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Executive Summary 

In this monograph 1973 to 1977 National Crime Survey victimization data 

are used to examine trends and patterns in the criminal behavior of juveniles, 

youthful offenders, and adults. The personal crimes of rape, robbery, assault, 

I 
i and personal larceny (purse snatch and pocket picking), and the commercial 

crime of robbery are examined. 

With respect to the serious criminal behavior of juveniles, this analysis 

has led to two major policy-relevant conclusions. First, juvenile crime is 

less serious -- in terms of weapon use, c~mpletion of theft, financial loss, 

and rate of injury -- than adult crime. Second, over the five year peri01 

studied here, juvenile crime did not become increasingly serious. 

Some findings include: 

1) In the period from 1973 to 1977 the total number arid rate 

of personal crimes attributable to juvenile (under 18 

years old) and youthful offenders (18 to 20 years old) 

remained relatively stable, although there was a slight 

increase in the number and rate of personal crimes 

attributable to adults (21 or older). 

2) The vast majority of rapes were committed by adults, 

whereas the vast majority of personal larcenies were 
.~ 

committed by juveniles and youthful offenders. 

3) Although the number of o!fendere involved in the in-

cident varied substantially by type of crime, groups 

of three or more offenders were generally found much 

more often among juveniles than among adults. 

f 
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4) There was a systematic increase in the use of weapons 

, as the offender age group increased. In personal 9) Among all offender age grclups, the.tt occurred most 

crimes guns were rarely used by juveniles, and there often if two offenders were involved, less often if 

was no evidence that among juveniles weapon use generally, there were three or more offenders, and least often 

or gun use specifically, increased between 1973 and 1977. if only one offender was involved. 

5) Overall, there were no substantial differences in the 10) Juvenile involvement in robberies of businesses was 

rate, the seriousness, or the type of injury sustained substantially less than juvenile involvement in 

in crimes committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, 
robberies of persons, 

or adults. In addition, among all three offender age 

groups, the rate of physical injury to victims did not 

increase between 1973 and 1977. 

6) Among youthful offenders and adults the percent of 

victimizations involving injury increased as the number 

of offenders involved in the incident increased. 

7) In the theft-motivated crimes of robbery (both per-

sonal and commercial) and personal larceny, completion 

of the theft 'tvas directly related to the age of offender. 

In addition, financial losses due to theft of cash or 

property were least in the theft-motivated crimes by 

juveniles, and greatest in those by adults. 

8) Between 1973 and 1977 the percent of completed robberies 

by youthful offenders i~creased markedly; however there 

was no similar increase in completion for juveniles or 

adults. 
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Juvenile Criminal Behavior in the United States: Its Trends and Patterns 

Introduction 
\ 

In rgcent years, protJ.ems related to serious criminal behavior among 

juveniles have been given considerable attention by the media, the public, 

and various legislative bodies in the United States. For example, there 

seems to be a trend toward more severe penalties for juveniles who commit 
c 

serious crimes and an increasing propensity to treat such offenders as 

adults. These legislative changes have not been accompanied by systematic 

attempts to examine the nature and consequences of serious juvenile crime, 

and the extent to which these phenomena are indeed becoming more serious. 

Whether it is the theorist attempting to construct an explanation of 

delinquent or criminal behavior, or a practitioner attempting to have some 

preventive impact on the extent and social consequences of serious offend-

ing behavior, it is fruitless to begin without a firm empiri~al foundation 

of the phenomenon of concern. But more than this, the empirical foundation 

should be as free as possible of systematic biases that may distort the 

results in such a way as to obscure important aspects of the phenomenon, 

in this case S{:, "ious criminal behavior. 

Until the late ;I.950's, researchers interested in the nature, extent, 

and correlates of rlelinquent and criminal behavior relied almost exclusively 

on police and COt~rt records of offenses and offenders. With these official 

a;,~ta sources, the task of estimating the nature and extent of crime a$ well 

as its social location entails certain key assumptions. Most notably, the 

use of official data assumes that arrested persons are representative of 

offenders -- i.e., that there are no biases in the selection of offenders 

for arrest that are associated with the personal characteristics of offenders, 

with their levels of skill or experience, or loTith any other factors. 
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Contrary to this assumption it has been argued, for example, that less powerful 

groups are disproportionately selected for official processing from among 

those engaging in criminal behavior (e.g., Chambliss and Seidman, 1971; 

Quinney, 1970). Because age, race, and sex are variables that have been 

hypothesized to be differentially related to the probability of detection 

and arrest, it is crucial to have available a data source that does not re-

flect any criminal justice system biases that may exist. 

With the publication of their pioneering papers, Short and Nye (1957, 

1958) introduced an innovative "self-reportH technique that does not rely 

on the selection mechanisms of the criminal justice system for locating 

and identifying offenders. The self-report method, because it is independent 

of criminal justice processing, has an important advantage over data from 

police and court records; however, the self-report me,thod, as it has been 

used to date, has a critical disadvantage: criminal offenses that are of 

greatest social concern are not tapped in any meaningful way by this method. 

This limitation derives from two principal sources. First, serious criminality 

is sufficiently rare that general population surveys of the sizes typically 

used by self-report researchers -- generally fewer than 1500 respondents --

yield an insufficient number of serious crimes. Second, many self-report 

instruments do not contain items that even attempt to tap serious crime. 

Hence, although the self-report approach has provided some very useful 

information about minor delinquent offenses, it has not been an acceptable 

replacement for, or even a very useful supplement to, official data. 

Recently, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, in cooperation 

with the Bureau of the Census, has generated data about crime that, like 

self-reports, are independent of the selection mechanisms of the criminal 

justice system but, unlike self-reports, contain information about relatively 

l~ 
I 
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serious crimes. These data are generated by surveying very large probability 

samples of the general population in order to ascertain the nature and extent 

of criminal victimizations that may have been suffered by respondents. These 

National Crime Survey (NCS) results can shed important light on some of the 

basic questions surrounding serious criminal behavior. 

When respondents indicate that they hav~ experienced a criminal victimiza-

tion they are asked a series of detailed questions relating to every aspect 

of the offense: exactly what happened, when and where the offense occurred, 

whether any injury or loss was suffered as a result of the offens~, who was 

present during the offense, whether it was reported to the police, and what 

the victim perceived to be the offender's sex, race, and age group. 

On the basis of these limited offender data, it is possible to pose 

many important questions regarding the basic facts surrounding the offenses 

of various subgroups of offenders. For a variety of reasons alluded to 

above (e.g., the lack of serious crime in self-reports and the potential 

biases in police data), victimization survey data are likely to provide 

more adequate answers to these questions than either self-reports or police 

data. This is not to say, however, that victimization survey results as a 

source of data about offenders are without problems. There are four inter-

related limitations regarding the use of NCS data in connection with study-

ing offender characteristics. Firpt, because the source of the data is 

the victim's report, only a small number of visible offender. characteristics 

are available sex, race, age group, number of offenders, and relation-

ship (if any) to the victim. Second, little systematic work has been done 

to date on the accuracy of the victim's reports of these offender variables. l 

Third, because these data depend on reports of victims, the data include 

only offenses in which the victim sees the offender: rape, robbery, assault, 

---~-----------
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and personal larceny with contact between the victim and offender. Fourth, 

questions related to incidence versus prevalence cannot be resolved with 

these data; that is, whether the disproportionate number of males among 

offenders is due to a small proportion of males repeatedly offending or due 

to a large proportion of males rarely offending cannot be resolved with 

these data. Even within these limitations, however~ the NCS data hold 

potential that is not found in self-report or official data. 

This research monograph is intended to provide a descriptive analysis 

of serious crimes committed by juvenile offenders and the extent to which 

characteristics of these crimes and offender~ change over time. In parti-

cular, analyses will be presented to assess the extent to which patterns 

of offending have changed over the 1913 to 1977 period. For example, is 

the proportion of theft offenses due to rQbbery (in contrast to personal 

larceny) changing over time? To what extent are groups of offenders in

volved in serious crimes? What role does weapon use play in these offenses? 

How prevalent is injury to victims? How substantial are the financial 

losses incurred? What is the likelihood that both injury and loss will 

result from a victimization? In terms en these consequences to victims, 

has the seriousness of criminal victimization changed over time? 

Throughout this monograph three age groups of offenders will be ex-

amined. The first major group, juvenile offenders, are those offenders 

2 
perceived by their victims to be under 18 years of age. Occasionally in 

order to p~ovide finer age breakdowns, three subgroups of juvenile offenders 

will be differentiated: those under 12, those 12 to 14, and those 15 to 17 

years old. The second ll'ajor group, youthful offenders, are those offenders 

perceived by their victims to be 18 to 20 years old. The third major group, 

adult offenders, are those perceived by their victims to be 21 years of age 
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or older. The use of these three major age groupings of offenderr;l will permit 

analyses of age-related differences in offending •. Before turning to these 

findings, however, it is necessary to give s'ome attention to the data to be 

used in thes(a analyses. 

Description of the Data 

The data are from the NCS national sample, collected by the United 

States Bureau of the Census, in cooperation with the Law Enforcement Assis-

tance Administration. In the national survey, probability samples of both 

housing units and businessesi were selected on the basis of a stratified, 

multistage, cluster design. The data used in this monograph cover the 

period from 1973 to 1977. 3 

The total annual sample size for the national surveys is about 60,000 

households containing about 136,000 individuals and about 15,000 businesses 

(increased to about 50,000 businesses in July 1975). The total sample is 

composed of six independently selected subsamples of about 10,000 house

holds with 22,000 individuals and 2,500 businesses (increased to more than 

8,000 in July 1975). Each subsample is interviewed twice a year about 

victimizations suffered in the preceding six months. For example, in 

January 22,000 individuals (in 10,000 households) and representatives from 

8,000 businesses are interviewed. In the following month -- and in each 

of the next four succeeding months an independent probability sample 

of the same size is interviewed. In July, the housing units and business units 

originally interviewed in January are revisited and interviews are repeated; 

likewise, the original February sample units are revisited in August, the 

March units in September, etc. Each time they are interviewed in the 
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national survey, respondents are asked about victimizations that they may 

have suffered during the 6 months preceding the month of interview. 

Thus, the national survey is conducted using a panel design; the panel 

consists of addresses. Interviewers return to the same housing and business 

6 h If the fam{ly or business contacted during the last units every mont s. ~ 

interview cycle has moved, the new occupants are interviewed. If the unit 

no longer exists or is condemned, it is dropped from the sample, but new 

"d" 11 For household units this is units are added to the sample per~o ~ca y. 

accomplished by a continuing sample of new construction permits; new 

business units are added to the samples as they appea~ in the sampling seg

ments during each month's enumeration. No attempt is made to trace families 

or businesses that have moved. 4 Housing units in the panel are visited 

a maximum of seven times, after which they are rotated out of the panel 

and replaced by a new, independent probability sample; maximum time in the 

f h " "t then {s 3 years There is no provision for sample or any ous~ng un~ , , ~ . 

the rotation of sampled business units. 

d " h" h represent est{~~tes of crimes The data reporte ~n t ~s monograp ~ ... 

occurring in the United State, based on weighted sample data. 5 It is 

possible to make these estimates because a probability sample of respondents 

was surveyed. The interview completion rate in the national sample is about 

95 percent or mo're of those selected to be interviewed in any given period, 

and hence population estimates are relatively unbiased. 

The bulk of this monograph will be concerned with the personal crimes 

of rape, robbery, assault, and personal larceny (pocket picking and purse 

snatch). The final section of the monograph examines the commercial crime 

: ...... , 
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of robbery.6 Although the survey also collects data on the household crimes 

of burglary, larceny from the household, and motor vehicle theft as well 

as the commercial crime of burglary, these crimes will not be included here. 

As indicated above, the analysis requires reports from victims regarding 

what transpired during the event particularly regarding offender character-

istics such as the perceived age of the offender -- and hence only those 

crimes generally involving contact between victims and offenders will yield 

this information. The details about what happened during the event are 

7 
gathered by ~eans of personal interviews with the victims themselves. 

Depending on whether. one or more than one offender is reported by the 

victim to have beer:i involved in the incident, victims are asked one of two 

series of questions relating to offender characteristics (see NCS household 

interview schedule in Appendix A and the NCS commercial interview schedule 

in Appendix B). If a lone offender victimized the respondent, that offender'~ 

characteristics are simply recorded. If more than one offender was involved 

it is, of course, possible to have offenders of different ages, sexes, and 

races. Because age is used repeatedly throughout this monograph, Appendix 

C explains in detail how each of the offender a.ge variables was created. In 

general, the tables and figures shown in this monograph in which both 10ne

and multiple-offender incidents are included, use the age of the oldest of 

the multiple offenders. Preliminary analysis shows that more often than 

not multiple offenders fall into the same age group; for this reason, 

whether the youngest or the oldest of the multiple offenders is used has 

little impact on the results. 

On the basis of the details of precisely what transpired -- whether 

force or threat of force was used by the offender, whether some theft was 

,---.-~, - ,.------
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attempted or completed, whether serious injury was sustained, etc. -- crimes 

are classified according to definitions used in the UniforIil Crime Reports 

(Webster,1978). The elements constituting these definitions are shown in 

Appendix D for ea,ch of the maj or types of crime used herein. 

Patterns of Offending 

With the data available, one of the most general questions to be asked 

is whether the raw number of victimizations by juveniles has increased sub

stantially in the 1973-1977 period or whether this is an impression, fostered 

perhaps by the media, but without firm empirical support. A related but 

distinct question is, among all crimes occurring has the proportion of 

offenses attributable to juveniles increased markedly? Figure 1 shows that 

for the 1973 to 1977 time period, the trend lines representing the total 

raw number of personal victimizations (rapes, rohberies, assaults and 

A1-personal larcenies) attributable to each age group are relatively flat. 

though there was in this period a slight gradual increase in the total raw 

number of crimes attributable to adult offenders (about 12 percent) and an 

even slighter increase in the total raw num~er of crimes attributable to 

youthful offenders (about 5 percent), there was a decrease of more than 

13 percent in total raw number of crimes attributable to juvenile 

offenders. This figure shows the raw number of personal victimizations, 

but because the number of potential offenders in each of the age groups 

ShOWll was relatively constant in this period, data on age-specific rates 

of offending (discussed below, see Figure 2) produce similar conclusions. 

As is evident from Figure 1, the aggregate raw number of rape, robbery, 

assault, and personal larceny victimizations accounted for by adults every 

year was more than that for offenders in the other age groups combined. 

Juvenile offenders accounted for about one-quarter of the raw number of 

r, 
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Total estimated raw number of personal crlmli!s, by age of offender a and year, 
NeS national data, 1973-1977 b 
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3,305 •••• Offenders 

. . .... 
3 220 

3,270 • ••••••••• 21 or older 
3171 ' ......... 111 ••• 

111
• 

, ....... ~ ........................ . 

1,359 - 1,267 1,311 
1,231 1,179 Offenders 

12 to 17 

946 943 995 --------- 916 896 -- Offenders -----~ ..... ---- 18 to 20 
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1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 

a Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

b These figures exclude incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there was 

one or more than one offender. Also excluded are victimizations (about 1 percent of the total) committed by offenders 
perceived to be under 12 years of age. 
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total personal victimizations for 1973 to 1977; youthful offenders accounted 

for one-sixth and adult offenders for almost three-fifths of these incidents. 

When the data are dis aggregated by type of crime (Table 1) the proportion of 

incidents of each type (rape, robbery, assault, and larceny) accounted for 

by the respective age groups is similar across years~ However, there is 

some important variation across type of crime: the age distribution for 

personal larceny shows substantial involvement of the younger age groups, 

but the distribution for rape is skewed toward the oldest age group. More 

specifically, in the 1973 to 1977 period (aggregate data not shown) juvenile 

offenders accounted for 32 percent of all personal larcenies but only 8 

percent of all rapes; adults accounted for 38 percent of the former but 

76 percent of the latter. 

Owing to the fact that there are, for example, far more adults than 

persons aged 18-20, it is important to re-cast the data in Figure 1 on the 

raw number of victimizations committed by each age group into age-specific 

rates of offending. In Figure 2, the data presented in Figure 1 have been 

converted to rates of offending per 100,000 of the general population in 

each age grqup, by dividing the raw number of v'ictimizations attributed to 

a given age group by the number ot persons in the general population who 

fall within that age group, times 100,000. For example, in 1977 Figure 1 

shows that adult offenders accounted for an estimated 3,551,000 personal 

crimes. In the general population in 1977 there were an estimated 137,507,165 

adults. Thus the 1977 rate of adult offending shown in Figure 2 (2,582) 

is equal to (3,551,000 . 137,?07,165) x 100,000. 

Figure 2 shows that in the 1973 to 1977 period, the age-specific ~ 

of offending for adults evidences a slight increase (4 percent), but the 

comparable rate for juveniles (aged 12 to 17)8 shows a decrease (11 percent). 

.1 
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Table 1 Percent distribution of detailed age of offender~ by type of crime and by year, Nes national data, 
1973-l977b 

Year and 
type of crime 

1973: 
Rape 

Robbery 

Aggravated easault 

SilIlple assault 

Personal larceny 

Total 

1974: 
Rape 

Robbll1:y 

AAgravated assault 

Salp1e assault 

Personal larceny 

Total 

1975: 
Rape 

Robbery 

Aggravated assault 

Simple assault 

Peraonal larceny 

Total 

1976: 
Rape 

Robbery 

Aggravated assault 

Simple assault 

Personal larceny 

Total 

1977: 
Rape 

Robbery 

Aggr~vated assault 

Simple assault 

Personal larceny 

Total 

Under 12 

1 

o 

1 

1 

4 

1 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

12 to 14 

2 

6 

5 

9 

10 

7 

1 

7 

·5 

8 

9 

7 

o 

6 

5 

9 

11 

7 

3 

6 

5 

8 

7 

7 

1 

6 

5 

6 

7 

6 

Detailed age of offender 

15 to 17 

10 

20 

14 

18 

18 

17 

6 

18 

11 

17 

21 

16 

6 

16 

10 

16 

24 

14 

4 

18 

13 

17 

19 

16 

'8 

·15 

12 

14 

17 

14 

18 to 20 

11 

19 

16 

16 

21 

16 

13 

19 

15 

16 

17 

17 

11 

20 

16 

15 

14 

16 

].2 

18 

15 

15 

21 

16 

13 

18 

15 

17 

18 

16 

21 or 
older 

73 

50 

60 

56 

36 

55 

77 

SO 

64 

55 

40 

57 

77 

50 

64 

57 

37 

57 

80 

52 

63 

57 

40 

58 

76 

54 

6~ 

59 

41 

59 

Don't (Eatilllllted nWllber 
know of victimizationa) 

4 

6 

4 

2 

12 

4 

4 

6 

3 

2 

11 

4 

6 

7 

4 

2 

11 

4 

1 

5 

3 

2 

13 

4 

6 

4 

2 

16 

4 

100% 
(160,646) 

100 
(1,1'15,291) 

100 
(1,646,174) 

100 
(2,516,418) 

100 
(297,493) 

100 
(5,736,021) 

100 
(163,008) 

100 
(1,174,078) 

100 
(1,663,944) 

100 
(2,386,931) 

100 
(304,934) 

100 
(5,692,894) 

100 
(150,633) 

100 
(1,111,219) 

100 
(1,:;41,278) 

100 
(2,603,450) 

100 • 
(306,628) 

100 
(5,713,208) 

100 
(143,965) 

100 
(1,084,161) 

100 
(1,616,091) 

100 
(2,611,859) 

100 
(289,308) 

100 
(5,745,384) 

100 
(153,064) 

100 
(1,058,999) 

100 
(1,654,751) 

100 
(2,897,037) 

100 
(252,237) 

100 
(6,016,086) 

alncludea perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 
b 
Thia table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) 1n ~hich the victim did not know whether there was 
one or more than one offender. 
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FIGURE 2 Estimated rates of offending in total personal crimes (per 100,000 persons in each population 
subgroup), by year and age of offender, a NCS national data, 1973-1977 b 
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1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 

Population Base: 

12 to 17 24,881,521 24,962,923 24,910,271 24,661,508 24,291,303 

18 to 20 11,369,312 11,712,785 11,879,746 12,119,575 12,264,007 

21 or older 128,079,370 130,371,553 132,868,762 135,107,961 137,507,165 

a 
Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

Offenders 
18 to 20 

Offenders 
12 to 17 

Offenders 
21 or older 

b These figures exclude incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there was one 
or more than one offender. Also excluded are victimizations (about 1 percent of the total) committed by offenders 
perceived to be under 12 years of age. 

c Percent change from previous year. 
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Thus, the 1973-77 trend of the rate of juvenile offending, as shown in these 

data, is down, not up. Having said that about the rate trend data, what 

does Figure 2 show about the comparative rates of offending of the three 

age groups? The data show that in each year the rate of offending for the 

18 to 20 year old group is substantially higher than that for the 12 to 17 

year old group, whose rate in turn is higher than that for the adults. Be-

cause the relative rate of offending of these three groups is the 

subject of a subsequent monograph (Hindelang and McDermott, 1981), 

we will not focus on rates of offending in the rest of this monograph but 

instead will give attention to patterns of offending and trend aspects in 

the data. 

In sum, with respect to these aspects of the data presented to this 

point, they suggest slight and generally decreasing variations in juvenile 

offending by year, and indicate that the vast majority of rapes reported 

to NCS interviewers are committed by adults, whereas the majority of per-

sonal larcenies reported to survey interviewers are committed by youthful 

and juvenile offenders. Thus, to the extent that recent legislative changes 

are premised on the assumption of generally increasing involvement of 

juveniles in violent personal offenses or on the assumption that juveniles con

stitute an increasing proportion of those committing violent personal offenses, 

the data presented to this point simply do not support such changes. 

It is possible that although neither the extent of juvenile offending 

nor the proportion of offenses attributable to juveniles has increased 

markedly, that the seriousness of the personal crimes committed by them 

has increased. In subsequent sections we will examine elements of the offenses 

that contribute to seriousness -- weapon use, injury, and financial loss. 

17 

~efore entering a detailed examination of the seriousness of personal crimes 

committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults, we will briefly ex

amine the number of offenders involved in these crimes. 

Group Involvement 

Group involvement (in the sense that the offender has one or more 

accomplices) is sometimes considered an aggravating circUIl'..stance in l::l.tatutory 

grading schemes, and in this sense, it may be viewed an an indicator of 

seriousness. However, in this monograph, group inv'olvement is not analyzed 

as a dimension of seriousness. Rather, the number of offenders invo~ved in 

criminal victimizations is examined because it is one of the factors that 

appears from prior research and theory to differentiate juvenile from adult 

crime. 

Popular conceptions of criminal behavior, particularly juvenile delinquency, 

give prominence to the role played by companions. F h rom a t eoretical point 

of ' view the group, gang, or subculture has played a central role in explana-

tions of juvenrle and adult criminal behavl."or. Th " e maJor twentieth century 

criminological theorists -- Thrasrler, Shaw and M K S hId cay, ut er an , Sellin, 

Cohen, Matza, and Cloward and Ohlin -- have all emphasized the importance 

of peer support in the initiation and maintenance of delinquent and criminal 

behavior. In the NCS survey, victims are asked to report the number of 

rom t l.S l.n ormation about the number of offenders who victl."ml."zed t~em. F h"" f 

offanders it is possible to investigate accompanied offending. Although it 

seems reasonable to infer that offenders who commit their crimes with com

panions are receiving group support for their illegal behaVior, it does 

not necessarily follow that lone offenders are without peer support for 

their crimes. That is, lone offenders may receive encouragement, training, 

r 
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and support from peers despite the fact that they are alone for the execution 

of the offense. With this limitation in mind, let us turn to the data on 

companionship in offending. 

The first question to be posed with respect to group involvement in 

offending is simply how frequent is it? Table 2 shows that the number of 

offenders involved in criminal victimizations varies subst~ntially by type 

of crime. For example, four-fifths of the rapes but fewer than half of 

the robberies involve lone offenders. At the other extreme, three or more 

offenders are relatively infrequently involved together in the same incident. 

For example, in robbery which shows the highest incidence of "three or more" 

offending, only about one-quarter of the incidents involve three or more 

offenders; rape incidents are least likely to involve more than a pair of 

offenders (10 percent). In sum, <?ffending in groups of t~lree or more is much 

less common than is lone offending. An examination of changes in the extent 

of group offending in the 1973 through the 1977 period revealed general 

stability in patterns of group offending. (Data not shown in tabular form.) 

For example, for all personal crimes as a whole the proportion of lone offenders 

ranged only from 63 percent to 68 percent while the proportion of incidents 

involving three or more offenders was similarly homogeneous across these 

years, ranging from 17 to 20 percent. 

To what extent do these patterns vary by the offender's age? Figure 

3 presents percentages that show the relationship between the perceived age 

of the offender and the percentage of all incidents in a given age group 

that involved three or more offenders. The figure shows that there is an 

overall tendency for the number of "three or more" incidents to decrease 

with age. The decline is steepest for rape ~~ere the percentages decrease 

from 23 for offenders perceived to be under 18 years of age, to 17 for those 
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Table 2 Percent distribution of the number of offenders in personal victimiz'ations, 
by type of crime, NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregatea 

Number of offenders (Estimated 
Type of Three Don't number of 

crime One Two or more know victimization~ 

Rape 80 10 10 a 100% 
(771,3116) 

Robbery 44 28 27 a 100 
(5,543,747) 

Aggravated 615 13 20 a 100 
assault (8,122,237) 

Simple 72 ],1 17 1 100 
assault (13,015,695) 

Personal 65 23 12 a 100 
larceny (1,450,599) 

aThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim 
did not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 
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FIGURE 3 Percent of personal victimizations with three or more offenders, by type of crime and 
age of offender, a NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate b 
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Under 18 18 to 20 

Age of offender 

22 Robbery 

16 Aggravated assault 

7 Rape 

21 or older 

a Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

b These figures exclude incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there was 
one or more than one offender. 

c This percent is based on the estimated number of victimizations committed by lone and multiple offenders 
in a given crime category. 
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9 18 to 20 years of age, to only 7 for adult rapists. A similar strong 

decline is apparent for robbery, where the percentages of incidents involving 

three or more offenders drop from 34, to 30, to 22 across the three age 

groups. The only exception to this trend is for aggravated assault incidents; 

for this crime the 18 to 20 year old offenders have the hj.ghest proportion 

of "three or more" offending (34 percent) and adult offenders the lowest 

(16 percent). 

In summary, although group involvement varies substantially by type of 

crime, groups of three or more offenders are generally found much more often 

among juveniles than among adult offenders. 

Use of Weapons 

When the American public reports being fearful of crime, they probably 

have in mind face-to-face personal confrontation in which there is potential 

for serious injury or even death. Personal crimes in which deadly weapons 

such as guns and knives are used undoubtedly engender more fear than those 

in which weapons are not used. Stereotypically, juvenile offenders rely 

on the use of force in face-to-face crimes, and media presentations often 

emphasize the use of deadly weapons by juveniles. It is therefore important 

to examine the presence of weapons in criminal victimizations committed by 

juveniles. 

The data presented in Table 3 indicate that there is little systematic 

variation across years in the presence of weapons in personal incidents 

reported to survey interviewers. For each year, however, there is a systematic 

increase in the presence of weapons as offender age group increases. For 

the 1973 ~o 1977 aggregate, juvenile offenders used a weapon in 27 percent 

of their incidents, while weapons were used in 36 percent of the incidents 
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Table 3 Percent of weapon use in personal victimization, by year and age of offender,a 
NCS national dat.a, 1973-1977b 

Year 
Age of Offender 1973 1974 1975 1976. 1977 

Under 18 30c 28 24 28 27 
I (l,408.612)d '(1,315,793) (1,283,268) (1,344,078) (1,229,930) 

18 ~tp 20 38 38 38 34 33 
(945,891) (943,092) (916,220) (895,848) (995,371) 

21 or older 41 44 40 40 38 
(3,171,472) (3,220,457) (3,269,915) (3,304,914) (3,550,662) 

Den't know 46 40 43 34 39 
(210,D46) (213,552) (243,804) (200,544) (240,123) 

Total 38 39 36 36 35 
(5,736,021) (5,692,894) (5,7l3,208) (5,745,384) (6,016,086) 

aIncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did 
not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

c Percent of weapon use. 

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with 
weapon use plus those without weapon use) on which percent shown is based. 
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by youthful offenders, and in 41 percent of those by adults. (Aggregate data 

shown in Table 5.) When the data are examined more closely to ascertain 

weapon type (Table 4), it is apparent that there is little systematic varia-

tion across age groups in the proportionate use of knives and other weapons; 

however, guns are about four times more likely to be used by adults than by 

juveniles. It is probably the case that guns are more readily available 

to adults than to juvenile offenders. Across the 1974 to 1977 period there 

was a gradual decline in the use of guns among adult offenders. 

As would be expected, the use of weapons is not independent of type of 

crime. As Appendix D shows, by definition" personal larceny and simple assault 

cannot involve the use of a weapon. Also by definition, rape and robbery 

involve the actual use of force or the threat of force, and it is likely 

that weapons will be used in these offenses to give credence to such threats. 

Owing to the relationship between offender's age and type of crime noted in 

the previous section, it is essential to examine the presence of weapon data 

by type of crime. 

As shown in Table 5, almost all of the aggravated assaults, half of the 

robberies, one-quarter of the rapes, and (as required definitionally) none 

of th~ simple assaults or larcenies, involve weapons. It is interesting 

to note parenthetically that most of the aggravated assaults do not in-

volve any injury (as will be shown below) and are only classified as aggravated 

because of the presence of a weapon. Since the proportion of all assaults 

that are aggravated increases with age, if all assaults were aggregated, 

the proportionate increase in weapon use with offender age would be apparent 

for assaults as it is for robbery and rape. When the robbery and aggravated 

assault data are dis aggregated by year (Ta~le 6) it can be seen that the 

increasing proportionate use of guns with offender age generally maintains 
" 
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Table 4 Percent of type of weapon used in persoeal victimization, by year and age of 
offender,a NCS national data, 1973-1977 

Type of weapon and Year 
ase of offender 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 

Gun: 

Under 18 3c 5 4 5 4 
(1,408,612)d 0,315,793) 0,283,268) (1,344,078) 0,229,930) 

18 to 20 10 9 11 8 9 
(945,891) (943,092) (916,220) (895,848) (995,371) 

21 or older 18 20 16 15 14 
(3,171,472) (3,220,457) (3,269,915) (3,304,914) (3,550,662) 

Don't know 22 18 22 16 18 
(210,046) (213,552) (243,804) (200,544) (240,1:<::1) 

Total 13 14 t3 12 12 
(5,736,021) (5,692,894) (5,713,208) (5,745,384) (6,,016,086) 

Knife: 

Under 18 12 10 8 10 9 
0,408,612) 0,315,793) (1,283,268) .(1,344,078) (1,229,930) 

18 to 20 14 14 13 9 10 
(945,891) (943,092) (916,220) (895,848) (995,371) 

21 or older 11 12 12 12 11. 
(3,i71,472) (3,220,457) (3,269,915) (3,304,914) (3,550,662) 

Don't know ,12 10 9 5 7 
(210,046) (213,552) (243; 804) (200,544) (240,123) 

Total 12 12 11 11 10 
(5,736,021) (5,692,894) (5,713,208) (5,745,384) (6,016,086) 

Other weapon: 

Under 18 14 12 12 14 13 
(1,408,612) (1,315,793) (1,283,268) (1,344,078) (1,229,930) 

18 to 20 15 15 14 17 15 
(945,891) (943,092) (916,220) (895,848) (995,371) 

21 or older 12 13 13 13 14 
(3,171,472) (3,220,457) (3,269,915) (3,304,914) (3,550,662) 

Don't know 12 10 10 Ii 14 
(210,046j (213,552) (243,804) (200,544) (240,123) 

Total 13 13 13 14 14 
(5,736,021) (5,692,894) (5,713,208) (5,745,384) (6,016,086) 

sIncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excluaes incidents (about 6 percent of th~ total) in which the victim did not 
know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

cPercent with psrticular type of weapon used. 

dNumber in parentheses,shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with type of 
weapon use plus those without type of weapon use) on which percent shown is based. 
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Table 5 Percent of weapon use in personal victimization, by type of crime and age of 
offender,a NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregateb 

Age of 
offender 

Under 18 

18 to 20 

21 or older 

Don't know 

Total 

Rape 

30 
(92,388) 

30 
(588,917) 

9 
(27,278)e 

28 
(771,316) 

Robbery 

30 
(1,335,536) 

48 
(1,043,946) 

60 
(2,827,631) 

51 
(336,634) 

50 
(5,543,747) 

Type of crime 
Aggravated 
Assault 

95 
(1,464,012) 

94 
(1,250,659) 

94 
5,120,474) 

95 
(287,092) 

95 
(8,122,237) 

Simple 
Assault 

o 
(3,274,882) 

o 
(2,043,230) 

o 
(7,421,949) 

o 
(275,635) 

o 
(13,015,695) 

Personal 
Larceny 

o 
(444,519) 

o 
(266,199) 

o 
(558,449) 

o 
(181,431) 

o 
(1,450,599) 

alncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

Total 

27 
(6,581,681) 

36 
(4,696,422) 

4.1 
(16,517,420) 

40 
(1,108,070) 

37 
(28,903,594) 

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the v.ictim did not 
know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

,cPercent of weapon use. 
d Number in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with weapon 

use plus those without weapon use) on which percent shown is based. 

~stimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable. 

, , 
: 



26 

Table 6 Percent of robbery and aggravated assault victimizations in which a gun was 
used, by year and age of offender,a ~CS national data, 1973-1977b 

Type of crime and Year 
age of offender Ig73 1974 1975 1976 1977 

Robbery: 

Under 18 5c 3 5 6 4 
(484,71l)d (295,028) (251,488) (273,320) (230,989) 

18 to 20 20 19 19 10 23 
(208,271) (224,116) (226,887) (193,702) (190,970) 

21 or older 32 29 31 26 26 
(552,328) (588,168) (557,093) (560,879) (569,162) 

Don't know 20 22 31 16 25 
(69,981) (66,765)e (75,750) (56,260)e (67,877) 

Total 22 20 23 17 21 
(1,1l5,~91). (1,174,078) (1,111,219) (1,084,161) (1,058,999) 

Aggravated assault: 

Under 18 9 18 15 16 14 
(336,267) (289,171) (243,348) (304,577) (290,646) 

18 to 20 20 17 22 22 18 
(263,971) (254,927) (239,849) (238,948) (252,963) 

21 or older 39 41 35 33 33 
(987,705) (1,067,471) (990,761) (1,022,149) (1,052,388) 

Don't know 55 46 46 46 40 
(58,229)e (52,373)e (67,320) (50,417)e (58,753)e 

Total 30 34 31 29 27 
(1,646,174) (1,663,944) (1,541,278) (1,616,091) (1,654,751) 

aIncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did 
not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

cPercent in which a gun was used. 

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with a 
gun used plus those without a gun used) on which percent shown is based. 

t:> 

-Estimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable. 
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for each type of crime within years, and that the small decline in the use 

of guns across years by adults (as Table 4 had suggested) is still evident. 

Overall, the presence of weapon data indicate that the most deadly weapon, 

a gun, is rarely used by juveniles in robberies or aggravated assaults. The 

proportionate gun use and weapon use of youthful offenders generally falls 

between that of juveniles and adults. There is no evidence that among 

juveniles weapon use, generally, or gun use, specifically, has been increasing 

over time; the evidence suggests a small decline in the use of guns among 

adult offenders. 

Injury 

One of the more popular notions about personal crimes (rapes, robberies, 

and assaults) committed by juveniles is that, unlike crimes committed by 

adults, they entail much gratuitous violence. Beating, stabbing, punching 

and other forms of physical assault beyond what is necessary to control the 

victimYs behavior are thought to be characteristic of juvenile crime. Thus, 

juveniles not only steal purses from elderly women, they steal purses and 

they brutally assault their victims. If this conception of juvenile crime 

has some basis in fact, that is, if there is much more "capricious" violence 

in juvenile crimes, then it would be expected that they would involve serious 

physical injury to victims more often than would crimes committed by adults. 

Greater injury might also be expected because juveniles, cont~asted to adults, 

more often rely on the ~ of physical force instead of the threat of weapons 

to accomplish their ends. It is important, then, to investigate the extent 

to which crimes committed by juveniles, compared with crimes committed by 

youthful offenders and adults, result in physical injury to their victims. 

A separate question is whether over the five year period studied here the 

injury inflicted in crimes committed by juvenile~, youthful offenders, and 
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adults, has increased. 

In the NCS interview, victims who were attacked were asked if they 

suffered any injuries. The victims who reported suffering any kind of in-

jury -- from less serious types of injury such as cuts and bruises to more 

serious types of injury such as gunshot or knife wounds -- were asked if they 

were injured to the extent that they needed medical attention. In this 

context, medical attention is defined as care given by a trained professional 

medical person (such as a doctor, nurse, medic, or dentist) either on the 

scene, at an office, or at a hospital. 

The data in Table 7 show the extent of injury in total personal victimiza-

tion (including rape, robbery, aggravated assault, simple assault, and per-

sonal larceny), by age of offender. A threefold classification of victimiza-

tions is used in this table: 1) those in which the victim was not injured, 

2) those in which the victim was injured but did not need medical attention, 

and 3) those in which the victim was injured to the extent that medical 

attention was necessary. In total personal victimization there was no 

variation, by age of offender, in the percent of victimizations which re-

suIted in some type of injury. Among all three offender age groups almost 

3 out of 10 crimes resulted in some injury to the victim. More often than 

not, when the victim sustained injury, medical attention was not necessary; 

thus, the data here also suggest that victims of juveniles, youthful 

offenders, and adults generally received less serious types of physical in-

10 jury. There is some variation, by age of offender, in the seriousness of 

the injury sustained; however, this difference is the opposite of what might 

have been expected on the basis of popular conceptions of the use of violence 

by juveniles. Crimes committed by adults resulted in physical injury to the 

extent that medical attention was necessary slightly more often than those 
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Table 7 

Age of 
offender 

Under 18 

18 to 20 

21 or older 

Don't know 

Total 

29 

Percent distribution of injury to the extent that medical attention 
a was necessury in personal victimi~tion, by age of offender, NCS 

nation,a1 data, 1973-1977 aggregate 

Injurz: 
No Injury, but Injury and ~stimated number 
injurz: no medical attention medical attention of victimizations) 

72 22 7 100% 
(6,581,681) 

71 20 9 100 
(4,696,422) 

71 18 11 100 
(16,517,420) 

72 14 14 100 
(1,108,070) 

71 19 10 100 
(28,903,594) 

aInc1udes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the 
victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 
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committed by juveniles (11 percent compared with 7 percent). 

The survey data in Table 8 indicate that the proportion of victims 

injured durin,g criminal victimizations connnitted by juveniles, youthful 

offenders, and adults did not increase in the years from 1973 to 1977. In 

each offend~r age group, over the five year periud the percent of victims 

injured to the extent that medical attention was necessary was remarkably 

stable -- 6 or 7 percent in crim~s by juveniles, 9 or 10 percent in crimes 

by youthful offenders, and 11 or 12 percent in those by adults. 

Five-year aggregate data in Table 9 present, by type of crime and age 

of offender, the percent of victims inj ured to the extent that medic,al 

attention was necessary. Among juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults, 

the crimes most likely to result in physical injury to the extent that medical 

attention was necc~sary were rape (22 percent of the total) and aggravated 

assault (17 percent of the total). Among all three offender age groups, 

simple assault least often resulted in physical injury to the extent that 

medical attention was necessal7Y. (By definition, no injury can occur in 

personal larceny.) Also, for each type of crime, the pa ttern sho~m in 

Table 8 is present; that is, victims of adult offenders required medical 

attention slightly more often than did victims of juveniles. The largest 

difference is in robbery. Fifteen percent of the adult robberies, but 

only 6 percent of the juvenile robberies, resulted in injury to the extent 

that the victim required medical attention. 

In Table 10, these data on medical attention are broken out by offender 

age and by year for robbery and the assaults. Although there are a few 

minor variations by year, no real patterns of increasing or decreasing 

medical attention emerge. In each year from 1973 to 1977 injury to the 

extent that medical attention was necessary is most frequent in aggravated 
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Table 8 
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Percent injured to the extent that medical attention was necessary in 
personal victim~zation, by age of offender,a and by year, NCS national 
data, 1973-1977 

Year 
Age of offender 1973 1974 1975 1976 

Under 18 6c 7 7 7 

1977 

7 
(1,408,6l2)d (1,315,793) (1,283,268) (1,344,078) (1,229,930) 

18 to 20 10 9 9 10 9 
(945,891) (943,092) (916,220) (895,848) (995,371) 

21 or older 11 11 12 12 11 
(3,171,472) (3,220,457) (3,269,915) (3,304,914) (3,550,662) 

Don't know 18 17 12 11 11 
(210,046) (213,552) (243 J 804) (200,544) (240,123) 

Total 10 10 10 10 10 
(5,736,021) (5,692,894) (5,713,208) (5,745,384) (6,016,086) 

alncludes uerceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excludes ~ncidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the 
victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

cPercent with injury to the extent that medical attention was necessary. 

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated tDtal number of victimizations (those 
with injury ~ those without injury) on which percent shown is based. 

), 

0 

\f 

iJ 
l! 
I; 

;1 
! ~ 

,. 
:1 

" 



,I 

Table 9 

32 

Percent injured to the extent that medical attention was necessary in 
personal victimization, by type ofbcrime and age of offender,a Nes 
national data, 1973-1977 aggregate 

Tlpe of Crime 
Age of Aggravated Simple Personal 
offender RaEe Robberl assault assault larceny Total 

Under 18 16c 
(62,733) d 

6 15 4 0 7 
(1,335,536) (1,464,012) (3,274~882) (444,519) (6,581,681) 

18 to 20 15 13 16 4 0 9 
(92,388) (1,043,946) (1,250,659) (2,043,230) (266,199) (4,696,422) 

21 or older 22 15 18 6 0 11 
(588,917) (2,827,631) (5,120,474) (7,421,949) (558,449) (16,517,420) 

Don't know 44 19 20 6 0 14 

Total 

(27,278)e (336,634) (287,092) (275,635) (181,431)" (1,108,070) 

22 12 17 5 0 10 
(771,316) (5,543,747) (8,122,237) (13,015,695) (1,450,599) (28,903,594) 

alncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did 
not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

cPercent injured to the extent that medical attention was necessary. 

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those ",ith 
injury plus those without injury) on which percent shown is based. 

t:! Estimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable. 
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Table 10 Percent injured to the extent th~t medical attention was necessary 
in personal xictimizatior" by type of cri~, by year, and by age 
of offender, NeS national data, 1973-1977 

Type of crime and 
age of offender 

Robbery: 
Under 18 

18 to 20 

21 or older 

Don't know 

Total 

Aggravated assault: 
Under 18 

18 to 20 

21 or older 

Don't know 

Total 

Simple assault: 
Under 18 

18 to 20 

21 or older 

Don't know 

Total 

1973 

7
c 

(284,71l}d 

14 
(208,271) 

13 
(552,328) 

27 
(69,981) 

i 13 
<1,115,291) 

, 14 
(3~6,268) 

i6 
(263.,971) 

18 
(987,705) 

21. 
(58,229) e 

17 
(1,646,174) 

3 i 
(673,700) 

4 
(393,087, 

5 
(1,408.917) 

3 ' 
(40,715)~ 

4 
(2,516,418) 

1974 

5 
(295,028) 

10 
(224,116) 

14 
(588,168) 

24 
(66,765) e 

12 
(1,174,078) 

15 
(289,172) 

17 
(254,927) 

Year 

17 
(1,067,471) 

25 
(52,373) e 

17 
(1,663,944) 

5 
(624,01'1) 

4 
(391,425) 

6 
(1,318,001) 

12 
(53,488) e 

5 
(2,386,931) 

1975 

5 
(251,489) 

11 
(226,887) 

15 
(557,093) 

14 
(75,750) 

1976 

8 
(273,320) 

18 
(193,702) 

14 
(560,879) 

18 
(56,260)e 

12 13 
(1,111,219) (1,084,161) 

17 13 
(243,348) (304,578) 

13 17 
(239,849) (238,948) 

18 20 
(990,761) (1,022,149) 

21 16 
(67,320) (50,417)e 

17 18 
(1,541,278) (1,616,091) 

4 4 
(665,579) (679,016) 

6 3 
(389,275) (384,397) 

7 5 
(1,491,520) (1,492,533) 

o 
(57,076)e 

6 
(2,6~3,450) 

7 
(55,914)e 

5 
(2,611,859) 

1977 

3 
(230,989) 

11 
(190,970) 

16 
(569,162) 

15 
(67,877) 

12 
'(1,058,999) 

15 
(290,646) 

17 
(252,963) 

17 
(1,052,388) 

13 
(58,753)e 

16 
(1,654,751) 

5 
(632,570) 

5 
(485,046) 

6 
(1,710,980) 

9 
(68,441) 

6 
(2,897,037) 

alnc1udes perceived age o~ lone and ~~~ceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

b(!' ''1 table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did 
.- know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

cPercent injured to the ex~ent that medical attention was necessary. 

~umber in parentheses s!','Jws estimated total number of victimizations (those with 
injury plus those without. injury) on which percent shown is based. 

eEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable. 
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11 assault and least frequent in simple assault. In each year, for each type 

of crime, victims of adults required medical attention more often than victims 
o 

of juveniles. The largest offender age differences are in robbery; for 

example in 1977 medical attention was required by 16 percent of the robbery 

victims of adults but only 3 percent of the robbery victims of juveniles. 

So far the analysis has shown slight differences among juveniles, youth-

ful offenders, and adults in the percent of victims injured seriously enough 

to require medical attention. In order to explore the question of serious-

ness further, the amount of hospital medical care received by victims will 

be exami~ed. The survey victims who were injured to the extent that medical 

attention was necessary . ·.re asked if they received any treatment at a hospital, 

either emergency room treatment only or medical care requiring hospitalization 

overnight or longer. In this analysis, hospital treatment is an indicator 

of serious physical injury. In Table 11, the percent of seriously injured 

victims (victims receiving some hospital treatment, either emergency room 

or more) is shown by type of crime and age of offender for the five year 

aggregate. These data show that when serious physical injury is examined, 

the patterns which emerged in the above tables are not altered. Although 

there are no substantial differences, victims of adults are slightly more 

likely to sustain serious physical injury than victims of juveniles (9 per-

cent compared with 4 percent in total personal victimization). Among all 

three offender age groups, rape and aggravated assault were the types of 

crime that most often resulted in injury that required some hospital treat-

ment. 

Injured victims were asked in the survey to report in detail the types 

of injury they sustained. The injuries reported by vict::i.ms fall into one 

or more of seven major categories: rape injuries, attempted rape injuries, 

Table 11 
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Percent receiving hospital treatment (emergency room or more) in 
personal victimization, by type of crimB and age of offender,a 
Nes national data, 1973-l977,aggregate 

Type of crime 
Aggravated Personal Simple 

A!!;e of offender RaEe R(!bber~ assault assault larcen~ Total 

8c 4 10 2 0 4 
Under 18 (62,733)d (1,335,536) (1,464,012) (3,274,882) (444,519) (6,581,681) 

8 9 12 3 0 7 
18 to 20 (92,388) (1,043,946) (1,250,659) (2,043,230) (266,199) (4,696,422) 

18 11 14 4 0 9 
21 or older (588,917) (2,827,631) (5,120,474) (7,421,949) (55:8,449) (16,517 ,420) 

27 16 17 4 0 11 
Don't know (27,278)e (336,634) (287,091) (275,635) (181,431) (1,108,070) 

Total 
16 9 13 3 0 7 

(771,316) (5,543,747) (8,122,237) (13,015,695) (1,450,599) (28,903,594) 

.; 

alncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the 
victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

cPercent receiving hosp~tal 'treatment (emergency 'room or more). 

~umber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those 
receiving hospital treatment plus those not receiving hospital treatment) 
on which percent shown is based~ 

eEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable. 
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knife or gunshot wounds, broken bones or teeth knocked out, internal in-

juries or knocked unconscious, minor injuries (such as bruises, cuts, and 
~I 

scratches), and other injuries. Table 12 shows in detail, by type of crime, 

the types of injury reported by victims of juveniles, youthful offenders, 

and adults. Most of the injuries reported by injured victims of all three 

offender age groups were minor injuries such as bruises, cuts, and scratches. 

Hence, it is not surprising that most of the victims lITho were injured did 

not require medical attention (recall Table 7). Of those victims who were , 
I 

injured, minor injuries were reported by 6 out of 10 of the victims of rape, 

more than 8 out of 10 of the victims of robbery, three-·quarters of the victims 

of aggravated assault, and 9 out of 10 of the simple assault victims. Al-

though the most severe kinds of injury knife or gunshot wounds, broken 

bones, or internal injuries -- were rare, in robbery and aggravated assault 

these types of injury were reported slightly more often by injured victims 

of adults than by injured victims of juveniles. Generally, however, there 

is no strong relationship between type of injury sustained by victims who 

are injured and the age of the offender. 

Some general summary statements can be made about the nature and extent 

of physical injury in personal crimes committed by juveniles, youthful 

offenders, and adults. 

1) Overall, there were no substantial differences in the 

proportion of injured victims, the seriousness, or the 

type of injury sustained in victimizations committed by 

juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. Adult 

offenders slightly mor~ often than juveniles committed 

crimes resulting in injury to the extent that medical 

attention was necessary, and victims of adults were 

J 
\ ---

" 



"-. 

I 
L 

,-

" 
:i 

fi 
:1 

II 
!I 

-Ii 

iI 
;1 
r; 
;1 
I' 
1'1 

i 
" 

Table 12 Percent distribuiion of injury and type of injury in pergonal ·tictimization, by type of crime and 
age of offender, NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate 

Inju!)! T~l!e of injur~ 
Type of crime Attempted Knife or Broken bones Internal inju- Bruises. 
and age (Estimated number gunshot or teeth ries or knocked cuts, Other 
of offender No Yes of victimizations) wounds knocked out unconscious' scratches inju!)! 

Rape: 
100 

Under 16 68 32 (62,733) 28 43 a a 6 58 22 
100 

18 to 20 53 ~7 (92,388) 52 19 0 4 12 41 26 
100 

21 or older 45 55 (586,917) 52 26 2 4 6 60 14 
100 

Don't know 44 56 (27,278) d 84 8 a 0 15 55 7 
100 

Total 48 52 (771,316) 52 26 1 4 7 58 15 

Robbery: 
100 

Under 18 73 27 (1,335,536) (by def- (by def- 2 2 2 86 21 
100 inition inition 

16 to 20 66 34 (1,043,946) this type this type 5 6 6 67 11 
100 of crime of crime 

21 or older 66 34 (2,627,631) cannot cannot 7 10 9 61 17 
100 occur) occur) 

Don't know 56 44 (336,634) 7 12 20 86 16 
100 

Total 67 33 (5,543,747) 6 8 6 84 17 

Aggravated 
assault: 

100 
Under 18 61 39 (1,464,012) by def- (by def- 9 11 9 76 18 

100 inition inition 
18 to 20 66 34 (1,250,659) this type this type 6 16 10 77 17 

100 of crime of crime 
21 or older 68 32 (5,120,474) cannot cannot 14 18 14 76 15 

100 occur) occur) 
Don't know 67 33 (287,092) 15 16 18 72 19 

100 
Total 67 33 (8,122,237) 12 16 12 76 16 

Simple 
assault: 

100 (by def- (by def- (by def- (by def- (by d"f- 90 17 
Under 18 71 29 (3,274,882) inition inition inition iuition inition 

100 this type this type this type this type this type 
18 to 20 74 26 (2,043,230) of crime of crime of crime of crime of crime 92 17 

100 cannot caMot cannot cannot cannot 
21 or older 75 25 (7,421,949) occur) occur) occur) occur) 'occur) 90 18 

100 
Don't know 82 18 (275,635) 85 20 

100 
Tots1 74 26 (13,015,695) 90 18 

alncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 
b ' 
This table excludes incidents (about 6 p2rcent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there was one or more than 

CEstimated number of victimizations with injury. Percents may not total to 100, because this is a multiple response question. 

dEstlmate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable. 

~I 

(Estimated number
c 

of victimizations ) 

(19,910)d 

(43,148)d 

(326,282) 

(15, 335)d 

(404,675) 

(360,624) 

(356,150) 

(967,345) 

(147,064) 

(1,831,163) 

(568,796) 

(430,161) 

(1,625,474) 

(94,772) 

(2,719,203) 

(912,855) 

(522,964) 

(1,870,044) 

(48,666)d 

(3,354,530) 

one offi!nder. 
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slightly more likely to require hospital medical 

treatment than victims of juveniles. 

2) The rate of physical injury to victims of personal 

crimes committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and 

adults did not change in the five year period from 1973 

to 1977. 

Theft 

Theft of cash, property, or both is the intent of juveniles, youthful 

offenders, and adult criminals who commit the crimes of robbery, purse 

snatch, and pocket picking. Although it is not generally a theft-motivated 

crime, th,e crime of rape sometimes includes a theft component. This section 

examines the extent to which theft occurred in personal crimes committed by 

juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. 

There are several reasons for expecting that the theft-nlotivated crimes 

(robbery and personal larceny) committed by juveniles would less often re-

suIt in a theft actually occurring than those committed by adults. In 

traditional criminological theory, the juvenile delinquent commits a wide 

variety of delinquencies; he or she does not specialize. Juvenile offenders 

have also been portrayed as not fully committed to a criminal way of life. 

It would seem likely tha.t the delinquent's apparent lack of specialization 

would result in an absence of any real criminal sophistication. Further-

more, just as vocational skills are learned (i.e., acquired with age) in 

the law-abid~ng population, vocational '(and avocational) skills are also 

learned in the law-violating popUlation. It is probable, then, that youth 

in and of itself may make for relatively unskilled criminal behavior. 

The first question of interest, then, is whether there is any relation-

ship between the age of the offender and the extent to which various crimes 
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result in something being stolen from the victim. If adult criminals are 

h h do, ~t would be anticipated that the theft-more skilled in w at t ey ~ 

d b adults would be more successful, that is, motivated crimes committe y 

these adult crimes would more often result in something being stolen from 

the victim. 

aggregate data in Table 13 show the percent of victimizations Five-year 

in which something was stolen, by type of crime and age of offender. In 

h data indicate a direct relationship between robbery and personal larceny, t e 

the age of the offender and the percent of victimizations in which something 

was stolen. Fifty-three percent of the robberies committed by juveniles, 

58 percent of the robberies by youthful offenders, and 64 percent of the 

robber:i.es by adults. resulted in something (money and/or property) being 

stolen from the victim. In personal larceny the comparable figures are 70 

th ' 'les 76 percent among the youthful offenders, and percent among e Juven~ . , 

85 percent among the adults. Adding together the robbery and personal 

larceny col~mns in Table 13 and recomputing the percentages it is found that 

a theft occurred in 58 percent of the theft-motivated crimes by youthful 

offenders and adults. It appears, then, that as attention shifts from 

juveniles to youthful offenders to adults the probability of completion 

of theft increases in the theft-motivated crimes. 

Although theft was relatively rare in rape, the percent of rapes 

in which something was stolen also varied somewhat by age of offender. 

Six percent of the rapes by juveniles, 12 percent of the rapes by youthful 

offenders, and 10 percent of the rapes by adults involved a theft. 

From the last co1unm in Table 13 it can be seen that in total personal 

victimization (including rape, robbery, aggravated assault, simple assault, 

and personal larceny) the percent of crimes that resulted in theft did not 
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Age of 
offender 

Under 18 

18 to 20 
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Table 13 Percent of personal victimizations in which sometning was stolen, 
by type of crime and age of offender,a NCS national data, 1973-
1977 aggregateb 

TlEe of crime 
Aggravated Simple Personal 

RaEe Robberl assault assault larcenl Total 

6c 53 0 0 70 16 
(62,733)d (1,335,536) (1,464,012) (3,274,882) (444,519) (6,581,681) 

12 58 0 0 76 17 
(92,388) (1,043,946) (1,250,659) (2,043,230) (266,199) (4,696,422) 

10 64 0 0 85 14 
21 or older (588,917) (2,827,631) (5,120,474) (7,421,949) (558,449) (16,517,420) 

Don't 

Total 

18 70 0 0 93 37 
know (27,278)e (336,634) (287,092) (275,635) (181,431) (1,108,070) 

10 60 0 0 80 16 
(771,316) (5,543,747) (8,122,237) (13,015,695) (1,450,599) (28,903,594) 

aIncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the 
victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

cPercent with something stolen. 

~umber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations 
(those with something stolen plus those without something stolen) on which 
percent shown is based. ----

eEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable. 
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vary substantially by age of offender. Thus, although in the theft-motivated 

offenses there wa& a positive relationship between the occurrence of theft 

and age of offender (the older the offender, the more often something was 

stolen), there is no relationship between theft and age of offender in the 

total personal victimization. This lack of variation for total personal 

victimizations is due to differences in patterns of crime-mix among juveniles, 

youthful offenders, and adults. 

Another question of interest is whether the proportion of completed 

theft changed over the five year period from 1973 to 1977. The victimiza-

tion survey data in Table 14 show, by year, the percent of completed theft 

in the theft-motivated crimes (robbery and personal larceny) committed by 

juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. The only clear trend is found 

among the youthful offenders. In 1973, 57 percent of the theft-motivated 

crimes by youthful offenders resulted in theft; by 1977 this figure was 67 

percent. Among juveniles the percent of theft-motivated crimes in which 

something was stolen fluctuated between 1973 and 1977, but there was no 

overall trend. Among adult offenders, the percent with theft was fairly 

stable across the five year period. 

In Table 15 trends in the percent of theft are shown separately for 

the two theft-motivated crimes. Looking first at robbery, among the 

juveniles and adults there are some minor variations by year in the percent 

of robberies in which something was stolen but there is no distinct pattern. 

Similarly, in the total robbery victimization there is little change by year 

in the percent with theft. However, among the jouthful offenders (those 

perceived to be between 18 and 20 years old) the percent of robberies in 

which something was stolen increased steadily from 53 percent in 1973 to 

66 percent in 1977. It appears that the overall increase in theft by 
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Table 14 

Age of 
offender 

Under 18 

18 to 20 

21 or older 

Don't know 

Total 
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a . 
Percent of theft-motivated crimes in persona1bvictimization in 
which something was stolen, by age of offender and year, NCS 
national data, 1973-1977c 

Year 
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 

53
d 

61 59 55 60 
(379,377)e (391,870) (364,871) (350,018) (293,920) 

57 58 59 67 67 
(270,842) (275,490) (271,119) (255,305) (237,388) 

68 67 68 67 65 
(657,993) (710,012) (671,427) (675,091) (671,557) 

73 78 81 80 78 
(104,572) (101,639) (110,429) (93,055) (108,370) 

62 65 65 65 65 
(1,412,784) (1,479,012) (1,417,847) (1,373,469) (1,311,236) 

alnc1udes robbery and personal larceny. 

b Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

cThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the 
victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

dpercent with something stolen. 

~umber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with 
something stolen plus those without something stolen) on which percent shown is 
based. 
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Table 15 Percent of robbery and personal larceny victimizat.ions in which 
somethingbwas stolen, by year and age of offender,a Nes national data, 
19/3-1977 

Type of crime and Year 
age of offender 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 

Robbery: 
SOc 59 53 52 53 

Under 18 (284,711) d (295,028) (25f,489) (273,320) (230,989) 

53 54 56 61 66 
18 to 20 (208,271) (224,116) (226,887) (193,702) (190,970) 

64 64 65 63 62 
21 or older (552,328) (588,168) (557,093) (560,879) (569,162) 

63 71 75 76 67 
Don't know (69,981) (66,765)e (75,750) (56,260)e (67,877) 

58 61 61 60 61 
Total (1,115,291) (1,174,078) (1,111,.219) (1,084,161) (1,.058,999) 

Personal larceny: 
63 70 74 65 81 

Under 18 (94,666) (96,842) (113,382) (76,698) (62,93l)e 

71 78 75 86 70 
18 to 20 (62,571)e (5l,374)e (44,232)e (61,603) e (46,418)e 

87 83 85 87 HI, 
21 or older (105,665) (121,844) (114,334) (114,212) (102,395) 

94 93 93 87 97 
Don't know (34,59l)e (34,874)e (34,679)e (36~795)e (40,493)e 

77 79 80 81 82 
Total (297,493) (304,934) (306,628) (289,308) (252,237) 

alncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest mUltiple offender. 

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) j'1 which the victim 
did not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

cPercent with something stolen. 

d Number in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with 
something stolen plus those without something stolen) on which percent shown is based. 

eEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sanlp1e cases, may be statistically unreliable. 
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youthful offenders (shmm in Table 14) is due to increases in completed 

robberies by these offenders. In personal larceny, no marked overall trend 

is found; however, there are substantial fluctuation.s (generally increas-

ing with time) in the percent of personal larcenies by youthful offenders 

(in the 1973 to 1976 period only) that resulted in an actual theft. 

Up to this point the discussion has focused on the completion of theft 

in personal crimes committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. 

In the NCS intervi~w, victims are asked whether cash or property was taken. 

Victims who report that property was stolen are asked, "What was taken?" 

This section examines what kind of property was taken in robberies and 

personal larcenies by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. Unfortunately, 

the more refined "what was taken" categories in the survey instrument are of 

limited utility in answering this question. (See Appendix A, source code 

160). The victim's response til the "what was taken" question fell into 

one or more of the following categories: purse, wallet, car, other motor 

'"' vehicle, part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.), or "other." " . I 

The five year aggregate data in Table 16 show, by age of offender, 

what was stolen in robbery and in personal larceny. Looking first at 

robbery it is seen that of the total robbery victimizations, 60 percent 

involved theft. Cash only was stolen in 32 percent of the robberies with ,I 

theft. In the robberies in which something was stolen, 12 percent involved 

theft of a purse. 21 percent involved theft of a wallet, 5 percent involved 

theft of a car, other motor vehicle, or part of a car, and 50 percent in-

volved theft of "other" property. Because a substantial percentage of the 

robberies with theft involved theft of property simply classified as "other" 

it cannot be determined exactly what kind of property was taken. However, 

because many robberies occur in public locations such as streets or parks, 

45 
Table 16 Percent distribution of what was stolen in personal theft victimizations, by 

a 
type of cfiime and age of offender, NCS ~Qtianal data, 1973-1977 
aggregate 

Type of Theft 
crime and (Estimated 
age of number of Cash c 
~o~f~f~e~n~d~e~r ____ N~o __ Y~e~s __ v~i~c~t~im~i~z~a~t~i~o~n~s~-~o~~ly 

Robbery: 

Under 18 47 

18 to 20 42 

21 or older 36 

Don't know 30 

Total 40 

Personal 
larceny: 

Under 18 

18 to 20 

30 

24 

21 or older 15 

Don't know 7 

Total 20 

53 

58 

64 

70 

60 

70 

76 

85 

93 

80 

100% 
(1,335,536) 

100 
(1,043,946) 

100 
(2,827,631) 

100 
(336,634) 

100 
(5,543,747) 

100 
(444,519) 

100 
(266,199) 

100 
(558,449) 

100 
(181,431) 

100 
(1,450,599) 

31 

29 

32 

33 

32 

25 

15 

33 

20 

26 

Purse 

14 

19 

9 

15 

12 

46 

54 

25 

25 

36 

What was stolen 

Motord 

Wallet vehicle 

11 2 

23 4 

22 6 

31 4 

21 5 

44 o 

54 o 

47 1 

61 o 

49 o 

Other 

56 

48 

49 

44 

50 

24 

36 

20 

25 

25 

aIncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the 
victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

c"Cash only" victimizations involved no theft of property. However, cash, 

( Estimated e 

number of 
victimizations) 

(713,082) 

(600;496) 

(1,795,314) 

(236,732) 

(3~345,624) 

(311,974) 

(203,404) 

(475,980) 

(168,389) 

(1,159,746) 

in addition to property, may have been stolen in victimizations in which purses, 
wallets, motor vehicles, and other property was stolen. See footnote "e" below. 

~his category includes car, other motor vehicle, and part of car. 

eEstimated number of victimizations with theft. Row percents may total to 
over 100 percent because this is a mUltiple response question. Some of the 
thefts of property (purse, wallet, motor vehicle, and other) may have involved 
theft of cash in addition t@. property. 
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or in other places away from the home, it seems reasonable to infer that 

in many cases the "other" category includes articles such as watches, rings, 

other jewelry, and similar valuables that people normally wear or carry in 

public. The data in Table 16 show only small variations in "what was taken" 

in robbery among the offender age groups. 

Also from Table 16, the data show that of the total personal larcenies 

with theft, about one-quarter involved theft of cash only, more than one-

third involved theft of a purse, one-half involved theft of a wallet, and 

one-quarter involved theft of "other" property. The difference between this 

distribution in personal larceny and that found in robbery makes sense in 

light of the nature of the crimes included in personal larceny (purse snatch 

and pocket picking). Note, however, some interesting differences by age 

of offender in "what was stolen" in personal larceny. Juveniles and 

youthful offenders stole purses about as often as they stole wallets; how-

ever, adult offenders stole wallets substantially more often than p\~rses. 

There are ,a variety of interpretations that can be offered for this finding. 

Juveniles and youthful offenders (compared with adults) may engage in purse 

snatch relatively more often than pocket picking because the former requires 

less skill. The data (not shown in tabular form) indicate that about two-

thirds of the personal larcenies by juveniles are purse snatches, whereas 

two-thirds of the personal larcenies by adults are pocket pickings. Related 

to .this, juveniles and youthful offenders may choose different victims than 

adults; they may choose women more often than men. This latter question is 

I d o 0 h 0 thO . 12 exp ore ln a companlon monograp ln lS serles. 

To summarize the major findings of this section of the report: 

1) In the theft-motivated crimes of robbery and personal 

larceny, completion of the theft was directly related 

-
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to the age of the offender. When success is judged 

by completion of theft, adults were more successful 

than youthful offenders, and youthful offende~s were 

more successful than juveniles. 

2) Offender age was not related to the percent of total 

personal victimizations that resulted in theft, but this 

was due to differences in crime-mix patterns across 

age groups. 

3) Between 1973 and 1977 the percent of robberies by 

youthful offenders in which 'something was stolen 

increased substantially. 

4) AnalYSis of "what was taken" in personal larceny 

showed that juveniles and youthful offenders stole 

purses about as often as they stole wallets, and 

adult offenders stole wallets substantially more 

often than they stole purses. 

Injury and Theft 

For victims of personal crimes physical injury and loss of money 

and/or property are the major consequences of victimization. The two 

preceding sections have focused in detail on the extent to which injury 

and theft were components of personal crimes -- rapes, robberies, assaults, 

and personal larcenies -- committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and 

adults. In this section injury and theft will be examined jointly in order 

to characterize the consequences of criminal victimizations committed by 

juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults more generally. 

Above it was found that in total personal victimization some physical 

injury to the victim occurred in about 3 out of 10 of the total crimes 
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committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. Something was 

stolen from the victim in 16 percent of the total crimes committed by 

juveniles, 17 percent of those committed by youthful offenders, and 14 per

cent ·of those committed by adults. (See Table 13.) When physical injury 

and theft are considered jointly, total personal victimization can be broken 

into four mutually exclusive outcome categories: 1) with theft and with 

injury, 2) with theft but without injury, 3) with injury but without theft, 

and 4) without theft and without injury. 

Pie charts with five year aggregate data in Figure 4 illustrate these 

four outcomes in total personal victimization committed by juveniles, youth

ful offenders, and adults. First, in the upper portion of the figure all 

personal victimizations are examined. It is readily apparent that there is 

little difference in outcome among the total crimes committed by juveniles, 

youthful offenders, and adults. Probably the most interesting observation 

from the top portion of Eigure 4 is that among all three offender age groups 

by far the largest proportion of .personal crimes reported to survey inter

viewers involve neither theft nor injury: six out of ten personal crimes 

resulted in neither physical injury to the victim nor theft of money or 

property. 

It is perhaps surpl=ising that such a large percentage of personal 

crimes in the NeS resulted in neither theft nor injury. In order to under

stand better the data in Figure 4 it is helpful to recall that the Nes data 

include both completed and attempted crimes. In fact, in the five-year 

aggregate data (not shown in tabular form) in this report only about 40 

percent of the total personal victimizations are classified in the NeS as 

completed victimizations. This proportion does not vary by age of offender. 

Forty percent of the total juvenile crimes, 41 percent of those by youth-
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FIGURE 4 Percent of personal victimIzations with a~y injury and/or theft, by age of offender,a NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate b 

Key 

CJ 

Under'18 

(2,680,686) e 

with theft 
with injury 

r777I with injury 
~ without theft 

Age of offender 

18 to 20 

(4,696,422) 

( 1 ,940,356) 

a Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

with theft 
without injury 

21 or older 

(6,450,729) 

.:vithout theft 
1///3 without injury 

b These figures exclude incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

c Percent of total victimizations. 
d Estimated total number of victimizations. 
e Estimated number of victimizations with some theft and/or injury outcome. 
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ful offenders, and 40 percent of those by adults are completed. 

In the lower portion of Figure 4 the victimizations ~nvolving neither 

theft nor injury are excluded and the percentages are calculated on a base 

including only the crimes with some injury and/or theft outcome. When this 

is done, "with injury without theft" is the most frequent outcome of 

victimizations committed by all offender age groups. About 6 out of 10 of 

the victimizations with some theft and/or injury consequence resulted in 

the victim sustaining some physical injury but having no money or property 

stolen. This is because together aggravated and simple assault (the crimes 

that cannot involve theft) constitute approximately 70 percent of the total 

personal victimizations in NeS. This outcome occurred most often in crimes 

with theft and/or injury consequences by adults (64 percent) and least often 

in those by youthful offenders (58 percent). 

By definition, both theft and injury can only occur in two types of 

crime, rape and robbery. (Assaults with theft are classified as robberies 

and personal larcenies with injury are classified as robberies.) Because 

rap.e constituted such a small proportion of total victimization (about 3 

percent), and because theft occurred so rarely in rape (about 10 percent), 

the vast majority of the "with theft with injury" victimizations arE} robberies. 

The lower portion of Figure 4 shows that only lout of 10 victimizations re-

suIted in both theft and injury. Youthful offenders most often, and 

juveniles least often, connnitted crimes which resulted in both injury and 

theft. Once again, the view that juvenile theft-offenses are characterized 

by gratuitous attacks on victims is simply not supported by the data. 

Are these findings affected by a simultaneous consideration of the 

number of offenders involved in the crime? The consequences of the 

victimization to the victim in terms of injury and loss could conceivably 
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be related to the number of offenders involved. For example, the mere 

presence of multiple offenders may convince a robbery victim not to resist 

but rather surrender his or he'r .property·. 0 1 i r, mu tple offenders, because of 

their disproportionate strength, may injure, rape, or assault victims more 

often than would lone offenders. T bl 17 a e presents data relating to injury 

and theft iu personal victimizations. 

The top portion of the table shows the proportion of all personal victims 

who were injured in the course of their v{ct{~{zat{on. F • .,,~. or offenders per-

ceived by their victims to be under 18 years of age, there is no increase 

in the proportion of victims who were injured as the number of offenders 

increases. For offenders in the 18 to 20 range, the:re is a slight increase 

in the injury rate as the number of offenders increases; for example, lone 

offenders in the 18 to 20 age group cause injury to their victims in 27 per

cent of the incidents comp'ared with 32 percent when there are three or more 

Among the adult offenders, the relation of injury to the number 

of offenders is slightly larger than it is i h 18 n t e to 20 year old group, 

offenders. 

ranging from 28 percent in the lone offender group to 35 percent in the 

three or more offenders group. 

The middle portion of Table 17 parallels the top portion but its focus 

is on the proportion of all personal victimizations in which a theft was 

completed. Although theft was more likely to occur if more than one 

offender was involved, in each of the three age Df offender subgroups, there 

is a curvilinear relation between the rate of completed theft and the 

number of offenders. In each age group, victimizations involving two offenders 

have the highest rate of completed theft, followed by victimizations in-

volving three or more offenders, with lone offenders having the lowest rate 

of completed theft. Among ad It ff d f u 0 en ers, or example, in the two-offender 
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Table 17 Percent of personal victimizations that resulted in theft and/or injury, by 
number of offenders and age of offender,a NCS national data, 1973-1977 
aggregateb 

Percent with theft 
and/or injury Number of offenders 

and age of offender One Two Three or more Don't know 

Injury: 
28c 27 29 30 Under 18 

(3,724,029) d (1,097,582) (1,703,716) (56,355)e 
18 to 20 27 28 32 40 

(2,564,689) (824,424) (1,287,146) (20,163) e 
21 or older 28 . 29 35 35 

(11,937,382) (2,241,309) (2,282,935) (55,794)e 

Theft: 
18 Under 18 12 23 18 

(3,724,0.29) (1,097,582) (1,703,716) (56,355) e 
18 to 20 14 30 17 7 

(2,564,689) (824,424) (1,287,146) (20,163)e 
21 or older 9 32 22 26 

(11,937,382) (2,241,309) (2,282,935) (55,794)e 

Injury and theft: 
Under 18 2 6 5 4 

(3,724,029) (1,097,582) (1,703,716) (56,355)e 
18 to 20 3 8 6' 7 

(2,564,689) (824,424) (1,287,146) (20,163)e 
21 or older 7 2 9 6 

(11,937,382) (2,241,309) (2,282,935) (55,794)e 

aIncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did not 
know whether there was one or more than one offender. This table also excludes incidents 
in which the victim did not know the age of offender. 

~ercent with injury. 

~umber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with injury 
plus those without injury) on which percent shown is based. 

eEstimate, based on few~r than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable. 
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victimizations a theft is completed in one-third of the incidents, compared 

to about one-fifth for three offender victimizations, and one-tenth of the 

lone offender victimizations. Why this should be the case is not immediately 

obvious. One explanation for the low completed theft rate of lone offenders 

is that they are disproportionately involved in rape and assault offenses, 

in which theft ge~erally is not the motive. T~y a pair of offenders should 

have a higher theft completion rate than a trio or more of offenders is 

simply not clear from these data. 

What do the data look like when we focus on those personal vic.timizations 

in which there was both injury and theft? The bottom portion af Table 17 

demonstrates that, as noted earlier, the conjoint occurrence of theft and 

injury is generally rare; in no cell is' the conjoint probability of injury 

and theft greater than 9 percent. The array of percentages in the bottom 

portion of Table 17 is determined generally by the products of the per-

centages in the two upper portions of the table. For example, 18 to 20 

year old lone offenders injure their victims in 27 percent of the crimes 

and complete a th~ft in 14 percent of theiT crimes; the prooability of 

injury and theft for this gr01lp (3 percent) is approximately .equal to .27 

times .14. This approximation holds generally only for juvenile and youth-

ful offenders, suggesting that since for these two groups of offenders the 

compound probability of injury and theft is approximately equal to the 

product of the two simple probabilities, injury and theft are independent 

events. That is, the occurrence of either one in a victimization does not 

substan'tially affect the likelihood of the other's occurring. 

In sum, the theft and injury data exruocined here have shown that: 

1) Because the NCS data contain a substantial proportion 

of attempted crimes, in total personal victimization, 
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for all offender age groups, the most fre-

quent outcome is "neither theft nor injury." 

However, when the focus shifts to only those 

victimizations with some theft and/or injury 

outcome, "with injury without theft" -- the 

assault outcome -- occurs most often. 

2) Among youthful offenders and adults, the percent 

of victimizations involving injury increases as 

the number of offenders increases. Among all 

offender age groups theft occurred most often if 

two offenders were involved, less often if there 

were three.or more offenders, and least often if 

only one offender was involved. 

Loss 

In order to explore more fully the consequences of personal crimes 

committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults, this section 

examines several types of loss incurred in personal victimization. The 

central question is whether the crimes committed by juveniles, youthful 

offenders, and adults are equally costly in terms of dollar loss to victims. 

Trends in the amount of loss incurred by victims of personal crimes will 

also be examined. 

In the NCS interview victims of personal crimes are asked several 

questions designed to ascertain the economic consequences of criminal 

victimization. As was seen above, victims of.robbery and personal larcenv .. 

and much less frequently victims of rape, sustained losses due to theft. 

Victims who report in the interview that cash was stolen, are asked how 
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much cash was stolen; victims who report that property was taken are asked 

to report the value of the stolen property. In addition, damage to the 

13 victim's property, although occurring less often than theft of propertY$ 

was also a consequence of criminal victimization; survey victims report re-

pair or replacement costs when damage to their property occurs as a result 

of victimization. 

Five-year aggregate data in Table 18 show, by age of offender, the dis-

tribution of the amount of cash stolen in rapes, robberies and personal 

larcenies. Among all three offender age groups, theft of cash occurred 

relatively rarely in rape. However, rape victims of youthful offenders and 

adults were more likely to have their cash stolen than rape victims of 

juveniles. The data show that cash was taken in 2 percent of the rapes 

by juveniles, 10 percent of the rapes by youthful offenders, and 9 percent 

of the rapes by adults. Usua11y~ less than $50 in cash was taken from the 

victim. Because rape is generally not a theft-motivated crime, it is not 

surprising that the amount of cash'loss qmong rape victims is low. 

The cash loss sustained by robbery and personal larceny victims was 

not as minimal, and in both 'crimes, the older the offender, the greater the 

cash loss. Cash losses of $10 or more occurred in only 10 percent of the 

robberies committed by juveniles, but in 25 percent of the robberies by 

youthful offenders, and 34 percent of those by adults. Similarly, cash 

losses of $10 or more occurred in only 28 percent of the personal larcenies 

by juveniles, but in 47 percent of those by youthful offenders, and 59 per-

cent of those by adults. The survey data indicate, then, that robberies 

and personal larcenies committed by adult offenders result in substantially 

greater cash losses than those by juveniles. One explanation for this 

finding may lie in variations in victim choice among juveniles, youthful 

" l' 
F 
\. 

I~ 
1! 

I' 
ji i: 
Ii 
II 
i: "'-
II 
ii 



- ---.- -

56 

Table 18 Percent distribution of amount of cash stolen in rape, robbery, 
and personal 1arcenb, by age of offender,a NeS national data, 
1973-1977 aggregate 

Type of crime 
and 

age of offender $1-9 

Rape~ 

Under 18 0 

18 to 20 4 

21 or older 2 

Don't know 5 

Total 2 

Robbery: 
Under 18 16 

18 to 20 12 

21 or older 7 

Don't know 11 

Total 10 

Personal larceny: 
Under 18 27 

18 to 20 16 

21 or older 14 

Don't know 21 

Total 20 

Amount of cash stolen 
(Estimated 

Not No cash number of 
$10-49 $50-249 $250 or more ascertained stolen victimization~ 

2 

4 

4 

4 

4 

6 

14 

16 

17 

13 

17 

30 

30 

28 

26 

o 

o 

3 

o 

2 

4 

9 

14 

14 

11 

10 

15 

24 

25 

18 

o 

.. 2 

o 

o 

o 

o 

2 

4 

6 

3 

1 

2 

5 

5 

3 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

98 

90 

91 

91 

92 

72 

63 

58 

49 

62 

36 

26 

20 

32 

100 % 
(62,733) 

100 
(92.,388) 

100 
(588,917) 
. 100 
(27,278)c 

100 
(771,316) 

100 
(1,335,536) 

100 
(1,043,946) 

100 
(2,827,631) 

100 
(336,634) 

100 
(5,543,747) 

100 
(444,519) 

100 
(266,199) 

100 
(558,449) 

100 
(181,431) 

100 
(1,450,599) 

alnc1udes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 
bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim 

did not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 
CEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable. 
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offenders, and adults. It is possible that the younger offenders more often 

victimize either persons their own age or elderly men or women, persons who 

14 probably do not carry a significant amount of cash. 

Similar patterns in loss are found in an analysis of the value of stolen 

property, as shown in Table 19. In this table "no value" refers either to 

property without monetary value (e.g., letters) or property with no immediate 

determinable value, (e.g., checks and credit cards). Amon.g all three offender 

age groups very few rapes entailed theft of property, and losses were generally 

low. However, losses due to theft of property were much greater in the theft-

motivated crimes. As with cash losses, the value of the stolen property also 

varied directly with the age of offender. For example, the stolen property 

was worth $250 or more in 8 percent of the adult r,obberies, 5 percent of 

the youthful offender robberies, and only 1 percent of· the robberies committed 

by juveniles. Examining property losses among personal larceny victims, 

losses of property valued at $10 or more occurred most often if youthful 

offenders were involved (39 percent), less often if adult offenders were 

involved (29 percent), and least often if juveniles were involved (24 per-

cent). 

Five year aggregate data (not shown in tabular form) were used to 

examine dollar losses that occur as a result of damage to property in crimes 

committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. In this context, 

dollar loss refers to the cost (or estimated cost) of the repair or re-

placement of property that was damaged in the incident. Most personal 

crimes did not result in property damag~. Property damage occurred in only 

about 2 out of 10 rapes, robberies, and aggravated assaults, in roughly 

lout of 10 simple assaults, and in only about lout of 20 personal 

larcenies. However, in all types of crime (with exception of personal 
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Table 19 Percent distribution of dollar value of property stolen in rape, robbery, 
and personal larceny, by age of offender,a NCS national data, 1973-1977 
aggregateb . 

Type of crime 
and age No 

of offender value 

Rape: 
Under 18 0 

18 to 20 0 

21 or older 0 

Don't know 0 

Total 0 

Robbery: 
Under 18 1 

18 to 20 1 

21 or older 1 

Don't know 1 

Total 1 

Personal 
larceny: 
Under 18 

18 to 20 

21 or older 

Don't know 

Total 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

$1-9 

o 

2 

o 

o 

o 

12 

10 

9 

8 

10 

21 

23 

22 

31 

23 

$10-49 

o· 

1 

2 

9 

2 

13 

11 

18 

27 

28 

23 

Dollar value of stol¥~n~p~r~o~p~e~r~t~y ________ ~~~ ____ ~ __ 
No (Estimated 

$50-249 

2 

o 

1 

5 

1 

8 

10 

11 

10 

10 

6 

10 

5 

7 

7 

$250 or 
more 

o 

3 

1 

4 

2 

1 

5 

8 

8 

6 

o 

2 

2 

2 

1 

Not 
ascertained 

2 

o 

1 

o 

1 

2 

2 

3 

9 

3 

5 

2 

5 

4 

4 

property 
stolen 

96 

94 

94 

82 

94 

63 

59 

57 

53 

59 

47 

35 

43 

26 

41 

number of 
victimizations) 

100% 
(62,733) 

100 
(92,388) 

100 
(588,917) 

100 
(27,.278)c 

100 
(771,316) 

100 
(1,335,536) 

100 
(1,043,946) 

100 
(2,827,631) 

100 
(336,634) 

100 
(5,543,747) 

100 
(444,519) 

100 
(266,199) 

100 
(558,449) 

100 
(181,431) 

100 
(1,450,599) 

alnc1udes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excludes incident.s (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim 
did not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

CEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable. 
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larceny) damage to property occurred slightly more often if adult offenders 

were involved than if juvenile offenders were involved. For example, the 

dollar loss due to damage was $10 or more in 3 percent of the robberies 

committed by juveniles, 9 percent of the robberies committed by youthful 

offenders, and 10 percent of those committed by adults. 

Up to this point the financial losses due to theft of cash, theft of 

property, and damage to property have been considered separately. The 

analysis indicates that particularly in robbery and personal larceny, 

financial losses incurred by victims are generally greatest when adult 

offenders are involved and least when juvenile offenders are involved. By 

way of summary, the analysis now turns to a consideration of trends and 

patterns of total dollar loss. Total loss here includes the three components 

above: 1) amount of cash stolen, 2) value of stolen property, and 3) repair 

or replacement cost of damaged property. 

The data in Table 20 show by type of crime, by year, and by age of 

offender the percent of victimizations resulting in a total dollar loss of 

$10 or more. Although the data indicate minor variations over time between 

1973 and 1977 there are few substantial changes in the percent of victimiza-

15 tions resulting in a total dollar loss of $10 or more. Three changes 

over time are worth pointing out. In 1973, 34 percent of the personal 

larcenies by juveniles resulted in a total dollar loss of $10 or more; by 

1976 and 1977 this figure had risen to 47 percent. Among youthful offenders, 

total losses of $10 or more in robbery rose from 39 percent in 1973 to 52 

percent in 1977. Again among youthful offenders, total loss of $10 or more 

in aggravated assault doubled in this period (6 percent to 12 percent). A 

closer inspection of this table reveals that generally the variation that 

exists is greater among juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults than 
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Table 20 Percent of pera~nd vietimbaUons _reault;l.na in a total dollar 1Q11. of 
$10 or ~re. by type of crime. year. and aae of off~nder.· NCS n~··~nal 
data. 1973-1977b 

~--T:il!e of ~l1me 
Age of offender Aggravated Simple Personal 
and lear RaEe Robbe !I as.au1t assault 1arcen~ Total 

Under 18: 
OC 23 6 1 34 8 

1973 (19.2flB)d.e (284.711) (336.268) (673.700) (94,666) (1.408.612) 
12 32 6 4 35 13 

1974 (10.734)e (295.028) (289.172) (624.011) (96.842) (1.315.793) 
0 24 3 4 43 12 

1975 (9,470)e (251.489) (243.348) (665.579) (113.382) (1.283.268) 
10 33 3 3 47 11 

1976 (10,466)e (273.320) (304.578) (619,016) (76,698) (1.344.078) 
20 27 6 3 47 11 

1977 (12.975)e (230.989) (290.646) (632.570) (62,931)e (1.229.930) 
18 to 20: 

7 39 6 5 59 16 
1973 (17.991)e (208.271) (263.971) (393.0B7) (62.571) (945.B91) 

26 42 6 6 64 1B 
1974 (21.249)e (224.116) (254.927) (391,425) (51.374)e (943.092) 

28 41 7 5 60 17 
1975 (15.977)e (226.887) (239.1149) (389.275) (44',232)e (916,220) 

7 47 9 5 77 20 
1976 (17.198)e (193,702) (238.948) (384.397) (61,603)e (895,848) 

20 52 12 3 64 19 
1977 (19,972)e 0.90.970) (252.963) (485.046) (46.418)e (995,371) 

21 or older: 
13 50 8 4 67 16 

1973 (116.858) (552.328) (987.705) (1.40B.917) (105.665) .(3,~7;I.,lI72) 

28 S9 8 . 5 - . 7'2 18 
'1974 (124,974) (583.168) (1,067,471)(1.318,001) (121,844) (3,22Q,l'57) 

17 56 9 7 73 19 
i97S (1l6.207~ (557,093) (990.761)(1,491,520) (114.334) (3.269,915) 

12 S5 10 8 68 19 
i976 (1l5.14~>' (560.679) (1,022.149)(1.49:l,533) .. (~14,21~) q.30~ .• 914) 

17 54 8 6 66 17 

1977 (115,737) (569,162) (1.052,388)(1.710.980) (102,395) (3.550.662) 

Don't know: 
17 46 2 3 72 28 

1973 (6,530)e (69.981) (58.229)e (40.715)e (34,591)e (210.046) 
0 55 12 2 62 32 

1974 (6,052)e (66.765)e (52.373)e (53.488)e (34,874)e (213.552) 
28 e 55 16 2 79 34 

1975 . (8.979) (7S.150) (67.320) (57.076)e (34,679)e (243,804) 
0 42 18 0 74 30 

1976 (1.15B)e (56.260)e (50.417)e (55.914)e (36.795)e (200,544) 
63 61 4 0 78 30 

1977 (4.560)e (67.877) (58.753)e (68.441) (40.493)e (240,123) 

Total: 
11 41 7 4 57 IS 

1973 (160.646) (1.115.291) (1.646.174)(2.516.418) (297.493) (5.736,021) 
19 43 7 5 58 17 

1974 (163,00il) (1.174.078) (1.663.944)(2.386.931) (304.934) (5.692.894) 
18 46 8 7 62 17 

1975 (150.633) (1.111.219) (1.541.278)(2.603,450) (306.628) (5.713.208 
12 48 8 7 66 18 

19.76 (143,965) (1.084.161) (1.616.091)(2.611.859) (289.30B) (5.745.384) 
16 48 8 6 62 16 

1977 (153.064) (1.058.999) (1.654.751)(2.897.037) (252.237) '(6.016.086) 

*Include. perceived age of lone and perce:l.ved age of oldeat ault:l.p1e. offender. 

bTh:l.. t.b1e exclude. incident. (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victi. d:l.d 
not know whether there wa. one or .ora than one offendar. 

cpereent vith total dollar 10 •• of $10 or .ore. 
~uaber in parentheae •• how. e.tl .. ted total number of victlaizat:l.on. (tho.e with 10 •• 
of '10 or .ore p1u. tho.e without 10 •• of $10 or .ore) on which percent .ho~ i. ba •• d. 

"'tl_te. b .. e4!}n fWllr than' SO aupla e ..... _,. be atati.ticlll1,. unreliable. 

---------
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over the years in this five year period. Although the full amount of loss 

distributions are not shown in tabular form, an examination of them re-

vealed patterns consistent with those suggested by the results in Table 20. 

By way of summary, the loss data examined here have indicated: 

1) Financial losses were consistently greater in crimes 

committed by adult offenders than they. were in crimes 

committed by juveniles or youthful offenders. Ibis 

finding halds for the amount of cash loss in robbery 

and personal larceny, the value of stolen property in 

robbery, and the losses due to damage of property. 

2) In the period from 1973 to 1977 there were some slight 

increases in the amount of total loss occurring in 

crimes committed by juveniles and youthful offenders. 

Commercial Robbery 

Robbery, unlik~ the other types of crime examined in this report, may 

be committed against commercial establishments as well as against persons. 

The robberies that have been examined thus far in this report have been 

'personal robberies. This section will use 1975 and 1976 aggregate data 

from the Commercial Victimization Surveys to investigate the comparative 

involvement of juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults in robberies of 

businesses. 

Above it' was seen that if success is defined in terms of completion 

of theft, robberies by juveniles were less successful than robberies by 

adults. Juvenile robberies also resulted in a lower dollar loss than adult 

robberies. Given the general portrayal of juvenile delinquency j.n the 

literature versatile, inexperienced, and non-professional -- these 

findings were fully anticipated. If the juvenile robber is indeed less 

,. , 
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sophisticated than the adult, it would also be expected that juveniles 

would be less likely than adults to choose the more difficult and potentially 

more profitable targets of robbery, the commercial establishments. 

Hold-ups at banks, gas stations, liquor stores, supermarkets and other 

commercial establishments are likely to entail greater risk to the offender 

that! are robberies of persons. In addition to the establishment's employees, 

there are likely to be a number of other people -- customers, bystanders, 

even guards -- in or near the business premises. More witnesses to the 

crime make identification and detection easier for the police. Also, 

commercial establishments frequently have security measures such as alarms 

to alert the police in the event of robbery. A number of factors, then 

make businesses more difficult targets than people for the robber. 

From Table 21, showing the detailed age of the commercial robbery 

offender, it is seen that only 9 percent of the commercial robberies were 

committed by juven.iles, whereas 63 percent were committed by adults. By 

comparison, in the period from 1973 to 1977 juveniles accounted for 25 per-

cent of the personal robberies, and adults 50 percent. Thus, although both 

personal and commercial robbery are more often committed by adults than 

by juveniles, juvenile involvement in robberies of businesses is substantially 

less than juvenile involvement in robberies of persons. 

As with personal robberies, commercial robberies more often involved 

weapons when adults and youthful offenders were involved (73 percent and 

71 percent) than when juveniles were involved (53 percent). (See Table 22). 

It is interesting to note that the comparable percents of weapon use among 

adults, youthful offenders, and juveniles in the 1973 to 1977 personal robbery 

are 60 percent, 48 percent, and 30 percent. All three offender age groups 

used weapons much more often in commercial robbery than in personal robbery, 
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Table 21 Percent distribution of detailed age of offendera in commercial robbery, 
NCS national data, 1975-1976 aggregateb 

Age of offender ( Estimated 
21 or Don't mnnber of 

Under 12 12 to 14 15 to 17 18 to 20 older know victimizations) 

0 1 8 16 63 12 100 % 
(498 2 062) 

alncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table ex~ludes inctdents (about 12 percent of the total) in which the number of 
offenders was not known. 
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Table 22 Percent of weapon use and type of weapon used in commercial robbery, by 
age of offender,a NeS national data, 1975-1976 aggregateb 

Age of WeaEon use TyEe of weaEon used 
offender With weaEon Gun Knife Other 

Under 18 53c 36 14 5 
(43,72l)d (43,721) (lf3,72l) (43,721) 

18 to 20 71 57 12 6 
(81,646) (81,646) (81,646) E8l,646) 

21 or older 73 61 9 4 
(313,784) (313,784) (313,784) (313,784) 

Don't know 70 58 '7 6 
(58,911) (58,911) (58,911) (58,911) 

Total 71 58 10 5 
(498,062) (498,062) (498,062) (498,062) 

alncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excludes incidents (about 12 percent of the total) in which the number 
of offenders was not known. 

cPercent with weapon use. 

~umber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with 
weapon use plus those without weapon use) on which percent shown is based. 
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which is consistent with the differences in the risk mentioned above. In 

commercial rob-bery, guns, the mos t frequently used weapons by all offender 

age groups, were used in 61 percent of the business robberies by adults, 

57 percent of those by youthful offenders, and 36 percent of those by 

juveniles. Juveniles were slinhtly more likely to use knives than were 

adults (14 percent compared with 9 percent). 

The data in Taple 23 show that the number of offenders involved in 

committing commercial robbery was negatively related to the age group of 

the offender. Adults were more likely to act alone than were youthful 

offenders (52 percent compared with 40 percent), and juvenile offenders 

least often were lone offenders (35 percent). Even in commercial robbery, 

then, group criminality is most often found among the youngest offenders. 

A summary oE the major consequences of commercial robbery in relation 

to the age of the offender is shown in Table 24. The first row in this 

table shows percentages of commercial robbery in which some owner or 

16 employee was injured seriously enough to require medical attention. 

Very few commercial robberies resulted in such injury (only 7 percent) and 

this percent did not vary by the age of the offender. 

Respondents in the commercial victimization surveys were asked if the 

offender took any money, merchandise, equipment or supplies. The second 

row of percents in Table 24 shows that the vast majority of commercial 

robberies resulted in theft; that is, most w'ere completed robberies. Adults 

were somewhat more likely to complete their thefts than were youthful 

offenders and juveniles (79 percent compared with 72 percent and 71 percent), 

but among all three offender age groups completion of theft occurred more 

often in robberies of businesses than in robberies of persons. In personal 

robbery, the comparable percents of completion were 64 percent, 58 percent, 
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Table 23 .Percent distribution of the number of offenders in commerci~l robbery, 
by age of offender,a NCS national data, 1975-1976 aggregate 

Age 'of 
offender One 

Under 18 35 

18 to 20 40 

21 or older 52 

Don't know 54 

"Total 49 

Number of offenders 

Two Three 

40 13 

41 12 

34 10 

32 11 

36 10 

Four 
or 

more 

11 

7 

4 

4 

5 

(Estimated 
number of 

victimizations) 

100% 
(43,721) 

100 
(81,646) 

100 
(313,784) 

100 
($8,911) 

100 
(498,062) 

aInc1udes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excludes incidents (about 12 per~ent of "'-e to'ta1) in which the number 
of offenders was not known. 
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Table 24 Percent of commercial robbery victimizations that resulted in injury, theft, 
damage, or time lost, by age of offender,a NCS national data, 1975-1976 
aggregateb 

Age of offender 
Consequences Under 18 18 to 20 21 or older Don't know Total 

Injury, 7c 
6 7 4 7 

(43,721)d (81,646) (313,784) (58,911) (498,062) 

Theft 71 72 79 76 77 
(43,721) (81,646) (313,784) (58,911) (498,062) 

Damage 14. 11 8 10 9 
(43,721) (81,646) (313,784) (58,911) (498,062) 

a Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excludes incidents (about 12 percent of the total) in which the number of 
offenders was not known. 

cPercent with injury. 

~umber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with injury 
plus those without injury) on which percent shown is based. 
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and 53 percent for adults, youthful offenders, 'and juveniles. 

The third row in Table 24 shows the percents of commercial robbery whi~h 

resulted in some damage to business property or premises. Generally, damage 

occurred in only a small proportion of the commercial robberies but it 

occurred somewhat more often when juveniles were involved than when adults 

were involved (14 percent compared with 8 percent). 

Above it was seen that a substantial proportion (77 percent) of commercial 

robberies resulted in tl~eft of money, merchandise, equipment or supplies. 

Table 25 shows the percent distribution of the amount of money stolen in 

commercial robbery. The first column in this table shows the percent of 

robberies that resulted in no theft, the attempted robberies; the second 

column indicates those robberies in which theft occurred but no cash was 

stolen. The "no cash stolen" completed robberies constitute only 13 per-

cent of total robberies. This is undoubtedly due to the nature of robbery; 

robbers are interested principally in cash, rather than property which has 

to be converted to cash. The remaining columns in this table indicate 

how much cash was stolen in commercial robbery. Here it can be seen that 

greater losses of cash were sustained in the robberies committed by adults 

than in those committed by juveniles. Fifty-~F.ven percent of the commercial 

robberies committed by adults ~esulted in a theft of $50 or more, but only 

41 percent of the commercial robberies committed by juveniles resulted 

in this amount of 'cash stolen. Adults stole $500 or more in cash more 

than three times as often as juveniles. 

The percent distribution of the value of proper~ stolen (not presented 

in tabular form) shows virtually no differences among juveniles, youthful 

offenders, and adults in the value of the merchandise, equipment or supplies 

stolen in commercial robberies. This is in part due to the nature of commercial 
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Table 25 Percent distribution of the amount of money stolen in commercial robbery, by age 
of offender,a Nes national data, 1975-1976 aggregateb 

Amount of monel stolen (Estimated 
Age of No No cash number of 

offender theft sto1e.n $1-9 $10-49 $.50-249 $250-499 ~500 or more victimizations) 

Under 18 29 15 3 12 28 9 4 100% 
(43,721), 

18 to 20 28 10 2 8 35 10 8 100 
(81,646) 

21 or older 21 13 0 8 32 11 14 100 
(313,784) 

Don't know 24 18 2 8 28 9 12' 100 
(58,911) 

Total 23 13 1 9 31 10 12 100 
(498,062) 

alnc1udes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bThis table excludes incidents (about 12 percent of the total) in which the number or offenders 
was not known. 
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robbery alluded to above; fewer than one out of three commercial i'obberies 

reRulted in theft of property. Property valued at $50 or more was stolen 

in 10 percent of the commercial robberies by juveniles and adults, and 5 

percent of those by yduthful offenders. 

In summary, the commercial data indicate that: 

1) Juveniles rob businesses much less often than they rob 

persons. 

2) Weapons--especially guns--are used much more often in 

commercial robbery than in personal robbery. In 

commercial robbery, as in personal robbery, weapon 

use increases with offender age. 

3) Adults were most likely, youthful offenders less 

likely, and juveniles least likely to act alone in 

committing commercial robberies. 

4) As with personal robbery, adults completed commercial 

robberies more often t~. 1n juveniles, and their robberies 

were more lucrative. 

5) Both injury and damage were infrequent in commercial 

robbery, although damage occurred slightly more often 

if juveniles were involved. 

Conclusions 

In recent years juvenile criminal behavior has bee~ portrayed by the 

media as both maliciously violent and increasingly common, particularly 

in urban areas. The past decade has also been characterized by growing 

public concern with crime, along with legislative action in the form of 

stiffer penalties for juveniles who commit serious crimes. Because of 

the groundswell of concern with juvenile crime, it has become more important 
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than ever before to investigate empirically the nature and extent of this 

phenomenon. The National Crime Survey data analyzed in this monograph 

shed important light on the trends and patterns of juvenile, youthful 

offender, and adult crimes. In many way~ this investigation fails to 

support empirically the popular presentations and opinions of the media, 

the public, and the legislature. 

The NCS data do not support the contention that, for the crimes of 

rape, robbery, assault, and personal larceny, juvenile crime is currently 

any more serious than it was five years ago. Based on a variety of in-

dicators such as the rate of injury to victims, the use of weapons, and 

the extent of financial loss, the seriousness of criminal victimizations 

committed by juvenile offenders showed no substantial or systematic varia-

tion between 1973 and 1977 in the United States. Furthermore, the rate' of 

offending for the personal crimes also failed to show any trend over time. 

To be Rure, juvenile involvement in the personal crimes of rape, robbery, 

assault, and larceny is substantial. However, the NCS data are not con-

sistent with the growing national alarm regarding serious juvenile crime. 

To tte extent that recent legislation that hardens the societal response 

to juvenile crime is premised on substantial upswings in juvenile crime 

in recent years, the NCS data cannot provide support for such legislative 

shifts -- certainly not within the limited time frame for which NCS data 

are now available. 

Another way of vie~qing the juvenile crime problem is to compare it 

with youthful offender and adult crime in the same offense categories. In 

short, do the NCS data support the view that compared with youthful offender 

and adult crimes_ juvenile crime is more serious by any of the indicators 

, 
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available? When crimes committed by the three age groups--juveniles, youth

ful offenders, and adults~-are compared, juvenile crime is shown to be 

demonstrably less serious than youthful offender and adult crime in three 

major ways. First, weapon use by juveniles is less prevalent, and even when 

weapons are used by juveniles they are rarely guns. Second, juvenile offenders 

are much less successful than adults in the theft-motivated offenses of 

personal and commercial robbery, pocket picking, and purse snatch. Victims 

of juvenile offenders are less likely to suffer a completed theft than victims 

of youthful and adult offenders; moreover, even when a theft is completed, 

victims of juvenile offenders suffer less financial loss than do victims of 

youthful and adult offenders. 

The third difference between juvenile and adult crime is in the injury 

sustained by their victims. Victims of juvenile offenders have somewhat lower 

rates of injury than do victims of youthful offenders or adults. Along th.ese 

lines the juvenile offender is portrayed stereotypically as inflicting 

gratuitous violence on victims of personal theft crimes. Quite to the 

contrary, the NCS data show that of those engaged in theft-oriented crimes 

(i.e., robbery and personal larceny), juveniles are most likely to choose 

personal larceny~ a crime that relies on stealth rather than force or 

threat of force to achieve the goal of the crime, 

The NCS data offer a potentially rich reservoir of information about 

the ~xtent and nature of juvenile, youthful offender, and adult crime. Un-

like self-reported delinquency data that are often sparse in the details of 

the delinquencies and rarely ~vailable on national probability samples of 

adequate size or for trend analyses~ the NCS data are available for large 

D.umbers of serious crimes, in adequate probability samples, and at this 

date for five full years. The NCS data also do not share the shortcomings 
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of the official data. UCR an'est data provide virtually no information on 

the nature of juvenile offenses, and they are subject to various selective 

biases that may be associated with the demographic characteristics of 

offenders (e.g., more experienced adult offenders may have a greater likeli

hood of eluding arrest than less experienced juvenile offenders). Hence, 

within their limits, the NCS data are perhaps the most appropriate source 

of data to inform and guide policy that is dependent on information about the 

nature and extent of criminal offending among various demographic subgroups 

of offenders. In this vein, it does not appear that the NCS data on rape, 

robbery, assault, and personal larceny are compatible with recent legisla

tive changes that have been implemented to deal more harshly with juvenile 

crime. Apparently it is an erroneous perception that these juvenile crimes 

are becoming more serious and/or more frequent. In the future, every effort 

should be made to subject the assumptions of critical and fundamental 

statutory changes in juvenile justice to the empirical tests that are available 

in data sets such as the National Crime Survey. 
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Notes 

lSee Appendix C for a discussion of the victim's perceptions of offender 
age as well as a description of the offender age variables in this 
study. 

2 In order to present more accurate offending rate data in Figure 2, page 14, it 
was desirable to restrict the age range of juvenile offenders to 12 to 
17 year old offenders. Because Figure 2 was designed to parallel 
Figure 1, page 12, the juvenile offender data there too were restricted to 12 
to 17 year old offenders. Subsequent Tables and Figures use the "under 
18" 'category for juvenile offenders. 

3 See Garofalo and Hindelang (1977) and u.S. Bureau of the Census, un-
dated, for additional detail about design and collection. Business 
survey results from 1973 have reportedly been permanently lost by 
the Bureau of the Census and, hence, are not included in this monograph. 

4This procedure does not completely ignore mobile families and businesses. 
Although no attempt is made to trace families and businesses that move 
away from an address in the sample, a similarly mobile family or business 
may move into that address and will be included in the survey. 

5See Garofalo and Hindelang (1977) for more details. 

6The business portion of the national survey has been discontinued. The 
last full year for which data are available is 1976. Trend analyses of 
the business data are virtually impossible because of the discontinuation 
and because the 1973 business data are permanently lost. 

7 In a smqll proportion of cases (victims 12 and 13 years of age and victims 
who for !30me physical or mental reason are unable to respond for them
selves) interviews are completed by proxy with another household member. 

8Population estimates for the denominators of the rates shown in Figure 2 
are derived from the National Crime Survey itself. Because respondents 
under 12 years of age are not interviewed in the survey their estimated 
number in the general population cannot be estimated from the survey and 
hence the youngest age group is from 12 to 17 years of age, rather than 
under 18 as in subsequent tables. Offenses attributable to the offenders 
perceived to be under 12 years of age have been excluded from the numerators 
of the rates for 12 to 17 year olds. 

9It has been demonstrated elsewhere with official data (Amir, 1971) that 
group rape is generally a youthful phenomenon. 

10 The types of physical injury sustained by victims will be examined below. 
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lIThe yearly figures must exclude rape because of its rarity, but the 1973 
,to 1977 aggregate data indicate that rape is the crime most likely, to 
result in injury requiring medical attention. See text above on this 
point. 

l2See "Juvenile Criminal Behavior: An Analysis of Rates and Victim Character
istics," Hindelang and McDermott (1981). 

l3This will be discussed below. 

l4See "Juvenile Criminal BehaVior", note 12 above. 

15 
Note that although there are wide fluctuations in this percent among rapes 
committed by juveniles and youthful offenders there are too few sample 
cases 'for reliable year-by-year analysis. 

l6See incident question 7a in the CVS questionnaire in Appendix B.This 
question only asks about injury sustained by owners or employees. Injury 
sustained during the incident by anyone else--e.g., customers, bystanders 
--is a personal victimization and is covered in the household section of 
the NCS. 

t: 
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Appendix A 

Nes Household Interview Schedule 
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FOAM NCS·l ANO NCS.2 
' ... le·771 

u.s. llEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 

ACTING .. ~, COLl.ECTING AGENT FOR THE 
LAW ENFORCl!",IENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATIoN 

U.S. O.~PARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY 
NATIONAL SAMPLE 

NCS·l - BASIC Sr;REEN QUESTIONNAIRE 

NCS·2 - CRIME INCIDENT REPORT 

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

1. Int.rview.r identification 
Code IName 

@) I 

2. Record of interview I 
Line number of hou.ehold : Date completed 
respondent (cc 12) I 

I 
@ I 

I "_f 
3. TYPE Z NONINTERVIEW 

Interview not obtained for.", 
Line number NOTE: Fill NCS·7 

@) 
Noninterview Record. 
for Types A, B. and C 

® nonintervi ews, 
-

@) 
@) 

Complete 14-2 I for each line number listed. 

4. Household status 

<§) 1 ~ Same household as 13st enumeration 
2 ~ Replacement household since last enumeration 
3:J Previous noninterview or not in sample before 

5. Special place type code (cc 6c) 

@ 
6. Tenure (cc 8) 

@) 1 0 Owned or being bought 
2 CJ Rented for cash 
3 [J No cash rent 

7. Type 01 living quarters (cc 15) 

Housing unit 

@ I =1 House. apartment. flat 
2 L1 HU in nontransjent hotel. motel. etc. 
3:J HU - Permanent In transient hotel, motel, etc. 
• :"J HU in rooming house 
58 Mobile home or trailer 
6 :J HU not specified above - Describe.., 

OTHER Unit 
7:J Quarters not HU In rooming Or boarding house 
8 CJ Unit not permanent in transient hotel. motel. etc. 
9:J Vacant tent site or trailer Site 

10 Cl Not speCIfied above - Desc"be 7 

8. ~Iumber of housing units in structure (cc 26) 

(§ 1::J I 5'·'5-9 .s 
2:J 2 6 ,~J 10 or more 

3:13 7 :., Mobile home or trailer 

-:J 4 B ~1 Only OTHER unit' 

~ ASK IN EACH HOUSEHOLD: 

9. (Ot~~r than the ••• busine .. ) does anyone in this 
hguurhold operate a business from this address? 

@ 1:J No 
2 Cl Yes - What kind 01 busine .. is thot? 7 

INTERVIEWER: Enter unrecognizable bUSInesses only 

~" CENSUS USE ON !-y -
, , 

79 
Form Approved' 0 M B. No. 43-ROS87 .. 

NOTICE - Your report to the Census Bureau is confidential by law 
(U.S. Code 42. Section 3771). All Identifiable Information will be used 
only by persons cnga&ed In and for the purposes of the survey. and may 
not be disclosed or released 10 others (or an)' purpose, 

Sample (cc 4) I Control number (cc 5) 
I PSU i Segment i Ck l Serial 

JO ___ I i I I I I 

Household number (cc 2) \ Land use (cc 9-11) 

1@)10. Fanlily income (cc 27) 

I :::J Under $1.000 

2 =:J $1.000 to 1.999 

3[l 2.000 to 2.999 

4~1 3,000 to 3.999 

5[1 4.000 to 4.999 

6[1 5,000 to 5.999 

7 [1 6,000 to 7.499 

eO 7.500 to 9,999 

9;:] 10.000 to 11,999 

10012,000 to 14.999 

II :115,000 to 19.999 

12:J 20,000 to 24.999 
13 ;:]25,000 to 49,999 

I. ;:] 50.000 and over 

110. Household members 12 years 
01 age and OVER 7 

@) Total number 

b. Household membe", UNDER 
12 years 01 ago -, 

@) Total number 
a ~~ None 

12. Crime Incident Reports Ii lied 7 

(ill) Total number - Fill Item 31 
on Control Card 

o ~ None 

130. Use 01 telephone (cc 25) 

,.; Phone in Unit (Yes in cc 25a) 

Phone Interview acceptable? (cc 25c or 25d) 

@ 1 -. yes .••...••••.• }SK/P to next 
2 " No - Refused number opp/lcable Item 

:-' Phone elsewhere (Yes in cc 25b) 

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

3 " Yes ••.•••••.•.• }SKIP to next 
• :.:.: No - Refused number applicable item 

5 :: l No phone (No In cc 25a and 25b) 

13b. Proxy information - Fill for all proxy interview~ 

(1) Proxy interView 
obtained (or line number 

Proxy respondent name -, Line number 

Reason for proxy interview 

(2) Proxy Interview 
obtained for I ine number 

Proxy respondent name I Line number 

Reason for proxy interView 

If more rhan 2 Proxy Interviews. continue In notes, 

@) I@ \® 

N 
C 
S 

1 

a 
n 
d 

2 

.. 
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',', ," , 
" ! PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS f,',::;\', ~i' ;:i,'" :,,:("0,' ::" ,;,>,'tM 

14. NAIIE 15. 16. 17. 11. 19. 20a. '2Db. :U. 22. 23. 24. 

(of h ..... hold TYPE OF LINE RELATIONSHIP AGE MARITAL RACE :ORIGIN SEX ARIIED EduCitlon- Ed.cIUon-

IlIjlondtnU INTERVIEW NO. TO HOUSEHOLD LAST STATUS I FORCES hlrl, •• t compll'. 
HEAD BIRTH· I IIElleE~ "rid. that,lIr? 

KEYER - BEGtN DAY I 
I 

NEW RECORD Icc 12) (cc 13b) ICC 17) Icc 18) (CC 190) I(CC 19b) (cc 20) (cc 21) (cc 22) (cc 23) 

Last @) @ @ @ @ @) I @) @) ® @ 
I 

I CJ Plr - Sell, respondent I CI Head I[JM, '[]W. : I l::lM I []Ves lOVes 

• L:J Tel. - sell, respondent • r: 1 Wlte at head 'ClWd. • Cl Neg1 'OF 'ClNo ·CJNO 

Flr.t ,[ I Plr. - PrOJ<Y} Fill 13b an TiiiO ' t:J Own child ""iiiO 'DO. , II Ot. : Oriiiii --arade 
4t:1 Tel. - Proxy covor pago No. -rJ other relallve -OSep. I 

s rJ NI - Fill r6-21 5 L:-J Non·relallve 'C]NM I 
I 

Look at item ~ on cover page. Is this the same 26d. Hov. you b.en looking for work during the po.t 4 weeks? 

CHECK. household as last enumeration? (80' I marked) @) I DYes No - When did you lo.t work? 

ITEM A DYes - SKIP to Check /tem 8 DNa 20 Less than 5 years ago-SKIP to 280 

250. Did you IIv. In thl. hau .. on April 1, 1970? 
30 5 or more years ago} SKIP to 29 

@) I 0 Yes - SKIP to Check Item 8 20No 
40 Never worked 

b. Where did you live on April 1, 19701 (State"forelgn country, 
27. I. there any rea.on why you could not take a iob LAST WEEK? 

@) I DNa Yes - 20 Already had a iob 
U.S. pa ..... lon, .tc.) 3D Temporary illness 

State. etc. County 4 0 Going to school 

~ ,. '<d ,.. " •• , .. <d. ,h. U.,,, ., • '"'' .-.• ", •••.• "., s O,Other - Specl(y? 

045 I 0 No 20 Yes - Nome a( city. town. village. etc. '7 
046 I I I I I 280. For whom did you (Ia.t) work? (Nome a( company. 

(Ask males 18+ only) business, organization or other employer) 
d. W.re you In the Arm.d Forces on April 1, 1970? 

@ I DYes 20No @ xO Never worked - SKIP to 29 

CHECK. 
Is this person 16 years old or older? b. What kind of buslne .. or Indu.try i. thi.? (E.g.: TV and 

ITEM B o No '- SKIP to 29 DYes radio m(g •• retail shoe store. State Labor Department, (arm) 

260. What were you doing most of LAST WEEK - (working, §) I J J I 
keeping house, going to school} or something else? c. Were you -

@) 10 Working - SKIP to 2Ba sO Unable to wark-SKIPt026d @ lOAn empl0r-e of a PRIVATE company, bu.ine .. or 

2 0 With a job but not at work 70 Retired 
Indlvldua for wages, salary or commissions? 

3 0 Looking for work B 0 Other - Specify ? 
20 A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, Stato, county, 

or local)? 
40 Keeping house 30 SELF·EMPLOYED In OWN business, profe .. lonal 
5 Pi Going to school (I( Armed Forces. SKIP W 280) practice or farm? 

b. Did you do any work at all LAST WEEK, not counting work 40 Working WITHOUT PAY in lamlly busine .. or form? 
around the hou.e? (Nate' I( (arm or business operator in HH. d. What kind of work were you doing? (E.g.: electrical 
ask about unpaid work.) 

@ oONo Yes - How many hours? ___ - SKIP to 280 
engineer, stock clerk. typist. (armer. Armed Forces) 

c. Did you have a jab or busine .. from which you were @ I I I I 
temporarily absent or on layoff LAST WEEK? e. What were your most Important activities or duties? (E.g.: 

@) 'ONo 20 Yes - Absent - SKIP to 28a typing. keeping account books. seiling cars, Armed Forces) 

30 Yes - Layoff - SKIP to 27 

Notes 

. _. _".,~~. ___ ~~~r,_~._'" ."". _~-<",,_~ r_' .,.,co -.., _~~ . ...,..... ....... ""','"' .... ~~~~~~~"""""'""....,..--_,,...., .... " ___ r_~~·e~-..;-""'"",~""""~ .... _~"'''''''$''''''"'''''~-"'-"'-1''>It,~,,--:<.~. ,~'" .... ,-.n-:--"'·""'rh-·~''''''''''''-'' ., . 
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29. Now I'd lIke to o.k .ome questiono about Ie] Ves-
crimo. They refer only to tho lou 6 month. - :-

32. Old anyone toko .omething bolonglng 
to you or to any membo, of .hn household, 
from a place where you or they were 
temporarily staying, such al a friend', or 
relative's hom .. , a hot.1 or motel, or 

I 
betwoen ___ l, 197 __ and ___ , 197_.:[INo 

During the lost 6 month., did anyono brook 
Into or .omehow Illegally got into your 
(apnrlment/home), garog., or another building 
on your prope,ty? 

30. (Oth.r than tho incldont(.) iust montlonod) 
Old you find a door ilmmied, a lock forced, 

. or any oth~r .Ign. of an ATTEMPTED 
brook In? 

31. Was anything at all stolon that Is kept 
outside your home, or happened to b. left 
aut, such as a bicycle, a garden hose, or 
lawn lurnlture? (other than any Incidents 
olr.ody mentioned) 

36. Th. following quostlons refor only to thing. that 
happonod to YOU during tho lo.t 6 month. -

I :.iYes - How m.ny 
I times? 
I 
:UNO 

a vacation home? • 

33. What was the total number of motor 
vohiclos (cars, trucks, otc.) ownod by 
you or any other momb.r of thl. houuhold 
during ,h. la.t 6 months? 

I , 
:oi I None -
I SKIP to 36 

:'L.l I 
: 2 

3 

b.tw.en ___ 1, 197_and ___ , 197_.:,_ 
Old you hov. your (pocket picked/purse :L.INo 

46. Did yt)u find any evidence that someone 
ATTEMPTED to steal som.thing that 
b.longed to you? (oth.r than any incid.nts 
already mentioned) .. . 

snotch.d)? 

37. Old anyone toke ,omething (.Ise) directly 
from you by tJsing force, such as by a 
stickup, mugging or threat? 

3B. Did anyone TRY 10 rob you by using fore. 
or threatening to harm you? (other than 
any incidents already mentioned) 

39. Did anyone beat you up, attock you or hit 
you with something, such as a rock or bottle? 
(other than any incidents already mentioned) 

40. W.re you knifed, sl,ot at, or nttacked with 
some other weapon by anyone at all? (other 
than any incidents ~Ir;t!ag}' mentioned) 

41. Did anyone nlREATEN to beat yo" ~~ or 
THREATEN you wilh a knife, gun, or sam. 
other weapon, NOT including telephon. 
threats? (other than any incidents already 
mentioned) 

42. Did anyone TRY to attock you In some 
other way? (other than any incidents already 
mentioned) 

43. During tho loot 6 month., did onyono stool 
thing. that belongod to you from insldo ANY 
car or truck, such as packages or clothing? 

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

45. (Other than any incidents you've already 
montlon.d) was anything (else) at all 
stolen from yc,u during the last 6 months? 

i. lYes· n::s,lny 

, , 
:: ::No 

;~·IYes - How mlny 
• . timid 

, 
:[]No , , 
~~ JYes - How many 
; limes? 
I 

''''1N :~-J 0 , 

, , 
:.: INo , 

- How mlny 
tlm.s? 

47. Old you call tho pollee during tho last 6 
month. to roport .omethlng that happened 
to YOU which you thought woo a crime? 
(Do not COUflt any calls mode 10 tho 
police concerning thel' incidents you 
hov. just told mo about.) 

CHECK .. 

ITEM C'" 

:-:J No - SKIP to 48 

~ , i Yes - What happened? 

Look at ~7. Was HH member 
12, attacked or threatened. or 
was something stolen or an 
attempt made to steal something 
that belon,..d to h,m? 

I , 
l(®IT] 

IT] 

CO 
: ~JYes-Howm.ny 
I. times? , 
• 
: ~-j No 
1"-
I , 

:~~ I Yes - How mlny ; 
: Um .. ? 1-::-:::--;--7':'-;----:-:-:-:-:--:--:---:-;---!---===:... 
, 48. Old anything hoppon t~ YOU during tho lo.t 
~: ·lNo 6 montho which you thought wo. a crlmo, 
, but did NOT report to the police? (other 
I than any incidents already m.ntion~d) 

I, 1Ves - How mlnY 
tlm.s? 

::]No 

'L. j Yes •• How many 
: times? , , 
~L.INO 

,No 

How mJny 
tlmn? 

CHECK .... 
ITEM 0.,. 

CHECK ... 
ITEM E.,. 

. '1 No - SKIP to Check Ilem E 

.. r lOs - What happened? 

Look at ~8. Was HH member 
12+ atta~ked or threatened, or 
was something stolen or an 
attempt made to steal something 
that belonged to him> 

I 
I 
I 

l(§)CIJ 
CIJ 
IT] 

Do any of the screen questions contain any entries 
for "How many times?" 
L i No -InterView nOKt HH member. 

, End Interview I( lasl respondent. 
and (III Item 12 on cover page. 

, Yes - Fill Crime InCident Repo"s • 

\ , i 
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS <, 
14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20 •• '20b. 21. 22. 23. 24. 

NAME TYPE OF LINE RELATIONSHIP AGE MARITAL RACE IORIGIN SEX ARMED Educatlon- Educ.tlon-
INTERVIEW NO. TO HOUSEHOLD LAST STATUS I FORC~S hlahosl compl.t. 

HEAD BIRTH· I MEMBER Irlde Ih.t y.ar! 
KEVER - BEGIN DAV I 

I NEW RECORD Icc 121 Icc 13b) Ice 17) (cc 18) Icc 19a) IICC 19b) (cc 20) Icc 21) (CC 221 Icc 23) 
Last @) @ @) @ @) @) I @) @) @) @) I 

, r~J Per - Sell. respondent ,,~, Head , CJM.· 'LlW. I 'f.JM , DVes , Clves I 
'[:J Tel. - Sell· respondent '[IWlfe of head '[l Wd. '[J Neg{ 'L.J F '[lNo 'LJNo 

First ,[ J Per. - PrOXy} Flit ,3b 00 Liile '[J Own child Ai! '[]O. , 0 01. : Oriiiii Gr~ 
~ 1-' Tel. - Proxy covel page No. • Cl Otherrelallve 'OSep. I 
5 r.J NI - Fill '6-2' 51'] Non«I.lIve 5 CJ NM I , 
Look at item 4 on cover page. Is this the same 26d. Have you been looking for work during Ihe posl 4 weeks? 

CHECK. household as last enumeration? (80K I marked) @) t DYes No - When did you lasl work? 
ITEM A DYes - SKIP to Check Item 8 DNa z 0 Less than 5 years ago-SKIP to 280 

250. Did you live in Ihis house on April I, 1970? 30 5 or more years ago} SKIP to 36 

(§ , 0 Yes - SKIP to Check Item 8 zONa 40 Never worked 

b. Where did you live on April I, 1970? (SIole, lorelgn co"nlry, 27.' I. Ihere any reason why you could nol lake a job LAST WEEK? 

U.S. possession, etc.) @) , DNa Yes - z 0 Already had a job 
30 Temporary illness 

State, etc. COUnty 40 Going to school 
~ c. Did you live Inside Ih. limits, 01 a city, lawn, village, elc.? 5 0 Other - Specl(y 7 
045 , 0 No z 0 Yes - Nome o( city, town, villoge. etc.? 

046 I I I I I I 280. For whom did you (losI) work? (Nu",~ o( compony, 
(Ask males 18+ only) business, organization or other ~/.Iployer) 

d. Were you In Ihe Armed Fore .. on April I, 1970? 
® ,DYes zONa @) x 0 Never worked - SKIP to 36 

CHECK. Is this person 16 years old or older? b. Whol kind 01 busino .. or Industry is Ihis? (E.g.: TV and 
ITEM B o No - SKI P to 36 DYes radio m(g .. retail shoe store, State Labor Department. (arm) 

260. What were you doing mas I 01 LAST WEEK - (working, @) I I I I 
keeping house, going to 'school) or something else? c. Were you -

(§) , 0 Working - SKIP to 280 60 Unable to work-SKIPt026d @ , 0 An employee 01 a PRIVATE company, buslne .. or 
z 0 With a job but not at Work 70 Retired individual for wages, salary or commissions? 

30 Looking for work 80 Other - Speci(y 11 z 0 A GOVERNMENT employee (Fed.rol, Slate, counly, 
40 Keeping house or local)? 

30 SELF-EMPLOYED In OWN buslne .. , prole .. lonal ill..,Going to school 1/( Armed Forces. SKIP to 2801 
practice or farm? 

b. Did you do any work at all LAS-! WEEK, not counting work 40 Working WITHOUT PAY in lomily buslne .. or larm? 
around the house? (Note: I( (arm or business operator in HH. 

d. Whol kind 01 work were you doing? (E.g.: elecrrical ask about unpaid work.) 
@) oONo Yes - How many hours? - SKIP to 280 engineer. stock clerk, tyrist. (armer. Armed Farces) 

c. Did you have a job or business from which you were @) I I I I 
lemporarily ab ... ,t or on layof/ LAST WEEK? e. Yr'hat were your most important activities or duties? (E.g.: 

@ , DNa z 0 Yes - Absent - SKIP to 28a typing. keeping account books. selling cars. Armed Forces) 
3 n Yes - Layoff - SKIP to 27 

INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS 
36. Th. lollowlng questions rel.r onlv 10 Ihings '1"1 Ves _ How m.ny 46. Did you find any evidence thot someone ,n Ves - Hor) many 

Ihal happened to YOU during Ihe lasl 6 months - I tim,,!" ATTEMPTED 10 51.01 somelhing Ihal I IImn1 

belween __ I, 197 __ and __ , 191 __ • i rJ belonged 10 you? (olher than any 10No 
Old you have your(pockel picked/purse snatched)? . No incl.:Jents already mentioned) , 

37. Did anyone toke something (else) direclly 11-' yes - Haw many 
47. Did you call Ihe police du,ing Ihe lasl 6 monlhs 10 repo~! 

from you by using force, such as by a I . times? somelhlng Ihol happened to YOU which you Ihought was a 
stickup, mugging or threat? I '[lNo --- @ 

crime? (Do not count any calls mode to the poiice 

38. Did anyone TRY 10 rob you by using lorce I [] Ves - Haw many 
concerning Ihe incidents you have lusl laid me about.) 

ffi 
DNa - SKIP to 48 or threatening to harm you? (other than any I' tlmn! 
DYes - What happened? Incidents already menti9ned) 'rJNo ---

39. Old anyone beal you up, attack )'9U or hit you I rJ yes - How many 
wlt~ something, such as a rock or bottle? I limes? 
(ather Ihan any incidenls already menlioned) Ir1 No --- Look at 47 - Was HH member 12+ 10 Ves - How many 

40. Were you knifed, shot at, or attacked with I rJ ves - Haw many CHECK. attacked or threatened , or was some .. I ~ tlmls? 
some other weapon by anlone at all? (other I IIm.al ITEM C thing stolen or an attempt made to 10 No 
than any incidents already mentioned) Ir:J No --- steal something that belonged to himq ---

41. Did anyone THREATEN to beal yo" up or 'OYes _ Haw many 48. Did anylhing happen to YOU during Ihe lasl 6 ",onlhs which 
THREATEN you with a knile, gun, or some I' limos! @ you Ihaughl was a crime, but did NOT reparl 10 Ihe police? 
olher weapon, NOT in"uding lolephane Ihreats? I t:tJ (ather Ihan any incidents already menlianed) 
(alher Ihan any Incidents already menlioned) IrJ No --- o No - SKIP to Check Item E 

42. Did anyone TRY to attack you in some IrJ ves - How many ill 0 Yes - Whal happened? 
olher way? (olher Ihan any Incidents I tlm.s? 
already mentioned) 'ONO 

43. During Iho lasl 6 months, did anyone .Ieal '[] yes - How many Look at 48 - Was HH member 12+ 'n Yes - How many 
Ihings Ihal belonged 10 you from Inside ANY I • tlmos! CHECK. attacked or threatened, or was some : IImls? 
car or Iruck, such as packages or clolhlng? In No ITEM 0 thing stolen or an attempt made to I --- steal something that belonged to himqrJ No 

44. Was anylhlng slolen Irom you while you Ir1 ves - How many 
wer. away from home, for instance at work, I' IImls? Do any of the screen questions contain any entries 
in a theater or restaurant, or while traveling?!r:l No for "HoW many times? If 

45. (Olhor Ihan any Incldenls y~u've already CHECK. o No - Interview "OKt HH member. End interview i( 
Ir:J Ves - Haw m.ny ITEM E last respondent. and fill item 12 on cover poge. mentioned) Was anylhlng (01 .. ) at all slol.n I IImllT 

Iram you during Ihe lo.t 6 monlhs? 1("] No --- DYes - Fill Crime Incident Reports. 

Pale ... 
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Form Approved' 0 M B No 43·R058! ... 

Notes NOTICE _ Your report to the Census Bureau Is con(ldential by law 
KEVER- (U.S. Code 42, Section 3771). All Identifiable Information will be used only by 

BEGIN NEW RECORD pelSons enlaced in and (or the purposes o( th~ survey, and may not be 
disclosed or released to others (or any purpose. 

Line number 
FOR" NCS-2 

@) 1··I!~·711 UoS. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
BURE"'U OF THE CENSUS 

Screen question number "'CTING ... , COL.LECTING AGENT FOR THE 
L. ... w ENFORCEMENT "'SSlsT"'NCE I.DMINIITRA,TION 

@ U.So DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Incident number CRIME INCIDENT REPORT 

@) NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY - NATIONAL SAMPLE 

10. You sold Ihal during Ihe lasl 6 monlh. - (Re(er to Sao Were you a~ customer, employee, or own.r? 
approPriate screen question (or description of crime). @) , [] Customer 
In whal monlh (did Ihis/dld Ihe Ilrsl) incldenl happen? z :::::'j Employee 
(Show (Iashcard if necessary. Encourage respondent to 

3:J Owner give eKact month.) 
I 4r.J Other - Sped (y 

@) Month (01-12) lyear 197. b. Did Ihe penan(s) slool or TRY 10 sleal anylhlng bolonglng I 
to the store, res.taurant, office, factory, etc.? 

Is this inCident report for a series of crimes? 
@ ,"-, Yes } @ CHECK t ' [] No - SKIP to 2 z:'i No SKIP to Check Item 8 

ITEM A z [] Yes - (Note: seri es must have 3 or 3..:J DonOt know more SImI lor incidents which 
respondent can't recall separately) 60. Old Ihe of/ender(s) ltve Ihere or have a righl 10 be 

b. In whol manth(s) did these incidents lake place? 
there, such a 5 a guest or a workman? 

• (Mark all that apply) @) , ::J Yes - SKIP to Check Item 8 

@) ,;:] Spring (March. April. May) 2 ::1 No 
z [] Summer (June. July, August) 3::J Don't know 
3 :::'Fall (September. October, November) 

b. Did Ihe of/ender(s) ,acluolly gel in or lusl TRY 10 gol 40 Winter (Oecember, January. February) 
In the building? 

c. How many incident~ were involved in this series? @) , ::J Actually got In 

@) 1 0 Three or four 2 ~-1 Just tried to get in 
z 0 Five to ten 3 ~] Oon't know 
30 Eleven or more 

c. Was there any evidence, such as a broken lock or brok.n • 0 Oon't know 
window, Ihal Ihe ollender(s) (Iorcod hi. way in/TRIED 

INTERVIEWER: I( this report is 'or a series. read the 10 larce his way in) the building? 
(allowing statement. • 
(Th. lollowing queslians reler only 10 the mosl recenl Incldenl.) @) ':':: No 

Yes - Whal wa. Ihe evidence? Anylhlng else? 
2. Ab';~t what time did (Ihis/lhe mosl recent) (Mark all that apply) 

incident happen? 
z =:; Broken lock or window 

@) , 0 Oon't know 
zO During the day (6 a.m. to 6.p.m.) 3 ~ Forced door or window }'" At night l6 p.m. to 6 a.m.) 4::::J Slashed screen to Check 

J 06 p.m. to midnight s Cl Other - Speci (y 7 Item 8 
40 Midnight to 6 a.m. 
s 0 Oon't know 

3D. In what State and county did this incident occur? 
d. How did Ihe of/enderls) (gel In/lry 10 gel in)? 

@) , t.:; Through unlocked door or window 
CJ OutSide U.S. - END INCIDENT REPORT z::.:J Had key 

State County 
3 =.J DonOt know 

4:'; Other SpeCi (y 

b. Old it happen INSIDE THE LIMITS 01 a city, lawn, Was respondent or any other member of 
this household present when this village, etc.? 

CHECK t incident occurred? (I( not sure, ASK) 
@) 'eNo ITEM B 

2 W Yes - Enter name o( City. town, etc. 7 @) , ;:] No - SKIP to 130 

@) I I I I I 2 ~J Yes 

4. Wh.re did Ihi. Incidenl lake place? 70. Old the person(.) have a weapon such a. a gun or knlfo, 

} >KIP,,', 
or something he was using as a w.apon, such as a 

@) I ::.J At or in own dwelling, in garage or bottle, or wrench? other building on property (InclUdes • 
break-in or attempted break-In) @ 'DNa 

z 0 Oon't know 
z 0 At or in a vacation home. hotellmotel 

Yes - Whal was Ihe woapon? Anylhlng el .. ? 3 0 Inside commerCial building such as },,, .. (Mark 01/ that apply) store. restaurant. bank, gas statton. 3:::-J Gun public conveyance or station 
40 Inside office. factory, or warehouse 4::J Knife 

s CJ Near own homej yard, sidewalk. s [] Other - Speci(y 
driveway. carport. apartment hall 

b. Did Ihe pe"on(s) hit you, knack you down, or actually (Does not include break-in or 
attempted break-In) attack you In any way? 

6 0 On the street, In a park, field. play- SKIP @ , :=J Yes - SKIP ro 7( 
to Check ground, school grounds or parking lot 
Item B 2::J No 

70 Inside school 
c. Old Ihe pe"on(s) Ihroalen you wilh harm In any way? 

B 0 Other - Specify 7 
@ , :::J No - SKIP to 7. 

z LJ Yes 

Pace 9 
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I~i"~~:/S" >¥' ': :'<:~~::;"~"1 CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - 'Continued r, '. ~';,<,:, ,. ,;' ; l:::,"~\l;'.;.'*:t~."'6\ 
7d. How w.r. you ;hreol.ned? Any olh.r way? 9c. Old In.uronc. 'lr any h.alth ben.flts program pay for all or pari 01 

• (Mark all that apply) , the total medh:al expenses? 
@ , ' : i Verbal threat of rap. @ '. ; Not yet ·.ettled } 

2.: I Verbal threat of attack alh.r Ihan rap. 2 ::j None. • • . • • . SKIP to 100 
3 :..: : Weapon present or threatened SKIP 3:'::; All •••••••• 

with Weapon to 4 :'J Part 
4 ~; Attempted attack with weapon 100 d, How much &Id In.urance or a health ben.fll. program pay? (for example, shot at) 
5 • ~.I Object thrown at person @) $ ______ • []QJ (Obtain an estimate, if necessary) 
6;: I Followed, surrounded 
7' ,lather - Specify 100. Old you d. anYlhlng 10 pralocl yaursell or your properly 

during Ihl! Incid.nl? 
.- @ I ;:'1 No - SKIP to /I 

•• Whal aClually happ.n.d? Anylhlng .I.e? 

• (Mark all that apply) 
2", Ye's 

@) 'CJ , ...... ., -''" ., ... , .. ,.",''" 1 * b. Whol dl.l you do? Anylhlng .I.e? (Mark all that apply) 

2:] At!empted or threatened to @) , 0 Ulled/brandlshed gun or knife 

take something 20 U';ed/tried physlc~1 force (hit, chased, threw object, used 

3.:J Harassed, argument, ~buslve language other weapon, etc.) 

4 ::J Forcible entry rr attempted 
30 Tried to get help, attract attention, scare offender away 

foro:~!A ewy of house SKIP 
(screamed, yelled, called for help, turned on lights, etc.) 

,::1 ,.".,,,",,, " ...... d r 40 Threatened, argued, reasoned, etc .. with offender 

entry of car 100 sO Resisted without force, used evasive action (ran/drove away, 

6 :::: Damaged or destroyed property 
hid, held property, locked door, ducked. shielded self, etc.) 

7 :::; Attempted or threatened to 6 0 Other - Specify 

damage or destroy property 
11. Was the crime committed by only one or more than one person? 

8, :j Other - Specify, 
@) I : : i Only one 7 2,] Don't know - 3 , : 1 More than one.., 

SKIP to 120 
f. How did Ih. pH$on(.) allack you? Any 

a. Was this person male • alh.r way? (hWrk 01/ that apply) f. How many perso.ns? 

@) " 
: Raped 

or female? 
(@) 

2: .1 Tried to rape @) , ::J Male 
3.: I Hit wit~ ob)ect held In hand, shot. knifed g. Were Ih.y mal. or female? 

4, : J Hit by thrown obje".! 2. :J Female @) I.: J All male 

5: :: Hit. slapped. knocked down 3 :J Don't know 2l:.AII female 

6,:.1 Grabbed. held, tripped, jumped, pushed. etc. 3.:'; Male and lemale 

7 ~':J Other Specify b. Howald would you .ay 40 Don't know 

80. Whal wore Ihe inlurl •• you .uff.r.d, If any? the person was? h. Howald would you say Ih. 
• Anylhlng .I •• ? (Mark all that apply) @) '~j Under 12 YOLingest was? 

@ I ;::J None - SKIP to lao 
2 .:i 12-14 @) I "] Under 12 5 ~- j 21 or over -

2 i:.j Raped . 2~~j 12-14 ~. SKIP to j 

3 [] Attempted rape 3': ]15-17 3'] 15-17 6 .:} Don't know 
4 [J Knife or gUnst,ct wounds 4,.: j 18-20 4 ~~J 18-20 
5 i~] Broken banes or teeth knocked out 

5 • : : 21 or over I, Howald would you .ay Ih. 
6 -: i Internal injuries, knocked unconscious old •• 1 wa.? 
1 ~.: I Bruises, black eye, CUts, scratches, swelling 6 : : : Don't know @) , ..:J Under 12 4018-20 
B [:J "ther Specify 2 [J 12-14 5 ~ 21 or over 

c. Was the person someone you 
b. Were you Iniured 10 Ih •• xl.nl Ihal you' needed knew or was he a stranger? 3::.::J 15-17 60 Don't know 

m.dlcal all.ntlon alt.r Ihe allack? j. Were any of the persons knowh 
@) , r:J No - SKIP to 100 @) , ~.:J Stranger or reloted to 'ou or were duty 

2 ::J Yes 2:::::J Don't know all .Irang .... 

c. Old you rec.lv. any Ir.almenl 01 a ho.pltal? 3 ~ Known by },.IF @ I ..::J All strangers } SICIP 

@) ,[] No ' _. sight only to e 2 t:J Don't know to m 

2 rJ Emergency room treatment only 3 [J All relatives ) SKIP 

3 L:J Stayed overnight or longer - 4 :::J Casual 4::J Some relati ves to I 

How many days? 7 acquaintance 5 ::J All know" 

@) 5 ;::] Well known 6 0 Some known 

d. Whal was Ih. 10101 amounl 01 your modlcal d. Was Ih. penon a relatlv • 
k. How w.1I w.r. Ihey known? 

• xp.n.es resulting from Ihis incid.nl, INCLUDING • (Mark all that apply) 
anylhing paid by Insuranc.? Includ. ho.pllal of yours? 

® '::J ''''''''"'' } and daclor bills, medicine, Ih.rapy, brac.s, and ,@) ,DNa 2:J Casual SKIP 
any olher inlury,r.laled m.dlcal .xp.n .... ) Yes - Whal relatlan.hip? acquaintance(s) to m 
INTERVIEWER - If resPondent does not know 30 Well known 
exact amount. encourage him to give on estjmot~~ 

, 
2~::J Spouse or ex,spouse 

@ a :::J No cost - SKIP to 100 3!:.J P~rent I. How w.r. Ih.y r.laled 10 you? 

.I~ool 40 Own child • (Mark 01/ that apply) 
$ @) , =:J Spouse or 4;::] Brothersi 
x ::::J Don't know 50 Brother or sister ex-spouse sisters 

9a. At the time of the incident, were you covered 6 ::::J Other relative -
2:: Parents 50 Other-

by any medical insurance, or were you eliiltble 3:.1 Own Specify, 
lor b.nefits from any olher type of h.alth SpecifY'1 children 
benefits program, such as Medicaid, Veterans' ----
Adminlstralion, or Public W.llar.? 

@) , g No •••••• } SKIP to lao • W .. h./,ko- } 
m. W.re all of Ih.m -

2 .... ] Don't know 
@) ':=J Whll.? 

@) '::::J White? 

3 i:J Yes 2~:J N.gra? 

b. Old you fil. a claim with a.y of Ih.se in.uranco 2::J Negro? SKIP 30 Olher? - SpecifY'1 

com"9nies or programs in order to get part or oil 3 :':'J Olh.r? - Specify, j~o 
of YOlli t~edic'al expenses paid? 4 i.:J Combination - SpeClfY7 

@) I ::::J No - SKIP to 100 
2 [J Yes 40 Don't know 5:] Don't know 

I"O"M NCI.Z ,4.18.771 
Pale 10 

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

W.r. YD. lhe only p.rsan Ih.,. b .. ld .. Ih. oll.nd.r(s)? 

, 0 Yes - SKIP to 130 

20No 

'Ii. How;';.';; of Ih ... p.rsonl, nal counting yaur .. II, 
wore robh.d, ha,m.d, or throal.ned? Do nallnclud. 
porlanl und~r 12 y.o .. of ago. .' 

o [.J None - SKIP to 130 
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CHECK .. 
tTEM 0'" j'.j No - SKIP to Check Item E 

~: 1 yes 

l~a. Had permission 10 use Ih. (car/molor •• hlcle) e.or b .. " 
gl.on 10 Ihe porson who look it? 

____ Number of @ I J' I No •• , •. } 
===::..:~::.:.:.:....:.;..::..::.:.:.=-_________ ~ ,:. 0 ' k SKIP to Check Item E 

c. lb. any uf thl'. porlans meml:.n of your hous.hold now? 2 I .. , On t now 
00 nol Includ. houl.hold mombo,. undo, 12 yoars ~I ago, 3 [~j Yes 

o [.J No 

Yes - How many, nol counllng yaur .. lI? 

ulan Ihal 
to you or 

INTERVIEWER -Include anythIng stolen from 
IInrecognizobie business in respondent'S home. 
t)o not I~clude anything stolen from a recognizable 
busine •• In :espondent·. home or another business, 
such 0' merchandise or cash from a register. 

I CJ Yes - SKIP to 13f 
zONo 

b, Old tho porsan( I) ATTEMPT 10 lake lomolhlng Ihal 
bolongod 10 you or olho .. In Iho household? 

, 0 No - SKIP to 13e 

20Ye$ 

c. Whal did Ihoy Iry 10 lako? Anylhlng ol .. ? 
(Mark 01/ that apply) 

'0 Purse 
20 Wallet or money 

3 CJ Car 
• [.J Other mntor vehicle 

5 [.J Part of car (hubcap, tape·deck, etc.) 

60 DO/l't know 

Other -

Old they try to take a purse, wallet. 
or money! (Box I or 2 m~rked rn 13c) 
:::J No - SKIP to 180 

your penon, for 
d? 

•• Whal did horP"n? Anylhlng ol .. ? (Mark 01/ the! 
'0 Attacked 
2 0 Threatened with harm 

3 0 AttemPled to break into house or ,arage 

.0 Attempted to brea~ Into car 

5 C] Har •• sed. argument. abUSIve langua,. 

60 Dama,ed or destroyed prOperty 

7 ::::J Attempted or threatened to damage or 
destroy property 

80 Other - Specify _________ _ 

f. Whal wal takon thai bolangod 10 you or alho .. In Iho 
houuhold? Anylhlng ol .. ? ~ 
Cash: .$ • ~ 
and/or 
Property: (Mark all that apply) 

a 0 Ollly cash taken - SKIP to 14c 

'0 Purse 
20 Wallet 

30 Car 
a 0 Other motor vehicle 
50 Part of car (hubc~p, tape-deck, etc.) 

8 0 Other - Specify 

SKIP 
to 
180 

b. Old Iho p.rson 'olurn ,h. (tor/malor .ohlclo)? 

@ 'LIYes 

Pare II 

2:.1 No 

CHECK .. 

tTEM E'" 

Is Box I or 2 marked In 13I! 

i_; No - SKIP to 150 

::J Yes 

c. Was Ihe (purn/walle,/maney) on your person, for Inslanc. 
In a pochl or b.ing hold by you whon it "'0' 10k en? ' 
, i.:J Yes 

2lJNo 

CHECK .. 

ITEM F'" 

Was only cash taken? (Box a marked In 13" 

.:::J Yes - SKIP to 160 

ISo. Altagelher, whal was Ih ••• Iue of Ih. PROPERTY 
Ihal wa s 10k en? 

INTERVIEWER - Exclude stolen cosh, and enter SO for 
stolen checks and "etlit cards. even If they were u.ed. 

$ ___ .I~oo;1 

b. How did you docldo Ihe .aluo of tho prop~rty thai was 
slolon? Any olher way? (Mark all thot apply) 

I :..1 anginal cost 

2 =:1 Replacement cost 

3.: ~ Personal estimate of current value 

4:: 1 Insurance report estimate 

5 r~J Police estimate 

6 i.:J Don't know 

7 CJ Other - Speci fy 

1611. Wt.s or part of tho en money or property rlcav.red, 
not counting onything received from insurance? 

'L.J NOne} 
2:J All SKIP to 170 

3;:J Part 

b. Who I was roco.orod? Anything elso? 

Cash: S _____ .100;1 
and/or 
Property: (Mark all that opply) 

o ~J Cash only recovered - SKIP to /70 

1 [j Purse 

2 ::; Wallet 

1 Ci Car 

4 ~j Other motor vehicle 

5 C] Part 01 car (hubcap. tape-deck, etc.) 

6 ::l Other - Specify _____________ _ 

c. Whal was Ihe .aluo of Iho property roco •• rod ( •• cluding 
recov:,r.d cash)? 

.00 

I 



,DNa ••••• 
} SKIP 10 180 

2::J Don't know 

• [J Yes 

b. Was this loss reportftd to an insurance company? 

, ::J No •.••. 

2 Cl Don't know 

'0 Yes 

} SKIP to 180 

c. Was any of this 1055 recovered t~rough insurance? 

1 l'.J Not yet settled } 
SKIP to 180 

20No., ••••• , 

3:::J Yes 

d. How much was recovered? 

INTERVIEWER - I( property replaced by insurance 
company instead o( cosh settlement, ask (or estImate 
a( value o( the property replaced. 

86 

lOa. Were the police informed of this incident in any way? 

@j) '0 No 
20 Don't know - SKIP to Check Item G 

Yes - Who told them? 
Household member 
Someone else SKIP to Check Item G 

5 Police on scene 
b. What was the reason this Incidont was nat reported to 

the police? Any other reason? (Mark all that apply) 
, 0 Nothing could be done - ;"ck of proof 
2 0 Did not think it important enough 
• 0 Pollee wouldn't want to be bothered 
4 0 Did not want to take time - too inconvenient 
5 0 Private or personal matter. did nOt want to report it 
6 0 Did not want to get involved 
7 0 Afraid of re",;sal 
B 0 Rep'orted to someone else 
9 ~ Other - Specify 

is person 16 years or older? 
No - SKIP to Check Item H 
Yes - ASK 210 

Did you have a job at the time thi 5 incident happened? 
10 No - SKIP to Check Item H 
20Yes 

b. What was the job? 
, 0 Same as described in NCS-I items 28a-e - SKfP to 

, Check Item N 
Different than described in NCS-I items 28a-e 

~~ __ ~s======~.~I=oo=·~I, ____________ ~~ 
180. Did any household member lose any time from work 

r,ecause of .thi s incident? 

o ;::] No - SKIP to 19, 

Yes - How many members? "7 

b. How much time was lost alto~ether? 

, 0 Less than I day 

2 =1/-5 days 

.06-10 clays 

4 CJ Over 10 days 

5::::J Doo't know 

to you or members 
t not taken in this incident? 

For example, was a ack or window broken, clothing 
damaged, or damage done to a car, etc.? 
, 0 No - SKIP to 200 

c. For wham did you work? (Nome o( company, business, 
organization or other employer) 

d. 

e. Were you-

'0 An employee 01 0 PRIVATE company, business or 
indiyidual for wages, salary or commissions? 

TV 

20 A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county or locol)? 
• 0 SELF-EMPLOYED in OWN husiness, prolessional 

practice or farm? 

40 Working l'!ITHOUT PAY in lamily busin ... ~r larm? 

I. 

g. 

_2_C_]_Y_e_s __________________________ ~_;CHECK 

b. (Was/were) the damaged item(s) repaired or replaced? ITEM H 

Summarize this incident c.r series of incidents. 

, ::::J Yes - SKIP to 19d 

20No 

c. How much would it cost ti; repair or replace the 
damaged item(s)? 

$ ___ .I(\(ll 
SKIP to 200 

x ;--0 Don't know 

d. How much was the repair or replacement cost? 

x [] No cost or don't know - SKIP to 2Ua 

$ 

e. Wha paid .or will pay for the repairs Qr replacement? 
Anyone else? (Mark all that apply) 

, 0 Household member 

20 Landlord 

30 Insurance 

4 0 Other - Speci (y 

CHECK 
ITEM;~ 

CHECK 
ITEM J 

Look at 12c on Incident Report, Is there an 
entry for '"How many?" 

DNa 
DYes - Be sure you have on Incident Report (or each 

HH member 12 years o( age or over who was 
robbed, harmed, or threatened in this Incident. 

Is this the last Incident Report to be filled for this 

o No - Go to next Incident Report. 
DYes - Is this the last HH member to be interviewed? 

o No - Interview next HH member. 
DYes - END INTERVIEW. Enter total 

number o( Crime Incident Reports 
(illed (or this household in 
Item 12 on the cover o( NCS-I. 

! 

I 

f 

I 
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Appendix B 

NCS Commercial Interview Schedule 
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Form Approved: O.M.B. No. 43·R0587 
NOTICE - Your report to the qensus Bureau IS confiel1Uai by law FOR'" CV5-100 (Public Law 93-83). All Identlrlable rnrormallon wlil be u.et' ,~"y by '.·Zt-77) 
persons e~~aged In and for the purposes of the ~uliey, and may not be 

U.s. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE disclosed or released to others for any purpose. ~ 
BUREAU OF THE CEN.US 

1. IDENTIFICATION COIlES ACTING AI COLLECTING AGENT FOR 

o. psu lb. Se,men• r Line No I d. P.,i--l·· Panel 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMjNU7RATION 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ,JUSTICE , 

f. RO ,9, In.ervlewer code ,h, To.al number COMMERCIAL CRIME VrClMIZATION SURVEY of incidents 

NAtiONAL SAMPLE 

INTRODUCTION 
Good morning (allernoon). I'm Mr(s.) __ (your name) __ from lhe U.S. Bureau of tho Census. 
We are conducting a survey In this area to measure the edent to which businesses are vlciims 01 
burglaries and/or robberies. The Government needs to know how much crime there is and where it is 
to plan and administer programs which will have an impact on the crime problem. You call help by 
answering some questions for me. 

~ Part I - BUSINE~S CHARACTE.RISTICS 

Za. nid you (the owner) operate this establishment at this 7. Did anyone else operate any departme~ts or 
location durillg the entire G'monlh period ending ? concessions or some other bu~lness activity 
, I. I Yes - SKIP to 3e in this establishment durin, the G-month 
2 L I No - HOIll many months during I Mon.hs period endin, ? 

the designated period? ••••••• I : •• Yes - List each department, concession. or other 
b. What were these months? business activity on a separate line of 

Section V 01 the segment folder, if not 
·t I Jan. 4, "I Apr. 7!:; July A ; • ~ Oct. already listed. Complete a separate 
2 L: 1 Feb. . ~ lMay 8 [. iAug • B ~-:-I Nov. questionnaire lor each one that lalls on 
3:" ~ Mar. 6 L: 1 June 9 i . i Sept. C:: I Dec. a sample line. 

c. The lasl time we were here (Mr(s.) ____ gave information 2:: ~ No 
lor) this establishment (was vacant). 
Did anyone else ~wn this establishment during the DO NOT ASK ITEM B UNTIL PART II AND ANY 
G·monlb period ending ? INCIDENT REPORTS HAVE BEEN COMPLETED 

, I I Yes - Enter name fl. What were your approximate cross sales of merchandise 
21. : No and/or recelpls from services at this eslablishment 
3 ! : . Don't know - Inquire at neighboring establishment. for the previous I~ months endin, ? 
INTERVIEWER - complete addlffonal questlonnalrels) by (Estimale annual sales and/or receipts it not in 
contacting the lormer owner(s) or lor vacant establiShments bus iness for entire IZ months.) 
by contacting neighboring establishments. Complete separate 

1~' None questionnaires to account tor all months 01 releren(;e period. 

3a. Is this establishment owned or operated as an incorporated 2 r~' Under SIO.OOO 

business? . Jr' SIO.OOO to $2~.999 J ., I Yes - SKIP ro 4 21. I No 4 r.~ S2S.000 '0 S49.999 

b. How is this business owned or operaled? 5 :- . sso,OOO to S99,999 

'i J IndiVidual proplletorshiD • ," SIOO.OOO.o S499.999 
2l. : Partnership 7;'-' SS()IJ,OOO to S999,999 

J i: t Government - Continue interview o,NL Y it 8 [' SI,OOO,OOO and over 
Ifquor store or any type 9 :-:~ Other - Speclly . 01 transportation 

4 ~ -1 Other - SPec/lY7 
1'>C:,;:8';:'~~ INTERVIEWER USE ONLY 'i:;\~:f~!,,'k 
9a. Record of interview 

4. Do you (the owner) operate more than one establishment? (I) Oa •• 
I L:I YeS 2\:! No 

5. Excluding you (the ownet) (the partner) how maily paid (2) Name of respondent 

employees did this establishment averale durin, the 
G·month period ending ? (3) Title of respondent 
I ~. , None 4L~8 to 19 , 1 
21" ; I to 3 5 l:! 20 or more 

(4) ~ _lAte .. :o:od1 Number I Ektension 
3;:; 4 to 7 

Ga. What do you consider your kind of business b. Reason for nO~'inlervie\lt 
to be at this location? I OFFICE USE ONLY TYPE A 

I r Occupant in business dUrin, survey period but 
'. unable to contact ' 

b. Mark (X) one box 2 L: Refusal and in business durin, survey period 

RETAI,L WHOL~SALE J r.-:: Other Type A - SpecilY7 .' l. 1 Food c • :..; Durable 
1. .:f Eatmg ar'ld drink in, 0 .:] Nondurable 
J r: ~ General merchandise -MANUFACTURING TYPE B 
4 :~./ Apparel E; ~ Durable 4 c; PIC~sent occupant not In business during 
5 i . ~ Fut~iture and 

F !: I Nondurable 
survey penod 

. :Jppllance 5 0 Vacant or closed 
6 ~'I Lumber. hardware. REAL ESTATE 

, 6 C Other Type B (Seasonal. etc.) - Specily;, . mobile home dealers 
G i: i Apartment rental office 

7 Cl Automotive H : .• i Other real eSlate 
8 c.: Dru& and proptletary 

• ':. SERVICE TYPE C 
9 [J Liquor 

A 0 Gasoline serv",e 
J .: I BANKS 7 [" Occupied by nonllstabl~ activity 

stations K ::; TRANSPORTATIOM 8 0 DemoliShed 

B 0 Other retail C ~.:-~ ALL OTHERS - SpecllY, • C] O.her Type C - SpeCl/y, 
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f parI II - SCREENING Q'UESTIONS 

a. The last time this ~stabllshment was intervlewed, __ burJllary(les) were reported In ___ (monlh) 
and __ robbery(\es) were reported In ____ (monlh). 

b. Now I'd like to ask 50me questions about particular kinds 01 thef! or attempted theft. These questions refer 
only to this est~bllshment for the 6'month period ending 

...:.~. 

10. During this period did anyone break Into or some· 
how illegally get Into this place of business? 

18. Why hasn't this establishment ever been Insured against 
burglary and/or robbery? 

1 Number 
1 0 Couldn't afford It 

'DYe. - How many tlmes?_ 2 0 Couldn't get anyone to insure you 

(Fill an Incident Reporr lor eRGh) 3D Didn't need It 

'01'10 40 Self..1nsured 

11. (Other than the Incident(s) just mentioned,) during this 
5 0 Premium too expensive 

period did anyone find a door jimmied, a lock forced, • 0 Other - Specily -, 

or any other signs of an ATTEMPTED break·in? 

Fber 19a. What security measures, b. When were these 
I 0 Yes - How many times?_ If any, are present at security neasures (Fill an Incident Reporl lor each) this location now, to first installed 
zONa protect It against or otherwise 

burglary and/or robbery? undertaken? 
12. During this period were you, the owner, or any 

Enler Ihe employee held up by anyone using a weapon, appropriate code 
force or threat of force on these premlser.? Irom the ilst 

• \ Number a. Mark (X) ail Ihat apply ~enbelow • 
I 0 Yes - How many times? ______ b. Codes 

(Fill an Incident Reporl lor each) I Cl Alarm system - outside 

'01'10 ringing. building alarm ••••• i-

13. (Other than the Incldent(s) already ment!:~ned,) 20 Burglar alarm - Inside ringing 

did anyone ATTEMPT to hold lIP YIIU, the owner, 3 CJ Central alarm - rings at police 

or any employee by using force or 'threatening to department Dr security agency 

harm yau whll6 on these premises'l 4 0 Reinforcing devl ces. such 
as bars on windows, grates. 

. 1 Number gates, etc .••••••••••. j • 

I DYes - How many times?-__ 
5 n Guard. watcl)man ••••• , ••• (Fill an Incident Report/a/' each) 

'ClNo 6 [l Watch dog ............ 
14. (Othel than the Incldent(s) just mllntioned,) durtng 7 [J F Ire.rms •••••••••••••• 

this period were you, the owner, o,r any employee 
held up while delivering merchandise or carrying e OCPmeras ••• , •••••••• ,. 
business money outside the buslne:;s? 

9 elMlrrors •••••• '., •••• ,. . .1 Number 
I 0 Yes - How many tlmes?--~ A CI Lock ••••••••••••••••• 

(Fill an Incident Report lor eechl 
B [1 Comply with National 

roNo Banking Act (for 
banks only) ••• , • , •••••• 

IS. (Other than the Incldent(s) just mentioned,) did C [l Lights - outside cr additional 
anyone ATTEMPT to Iioid up you, the owner, or any Inside •• , ••• , ••• , ••• , • 

employee while delivering merchandise or carrying D C1 Other - specllY7 
business money outside the business? 

.1 Number 
I 0 Yes - H~¥i many tlmes?_, E o None 

(Fill an Incident AefX',t lor each) ~:·;i,'},'::;;}..:·:'';.> Codes for use in Hem 19b <~";:;~}";.8 ,oNo 

16a. Is this establishment insured against burglary and/or LESS THAN 1 YEAR AGO MORE THAN 1 YEAR 

robbery by means otlier than self.lnsur~nce? 1 - January 7 - July D - 1-2 years ago 

I DYes 2 - February 8 - August 

3 - March 9 - September E - 2-5 years ago 
'01'10 } SKIP 10 77a 4 - April A - October , 
3D Don't know 

5 - May B - November F - More than 5 
years ago 

b. Does the insurance also cover other types 01 crime losses, 6 - June C - December 

such as vandalism nr shoplifting and employee thaft? 
20. INTERVIEWER ~ Were there any incidents 

I DYes } CHECK ITEM reported in lO-15? 
• 0 No SKIP to r9a 

o No - ~ri::;~'b~p~~efl~:,eft,0~';r 3 0 Don' t k~oW 
page 1, and continue with 

17a. Has this establishment ever been Insured against lIem 8. 
burglary and/or robberr by means other than DYes - Enter number of Incldonts 
self·lnsurance? In item 1h on page 1, and 
I DYe,. contlnu~ with IIrst 

20 No - SKIP to 18 
Incident Report. 

30 Don't know - SKIP to 79a NOTES 

b. Did the Insurance also cover other types 01 crime 10sse,I, 
such as vandalism or shopillting and employee theft? 

I 

I DYes 
'ONo 

c. Did you drop the Insurance or did the company cancel 
your policy? 
t 0 Bu.lnes.man dropped It ••••..•• } SKIP to 79a 
z 0 Insurance company cancelled policy 
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Form Approved' 0 M B No 43 ROSS7 ... 
FORM CVS.l00 u,s. DePARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

TRANSCRIBE THE IDENTIFICA TIDN CODES FROM ITEM 1 I ... z!.?" BUREAU OF THE CENSU& 
ACTING AS COLLECTING AGENT FOR 

OF THE CDVER SHEET AND COMPLETE A SEPARA TE LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE AO"'"4. 

INCIDENT REPDRT FOR EACH INCIDeNT. 
U,s. DEPARTMENT OF' JUSTICE 

tNCtDENT REPORT 
IDEIITlFICATtON CODE COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY -NATIONAL SAMPLE 

a. PSU ,h. Segment I c. ~i~e Id. partie. Panel I r. RO g. In«dent ,. INCIDENT NUMBER 
No. RecorJ which inciJen, (1, 2, .'c.) 

is covo,.J bv Ihis p~g. 

You said that during ihe 6 months beginning 7a. Were you, the ownet, or any employee Injuted in this 
and ending {refer to screening questions incident, seriously enouch to requite medical attention? 
10-15 for description 01 crime}, 

1. In what month did this (did the first) Incident happen? , r.l Yes - How many? • Number 

I CJ Jan. • Cl April 7nJuly A n Oct. 2 r] No - SKIP to 9a 
20 Feb. s CJ May • Cl ",Ul. anNov. 

Number 30""r. • 0 June • Cl Sept. C l' Oec • b. /low many of them stayed In a 
2. About what limp. did It happen? hospital overnieht or lon,.r? 

1 C Durin, the day (6 a,m. - 6 p,m.) 
8. Of those receiving treatment in or out of a hospital, did At "I,hl (6 p,m, - 6 a.m.} 

2 [16 p.m. - Midnl&ht this business pay for any of the medical expenses not 
3D M1dnicht - 6 a,m. covered by a regular health benellts ~ro,ram? 
4 Q Don't know what time at nicht 

I 0 yes - How much 
.~ sO Don't know • was paid? S 

3. Where did this Incident take place? 2 r.1 No 
t 0 At this place of bUSiness . 3 [l Don't know 
2 n Qn delivery 
3 n Enroute to bank 9a. Did any deaths occur as a result of this incident? 
4 Q Other Specily 

1[1 YeS 
4. Were you, the ow net, or any employee present while this 2 r1 No - SKIP to r5a 

incident was occurlng? .. 
I nYe. b. Who was killed? c. How many? ..., 
20 Na -SKIP to ra (Mark (X) al/ that apply) 
3D Don't know 

1 rl Owner(s} •• , , ••.• , •.•••• 

Sa. Old the person holding you up have a weapon or something 2 r.1 Employees ••.••.•••••••• that was used as a weapon, such as a bottle or wrench? 
~ [l Yes 31.1 Customers. , •• , ••• , , , • , • 

'!.lNa J 3 0 Don't know SKIP to Ea 4 [] Innocent bystander(s) • , •••• , 

b. What was the weapon? (Mark (X) al/ Ihat apply) S Cl Offender(s). , , •• , •• , • , ••• 

I nGun 
6 [l Police" ••••.••• , .••• , , 2 n Kn,re 

3 n Other - ~peclly 7 f:l Other - SpecilYjl 

6a. Ho!\' many persons were Involved in committing the crime? 
1 1.1 One - Continue with 6b below 

·n
Two 

} 3 d Three ,SKIP to 6e SKIP '0 150 
40 Four or more 

10. Oid the offender enter, aUemp! to enler, Dr remain in this 5 Cl Oon'E know - SKIP to 7a 
establishment iHegallyl 

b. How old would you say the person was? 
I nYes 

I Cl Under 12 • 0 IB-20 
2!.lN0 7 20 12- 14 5021 or over 

30 15- 17 6 [l Don 'c know Discontinue use allncldent Report. Enler at the top 01 

c. Was the person male or female? 
this sheet "Out of Scope-Larceny." erase incident 
number. change the answers to screening quesllons 10-15, 

I [] :~.Ie change number 01 incidents in item 1h. page 1, and go 
on to the ned reported inCident. If no other inCidents 

2 [l Female are reported, return to page 1 and complete Items 
3 0 DoniE know 8 and 9 and end the Interview, 

d. Was he (she) - 11. Did the cffender(s) actually get in or just try to get in? 10 White? I 20 Black? 1 0 Actually &OE in 

3 0 Other? - Specify fSKIP 107a 
2 0 Just tfled to geE In 

4 [l Don'c know 
12. lI'a$ there a bro~en win~ow, broken lock, alatm, or any 

e. How old would you say the younlest person was? other evidence that the offender(s) forced (tried to force) 
10 Under 12 _0 ,;\-20 his (their) way In? 
21:1 12- 14 5 Cl 21 01 over - SKIP to 6g 

1 nVes 3 Cl 15-17 6 [l Dont, know 

I. How old would you say the oldest petson was? 
2 Cl No - SKIP ro r4 

I Cl Under 12 • 0 IB-20 13. What was the evidence? (Mark all that apply) 
z 0'2-'4 s021 or over 

I [1 Broken lock or wi ndow 

}'h" 
3D 15-17 6 0 Dont t know 

I. Were they male or female? 2 [l Forced door 

I o All male 30 Male and ft::mtl!e 3QAI .. m 
"20 All female 40 Don', know • C1 Olher - Specll1 

h. Were they - 14. How did the offender(s) get In (tty to get In)? 
I 0 Only white? 
20 Only black? I [l Through unlocked door or wlOdow 

1 0 Only other? - Specify 2 C] Had. key 
• 0 Some combination? - Specify 3 Q Other - Speclly 
sO Don', know 40 Don', know 
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.... ~ ,::", •• "1:': 11 ~"4 ~' .. ;< f<J " 0(: .. ',,:- ~; 
INCIDENT REPORT - C~ntlnu.d ,~ '., 

151. Was Inythln. dl.ICld In IlIls Incldlnt? For ulmple, 
I lock Dr window bn:~~r., ~I.I"~ ,~~rchl~~!N., alle. 
I [JVo. 
2 [J No - SKIP to 16. 

b. Was (were) the dl.llid lIelll(s) repllred Dr rspl.ced? 
I ;:J Ves - SKIP to 75d 
20No 

c. How lIIuch wo~ld II cost to IIPIII Olllpilce the dlmllu? 
(Esllllllte) 

$ :. } SKIP to 75. 
x [J Don" know _ 

d. How mueh did It cost to reP111 01 rep lice Ihe dlm"es? 

$ ______ •• 

V [J No cost - SKIP to 16. 
x 0 Oon'c know 

e. Who paid 01 will PlY for t~ .. rep.l,s or replacement? 
(Mark (X) atl that apply) 
1 0 Thl s business 

20 Insurance 
3 [.J Owner of bulld!nr. (Iandlorcl) 
• CJ Other - Speclly __________ _ 

50 Don't know 

161. Old the oller-der(s) take .~y money. merchandl$e. 
equipment, or supplies? 
1[1 Ve. 
z CJ No - SKIP Ie 18a 

b. How much money was laken? _ S •• c. What.\'I1S the tol.1 value of melchlndise, equipment, 01 
supplies laken? 

$ .IM 
V CJ None } 
x [J Don't know SKIP to 17a 

d. How was the value (merchandise, equlplllent, Dr supplies 
la~s~l determlned~ 
1 0 Orl&lnel cost 
20 Replacement cost 
3 LJ Other - Speclly 

17 •. How lIIuch, If any. of Ihe stolen lIloneJ .nd/ol propelty 
was recoveted by Insulance? 

$-----_ .• 
V 0 None - Why not? -, 

1 0 Didn't report h 
2 [1 Does noC have Insurance 
3 t.:J Not settled yet 
4 D Policy has a deductible 
! U Money and/or merchandise was recovered 

X [J Don't know 

b. How much, If any. of the stolen money andlol ploperly 
was recovered by tlleans oth,,-, than insurance? 

$ •• 

181. Old you. the owner. Dr Iny employee here lou Iny lI.e 
Iro. work blc~uSl of this Incident? 

I C.l, \' •• - How II1lny PCOpll? __ INumbor 

2 [J No '- SKIP 10 79. '-------i 

b. How .Iny wOlk dlYs werl lost Illolither? 
I 0 LOll than 1 day 

20 I-S day. 

> 0 ;1-10 days I'llays 
• DOvor 10 days - How .Iny?---+-
• 0 Oon', know '-------1 

191. W"I Iny Slcullty llleaSUIIS IDkin IU,lllhls Incident to 
PIOtlCt the esllbllshmenllrom futula !ncldents? 
lOVes 

20 No -SKIP to ~O. 

b. Whit melSurn Will taken? 
(Mark (X) all that apply) 

, 0 Alarm system - ouulde rln&ln, 

20 Bur,ler alarm - Inside tln,ln, 

3 0 Central .Iann 

40 Ralnforcln& devlces~ /:rates, lates, 
bars on window, etc. 

15 0 Guard. watchman 

.0 Watch dOl 

70 Firearms 

• D Cameras 
, DMlrrors 

A 0 Locks 
B 0 Ll,hu - outside or addltlona' Inside 

C 0 Other - SpocllY..., 

20 •• Were thl police Infolmed 01 this Incident In Iny w.y? 
'ONo 
2 0 Oon" know - SKIP to 27 

o Ves - Who told thelll?"1 '" 
, 0 Owner(s) J 

• 0 Em,.loy.o J SKIP to 21 
s 0 Somo,'''!~ else 
6 0 Police on scene 

b, Whit WIS the reason this InCident was not leported 
to the police? (Mark (X) .11 that apply) 

1 0 Nothlnl could be done - lack of proof 

20 Old not think It Important enoUlh 

30 Police wouldn"t want to be bothered 

40 Old not want to take the time - too Inconvenient 

5 0 Private or perianal m;:ter. did ~at want to report It 

, [J Old not Want to let Involved 

70 Afraid of reprl sal 

It 0 Reponed to someone else 

o 0 Other - Speclly '7 

V 0 Nono } SKIP to 78a 21. INTERVIEWER ~ Are th~re "'ore Incidents 
x 0 Don't know CHECK ITEM , to record? 

e. "'B:-y -w'-ha-:-t-ll-ea-n-s ~w:"lS-;t"-he-s-'Io-'I-en-lII-:o:::-n-:ey:-a:::n7d/;:0:-, ----; 0 No - Return to page 7, 
Ploperty recovered? g~~n~~tr,;'l!~/:,,:, 
I 0 Police 0 Ves _ Fill the next Incident 
2 0 Other - Speclly Report. 

NOTES 
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Appendix C 

Offender Age in National Crime Survey Data 

In the National Crime Survey victims are asked several questions de-

signed to yield information about characteristics ~f their offenders. Among 

these questionnai're items, specific questions deal with the victim's per-

ception of the age of the offender(s).The victimization survey data collected 

in response to these offender age questions provide an opportunity to examine 

variations in criminal victimizations committed by offenders perceived by 

their victims to be under 18 years old (juveniles), 18 to 20 years old 

(youthful offenders), or 21 or older (adults). This appendix provides ex-

planation of and documentation for the various offender age variables which 

were created and used in this report and its companion reports in this 

series. 

In order to fully understand the nature of the offender age data 

obtained in the National Crime Survey it is necessary to review the ques-

tions asked of survey respondents who were victimized in face-to-face en-

counters. Figure C1 illustrates these questions. The first question asked 

about offender characteristics is whether the crime was committed by only 

one or more than one person. If the victim reports that there was only 

one offender, he or she is asked the age of the lone offender. If more 

than one offender was involved, the victim is asked to report both the age 

of the youngest of the multiple offenders an~ the age of the oldest of the 

multiple offenders. 
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Fig!)re Cl Offende1, age questions in the National Crime Surveya 

Was the crime committed by only 
Ole more than one person?b one 

1. _'"" Only one 2. -

I' --
How old would you 
say the person w'as? 

l. Under 12 -
2. 12-14 -
3 ......... 15-17 

4. 18-20 -
5. 21 or over -
6. Don't know -

Don't know 3. More than one 

(skip) 

I 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

-
-
--

-

-

'I" 
lIow old would you say 
the youngest was? 

Und(~r 12 4. 18-20 -
12-14 5. 21 or over -
15-17 6. Don't Imow --

X 
Howald would say 
the old,est was? 

Under Ii'. 4. 18-20 -
12-14 5. 21 or over 

15-17 6. Don't know 

I TOTAL VICTIMIZATION 

J "'-..... 

MULTIPLE 
LONE OFFENDER OFFENDER 
VICTIMIZATIONS .Don't know number; VI~TIMIZATIONS 

Age of lone not asked age Age of youngest 
offender and 

age of oldest 
multiple 
offender 

J I 

a See Appendix A: National Crime Survey Household Iroterview Questionnaire, Incident Report, questions 11, 11b, 11h, ,and 11i, and 
Appendix B : National Crime Survey Commerica1 Interview Questionnaire, Incident Report, questions 6a, 6b, 6e, and 6f. 

b This question is different in the commercial SU~·2JS. See Appendix B incident question 6a. 
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Several important considerations emerge from an examination o,f Figure 

C1. First, "don't know" offender age responses are obtained ;:from two groups 

of victims. One group is those who did not know whether the crime was 

committed by one or more than one offender. Generally, this group does 

not constitute a large proportion of the total victims. l!'o'r example, in 

the NCS national sample for the years 1973 to 1977, in about 6 percent of 

the total personal victimizations (including rape, robbery, the assaults, 

and personal larceny) the victim did not know whether one or more than 

one offender was involved. The second group consists of victims who knew 

whether there was one or more than one offender, but did not know the 

offender's age. For this reason, in an additional 4 percent of the incidents 

the age of the offender was not ascertained. 

Second, because victims of more than one offender (multiple offenders) 

are asked to report both the ages of the youngest and the oldest of multiple 

offenders, the survey data have three major offender.age variables: 1) the 

perceived age of the lone offender, 2) the perceived age of the youngest 

of mUltiple offenders, and 3) the perceived age of the oldest of mUltiple 

offenders. 

Third, the NCS interview schedules produce rather fine offender age 

categories only for offenders perceived to be less than 21 years old. From 

the victims response, the interviewer records the offender age as under 12 

years old, 12 to 14, 15 to 17, 18 to 20, or 21 or older. This means that 

detailed offender age information is available only for victimizations 

committed by offenders perceived to be less than 21 years old. In the 

analyses in this report, offenders perceived by their victims to be under 

~. 18 years old are juveniles, those perceived to be between 18 and 20 years 

f old are youthful offenders, and those perceived to be 21 or older are adults. 
\ ---
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Table Cl shows the offender age 'variables that were used in the 

analysis for this report. Variables A, B, and C are the three major 

offender age variables in the NCS data: detailed age of lone offender, 

detailed age of the youngest of mUltiple offenders~ and detailed age of the 

oldest of multiple offenders. Variables AA, BB, CC are ordinary recodes of these 

variables; they simply categorize together all offenders perceived to be 

under 18 years old. 

The primary focus of much of the analysis in this report is on the 

incidents of victimization by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. 

Therefore it was necessary to create an offender age variable that would 

express the percent of the total victimizations (minus the small percentage 

in which the victim did not know whether there was one or more than one 

offender) attributable to offenders in different age categories, regardless 

of whether the incident involved lone or multiple offenders. To do this, 

variable D was created from variables A (detailed age of lone offender) 

and C (detailed age of oldest multiple offender) in the following manner: 

Condition Value 

If A=l, under 12 
or if C=l, under 12 then D=l, under 12 

If A=2, 12-14 
.Q!. if C=2, 12-14 then D=2, 12-14 

If A=3, 15-17 
or if C== 3, 15-17 then D=3, 15-17 

If A=4, 18-20 
.£E. if C=4, 18-20 then D=4, 18-20 

If A=5, 21 or older 
.Q!. if C=S, 21 or older then D=S, 21 or older 

If A=6, Don't know age 
or if C=6, Don't know age then D=6, Don't know ag(a 

,i' 
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Thus, when variable D (see Table Cl) has the value of "1"1, under 12, 

this includes all lone offender victimizations committed by offenders per

ceived to be under 12 years old, plus all multiple offender victimizations 

in which the oldest of the mUltiple offenders was perceived to be under. 

12 years old. Variable D makes possible an examination of victimizations 

committed by offenders in various age groups, whether the incident involved 

h ff d Variable DD is an ordinary recode of only one or more t an one I:> en et'. 

the detailed age of offender into juveniles (under 18), youthful offenders ~ 

(18 to 20), and adults (21 or older). 

The detailed age of the oldest of mUltiple offenders (variable C), 

rather than the detailed age of the youngest of mUltiple offenders (variable 

B) was used to create variable D in order to insure that the perceived age 

of all offenders in any given offender age category did not exceed the upper 

limit of the age category. This is because there are some incidents in 

which the age composition of the mUltiple offender group is varied (e.g., 

the young~st might be 14 and the oldest might be 18). Table C2 shows that 

a mixed-age multiple offender group was reported in fewer than one out of 

three mUltiple offender victimizations. In two-thirds of the multiple 

offender victimizations the youngest and oldest multiple offenders were 

both perceived to be in the same age category. (Both under 18, 28 percent; 

both 18 to 20, 10 percent; and both 21 or older, 28 percent.) 

Because of the mixed-age multiple offender groups, in order to guarantee 
.'. 

that no category of the detailed age of offender variable wCsula' inch~J.e 

incidents that involved multiple offenders older than the upper limit of 

the category specified, it was necessary to use the age of the oldest of 

mUltiple offenders. However, because the majority of multiple offender in

cident,s involved same-age offenders, the results of the analysis would 
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Table el Offender age variables 

A. 

B. 

e. 

D. 

AA. 

BB. 

ee. 

DD. 

Variable name 

Detailed age ~f lon~ offender 

Detailed age of youngest multiple offender 

Detailed age of oldest multiple offender 

a Detailed age of offender 

Age of lone offender 

Age of youngest mUltiple offender 

Age of oldest mUltiple offender 

a Age of offender 

Values 

.-
l=Under 12, 2=12-141 3=15-17, 
4=18-20, 5=21 or older, 6=Don't'know 

l=Under 12, 2=12-14, 3=15-17, 
4=18-20~ 5=21 or older, 6=Don't know 

l=Under 12, 2=12-14, 3=15-17, 
4=18-20. 5=21 or older, 6=Don-' t know 

l=Under 12, 2=12-14, 3=15-17, 
4=18-20, 5=21 or older, 6=Don't know 

l=Under 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older, 
4=Don't know 

l=Under 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older, 
4=Don't.know 

l=Under 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older, 
4=Don't know 

l=Under 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older, 
4=Don't know 

alncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest mUltiple offender. 

---~------
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Table C2 Ages of youngest and oldest multiple offenders a 
in personal victimization, NeS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate 

. Ages of youngest and Estimated number 
oldest mUltiple offender Percent of victimizations 

Both under 18 27.9 

Both 18 to 20 , 9.6 

Both 21 or olde): 27.8 

Youngest und(~r l8/oldest 18 to 20 11.3 

Youngest under l8/oldest 21 or older 5.7 

Youngest 18 to 20/oldest 21 or older 11.3 

b 0.2 Error cases 

Don't know c 6.2 age 

Total 100.0 

~his table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of 
victim did not know whether there was one or more 
Also excluded are lone offender victimizations. 

2,821,802 

65.3 972,372 

2,810,194 

1,140,?92 

28.3 574,249 

1,141,134 

18,068 

632,55.8 

10,110,969 

the total) in which the 
than one offender. 

bIn a few cases the youngest offender was recorded in the interview 
as older than the oldest offender. 

cDon't know age of youngest, age of oldest, or both. 

: I 
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not differ substantially if the age of the youngest mUltiple offender had 

been used in variable D. 

Accuracy ~f Victims' Perceptions of Offenders' Characteristics 

Most of the analyses in this monograph depend upon the ability of victims 

to make at least crude distinctions among offenders of different age groups; 

to a more limited extent, .there is also a dependence upon the victims' ability 

to make distinctions between offenders of different sexes and races. The 

research literature that exists in this area is limited almost exclusively 

to questions relating to the accuracy of victim and witness recall of offender 

identity (e.g., ability to pick the offender out of a lineup) and descrip-

tions of what transpired during the event, rather than to questions about 

'the offender's basic demographic characteristics such as age, sex, and race. 

Most of this research involves simulations or staged "crimes," often in 

1 
front of groups of observers such as college students.. Although this 

research suggests that eyewitness testiIilony regarding th.e identity of' the 

actors involved and what transpired during the event are subject to sub-

stantial error, the research provides virtually no information about the 

ability of victims to report accurately about offenders' ages, sexes, and 

races. Presumably it is much less difficult for a victim simply to report 

these basic demographic characteristics than it is for a victim to identify 

a specific "offender" fLom among a "lineup" group of persons selected for 

inclusion in the lineup because they are demographically similar to each 

other. Because the available research literature did not shed much light 

on the accuracy of victims' perceptions of offeuders' ages, sexes, and 

races, an attempt was made to study a sample of victims' reports of suspect 

characteristics (age, sex, and race) made at the time that the police took 

the offense report and the characteristics of arrestees who were subsequently 

~~-~--~ -~--
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arrested for these crimes. The data below· are for rapes and attempted rapes 

2 
reported to the police in New York City .between 1974 and 1977. 

Of the three demographic characteristics -- age, race, and sex -- age 

is probably the most difficult for victims to estimate accurately. Table 

C3 shows a tabulation of suspect's age group as perceived by the victim at 

the time that the rape or attempted rape offense report was filed, and the 

arrestee's age group -- as determined from the arrestee's birth date -- as 

shown on the police arrest report. Suspect ages were reported for more 

than twelve thousand suspects and were reported as "don't know'" for about 

nine hundred suspects. For most suspects (more than 8,000 out of 13,000), 

no arrest was made. Of those suspects for who:m an arrest was made, the 

perceived age group and the arrest report age group are remarkably close. 

For example, of those arrested suspects perceived by the victim to have 

been under 14 years old, arrest records showed that 97 percent were actually 

under 14. For those suspects perceived to be 14 to 19, 95 percent of the 

arrestees were 14 to 19. In fact, for no suspect age group is the victims' 

accuracy rate less than 89 percent. The overall ordinal measure of associa

tion (Somers' d) between suspect and arrestee's age for arrested rapists is 

.95. 

The age groups for those under 21 are somewhat cruder, and those over 

21 are finer, than in the NCS data. Nonetheless, the agreement between 

victims' perceptions and arrestees' actual ages is remarkable. It is im--

portant to note parenthetically that the strength of this relationship 

does not diminish appreciably when only the victims and offenders who were 

strangers to each other are included in the analysis. 

Because of the sexual nature of the offense of rape, the information 

on the corresponden~e between the suspect's and arrestee's sex is of limited 
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Table C3 Correspondence Between Age of Suspect as Reported by Victim and Age of 
Arrestee as Shown on Police Arrest Records, New York City Rapes and 
Attempted Rapes, 1974-1977 

Arrestee's Ase 
Suspect's Ase Under 14 14-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-45 Over 45 No arrest 

97.1a Under 14 2.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(;6)b (169). (5) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

14-19 .6 95.7 2.7 .8 .2 0 0 .1 
(1,;;4)b (6) (997) (28) (8) (2) (0) (0) (1) 

20-24 .2 5.4 89.3 3.8 .9 .3 0 .1 
(2,~~6)b (2) (56) (930) (40) (9) (3) (0) (1) 

25-29 .1 1.1 5.3 90.0 2.4 .8 .3 .1 
(1,~45)b (1) (ll) (55) (933) (25) (8) (3) (1) 

30-34 0 .5 1.9 4.1 90.4 1.9 1.1 .2 
(1,~;5)b (0) (3) (12) (26) (577) (12) (7) (1) 

35-39 0 0 .9 1.8 2.9 89.4 3.2 1.8 
(;;3)h (0) (0) (4) (8) (13) (397) (14) (8) 

40-45 0 .7 .3 .3 2.0 2.0 91.1 3.6 
(;~4)b (0) (2) (1) (1) (6) (6) (278) (11) 

Over 45 0 .7 0 .7 .3 .3 2.1 95.8 
(~;2)b (0) (2) (0) (2) (1) (1) (6) (276) 

Don't Know 4.4 21.7 13.0 26.1 15.2 4.4 8.7 6.5 
(;48)b (2) (10) (6) (12) (7) (2) (4) (3) 

~ow percent. 

b "No Arrests" excluded from row percent. 

cExc1udes "No Arrest!:!." 
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value, but it is shown in Table c4. Of those suspects reported by victims 

to have been males and for whom an arrest was made, virtually all of them 

. (99.8 percent) were male as judged from the police arrest report; of the 34 

suspects reported by victims to have been females and for whom an arrest was 

made, 24 were female as judged by police arrest reports. The measure of associ-

ation, phi -- the magnitude of which is severely limited owing to the extreme 

skewness of the sex distributions of suspects and arrestees -- is .73. 

The last characteristic to be examined is race/ethnicity (Table C5). 

The race/ethnicity categories used here are finer than are those available 

! 
! in the NeS data, and hence provide a stricter test of the ability of victims 

I 
I to report on arrestees' race/ethnicity. Consistent with the age data, these 

I data show that victim's reports of suspects' race/ethnicity are in close 

Ii 
11 
.1 i 
r I 

i i 
I ' , I 

I I 

agreement with the arrest report data. The agreement is .95 as judged by 

the nominal measure of association lambda. 

Of particular interest in connection with Table C5 is that according to 

Census Bureau procedures Hispanics are counted as white for purposes of racial 

classification. Hence in the NCS data, Anglo and Hispanic offenders are not 

I 
categorized separately (see data collection instrument, Appendix A). It 

is possible that ~ victims perceive Hispanics as blacks or blacks as 

f Hispanics, but it is important to note that very few victims experience this 

f 
i misperception. Thus, from the New York City rape data this does not appear 

t 
§ to be a significant source of measurement error. 
" , 
! 

i 
These data regarding victims' ability to report on offenders' demographic 

f' 
f 

characteristics are very encouraging. Although future research will have to 
1 
I 

! 
i 
i r 

sample a broader range of crimes and locales, the data suggest that some 

confidence in victims' reports of offenders' ages, races, and sexes appears 
.,! 

;f 

f justified at this time. 
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Table :c4 Correspondence Between Sex of Suspect As 
Reported by Victim and Sex of Arrestee As 
Shown on Police Arrest Records, New York 
City Rapes and Attempted Rapes, 1974-1977 

-, 
I Arrestee's'Sex 

Suspect's No 
Sex Male Female Arrest Total 

Male 99.Sa .2 
(S,;40)b 

100 
(5,034) (S) (5,042) c 

Female 29.4 70.6 
(5;)"b 

100 
(10) (24) (34)c 

~ow percent. 

b"No Arrests" excluded from row percents. 

cExcludes "No Arrests." 
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Suspect's 
Race 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Oriental 

Other 

----~-----

Table C5 Correspondence Between'Race of Suspect As Reported by Victim 
and Race of Arrestee as Shown on Police Arrest Records, New 

White 

96.1a 

(597) 

.2 
(7) 

.6 
(7) 

9.1 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

York City Rapes and Attempted Rapes, 1974-1977 . 

Arrestee's Race 
Black Hispanic Oriental 

1.0 
(6) 

98.9 
(3,179) 

1.6 
(19) 

o 
(0) 

7.7 
(1) 

2.9 
(18) 

.8 
(26) 

97.7 
(1,167) 

9.1 
(1) 

23.1 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(1) 

.1 
(1) 

81.8 
(9) 

o 
(0) 

Other 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

69.2 
(9) 

No 
Arrest Total 

100 
(621)c 

100 
(3,213) c 

100 
(1,194)e 

100 
(11)c 

100 
(13)c 

Don't Know 33.3 a 66.7 a 0 -- b 100 
(1) (0) (2) (0) (0) (81) (84) c 

--,~------:=----=~---~'------~----~~---~=:""---~;;":'::-

~ow percent. 

b"No Arrests" excluded from row percents. 

c Excludes "No Arrests .. " 
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FOOTNOTES , 
lSee for example Buckhout (1974), Note (1977), Duncan (1976), Leippe, Wells, J r 

j, 

i~ 
I~ 
t ' . 

, 
:t ' ' j. 

Ostrom (1978), Clifford and Scott (1978), and Kuehn (1974). 

2 We are grateful to Dennis Butler of the New York City Police, Department 

for ~king available these data from his comprehensive study of rape that 

I 
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! . is currently under way. 
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Appendix D 

·Tab1e D1' Type: of crime definitions in the National Crime Survey 

Type of crime 

Rape 

Robbery 

Robbery with 
injury 

Robbery without 
injury 

Aggravated assault 

Definition 

Carnal knowledge through the use of force 
or the threat of force, including attempts. 
Statutory rape (without force) is excluded • 
Includes both heterosexual and homosexual 
rape. 

Theft or attempted theft, directly from a 
person or a business, of property or cash 
by force or threat of force, with or without 
a weapon. 

This includes both: 

Theft or attempted theft from a person, 
accompanied by an attack, either with or 
without a weapon, resulting in injury. 
An injury is classified as resulting from 
a serious assault if a weapon was used in 
the commission of the crime or, if not, when 
the extent of the injury was either serious 
(e.g., broken bones, less of teeth, internal 
injuries, loss of consciousness) or undeter
mined but requiring 2 or more days of 
hospitalization. An injury is classified 
as resulting from a minor assault when the 
extent of the injury was minor (e.g., 
bruises, black eyes, cuts, scratches, 
swelling) or undetermined but requiring 
less than 2 days of hospitalization. 

And: 

Theft or attempted theft from a person, 
accompanied by force or the threat of 
force, either with or without a weapon, 
but not resulting in injury. 

Attack w~ith a weapon resulting in any 
injury and attack without a weapon result
ing either in serious injury (e.g., broken 
bones, loss of teeth, internal injuries, 
loss of consciousness) or in undetermined 
injury requiring 2 or more days of hospi
talization. Also includes attempted assault 
wi th a weapon. 
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Table Dl (continued) 

Simple assault 

Personal larceny 
with contact* 

Personal larceny 
without contact 

- ----r - -,. 
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Attack without a weapon resulting either 
in minor injury (e.g., bruises, black eyes, 
cuts, scratches, swelling) or in undetermined 
injury requiring less than 2 days of hos
pitalization. Also includes attempted 
assault without a weapon. 

Theft of purse, wallet, or cash by stealth 
directly from the person of the victim, but 
without force or the threat of force. Also 
includes attempted purse sna~ching. 

Theft or attempted theft, without direct 
contact between victim and offender, of 
property or cash from any place other than 
the victim's home or its immediate vicinity. 
In rare cae~s, the victim sees the offender 
during the commission of the act. 

*In this report personal larceny with contact is referred to simply as 
"personal larceny." This 'is a departure from the standard National Crime 
Survey definitions in which "personal larceny" includes both personal 
larceny with contact and personal larceny without contact. 
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