prctests involved some

financial loss to the victim. In the main, these losses were of
appreciablevvalue--rare]y under $5 qnd predominantly $25 or more. The
mean reported loss among the pretest cases in which some financial loss
was Involved was $160, the median was in the:vicinity of $75, and the
interval $100-200 was modal. A somewhat greater proportion of small

losses was reported in the initial study sample. This may be due to the

greater number of incidents per interview yiclded by the final version of

the questionnaire if our assumption is correct that superior interviewing
procedure will yield more hard-to-remember relatively trivial accounts.

0f b4 incidents in the study sample in which a dollar figure of loss was

:reported, the amount was $100 or more in 48 per cent of the cases. Despite

‘an indicated prevalence of offenses considerably higher than that suggeste

by police statistics for Vashington the large majority of the offenses
reported in these interviews are described as incidents known to the
police (roughly two thirds). About 20 per cent of the incidents fnvolved
violence, 70 per cent were nonviolent property crimes, seven per cent
were sex crimes and three per cent alleged offenses by police (e.g. false

arrest).

Implications of Expcrience for the National Study

This experience may be interpreted as having the following

implicatiéns for the national study.



A very high volume of reporting of incidents of crime can be
expected--at least in big cities. This ratc is nhigh enough so that a
smaller samplc tHan originally contemplated may suffice. However, most
respondents will remember and report only recent incidents in which they
personally were viétﬁms. Randomizing informants seems extremely important.
A very low rate of the reporting of more than one incident by a respondent
also charéctérizes the data--lower than would be expected on pure probability
assumptions that do not take account of the probable clustering of risks.

One may venture the following interpretations of the usual inter-
yiewing task as it affects reporting. Most incidents of victimization

C

are not easily recatled. They are not cxtremely salient events relative
to other life experiences. Forgetting these cvents also stems from the
unpleasant and embarrassing aspects of the experience to the victim.
Further, few of the incidents lead to a path of ensuing action that might
serve to reinforce the ability to recall the cvent. The large majority
of the kinds of events in question are happenings that would have been
difficult to avoid--measures to prevent rcpetition oftthe same kind of
incident would usually involve far greater cost and inconvenience to the
victim than he feels the magnitude of the risk deserves. In very few of
them is the offender ever known; hence there is no individual target on
whom the victim can fix whatever affect the event may arouse. .In mos t
instances, there is nothing to do to gain either material or emotional
idemnification for the loss.

The experience of the interviewing of members of the staff of
the research organization and that of members of the project team is

particularly instructive in this connection. In each casc, incidents

-.- du
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not remembered at the time of the interview would be recalled by the

individual hours, days and weeks after first attempting to report

incidents of victimization. .
If we consider the psychological situation of the typical h

respondent, we may assume that after being ablc to give the intefviewer

one incident of victimization, his desire to cooperate with the inter-

viewer (and the Crime Commission) has been demonstrated and he is under

less pressure to continue the difficult recall task. The nature of the

effect is perhaps described by the term "'motivational fatigue."
Largely on impressionistic and inferential bases, we reachéd the ?

conclusion that exceptionally exténgibe and specific probing would increase

greatly the recall of events. The instrument now being used is a set of

10 flash cards (sec attachment) each dcaling with a type of offense and in

all involving approximately 70 discrete probes. These probes are grouped

in a manner that is designed to facilitatc respondent recall, rather than ;

“in terms of any conventional crime classifications.

In summary, we would make the following recommendations regarding
the design of the national study:

1. Questions on victimization should be as narrowly focused and
as specific as possible. The recall task given the respondent at any
point in the interview should be focused with respect to time, persbn,
and type of event.

2. Planning should be based on the assumption that victimization
will be much more prevalent than has been suggested eigher by telephone
screening or by extrapolations from official statistics.

3. ‘A random probability sample of adults should be used, or a

sample of households with randomized respondents within households.
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L, Using a screening intervicw with a member of the household

to identify other members of that houschold who were victims of crimes
will probably be an unsatisfactory device from the standpoint of its
exhaustiveness. It may be a better allocation of resources to concentrate

-

on getting full reporting from the initial respondents of incidents in

which they personally were involved.

5. The respondent initially should be asked about recent cvents--

preferably events of the preceding half year. (If the national interviewing

)

was to take place in Junc or July, it would be most convenient to have

the respondent report victimizations during this calendar year or ''since
1]

Christmas' as a ready time benchmark.)

'.’1.-
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The Precincts

Crime Statistics in the Precincts

The three precincts we studied include about 30 per cent of the
population of the District of Columbia, judging from 1964 population
estimates. |In Table A-5 we have compared for each of these precincts
the proportion of the population of the District that lives in each and
the proportion of all the Part | offenses known to thé police that takes
place in their confines. In this way, we have an ironic quota measure--
we can see whether each precinct contributes more or less to the ‘‘erime
rate' for the city than would be expected on the basis of its population.
The data are given for 1960 and IQGS.

Two of our preceincts--the 6th and llith--are low in their crime
rates relative to popuiation; the 10th Precinct exceeds its quota of
crime. It can also be noted that crimes known to the police have

increased more rapidly in the 10th Precinct than in the city as a whole,

while the 6th has shown a slight declinc and the ILkth a probably

insignificant increase. Relative to population, the 6th and lhth are

among the lowest in the city in police records of Part | offenses; the
10th hoderately high. This is true of each of the classes of offenses
which occur frequently enough to be statistically meaningful .,

Using population alone as basis for a quota fails to take into
account certain known aspects of the distribution of offenses. First of
all, Negroes contribute to the numbers of known offenders in disproportion
to their numbers in the population, but according to a recent survey, not

to the known victims of offenses. ' Secondly, persons are victimized in

lUnpublishccj ictter from the Federal Burcau of Investigation,
U. $. Department of Justice,to the District of Columbia Crimc Commission.
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places other than where they reside. These largely residential precincts
may not contribute as many offenses committed against nonresidents to the
totals for the city as do other precincts that have many establishments
which cater to the public.

From a survey covering two weeks in 1963, the FBI estimated that
50 per cent of victims of offenses for which a fingerprint card was
submitted were white. Generally, however, areas have crime rates in
proportion to the per cent of their population that is Negro. Thé 6th
and 14th Precincts are notable exceptions to this pattern, particularly
the 1hth, which has become almost all Negro.

S

The possible effects of “crimes against nonresidents on the
differences shown in Table A-5 between the three precincts can be
discountéd, however, in that the housebreaking quota figures differ in
roughly similar magnitudes between the precincts as do the totals.
Indeed the 10th Precinct, which has the greatest number of business
establishmgnts and places of entertainment that may bring nonresidenfs
of the precinct to it has a disproportionately high housebreaking figure,
and the lhth, which has the fewest of such establishments, has the
lowest figure.

Insofar as police statistics are concerned, the lhth Po]ice
Precinct would appear to be the least crime ridden of any in town.'

'An erroncous impression has sometimes been created in the
press that the lhth Precinct is a "high crime' area. Absolute

numbers of offenses were used that did not take into account the
exceptionally high population of this precinct.

\
\
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TABLE A-5

PERCENTAGE OF ALL WASHINGTON PART 1 OFFENSES AND OF POPULATION IN- THREE POLICE PRECINCTS: . 1960 AND 1965
(Part | Offense Rates in 1960 and 1965 Based on 1960 Census and 1964 Population Estimates)

Entire City Total 6th Precinct 10th Precinct ib4th Precinct Total Three Precincts
Offenses T 1960 % 1965 1960 1965 1960 A 1965 1960 1965 1960 1965
! RO e
N % } N % N %2 N o2 N %3 N 92 - N % N T N %2 N %2
Population: 763,956 100 802,749 100 65,156 8.5 69,716 8.7 79,118 10.4 85,656 10.7 80,747 10.6 84,801 10.6 224,748 29.5 240,173 30.0
1. Criminal homicide
Murder 72 100 “¥55 100 - - 1 0.6 7 9.7 15 9.7 8 1.1 10 6.4 15 20.8 26 16.7
Mans laughter 6 100 8 100 - - - - - - 1 12,5 ) 16.6 1 12,8 b 16.6 2 25.0
Negligent homicide 19 100 4 100 1 5,2 1 7.1 - - 1 7.1 3 15.8 1 7.1 4 21,0 3 21.3
2. Rape 115 100 132100 1 0.9 5 3.8 12 9.6 Tig 1t 10 8.7 17 12.9 23 19.2 37 28.
Attempt rape 39 100 27 100 1 2.6 3 1.0 : 2 5.1 3 11 1 2.6 3 110 L 10.3 9 33.3
3. Robbery 1,172 100 3,663 100 33 2.8 173 4.8 102 8.7 641 17.5 58 L.g 189 5.1 193 16.4 1,003 27.4
Attempt robbery 126 100 282 100 3 2.2 23 8.2 13 70.3 Lo 4.2 3 2.2 16 5.7 19‘ L7 79 28.
4. Aggravated assault 3,067 100 2,474 100 - 71 2.3 75 3.0 358 11.7 295 12.0 163 5.3 87 3.5 592 19.3 457 18.5
5. Housebreaking 4,249 100 9,067 100 267 6.3 597 6.6 456 10.7 1,130 12.5 152 3.6 403 L4 875 20.6 2,130 23.5
Attempt housebreaking 160 100 233 100 16 10.0 12 5.1 8 5.0 24 10.3 4 2.5 8 3.4 28 17.5 L 18.8
6. Larceny
$100 and over 915 100 1,621 100 | 51 5.6 50 3.0 71 7.8 121 7.5 23 2.5 29 1.8 145 15.9 200 12.3
Under $100 8,036 100 8,632 100 663 8.3 41 4.8 599 7.k 871 10.1 288 3.6 350 4.0 1,550 19.3 1,632 18.9
7. Auto theft 1,953 100 5,73 100 } . 132 6.8 282 5.0 160 8.2 534 9.3 16b 8.4 565 9.7 456 23.4 1,381 24,0
|
Total [ 19.929 100 32,053 100 1,239 6.2 1,633 5.1 1,790 9.0 3,691 11.5 878 L.b 1,679 5.2 3,907 19.6 7.003 21.8
| - |

%percentage of Entire City total.



The 6th Precincg

The 6th Precinct extends from the northern boundary of the
District south to Buchanan Street and from Rock Creek on the West to
North Capitol and Riggs Road on the East (sce Figure 1).

in the northern third of the precinct, where Rock Creek Park
dips back from 16th Street, lies one of the more affluent sections
of the city. Homes are spacious and luxurious with beautiful lawns and
shrubs. Across 16th Street, north of Walter Reed Hospital the houses
are generally less imposing, but still of upper middle class style.

As one moves south a?d vest away from 16th Street, affluence
fades to varying degrees. The B8 & 0 Railroad runs northwest from the
jog in Riggs Road to cross the District line about at the midpoint of
the 17th census tract. Near the tracks, dwellings are of poorer structure
and repair. East of the tracks and just north of Riggs Road nearly all
of the housing is new and of brick. There are attractive single family
dwellings across the street from blocks of rowAhouses; small apartment
buildings are interspersed with two-, three-, and four-family buildings.
Still further north and west of the tracks, the houses are large, built
of wood, on shaded streets, lined by large trees, but lawns and total
area are limited.

Vlalter Reed Army Hospital separates the very affluent neighborhood
of single family dwcllings.to the north from a clustering of apartment

_buildings and a few brick and frahe single family dwellings just to the
south. West of thesc and in the remainder of the precinct one finds all
styles of single family units--row houses, attached single family

dwellings, frame and brick detached houses--often of rather different

'Social portraits of parts of the 6th and 1Lth Precincts as well
as of other sections of the city are to be found in Laure M. Sharp, Ann
Richardson and Carole Volff, Social Organization and Life Patterns in
the District of Columbia: A Survey of Selected Neighborhoods. ‘fashington,
D.C.: BSSR, March, 1965. (Mimeographed.)
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quality from one side of the street to the other or from_one block
to the next. Going east from 16th Street in the southern half of
the precinct one sees first several blocks of attached dwellings or
row houses., then a few blocks of large, old frame houses, then
another strip of row or detached houses of varying quality, and then
again more pretentious homes as one necars North Capitol Street.
Although the southern two-thirds and the western half of the precinct
never approach thc northern corner in level of affluence, here and
there one sees homes of upper middle class level.

Color of housing more than anything else would clue one to
neighborhood in the southern half_oé th; precinct. Going east from
16th Street, most of the row and attached houses are weather-worn
and are constructed of tan and light brown brick. The neighborhood
is drab. As one nears North Capitol Street, construction is almost
entirely of red brick, so that the contrast is dramatic.

Only Georgia Avenue is predominantly commercial.

. 266-053 O - 67 - 13
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*Walter Reed Army Medical Center
**Rock Creek Cemetery
¢Only part of the census tract falls in the precinct.
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The 10th Precinct

~The 10th Precinct runs from Buchanan Street on the North to
Euclid on the South, and from Rock Creek on the Vlest to North Capitol
Street on the East. Along the eastern boundary of the precinct one
finds Trinity College, the northern buildings of Howard University,
the Washingtoh Hospital Center and the Soldiers' Home. As one moves
west from the college and hospital area one sees several blocks of old
four-and-a-half story houses each apparently housing several families.
A little further west one comes upon the typical dweliing unit of this
part of the city--the two-and-a-half-story, narrow, single family,
row house. 1n some blocks, one dwelling is externally indistinguishable
from another, but in many the bricks of the first house have been
painted red, those of the next are thte, and so on, so that only when
one studies the architecture is it apparent there is little variety.
Each house has a small porch, there is a small patch of lawn in front,

and here and there shrubs and flowers lend color. Occasionally one

sees a small apartment building or a detached family dwelling. A single

" block of newly rebuilt small houses in the northeastern part of the

precinct suggests the future of at least part of the area. On the whole
the dwellings east of 16th Street give no appearance of affluence.

Near 13th and 1lhth Streets the dwellings are shabby; shades are pulied
on the four-and-a-half story houses, curtains afe grey, and lawns are
uncultivated. (See Figure 2.)

West of 16th Street in the northern half of the precinct row
houses are again the most common; some are a little larger and appear
to.have been divided for multiple occupancy. Along 16th Street and in
the southwestern corner of the precinct near Rock Creek Park one finds
many large apartment buildings along with detached one-family dwellings
of a size and type to suggest higher socioeconomic status. Except for
the usual spotty clustering of neighborhood shopping centers, only

Georgia Avenue, lith Street and the side streets adjoining it are commercial.
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PRECINCT NO. 10

Buchanan Street

38 |¢37
Euclid Sst.

FIGURE 2
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*Washington Hospital Center and Soldier's Home occupies all of

tract 23.2.
¢Only part of the census tract falls in the precinct.
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The 1Lth Precinct

The lhth Precinct lies east of the Anacostia River and north of
Pennsylvania Avenue (sec Figure 3). This is the only precinct in thch
census statistical area and precinct lines coincide. East Capitol Street
divides the 13th from the '4th statistical area and the northeast from
the southeast quadrants of the city.

Public housing is concentrated in this area, espe;ially in the
northern half of the precinct, an: in that area the population is almost
entirely Negro. Low inccme housing predominates although there is a
sizable middie class. ‘ |

North of East Capitol Streat a super-highway along Kenilworth
Avenue separates the pcople who live west of it from those who live to
the east. The western edge of the cleared land, running north and
south between Anacostia River Park and the highway, juts back anc¢ forth
in a series of peninsulés that further divide the area into a set'of
fairly distinctive ccmmunities. Going north from East Capitol Streé;
one sees first small ~-xrtment buildings, two-family flats and row

houses. Just north of that, the land is used for industrial purposes.

o))

Then one finds another area of housing--two-family squat buildings, row
houses, and moderatc-cizad, attractive apartm-nt buildings. Most, if
not all, are public housing. A highway cxit separates these last from
an area of fairly ncw ana suistantial single family dwellings wﬁich are

followed to the north by smailer, shalby ones. On the last of the

peninsutas of settlement, row houses and small apartment buildings are

.mixed with large, old singic family dwellinrgs and small modest ones.

East of Kenilworth Avenue.still in the northern half of the

precinct, only two building styles appear with any frequency--large,
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBTIA

PRECINCT NO. 14

S. E.T T

FIGURE 3

1*Anacostia Park, running continuously along the river
2*rort Mahan Park

3*Fort Chaplin Park

4*Woodlawn and Payne Cemeteries

5*Benning Park ' ‘

6*Fort DuPont Park and Golf Course

7*Pope Branch Park

8*Fort Davis Park
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public housing apartment buildings and single family dwellings of atl
types and sizes. There are tiny, frame bungalows, old steeple-like
frame houses, and ncw, modern brick ones of all sizes and shapes.
Although some of the houses are fairly large and costly, the lawns and
grounds are seldom so. On the whole the northern section gives an
impression of lower socioeconomic status than the southern section but
the quality of housing is mixed in all but the public housing sectors.
The dwellings in the southern haif of the l4th Precinct, frﬁm-
East Capitol Street south to Pennsylvania Avenue, cluéter around three

sides of a large park in the center. On the West, between Minnesota

3

‘Avenue and the Anacostia River, are-many new, small apartment buildings

and a few single family dwellings. The new single family dwellings are
not especially large, but would indicate a middle-class stykg of life.

The older ones, most of them bordering Minnesota Avenue, are small and

many of them are in bad repair.

North of the Park most of the housing is fairly new, and the

4predominant style is the two-family unit--the two story, pink or red

. brick building which one might think was a single large house if it

were notvfor the two front doors and street nUmbgrs above each door.

Here and there one finds a small apartment building, and, oécasion;lly,

a barracks type structure, obviously built at minimum cost, and now
missing windows, shutters, and the like. Apart from the small islands
of extremely dilapidated one-story apartment buildings and a few single
family dwellings in poor condition, the area immediately south of East
Capitol Street gives an impression of stability, comfort and middle-class
respectability, although not of creative architecture. There are whole

blocks of identical buildings whose similarity is not disguised in any way.
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South of the Park and east of Minnesota Avenue one finds a hilly
residentialvarea typical of the moderately affluent suburb of a large
city. Most of the buildings are single family dwellings of larger than
average size, with sizable lawns and multitudinous shrub and flowers.
Affluence shades off to economy type structures in spots, but on the
whole this area gives the impression of upper middle class composition.

Kenilwprth, Minnesota and Pennsylvania Avenues are the major

centers of commercial activity.

Comparisons between Precincts

1

Population Size .

Population estimates for 1964 indicate an increase of population
in all three precincts between 1960 and 196L. The 6th Precinct showed
the largest increase, followed by the 10th and then by the l4th. This
reverses the trend of the years between 1950 and 1960 when the population
of the fhth Precinct increased by one-fifth, of the 6th by four per cent,
and in the 10th the population decreased by three and a half per cent.
Judging by appearances, many of the housing structures in the lhith
Precinct have been constructed recently, which no doubt accounts for
the tremeﬁdous increase invpopulation during the 1950-60 decade. The
more recent increase of population in the 6th and 10th Precfncts appears
to be due instead to the exodus of whites and an increased density of

Negroes who have been moving into existing, older dwellings.

Composition by Race and Age

By the most recent estimates the District's population is two-

thirds Negro, and the proportion is increasing. The white population

1
‘q’ -
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is older than the Negro; a July 1963 estimate shows twice as many whites
as Negroes over the age of L5 in the three precincts covered by this
study: In the l4th Precinct 16 per cent of the Negroes were thought to
be over L5, compared to 37 per cent of the whites; in the 6th and 10th
Precincts,'about one-fourth of the Negroes and one-half of the whites
were over_hS. The Negro population is younger and the white population
older than in the nation as a whole.]

Changes in racial composition are in part accounted for by the
natural increase of the younger Negroes, but migration is also a factor.
The Office of Urban Renewal estimated that between July 1, l963,land i
July |, 1964, 21,588 white persons ;mczv'ed from the District, while 8,294
Negroes moved in. The same pattern of movement has obtained for the
past ten years, but the pace was accelerated during 1963-64, very likely
because of civil rights activities. Although we have no -hard figure
estimates of the rate of change since that time, it is clear that the‘
QErection has not been reversed.
| Figure L shéws the estimated racial distribution as of July 1,
1964, by area within the three precincts of the study. Over-all about
90 per cent of the residents of the lﬂth Precinct, three-fourths of thoseA

in the 10th and a little more than half of those in the 6th Precincts

were thought to be Negroes at that time.

lTwenty-three per cent of the Negroes and 31% of the whites were
over 45 in 1960. U. S. Bureau of the Census, op. cit., p. 23.
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&——The 6th Precinct

. 0-89%
0~-65% .
: ?32?r 4___The 10th Precinct
4 | 190-100%|
N
50-69%6——

-8 The 14th Precinct 5

FIGURE 4

ESTIMATED RACIAL COMPOSITION OF THREE PRECINCTg
IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AS OF JULY 1, 1964
(Percentage Negro)

dpistrict of Columbia, Communlty Renewal Program, Office of

Urban Renewal Estimated P d Statistical
Areas, July 1, ecember, 1965, p. 7.




APPENDIX B
PERSONAL AND SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENTS

A total of 291 people were interviewed early enough for including
data from their questionnaires in this report. A quarter were from the
6th Precinct, a third from the 10th Precinct, and 4O per cent from the
tuth Precinct. This section contains a brief description of the char-
acteristics of the respondents and of the households in which they lived.

More of the respondents were women, which probably reflects the
relative ease with which women can be reached at home, a factor typically

affecting the collection of data during the earlier stages of any inter-

viewing. The proportion of male respondents increased regularly from

the 6th Precinct, where only 38 per cent responding were males, through
the 10th Precinct to the lith Precinct, where half were males.

The great majority of the respondents were Negroes, although
again their proportion varied from precinct to precinct. Although
Negroes are'bverrepresented in each precinct in relation to their share
of the total population, their representation in the respondent group
corresponds roughly to the relative preponderanqe of Negroes in the
total precinct population. Thus, while only about three-duarters pf
the respondents in the 6th Preﬁinct were Negroes, this proportion rose
to 93 per cent in the lhth Precinct, an area of much greater Negro
concentration, while the 10th Precinct, intermediate in over-all

proportion Negro, was intermediate in proportion of Negro respondents

(82%) .
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The respondents were a relatively mature group; just under half
were between the ages of 36 and 55, and another fifth or so were 56
years or older. "Fewer than 10 per cent in any precinct were in the
lowest age range--13 to 21.

They were relatively well-educated, as well. Among the precincts,
ffom 22 and 31 per cent had had at least some college work. There did
not appéar to be much difference between the precincts in proportion of
respondents who had failed to get through high school (33% in the 6th,
38% in the 10th, and 35% in the 14th), But, as expected, the propértion
of college graduates (including those who went beyond college to graduate
school) was noticeably hiéhe; in the 6th Precinct (21%) than in the other

two.

The respondents' jobs reflected this educational level. Dis-
counting the fourth or so who were not in the labor force (housewives,
the retired, students, etc.), very high proportions (between 75% and
93%) had white-collar or service occupations. The 6th Precinct respondents
reported occupations at highér levels than those in the other precincts.
At the highest level--prqfessional, technical, and managerial occupations--
hhAper cent of the jobs were held by those in the 6th Precinct.

The respondent group as a whole appearéd to be quite stable
residentially, with many who had lived at the address at wﬁich they
were interviewed for six years or more, and as ﬁany as 28 per cent (in
the l4th Precinct) who had lived there for 16 years or longer. At the

same time, however, there were sizable minorities who had lived there

for relatively short periods. This was particularly the case in the
10th Precinct, where 41 per cent had lived at their present address for_

two years or less, and 17 per cent for less than nine months. This is
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probably partially accounted for by the presence of off-campus Howard
University students, but probably also reflects the recent immigration
to the area of many people and families displaced from other parts of
the city. Some of these newcomers are doubtless chronic wanderers, but
others are people who are basically stable residentially, but have, for
any number of reasons, recently had to move. This interpretation is
given Weight by the data on the respondents' residential history since
1950. Three-quarters and upward had lived mostly in Washington during
that period, and, among those wﬁo had lived at their present address
less than 16 years, around half Qad }ived at one address for as long as
ten years or more during the past T6 years.

The most residentially stable respondents were those of thé 14th
Precinct, where 28 per cent had lived at the same address since 1950 or
earlier. This was true for 18 per cent in the 10th Precinct and 5 per
cent in the 6th Precinct.

As a group the respondents were predominantly urban; most had
lived primarily in big cities since 1950, and 10 per cent or less had
lived most of that time in small towns or rural areas. Among those
who had lived somewhere other than Washington since 1950, well over half
in the 6th and 10th Precincts had lived in large cities (but usual]y
smaller cities than Vashington). This relationship was reversed among
the residents of the lhth Precinct, where 75 per cent of the migrants to
Washington came from small towns and farms. (This should be treated with
caution since the magnitudes involved are small.)

In addition to giving information about themselves, the respondents
reported on the household in which theyAWere living. Single families

constituted most of the households. A few were broken but the majority
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were intact families with no one else -living with them. An additional

12 to 20 per cent were intact families who also had one or more additional
individuals living there. The highest proportion of households with no
head (where the respondent lived alone or with roommates only) was in the
10th Precinct (8%). This probably represcnts university students living
in off-campus housing, as well as rooming house residents. The large
majority of households included at least one other person who was

related to the respondent.

The median size of household was slightly larger among our cases
than that for fhe District as a whole. The largest households were in
the 14th Precinct, where t;e-éedian size was 3.7 persons, with an average
of just over 2 members under 17 years of age. This median deviates by
only 0.1 from the median household size in the other precincts, however.
The typical respondent 1ived jn a household with 2+ adults and one ¢thild.

Most of the households were headed by men, although a fhird of
those in the Idth Precinct were headed by women (as contrasted with
around 20 per cent in the other precincts). This precinct also had the
highest proportion of broken families.

The hbusehbld heads were comparatively mature: most of them
were 36 years of age or older, and between 16 and 2L per cent were
people over‘56. Approximately half of the households had ndlone under
the age of 17 living there. The 10th Precinct had the slight edge on
proportion of household with no youngstefs, followed by the 6th Precinct.

The household heads' educational attainment was. expectedly

-greatest in the 6th Precinct, and parallieled that found for the respondents.

In that precinct 22 per cent of heads had finished four or more years of

college, as opposed to only a little over 10 per cent in either of the
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other two precincts. The household heads without college in the llth
Precinct wéare more likely than those in the other precincts to have

gfaduated from high school (42%) than to have stopped sometime earlier

(33%). Between L0 and 46 per cent of those in the 6th and 10th Precincts

had failed to finish high school, and between 13 and 15 per cent had not

finished grade school.

The heads of household in this group,in the main, held fairly

good jobs: between 60 and 70 per cent had white-collar or service

occupations. Again, the occupations of the 6th Precinct household heads

were disproportionately concentrated in the professional and technical

category, which accounted for 22 per cent of the occupations'there, but

only 13 per cent of those in the 10th Precinct and 11 per cent in the

ILtth Precinct. The jobs of the heads in the latter two precincts were

more likely to be in service, which occupied between 27 and 30 per cent
of the heads there. WNoticeable proportions of the heads of household

in each precinct were not in the tabor force, This was true for 19 p;r
cent of those in the Gth Precinct, .1& per cent in the 10th Precinct, and
16 per cent in the 1Lth Precinct.

The weekly earnings of the household head (where he or she was

in the labor force) were also greatest in the Gth Precinct: those heads
earned a median of $116 a week. Earnings in the lhth Precinct were
close behind at $113 weekly, but those in the 10th Precinct dropped to

a median of just over $101. Of the heads in the 10th Precinct LO per cent

earned less than $100 a week. These medians are nevertheless relatively

high in comparison with the District as a whole; the standard wage for

a construction laborer yields only $50 a week when the weather is good.

266-053 O - 67 - 14
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Figures on home ownership generally reflect the affluence of
the 6th Precinct compared to the 10th and lhth Precincts. |In the 6th
Precinct, 58 per cent of the respondents owned their homes. Figures for
the 10th and 14th Precincts were hh.éer cent and 47 per cent respectively.
The market value of the homes owned by the respondents also underscores
the difference between the 6th Precinct, where the median market value
was $21,450, and the two.other precincts where the median market values
were §17,400 (10th Precinct) and $16,L50 (1L4th Precinct).

Median rents paid by the nonhomeowners were: $81.00 (6th
Precinct); $96.00 (10th Precinct); and $99.00 (ikth Precinct). That
the median rent in the most affluent precinct was the lowest raises
quest}ons for which, at this time, there are no answers. One might
attribute this finding to the fact that there were only 31 renters in
the 6th Precinct compared to 56 in the 10th Precinct and 61 in the lkth
Precinct. Thirty-one respondents might well be too few from which to
generalize a median rent for the precinct.

Condition of the respondent;';housing was rated by the interviewers
in most cases as ''sound''--97 per cent in the 6th Precinct; 78 per cent
in the 10th Precinct; and 81 per cent in the l4th Precinct. In the 10th
Precinct, 16 per cent of the respondents' housing was rated ''deteriorating'
and 5 per cent ''dilapidated.' The lLth Precinct had Comparable figures:
15 per cent ''deteriorating' and 3 per cent ''dilapidated."

Interviewers determined by observation (rather than by direct
questioning) the type of housing respondents lived in. Percentages of
respondents living in single family houses were: 73 per cent (6th

Precinct); 55 per cent (10th Precinct); and 61 per cent (1lith Precinct).
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These figures are remarkably high, particulariy in the 10th and 1&th
Precincts. Two possible explanations, not necessarily mﬁtually exclusive,
may account for the unexpectedly high number of families living in single
family housing. A high prbportion of the "apartment interviews' in

the sample were not completed in time to be included in this preliminary
analysis. The other explanation is methodological. There is a high
probability that the interviewers ''observed' and rated many single famfly
houses which weré, in fact, partially rented to other families or

other individuals. In other words, the respondents aﬁd their families
were not the sole occupants of what appeared to the interviewers to be

single family houses. .
Also by observation, interviewers rated the type of street on
which the respondent lived. In all three precincts, 84 per cent of the
respondents lived on residential streets with moderate to light traffic. -
This finding is congruent with the market value of the houses in the
three precincts as well as the median rents as there is an obvious
positive relationship between high value of housing and the lack of
commerce and tréffid on the streets on which the houses are situated.
An extremely high percentage of all respondents had their own
telephones: 99 per cent (6th Precinct); 08 pér cent (10th Precinct);
and 92 per cent (liith Precinct). Car ownership was reasonably High.
Either the respondent himself ér some member of his family owned a car
in 82 per cent of the cases in the 6th Precinct; in 53 per cent in the
10th Precinct; and 63 per cent in the 1lth Precinct. In addition, 17
pér cent of the respondents in both the 6th and the llith Precincts

belonged to two-car (or more) families. In the 10th Precinct, only

.y



AN
“v -

.

B-8

_. T,

7 per cent of the families owned two cars. The decidedly lower number
of two car families in the 10th Precinct may be partially attributed to
a generally lower level of affluence compared to the 6th Precinct and
greater convenience of_location and public transportation compared to
the 1L4th Precinct.

In summary, the respondents and their faﬁilies seem to be a
relatively stable, mature, urbanized, family-surrounded, well-educated,
we}l-housed group, with good and well-paying jobs. There are exceptions
to this, of course, in the broken homes, the displaced newcomers to the

area, the students, and the IO to 23 per cent who held blue-collar jobs. '

N %
But the exceptions are at the same time representative of minorities

and reminders of the heterogeneity of the respondent group.

\
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=2 CORRELATION MATRIX: ATTITUDE SCORES AND SELECTED RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS
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= w Crime exposure score 3 0.04 -0.01 1.00 0.70 -0.07 ~D.04 -0.04 0.13 -0.03 . 0.01
w o Times victimized 4 10.15 -0.03 0.70 1.00 0.01 -0.03 0.05 0.07 -0.06 0.01
a o Social relations with police 5 0.10 .. .. =0.16 . -0.07 0.01 1.00 0.02 0.04 -0.01" 0.05._. . 0.08_
o [ !s crime increasing? 6 0.00 08.00 -0.04 -0.03 0.02 1.00 -0.05 -0.12 -0.12 -0.01
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- Education 13 0412 . .=0.1l. . ____0.03._.. . 0.10.. _. ~0,14. ... .=0,08 . _..___C.l6 .. ___0Qedl.______| .03 .. ___0.01
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Knowledge of law enforcement 22 -0.13 0.16 ~0.02 ~0.00 ~0.23 0.03 0.00 -0.08 -0.11 . -0.09
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Crime exposure score 3 -0.05 -0.01 0.03 ~0.00 0.09 ~0.04 0.04 0.03 -0.06 0.05
Times victimized 4 ~0.02 0.03 0.10 0.01 0.05 -0.08 -0.01 0.07 -0.08 0.00
Social relations with police 5 ~0.02 -0.11 -0.14 0.07 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.08 -0.05.
Is crime increasing? 6 0.03 C.11y -0.08 -0.06 0.01 -0.01 0.05 0.00 -0.08 0.03
Propolice score 7 0.01 0.05 0.16 -0.02 =0.01 . 0.05 -0.09 _ =0.01 __ . 0.12 _ __-0.08
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Sentences too lenient? . 9 -0.20 0.00 0.03 0.07 -0.01 ~0.,04 0.04 -0.01 0.13 0.006
Sex of household head 10 -0.01 0400 0.01 . 0.52 ~0.10 0.02 -0.07 0.08 -0.10 0.02
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Do neighbors commit crimes? 16 0.05 ~0.03 ~0.01 -0.01 0.01 1.00 0.03 ~0.26 0.28 -0.32°
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Is neighborhood safe? 18 -0.04 0.01 -0.03 0.07 0.02 -0.26 -0.12 1.00 ~-0.52 0.48
Want to move away? 19 0.03 -0.03 0.06 -0.06 ~-0.07 0.28 0.07 . -0.52 . 1.00 . | -0.46
Neighbors quiet 20 -0.05 0.02 -0.07 0.01 0.05 . ~0.32 -0.03 0.48 -0.46 1.00
Neighborhood dissatisfaction score 21 -0.06 0.01 -0.07 0.03 | 0.06 -0.56 -0.06 0.68 | ~-0.77 . 0.78
Knowledge of law enforcement 22 0.04 0.12 0.19 -0.11 -0.12 -0.06 0.03 0.02 -0.05 0.03
Self-protection score 23 0.10 0.05 -0.04 0.03 -0.02 -0,03 0.01 0.08 -0.17 0.03
Recommends repressive measures 24 -0.13 -0.04 0.02 0.09 . 0.02 0.05 0.01 -0.04 0.10 -0.01
Income 25 . 0.08 0.03 0.37 -0.17 ~0.04 0.02 0.02 -0.11 .. _.0.07. . . =-0.l14

Crime anxiety score 26 0.01 C.07 -0.11 -0.03 0.05 -0.22 0.15 0.51 -0.63 0.60
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Crime exposure score 4 1. 07 0.01 -0.08 0.02 0.01
Times victimized " T 0.0e 0.048 -0.09 5.06 -0.00
Social relations with police “ -0.0% ~.23 -C.0% 0al? -G.12 -0.06
Is crime increasing? 0.07 N.03 0.11 -0.13 -0.02 0.39
Propolice score 7 -0.14 0.20 -0.03 -0.03 0.03 -0.18
Too much attention to rights? Y -0.06 —Q.08e ~0.13 G.07 .07 -0l
Sentences too lenient? 9 - =0.0l ~0. 11 -0.10 0.20 -0.02 -0.04
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Age of respondent 11 =0l 0.0 0.10 ~0.13 0.0¢ 0.01
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Neighbors quiet : 2¢ 0.78 .03 Q.03 -0.01 ~0.14 0.060
Neighborhood dissatisfaction score 21} 1.00 eUb 0.13 -0.,06 -0 l4 064
Knowledge of law enforcement 27 0.04 (LY .05 -D.12 n.20 C.0h
Self-protection score 23 Go13 0.05 1.00 -C.09 -0.05 U.16
Recommends repress ive measures 24 -0.(),5 - (" . ]_2 -0 0 l.(_)(') —O'U“ - e 1]
I ncome : 25 -0.14 $.20 -0.05 -0.02 1.00 -C.ll
Crime anxiety score 2¢ 0.68 Gatit 0.i6 .10 -0.11 1.CO




APPENDIX D

INTERVIEW MATERIALS*

*Interview materials used in 13th Precinct are identical to

those incorporated in University of Michigan '"Resident Survey' report
in this volume. '

Bureau of Social Science Research
BSSR 3f2-1
April, 1966

-

»

Bureau of the Budget No.: 116-614

r
: . June y
Approval Expires: :922

COVER SHEET
D.C. Resident Study

dbove space for office use only

. [l ) 2. Date of Interview (,'/Js'[(,(,-
L. (\\C'\.\J.\ -.ﬂwvxi’;u ) . 7 T ‘
: 1
: loterviswer's Neoe c 3+ Leogth of Interview (win.)_ | oS
- 4L
4. Address_ 1920 19th Street, N. W, . gensua Lo 6., I 315
# . Street Apt. # ract — No =

Is there more than one dweliing unit at the sample address? {Yes--1ist each in 8] ‘[No]

{1f "yes" in item 7, please add to the addréss in item U the apartment number or descripé.
tion of the sample dwelling for which this cover sheet 18 used; add suffix to ID no.]

n

8. 1LIST EACH DWELLING UNIT. IF THERE ARE MORE THAN & LISTINGS, CONTACT THE SUPERVISOR: IF

: TRERE ARE L4 OR FEWER LISTINGS _MAKE COVER SHEETS FOR EACH _AND INTERVIEW AT EACH DWELLING.

Add Suffix to
ID No.

Apartment number or description of dwelling unit location withiq structure

I

a ia Je

o

9. INTERVIEWER: ~- Select your R by the following four steps:

1. 1In Col. (a) below, list by the relationship to, or connection with, the Head,
all persons age 18 or over, or the houschold head regardless of age.
2. Enter in Cols. (b) .and (c¢) of the listing box the sex and age of each person.
3. Assign and enter an “adult number” in Col. (d) for each person by numbering the
wales first and then the females as follows: The oldest male gets #1, the next
oldest male #2, the third oldest #3, and so on; continue numbering sequence with
females by starting with the oldest, then the next oldest, and so on.
Using the Selection Table below, determine which zdult in the DU is your Respondent.
In Col. (e) check selected resporndent. MAKE NO SUBSTITUTION.

(a) {6) | (<) (d) (e)
Adults by Relationship to | Sex Age Adult f Check R SELECTION TABLE A
OR_CONNECTION with HEAD No. (.2 )
1f the number Interview
it the adul
HEAD of household Aﬁq So 1 v d::::&::L, numbﬂe;
F_!y4g 2 1 ——= 1
M LA
— 3 —— ®
3 4 —— 1
5 —— 1
. 6 or more 1

F
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FILL OUT CALL RECORD FOR BCTH INIEKVIEWS AND NONRESPONSES:

CALL BECORD
Call Number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 or more

Hour of Day
(plus a.m, or p.&

Date

Day of the Week
Results

. NCNRESPONSE FORM
1.INTERVIEWER: Check one:

() NAH - No one at Home ( ) BV - House Vacant

()) rRA - Respondent Absent ( ) AND - Address Not a Dwelling

( ) REF - Refusal ( ) OPB - Outside Precinct Boundary
( ) OTEER - Other reason for nonresponse;

explain below

2,INTERVIEWER: Please supply as much of the following information as you can, without
nalkiny inquiries of nefythLs.‘

a. Check one: Most entries based on: 1 ( ) ACTUAL INFORMATION, obtained from
1. () CHILD 2. () ADULT

2, () GOOD GUESS. 3. NO ENTRIES; IMPOSSIBLE T0 GUESS
b, Type of structure in which househsld lives:

1. () DETACHED SINGLE DWELLING 2. ( ) 2-4 HOUSEHOLD DWELLING; DUPLEX; ROW HOUSE
3. () APARTMENT ROUSE (5 or more units)
4. () APARTMENT IN A PARTLY COMMERCIAL STRUCTURE 5.( ) OTHER (specify)

¢, Estimated income level of household:

et e e it sttt

. ( ) UNDER $5,000 2, () $5,000 - $10,000 3. () OVER $10,000
d. How many adults in household?
( ) ONE (SKIP T0 Q. f) 2, () o 3. () MORE THAN 1WO
e. Is there a married couple in this household? 1, ( ) YES 2, () Ko
f. Race: 1. () WHITE 2. () NEGRO 3. () OTHER
g. Sex of: 1. ( ) Head i
( ) Respondent is: 4. ) MALEL
3. () Person answering door 5. () FEMALE
h, Estimated age of head: 65 OR

1.( ) LESS THAN 18 2.( ) 18-24 3.( ) 25-34 4.( ) 35-44 5,( ) 45-64 6. ( ) OVER
3.INTERVIEWER: Space for COMMENTS on this non-interview situation

< N

‘- N am
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Bureau of Social Science Research D.C. Resident Study
BSSR 382-F101 Lo
April, 1966 ~ Tract

ID No. _ 3154

LISTING FORM FOR APARTMENT STRUCTURES
WITH LESS THAN 15 APARTMENTS

1920 19th Street, N, W,

k3

Selected Address:

INSTRUCTIONS: 1. On the listing form below, list all dwelling units at this
address, recording the apartment number or description of each
DU on a separate line.

2. Then remove the black tape (see below) and assign cover sheets
to the dwelling units according to sample line numbers appearing
under the tape. Caution - assign cover sheets only to DU's
designated by the line numbers appearing under the’ tape. '

Selected Lines: 3, 16
: . Selected Line

Line : .Apartment number or description (Please check selected
No. of dwelling unit line(s) accordicg to
! o number(s) under tape
) (2) (3)

1 T&\ Aty \o O's o ?-!’L = !Sj F‘ [P

2 Rey. 1A - T

. d

3 H oy L™ Flooy v

b oz -

3 1c> -

6 \c4- -

1 2ol ' {3CA flyor

8 Py - " ”

9 o > .

10 el =

W+

11 301 : 4,“ Fleor

12 50 A ) - '

13 e - ‘ B

1k X% - "

*1f more than one apartment is selected for the sample, assign a unique ID No. to each
by adding in sequence a, b, ¢ etc. as a suffix to the ID No. appearing in the upper
right-hand corner of this sheet. Record the 1D No. to the right of the selection

number in column 3.
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Bureau of Social Science Research

BSSR 382-F102
April, 1966

LISTING FORM FOR APARTMENT STRUCTURES

Selected Address

D-4

D.C. Resident Study

Tract 38

ID No. 3100

WITH 15 OR MORE APARTMENTS

2110 18th Street, N, W,

NOTE: Please use one line per each floor.
janitor's quarters, manager's apartment,

Be sure to include ba

sement apartments,
and penthouse apartments.

Range of Entry in Col;S
Floor Apt. Nos, Total Selection| Minus Entry on| Selected
Number | (i.e., 1-10) Apts. Cumulation | Number (s) Pr?vious Line | Apt. No.
() (2) ) () R 5 T @)
L -4 4 4
2 21~ 24 4 ; 8
3 3) - 34 4 i
4* 41 - 44 s It o [(e-ia): 4 | 44
Selection Numbers '6, 32
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS!

. Neighborhood

1. About how long have you lived at this address? (1F MORE THAN 15,

SKIP TO L)
2. Just before you moved here, where did you live?

2A. For how long did you live there?

2B. Since 1950, what is the longest time you have lived at any one

address?

3. |f you think back to about 1950, since that time, where have you 1ived

most of the time?

L. when (you/your famil&)‘éecided to move here where you live now,

would

you say (you/they) thought more about the kind of (house/apartment)

you were moving into, or the kind of neighborhood?

LA. What was it about the neighborhood that you liked particularly?

(PROBE FOR MOST I1MPORTANT)

5. When you think about the chances of getting robbed or beaten up or
anything of that sort, would you say your neighborhood is very safe
as compared to other neighborhoods in town (SKIP TO Q6), about average,

less safe than most, one of the worst in town?

5A. s there so much trouble in this neighborhood that you would

like to move away from here if you could?

6. Are most of your neighbors quiet and law-abiding, or are there
who make trouble in the neighborhood? (IF SOME--ASK: Many or
few?)

7. How about crimes happening in your neighborhood--would you say

that they are committed mostly by the people who live here in
this neighborhood or by outsiders?

7A. What types of people do you think they might be?

_ Yeor economy of space, this section does not reproduce the
view schedule actually employed, precodes and coding instructions
been deleted.

some
only a

inter-
have
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Victimization

8.

10.

11,

12.

I am going to show you some cards about different kinds of crimes. |
would like you to tell me if any of the things on each card have
happened to you personally in 1965 or 1966, By a crime, | mean any-
thing somebody could be sent to prison or fined for doing to you or
even trying to do. . (IF RESPONDENT BALKS AT SERIES, SAYING HE HAS
NEVER HAD ANY CRIMES HAPPEN TO HIM, SAY:) We have found that many of
the things we are interested in are hard to remember unless we ask
specifically about them. |'m sure we'll find going through the cards
a big help.

PROCEED THROUGH OFFENSE CARD SERIES, READING ALL ITEMS ON EACH CARD,
GIVING RESPONDENT AMPLE TIME TO CONSIDER AND REPLY TO EACH ITEM ON
EACH CARD, COMPLETE INCIDENT FORM FOR EACH POSITIVE RESPONSE
IMMEDIATELY WHEN IT IS GIVEN,

ASK WHETHER THE SAME KIND OF CRIME AS THAT JUST DESCRIBED HAS HAPPENED
TO RESPONDENT AT ANY OTHER TIME DURING 1965-66. |IF SO, COMPLETE
ADDITIONAL INCIDENT FORM(S).‘

RETURN TO CARD SERIES WHERE INTERRUPTED.

(IF RESPONDENT LIVES ALONE, SKIP TO Q10) 1| am going to go through
the cards again now, and this time | would like to know if any of the
things on each card have happened to anyone who lives here with you--
that is, anything that has happened in 1965 or 1966.

FOLLOW SAME INSTRUCTIONS AS UNDER Q8 ABOVE,

Now thinking back over your entire life, what would you say was the.
worst crime that has ever happened to you--the very worst thing in
all your life?

COMPLETE INCIDENT FORM, BEING SURE TO CHECK ''WORST'' AT TOP. |IF
INCIDENT 1S THE SAME AS ONE REPORTED AS 1965-~66, BE SURE WHICH ONE
IT ¢S AND CHECK '"WJORST' AT TOP OF INCIiDENT FORM ALREADY COMPLETED,

How about other members of your household--what would you say was
the very worst crime that ever happened to any one of them?

COMPLETE INCIDENT FORM BEING SURE TO CHECK ''WORST'' AT TOP., IF
INCIDENT 1S SAME AS ONE REPORTED AS 1965-66, BE SURE WHICH ONE IT IS
AND CHECK '"'WORST'' AT TOP OF INCIDENT FORM ALREADY COMPLETED,

(Other than what you have told me about already) has any relative
or close friend of yours ever been killed or seriously injured as a
result of a crime? (IF ASKED FOR DEFINITION, '"'SERIOUSLY INJURED"
MEANS: Requiring a stay in the hospital or permanent physical
impairment.)

266-053 O - 67 - 15

T
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12A.  (IF YES:) Could you tell me when that happened--or if there was
more than one such terrible case, the most recent time such
a thing happened? '

12B. How close was your relationship to this person?
12C. Did this case involve a death or serious injury?

Has there ever been a time when something happened to you that you
could have reported to the police but that you preferred to settle
for yourself?

Sometimes you hear people say about something that happened to them,
"I don't know whether that was against the law, but a person should
be punished for doing something like that." (Besides what you've
told me about already), has anyone done anything to you recently that
made you feel like that? (IF NO, PROBE:) | mean where someone
cheated you or harmed you in a way that made you feel whoever did it
should be punished . . . even though nothing could be done the way
things stand now,

WA, i, (IF YES:) Can you tell me what happened to you?

ii. Who did it? Who was responsible?

iii. When did it happen?

Reporting

15.

16.

17.

Besides the things that have happened to you or the other people in
your house, have you ever seen anything happening that you thought
was a crime or probably a crime?

15A.  (IF YES:) What was the most recent case? Tell me about it.

Did you call or tell the police about it? (IF NO, PROBE: Did you
get someone else to report it?)

16A. (IF NO TO Q16:) Why didn't you tell the police about it?
(PROBE FULLY. |IF MORE THAN ONE REASON GIVEN, ASK WHICH WAS
MOST IMPORTANT.) '

(JF YES TO Q16:) Did you ever see a crime or something that looked
like it might be a crime and not tell the police about it? (IF NO,
PROBE:) You never saw any other crime?

17A.  (IF YES:) Why didn't you report it? (PROBE FULLY, IF MORE
THAN ONE REASON GIVEN, ASK WHICH WAS MOST IMPORTANT.)
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18. Suppose that somebody was breaking into a house and somebody around
here saw it but didn't call the police. What would probably be the
reason he did't call them? (IF MORE THAN ONE REASON GIVEN, ASK
WHICH WAS MOST IMPORTANT.)

Courts |

19. Have you ever had to go to court to be a witness in a criminal case?
19A. i. (IF YES:) When was that?

ii. Where was that?
iii. Were you a witness for the defense or the prosecution?

20. If you were to have the same kind of information again, would you
volunteer to be a witness?

21. (Other than what you've alréaqy'told me) did anyone ever ask you to
be a witness? (IF YES TO 19, PROBE: Were you?)
21A.  (IF WAS ASKED, BUT WAS NOT A WITNESS:) Why weren't you?

22. ()F MARRIED) How about your (wife/husband)--was (she/he) ever a
witness?
22A. i. (IF YES:) When was that?

ii. Where was that?

23. Have you ever served on a jury or a grand jury?

24, From what you hear, do you think that the criminal courts in
Washington give people accused of crimes a fair trial?

25. How about the sentences that are generally handed out in criminal
cases here, do you think the courts more often let people off too
easy, or are they too harsh, or about right?

26. Have you had any experience of your own that affected your ideas
of how the courts treat people who are arrested?

Police

27. s any member of your household a‘pdliceman?

(1F RESPONDENT LIVES ALONE: Were you ever a policeman?)

(1F YES, SKIP TO Q38)

£
.

@
g
~ 7 -
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} am going to read a number of things some people say about the
police. 1'd like you to tell me each time whether you agree or
disagree with the statement. o

28A. By and large, the Washington police have a very high repu-
tation in this neighborhood. Do you agree or disagree?

28B. The police deserve more respect than people in this neigh-
borhood give them. Do you agree or disagree?

28C. The police ought to have leeway to act tough with people
when they have to, Do you agree or disagree?

28D. There would be more cooperation with the police if there
were more Negroes on the police force. Do you agree or
disagree?

2BE. You would have to replace at least half the police now on
the force to get a really good police force. Do you agree
or disagree? N

28F. People who are wiiling to take on the tough job of being a
policeman deserve a lot more thanks and respect than they
get from the public. Do you agree or disagree?

28G. Policemen should get much more pay than they do now. Do you
agree or disagree?

28H, The police spend most of their time going after people who
do little things wrong and ignore most of the really bad
things going on. Do you agree or disagree?

281. There should be more use of police dogs than there is now.

Do you agree or disagree?

28J. A young man who had a choice between being a policeman and
getting a job paying just as much in the construction business
would be making a mistake if he became a policeman. Do you
agree or disagree?

28K, There are just a few policemen who are responsibfe for the
bad publicity the police department gets. Do you agree or
disagree?

28L. People who know the ropes and have money to afford good lawyers
don't have anything to worry about from the police. Do you
agree or disagree?

28M. There seem to be many police who just enjoy pushing people
around and giving them a hard time. Do you agree or disagree?

28N. Too much attention is being given to protecting the rights of
people who get into trouble with the police. Do you agree or
disagree?



29.

30.

31.

32.

33,

34,

35.
36.

37.

As compared with other policemen, would you say, from what you've
heard or seen, that motorcycle policemen are better, worse, or about
the same as other Washington police?

Do you think the police get along better, worse, or about the same
with the people who live in this neoghborhood as they do with people

in other neighborhoods in Washington?

30A. Why do you think that's the case?
Do you have a good friend or a relative who is a policeman?

31A, (I? NO:) Do you know any policemen well enough to call them by
name?

318. (IF NO TO Q31A:) Do you know any policemen well enough to say
hello to? .

When was the last time you talked to a policeman about something
official--like getting a ticket'or reporting something that was wrong?
(1F NEVER, PROBE: Not even for anything like getting a driver's
license or anything like that?) A

32A. What was that about?

On the whole did the policeman (policemen) in this case act as you
think (he/they) should (ASK BOTH 33A and B)?

33A. What did you like about the way (he/they) acted?

33B. What didn't you like about the way (he/they) acted?

What was the last time you talked to a policeman purely socially--
like just to say hello or just out of curiosity to ask what was going
on?

(IF THERE IS ANY DOUBT, ASK:) Which contact was most recent?

Have you yourself ever seen a polnceman doing anything you felt was
wrong or against the law?

If a man is a Negro, do you think this usually makes a difference in
how he is treated by the police in Washington?

37A. (IF YES:) In what way?

Safequards

38.
39.

Do you own or rent this (house/apartmcnt)?

Since there has been all this talk about crime, have you yourself done
anything in any w:y to protzct yourself against the dangers of crime?

39A. Have you donc anything about your (house/apartment)? (IF YES,
PROBE: When did you start to do this?)
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Lo.
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39B. (IF RENTS, ASK:) Have the owners or managers of the building
done anything to protect it from crime or mischief: (IF YES,
PROBE: Vhen did they start to do this?)

39C. Have you done anything about your car? (IF YES, PROBE: When
did you start to do this?)

39D. Have you changed your habits in any way because of fear of
crime: (IF YES, PROBE: When did you start to do this?)

39E. When you go out, do you ever carry anything to protect yourself?
('F YES, PROBE: What do you carry? When do you do this?)

39F. Have you taken out or added insurance against burglary or theft
from your (house/apartment)? (IF SAYS INTENDS TO INSURE, ASK:
Have you gotten some idea of how much such insurance will cost
you?)

Do you or does any member of the household own a firearm (a gun of
any kind--pistol, rifle, shotgun}?

LoA. (IF YES:) Is the weapon for use in hunting or protection or
perhaps some of both?

As far as crime goes, do you think things have been getting better or
getting worse in Washington during the past year?

LIA. Why is that?

VWihat do you think would be the most important thing that can be done
here in Washington to cut down the amount of crime that goes on?

L2A, Anything else?

General Information

L3.

Il

L5,

L6,

Do you know the name of the chief of police here in Washington? (ADD,
IF NECESSARY: THE METROPOLITAN POLICE.)

About how many people would you guess are murdered in the District
ecach month: Just give me your best guess. (PROBE: 1, 5, 10, 50,
1007?)

I you have to go to the District Court because you were a witness to

a crime, would you be paid anything by the government for the time
you had to spend there? N

LSA. (IF YES:) Do you happen to know how much a witness is paid in
District Court?

Would you be paid anything for the time you had to spend in District

Court if you were on jury-duty?

L46A. (IF YES:) Do you know how much a jury-member is paid?

A\l



L7.

L8.

L9,

If you were accused of a crime and you knew of someone who could clear
your hame but for some reason didn't want to get involved, could you
do anything to make that person make a statement at your trial? How?

Would you-say there has been an increase in violent crime here in
Washington? | mean attacks on people -=- like shootings, stabbings,
and rapes. Wpuld you say that there's now very much more of this
sort of thing, just a little bit more, not much difference, or that
there is no more than five years ago? (IF RESPONDENT HAS BEEN A
RESIDENT LESS THAN 5 YEARS: Well, from what you've heard . . . )

\lhere do you get most of your information about these things we just
talked about =~ such things as the police, how much crime there is,
how the courts operate, and so forth?

General Data on Household

50.

51.
52.
53.
54,
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
6h.
65.

How many people are there in your family who live at this address
with you (NOT COUNTING RESPONDENT)?

Are there any (other) people who'share this (house/apartment) with you?

-

What is your relationship to the head of the household?

Sex of Respondent.

What is your age?

Are you married; widowed, divorced, separated, never married?
What is your occupation?

What is the highest grade you attended in school?

What is the occupation of the head of the household?

About how much does he make in a week?

What is his marital status?

Sex of head.

How old is the head?

What was the last grade in school attended by the head?

Have all the people living here now lived here since January 19657

Has anyone moved out of the household since January 1965 (JNCLUDE
DECEASED)? :

. I <V E
an =m 4 = aE on W

@
-



66.
67.
68.

69.

70.
71,
72.

73.
7h.
75.
76.
77.
78.

79.

D-13
Which of the people living here were working at a regular job last
week? :

Does anyone here work nights -- 3 nights a week or more outside the.
home reguliarly?

Is there someone, other than a child under 10, who is usually at home
here during the day?

Do you have a telephone here in this (house/apartment)?

69A. (IF NO AND LIVES IN A MULTIDWELLING, ASK:) 1s there a phone in
the building that you can use whenever you want to?

Do you own an automobile?

Does anyone else in the family (Viving here with you) own an automobile’

(\F YES TO 70 or 71:) Do these automobiles have theft insurance or a '

comprehensive policy:that includes theft insurance?

Are you a licensed dri;er?

Is anyone else in your household?

How: near by is the closest store that sells liquor?

(IF RENTS:) What is your monthly rent, including utilities?

(IF OWNS:) What is the present market value of your house?

How many rooms are there in your (house/apartment), not counting
bathrooms?

FILL iN FOLLOWING ‘AFTER INTERVIEW:
Type of dwelling:

Access:

Condition:

Type of street:

Is it public housing?

On what floor is the dwelling unit?

Type of household:
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D. C. RESIDENT SURVEY

INCIDENT FORM Case No.

Incident No.

!. Stimulus Eliciting Report (FiLL IN ALL RELEVANT INFORMAT I0N)

"A, In response to question ; crime card no.

B. Reported as:
1 ] 1965-66, respondent
2[] 1965-66, other household member
3] Worst, respondent.

1

4[] vorst, other household member

1. Victim fdentification (CHECK ONE OF THREE AND COMPLETE OTHER
CLASS IFICATION)

A. [ Respondent Victim [_] While residing in this household (IF WORST EVER,
COMPLETE GREEN FORM)

"] while residing in other houschold (COMPLETE
GREEN FORM LATER--REMINDER SUPPLIED)

B. E] Total Household E] WYhile victim member of this household
was victimized (IF WORST EVER, COMPLETE PINK FORM) '

[J while ~ victim member of other household
(COMPLETE PINK FORM LATER--REMINDER SUPPLIED)

C. [ other Household [ ] While residing in this household (IF WORST EVER,
Member (s) COMPLETE GREEN FORM)
Victim(s) .
E] Vhile residing in other household (COMPLETE
GREEN FORM LATER--REMINDER SUPPLIED)

P11, Description of Victimization or Incident:

Date Incident Occurred: Time of Day lIncident []AM
(pay) (Month)  (Year) Occurred: ommmm . Jem

- ap N e ap W T & W ~;Iltk - ek G W §E Em am gm .
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A,

Burglary, breaking
and entering

Something stolen
from premises
(not a break-in)

Robbery

Theft

Auto theft
|
Vandalism or arson

Assault
Auto offenses

Sex offenses

Threats

Frauds, Forgeries,
Swindles

Other Offenses

-

D-15

Offense (CHECK AT LEAST ONE--MORE IF OFFENSE
INVOLVES MULTIPLE CRIME CATEGORIES)

(Somebody broke in
or attempted to
break in). .

L
—_— o. L
1] E ©
3 jO] [
+~ - [
19 L d =
<C < (g
A0 203 3]

Mode of Entry or Attempt

Door forced
Yindow pried

[
]
Ll

—

V.
2.
3.
L, Other

or broken

Master or pass key

-

. ] Don't know
(Home, garage, shed,
store, locker, safe,
office). . . . .

(Hold-up, stick-up,
mugging, yoking,
1strong-arm robbery). .

(Things stolen by means
other than above but
not auto). .

(Auto theft). . .

(Malicious damage). .

{Injury, attempt or threat
to do physical harm) . .

(Injury or damage done
through use of auto) .

a0
A0

30

2] 34
2(]
2
2]

3]
30

RE 30

A0 2]

A0 27

(Peeping, indecent exposure,

rape or attempt, anything

sexual to children).

(Blackmail, phone calls,
false evidence, selling
Yprotection''),

(Bad checks, counterfeit,
forgery, impersonation,
con game, false claims
for goods sold, selling
things no right to sell,
embezzling) .

(False testimony in court,

false accusation, illegal
action by official,
prowler, kidnapping)

a0 2

)

A0 2[00 307

A0 200 300
120 34

(SPECIFY)
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R Victims and Personal Injury Injuries Thri?ts
: ©
A. |Yho were the victims? 2! a8
(AT TIME OF INTERV IEV) (AT TIME OF VICTIMIZATION) | 53 | e | £2
Hshid. 22l 5| *
Rchationship to Head Code Sex Age - i

!
!

i
s

HOUSEHOLD CODE: - H-Member ©f houschold now; N-Not mermbor oF housichold now

'

8. IWas anyonc injured?; (FILL IN INJURY CODE FOR EACH PERSON

LISTED ABOVE.)

Injury Code

N -
M-
TR
H -
D -

None

Minor

Treated and released
Hospitalized

Death

C. (IF ANY INJURIES REPORTED) |{Howwere (VICTIMS) injured?]
(FILL IN HARM CODE FOR EACH PERSON LISTED ABOVE,) :

Harm Code
N - None
G - Gun
K - Knife
B - Blunt instrument
P - Physical force
- S - Incident precipitated self injury, or victim-caused

injury toother viciim

D. | Mas anyone threatened in any way? | (1F YES:)[ How? |(FILL IN

"INTIMIDATION CODE FOR EACH PERSON LISTED ABOVE.)

Intimidation Code

N -

<OV RO
1

None

Gun

Knife

Blunt instrument
Physical force
Verbal

o == @ i = En

a

——'—-—u.-g-
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VI.

D-17

Property Loss or Damage or Attempt or Threat

A. [Mas any property taken or damaged 7

to Inflict Loss or Damage

-

!
"

or_thrcaot to taoke or destroy anything?

IF NO: [Vas therc any attempt

1 [} Offense not directed in any way to belongings

(SKIP TO Q. vI1)

2] Yes (ASKk:) [What property was token (damaged)?|
(OR ASK ABOUT ATTEMPT OR THREAT TO TAKE OR DAMAGE)

Approximate

Value

For Larcenous Offenses: of ltems
1] Currency . ]
2] Clothing . . - .2

3] Household goods. .3

LT} Automobite .+ . b
5[] Auto parts: accessorics., .5
6] Jewelry. . 6
701 Bicycle or toys. 7
8] Negotiable instruments, credit cards . 8
B 9] Other (SPECIFY) 9
Total Value §

Non-Larceny Damages (Vandalism, Arson, BeE)

1 ] Windows broken (residence) . .
2] Other residential property .
3[] Automobile .

LT} other (SPECIFY)

]

.2

.3

Approximate
Value
of ltems

———

4

Total

Vatue

$

T



Vi.

(Continued)

BV. [How did (offcnder) go about it?

[} Violence

O Fércible entry
{} Threat

[} Fraud

[ ] Stealth

[C] other false claim (DESCRIBE)

n

Other (DESCRIBE)

B2. (iF NO ACTUAL LOSS CCCURRED, SKIP TO VIl)
Uid (VICTTR) get any OT the property back that (he/she/they)
lost?

1j Did not--no indication of recovery Through :
) Police (SPECIFY)
2[ ] Did (ASK ABOUT EXTENT AlD TIME) Action Other
17} Total recovery within 48 hours [

2[ 1 Total recovery after L8 hours [

3(j Partial recovery (SPECIFY)__ [

B3.

Did anyone give (VICTIM) any money or repay you in any way
for the loss?

[] Nonc -

] offender made good in way other than return
of property

[} Court awarded civil damages which paid
for the loss

[] tnsurance covered the loss

[} Other (SPECIFY)

(IF YES:) Did that cover the loss in full or only
in part?

[} Full

o)

[ Part--About how much of it was
paid for? (PROPORT ION)

Q-.—-QQ-'-—gi-—u-m----

N~
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Vi1, Location of Offense

O]

[
O]

Cl
D

O 0O0ggdod

2 WP N NN W WE N SN R WS Wn B AN o enw agw 4N Em W A
" "o @ T T T TT T

) I
A. (PROBE FOR LOCATION OF PLACE:) [Where did this happen? ‘

District of Columbia

(SPECIFY CLOSEST ADDRESS POSSIBLE)
Metropolitan Yashington outside the District

Other metropolitan location in continental U. S.
(inctuding suburbs)

Other smaller cities (10,000 population or over)

Small town or rural location {under 10,000, not suburb)

B. (PROBE TO DETERMINE RELATION TO VICTIM!'S RESIDENCE)

At home
Own block S
Own neighborhood

At werk, outside of neighborhood of home

Other; outside neighborhood, but in city of residence
or suburbs

WYhile out of town

Mixed (SPECIFY)

C. (PROBE TO DETERMINE TYPE OF PLACE)

Public Place Private Place
[1 Street [| Residence, etc.
- premises
School
[j Office
(] Park, field, playground B
[T} Other (SPECIFY)
[7] Public conveyance
or station
(] Retail establishment,

bank

{7} Other (SPECIFY)




D-20

Vill. Reporting to Police: {Did the offensc become known to the police}

[] Yes (ASK A) [ 1 Mo (ASK B)

A. (YES:) How did the police first learn about it? |

Personally

at Police

Reported by: Phone Station
Victim., .« .« v v v v v e e e e ] O
Hitness . « « v v v v v v v v o v oo ] i
Offender. . . « . « « v v v o v« v v [ [

Observed directly by police [ ]

Other (SPECIFY)

B. ‘(No:)| VWhy wasn't it rcported?; {CHECK ALLL RELEVANT. CIRCLE
MOST IMPORTANT.) oo )
Weighed other consequencgs to come from reporting

1] Reprisal

2[] Time lost from work, spent in Court
3[] I was_in a hurry and couldn't take time to report
4[:] Thought harm would come to offender--punishment
of offender is not the thing that would help
5[:] Fear of trouble or embarrassment to self from police

6] Didn't want to get involved (PROBE)

Normat ive
V[] Think private retribution or restitution is better

2[7] Repute (avoid reputation of informer, cop-lover, etc.)
3( ] Ratting (self-observed code against)

Useless
1{] Police wouldn't want to be bothered, would just ignore
report

2[ ] Nothing anyone could do; too late to help
3{} Police already knew or | supposed they did

L[} offender has political protection or other immunity;
authority system sanctions offense

Uncertainty
1 [} Not sure what was going on

2[; Wouldn't know how to report it
Other (SPECIFY)

(IF CRIME NOT REPORTED TO POLICE, SKIP TO Q. X{
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IX. Police Action (ASK ONLY IF INCIDENT REPORTED TO POLICE)

A. |What did the police do?| (PROBES:) IDid the police follow it up later in
' any way’ '

ID Nothing of which respondent is aware

2[] Yes (ASK:) I[What did they do’ | At Scene After

1] Restored order. 1 1
2] varned offender 2] 2]
3[:] Advised victim about protection 3[1 BD
4[] pPromised surveillance L[] 4[]
5[] Otherwise punished offender

short of arrest 5] 5]
6 ] Arrested offender or suspect

ook them,to station house) 6] 6]
703 \nvestigat"ion | 700 700
8[ ] other (SPECIFY) 8[] 8]
g9 ] Don't know 9( ] 9]

B. [Would you say (VICTIM) was satisfied or dissatisfied with what
the police did?

1] satisfied

2] No judgment or mixed (SPECIFY)

3] Dissatisfied (@sK:) |why?|
1 D Not thorough
2|:] Ignored, dismissed

3] Other reason for dissatisfaction (SPECIFY)

‘ ‘



X,
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{Continued)

c. [ﬁv would you sum up (VICTIM!'S) personal reaction to i
. dealing with the police_in_this_ case?

1] Unpleasant to victim

2[] Time and nuisance to victim

-3[] Victim in trouble with authorities
4{T] Neutral

5[] Pleased

6] Other (SPECIFY)

7] Don't know : ' l

-

Contributory Behavior of Victim

lIs there anything you can think of now that (VICTIM) might have
done which might have prevented its taking place--or could you
have done anything to avoid it?

1] None

2} Acknowledged negligence

3{] Dispute, provocation

417] Confidence

5[] Drunk

6[] tllegal act

7] Lovers' quarrel (triangle; domestic)

8[] Other (SPECIFY)

9] Mutual victimization

266-053 O - 67 - 16




Xi. Knowledge of Offender(s)

A. |Does (VICTIM) know who it was who did that, or were there |
any suspects?

1 [} Absolutely no idea who offenders were (SKIP TO BOTTOM
OF LAST PAGE OF THIS FORM FOR INSTRUCTIONS)

2] offerders definitely identified (CHECK BELOW)

3[7} Suspects only (CHECK BELOY)

L[] saw or heard offenders but don't know who they were
1] Evidence indicates only one of fender

2{ | Evidence indicates more than one offender

3] Uncertain (SPECIFY)

B. |Anyonec (VICTIM) knew personally? (PROBE) | :

1| Immediate fami [y member (SPECIFY)

2[] Relative (SPECIFY)
3] Friend

L[] Neighbor

5[:] Acquaintance or other known to victim previously
6[ ] Business relationship, offender a client

7[:] Business relationship, offender a vendor, delivery
boy, etc.

8[ ] Stranger

9] Unknown



X1,
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Knowledge of Offenders (Continued)

c.

Race of offenders

[What was (his/her/their) race?

(] All Negro

[] ANl VWhite

[] A1 other non—Whife
[i] Mixed, White and Negro
[] Mixed, other (SPECIFY)
[] Unknown

D. Aqe of of fenders

E.

F.

(IF ONE OFFENDER:) [How old do-you think the (OFFENDER) was? |

(IF MORE THAN ONE:) |How old was the youngest?
how old was_the oldest?

(THEN) And

""Only One'' -or
Youngest of

"More Than One'

Child -(under 10)
Juvenile (10-17)
Young adult (18-22)

Adult (over 22)

00000

Unknown

Sex_of offender(s)

[J Atl male
E] All female
E] Male and female

E] Unknown

If '"More Than
One,'' Oldest

U

0.

Residence of offender(s): |Do you know where the (OFFENDER)

| lived?

(] pefinitely Washington
] Definitely outside Washington

Ej Not sure or unknown
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Xl.  Knowledge of Offenders (Centinued)

G: Sanity

Do you think (he/she/they/whoever did this) (was/were) sane?

O]
L
L

L

R asserts offender(s) insane
R asserts perhaps insane
R asserts not insane

R says he has no idea

H. Offender's Motive as Inferred by Victim (or Respondent)

that do (VICTIM[S]) think (he/she/they/whcever did this)l
(was/were) trying to accomplizh? |

L]

[

L]

]

O oo

Gain

H ] :
Mischief, prank, -fun
Grievance, quarrel {except domestic)

Domestic and lover's quarrels

Penalty evasion (as in hit-&-run accident,
escaping from an officer)

Other utility (unauthorized use of property, joy-riding)
Sex |
Drunk

Other irrational
Unintentional or accident

Other (SPECIFY)




[
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Current Status

1

A.  (ASK ONLY IF OFFENDER[S] OR SUSPECTS IDENTIFIED)

[Did (VICTIM) sign a complaint against thom?|
E] Yes
L] o (ask:) |Uhy not?l

[] Because of personal, business or family ties
[j Because it wasn't worth all the trouble involved
(] Because it might cause other trouble for (VICTIM)
(L] Because the laws don't offer any real remedy

[J other (SPECIFY)

(1F "NO'* ABOVE AND ‘POLICE KNE! ABOUT CRIME)

[Did the police ask (VICTIM) to bring charges?|

[ Yes, advised (VICTIM) ‘to press charges, take
out warrant

(] Police left it up to (VICTIM)

| No, didn't mention it

[] No, advised against it

[J No, said (VICTIM) couldn't charge

E] Don't know

B. |(0o/Boes) (VICTIM[S]) expect that therc will be anything|
further gqoing on in connection with this offense?

(] No further activity anticipated

[J pending (SPECIFY)

al G O aE N O an e e l’lli Gl G O N an am
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X11. Current Status (Continucd)

€. (ASK ONLY IF SOMEONE PRESSED CHARGES
AND_ OFFENDERS OR SUSPECTS KNQOUN)

|Hhat finally happened to whocver did that--or whoover wasl
suspected of doing it?

[ ] charged and arrcsted but later released
[7] Arrested, owaiting -trial

[ Referred to juvenile authorities

[] Tried ana acquitted or dismissed

7] Tried on a different charge

[] Sentenced and appealing

[} Sentenced but suspended

[:j Jailed and imprisoned or exccuted

[} Jaited and imprisoned but paroled

[ ] Served sentence and released at expiration of term

n

[

Fined

Other (SPECIFY)

]

[} Don't know

D. [How do you personally Feel about it now? Would you say |
(VICTIMS) are satisfied, dissatisfied or that (VICTIMS)
don't have any feeling at all about what was done about
this offense? |

[} Satisfied
(] Dissatisfied [] pon't know
[} Neutral

NQW LOOK BACK AT THE FIRST PAGE OF THIS FORM, {F THIS INCIDENT IS A “'"WJORST EVER"
INCIDENT FOR ANY TYPE OF VICTIMIZATION ¢R IF THE CHECK YOU MADE UNDER Q. 11 INDI-
CATES A DIFFERENT HOUSEHOLD FROM THAT AT UHICH YOU ARE INTERVIEWING YOU MUST FILL
OUT ANOTHER SHORT FORM.

COMPLETE A PINK FORM FOR ANY ''TOTAL HOUSEHOLD" VICTIMIZATION,

COMPLETE ONE GREEN FORM FOR EACH INDIVIDUAL VICTIMIZED.
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Household Victimization

ID #

Offense #

A. Age and Sex (ENTER NUMBER IN EACH CATEGORY AT TIME
OF VICTIMIZATION)

Male | Female
Children (under 10)
Juveniles (10-17)

Young Adults (18-22) | ‘

Adults (over 22) '

-

B. Data on Head of Household (AT TIME OF VICTIMIZATION)

Occupation:

Age: Sex:

Place of residence:
1{] “Yashington, D. C.
2] Vashington metropolitan area

3] other city (SPECIFY)

L[] Outside continental U. S,
Marital status:
1] Married L[] Separated
2[] Widowed 5[ 1 Never married
3[} Divorced |
Education of head: (CIRCLE HIGHEST LEVEL)
K 1 2 3 L S 6 7 8 9 10 1 12
College 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more

Bus/tech } 2 3 4 or more




‘ .

CC'PLETE A SEPARATE GREEN SHEET

D-29

Individual (s) Victimization

FGR EACH HOUSEHOLD VICTIM INVOLVED. D #
Offense #
A. Type of Offense: 1] Single victim

2] Multiple victim

General Data on Victim (AT TIME OF VICTIMIZATION)

Occupation:

Age: p Sex:

Place of residence:
i[] Weshington, D. C.

2[] Mashington metropolitan area

3[] Other city (SPECIFY)
L[] Outside continental U. S.

Marital status:

1] Parried L] Separated
2[] Widowed ' 5[] Never married
3[] Divorced

Education: (CIRCLE HIGHEST LEVEL)
K i 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 9 10 n 12
Colliege 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more

Bus/tech 1 2 3 4 or more
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CARD A
BURGLARY~~-BREAKING AND ENTRY
Someone breaking into your

home? (Or garage, shed, store
office?) °

Trying to break in?

Have you ever found:

{a) a door jimmied?

{b) a lock forced?

(c) a window forced open?

Has something been taken or
stolen from ycur home? (Or
from a garage, shed, store,
or office?)

Has anyone tried to steal
anything of yours from a
locker or safe?

.\ - .



CARD 2

ROLBERY

Sometaing taken directly from
you by force or by threatening
to harm you?

Holc ug/stick up?
zugging or yoking?
Strong-arm robbery?

tioney or picycles taken oy
force?

-

Viclent purse snatching?

sny attempts tc rob you by
force?
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CARD C

THEFT-STEALING
ANYTHING LLSE STOLEN:
1. Car stolen?
2. Things stolen from car?

3. rHub caps, tires, battery taken
from car?

4, Bicycle stolen?

5. Purse snatched, things taken
from purse?

6. Pocket picked?

7. Coat oxr hat stolen in restau-
rant or bar?

8. Things stolen from you while on
bus, train, boat or plane? In
a station?

95, Luggage stolen?
10, Things taken from mail-box?

11. Any attempts to steal anything?
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CARD D

VANDALIS:] OR ARSON

THINZS PURPQSELY DAMAGED 95 SET
FIRE TO:

1. WVindow broken maliciously?

2. Property broken or damaged
deliberately?

3. Fire deliberately set?

4, Car damaged maliciously--
anternna brcken, lightus
kroken, tires slashed,
paint scratched?

5. Walls marked, fences or other
property on premises damaged?

6. Teenagers or children bother-
ing you by mischief?



5.

6.

RPN

B it iint A Sbia iR SO At o 87 et

D-34.

CARD E

ASSAULT
Beaten up?

Attacked with a weapon {(club,
knife, gun, hammer, bottle,
chair)?

Stones or other dangerous
objects thrown at you?

Hit or kicked?
Fight picked with'fogé

Any attempts or threats to
assault you or beat you up?
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CARL F

SERIOUS AUTO OFFENSES
1. i#{it and run accident?

2. Trying to force you off the
rcad or into an accident?

Deliberately driving a car at
you?

4. Someone failing to identify
himself after aamaging or
running into your car?

-

R N on o8 O aE aE e
w

| .
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CARD G
SEX OFFENSES

Someonée peeping in your windows?

Inaecent exposure in front of
you?

Rape or attempted rape?

rlolested or sexually abused?



(=)} L
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CARD H

THREATS

plackmail?

Threatening or obscene or in-
sulting letters or telephone
calls?

Someone demanding money with
threat to harm you if you
don't pay?

Scmeone demanding anything
else with threats?

¢

Someone threatening to make a
false report about you to the
police or to your employer or
someone else?

Someone selling "protection"?



-
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CARD I

FRAUDS, FORGERIES, SWINDLES

Passing worthless check,
counterfeit money?

Someone forging your name to
something?

Someone pretending tc be some-
body else to get you to give
something or do something?

Being cheated by a confidence
game? A swindle?

-

Selling you worthless things
by making false claims about
them?

Selling you something stolen
or something they had no
right to sell?

Embezzling: misusing money
you trusted someone with?

266-053 O - 67 - 17
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CARD J

OTHER CRI!IES

False testimony against you
in court? -

False accusation to police?

Illegal action by police or
other officials?

Kidnapping?

Prowlex?

t

- Defamation of character or

slander--someone trying to
ruin your reputation?

ANYTHING ELSE?






APPENDIX E

FRONT-PAGE CRIME STORIES DURING PERIOD OF STUDY

The following iists chronologically news items that appeared on .

the front page of the Washington Post during the weeks that the inter-

viewing'was in progress. ‘ltems in parenthcscs deal with events

occurring outside of the Washington metropolitan areca.

April 7:

April 8:

April 9:

April
April
April
April

April

April

April:

April
April
April
April

April

10:
12:
13:
Vi
17:

18:
19:
20:
21:
23:
24;

25:

Lack of police will require closing the Capitol building
earlier (6 p.m. vs 10 p.m.). '

Informer Barnes claims ''double-cross'' by government when he

is arrested for jewe{ theft,
Job Corps counselor found stabbed to death in N.E. motcl.
Police shot.a suspected armed robber,

Riot at Glen Echo.

Glen Echo trouble was expected.
Artist arrested for killing of job corpsman (April 9).

D.C. Crime Commission to suggest improvements in courts
and police.

Negro teenager mugs WOman, takes mink stole,

D.C. buses kept away from Glen Echo during riot.
Montgomery County will invéstigéte Glen Echo riot.
Barnes (April 8) tells of bribing policeman,

Five policemen indicted on bribery charges (see Barnes).

(""Gangland' killing in San Francisco--labor leader murdered,)

Scuffle in alley becomes a tense incident (police and Negroes
in 13th Precinct). Brutality charges, etc.




April 26:

April 27:

May
May
May

May

May

May

May

May
May
May

May

May

May

May

May
" May
May
May
May

May

v W

18:

19:

20:

21:
22:
26:
27:
29:

30:

£E-2

ltalian embassy butler shot by burglars.
NAACP complains about police brutality,

Shootings indicate gun probliem in D.C. (feature),

U.S. attorney accused of condoning police misconduct.

16 policemen indicted for bribery (see April 23).

Glen Echo riot blamed on everybody.

(Klansman in Lemuel Penn case shoots wife.)
(FBl catch '"most wanted' man.)

Woman accused of killing her children confesses.
Use of drugs at Western High School investigated,

University of Maryland student kills girl, self.
Woman jailed for false rape charge,

Two dozen detectives hunt killer of Bethesda boy.
Restrictions on Glen Echo suggested.

Woman found sare, convicted (May 7).

Article on crank telephone callers.

. Article about plight of poor in confronting bail bondsmen.

Woman on trial for poisoning husband.
Four people request closing of Glen Echo,

(Bradnik case--Pennsylvania--FBl agent killed.)

‘Woman found innocent of homicide (see May 17).

(Bradnik kidnapper shot dead--see May 17).

(Violence in Watts.)

Citizen group demands hearings on police misconduct cases,

Rare stamp collection stolen,

(Jury in Watts to find cause of outbreak.)
Man sought for 6 killings in Virginia,
More on killer of 6,

(Man stabs 2, seizes girl in Canada.)

Two brothers arrested for 6 murders (May 26).



June
June

June

June
June
June

June

June

June

June
June
June

June

June

June
June
June
June

June

June

10:

12:

v13:

14;
16:

18:
19:
20:

21;
22:

23:
26:
27:
28:

29:

30:

E-3

D.C. will offer free legal aid to indigents.
(Meredi th shot on march.)

(Shooting causes new demand for Rights Bill.)
Ex-policeman arrested for hold-up (suburbs).

Family terrorized, but extortion plan fails.
Bystander shot in hold-up.

Negro arrested with $20,000 in heroin.
Two women robbed in N.W,

Rights march in D.C.

(Chicago Puerto Ricans burn police car.)
Supreme Court makes confession ruling.
white gangs fight in Arlington.
(Government will pay ‘lawyers for poor.)
Gang members arrested (see June 16).
Wiretapping article,

FBI and wiretapping (feature).

Supreme-Courtiallows preruling confessions, also forced
blood sampling.

(Marchers and whites fight in Philadelphia.)

Convict gets new hearing in Virginia holdup case.
Virginia convict (June 22) freed when policeman confesses.
"poiice considered enemies of society.“l(Feature})

INegro patience with police at end." (Feature,)
Police try to reevaiuate relations with poor.

Police voted raise, New'police training planned.

Senator's car shot at.
(FB! agent admits phone bugging.)

(Nevada governor demands prosecution of FBI agents.)
(See June 29.)



July 1:
July 5:
July 8:

July 9:
July 10:

July 14:

July 15:

<
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Article on race hatred as police problem.
Woman shot to death in N.E. market,
Delicatessen manager kills bandit.

1,000 inmates riot in Maryland prison,
(Two .klansmen convicted, four freed in Penn case.)

Crime Commission will recommend reducing number of D.C; police
precincts.,

(Shootings and arson in new Chicago violence.)
(8 nurses killed in Chicago.)

(Negro snipers and police trade shots in Chicago.)
Prisoner on assault charge claims mistreatment,





