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Executive Summary

In this monograph the 1973 to 1977 National Crime Survey victimization
data are used to address three major questions regarding criﬁes of rape,
robbery, assault, and‘personal larceny committed by juveniles (under 18),
youthful offenders (18 to 20), and adults (21 or older). The first question

is whether there are wvariations by offender age in rates of victimization

suffered by victims with particular demographic characteristics. For
example, do the elderly have a greater risk of being victimized by juvenile
offenders than by adult offenders? The second question is whether there

are variations in rates of offending attributable to offenders with particular

demographic characteristics. For example, when one takes into account the-
number of potential offenders.in the nation (that is, the number of persons
under 18, the number of persons 18 to 20, and the number of persons 21 or
older), do juveniles, youthful offenders or adults have the highest offend-
ing rate? The third general question is whether victims tend to be victi&ized

by offenders with similar or different demographic: characteristics. For

example, do the young victimize the young?

On the first question, addressed in Section I of the monograph, an
analysis of rates of victimization by juveniles, youthful offenders, and
adults showed that:

1) In the total population, the risk of being victimized by

a juvenile offender was less than one-half the risk of
being victimized by an adult offendef. Victimizations
committed by adults were also more serious than tEose
by juveniles.

2) An individual's age is a strong correlate of his or her

risk of being victimized by juveniles, youthful offenders,

or adults.



3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

The risk of criminal victimization by juveniles is

greater among other juveniles. Young people -- 12

to 19 year olds —-- face a far greater ris: of being
victims of juveniles than of adults. However, when

young people are victimized, their victimizations

are most serious when adult cffenders, not juvenile
offenders, are involved.

The elderly are more than twice as likely to be
victimized by adults as by juveniles; moreover,
victimizations committed against the elderly were

least serious when juvenile offenders were involved.

Even though women were substantially less likely to

be victimized than were men, when women were victimized,
their victimizations were about as seriocus as those
suffered by.men.

The relationship between sex and the risk of victimiza-
tion by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults varied
somewhat with the age of the viectim. 1In every age group
in the United States, the male risk of victimization by
youthful offenders and adults was greater than the female
risk. However, in every age group over 19 years old,

the female risk of victimization by juveniles was greater
than the male risk.

Blacks in the United States had consistently higher rates
of total personal victimization by juveniles, youthful
offenders, and adults than did whites, and they also

were consistently victims of more serious crimes. Racial

gy,
5

8)

1))

differences in the risk of victimization were
greatest when adults were the offending group.
Although there is a strong inverse relationship
between family income and the risk of personal
victimization by adults, there is no inverse
relationship between family income and the risk

of perscual victimization by juveniles.

As family income in the United States increases,

the seriousness of criminal victimizaition decreases,

but not substantially.

In Section II, the number of potential offenders in each offender age

group -~ a factor that was not taken into account in Section I -~ was used

as the basis for calculating rates of offénding. Analysis of rates of

offending showed that:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Males had a rate of offending about four to fifteen
times that of females (depending on the offenders'
age group); a finding congruent with both arrest
and self-reported delinquency data.

Blarks had a rate of offending about five times
that of whites. This is consistent with arrest
data, but not with most studies, particularly
early studies, that have used self-report methods.
Racial differences in rates of offending were
especlally strong for the theft offenses.

The rate of offending was greatest in the 18 to 20
year old age group.

For theft crimes committed by juveniles, black

i
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6)

females had a rate of offending slightly greater
than that for white males.

Trend data for the 1973 to 1977 period indicate
that the overall decline in juvenile rates of

of fending (McDermott and Hindelang, 1981:

Figure 2) are attributable primarily to a de-

cline in rates of offending among black juveniles.

In Section IIY, analysis of the characteristics of the offender in

conjunction with those of the victim showed that:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Male offenders victimized males in about 7 out
of 10 personal crimes, regardless of offender
age. Female offenders increasingly victimized
males as age increased —— from 1 in 10 male
victims for juvenile female offenders to 3 in
10 male victims for aduit female offenders. |
For all personal crimes except larceny, the
age of the offender was correlated with the
age of the victim.

Although white offenders victimized whites almost
exclusively, black offenders victimized whites
in a majority of personal crimes.

Stranger offending was more likely when the
victim was male, older, and of a different

race than the offender.

P

Introduction

The public perception that juvenile offending in face-to~-face personal
crimes (rape, robbery, assault, and personal larceny) has increased sharply
in recent years has been the stimulus for legisliative changes that provide
for more stringent handling of young offenders. In the first monograph
in this series (McDermott and Hindelang, 1981) we used results from
victimization surveys to examine trends in offending for the 1973-1977 period.
The results suggested that in thisg period juvenile offending had not in-
creased subtantially in such face-~to-face crimes for the United States as
s whole. Furthermore, we found no evidence that the severity of the con-
sequences of these crimes to victims —-- for example, the extent of injury
or the amount of financial loss =-- increased systematically in this period.
In this monograph our focus shifts away from trends to an examination of

varlations in rates of victimization suffered by victims with particular

demographic characteristics and variations in rates of offending attribut-
able to offenders with particular demographic characteristics.

This monograph focuses on three general issues with respect to crimes
committed by juveniles (offenders under 18 years old), youthful offenders
(18 to 20 year olds), and adult offenders (21 or older). The general ques-
tion addressed in Section I is, how are the personal crimes they commit
distributed among the general population? That is, according to various
demographic characteristics (age, race, sex, and so forth), who are the
probable victims of juveniles, youthful offenders and adults? 1In order to

study this general question, rates of victimization by juveniles, by youthful

offenders, and by adults are examined and compared. 1In this regard our
emphasis is on an individual victim's risk of being victimized (by juveniles,

by youthful offenders, or by adults) depending on that person's demographic



characteristics. In this section, the interest in offender characteristics is
purely in ascertaining how much of the total risk of victimization of a given
group (e.g., the elderly) is attributable to the risk of being victimized by
juvenile, youthful, or adult offenders.

It is only in connection with the general question addressed in Section
IT that concern emerges with how numerous these offending groups are in the
population. To what extent are offenders disproportionately found in particular
age, race, or sex subgroups? To answer this question it is necessary to deter-
mine how many persons in particular age, race, and sex categories were avail-
able in the United States during this period as potential offenders. Thus,
for example, because the number of 18 to 20 year old persons in the general
population is much smaller than the number of persons 21 or older, the rate
of offending could be greater for 18 to 20 year olds than for adults even if
the absolute number of offenses committed by them were much less than the
absolute number committed by adults. That is, rates of offending standardize
the number of offenses attributable to a particular group by the number of
persons {potential offenders) in that group —— something that is not done in

the analysis of rates of victimization.

Section III focuses on the general question whether victims and offenders
tend to have similar or different demographic characteristics. For example,
to what extent do juveniles victimize other juveniles and to what extent do
males victimize males? |

The data that form the basis of this monograph were collected by the Bureau
of the Census for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in a continuing
survey of the general population of the United States that is designed to as-
certain the nature and extent of criminal victimizations that may have been
suffered by respondents. These National Crime Survey (NCS) results can shed light

on some of the basic questions surrounding serious criminal behavior.

When respondents indicate that they have 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 offense, 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, such as the three questions outlined above that
are the focus of this monograph. Although victimization survey data are
well suited for studying some fundamental questions about offenders, the
victimization survey results, as a source of data about offenders, are not
without problems. There are four interrelated limitations regarding the
use of NCS data in comnmection with studying offender characteristics. First,
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 relationship (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 analyzed include only offenses in which the
victim sees the offender: rape, robbery, assault, and personal larceny
with contact. Fourth, questions related to incidence versus prevalence
cannot be resolved with these data; that is, whether the over-abundance of
males among offenders is due to a small proportion of males repeatedly
offending or due to a large.proportion of males offending a smaller number
of times cannot be resolved with these data. Even within these limitatioms,
however, the NCS data hold potential that is not found in other major sources

of data about offenders, self-report and police arrest data.
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Throughout this monograph three age groups of offenders are examined
in order to make comparisons among them. The first major group, juvenile
offenders, are those offenders perceived by their victims to be under 18
years of age. Occasionally, in order to provide finer age breakdowns, three
subgroups of juvenile offenders are differentiated: those under 12, those
12 to 14, and those 15 to 17 years old. The second major 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 or older. The use of these three major
age groupings of offenders will permit analyses of age related differences
in offending. Before turning to these findings, however, it is necessary

to give some attention to the data to be used in these analyses.

Description of the Data

The data in this monograph are from the NCS national sample, collected
by the United States Bureau of the Census, in cooperation with the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration. In the national survey, probability
samples of both housing units and businesses were selected on the basis of
a stratified, multistage, cluster design.2 The data used in this monograph
covér 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 aboﬁt 10,000 households
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 victimiza-

tions suffered in the preceding six months. For example, in January 22,000

i e b b e

individuals (in 10,000 households) and representatives from 8,000 businesses
are interviewed. 1In 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 inter-

viewed 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 national survey,
respondents are asked about victimizations that they may have suffered dur-
ing the 6 months preceding the month of interview.

Thus, the national survey is conducted using a panel design; the panel
consists of addresses. Interviewers returﬁ to the same housing and business
units every 6 months. If the family or business contacted during the last
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
units are added to the sample periodically. For household units this is
accomplished by a continuing sample of new constrxuction permits; new
business units are added to the samples as they appear 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
sample for any housing unit, then, is 3 years. There is no provision for
the rotation of sampled business units.

The data reported in this monograph represent estimates of victimiza-
tions occurring in the United States, based on weighted sample data.5 It
is possible to make these estimates because a probability sample of re-

spondents was surveyed. The interview completion rate in the national

,‘3



e YTy 54 8 e

10

sample is about 95 peréeﬁt or mpre of those selected to be interviewed in
any given period, and hence population estimates are relatively unbiased.

This monograph is concerned with the personal crimes of rape, robbery,
assault, and personal larceny. Although the survey.alsco collects data on
the household crimes of burglary, larceny from the household, and motor
vehicle theft, as well as the cémmercial crime of burglary, these crimes
will not be included here. As indicated above the analysis requires re-
ports from victims regarding what transpifed during the event -- particularly
regarding offender Chéracteristics 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 gathered by means of personal interviews with the
victims themselves.

Depending on whether one or more than one offender was reported by the
victim to have been 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). If a lone offender victimized the re-
spondent, that offender's 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 age
variables was created. In general, the tables and figures shown in this
monograph in which both lone 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 age of the youngest or the age of the

oldest of the multiple offenders is used has little impact on the results.

S
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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
attempted or completed, whether serious injury was sustained, etec. —- crimes

are classified according to definitions used in the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR)

(U.S. Department of Justice, 1978). The elements constituting these definitions

are shown in Appendix D for each of the major types of crime used herein.

I. The Risk and the Seriousness of Victimization

This section examines the risk ;nd seriousness of personal victimiza-
tion among various demographic subgroups in the United States, groups de-
fined by characteristics such as age, race, sex, and income. For these
subgroups the report analyzes the comparative risk of being victimized
by juveniles, by youthful offenders, and by adults. Rates, seriousness-
weighted rates, and average seriousness scores are examined and compared.
It is important to begin by explaining how the rates, seriousness-weighted
rates, and average seriousness scores were calculated and how they can be
interpreted.

Data generated from the 1973 to 1977 national samples of the NCS are
used in this section of the report to estimate both the population 12 years
old or older6 and the number of victimizations that occurred annually in
the United States. Rates reported here are average annual rates of victimiza-
tion computed from the five years of data. In this section the total rate
of victimization suffered by a particular subgroup is broken down iﬁto
three component parts: the rate of victimization by juveniles, the rate
of victimization by youthful offenders, and the rate of victimization by
adults. For example, the estimated 1973-1977 average yearly population
12 years old or older in the United States was 169,397,550. In these

years, an estimated 1,316,336 personal victimizations were committed annually I
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by offenders perceived by their victims to be under 18 yiars old (juveniles).
When the estimated annual number of victimizations comﬁitted by juvenilés

is divided by the annual population estimate of persons 12 years old or
older, and the result is multiplied by 100,000, the estimated annual rate

of personal victimization by juveniles is 777 per 100,000 persons 12 years

or older. For youthful offenders tthose perceived to be between 18 and 20
years old) and for adults (offenders perceived to be 21 or older) the com-

parable rates of victimization are 554 and 1,950 per 100,000, respectively.

It must be emphasized that these victimization rates are not standardized

for the number of potential offendexs in each of the three age groups. For

example, compared to the under 18 and 21 or clder groups, there are re-
latively few potential offenders in the 18 to 20 age group; hence when rates
of offending are computed for this age group (see text below) this age
group will be shown generally to have the highest rate of offending. How-
ever, because the absolute number of victimizations committed by 18 to 20
year olds is small -- compared with the absolute number committed by the

under 18 and the 21 and older groups —- this age group accounts for a

relatively small portion of the total personal victimization rate.

Rates of victimization will be used here to assess the risk of victimiza-
tion that subgroups of victims face with respect to the three major age groups
of offenders.. From the data above, it is clear that for the total popula-
tion in the United States the risk of being victimized —-- as it has been
operationalized in this section =- by a juvenile is less than one-half of
the risk of being victimized by an adult (777 vs. 1,950). Below, one im-
portant question is whether this offender-age pattern of comparative risk

of victimization is maintained among subgroups of victims in the population.

For example, are young people more. likely to be victimized by adults

13

than by juveniles?

Some of the figures and tables in this report also present seriousness-— ?
welghted rates of victimization. Previous analyses of victimization survey
data suggest that it is necessary to investigate not only the rate of
victimization but also the seriousness of the victimizations reportedAby
victims (Hindelang, 1976). An examination of seriousness is important be- i
cause there is a great deal of heterogeneity within crime categories in
the seriousness of criminal events. For example, rapes may be completed
or attempted, the offender may be armed or unarmed, the victim may or may
not be seriously injured.

Sellin and Wolfgang (1964) developed a scaling technique designed to
provide composite seriousness scores for delinquency incidents. Their
seriousness scoring system takes into account elements of incidents such
as the number of victims of bodily harm and the extent to which these
victims are injured, the number of victims intimidated verbally or with a
weapon, and the value of property stolen, damaged, or destroyed.7 The
seriousness-weighted rates presented in this report are based on the
Sellin-Wolfgang system. However, one modification in their approach is
necessary. Instead of scoring incidents, only the consequences sufféred
by the individual victim are scored.8 The seriousness-weighted rates re-—
ported here sum across victims the seriousness score of each victimiza-
tion reported.9 When seriousness-weighted annual rates are computed from
the average of the 1973 to 1977 national data, it is seen that annually i
in the United States the seriousness-weighted rate of victimization by
juveniles is 1,744 per 100,000 persons twelve yeérs old or older, while

the seriousness-weighted rates by youthful offenders and adults are 1,583

and 6,243 per 100,000 persons twelve years old or older, respectively.
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Because the seriousness-weighted rates are a reflectiog of both the
rate and the seriousness of the victimization, they illustrate an important
dimension of victimization. For example, it may be the case that although
two groups of persons have similar rates of victimization, their seriousness-
weighted rates may be very dissimilar. This would indicate that although
one group has the same risk of being victimized as the other group, in
terms of seriousness the two groups have very different experiences; one group
is likely to experience more serious victimizations than the other. 1In

this context, more serious might include elements such as greater weapon

use, greater severity of injury, more cash or property stolen, and so forth;
in short, the elementit scored by the Sellin-Wolfgang procedure.

In addition to the rates and seriousness—weighted rates of victimization
by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults, average seriousness scores
are reported in some instances. These scores were obtained by dividing
the seriousness-weighted rates by the rates of victimization, and reflect
the average seriousness of victimizations by juveniles, youthful offenders,
and adults, among categories of victims. As reported earlier, the estimated
annual rate of victimization by juveniles is 777 per 100,000; the seriousness~—
weighted rate derived by application of the Sellin-Wolfgang scores is 1,744
per 100,000. The average seriousness of victimizations by juveniles is
1,744 divided by 777, or 2.24. The average seriousness score of victimiza-
tions by youthful offenders was 2.86; among adult offenders, this score was
3.20. Thus, not only was the risk of victimization by juveniles substantially
lower than the risk of victimization by adults, but also, when victimization
occurred, it was generally more serious if adult offenders were involved.10

Victimization survey interviewers collected information on demographic

characteristics of all respondents. These survey data make possible an
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examination and comparison of the risk and seriousness of victimization by
juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults among persons in different age,

race, sex, marital status, and family income categories.

Age of Victim

As seen above, the risk of being victimized by an adult was more than
twice the risk of being victimized by a juvenile. Does this pattern of
risk hold equally for young, middle-aged, and elderly persons in the popula-
tion? There is reason to expect that it may not. For example, in the
"lifestyle/exposure'" theory of personal victimization (Hindelang, Gottfredson,
and Garofalo, 1978: Chapter 11) an individual's risk of being victimized is
dependent upon various elements constituting his or her lifestyle as they
relate to exposure to the risk of victimization. Within this theoretical
model, the authors propose (1978:257) that "an individual's chances of
personal victimization are dependent upon the extent to which the individual
shares demographic characteristics with the offender." According to
nationally available crime and victimization data (Uniform Crime Reports
and National Crime Survey Data) both offenders and victims are disproportion-
ately young. In a previous work, Hindelang (1976) demonstrated that
victimizations suffered by young people are likely to be committed by young
people. Along these lines, it can be expected that the risk of victimiza-
tion by juveniles would be greater for younger persons than for older
persons, and that for youth in the population the risk of victimization by
juveniles would be greater than the risk of victimization by adults.

The survey data in Figure 1, presenting annual rates of total personal
victimization (including rape, robbery, assault and personal larceny), con-
firm these expectations. Youth (the 12 to 19 year olds) had the highest

overall risk of victimization (5,956 per 100,000 12 to 19 year olds). This
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ovarall rate of victimization of persons aged 12 to 19 was composed of three
additive parts: victimizations by juvenile offenders (2,787 per 100,200
persons aged 12 to 19), youthful offenders (1,316 per 100,000 persons aged
12 to 19) and adult offenders (1,853 per 100,000 persons aged 12 to 19).
Thus, persons’'12 to 19 years old had the highest risk of victimization by
juvenile offenders (2,787 per 100,000), a risk -almost seven times the risk
for persons in the next age category. In stark contrast, adults between

the ages of 20 and 34 had the highest risk of victimization by adult offenders
(3,623 per 100,000), a rate about twice the rate of viétimization of 12 to 19
year olds by adult offenders (1,853 per 100,000). This figure cleariy shows
that the risk of victimization by juveniles is greatest among youth in the
United States, and that young people face a greater risk of being victims

of juvenile offenders than of being victims of adult offenders.

What about other age groups? In the mid-~70's victimization of the
elderly became a matter of widespread public concern. Previocus analyses
of the NCS data (Hindelang, 1976; Hochstedler, in press) have shown that
the elderly have by far the lowest risk of personal victimization. This
is demonstrated in Figure 1. Here, it is also seen that the elderly have
a risk of victimization by adults that is more than twice their risk of
victimization by juveniles: for individuals 65 or older, the rate of
victimization by adults was 519 per 100,000; the rate of victimization by
juveniles was 219 per 100,000.

What happens when we begin to examine the seriousness of these victimiza-
tions? Figure 2 shows, by age of victim, the average seriousness scores of
criminal victimizations committed by juvenile offenders, youthful offenders,
and adult offenders. From these data, two things are clear. First, in

each victim age category the criminal victimizations committed by adults
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and youthful offenders are on the average more serious than those committed
. f
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Table 1 Eetimated annual rates and serioushess-weighted rates of total
parconal victimfration (per 100,000 persons in each population,
subgroup), by age of victim, type of cg;-, and age of offender,
KC8 nationsl data, 1973-1977 aggregate

Type of

e of victim
:r:-:lu;:fender 12 to 19 20 to 34 35 to 49 50 to 64 65 _to 99 Total
age of otlencel
Population base: 32.736.387c 49,269,393 34,470,457 31,498,579 21,422,736 169,397,552
Rape: d 2 0 I3 7
Under 18 ;g. lg 6 [} a2 27
8 10 3 ] [} 11
18 to 20 Iy 4 e ° 0 69
110 142 16 15 6 70
21 or older v a8 1,034 m 146 P 499
) 8 & 1 2 0 3
Don’t know “ “ 23 23 0 kY
' i i 91
Total 182 161 23 17 )
° 1,138 1,147 149 170 80 626
Robbery:
) 543 . 52 62 63 158
Under 18 1,511 302 180 236 260 493
219 136 82 77 83 123
18 to 20 ago 579 378 276 394 . 525
- 263 537 297 231 185 334
21 ox oder 1,216 2,722 1,511 1,251 915 1,682
' 41 32 43 42 49’ 40
Den't knou 159 182 200 239 223 ) 97
S
1,067 782 474 411 380 65.
Toral 3:716 3,786 2,266 2,102 1,792 2,898
Aggravated Assault: 2 3
18 652 88 52 39
Under 2,228 327 193 138 95 603
148
2 421 161 57 33 12 i
18 ro 20 1,530 618 226 128 59 553
605
d 638 1,173 459 200 77
21 or older 250 4635 1,913 842 299 2,399
4
'tk 61 51 23 12 5 3
Don't know 7 219 106 42 19 141
959
1,772 1,473 591 283 120
Torel 6,415 5,800 2,438 1,150 w2 3,696
Simple Assault:
Under 18 1,485 193 101 79 64 387
2,002 314 185 148 126 559
18 to 20 612 318 90 a7 28 241
928 526 168 77 54 aas
21 or older 810 1,703 680 357 1355 876
1,318 3,015 1,268 667 301 - 1,551
Don't know 64 &4 17 13 10 33
111 7”7 31 23 22 ‘57
Total 2,972 2,258 888 . 496 258 1,537
4,359 3,932 1,650 915 504 2,556
Perscnal Larceny:
Under 18 81 . kL] 35 59 61 52
101 41 42 68 n 62
18 to 20 26 29 25 38 45 k)
44 42 42 55 70 48
21 or older 32 . 68 70 73 96 66
48 122 119 118 158 111
Don't know 17 - 30 18 23 12 21
25 52 37 42 23 38
Total 155 166 148 193 21¢ 1
217 256 240 282 323 259

2ncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest wultiple offender.

"'nu- table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the totsl) in which the victim did not know whather
thers was one or more than one offendsr.

“rive year average est{mated nucber of perscns in the populatfon.

d!ltluted rate per 100,000

.Serlou!nell-\lelghted rates per 100,000 are obtained by multiplying each victimtzation by it Sellin-
‘Wolfgang seriocusness score, summing the weighted victimizations, then dividing this =um by tha estimated
ipopulation and multiplying the remult by 100,000. .
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assault, and personal larceny. The relationships between victim age and

the risk and seriousness of victimization vary considerably by type of crime
(See Table 1). Examining the youngest persons in the general population first,
in robbery, the assaults, and personal larceny, the risk of being victimized
by a juvenile offender is higher than the risk of being victimized by an adult
offender. The offender-age difference in risk is highest in simple assault;
among 12 to 19 year olds, the rate of simple assault By juvenile offenders

was 1,485 per 100,000, compared with a simple assault rate by adult offenders
of 810 per 100,000. However, rape is largely a crime committed: by adults. The
12 to 19 year olds had a rate of rape victimization by adults more than four

times their rate of rape victimization by juveniles (110 compared with 26 per

100,000).

When average seriousness scores are computed, it is seen that in every
type of crime committed against the 12 to 19 year olds, the crimes committed
by adults were more serious than those committed by juveniles. Among these
youthful victims, rapes and robberies committed by adults were about twice
as serious as those committed by juveniles.

Returning to the issue of juvenile victimization of the elderly, the
data in this table show that -- by the risk criterion adapted for this section
~— the elderly had a much greater chance of being assaulted or robbed by adults
than by juveniles. Among those 65 or older, the rate of aggravated assault by
adults was three times the rate by juvenile offenders and the rate of simple

assault by adults was twice the rate by juveniles.

Sex of Victim

One of the well-known facts about criminal victimization in face-to-
face personal c¢crimes is that men have a much greater likelihood of being

victimized than do women. Although crimes such as rape and spouse abuse
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are virtually always against female victimes, these types of crimes appear
in survey data with sufficient rarity that women have considerably lower

total rates of personal victimization. - Sex, like age, has been linked to
victimization through the notions of lifestyle and exposure; the theory is i

that men are more often exposed to the risk of victimization than women 1 !

FIGURE 3 Estimated annual rates of total personal victimization (per 100

(Hindelang, Gottfredson, and Garofalo, 1978). of victim and age of offender,@ NCS national data, 1973_197’70285?;33{':;2“”3 or older), by sex
The victimization survey data indicate that for total personal victimiza- Rate per 100,000 $

tion (including rape, robbery, the assaults, and personal larceny) in all three 3,000 T ‘
offender age groups the rate of victimization among men is higher than the | Male
rate among women. Figure 3 illustrates the difference between male and female %000
Female

rates of total personal victimization by juveniles, by youthful offenders, and
2, |

by adults. It is clear that the risk of victimization in all offender age ‘ o0 D “
groups is greater among men than among womén. However, the relative difference )
between male and female rates of victimization is not consistent across offender 1900 o ﬁ‘
age groups. Although men have a greater risk of victimization than women in /‘
) 1,000 954 ___ o i
all offender age categories, the difference between their likelihood of being ‘ - zk
victimized and the likelihood of women being victimized is least if juvenile w 515\
offenders are involved and greatest when youthful offenders are involved. >0 s 351
When these rates of victimization are weighted with Sellin-Wolfgang scores, : ¥ ‘

> I N i

the seriousness-weighted rate of victimization by juveniles is 2,260 per 100,000 ° Under 18 18to20 21 or older ,

Age of Offender i
Population base: Male (81,091,346)°
Female (88,306,206) |

in the male population and 1,270 per 100,000 in the female population. These
figures convert to average seriousness scores of 2.4 and 2.1 for male and female

g a . .
victimization, respectively, by juveniles. For the total victimization by includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

These figures exclude incidents (about 6 pe i i iotim di i
there was one or more than one(offendeﬁ reent ofthe total) in which the victim did not know whether g

outhful offenders he erage serious scor for e and female victimiza- [ . .
y > € averag 1 scores for mal ema.le ctl Five year average estimated number of persons in the population.

tion were virtually identical: 2.9 for male victims and 2.8 for female victims, H
and the average seriousness scores of male and female victimization by adults

were both 3.2 (data not shown). Generally, then, among all offender age groups ]

victimizations of women were about as serious as victimizations of men, even
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though women weren't as likely as men to be victimized.

The male versus female difference in risk of victimization by juveniles,
youthful offenders, and adults varied, however, by age of victim (see Figure
4). In all groups in the population the male risk of victimization by yoﬁth-
ful offenders and by adults was consistently higher than the female risk of

victimization. However, the risk of victimization by juveniles was only

higher for men than for women among the youngest victims, those between

the ages of 12 and 19 years old. For every age grouping over 19, the female
risk of victimization by juveniles was greater than the male risk of
victimization by juveniles, and there was a tendency for the relative sex
difference in risk to increase with increases in the age of the victim. The
ratio of the male rate of victimization to the female rate of victimization
by juveniles decreased from 1.9:1 among the 12 to 19 year olds to .95:1 among

the 20 to 34 year olds to .7:1 among the 65 or older group.

Race of Victim

Another well-documented fact of victimization is that blacks in the
United States are disproportionately victims of serious personal crimes;
that is, the proportion of total victimizations suffered by blacks exceeds
their proportionate representation in the population. The analysis here
focuses on race-related patterns of risk and seriousness of victimization
by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. A subsequent section ex-
amines the question of interracial versus intraracial victimization by
juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults.

In the NCS there are three categories of respondent and offender
race: white, black, and other. Survey interviewers record interviewed
persons of Latin-American descent as "white,"‘unless the respondents

consider themselves as black or another nonwhite race. The category "other"
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FIGURE 4 Estimated annual rates of total personal victimization {per 100,000 persons in each population subgroup), by sex of victim, age

Rate per 100,000

of victim, and age of offender,” NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate”
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includes persons of races other than white or black such as Japanese,

Chinese, American Indian, and so forth. In the years 1973 to 1977, whites
comprised 88 percent of the United States population 12 years old or older,
blacks cémprised 11 percent, and persons of other races comprised 1 percent.
Because races other than white and black constituted such a small portion

of the population, much of the analysis here focuses only on comparisons

of rates and serilousness-weighted rates of victimization among white and black
individuals.

In Figure 5 estimated annual rates of personal victimization by juvenilés,
youthful offenders, and adults are shown for the racial subgroups in the
population. It is immediately apparent that the risk of personal victimiza-
tion by offenders in all age groups is higher for blacks than for whites.

For example, the risk of victimization by juveniles is 964 per 100,000

among blacks, but only 757 per 100,000 among whites. The comparable differ-
ence between the black and white risks of victimization is greatest when
adults are the offending group.

Not only do blacks have higher rates of victimization than whites, but
they also are coasistently victims of more serious crimes. Although the
black rate of victimization by juveniles is about one and one-quarter times
the white rate, the seriousness~weighted rate of victimization by juveniles
among blacks is about one and one-half times the seriousness-weighted rate
among whites (2,399 compared with 1,483 per 100,000). Average seriqpsness
scores (data not shown) indicate that by every offender age group, victimiza-
tions of blacks are more serious than those of whites. Among both blacks
and whites, the average seriousness of personal victimizations increases
wiﬁh increases in the age group of the offender. Among the black victims,

the seriousness of victimizations by adults was about 1.6 times the serious-
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FIGURE 5 Estimated annual rates of total personal victimization (per 100,000 ersons 12
of victim and age of offender,a NCS national data, 1821'3-197'7 aggregateb yearsor older), by race

Rate per 100,000
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Five year average estimated number of persons in the population.
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‘ Table 2 Kstimated annucl rates and sarfousness-weighted rates of
e yonts of oldsr) s by tace of vimein vyor e 124
: { age of offender,A NCS national data, 1973~1977 aggregate®
ness of victimizations by juveniles (4.0 compared with 2.6). ‘
. ; ‘ Type of
When the rate data are broken out by type of crime there are important i crine wd race of victin
| offender White Black Tora1®
exceptions to the general pattern of a higher rate of victimization among i Populatton bases ue,010,4021° 18,378,920 169,397,552
) : "‘?-:é.m 8y ? 7
blacks than among whites (see Table 2). In the serious crimes of rape, | 2 57 27
1o 18 to 20 10 17 1n
: 61 140 69
N risk of victimization among blacks is j :
robbery, and aggravated assavrlt the g { 21 o older 8 s X
greater than the risk among whites. For example, among blacks the rate of ;[ Doo't know 2 3 3
| rot 4 .E &
aggravatad assault by juveniles is 244 per 100,000, whereas the white rate of | \
| ok s B B
. o . u i 9
aggravated assault by juveniles is 165 per 100,000. However, in simple assault i I . s s
450 1,125 525
i ctimi i i i i he rate among blacks. - or olde
the rate of victimization among whites is higher than the g 21 or older 8 e L3
. . . 't kngw 1 4
The rate of simple assault by juveniles is 394 per 100,000 among whites, but i Dou't kn 2 109 b
| . ST I
339 per 100,000 among blacks. Whites, then, have a greater risk of being i ) regravated Ansestts ) ! '
. . E Under 18 165 244 173
victims of the less serious assaults, those that, by definition, involve | i e o o
i 18 to 20 142 198 148
. . . ol 530 757 333
neither weapon use nor serilous bodily injury. ; 21 or older 8 Lo iy
H 2209 » »
i Don't know 30 8 k1Y
; 122 296 141
Family Income of Victim ' total %00 1448 959
§ . 3,432 5,822 3,696
-In the NCS interview the total family income is recorded for all survey steple Aesautes - - -
578 Mo 539
respondents. Total family income includes the income of the household head 3 18 to 20 20 116 u
Ef | 21 or older 896 ny 876
plus that of all his or her relatives 12 years of age or older who are house- | 1,500 1,206 1,551
| e 5033
hold members at the time. Hence, in this analysis "income" means family 1 roca Ls72 1257 Loy
i 2,617 2,083 g
income and does not necessarily refer to an individual respondent's earnings 31 Parscaal Laccenys . o5 .
E ar
' 51 147 82
or income. Prior analyses of the NCS data have shown that in general, the I 102 28 3 1
! 0.
lower a person's family income, the higher the risk of being a victim of a ; I or older t 356 o
‘ Dea't know u 3 u
personal crime. This section examines this income/risk relationship specifically ’ roat 1 “ n
201 704 239
in terms of the risk of being victimized by juveniles, youthful offenders, and .
- *Includes parceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest sultiple
: offender.
- adults. . | ®rvite table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in
L x‘::t::d::“h did not know whether there vas oue or mors then
- ’ e of total personal victimization (includ~ ) )
The 1973 1977 average annual rat p ‘: Srotal tncludes individuals of races other than white and black.
} ¢

ing rape, robbery, the assaults, and personal larceny) declines markedly as Tivo year aversge estinated nusber of persuns in the populatics,

“Ratinated rate per 100;000.

the income group of persons in the POPUJ-atlon increases. However ] although this 'slrloulmuwd;htud Tates par 100,000 are cbtatied by multiplying
each viceimization by ite Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness score, suaming
the weighted victimizations, then dividing this sum by the estimated
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pattern of declining risk with increasing income is quite strong for crimes
committed‘by adults, the pattern is less strong for the risk of victimiza—

tien by youthful offenders, and there is no inverse relationship between

family income and risk of victimization by juveniles. (See Figure 6.) The

rate of victimization by adults among individuals with family incomes of. less
than $3,000 was about two and one-half times the rate of victimization by
adults among those with incomes of $25,000 or more (3,489 compared with
1,387 per 100,000). However, the rate of victimization by juveniles was
about equal among individuals in the lowest and highest income groups (783
In fact, the risk of victimization by

compared with 785 per 100,000).

juveniles gradually increases between the income group of $3,000 to $7,499

(729 per 100,000) and the income group of $15,000 to $24,999 (856 per 100,000).

It is also interesting to observe from this figure that while persons
in the lowest income category (less than $3,000) had a vate of victimization
by adults that was 4.4 times their rate of victimization by juveniles,
persons in the highest income category ($25,000 or more) had a rate of
victimization by adults that was only 1.8 times their rate of victimization
by juveniles. In general, the higher the income gféup in the population,
the greater was the comparative risk of being victimized by a juvenile rather
than an adult.

What accounts for the finding of no inverse relationship between family
income and risk of victimization by juveniles? It is possible that lowex
income people, compared with higher income pevple, because of their high
risk of being crime victims, are not as likely to report to survey inter-
viewers victimizations by juveniles as they are to report victimizations
by adults. This would be particularly likely in areas in which the law-
violating behavior of youth was commonplace but not particularly serious,

compared with that of adults. By contrast, higher income people, who

A s e e
B - .

31

FIGURE 6 Estimated annual rates of total personal victimization (per 100,000 persons 12 years or older), by
income of victim and age of offender,2 NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate®

Rate per 100,000
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' $3,000 7.4%9 4,999 14,999 24,993 of mare
Populg;iso‘g (13.265,309) ¢ (35.553,805, (18.005.247)  (40,425.472) (35,429,147} {13,198.918)

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

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. Incidents in which the income of the victim was not ascertained are also
excluded from this figure.

€ Five year average estimated number of persons in the population.
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generally experience lower risks of criminal victimization, may be more
likely to recall and report to survey interviewers their victimizations
by young people; even if the experiences are not especially serious, they
have greater salience in the lives of people who experience them rarely.

Analysis of the relationship between family income and the seriousness
of criminal victimization committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and
adults, shows that overali, as the family income of individuals in the
population increases, the seriousness of the victimizations they suffer
"decreases, but only slightly.
the average seriousness score of total juvenile victimization decreases
from 2.6 for persons in the lowest income category to 2.0 for persons in
the highest income category.

In Table 3 rates and seriousness-weighted rates of robbery, aggravated

assault, simple assault, and personal larceny are shown by age of offender

and family income of victim. In the more serious crimes -- robbery and
aggravated assault -— the rate data indicate a declining but generally

uneven risk of wvictimization by juveniles with increases in the income
level of persons in the population. Only for the crime of simple assault
is there a consistently increasing risk of Victimization by juveniles as
family income increases; the rate of simple assault by juveniles is 295 per
100,000 émong those with incomes of less than $3,000, but 453 per 100,000
among those with incomes of $25,000 or more. By way of comparison, in each.

type of crime, rates of victimization by adults generally show strong de-

creases as the income group in the population increases.

Marital Status of Victim

Generally, it has been found with the survey data that married persons

have a much lower risk of personal victimization than single (never married)

(Data not shown in tabular form.) For example,
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Table 3 Estimated annual ratcs and aerioushess-weighted rates of total

‘personal victimization (per 100,000 persons 12 years or
by income of victim, type of crime
national data, 1973-1977 aggregate

glder),

f and age of offender,” NCS

Type of crime

Income of victim

and age of Less than $3,000 $7,500 $10,000 $15,000 $25,000  Not
of fender $3,000 to 7,499, to 9,999 to 14,999 to 24,999 or more ascertained Total
Population base: 13,265,309c 35,553,805 18,005,247 40,425,472' 35,429,147 13,198,918 13,518,070 169,3§5.968
Robbery:
Under 18 178d 166 134 165 148 127 182 158
618® 582 410 488 425 336 595 493
18 to 20 225 147 128 96 93 83 156 123
987 651 546 407 379 287 678 525
21 or older 731 437 91 241 213 208 316 334
3,682 2,277 1,884 1,240 1,067 986 1,504 1,682
Don't know 75 54 45 28 23 21 59 40
355 244 240 136 - 113 122 337 197
Total 1,209 804 699 528 477 439 713 655
5,642 3,755 3,080 2,272 1,983 1,731 3,114 2,898
Aggravated Assault:
Under 1R 206 167 199 182 167 168 113 173
724 574 710 615 601 575 412 603
18 to 20 268 150 131 143 129 113 143 148
993 551 471 536 485 453 555 553
21 or older 1,019 809 618 503 441 390 585 605
4,075 3,244 2,518 1,972 1,702 1,580 2,284 2,399
Don't know 62 36 46 27 30 27 21 34
278 144 205 107 129 108 84 141
Total 1,555 1,162 995 855 767 697 862 959
6.071 4,513 3,904 3,230 2,916 2,716 3,334 3,696
Simple Assault: ‘
Under 18 295 319 352 403 499 453 292 387
458 464 482 592 721 620 429 559
18 to 20 445 255 225 197 236 259 156 241
712 436 353 306 382 389 250 388
21 or older 1,356 99@ 91¢ 821 . 722 698 788 676
2,437 1,7%% 1,587 1,473 1,276 1,226 1,273 1,551
Don't know 46 28 34 33 27 37 40 33
73 4% 56 68 43 71 66 57
Total 2,143 1,594 1,530 1,454 1,484 1,442 1,276 - 1,537
3,680 2,139 2,477 2,439 2,422 2,306 2,018 2,556
Personal Larceny: B
Under 18 94 71 50, 41 35 34 65 52
124 85 57 44 41 40 71 62
18 to 20 66 47 37 15 16 20 50 31
119 68 65 23 23 25 71 .48
21 or older 166 87 64 44 35 53 76 66
296 152 108+ 64 (21 75 128 111
Don't know 29 27 24 16 13 18 39 21
44 48 45 27 22 42 69 38
Total 354 232 175 116 99 125 229 171
583 353 274 157 149 182- 339 259

%ncludes perceived age of lone and percelved 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.,

°Five year average estimated number of persons in the population.

dggtimated rate per 100,000,

€5eriousness-weighted rates per 100,000 are obtained by multiplying each victimization by its Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness score, summiy;

the weighted victimizations, then dividing this sum by the estimated population and multiplying the result by 100,000,
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persons or those who are divorced or separated. Like the other strong
correlates of personal victimization, marital status has been linked to

the risk of victimization through the lifestyle/exposure hypothesis
(dindelang, Gottfredsomn, Garofalo, 1978). Presumably, persons who are
married, particularly those with at-home family responsibilities, are not

as often exposed to the risk of criminal victimization as non-married persons.
Of the non-married, persons who are widowed are exceptions largely due to

the association of age with a decreasing likelihood of being victimized.

For the various marital status groups, the survey data in Table 4 show
rates and seriousness-weighted rates of total personal victimization by
juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. In each offender age group,
rates of victimization are highest among either the single or the divorced/
separated persons. Among single individuals, the rate of victimization by
juveniles was not substantially different from the rate of victimization
by adults (2,039 compared with 2,480 per 100,000). This is undoubtedly
because the persons in the 12 to 19 year old age group, the age group
containing the highest proportion of single persons, are the persons
in the population with the highest rate of victimization by juveniles.
Contrariwise, among divorced/separated individuals, the rate of victimiza-
tion by adults was mcre than eleven times the rate of victimization by
juveniles (5,829 compared with 520 per 100,000).

Married and widowed persons had the lowest rates of victimization by
juveniles, by youthful offenders, and by adults. Among married persons,
the risk of victimization by adults was more than six times the risk of
victimization by juveniles (1,425 compared with 228 per 100,000). Among
the widowed, the rate of wvictimization by adults was more than twice the

rate of victimization by juveniles (817 compared with 338 per 100,000).

|
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Table 4 Estimated annual rates and seriousness-weighted rates of total
v personal victimization (per 100,000 persons 12 years or older),
by marital status of victim and age of offender,a NCS national

data, 1973-1977 aggregateb

Marital status. of wvictim

Age of Divorced, Not

offender Single Married Separated Widow ascertained Total
Population base: 48,821,534c 98,180,467 10,122,960 11,827,116 445,475 169,397,552

Under 18 2,0392 228 520 338 949 777

4,400 567 1,372, 866 1,873 1,744

18 to 20 1,177 265 723 245 504 554

3,197 794 2,247 904 . 1,540 1,583

21 or older 2,480 1,425 5,829 817 1,599 1,950

7,855 4,386 20,503 2,797 6,233 6,243

Don't know 208 80 273 110 211 131

684 288 1,158 436 364 464

Total 5,904 1,998 7,346 1,509 - 3,264 3,413

16,136 6,034 25,280 5,003 10,010 10,034

qTncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiplé offender.

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of total) in which the victim did not know whether

there was one or more than one offender.
-

CFive year average estimated number of persons in the population.
distimated rate per 100,000

eSeriousness—weighted rates per 100,000 are obtained by multiplying each victimization by its Sellin-
" Wolfgang seriousness score, summing the weighted victimizations, then dividing this sum by the estimated
population, and multiplying the result by 100,000.
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An examination of rates and serilousness-weighted rates of robbery,
aggravated assault, simple assault, and personal larceny (data not presented)
by age of offender and marital status reveal that the patterns observed in
Table 4 do not vary considerably by type of crime. With the exception of
personal larceny, the risk of personal victimization by juveniles is highest
among single persons, and the risk of victimization by adults, in each type
of crime, is highest among the divorced/separated.

When average seriousness scores aré computed from the data in Table 4
it is seen that in all offender age groups that the most serious victimiza-
tions‘are suffered by the divorced/separated and the widowed. It is probably
the case, that the somewhat more serious victimizations are committed against
the divorged/separated and the widowed because of the association of victim
Youth, those most likely to be

age with the seriousness of victimization.

single, suffer the least serious victimizations.

Summary

In this section of the report we have examined characteristics of
victims of personal crime by breaking the risk of personal victimization
into three component parts: the risk of victimization by juveniles, the
risk of victimization by youthful offenders, and the risk of victimization
Some of the major findings of this analysis include:

by adults.

Age of victim. An individual's age is a strong correlate

of his or her comparative risk of being victimized by
juveniles, by youthful offenders or by adults. The risk
of criminal victimization by juvenile offenders is greatest
among youth}aged 12 to 19; 12 to 19 year olds face a far

greater risk of being victims of juveniles than of adults.

However, when young people are victimized, their victimiza-

DA
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tions are most serious if adult offenders, not juveniles,
are involved. The elderly are more than twice as likelf‘
to be victimized by adults as by juveniles and victimiza-
tions of the elderly were least serious when juvenile

offenders were involved.

Sex of victim. The relationship between sex and the risk

of victimization by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults,
varied somewhat with the age of the victim. In every age
group in the United States, the male risk of victimization
by youthful offenders and adults was greater than the female

risk. However, in every age group over 19 years old, the

female risk of victimization by juveniles was greater than

the male risk of victimization by juveniles.

Race of victim. Blacks in the United States have consistently

*

higher rates of total personal victimization by juveniles,
youthful offenders, and adults than do whites, and they are
also consistently victims of more serious crimes. Racial

differences in the risk of victimization are greatest when

adults are the offending group.

Family income. Although there is = strong inverse relation-

ship between family income and the risk of personal victimiza-
tion by adults, there is no inverse relationship between
family income and the risk of personal victimization by

juveniles.

—"
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Marital status. In each offender age group, rates of

personal victimization are highest either among the single

or the divorced/separated individuals in the population.

II. Rates of Offending

To this point in the analysis our examination of offender characteristics
has not given attention to the number of potential offenders in particular
sex~race—-age subgroups. For example, how many persons (potential offenders)
12 to 17 years of age are there who account for the crimes that victims of
juvenile offenders suffer? That is, in this monograph we have not yet ex-

amined rates of offending. As noted in the introduction, criminolbgists

have traditionally used either data on arrests or self-reports of respondents
to study demographic correlates of offending. Although these two sources
of data (police arrest data and self-reports) have produced compatible re-
sults with respect to éeg —— both sources of data show that for juveniles

male offending rates are on the order of four or five times greater than

female offending rates ~- the results for race have been somewhat contradictory.

Comparisons of arrest rates for whites and blacks have shown that for

Uniform Crime Report index offenses, particularly violent offenses, the

black rate of offending is far in excess of that of whites (e.g., U.S. Department
of Justice, 1978 (1977 UCR); Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin, 1972). On the other
hand, some self-report data show a racial difference that is near zero (William

and Gold, 1972; Gold and Reimer, 1975; Hirschi, 1969; Gould, 1969) while others

(Berger and Simon, 1974; Elliott and Ageton, 1979) show differences only for
some offenses,
This apparent discrepancy between police and self-report rates of

offending for race may be due to some differences between studies using the

e
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two sources of data. First, most self-report studies simply do not capture
offenses of Uniform Crime Report index seriousness. Second, virtually all
self-report studies have been done using adolescent samples, Third, self-
report samples have typically been inadequate for reliably measuring the
rate of black offending in serious crimes (e.g., the largest national sample
for studies published to date (Gold and Reimer, 1975) had only 87 black male
respondents). Each of these differences may contribute to differences in
results when self—repdrt versus police data are used.12

Victimization survey data offer a third source of data that may help
to resolve the discrepancy between arrest data and self-report data. Re-
ports of victims are independent of the criminal justice system, these
reports encompass relatively serious offenses, and they are sufficiently
numerous to provide reliable estimates of rates of offending for wvarious
demographic subgroups. One limitation of victimization survey data for
this purpose is that it is not possible to tell the extent to which a small
nunber of offenders account for a large proportion of offenses. In self-
report studies, on the other hand, because there is one interview or ques-
tionnaire per subject, the number of offenses attributable ;o each distinct
respondent can be ascertained. However for arrest data published in the
Uniform Crime Reports -- and for reports of victims in victimization surveys
-- it is not possible to ascertain the number of distinct offenders arrested
(or in victimization surveys reported by victims). Hence victimization
surveys and published UCR arrest data share this shortcoming. Despite
this, the survey data have sufficient compensating advantages to recommend
their use for studying rates of offending.

The rates of offending reported in this section are designed to parallel

arrest data as closely as possible. That is, given that the survey data
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are incapable of providing information on the number of distinct offenders
involved in offenses suffered by different victims, the rates of offending
reported in this section take into account the total number of offenders

in each sex-race-age subgroup theoretically subject to arrest for the

offense reported to survey interviewers. This is accomplished by taking

into account the total number of offenders in each sex-race-age subgroup

for each incident. For example, 1f one viétim reports having been victimized
by one white male adult and two white female juveniles and another victim
reports having been victimized by one black female adult and one white male
adult, the sex-race—age subtotals for these victimizations would be two
white male adults, two white female juveniles, and one black female adult.
This subtotaling process continues across all incidents reported to survey
interviewers and results in a total number of offendetrs for each sex-race-
age subgroup.13 These subgroup totals serve as the numerators for the rateé
of offending reported in this section;14 the denominators are estimates of the
number of persons in the gemeral population (i.e., potential offenders)

in each sex~race-age subgroup. Rates of offending are reported per 100,000
potential offenders and they convey the exteﬁt to which persons with
particular demographic characteristics are disproportionately involved as
offenders in peréonal victimizations.

Before proceeding to tﬁe analysis, it is necessary to make an important
observation with respect to the general population estimates used as the
bases of the rates of offending shown in this section. 1In this section,
the general population base for the rate of juvenile offending is persons
between 12 and 17 years of age. The victimization data show that fewer

than one percent of the survey victimizations are committed by persons

perceived by victims to have been under 12 years of age. In light of this and since
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general population estimates were not made for persons under 12 because
they did not fall within the scope of the survey, the hase of the juvenile
offending rate is simply the number of 12 to 17 year olds in the general

population. That is, the numerators of rates of offending for 12 to 17

year olds include a small proportion of crimes of offenders under 12, where-

as the denominators include only persons in the general population aged
12 to 17.

For the adult rate of offending another problem - ‘ists.  UCR arrest
data show that the vast majority of arrestees (about 90 percent) for the

personal crimes of concern here are under forty years of age. However,

because in the victimization survey data the oldest offender age category is

"21 or older,'" it is not possible to remove from the numerator of the

adult rates of offending the small proportion of crimes committed by persons,
say, over forty years of age. When the adult offending rate is standardized
by the full range of general population adults -- including many older per-

sons who are beyond the effective upper age limit of the offending distribution

(about 40 percent of the general population is over forty years of age) —-
the result is that the adult offending rate is too low in absolute terms.
That is, if most of the offending is done by persons under forty but the
rate of offending is divided by all adults ~- persons 21 to 99 and even
older -- the rate of offending for the crime~prone segment of the adult
age range will be underestimated. There is no entirely satisfactory solu-
tion to this problem, principally because the oldest offenders cannot be
removed from the numerator of the rates. However, as will be apparent in
the figures presented below, even if the offending rates for the adults
were doubled to compensate for this phenomenon the general patterns in

the data (i.e., the adult rate of offending being the lowest) would be

e A e RS
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preserved.

In Figuré 7 the sex difference in rates of offending for each of the

three age groups is shown for total personal victimizations. Among juveniles,

the male rate of offending indicates that 14,121 male juveniles were in-
volved as offenders in personal incidents for every 100,000 males 12 to 17
years of age in the general population; the comparable figure for femalé
juvenile offenders is 3,230. Again, it must be emphasized that using
victim reports there is simply no way to tell how many distinct offenders
were involved in these personal incidents. In all three age groups, the
male rates of offending are substantially greater than the female rates.
The largest sex difference is found in the 18 to 20 year old age group where
the rate of offending for males is more than fifteen times the female rate,
while among adults the male to female ratio is similar, abou£ 14:1; among
juvenile (ffenders, the ratio of the male to female offending rate is
smallest, about 4:1.

When the racial differences are examined (Figure 8), blacks ai's found
to have a rate of offending that is much higher than that for whites. 1In
each age group, the ratio of the black rate of offending to the white rate
of offending in total personal victimizations is about 5:1. Hence, overall,
the sex effect (Figure 7) is larger than the race effect, but each effect
is very pronounced. Unlike the sex effect, the magnitude of the race
effect does not seem to be age dependentf

The simultaneous effects of sex, réce, and age group are displayed
in Figure 9. Among female'offenders, there is a decline iﬁ tates'éf offend-
ing in persomal crimes as age group increases; black females in each age
group are about four to five times as likely as their white counterparts

to offend in face-to-face personal crimes. When the data are examined
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Estimated annual rates of offending in total personal crimes (per 100,000 potential offenders in each
populau?rg subgroup), by age of offender? and sex of offender, NCS national data, 1973-1977
aggregate

Rate per 100,000
28,000—

25,800

24,000 }—
20,000 —

16,000 —
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12,000—

5,631\ Male Offenders

4,000 — 3,230
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"""~...;l,699
.....---..... 413
0 | | "***=xsad Femnale Offenders
12to 17€ 1810 20 21 or older
Age of Offender

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

b Excluded are incidents (about 9 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there
was one or more than one offender and incidents invelving offenders of *mixed” sexes.

¢ The numerator of the rates of offending for 12to 17 year olds includes incidents (about 1 percent of the total) in
which the offender was perceived by the victim to be under 12 years of age. The denominator of the rate is the
number of 12 to 17 year olds in the general population. See population base estimates in Appendix F.
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FIGURE 9 Estimated annual rates of offending in total personal crimes (rp/er 100,000 petential offenders in each
! - population subgroup), by age of offender? and race and sex of offender, NCS national data,
FIGUKE 8 Estimated annual rates of offending in total personal crimes (per 100,000 potential offenders in each 1973-1977 agareqateb ‘
: g ggreg
population subgroup), by age of offender? and race of oftender, NCS national data, 1973-1977 ‘
aggregateb :
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b K . o i % Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multipte offender.
Excluded are incidents (about 8 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there

v ; . e pir Excluded are incidents (about: 11 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there

. as one or more than one offender and incidents mvolvmg offendt?rs ?f mixed rafgs. ) was one or more than one offendsir, and incidents involving offenders of “mixed" sexes or “mixed"” races.
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number of 12 to 17 year olds in the general population. See population base estimates in Appendi F. ] 4 which the offender was perceived by the victim to be under 12 years of age. The denominator.of the rate is the

number of,.":lz to 17 year olds in the general population. See population base estimates in Appendix F.
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among the males, the black to white offending rate ratio is also about 5:1.
Among the males the curvilinear pattern by age that is evident in Figure 7
is also apparent in Figure 9. For the figure as a whole, in the 18 to 20
and 21 or older age groups, black males have the highest rate of offending,
white males the second highest rate, black females the third highest, and
white females the lowest rate of offending. The pattern is similar for the
12 to 17 age group except that black females have a rate slightly in excess
of the rate for white males.

The pattern of offending in Figure 9 is paralleled in Figure 10 which
shows the rate of violent offending by sex, race, and age of offender. In
this connection, violent offenses are a simple sum of rape, aggravated
assault, and simple assault victimizations. Again, the peak age of offend-
ing is 18 to 20 for males, where the rate for black males (41,614 per 100,000)
is more than three times that of white males (12,435 per 100,000). The pattern
for theft crimes (robbery and personal larceny) in Figure ll‘shows that the
profiles for white females, black females, and white males '"cluster" to-
gether while that for black males is elevated far above, showing rates of
theft offending eleven to sixteen times that of the next highest group.
Finally, in conjunction with figures 10 and 11 it is worth noting that the
rate of offending among those 12 to 17 years of age is slightly greater for
black females than for white males, as was the case for total personal
victimizations in Figure 9; although the data for personal robbery and
personal larceny are not shown separately, this higher rate of offending
for black female juveniles than for white male juveniles holds for fobbery,
assault, and larceny. Indeed, for personal larceny the offending rate for
black females is almost twice as great as that for white males in each of

the three age groups.
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FIGURE 10 Estimated annual rates of offending In total personal violent crimes2 (per 100,000 potential
offenders in each popuiation subgroup), by age of offender and sex and race of offender, !
NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate¢

Rate per 100,000
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 Includes the crimes of rape, aggravated assault, and simple assault.
b Inciudes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest muitiple offender.

€ Excluded are incidents (about 11 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there
was one or more than one offender, and incidents involving offenders of “mixed” sexes or “mixed" races.

d The numerator of the rates of offending for 12 to 17 year olds includes incidents (about 1 percent of the total) in
which the offender was perceived by the victim to be under 12 years of age. The denominator of therate isthe
number of 12 to 17 year-olds in the general population. See population base estimaies in Appendix F.



FIGURE 11" Estimated anr:ual rates of offending in total personal theft crimes? {per 100,000 potential offenders
in each population subgroup), by age of offenderb and sex and race of offender, NCS national
data, 1973-1977 aggregate®

Rate per 100,000
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12 to 174 18 to 20 21 or older
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2 Includes the crimes of robbery and persona! larceny.
b Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest muitiple offender. .

© Excluded are incidents {about 11 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there
was one or more than one offender, and incidents involving offenders of “mixed" sexes or “mixed” races.

d The numerator of the rates of offending for 12to 17 year olds includes incidents (about 1 percent of the total) in
which the offender was perceived by the victim to be under 12 years of age. The denominator of the rate is the
number of 12 to 17 year olds in the general population. See population base estimates in Appendix F.
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An examination of rates of offending in commercial robbery (See commercial

instrument in Appendix B) shows similar results (Table 5). For each race and

‘sex group, the age group with the highest rate of offending is the 18 to 20 year

¥

old group. Among blacks, for example, the rate for this intermediate age group
is more than 6 times that of the youngest group and two and one-half times

that of the oldest group. Racial differences with blacks showing higher rates

are substantial in all subgroups (except among female juveniles where the rates ,

are identical), and increase with the offender's age. For instance, among males
the black to white rate ratio increases from 11:1 to 18:1, to 26:1 from the
youngest to the oldest offender age groups. A similar pattern is in evidence
for the sex rate ratios. For the racial groups combined the male/female rate
ratios increased from 25:1, to 61:1, to 70:1 as age increases.

Before leaving the rate of offending data, it is important to explore
briefly whether the sex, race, and age effects shown in Figures 7 through
11 maintain from year to year and whether within sex and race groups the
trend data show an increase, a decrease, or no change. 1In an earlief mono-
graph (McDermott and Hindelang, 1981 Figure 2) it was demonstrated
that among juveniles, the rate of offending evidenced a modest declime
(11 percent) over the 1973 to 1977 period, while the.rate of offending data
for adults showed a slight (4 percent) increase. What do the temporal
patterns look like when examined within sex and race subgroups?

Figure 12 presents data relevant to recent theoretical (e.g., Simon,

1975; Alder, 1975) and empirical ~(Steffensmeir, 1978; Bowker, 1977) dis-

" cussion about the nature and extent of increases in female crime as shown

in UCR arrest data. Victimization survey data indicate that juvenile female

offending has fallen steadily in they 1973 to 1977 period, registering a

decline of more than 20 percent over this period. The patterns for 18 to

L]
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Table 5 Estimated annual rates of offending in commerclal robberies
(per 100,000 persons in each population subgroup), by age
of offender & and sex and race of offender, NCS national
data, 1974-1976 aggregateb

Age and Sex Race of Offender
of Offender White Black Total
12 to 17:¢
Male 96d 1,022 227
(10,702,589)e (1,765,372) (12,467,961)
Female 9 9 9
(10,305,140) (1,766,356) (12,071,529)
Total 53 516 120
(21,007,729) (3,531,728) (24,539,457)
18 to 20:
Male 366 ' 6,699 1,354
(4,988,226) (705,090) (5,693,316)
Female 13 60 19
(5,204,326) (833,686) (6,038,01%)
Total 186 3,102 568
(10,192,552) (1,538,776) (11,731,329)
21 or older:
Male 104 2,680 349
(55,994,443) (5,905,102) (61,899,545)
Female 1 37 5,
(61,723,871) (7,407,924) (69,131,794)
Total 50 1,209 167
(13,313,026) (131,03%,339)

(117,718,314)

8Tncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple
offender.

bExcluded are incidents (about 13 percent of the total) in which the
victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender,
incidents involving offenders of "mixed" sexes or races,

“The numerator of the rates of offending for 12 to 17 year olds includes
some incidents (about one percent of the total in which the offender
was perceived by the victim to be under 12 years of age. The denominator
of the rate is the number of 12 to 17 year olds in the general population.

dEst:imated rate per 100,000.

®Three year average estimated number of persons in :the population.
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FIGURE 12 Eslimated annual rates of offending in totai personal crimes (per 100,000 potential offenders in

each population subgroup), by year, age of offender?, i
S hopul group), by y g r%, and sex of offender, NCS national data,

Rate per 100,000
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a N :
includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

Excluded are incidents (about 9 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there
was one or more than one offender and incidents involving offenders of "mixed" sexes.

[+
The numerator of the rates of offending for 12to 17 year olds includes incidents (about 1 percent of the total)in
which the offender was perceived by the victim to be under 12 years of age. The denominator of the rate is the
number of 12 to 17 year olds in the general population, See population base estimates in Appendix F.
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20 yeér old females and adult females are much less regular, but both show
an overall increase: for adult females the increase is about 8 percent

and for 18 to 20 year old females it is‘more than 70 percent, with virtually
all of the increase coming in the last year. It should be noted here that
due to the relatively small number of 18 to 20 year old females in the
general population (and hence in the sample) in conjunction with their
relatively low rate of offending and the fact that these data have been
disaggregated by year, this particular rate of offending increase must be
viewed with special caution.

Among male offenders, the juveniles also show a generally steady de-
cline in rates of offending -- an overall decrease of more than 15 percent.
Although 18 to 20 year old offenders show a similar overall decline, adult
offenders show an irregular pattern that results in a slight net increase
in the 1973 to 1977 period.16

Figure 13 decomposes the data by race rather than sex. It is interest-
ing in that it shows that although white juvenile offenders registered a
very slight overall increase in their rate of offending (with white 18 to 20
year olds and white adults showing more pronounced increases), black juveniles
showed a steady decrease in their rate of offending (more than 40 percent)
in this period. Although this decrease is less marked for black offenders
in other age groups it is also apparent for offenders over 18 years of age.
Unlike the large overall decrease for 18 to 20 year old females which was
due almost entirely to the 1977 data, the data showing a decrease for black
juvenile offenders is more reliable due to the steady pattern across all
years and the much higher rate of black juvenile offending than 18 to 20
y;ar old female offending. In sum, the 1973-1977 decline in juvenile offend-

ing is attributable to the decline in rates of offending among black juveniles.

53

FIGURE 13 Estimated annual rates of offending in total personal crimes (per 100,000 potential offenders in
each population subgroup), by year, age of offender?, and race of offender, NCS national data,

1973-1977b
Rate per 100,000
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2 Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

Excluded are incidents (about 8 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there
was one or more than one offender and incidents involving offenders of "mixed" races.

®The numerator of the rates of offending for 12to 17 year olds includes incidents (about 1 percent of the total)
in which the offender was percejved by the victim to be under 12 years of age. The denominator of the rate is
the number of 12 to 17 year olds it the general population. See population base estimates in Appendix F.
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Overall, the demographic correlates examined parallel at least crudely
the findings from studies using arrests as the offending criterion, and
the findings with respect to sex parallel both police and self-report data.
For example, despite some recent increases in the proportion of female
arrestees for larceny in the United States, females still are vastly under-
represented among arrestees in robbery (7 percent), aggravated assault
(13 percent), and simple assault (14 percent); they are even still under-
represented in larceny (32 percent). Although comparisons with arrest
data are limited through the nature of self-report items, self-report
studies that have examined sex (e.g., Akers, 1964; Elliott and Voss, 1974;
Hirschi, 1969; Kratcoski and Kratcoski, 1975; Short and Nye, 1958; Walberg
et al., 1974; Gold and Reimer, 19753 Gold, 1970; Hindelang, 1971; Wechsler
and Thum, 1973; and Slocum and Stone, 1963) have produced mean sex ratios
~— defined as the ratio of the percentage of males to the percentage of
females reporting delinquent involvement —-- generally compatible with
official data. For example, fist—fighting in these self-report studies
produced a mean sex ratio of about 3.6, which is close to that for "other
assaults" (5.0 in 1968 and 3.5 in 1972) in Uniform Crime Report juvenile
arrests. Similarly, self-reports for theft of items worth more than $2
produced a mean sex ratio of 3.3,.a ratio within thevrange of the declining
of sex ratios for the UCR juvenile arrest data for this period (4.7 in 1964
and 2.5 in 1976).

How compatible are the victimization survey offending rate findings
with arrest and self-report findings by race? Police contact data from the
Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin (1972: Table 5.3) cchart study in Philadelphia
indicate that for violent personal crimes the rate'of recorded police con-

tact from 7 through 17 years of age was 140 per 1,000 cohort subjects for
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nonwhites and 9 for whites. A large racial difference in urban areas had
been reported earlier for the 17 cities studied by the President's Commission
on the Causes and Prevention of Violence (Mulvihill, Tumin, and Curtis,
1969:271-83) which found that black offenders constituted 74 bercent of the
aggravated assault arrestees, 70 percent of the rape arrestees, and 85 per-
cent of the armed robbery arrestees. Further, arrest data for the United
States show that black arrestees account for from three to five times their
proportioﬁate representation in the general population for the offenses
studied here (U.S. Department of Justice, 1978:Table 35).

As noted earlier, self-report findings have more often than not failed
to substantiate the race findings in arrest data. For example, Gould (1969:
330) found a very weak association (theta = .07) between self-reported
delinquency and race showing blacks to have only slightly higher rates
of self-reported delinquency than whites; similarly, Hirschi (1969) found
only a small self-report difference in having committed at least one de-
linquent offense (blacks, 49 percent; whites, 44 percent). Williams and
Gold (1972) and Gold and Reimer (1975) in national samples found only a
small self-report racial difference in frequency of offending, a difference
that was slightly greater (black males higher than white males) in both
studies when the seriousness of offenses was taken into account. Two more
recent studies (Berger and Simon, 1974, and Elliott and Ageton, 1979) have
found racial differences (blacks greater than whites) on vioclent offenses
and predatory crimes against the person, respectively, but not on other
offenses such as public disorder offenses and drug use. Thus, it is possible
that race effects in juvenile offending are crime specific, and not general
across all categories of crime.17 The lack of self-~report racial differences

in rates of offending found in the earlier self-report studies is not
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replicated by these victimization findings; owing to the agreement of the

victimization survey with later self-report studies (Berger and Simon, 1974;

Elliott and Ageton, 1979) and with police arrest data, it is probably safe

to conclude that racial differences in offending behavior do exist for these

face-to-face common law crimes and are reflected in arrests as shown for the

Uniform Crime Report index offenses.

In sum, the data on rates of offending show that:

1) Males were found to have a rate of offending in total per-

2)

3)

4)

5)

sonal crimes from four to fifteen times that of fenales,
depending on the offenders' age group.

Blacks had a rate of offending about five times that

of whites, which is consistent with arrest data but

not with earlier studies using a self-report criterion.
Racial differences were especially strong for theft
offenses.

The rate of male offending in total personal victimiza-
tions was greatest in the 18 to 20 year old age group but
for females there was a consistent decline in rates of
offending as age group increased.

Black'juvenile females had a rate of offending slightly
greater than that for white males.

Trend data for the 1973 to 1977 period indicate that

the overall decline in juvenile rates of cffending
(McDermott and Hindelang, 1981:Figure 2) are
attributable primarily to a decline in rates of

offending among black juveniles.
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III. Victim and Offender Characteristics

In order to understand the dynamics of criminal victimization it is
useful to examine the demographic characteristics of the victim-offender
dyad. In this connection the third general question in this monograph is
whether offenders and victims have similar or different demographic character-
istics. For example, do males tend to victimize males or do they victimize
males and females equally? Table 6 shows these proportions with respect to
the sex of victims and offenders. The table shows, for example, in all
offender age groups male offenders victimize males about seven out of ten
times in total personal victimizations. For female offenders this stability
across offender age gfoups does not maintain. Among female offenders under
18 years of age, about one in ten victimize males; for youthful female
offenders (18 to 20 years of age) and adult female offenders, the propor-
tions victimizing males are about two in ten and three in ten, respectively.

These results are likely to be affected by the type of crime. When
the data are broken out for robbery, aggravated and simple assault, and
personal larceny it can be seen that except for personal larceny, male
offenders in each of the three age groups victimize other males from 66
to 82 percent of the time (see Figure 14). For personal larceny, however —-—
owing largely to the fact that many of these offenses are purse snatches —-
the proportion of male victims is much smaller. Whereas only one-quarter
of juvenile male offenders victimize males, more than four out of ten male
adult offenders victimize males; this may well be because purse snatch con-
stitutes a rather large proportion of the total personal larcenies by juveniles,
whereas pocket picking constitutes a large proportion of the personal
larcenies by adults.

As was thz case with face-to-face personal crimes overall, female offenders
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Table 6 Percent distribution o£ the sex of victim in total personal
victimizations, by age and sex of offender, NCS national |
data, 1973-1977 aggregateb s ’ . i
, : FIGURE 14 Percent of male victims in personal victimization, by type of crime and age? and
Age and Sex Sex of victim (Estimated number i sex of offender, NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregateb
of offender Male Female of victimizations) §
Under 18: c :
Male 71d 29 100 ROBBERY
94 56 78
‘ (5,147,038) L 75% — 73" amacnaas n 72
Female 8 92 100 . wmmmasamsmese ENEONESSUaNSENE
2 38 17 : Male
(1,106,786) 50% — 40 Offenders
Mixed sex 40 60 100 BE .
3. 6 4 . : :
(277,379) . 25%— ,
Don't know 65 35 100 12
1 1 i . Female |
(50,479)° , 0% 4 [ | Offenders
Estimated number (5)(9) lgé 100 3 Under 18~ 18to 20 21 or older
of victimizations 1
(3,867,509) (2,714,173) (6,581,682) Age of Offender
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT
18 to 20: 100% —
Male 71 29 100 :
94 76 88 82 75
(4,145,558) : . 0/ foaae 77 ------IIIIIII............
Female 18 82 100 75% .
2 18 7
(339,900)
Mixed sex 56 44 100 ; 50% [— 41
3 5 4 33
(180,941)
Don't know 70 30 100 . 25% —
1 1 1., : 18 [
(30,023) | | '
Estimated number 67 33 - 0% il ;
of victimizations 100 100 100 L Under 18 18to 20 21 or older 3
(3,144 ,505) (1,551,916) (4,696 ,422) .
s 2224, 20705 : SIMPLE ASSAULT
21 or older: 3 o 75 5
Male 67 33 100 , 5% — [ i
91 : 79 87 L]
) (14,320,156) ] i
Female 30 - 70 100 50% t—- f
(1,388,032) ' p
Mixed sex 62 38 100 25% — 19 i
% 5 4 : 19 L
(739,769) 6 }
Don't know 78 22 100 ~ 0% | |
1 0 0 Under 18  18to 20 21 or older
(69,464)
Estimated number 63 37
of victimizations 100 100 100 PERSONAL LARCENY
(10,462,359) (6,055,061) (16,517,420) - i 75% —
8fncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple 50%— 39 43
offender. ¢

' 25% — 1
bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which i
the victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender.
Table also excludes incidents in which the victim did not know the age s . 0% [
/0 -
of offender. Under 18 18to 20 21 or older
CRow percent.
a . .

dolumn percent. ; Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

Excluded are incidents (about 9 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there

. was one or more than one offender, and incidents involving offenders of “mixed” ¥
eEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically g of “mixed" sexes. =

unreliable.
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show greater variability by age than males in tﬂeir selection of males as
victims. For example, in robbery, virtually none cof the victims of female
offenders under 18 years of age are males, but among female adult offenders
the proportion of male victims is four in ten. A pattern very similar to

that for robbery is evident for the‘personal larcenjes of female offenders;

-only 7 percent of the victims of female offenders in the youngest age group

but 43 percent of those in the oldest age group are males. For the assaultive

crimes the pattern of increasing victimization of males by females as the

offender age-group increases is also in evidence, although the pattern is

much less marked than that for the theft crimes of robbery and larceny.

To what extent are victims and offenders homogeneous with respect to
age and to what extent is age homégeneity of the victim-offender dyad wari-
able according to type of crime? Table 7 displays the percent distribution
of victims' ages by detailed ages of offenders. The association between
the offenders' and the victims' ages is evident, yielding an ordinal measure
of association (gamma) of .47. Fpr'example, in the 12 to 14 year old offender
group 68 percent of the vietims are also 12 to 14, and only 21 percent are
21 years of age or older. For adult offenders on the other hand only 2 per-
cent of the victims are 12 to 14 and three quarters are 21 years of age or
older. Although this table provides more detail, these findings with respect
to victim and offender ages were, of course, foreshadowed by the earlier
reported finding (Figure 1) that juvenile victims had the highest risk of
victimization by juveniles and adult victims (particularly 20 to 34 year
olds) had the highest rate of victimization by adults.

When the ages of wictims and offenders are examined for specific types

of face-to-face personal crimes the measures of association for each of
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Table 7 Percent distribution of the age of victim in total personal

victimizations, by age of offender,a NCS national data,
1973-1977 aggregate

(Estimated
Age of Age of victim number of
offender 12 to 14 15 to 17 18 to 20 21 to 34 35 to 49 50 to 64 65 to 99 victimizations)
Under 12 40 5 5 22 13 10 5 100
(234,888)
12 to 14 68 9 2 10 4 4 3 100
(1,924,887)
15 to 17 27 34 7 15 7 6 4 160
(4,421,906)
18 to 20 5, 20 28 28 9 6 4 100
(4,696,422)
21 or older 2 6 16 48 16 8 3 100
(16,517,420)
Don't know 8 11 13 32 16 13 7 100
(1,108,070)
Total 12 13 15 36 13 8 4 100
(28,903,594)

3Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

b

was one or more than one offender.

This table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there
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these is similar to that for personal crimes as a whole: rape, gamma = ,35;
robbery, gamma = .43; aggravated assault, gamma = .49; and simple assault,
gamma = .57. The only offense that departs substantially from this relatively
homogeneous age pattern is personal larceny (Table 8), for which the gamma
is .07. In this offense, for which the victims are disproportionately women,
stealth is (by definition) the means of accomplishing the crime. This makes
personal larceny different from rape, robbery, and assault in thdt all of
them require the threat or actual use of force directed at the victim. Be~
cause the offender in personal larceny relies primarily on surprise, it
is not extraordinary that even very young offenders would be able to
victimize adults successfully in a large proportion of the larceny offenses.
Overall, the victim—-oifender age data indicate that victims and offenders
tend to be of similar ages; for most offensgltypes the offender's age group
plus and minus one additional victim age gréup encompasses generally about
three-quarters or more of the victims (e.g., 18 to 20 year old offenders in
all personal crimes have 18 to 20 year éld victims 28 percent of the time,
21 to 34 year old victims 28 percent of the time, and 15 to 17 year old
victims 20 percent of the time: 28 + 28 + 20 = 76 percent).
The final demographic characteristic of victims and offenders to be
examined is race; because too few offenders are of other than white or
black races, "other" race offenders will be excluded from the discussion,
as will multiple offender groups composed of offenders of more than one racial
group (e.g., a trio of two white offenders and one black offender). For
total personal crimes (Table 9), white offenders victimize white victims
almost exclusively, regardless of offender age group. Black offenders,
however, are much more likely to victimize interracially, a tendency that

is slightly smaller among offenders in the oldest age group. For instance,
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8Tncludes 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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Table 8 Percent distribution of the age of Xictim in personal larceny
victimizations, by age of offender, NCS national data, 1973-
1977 aggregateb
. (Estimated
Age of Age of victim _ number of
offender 12 to 14 15 to 17 18 to 20 21 to 34 35 to 49 50 to 64 65 to 99 victimizations)
Under 12 9 0 9 29 22 18 13 100 c
. (27,588)
12 to 14 30 3 6 13 7 21 19 100
(128,673)
15 to 17 9 16 8 19 15 21 13 100
(288,258)
18 to 20 2 5 10 25 16 22 18 100
(266,199)
21 or clder 1 4 7 28 22 21 18 100
(558,449)
Don't know 2 9 8 37 17 20 7 100
(181,431) ol
Total 6 7 8 25 18 21 16 100
(1,450,599)
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Table 9 Relationship between race of victim and the race and age of
o of fender? 151 total gersonal victimization, NCS national data, ’
1973~1977 aggregate b
1
d rac Race of victim (Estimated number
2§eo;2en§:re White Black Other of victimizations)
Under 18:
White 97¢ 2 1 i 100 ,‘
63¢ 8 32 55
(3,619,270)
100
Black 67 31 1 10
* 29 87 44 37
(2,462,807)
00
oth 89 5 6 i 1
. 4 1 20 3
(226,539)
Mixed race 90 9 1 100
3 2 2 3
(188,682)
Don't know 84 14 1 100
1 1 2 1
(84,383)
Estimated number 86 1%)3 10% 100
f victimizations 100
o v (5,631,893) (886,247) (63, 541)¢ (6,581,682)
18 to 20:
White 97 3 1 100
64 12 33 57
(2,668,854)
67 32 1 100
Black 28 84 42 ' 35
(1,656,689)
87 6 6 100
ocher 4 2 22 4
(204,837}
Mixed race 90 8 2 100
2 1 3 2
(108,267)
Don't know 9?. 13 : 8 1oc£
C (57,774)¢
Estimated number lgg 1]6?) 10%7 100
f vietimizations
or v i (4,010,064) (629,427) (56,932)¢ (4,696,422)
21 or older:
White 96 3 1 100
74 12 49 64
(10,612,925)
55 44 1 100
Bhaclk 19 83 23 29
(4,760,769) |
6 6 8 100 =
Other 84 S A4 : 3
(668,956) i
Mixed race 79 18 3 100 !
2 2 4 z
£317,014)
Don't know 80 16 3 100
1 1 2 1
(157,756)
Estimated number lgg lég 10% ioe ]
f victimizations ‘
° ¢ (13,782,088)(2,498,702) (236,629) (16,517,420)
arpcludes 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. Table also excludes
incidents in which the wictim did not know the age of offender.
CRow percent.
dgolumn percent.
eEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.
: i
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in total personal victimizations, two-thirds of the victims of black offenders
under twenty~one years of age and fifty-five percent of the victims of black

adult offenders are white. Thus, while orily a small minority of the victims

of white offenders are black, a majority of the victims of black offenders
are white.

Figure 15 shows that this Basic pattern maintains when the data are
separated by type of crime. Although the percentage of white offenders who
victimize blacks is not more than eight percent (among adult offenders in
personal larceny) .for any age group or any crime, the percentage of black
offenders who victimize whites is not less than forty-five (among adult
offenders in aggravated assault) for any age group or any criime. Interest-
ingly, in each racial group of offenders, interracial offending occurs about
as often proportionately in assaultive crimes (rape and assault) as in
theft crimes. In interpreting these data, one fact that cannot be ignored
is that for a black offender the potential number of white victims is much
greater than is the potential number of black victims for a white offender.
An additional factor that should be considered is that the proportion of
interracial contacts that American blacks have may be greater than the

proportion of interracial contacts for American whites.

Prior Relationship of the Victim and the Offender

A question related to the joint distribution of victim and offender
characteristics is the extent to which the victims and offenders were pre-
viously acquainted with each other. Table 10 shows that for total personal

victimizations younger offenders were more likely to be strangers to older

T A e
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FIGURE 15 Percent of white victims in black offender personal victimizations and percent of biack victims in

white offender personal victimizations, by type of crime and age? and race of offender, NCS

national data, 1973-1977 aggregate®

RAPE .
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66'-.,,....
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25% —- ,
I 3
0] et —
Under 18  18to 20 21 or oider
f Offender
RopBERY 9¢°fOffe
75% — 68 ‘
= 68!..-....-.....
50% |— 29
25% —
5! ' 5.
_2‘& 1 -
Under 18  18to 20 21 or older
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2 includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

Excluded are incidents (abaut 8 percent of the totalj in which the victim diq' not know whether there
was one or more than one offender and incidents involvirig offenders of “mixed” races.
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Table 10 Percent of strangeg—offenders in total personal victimizations,
by age of offender” and age of victim, NCS national data, 1973~
1977 aggregateb

ST O Y-S D

iR

Age

of Ape of victim

offender Under 18 18 to 20 21 to 34 35 or older Total

Under 18 54¢ 4 62 75 82 62
(4,289,211) (360,585) (903,881) (1,028,004) (6,581,681)

18 to 20 71 63 76 88 74
(1,171,562) (1,296,377) (1,298,788) (929,695) (4,696,422)

21 or older 65 69 63 65 64
(1,447,650) (2,562,766) (7,947,763) (4,559,242) (16,517,420)

Don't know’ 92 92 96. . 94 94

(207,769) (146,105) (353,875) (400,321) (1,108,070)

8Tncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bf[‘his 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.

®Percent of offenders that were strangers to the victim.

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with
stranger-offenders plus those with non-stranger offenders) on which percent shown

is based.
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victims than to younger victims. For example, among those offenders under

18 years of age about half of the under 18 year old victims were strangers
whereas in the oldest victim age group (35 or older) about eight out of ten
victims and offenders were strangers. Interestingly, with respect to the
proportion of personal crimes involving persons known to each other, victimiza-
tions committed by adult offenders do not show any systematic relationship

to the victims' age; in each victim age category for adult offenders, from

63 to 69 percent of the offenders were strangers to their victims.

Data regarding the prior relationship between the victim and .offender
are presented in Tables 11 and 12 by victims' and offenders' sex and race.
Table 11 shows that males are substantially more likely than females to
be victimized by strangers (68 percent vs. 46 percent). Female offenders
who victimize females are the least likely to be strangers (45 percent) and
male victims who victimize males are the mostvlikely to be strangers (72
percent), while sex heterogeneous victim/offender dyads have intermediate
proporticns of offenses involving strangers.

When the victims' and offenders' races are examined in this connection,
the highest proportion of victims and offenders who are strangers is found
in interracial victimizations; whether the interracial crime has a white
or a black as the offender, more than eight out of ten involve strangers.

On the other hand, when the victim-offender pair is racially homogeneous,

a smaller proportion -- six out of ten -- involve strangers. Thus, race
and sex differ from each other in relation to the proportion of stranger
victimizations: racially homogeneous victim-offender pairs (whether black
or white) have the lowest proportion of strangers but sexually homogeneous
victim~offender pairs only have the lowest percent of strangers for females,

while males as both offenders and victims yield the highest proportion of

g
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Table 11 Percent of stranger-offenders in total personal victimizations,
by sex of offender and sex of victim, NCS national data, 1973~
1977 aggregate

Sex of . Sex of victim
offender Male Female Total
Male 72P 62 68

(156,661,994)¢  (7,777,134) (24,439,128)

Female 50 45 46
(571,644) (2,299,930) (2,871,574)

aThis table excludes incidents (about 9 percent of the
total) in which the victim did not know whether there
was one or more than one offender.and incidents involving
offenders of "mixed" sexes.

bPercent of offenders that were strangers to the victim.

“Number in parenthzses sliows estimated total xumber of
victimizations (those with stranger-offenders plus those with
non-stranger offenders) on which percent shown is based.
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Table 12 Percent of stranger~offenders in total personal victimizations,
by race of offender and race of victim, NCS national data, 1973~
1977 aggregate?

Race of Race of victim
offender White Black Other Total
White 59° . 83 59 60
(16,629,615) (453,126) (160,447) (17,243,189)
Black 87 57 84 76
(5,609,344) (3,542,541) (106,736) (9,258,620)
Other 71 g3¢ 58 71
(969,844) (68,057) (78,768) (1,116,669

qThis table excludes incidents (about 8 percent of the total) in which the victim
did not know whether there was one or more than one offender and incidents
involving offenders of 'mixed" races.

bPercent of offenders that were strangers to the victim.

“Number in parentheses shows estimatéd total number of victimizations (those with
stranger-offenders plus those non-stranger offenders) on which percent shown is
based.

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

N
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strangers.

show:

To summarize, the findings with respect to the victim-offender dyad

i)

3)

3)

4)

Male offenders victimize males in about seven of ten per-
sonal crimes, regardless of offender age; female offenders
increasingly victimize males as age increases -— from 1

in 10 male victims for juvenile female offenders to 3

in 10 male victims for adult female offenders.

For all persomnal crimes axgept larceny, the age of the
offender tends to be correlated with the age of the victim.
Although white offenders viclimize whites almost exclusively,
black offenders victimize whites in a majority of personal
crimes.

Stranger offending is more likely when the victim is male,

is older, and is of a different race than the offender.

Summary and Concluding Remarks

In section I of this monograph rates and seriousness-weighted rates of

personal victimization were examined. The risk of victimization in the

general population and in subgroups in the population was divided into

three component parts: the risk of victimization by juveniles, the risk

of victimization by youthful offenders, and the risk of victimization by

adults.

The risk of victimization, as operationalized in this section, did

not take into account the number of potential offenders in the respective

age groups in the general population. The risk of victimization by adults

was found to be more than twice the risk of victimization by juveniles in

the total United States population 12 years old or older. This offender~

age related pattern of risk in the general population of potential victims
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—- that is, that an individual has a much greater chance of being victimized
by an adult than by a juvenile -- varied somewhat with the age of the victim.
The individuals most likely to be victimized by juveniles are other
juveniles; more specifically, 12 to 19 year olds in the United States face a
far greater risk of being victimized by juveniles than by adults. To this
it must be immediately added that when they are crime victims, these young
people suffer more serious victimizations if adults, not juveniles, are the

offenders.
This latter finding -— that crimes by adults are more serious -- was

generally true. The use of Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness weights permitted

an analysis of the average seriousness of victimizations committed by juveniles,

by youthful offenders, and by adults. The results showed that, regardless of

victim characteristics, offenses committed by adults were more serious in terms

of their consequences to victims than were offenses committed by juveniles.
This means, for example, that robberies committed by adults in the United
States are not the same qualitatively as those committed by juveniles; in
terms of the amount of social harm, robberies committed by adults are con-

siderably more harmful. To the extent that criminal and juvenile justice

" policy-making decisions are premised on the assumption that serious crimes

committed by juveniles are as serious as those committed by adults, =uch
policy is misguided.

In the analysis of rates of victimization one of the more interesting
findingé concerned male/female differences in the risk of personal victimiza-
tion. In the United States men are considerably more likely to be victims
of personal crimes than are women. However, the survey data indicated that

among persons in the population 20 or older the risk of victimization .by

juveniles was higher for women than for men. As seen above, most of the

i e e e et o
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victims of juveniles were other juveniles; gemerally, juveniles "pick on

someone thelr own size."

Possibly because of their lesser strength, smaller
size, or lesser experience, when juveniles victimige‘persons older than
themselves, they more often choose women than men.

Another noteworthy finding to emerge concerned the relationship between
family income and rates of victimization by juveniles, youthful offenders,
and adults. Although there was a strong inverse relationship between family
income and risk of personal victimization by adults, there was no such re-
lationship between family income and risk of victimization by juveniles.

The explanation of this rather surprising finding may lie in the nature of

the survey data. It could be that lower income people, because of their
generally high risk of victimization, are not as likely to report to survey
interviewers victimizations by juveniles as they are to repori victimizations
by adults. This would seem to be particularly likely in inner city areas in
which the criminal behavior of young people is frequent, but not as serious as
that of adults. By comparison, higher income people who generally experience
a much lower risk of being persoqal crime victims, may be more likely to
recall and report to survey interviewers their victimizations by young people;
even if these crimes are not especially serious, they may have greater
salience in the lives of people who rarely are victimized.

The analysis of rates of offénding using National Crime Survey data
produced results in substantial agreement with arrest data&regarding dis-
proportionate rates of cffending by race and sex. The NCS data showed
rates of offending among blacks about five times the rate of offending
among Whités. Although the NCS data are in agreement with official data
on this point, many self-report studies report little or no correlation

between race and rates of offending. Regarding trends in the-1573-77
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period, the rate of offending for black juveniles and female juveniles de-
creased steadily across these years. The NCS data showed for the 1973-77
aggregate data that the rates of offending among males.were about four to
fifteen times the rates of offending among females (depending on the offenders'
age group); on thi§ issue, both arrest and self-report data generally agree.

In terms of age, rates of offending were found to be highest among the
18 to 20 year olds. Compared with their proportionate representation in the
population, 18 to 20 year olds are disproportionately involved in criminal
offending. Unfortunately, the highest offender age category in the survey
data is simply "21 or older," and thus more refined analysis of age-related
rates of offending is not possible.

The Ehird question concerned the extent to which victims and offenders
share demographic characteristics. Generally, they do; for example, male
offenders of all ages victimize males in about 7 out of 10 of their crimes.
There are, however, important exceptions. Female offenders generally victimize
females, but as offender age increases there is an increasing propensity
among female offenders to victimize males; only 1 out of 10 victims of female
juvenile offenders were male, but 3 out of 10 victims of female adult offenders
were male.

The NCS data showed a generally high correlation between the age of
the victim and the age of the offender. The one noteworthy exception to
this pattern is the crime of personal larceny (including pocket picking
and purse snatch). Parenthetically, it is interesting to note that personal
larceny is the one type of crime in this analysis that by definition cannot
involve the use of force or threat. Purse snatch, a crime of stealth, speed,
and surprise, is usually committed against women who are older than their

offenders. Crimes involving the use of force or threat —- rape, robbery,

and assault -- most often involve same-age victims and offenders.
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In this monograph we have explored only three of the many questions
that can be addressed with the survey data. Tﬁe NCS data offer a potentially
rich reservoir of information about the extent and nature of juvenile, youth-
ful offender, and adult crime.

0f course, there are some measurement problems that may affect the
victimization survey results. We now know relatively little about the ability
of victims to describe,accurately offenders' demographic characteristics.
In principle, it would seem that for personal crime the offender's sex would
probably be the lsast difficult for victims to report on, the offender's race
the next most difficult, and offenders' age the most difficult on which for
vietim to report.18 Hence, only three broad offender age groups (under 18,
18 to 20, and 21 or older) have been used in most of the analyses in order
to minimize misclassification of offenders on age. In this connection it
is important to point out that many differences across the three age groups
were found to be monotonic (e.g., the increasing seriousness of victimiza-
tions as offender age group increased) and hence errors in offender age
classification have less of an effect on the results than would be the case
if many of the results had been non-monotonic.

With respect to victims' reports of the racial characteristics of offenders,
it is possible that these reports may be affected by popular stereotypes of
the criminal. Furthermore, persons of Spanish heritage may be reported by
some victims to be black. Because Spanish heritage persons in the general
population are counted as white by Bureau of Census conventions for racial
classifications, this potential definitional difference may artifically in-
flate the disproportionality of blacks among the NCS offenders.

However, the data in Appendix C on the ability of victims to differentiate

black and Hispanic offenders, militate against this possibility. Overall

e
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these preliminary data suggest that victims are able to report on offenders'
sexes, races, and even ages with very good accuracy when judged against those
same characteristics as recorded on police arrest reports.

Victimization survey data can be viewed as an alternative to self-report
data and arrest data. Unlike self-report data that are often sparse in the
details of delinquencies and rarely available from national samples of ade-

quate size, the NCS data are available for large numbers of serious crimes,

adequate probability samples, and 4t this writing five full years. Further~

more the NCS data do not share the shortcomings of official data. UCR arrest
data provide virtually no information on the nature of juvenile offenses,

and they are subject to various selective mechanisms (e.g., adult offenders
may have a greater likelihood of eluding arrest than juvenile offenders).
Hence, within their limits, the NCS data are perhaps the most appropriate

source of data to inform and guide criminal and juvenile justice policy.
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NOTES

lSee Appendix C for a discussion of the victim's perception of offender
age as well as a description of the offender age variables in this

study.

2See Garofalo and Hindelang (1977) and U.S. Bureau of the Census, undated,
for additional detail about design and collection.

3Business survey results from 1973 have reportedly been permanently lost
by the Bureau of the Census and, hence, are not included in this mono-

graph. The business portion of the national survey has been discontinued.

The last full year for which data are available is 1976.

4'I.’his 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 addréss and will be included in the survey.

5See Garofalo and Hindelang (1977) for more details.

6In the NCS persons under 12 years of age are not eligible to be inter-
viewed.

7SeeAppendix E for a more detalled description of the Sellin-Wolfgang
seriousness scale.

8This modification is necessary because the focus here is the seriousness
of the victimization suffered by the given victim, not the seriousness
of the incident (which may include more than one victim); see Hindelang,

1976.

9Specifically, the rate per 100,000 for any category of victims (e.g.,
blacks) is computed by multiplying each victimization by its seriousness
score, summing these scores, multiplying that total by 100,000, and
dividing by the number of persons at risk in that category in the
population (e.g., the estimated number of blacks in the population 12

years old or older).

10In this report we will not investigate the various elements —- weapon
use, theft, injury, and so forth —- that together make victimization by
adults generally more serious than victimization by juveniles. This is
discussed in the first monograph in this series, '"Juvenile Criminal
Behavior in the United States: Its Trends and Patterns," McDermott and

Hindelang, 1981.

11 . -
For more detail on these issues, see "Juvenile Criminal Behavior in the

United States: Its Trands and Patterns,' McDermott and Hindelang, 1981.



12Obviously other possible explanations for the discrepant results exist ——

most notably racial discrimination by the police. See Hindelang (1978).

13Actually, rather than simply cumulating the raw numbers of offenders in

14

17

each subgroup, the incident weight —-— the inverse of the probability that
an incident will be sampled —- is cumulated for each sex-race-age sub-
group. This is necessary because, owing to the complex design of the
survey, not every incident has the same likelihood of appearing in the
sample.

Incidents in which the victim did not know whether there was one or more
than one offender, or in which there was 3 group of offenders of "mixed"
sexes (i.e., in which there were both males and females) or "mixed" races
were excluded from analysis. These exclusions constituted about 1l per-
cent of total personal incidents. It was necessary to exclude incidents
in which the victim did not know whether there was one or more than one
offender because in such cases the victim was not asked the sex, race,

or age of the offender(s). It was necessary to exclude incidents involv-
ing multiple offenders of "mixed" sexes and races because victims were
not asked how many offenders were from each sex or race group. When
offenders were of "mixed" ages, the age group of the oldest was arbitrarily
used in order to prevent the loss of additional cases; treating "mixed"
age-group offenders as all in the youngest age group resulted in only
minor variations from the results cbtained when the oldest age-group rule
was used.

See Appendix F for population bases used in constructing the age by sex
by race rates of offending reported in Figures below.

See Hindelang (1979) for a more complete discussion of sex of offender
in criminal activity as shown in victimization survey data.

See Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis (1979) for further empirical evidence on
this point and an elaboration of this argument.

8But see Jata on New York City rape offenses in Appendix C comparing

victims' reports on suspects' characteristics and arrestees' characteristics
as shown in police reports.

CONTINUED
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Appendix A

NCS Household Interview Schedule
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Farm Approvad: O.M.El- No. 43-R0587

romuNCS-1 ano NCS-2
(4:19.77)
u.s. DEPA'TMENT OF COH"ERCE
€AU OF THE C
ACTING A3 COLLEETING AGEuT F
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE AW’N'.T"TlON

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY
NATIONAL SAMPLE
NCS-1 - BASIC SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE

NCS-2 - CRIME INCIDENT REPORT .

NOTICE - Your report to the Census Byreau is Lm'idmllll by law
{U.5. Code 42, Section 3771). All identifiable information will be used

only by persons angaged in and for the purposes of the survey, snd may

not be disclosed or relaased to othars for any purposie.

‘1Sample {cc 4) |ggmrol number (cc. 5)

Jo |

Segment Ck Serial

! )

[} ]

i 1 !
1 ! ! ,

Househotd number (cc 2)

Land use (cc F~IN)

INTERVIEWER: Fill Sample and Control nﬁmbers. and
items.1, 2, 4, and 9 ot time of interviaw.

1. Interviewer identification
Code - ; Name

1
i

B

2. Record of interview
Line number of household
respondent (cc 12)

B

Date completed

3. TYPE Z NONINTERVIEY
Interview not obtained for
Line number F NOTE: Fill NCS-7

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

®®0®

Complete 14-2{ for each line number listed.

10. Femily income (cc 27)

1 7] Under $1,000

2{7]'$1,000 o 1,999
a(] 2,000 to 2,999
4[] 3,000 to 3,999
s 4.000 10 4,999
6] 5000t 5999
7] 6,000t 7,499
s[] 7.500 0 9,999
9 [[] 10,000 to 11,999
10 [T} 12,000 to 14.999
11 {15,000 1o 19,999
1213 20,000 to 24,999
13 ] 25,000 to 49,999
14 [_] 50,000 and over

4. Household stutus
s [] Same household as last ation
27 Replacement h hold since last ation
3] Previous view or not in ple before

®

5. Spacial place type code (cc 6¢c)

11a. Household members 12 yeurs
of sge snd OVER 2

Total b

b. Household members UNDER
12 years of age S

Total b

o 7] None

6. Tenure (cc 8) ¥
1 [ Owned or being bought
. 2[7] Rented for cash
31 No cash rent

7. Type of living quarte:s (cc I5)
Housing unit
1.[7] House, apartment, fiat
2 [T HU in nontransient hotel, motel, etc.
3 (7] HU — Permanent in transient hotel, motel, etc.
4[] HU in rooming house
s [} Mobile home or trailer

6 [J HU not specified above — Describe 7

12. Crime Incident Reports filled 7
Total ber — Fill item 31
on Control Card

o ] None

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

7

13a. Use of telephone (cc 25)
{71 Phone in unit (Yes ir éc 25a)

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

1T7IYes ..o vne v e vue | SKIP to next
2 1 No — Refused number J opplicable item

] Phone elsewhere (Yes in cc 25b)

Phone interview acceptable? (cc 25¢ or 25d)

3'__"‘;Yes ...... s eee Y SKIP to next
4 "1 No — Refused number _f applicable item

5] No phone (No in. cc 25a and 25b)

8. Number of housing units in structure (cc 26)

1O 57)5-9

2732 6] 10 or more
3713 7 ) Mobile home or trailer
a4 8 "] Only OTHER units

ASK IN EACH HOUSEHOLD:

9. (Other then the . . . business) does anyone in this
household operate o business from this address?

1] No
2] Yes — What kind of business is dm?.;

INTERVIEWER: Enter unrecognizable businesses only

CENSU USE ONLY
% Rl

13b. Proxy information —~ Fill for all proxy interviews,

()] Proxy mlerv:ew
ined for line b

Proxy respcndenl name

Line number

Reason for proxy interview

(2) Proxy mtervnew
d for line

h

Proxy respondent nzme

Line number

Reason for proxy interview

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

noO=

N ASD =—-

IR

PSRN IR e e

i i,

<%
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. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS ; -
14. “AME 15, 16. 17, 18, 19, 20a. :m. 21, 22, ZESd \ ZE: \
(0! household  {TYPE OF LINE |RELATIONSHIP |AGE |MARITAL |RACE [ORIGIN |SEX |ARMED ucatlon — | Education~
. . OUS LAST |STATUS | FORCES | highest complete
raspondent INTERVIEW ne ;I;O ND USEHOLD BIRTH- ! MEMBER| grade that year?
KEYER — BEGIN DAY !
| NEWRECORD {cc 121 J(cc 13b) tee 1) ltec 18y liec19a) 1ec 190 ltcc 20} liec 21) |tec 22) {cc 23)
T
1
[ 1Per - Sell-respondent 1.7 Head VM W : t{"IM]s {71 Yes l[_‘]Yes
2{" ! Tel. — Se!f-respondent 217 Wife of head 247 iwd, 2['_1Neg.ll 2171F[2!7]No 2| ) No
First 31" Per. — Proxy \ £ilf 136 on T 3':"0wnchlldl g 3’.vD. 3 lot. : g —S
4 1Tet, - proxy [ coverpage | 'y, 147 Otherrelative a1’ {Sep. 1
sITINI = Fifl 16=21 5, 'Non-telative s{_INM :

N Look at 1tem 4 on cover page, |s this the same
CHECK household as last enumeration? (Box | marked}

ITEM A 1 Yes — SKIP to Check item B O Ne

264, Have you been looking for work during the past 4 weeks?

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

25a. Did you live in this house on April 1, 1970?
1] Yes — SKIP to Check ltem 8 2 [ No

3 [} 5 or more years ago
4[] Never worked } SKiP o 29

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

State, etc. County

27. Is there any reason why you could not take o job LAST WEEK?
1 T No Yes — 2 [ ] Already had a job

3 [ Temporary jilness
4[] Going to school

c. Did you live inside the limits of o city, town, villoge, ete.?

1] No 2 [} Yes — Name of city, town village. ezc._7

s D‘Other — Specify i

280. For whom did you (last) work? (Name of company,

. {Ask males 18+ only)
d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 19707

business, organization or other employer)

053 x 7] Never worked — SKIP to 29

1] Yes 2[JNo
CHECK is this person 16 years old or older?
ITEM 8B O No -~ SKIPto 29 O Yes

b. Whot kind of business or industry is this? (E.g.: TV and
radio m{g., retail shoe store, State Labor Department, farm)

26a, What were you doing most of LAST WEEK -~ (working,
keeping house, going to school) or something else?

1 [ Working ~SKIP to 280 6] Unable to work —SKIPto26d
2 [] With a job but not at work 7 [} Reured

3 [ Looking for work 8 [ Other - Specify -

4 (3 Keeping house
s Going to school {1f Armed Forces, SKIP to 28a}

@ CLL1

c. Were you =
1 ] An employee of a PRIVATE company, business or
individval for wages, solory or commissions?
2 ] A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county,
or local)?
3 [] SELF-EMPLOYED in OWN business, professional

practice or farm?

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

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

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

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

c. Did you have a job or business from which you were
tempororily absent or on layoff LAST WEEK?

1[OJNo 2[T]Yes - Absent — SKIP to 282

1

e. Whiit ware your most important activities or duties? (E.g.:
typing, keeping account books, selling cars. Armed Forces)

3] Yes — Layoff ~ SKIP to 27
Notes

FORM NCS-1 141977}

T

P2ge 2

)

O, o 7 b e
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. HOUSEHOLD SCREEN QUESTIONS

i’

29. Now I'd like to ask some question
crime, They refer only to the lost § months ~

[hves = e

ing belonging
to you or to ‘ony member of this household,
from a place where you or they were

e
32. Did anyone take someth

outside your home, or happened to ba left
out, such as a bicycle, o gaiden hose, or
lewn furniture? (other than any incidents
already mentioned)

imes?

35. Did anyone steal or TRY to steal parts
attached to (it/any of them), such as a
bottery, l\uhcl!u, tope-deck, etc.? -

e
i
I
| i
1" INo temporarily staying, such as o friend's or 1{71No.,
between 1,197 end _____, 197 relctive's home, o hotel or motel, or | b N
During the last' 6 months, did anyone break 1 o vaeation home? H >
into or somehow illagally get into your t L -
(apartment/home), gsrage, or another building | 33. What was the total number of moter :/
on your property? ! vehicles (cars, trucks, etc.) awned by i
4 you or any other member of s household lo{ | None —
30. (Other thon the ircident{s) just mentioned) 1 3Yes — How many during the last § months? | SKIP to 36
Did you find o door jimmied, a lock forced, 1 Umes :‘E.] 1
or any other signs of an ATTEMPTED 0. i
break in? Ll 12012
' EINE
) 1a[ ] 4 or more
. 34. Did cnyone steal, TRY to steal, or use ]
! M Yes — W
31. Was enything at oll stolen that is kept ';[:]Yes - :lw many (it/any of them) without permission? E %N:’ ll:ﬂ
| T
4 1
' '
1 |
1
| 1
! e

INDIVIDUAL SCR

EEN QUESTIONS

3. The Ilcwing questions refer only to things that
heppened to YOU during the los? 6 months -

Letween __ 1,197___ond
Did you have your (pocket picked/purse
snatched)?

LV97__d

T
1 }ves - How many
) times?

i

LT

i
1

48, Did you find any evidence that someocne
ATTEMPTED to steal something that
belonged to you? (other than auny incidents
already montiored)

AR of

N0

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

T
! |Yes ~ How many
: | times?

INo

47. Did you call the palice during the [ost 6
months to repert something that happened
to YOU which you theught was a crime?
(Do not count any tolls made to the
police concerning the incidents you
have just told me about.)

38, Did anyone TRY to rob you by using force
or threatening to harm you? (other than
any incidents already mentioned)

y-

Yes — How mzn
I times? Y

(WL

™I No - SKIP tc 48

7] Yes — What hoppened?

1
1
1
i
1
‘
1
|
)
i
|
|
i
|
|

39. Did unyone beat you up, attack you or hit
ou with something, such as a rock os bottie?
(o'kn than any incidents already mantioned)

-l

T

.:{_] Yes —~ n;\:‘?nny

1
]
I'QNo
!

40. Were you knifed, shot ot, or attacked with
some other weopon by anyone ot oll? (other
than any incidents olready mentioned)

1
i ]Yes —~ Now many
:L'J times?

" ]Ne

Look at 47. ‘Was HH member
12 + attacked or threatened, or

was something stolen or an
CHECK attempt made to steal something

[C] Yes—How many

'
1
:
\
]
I
]
T
1
1
]
]
)
1
1
H
|
]
t
]
]
1
|
[
1
t
]
]
1
1
1
1
1
|
|
t
1
§
)
: tUmas?
|

t

]

1

ITEM € that belonged to him? LY

41. Did onyone THREATER to beot you up or
THREATEN you with o knife, gun, or some
other weapon, NOT including telephone
threats? (other than any incidents already
mentioned)

"] Yes ~ How many
times?

LY

|

]

t

[}
—

48, Did anything happen to YOU during the lost
6 months which you thought was a crime,
but did NOT report to the police? (other
than any incidents already mentioned)

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

[

Yes — How man
:L ! times? d
|
i
N
1

-] No — SK[P to Check Item E
"] Yes ~ What hoppened?

43. During the last 6 months, did cn;onn steal
things thot belanged to you from inside ANY
car or truck, such as packages or clothing?

¥

11"]Yes - How man,
:L‘] times? Y
i

i -

:,’__jNo

il

@[]
CL]
L

I
|
|
i
[}
1
I
[}
1
1
1
1
1
[}
1]
)]
'
|
1
]
1
i
H
1

44, Was anything stolen from you while you
ware away from home, for instance ot work, in
a theater or zesicurant, or while traveling?

T
) Yes — How man,
it tinear "

" INo

Look at 48, Was HH member 1 [T Ves - How many
121 attacked or threatened, or ! times?
CHECK : !
was. something stolen or an !~ 1ho
ITEM D 1t
attempt made to steal something !
that belonged to him? 1
]

45. (Oths: thon any incidents you've olready
mentioned) was anything (else} ot all
stolen from you during the last 6 months?

_1Yes - Huw many
timas?

P

L

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

CHECK {1 No ~ interview next HH member.

ITEM E End interview if last respondent,

and fill item {2 on cover poge.

.1 Yes — Fill Crime Incident Reports.

FORM RCS-1 14.10.77)
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o = . RSONAL ‘IA;I!’ACTE:ZBISTICS s 12‘6:;“‘ o 3 i ; KEYER Notes NOTICE - Y — Form Approved: 0.M.B. No. 43-R0587 3
NAME TYPE OF Lme . [Re . . s, 1200 (21 |22, 23 2, i [} € A (U Code T2, Section $771)¢ ALl igeniifiable infomation wil ve used oy :
INTERVIEW LINE. [RELATIONSHIP  |AGE |MARITAL [RACE | ORIGIN SEX |ARMED | Edocation— |Education— ; SOl NEY RECORD | Srvon antszen o and for e serpotes ol praagion wil be aed only by :
p—— P, SIARVTH' ' :g:ggt :I',:::“ ‘f:ﬂ’;:?” ; Line number disclosed or released w others for any pu’po,a.‘ survey, and may not be ;(
NEW RECORD ! | :
fec 12) jtec 130) e 1 |tee1sy  ice 19a) | : j (@) =omu NCS-2 ‘
ot a) igee 190) jtee D) ftec 21y _rce 22) fcc 23) a ‘ et U.S. DEPARTMENT :
@ | i Screen question number Yy °"""":2:::““'““ :
1 {7} Per ~ Self-respongant 117 Head 1TIM 1T |I p : e At g
271 Tel. - self respondent 2| 1Wie of head zl'lw; z:-:: " : {;}M 1] ves 1[7]ves i +5: DEPARTHENT oF ustice " i
Firsi 347 Per, - Proxy N . PR R e 2IJIF[2C]Ne 2{7]No 8 incident number |
@ iTet, - Presy Fau 138 00 | Tine j-f_‘]g;"f"'l'f - [P1le. fsrlon ) g o ; @ CRIME INCIDENT REPORT c :
SN = il 31 No. N :'Nnne..:a:.‘::e ;t::;: i rade ! . NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY - NATIONAL SAMPLE ;
. R i ; 1a. Yeu soid that during the | ;
Look at iter1 4 - | ; [ ing the last 6 months — {Refer to 50, W, 5
cnEcK ’ h:use:l’;;ear; ,:sf: Z:::"e:’:lgig;ﬂ's(a";’: I‘hn‘:;::‘;) 563 Tiave you been Tooking Tor wark Jurina the pamt ¥ wacka? E appropriate screen question for description of crime}. _ 5o, Were you o customer, employse, or owner? o
ITEM A [J Yes — SKIP to Check Item B [ Ne 13 Yes No — When did you lost work? : ;'s'h'h";""'"'h (did tkis/did the first) incident happen? & ! D Customer i
250, Did you live in this house on April 1, 19702 2[7] Less than 5 years ago—SKIP to 280 i liV:ZJfazihlﬁgﬁh‘g necessary. Encourage respondent to 2L meloyee :
. it 1, ? 3] 5 of more years ago ' 2] Qwner i
1 O Yes — SKIP to Check Item B SKiP 10 3 N L ;
. 2] No 4[] Never worked to 36 (] Month (01-12) i 4 ] Other — Specify, i
b, Where did you live on April 1, 19707 (State, foreign count 27, Is there any reason why you could toke a job T : | Year 197 ____ b !
U.S. possession, etc.) ' 9 Ty N 04 not toke a job LAST WEEK? ; — 1 . Did the person(s) steal or TRY to sieal anything belongi :
X ' O No Yes 2 [ Already had a job 2 I's this incident report for a series of crimes? to the store, restaurant, office, factory, etc.? oneine i
State, etc. County 3 [ Tzmporary iliness CHECK t[JNo - 3KIP 10 2 @) 1C)ves : ;
¢. Did you live inside the limits of c city, town, village, etc.? . 4 [] Going to school ~ ITEM A 2[7] Yes — (Note: series must have 3 or 2] No SKIP to Check Item B I A
@05) 1 [JNo 2 [) Yes — Name of city. town viHDg'e etc 5 [7] Other ~ Specify i i Tez:: Sd""l!lar ""c'denfs which 377 ] Don’t know :
) . town, Cete o . ndent can't recoll separately) 60. Did the offe ;
@ - . _ , . nder{s) live there or h N
{Ask males 18+ only) 28a. For whom did you (last) work? (Name of company. : 5. In what :"°’!',"(!) did these incidents take place? there, such o3 a guest or nrwerlrxm::; © right to be
d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 1970? business, organization or other employer) ’ ? e soine i,
foe 1o Aot ) 2 ; + ] Spring (March, April, May) @ 17 Yes — SKIP to Check Item B C
e i B 2 N
cHECK e Teeme ol o saen @ x [~ ] Never worked ~ SKIP 1o 36 8 2 [C] Summer (June, July. August) {'___] ° ’
? 3 | e ! . ‘ 3 [ 'Fall (September, October, November) 3 ] Don't know |
ITEM B [ No — SKIP to 36 O] Yes ind of business or industry is this? (E.g.: TV and : 4[] Winter (Decémb i
60, Wher - radio mfg., retail shoe store, State {.abor Department, farm) i ¢ (December, January, February) b. Did the offender(s) actually get in or just TRY 'S
- What were you doing most'of LAST WEEK — (working [ 1 . ¢, How many .incident i in thi : in the building? o st D i
keeping house, going to school) or something else? ! W : ' ] Th . ros were nvolved in this aeries? tEJ Acwall i :
1 ] Working — SKIP 1o 285 - € oIS you - ; i et }: ¢ wied to g ;
D e s o vk s lén;blt;m work—SKIP to 26d 1[JAn .er!\ploree of o PRIVATE company, business or Lo 2] Fiveto ten - 277 Just tried to get in E L
| A 7 [ Retire; individual for wages, salory or issions? i ‘
3 [ Looking for work 8 [[] Other ~ Speci A GO ges, y of commissions? i 3 {C] Eleven or more 3 ] Don't know
« O] Keeping house pecify 3 2] o ?oc!lEigNMENT employee (Federal, State, county, ) 47 Don't know c. Was h " " !
2 - _ . . Was there any evidence, such as o broken lock or brok .
b ;Elft"g i 5‘“":' - S(ll:rmed Forces, SKIP to 28a) 33 :E";:‘:jhtl:l'.gY’ED in OWN business, professisnal ;«:‘I;’;i'fr:/tlixffm,i{ this report is for a series, read the ':lr;::;, ,::I:L':; l:‘)fmd-;(ﬂd(ilorgod his way in/TRIED "
. v do any work ot oll LAST WEEK, not counting work . n : ™ W * o building? . I
:'s‘:’:g 'h: h‘:”g? ('\LO;C.‘ If farm or business operator in HH, 4 [J Working WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or form? ; 2 '(Ab}ml:”lw questions refer only to the most recent incident.) (1)) 1{3No T "
out unpaid work. e S— - . ut whet timae did (this/the most H Ty
: A you doing? (E.g.: electri e recent} es ~ Whot was the evidence? i :
. ;dD No}I Yes. —bHow ml.!ny hours? — SKIP to 280 engineer, stock clerk, typist, ]ar?ner(. Afmede ;;:’::,’ 7 ""S;: ‘?c'::""? (Mork-al! that applyr}‘“ Anything else? n !
. 'olmp)::ril;v:bcs::' :rf ::sl:;:s‘: I{r;;\.rw‘l:.igeg'z:u were i 0 Du:‘ir:g ::ewday 6 aum. t0 6 , 2 7} Broken lock or window E :
' O] No 2 Yes - Absent — SKIP to 28a e. th' were your most important activities or duties? (E.g.: i At night (6 p.m. to 6 a.m. i X D p orced door or window f
8 (E.g.: ) E
2 Ve tanett - skt e 2 typing. keeping cccount books, selling cars., Armed Forces) 3] 6 p.m. to midnight 4[] Stashed screen i’KICI;
INCIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS - —— : 8 Do o 3L] Other = Specify e s P ‘
36. The following questions refer only to things | ) N - 5 [J Don’t know . ;
that happened to YOU during the Iusﬂy6 tlirqi ) "1Yes - How many 46. Did you find any evidence the} someone W 1ves ~ H i :1
borvens " o7 i 9:;01- s 1. times? :'l;TEMS":'ED "; s'eu’: vomething hot E ";v./‘v;uny 3a. In what State and county did this incident sccur? d. How did the offender(s) (get in/try to get in)? 0 I
. ’ ' . elon. ? - = . _ ! ]
Did you have your(pocket picked/purse snatched)? '+ N0 incidents :h);:‘:iy .S.Tnfi;,:t;? any ;r I¥o ] Outside U.S. — END INCIDENT REPORT 1| Through unlacked door or window i
37. Did anyone take something (el i | i . N S bt }
] g (else) directly 1.~ _ 47, Did you call the police during the | ; o ‘
fom you by sing force such asbye | VTR something thot hevpened 10 YOU which you heught ws g Sute Councy 2 ] Don't know
. r threat? FINe  — crime? (De not count o {] d . ; a™10 - :
38. Did anyone TRY to rob you by using force [ 1y (es8 concerning the i"Cid'"':yY:: h:\'!':.'ui:s:ou:?; poha? " 5. Did it happen INSIDE THE L e - Seclly T :
ot threntening 1o harm yas? (other thon ony ;: iyes -nm:’uny {3 No ~ SKIP to 48 me about.) : villoge npc.? IMITS of o city, town, Was respondent or any other member of i
or threstening to borm oot . e ) e Wher hosmened? = ™ ' [ No CHECK Shis.dhousehold present when this ;
e l ( ) v ) ITEM B incident occurred? (If not sure, ASK) ¥
with something, such as a rock or bottle? ':! ‘Y“_S:::;'?“y (_‘) 2! DI esl - El mer! naml ® of city. town, etc 7 + £ No — SKIP ‘;‘
{other than any incidents already mentioned)!;™ No T ‘ 1 203 Y C o 130 o
40. Were you knifed, shot at, or cttocked wi Tres ook at 47 — Was HH member |24 :r Yes - H 4 i - g?
some other waapon by m:ynrn: a(;cnlel? rol":er :! Hes _l}::\v:;';un’ CHECK. ah"aCked or threatened, or was some- ! ! "::’n;any ' ?h&’l.Adld ”"h incident ?nk. ‘PI“'? 7a. Did the personis) have o weapon such as e gun or knif !‘
than any incidents alread i s ITEM C thing stolen or an attempt made to ;i J1No : tor in own dwelling, in garage or or something he was us hase !
41, Did L4 y mentioned) ji 7T No steal something that belonged to him?! other building on property (Includes bottle, or w?-nch? usiap a3 9 wespen, such ot o
. Did onyane THREATEN to beat you up or  4i- il break-in or attempted break-in) SKIP to 6o - Y i
THREATEN you with c kni i {Yes - How many 48, Did onything happen te YOU duri . . . 1) No i
other wcuPon,yNB’F’in:lidi:;‘:élz:{\‘;:: :ho(::;s?: timest @ you thought Wﬂspo :"rime, bot d?glw[#eri:::f’::::hs Fhlc’h 3 2[J A or in & vacation home, hotel/motel 2] Don't know . ‘
(other than any incidents already mentioved) b o (other thon ony incidents already mentioned) police? ‘ 3 (] Inside commercial building such s
y K ] No - SKIP t reacy ne store, restaurant, bank, gas statio Yes — Weat was the weapon? Anything else?
42, Did anyone TRY to ottack you in some 1o o Check ftem E - public conve ne tati e ASK (Mari all that apply)
other viay? (other than any ncident 1272 Yes — How many 7] Yes ~ What happened? . 4 yance of station S0 3] Gun
cther wey? lather y ats v How m 4 [ Inside office, factory, or warehouse =7 Knif i
1 iNe ‘ R N 4 ] Knife it
43. During the last & menths, did onyone steal ;i'lYes ™ Look at 48 — Was HH member 12 T i s ?::re::’: ’:::T:t;rzara‘:;arst'r::ma:lk'“ s [7] Other — Specif; i
things that belonged to you from inside ANY !’ fimes7 " |CHECK attacked or threatened, or was s;me hes - How many ‘ {Does not include break-in or * b. Did th . i
car o7 truck, such as packoges or clothing? 1" No ITEMD thing stolen or an attempt made to : mes : attempted break-in) . u:mc'k. ::l'l::("l) ti: ‘ou, kneck you down, er actually ‘,f
_44.° Was onything stolen from you while you T Yes — How man steal something that belonged to him? :l']No 3 6 7] On the street, in a park, field, play- sKip Y Y e 1
were :W"Y trom home, fot nstance af work, is How 2 Yy Do any of the screen auestons comts —‘—“ . ground, school grounds or parking lot to:Check (:) 1] Yes — SKIP to 7f -
= ;g;‘, ::m or ,"'a:mn,’ or while traveling?!!” !No cHECK for “How many times?"* in any entries ) 7 [J Inside school item B 2] No , 1
. ar than any incidents you've alreod & No — i i iew i * - i ‘
mentionod) Was anything (else) at ali “Zle" HiTives - ):nw many || TEM E [} ‘gtsfir:ézw n:xl HH rgembe(. End interview if 4 8 [] Other — Specify 7 c. Did the persen{s) threaten you with herm in any way? ) :
rom i ? (- * age, ) B
i you during the last 6 months? 1o times? : pondent, and fill item 12 on cover page ) (:) 1[I No - SK!P 10 7e 4
L i ] Yes — Fill Crime Incident Reports. - ay .
e . 2 es :
Page 4 I .
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7] CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS — Continued |07 = oo

| CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIGNS - Continved |

X id.VHow were y.ou threatened? Any other way? 9c. Did insurunc? or any heuiﬂ; benefits program pay for all or part of 12a, Were you the only person fhere besides the offender(s)? T T—— ml;,:n’ f r
* lMark\;JIIbxhlc.uhap;ﬂy)f N the Ou’tlullmedlcul ;.-exdpenses. i @ (Box 3 o 4 marked 1 131 1
(::) 1 erbal threat of rape (::) 1 ot yet sett ’ CHECK i
2 Verbal threat of attack other than rape 2 7 None....... SKIP 10 10a | [ L ITEM D _No ~ SKIP ta Check liem E !
3 Weapon present or threatened SKIP 3 Al L i b. How many of these persons, not counting yourself, ;
with weapon © 2 Part H were robbed, harmed, or threatened? Do nat include Yes :
d attack with weapon — " * ersons under 12 f age. Iy
! :\f::(re;n)?;emplae. as?wtwal) weap HOa d. How much did insurance or a health benefits progrom pay? f :.. ;o:: SKIPY::TJ: aee 14o. Had permission 1o use the (car/motor vehicle) ever been o
} @ - - iven to th i1? 5
Object thrown at P:':"" 3 . {Obtain on estimate, 1 necessary] -‘ @ 9'V="N° ¢ person who took it? g
6 Followed. surrounde . ' 0 .., b
7 Other — Specify 10a. Did you do anything to protect yourself or your property E ————— Number of persons :  Domt knﬂw}SK"P to Check jtem E
‘ ) 4 during the incident? c. Are any of these persons members of your household now? ' . . i
@ 1 . No-—SKIPtoll Ds not include household members under 12 years of age. 3, Yes . i
e. Whu!kucmnlly hup'pe)ned? Anything else? 27 Yes 3 @ 0" ' No i
(Mark all that apply - . - bl b, Did th icle)? !
' Something taken without permission A 4 b. Whot did you do? Anything else? (Mark ol that opply) : Yes — How many, not counting yourself? 'd the person return the (car/motor vehicle)? il

1 17} Used-brandished gun or knife T Yes é

2 Auempted or threatened to

= ‘tried physical force (hit, chased, threw object, used ——
take something ( 2i-Tlsed wried piysicat force ( ' (ALSO MARK “YES" IN CHECK [TEM [ ON PAGE 12) 2 No ‘i
: smend, uage et . hamtintndite — '
3. Harassed, argumner abusn:e angdag 37 Tried to get help, attract attention, scare offender away 130. Was something stolen or taken without permission that Is Box | or 2 marked in 1367
... ;:‘”c::'e entry c;rhau(ut:mpte SKIP (screamed, yelled, called for help, turned on lights, etc.) belonged to you o others in the househld? i
.. Forcu bf entry °° uec ted © a " Threatened, argued, reasoned, etc,, with Vof(ender INTERVIEWER — Include anything stolen from CHECK No - SKIP 10 IS0 i
s " Forc fe entry 'or attemp 0 57 Resisted without force, used evasive action (ran/drove away, unrecognizable busingss in respondent’s home, ITEM E Yes i
) ;“"7 ° dcar ¢ 4 property hid, held property, lacked door, ducked, shielded self, ete.) } lb)o not include anything stolen from a recogmzdble i
6 . Damaged or destroyed proper =1 Other — i ¢ usiness tn respondent’s home or another business S )
7~ Attempted or threatened to 61 Other — Specify i such as merchandise or cash from a register, ' B x": 'h’césr"'gvﬂ°'|“:'ﬂ°geY) on Y:"' person, for i',\"ﬂﬂce. s
. o or bei H B
. damage or destroy property 11, Was the crime committed by only one or more than oae person? @ 1. ,Yes - SKIP to 13f \ PYes ng held by you when it was taken?
8 | Other - Spectfy @ ) Only one 2 _; Don't know — 3 More than one 7 27 ;No . N
- ' SKIP to 120 . 2 o
b. Did the person{s) ATTEMPT 1o take something that
: ? g tho
. f. :13:'&::;?e(;;;(lrrskuré(ﬁ)l;:lc;:l))";;l- Any o Wu‘s ﬂ,;l, percon male f. How mony persons? belonged to you or others in the household? Was only cash taken? {Box 0 marked 1n /3f)
(@) ° Roped or emee i 1) '...No - SKIP (o I3 CHECK “es - SKIP 1o 160
2 Tned torape 1 Male : 27, Yes ITEM F
: . Were they male or female? i — No
3 Hit with object held in hand. shot, knifed 2 Female 9 L A“Yma‘e . €. What did they try to take? Anything else? - N
q Hit by thrown object . . All female . (Mark all thoe apply] ,
5 Hit, slapped, knocked down 3 . Don't know - ¥ - p 150, Altogether, what v:oy the value of the PROPERTY o
& . Grabbed, held, tripped, jumped, pushed, etc ” 3 [ Male and female (159 ! Purse thot was token? i
7 Other — Specify b. How old would you say o Don’t know 2’ Waltet or mongy INTERVAE"}('&'R - Exclude stolen cash, and enter $0 for i
. ] : i
Ba. What were the injurics you su“ﬂ?d, i any? the person was? h. How old wou!c’i you say the 3“_. ga’: stolen checks and credtt cards, even 1f they were used. ;
+ Anything else? {Mark all that apply) ' 1 Under 12 youngest was? 4" . Other motor vehicle
+., None — SKIF 0 10a @ 2 12=14 1, iUnder 12 s }‘%'I('OF; fovir - 5" . Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.} $ oI e e B
27 Raped 2. 12-14 5"  Don' o T i
- . . R . n't know b. How did you decide the value of the property that was
37 | Auempted 'BDhe ; 3 15-17 3 :2_5(7) & "' Don't know 777 Other — Spectfy stolen? Any other way? (Mark all that apply) 3
4’ | Knife or gunshot wounds 4 18-20 e’ 18- — LI T |
s Broken bones or teeth knocked out 21 or over i, How old would you say the R CHECK Did they try to take a purse, wallet, 1 Origtnal cost 1‘
6  Internal inguries, knocked unconscious s oldest was? : ITEM C or money? (Box I or 2 marked in {3ci 2 Replacement cost I
7 . Bruises, black eye, cuts, scratches, swelling &  Don't know 1, "jUnder 12 4 7] 18-20 .. No~SKIP 10 i8a 3 Personal estmate of current vaiu i
" Other — Specify T pR— 27112214 5320 or over ‘ - Yes - value i
- c. Was the person som el b , . e 4 aAsurance report estimate £
b. Were you injured to the extent that you needed knew or was he a stranger? 3..415717 6. Don't know d. Was the {purze/wollet/money) on your person, for Pol i
medical attention ofter the attock? . j- Were any of the persons known instance in @ pocket or being held? 5 olice estimate k
@ + . No — SKIP o 100 V.. Suanger or related to you or were they @ 177 Yes ski 6 _ Don't know i
2 fes 2 7 Don't know all strangers? et P10 180 i
c Dici . cu receive any treatment ot o hospital? ’ SKIP 1__All strangers } SKIP 2., Ne 7 Other - Spectfy — :
- Uidy Y 3 Known by ) toe 127" Don't know tom i » ¢ Whot did happen? Anything else? {Mark all that opply)
t ., No . sight only . < o A p—— |
i tment onl 3 > Allrelatves SKip s V77 Attacked N I
2, . Emergency room treatment only s Casual 277 Some relatives wl ; e 16a. Was all or part of the stolen money or property recovered, :
3 ! Stayed overnlgh?t or longer — -4 acquaintance . e Al known ] 2, Threatened with harm not counting anything received from insuronce? 1
How many days? - . :;; Some Kknown o 37 Attempted to break into house or garage i None :
() _ 5.1 Well known ) H“‘ T P 1 4 " Atempted to break into car 2 Al }SK’P to 170 i
N » How well viere they known? ' :
d. :llm’ was the 'lofol_ c;moun;‘.oi 'yuq:lmeml‘;:(l:LUDlNG d. Was. the person a relative « . (Mark all that appl;) 5., Harassed, argument, abusive tanguage Skip 3 Par 4
penses resulting from this incident, of yours? X H - to art 3
anything paid by insurance? Include hospital L4 ' 1.y By sight only | & ... Damaged or destioyed property 18a : -
and doctor bills, medicine, therapy, broces, and +_*No 27 | Casual SKIP i 7 7.5 Awzmpred or threatened to damage or b. Whot was recovered? Anything else? 1
any other injury-reloted medical expenses. Yes — Whot relationship? acquaintance(s) tom | destroy property . @ (
INTERVIEWER — If respondent does not know -, i 3| Well known : 8 7} Other - Specily Cash $_ .. | :
exact amount. encourage him to give an estimate, 2 ] Spouse or ex-spouse I. How were they related to vou? ! wt and or -
© 7. No cost ~ SKIP to 10a 3.} Parent . (Mork il that apply o 3 J . FProperty tMark all thar sooly) '
- T ; |
s . 4", Own child 1.7 Spause or 4771 Brothers/ i f. Whot wos taken that belonged to you or others in the o Cash only recovered — SKIP to I7a
X Domtknow . s 7! Brother or sister ex-spouse sisters i household? Anything else? m ¢ Purse
. 2" Parents s ; Other ~ i .
9o. At the time of the incident, were you cov?rfd s ; Other relative ~ o 0 st Specih'? ‘ Ca:/h' s - - R Wallet
by any medical insurance, or were you eligible " Specify 3. V{"‘d - and/or .
for benefits from any other type of health , ¥ chitdren : . Property. (Mark afl that appiy) a2 Car
byt progrom, soch o ediot, Vteres o 21 Only cash aken - KIP o 14  Omer ot el
i ion, ? _ o P . i
@ v sNo ... } SKIP to 10a e. Wos he/sha — m‘\‘Vefe. ;‘vl:i::,:h'm ! S Putse 5 Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.} :
2. . Don’t know . . = . i 277, Wallet :
Py (::) v . White? 2 _jNegro? : b 6  Other - Specify i
37 Yes , 2 Negro? SKIP 3. Other? - Specify ; 3 Car
b. Did you file a claim with unzi of these insumnclel S Other? - Specif © : E 4 7 Other motor vehicle R e :
companies or programs in order to get port or a 3 ther? - Specify . i 5 .71 Part of car (hubcap, tape-d : . c. Whot wos the value of the propert covered lodi .
of your medical expenses paid? P12 4, Combination — 59“")’7 . { P. tape-deck. etc.) recovered cosh)? property recovered (excluding
@)+ .iNo-SKIP 10100 _— | &7, Other ~§ [00]
hs L. Sy L] U ((T7)
2. Yes 4. " Don't know 5 _:Don't know i e O S e -
SRYRTED
FORM NGS:2 14.10.77 Page 10 3 Page 11

o g A
.

e

[3
VI o




-~

88

CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS — Continued |

17a. Was there any insurance against theft?

1! [Ne..oys
! }SKIP to 180

27, Don't know

3.ives

b. Was this ioss reported to an insurance company?

2 jDon't know

377} Yes

c. Was any of this loss recovered through insurance?

@ 1.} Not yet settled
SKIP to 18a

2, jNos. . aue

11 -} No

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

@ VLiNoL. L } SKIP to 18a 1. i Nathing could be dene ~ iack of proof

200. Were the police informed of this incident in any woy?

2|} Don't know — SKIP to Check ltem G
Yes ~ Who told them?
37 i Household member
a;" ! Someone else
s [_; Police on stene

} SKIP to Check Item G

b. What was the recson sis incident was not reported to

iyl

] Did not think it importgirt enough

] Police wouldn't want to be bothered

] Did not want to take time - too inconvenient

| Private or personal matter, did not want to report it

{ Did not want to get involved
" Afraid of reprisal

.- J Reported to someone else

H
3
L
s

6

7

8

9 ] Other — Specify.

3. \Yes

d. How much was recovered?

ITEM G {7} No — SKIP to Check ftem H

CHECK Is this person |6 years or older?
,.]Yes — ASK 21a

INTERVIEWER - If property replaced by insurance
company instead of cash settlement, ask for estimote
of value of the property replaced.

18a. Did any household member fose any time from work
because of this incident?

@ o, |No— SKIPto I9a

Yes — How many members?7

b, How much time wos lost altogether?

@ v, ; Less than | day
2., 1-5days

3. i6~10days

4,y Over 10 days

s i Don't know

19a. Was anything thet belonged to you or other members of

For example, was a lock or window broken, clothing
damoged, or damage done to a car, etc.?

1 }No — SKIP to 200

1471 No — SKIP to Check Item H

@ s . 1, .} Same as described in NCS-! items 2Ba—e — SKIP to

® @

the household damaged but not taken in this incident?

21a. Did you have a job at the time this incident happened?

1.
2!7jYes

b. What was the job?

Check Item H
27} Different than describad in NCS+| items 28a—e

c. For whom did you work? {Nome of company, business,
organization or other employer)

d. What kind of business or industry is this? (For example: TV
and radio mfg., retail shoe store, State Labor Dept., farm)

(111

e. Were you ~

11.1An employee of a PRIYATE compony, business or
individual for wages, salary or commissions?

2{_} A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county or local)?

3 (] SELF-EMPLOYED in OWM business, professional
practice or farm?

47"} Working WITHOUT PAY in family business or form?

§. What kind of work were you doing? {For example: electrical
engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer}

g. What were your most important activities or duties ? (For example:
typing, keeping account books, selling cars, finishing concrete, etc.}

CHECK

l Summarize this incident or series of incidents.

2 " Yes
b. (Was/were) the damaged item(s) repaired or replaced? ITEM H
@ 127] Yes — SKIP to 19d
221N

c. How much would it cost to repair or replace the

damaged item(s)?

s_____.

2] Landlord

3"} Insurance

4 [} Other — Specify

SKIP to 20a
x [~ ; Don't know
Look at 12c on Incident Report, |s there an
d. How much was the repoir or replacement cost? entry for **How many?""
CHECK ] No
* ] No cost or don’t know — SKIP to 20a ITEMI L‘j Yes — Be sure you have an Incident Report for each
HH member 12 years of age or over who was
$ . robbed, harmed, or threatened in this incident.
e. Who poid or will pay for the repairs or replacement? ) : : +
Anyone else? (Mark all that apply) CHECK Is this the last Incident Report to be filled for this person|
* [CJ No ~ Go to next Incident Report.
— ITEM J h
1] Household member [ Yes ~ Is this the last HH member to be interviewed?

[Z] No — Interview next H#H member.,

[] Yes — END INTERVIEW. Enter total
number of Crime Incident Reports
{itled for this household in
ftem 12 on the cover of NCS-1.

FORM NC3:2 1401977} Page 12
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Form Approved: O,M.B. No. 43-R0S87

HOTICE — Your report to the. Census Bureair 15 confidential by law
{Public Law 93-83}), All identifiable information will be used only by
persons engaged I1n and for the purposes of the survey, and may not be
disclosed or released to others for any purpose.

1. IDENTIFICATION CODES

a. PSU b, Segment jc, Line No |d. Part e, Panel

f. RO 9. Intervievier code  Jh. Total number
of incidents

FORAM CVS‘loo

(41210771

U.5. DERARTMENT OF COMMERCE
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

ACTING AS COLLECTING AGENT FOR
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
U.S. DEPARTMENY OF JUSTICE

COMMERCIAL ClilME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY
NATIONAL SAMPLE

INTRODUCTIGN

Good moraing {afternoont. ~ I'm Mr(S.)_____t1youwr name)

from the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

We are conducting a survey in this asea to measure the extent lo which businesses aze victims of
busglaries and ‘or robberies, The Government needs to know how much crime there is and where it is
lo plan and administer programs which will have an impact on lhe ctime problem. You can help by

answering some questions for me.

Part | ~ BUSINESS CHARACTERISTICS

2a. Did you (the owner) operate this establishment at this
lacation during the entire 6-month period ending
1 Yes -~ SKIP 10 3a

7. Did anyone else operate any departments or

? concessions or some other business activity

in this establishment during the 6-month

2. No — How many. months during Eﬂt"s T pericdending 7

the designated period? . ......
b. What were these months?
1, Jan, 4 Apt, 7 July A Oct,
2, Feb, s May 8 Aug. 8 Nov.
3 Mar. 6 June ] Sept, c Dec.
c. The last time we were here (Mr(s.)—_._._.. _gave information

for} this establishment (was vacant).

Did anyone else own this establishment during the
6-month petiod ending «.oovmeeee ?

1 Yes --Enter dame _

3 Yes - Lisl each department, concession, or other
business activily on a separate line of
Section V ol the segment folder, 1t not
already histed. Complete a separale
questionnaire [or each one that lalls on
o sample hne.

2 No

DO NOT ASK ITEM 8 UNTIL PAR™ Il AND ANY
INCIDENT REPORTS HAVE BEEX (OHPLETED

& Ne
3 Don't know ~ Inquize al neighboring establishment,

INTERVIEWER ~ Complete addilional questionnatre(s} by
contacling the former owner(s) or for vacant establishments
by conlacting neighboring establishments. Complete separate
questionpaires o account for all inonths of reference period.

8, What were your approximate gross sales of meichandise
and or receipts from services al this establishment
for the previous 12 months ending . 7
{Estimate annval sales and/or receipls il nol in
business for entire 12 months.)

" None

3a. Is this establishment owned or operaied as an incorporated
business?
1 Yes ~SKIP o4 2 No
b. How is this business owned or operaled?
1 individual proprietorship
2 Partnership
3 Government -~ Conlinue interview ONLY f
liquor store or any fype
of transportation
4 " Other - Spec:ly7

Under $10,000
$10,000 to $24,999
$25,000 1o $49,999
$50,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $499,999
$500,000 to $999,999
$1,000,000 and over
Other ~ Specily

I VI S S S e

INTERVIEWER USE ONLY

9a. Record of interview

4. Do you (the owner) operate more than one establishment?
1, Yes 2 No

{1) Date

5. Excluding you (the owner) (the partner) how many paid
employees did this eslablishmen! average during the
6-month period eading

1 None 4 8to0t9
2 I to3 5 20 ot more
3 4107

{2) Name of respondent

{3} Titie of respondent

Extension

{4) Telephone |Area code| Number
—————

L——'-; p -
6a, What do you consider your kind of business

to be at this location?

b. Reason for non-interview

l OFFICE USEONLY |  TYPE &
t° " Occypant in business during survey pérjod but

b. Mark (X} one box .
RETAIL WHOLESALE

1t - Food ¢ Durable
2 Eating and drinking D Nondurable
3 General merchandise MANUFACTURING
‘ Apparel E Durable
5 ::D"l‘l'a‘:'c"! and F Nondurable
[ Lumber, hardware, REAL ESTATE
mobrie home dealers G Apartment rental office
7. Automotive H Other s=al estate
: E::::'nd propfietary SERVICE
BANKS
A Gasoline service

stations TRANSPORTATION

8. Other retas)

- oxe -

unable to contact
2°  Relusal and in business during survey period
31'" Other Type A ~ Spec:ly7

TYPE B

4 7 Present occupant not tn business during
survey perjod

§ ' ' Vacant or closed
6 Other Type B (Seasonal, etc.} - ":‘De(:lly7

TYPE C

7 Occupied by nonlistable activity
8.  Demotished

ALL OTHERS - Spec:ly7 9 "Other Type C -Spec:ly7

g
L
i
L
P
§
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Part || -~ SCREENING QUESTIONS ' ]

R ] A ] i ] Form Approved: “VM.8, No. 43-R0587 i

3. The last time lhls.establlshmenl was interviewed, burglary(ies) wete reported in {month) &l TRANSCRIBE TME IDENTIFICATION CODES FROM | rorm CVS-100 U.5. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE |
and_—_robbery(ies) were reported fn—_fmontn}. i OF THE COVER SHEET AND COMPLETE A $Epa , TEM 1 [ta2tan AcTinG as EUTEAY OF THE CENaUS i

+ i 3 i AGEN ¥

b. Now I'd like to ask some questions about particular kinds of theft or atlempted thell. These questions refer INCIDENT REPORT FOR EACH INCIDENT naTe A ENFS:‘:?EE;:':L;;’E"“"“ Aouin: i %
only to this establishment for the 6-month period ending .. . . el . NT OF JusTice B

- [ IDENTIFICATION CODE COMMERCIAL INCIDENT REPORT N i

10. During this period did anyone break into.or some- 18. Why hasn't this establishment ever been insured against ; e FSU b, Segment [c, Line [d, Part |e. Panel |1 RO CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY ~NATIONAL SAMPLE (o i

how illegally get into this place of business? burglary and'/ul robbery? | No. ) : & N dent INCIDENT NUMBER i
Number 1,7 Couldn't afford at i ' Record wzizh ilr:cidcn' (1, 2, etc.) ! i
17 yes — How many times? ——» 2,1 Couldn’t get anyoné to insure you E You said th - Is covered by this page D
. e ) - | at during the 6 mo j
* OFil an Incident Report for ach) 7 it e . i and ending ¢ “e’mn}gss:,e:;:;l:;:m_ 73. Were you, the owner, or any employee injured in this E
2. Ne :1 :f"'i]"m“ t 10~15 for description of crime). ue incident. seriously enough to require medical attention? N
n - n v I remium too #xpensive 3 H -

11, {Other than the incident(s) just mentioned} during this s Other - Speclty 3 L. in what month did this (did the first) incident happen? P ves - Howmany? | INGorer T /
period did anyone find 2 door jimmied, a lock forced, - F ! ', Jan «, " Apn 1 July PR 7' No - I,
or any other signs of an ATTEMPTED break-in? [ ; '::b- S, " May 8’ Aug. 8" Nov. » Ne-Skiptosa :

i - . 6, June 97" Sept, €' Dee, R H
Number | - - . . b. How many of them staycd in a Number
1124 Yes — How many times? — 192, iv:h::l ":::"{eg'::tsg:“' b :‘:':: i'lml:el:::r':s i - |2 Aboul what lime did it happen? hospital overnight or longer? E
{Fill an Incident Report for each) his Iy(;catio':l aow, to iilsl'iniialled i L 2“""2"lh(zday (6 a.m. ~ 6 p.in.) P
é now, t might (6 pum. ~ 6 a.m, . i
2771No protect it against of otherwise : 26 pm -lidmg:(m ) 8. Of those receiving treatment in or oyt of 3 hospital, did ‘
- - burglary and/or robbery? undertaken? ; 37 Midnight ~ 6 aum this business pay for any of the medical expenses not 0
12. During this period were you, the owner, or any | = Don®t knoas o covered by a regular health b
Enter the i 4.7 " Don*t know what time at night e enelils program? R
employee held up by anyone using a weapon, appropriate code ! 5" Don't know 2 17" Yes ~ How much
force or threat of force on these premises? from the list waspaid? s T
" - Number a. Mark (X} all thal apply given below, : 3. Where did this incident take place? 2 Ne ,
+ 7. ves — How many times? ——— b. Codes $77T At thus place of bysiness . 3
(FIll an Incident Report for each) — 1,3 Alarm system — outside 2777 Qn delivery 377 Don't know :
2t i Ne singing, building alarm . ..., 37" Earoute 1o bank '
- . 47" Other - Specity 9a. Did any deaths occur a is inci ‘
> i - s a result o
13. (Other than the incident(s) already mentioned,) 21t Burglar alarm — inside ringing T _ Lty i this incident?
did anyone ATTEMPT to hold up you, the owner, 377" Cenural afamm — rings at palice | ] ".; you, tie awner, or any: employee present while this .
ot any employee by using Iorcie or threatening to epartment or security agency incident was occuring? 2. No - SKIP 1o 15a
a u while dn these premises? 4 "1 Reinforcing devices, such 17 Yes :
harm you wh 4 " as bars ongwinduws. g:)ales. 2% No ~ SKIP to 10 b. Who was killed? c. How many?
X Number BAES, €€, Ly e as e n ; 37" Don't know . (Mark (X} all that applyj i
v11:Yes = How many times?—— . [ ! Vo s
- d, f : WREHS) o,
."{Flll an Incident Report for each) 5171Guard, watchman ; 5a. 0id the person holding you up have @ weapon or something ’ -
27"No 61 1Watch dog 4o e vsnynnn. ] that was used as a weapon, such as a boltle or wrench? 27 TEmaloyees. ..., ..., .., i
P T n i 17 ve ———

14, (Other than the incident(s) just mentioned,) during I VR INCAIMS b e e e e e | 2% Nus i "Customers L., ,,, L, ,,, i
this period were you, the owner, or any employee - : 3" Dont kno} SKIP to 63 . M — ;
held up while delivering merchandise or carrying B, JCamMErS «uireaian s ¢ : 4. "lonocent bysuandents) ., ., ,, ;
business money outside the business? o imrmors o ; b. WE@[ was the weapon? (Mark (X) all that apply) 57" Offendes). . , , , e

T Cheees R 1" Gun :

172 ves - How many times? ey AT TLOEKS « o o v e e nesonnnnsn : (3 277" Knufe 8" Palice, Ll L., i

{Fill an Incident Report for each) .. ! 37 Other - Specify o Tt !

=N 8 "' Comply with National ) - 7 Other - Specity H

2 "'No E::i:s‘nify‘;‘ (for 6a. H?w Many persons were involved in commilting the crime? k4 :
— - - YY) ce e { 5 One '

5. (Other than the incident(s) just mentioned,) did ¢ " Lights ~ vutside or additional i 21 T:e,, Continue with 60 below H :
anyone ATTEMPT to hold up you, the owner, or any T R ; 37 Three SKIP (o Se o
;mvloyee while de||v_edring mirc!;andus"e or carrying D (7" Other = Specity : «™* Four o more SKIP 10 150 i

usiness money oultside the business? 5™ Don’ = X
e | on't know ~ SKIP 1o 7a 10, E;:ii:’l;ies:ﬂ:ndei;'enter,,anempt to eater, or remain in this
1 ;:Jvej ~ K4w many times? —',» € {71 None 1 )i b: How old would you say the person was? ment illegally?
" - b yo
N (Fill an incident Report for each) o Codes for use in item 19b i 1 o Under 12 o 18-20 Yes
2{""Ne EAR T : B | . 2., ::":4 $77' 2 or over PN No7
T AN 1 YEAR Ll 3¢ -7 == Don't ki ‘
16a. I3 this establishment insured aga[nst burglary and/or LESS THAN 1 YEAR AGO . MORE TH Y i 6" Don't know Dhiscontinue use of Incident Report, Enter al th ;
robbery by means other than self-insurance? 1~ January 7~ July D - -2 years ago ; c. Was the person male or female? this sheet ""Out of Scope—Larceny, rorop of
' Y, erase incident
| Tives 2 -~ February 8 ~ August | U7 Male . zg;nber. change the answers to screening questions 1015
AFine 3-vach 9 - Sepwmber | =205 yews a0 : G i et 1o o Ty 17 20881, a0 g
-2 e SKIP 10 17a 4~ April A - October | 37 Don't know are reported, refurn (0 page 1 end wolpo Her INCIdents
3{Z1 Don’t know F — More than 5 { 8 and 9 and end the tnFl’grg and complete tfems
s - May 8 ~ November years ago = d. Was he (she) - view.
b, Dees the insurance also cover other types of crime losses, | -6 — June € ~ December } . 17" “Whitet 11, Did the offende i i
Ratit ! i . 1(s) actualiy get j i
2 - : — ¥ getin or just try to get in?
SI{C_'i‘ as vandalism.or shoplifting and employee theit? 7. INTERVIEWER Were there any Incidents_ ; 2 Black? 1 Actually got n t !
N CHECK ITEM reported in 10152 x 377" Other? ~ Specity SKiP to 72 . :
: |£ l;o " SKIP fo 192 L INe — De:achénc;de,nl Re, ports, bl 47 Don’t know - Justtned (o gevin
373 Don't know enter **0°" in item Th-on :
] e 1. and continue with ;, e. How old would you say the youngest person was? 12. Was there 2 broken window, Sroken lock, alarm, or any
17a. Has this establishment ever been insured against ftem 8. 1" Under 12 &7 18=20 ’ :gze""f’.":‘"“ !":' the olfender(s) forced (tried to force)
burglaty and/or robbery by means other than {71 Yes — Enter number of incid ; 277 12-14 5" 2i or over = SKIP 10 69 €ir) way in?
self-insurance? - in Item 1h on page 1, and 3,7 15-17 67" Don't know VT Yes
1{3Y=s continut with lirst . ' .
2 ] Ne ~ SKIP t0 18 Incident Report, : + How old would you say the oldest person was? 2°7 No ~ SKIP fo 14
) o 117" Under (2 o "lta-20
3[T] Don't know — SKIP to 194 NOTES : { 2 :;_,4 5% 720 or over 13, What was the evidence? (mark a1t that apply)
i afTs-1y 5% Don® .
b, Did the insurance also cover other types of crime losses, o j U 6. " Don't know ! - Broken tock or window
such as vandalism or shoplifting and employee theft? g . £. Were they male or female? 2" Forced door
1 {7} Yes é i ; P 2:: ;“'Ie 37 Male and female 3. Alarm SKIP to 15a
2{"JNo | H emale 4" " Don't know PR _
i ; i h. Were they - Quher ~Specity .
¢. Did you drop the insurance or did the company cance ; oy .
:%uryponcy?p P - S g:ll; ::T::: 4. How did the offeaderts) get in try to get ia)?
o= i - I N . Through unlocked doo d
' :, lBusl'nessrnan dropped ne.l;e.d. . ”c } SKIP to 19a : 3 :;, Only other? - Specity . " bod a key v of window
2 Y Insurance company canc policy ! 4771 Some combination? - Specity __ 3° ot s
i - . T e s e N er -
FORM CVS-100 14:21,77) Page 2 i 57" Don’t know o . aecity
{ 4. " Don't know
f Page 3
]
!
i
i
|
|
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INCIDENT REPORY ~ Continued §

3. s % R AN IR,
15a. Was anything damaged in this incident? For example, 18a. Did you, the owner, or any employee Lere lose any time |
a lock or window broken, damaged merchandise, etc. from work because of this incident? i i
1 ]Yes :
21 No'— SKIP to 168 1 2] Yes — How many people? ——, (Number . j
Appendix C i

b. Was (were) the damaged item(s) repaired or replaced? 2" No —~ SKIP to 19a Ui

‘in :“ = SKIP o 150 b. How many work days were lost altogether? : Off d Ag . N . . .
o '] Lass than | day . ) ender Age in Natiomal Crime Survey Data i
c. How much would it cost to repair or replace the damages? 2 [ 15 days ¢ ' ,"
{Estimate) 3[7)6~10 days S J:
) i . . . . .
s . i o 15 «C] Over 10 days ~ How many?e—s | i In the National Crime Survey victims are asked several questions i
X {_] Don't know 5[] Don't know |
. . . . . . i
d. How much did it cost to repair or replace the damages? 193, Werte atnlyhsecu‘rigim;asu;e's tak'er:-aﬂ?r l!ldls Itng'Idenl to L designed to yield information about characteristics of their offenders. f
piotec ¢ estabiishment from future incidents? i i
s : V) ves | ‘ |
v {] No cost — SKIP to 16a 2] No — SKIP to 20a Among the§e questionnaire items, specific questions deal with the [
% ] Don’t know Ch ¥
b. What Taken? ! K
¢. Who paid or will pay for the repaits or replacement? {M;k':;:s:,',e,sh;e::pfy)m | viet im' s erception of th £ hi h £f d * . i
ok 1X) o hat aaply) o wn P P e age of his or her offender(s). The :
. [ arm system — outside ringing ! N
; {:..Ii ;h::'::::n”s 2 {_] Burgtar alarm — inside ringing . R . .
215 Owner of bultding (1andlord) 3[_] Central alarm victimization survey data collected in respomse to these offender age

4 || Other — Specily 4 [_] Reinfarcing devices, grates, gates,

5[] Don’t know bars on window, etc
s ("] Guard, watchman ‘

I
4
f
[

questions provide an opportunity to examine variations in criminal

16a. Did the offender(s) take any money, merchandise, . ; '
equipment, or supplies? s S Warch dog ! : -
1) Yes 7 ] Firearms ; victimizations committe i i icti ;
e e o 100 o) o s tted by offenders perceived by their victims to be '
9| | Mirrass !
b. How much money was taken?— § N7 T ; under 18 years old (juveniles), 18 to 20 years old (youthful offenders), f
t. What was the total value of merchandise, equipment, or 8 ] Lights — outside or additional inside ! i
supplies taken? : c [} Other — Specity . . . . ¢
7 . or 21 or older (adults). This appendix provides explanation of and I
s . :
v|_{None — — - a . . i
x ] Oon't know} SKIP 10 172 Aa. 'l"ii_" :‘: police informed of this incident in any way? : documentation for the various offender age variables which were created };
d. How was the va|u: (merchandise, equipment, or supplies 2 [7] Don't know - SKIP to 21 3
determined? - - < . . . . . . , i
:akL;Jn)()rle‘;r::::ﬂ ) Yes = Who told then? - : and used in this report and its companion reports in this series. j
2 {77 Replacement cost : L_]1 ow".e'(s) .
“} Other — Specit Employae o i
37} Other ~ Specity s ] someonc sise | SKIP 1021 o In order to understand fully the nature of the offender age data i
17a. How much, il any, of the slo7len money and/or property 6 ["] Police on scene : f
was recovered by Insurance? b. What was the reason this incident was not re : i
. ported . . . . . . . . N
to the pofice? (Mark (X) ail that apply) . obtained in the National Crime Survey it is necessary first to review
s B
t {T] Nothing ‘could be done — tack of proof . ; \
v ] None — ¥hy nol? 2[7] Did not think it i h . . . . . 3
+ -] Dl remart s : E Pou:: wuu’I'dn'!t ';":;’:";:’:‘:md v the questions asked of survey respondents who were victimized in i
2{_| Does not have insurance 171 Di ke the ti N i 5
31 [ Not seuled yet [T} Did not want to take the time = too inconvenient ) . ;
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Figure C1 Offender age questions in the National Crime Surveya

Was the crime committed by only
one or more than one person?

TOTAL VICTIMIZATION

/

LONE OFFENDER
VICTIMIZATIONS

Age of lone
offender

Don't know number;

not asked age

1. __ Only one 2. __Don't know 3. __ More than one
P (skip)
v 4
How o0ld would you How old would you say
say the person was? the youngest was?
1. ___ Under 12 1. __Under 12 4, __ %3-20
2. __12-14 2. __12-14. 5. __ 21 or over
3. _ 15-17 3. ___15-17 6. __ Don't know
4. __ 18-20 AR
5. __ 21 or over How old would say |
the oldest was?
6. __Don't know
1. __ Under 12 4. _ 18-20
2, __12-14 5. __ 21 or over
3. ___15-17 6. _ Don't know

T~

MULTIPLE
OFFENDER
VICTIMIZATIONS

Age of youngest
and
age of oldest
multiple
offender

85ee Appendix A: National Crime Survey Household Interview Questionnaire, Incident Report, questions 11, 11b, 1lh, and 114, and

Appendix B : National Crime Survey Commerical Interview Questionnaire, Incident Report, questions 6a, 6b, 6e, and 6f.

b

This question 1s different in the commercial stcrveys.

See Appendix B incident question 6a.
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A few important considerations emerge from an examination of
Figure Cl. TFirst, "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. For 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 multiple offender, the survey data have three major offender age

variables: 1) the perceived age of the lone offender, 2) the perceived
age of the youngest multiple offender, and 3) the perceived age of the

oldest multiple offender.

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 i4, 15 to 17, 18 to éO, 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 thils report, offenders perceived by their

victims to be under 18 years old are juveniles, those perceived to be
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between 18 and 20 years old are youthful offenders, and those perceived
to be 21 or older are adults.

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 multiple offender,

and detailed age of the oldest

multiple offender. 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 Vaiue

If A=1, under 12

or if C=1, under 12 then D=1, under 12

If A=2, 12-14

or if =2, 12-14 then D=2, 12-14
If A=3, 15-17 :
or if (=3, 15-17 then =3, 15-17

e b e
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If A=4, 18-20
or if C=4, 18-20 then D=4, 18-20
If A=5, 21 or older
or if C=5, 21 or older then D=5, 21 or older
If A=6, Don't know age
or if C=6, Don't know age then D=6, Don't know age

Thus, when variable D (see Table Cl) has the value of "1",
under 12, this includes all lone offender victimizations committed by
offenders perceived to be under 12 years old, plus all multiﬁle offender
victimizations in which the oldest multiple offender 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 only one or more than one offender. Variable DD
is an ordinary recode of the detailed age of offender into juveniles
(under 18), youthful offenders (18 to 20), and aduits (21 or older).

The detailed age of the oldest multiple offender (variable C),
rather than the detailed age of the youngest multiple offender (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 youngest might be 14 and the oldest might be 18).
Table C2 shows that a mixed-age multiple offénder group was reported in
fewer than one out of three multiple offender victimizations. 1In two-
thirds of the multiple offender victimizations the youngest and oldest

multiple offenders were both perceived to be under 18 (28 percent),
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Offender age variables

Variable name

Values

BB.

CcC.

DD.

Detailed age of lone offender

Detailed age Qf youngest multiple offender

Detailed age of oldest multiple nffender

Detailed age of offender”

Age

Age

Age

Age

of lone offender

of youngest multiple offender

of oldest multiple offender

of offendera

1=Under 12, 2=12-14, 3=15-17,
4=18-20, 5=21 or older, 6=Don't know

1=Under 12, 2=12-14, 3=15-17,
4=18-20, 5=21 or older, 6=Don't know

1=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

1=Under 18, 2=18-20,; 3=21 or older,
4=Don't know

=Under 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older,
4=Don't know

1=Under 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older,
4=Don't know

1=Under 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older,
4=Don't know

#Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.
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Table C2 Ages of youngest and oldest multiple offenders

in personal victimization, NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregatea

Ages of youngest and Estimated number
oldest multiple offender Percent of victimizations
Both under 18 ‘ 27.951‘ 2,821,802
Both 18 to 20 9.6 65.3 972,372
Both 21 or older 27.8 J 2,810,194
Youngest under 18/oldest 18 to 20 11.3 1,140,592
Youngest under 18/oldest 21 or older 5.7428.3 574;549
Youngest 18 to 20/oldest 21 or older 11;3 | 1,141,134
Error casesb ‘ , 0.2 - 18,068
Don't know age" 6.2 632,558
Total 100.0 10,110,969

8This 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.
Also excluded are lone offender victimizations.

bIn a few cases the youngest offender was recorded in the interview
as older than the oldest offender.

“Don't know age of youngest, age of oldest, or both.
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both 18 to 20 (10 percent), and both 21 or older (28 percent).
'Because of the mixed-age multiple offender gfoups, in order to
guarantee that no category of the detailed age of offender variable
would include incidents that involved multiple offenders older than
the upper limit of the category specified, it was necessary to use
the age of the oldest multiple offender. . However, because the
majority of multiple offender iacidents involved same-age offenders,
the results of the analysis would not differ substantially if the age

of the youngest multiple offender had been used in variable D.

Accuracy of 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 uriclusively to questions re-
lating to the accuracy of victim and witness recall of offender
identity (e.g., ability to pick the offender out of a lineup) and
descriptions 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 front of groups of observers such as

college students.l Although this research-suggests that eye witness
testimony regarding the identify of the actors involved and what

transpired during the event are subject to substantial error, the

research provides virtually no information about the ability of victims

e
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to report accurately about offenders' ages, sexes, and races. Pre-

sumably 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" from among a "lineup" group of

persons selected for inclusion in the lineup because they are demo-

graphically similar to each other. Because the available research
literature did not shed much light on the accuracy of victims'

perceptions of offenders' 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 sub-
sequently arrested for these crimes. The data below are for
rapes and attempted rapes reported to the police in New York City
between 1974 and 1977.2

Of the three demographic characteristics —-- age, race, and
sex —— age is probably the most difficult for victims to estimate
accurately. Table C3 shows a tabulaticn 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 data —— as shown on the

 police arrest report. Suspect ages were reported for more than

twelve thousand suspects and were feported 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 thoée suspects for whom
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,
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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 Age

Suspect's Age Under 14 - 14-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-45 Over 45 No arrest Total

Under 14 97.12 2.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 -4 100
(169) (5) 0) (0) (0) (0) 0) (0) (76) (174)
14-19 .6 95.7 2.7 .8 .2 0 0 .1 = 100
(6) (997) (28) (8) (2) (0) (0) 1¢H) (1,224) (1,042) €
20~24 .2 5.4 89.3 3.8 .9 .3 0 .1 - 100
(2) (56) (930) (40) 9) 3) (0) (6 h} (2,196) (1,041)
25-29 .1 1.1 5.3 90.0 2.4 .8 .3 .1 - 100
(1) (11) (55)  (933) (25) (8) (3) I¢)) .(1,945) (1,037)
30-34 0 .5 1.9 4.1 90.4 1.9 1.1 .2 - 100
(0) (3) (12) (26) G717 (12) 62 ) (1,055) (638)
35-39 0 0 .9 1.8 2.9 89.4 3.2 1.8 - 100 ct
(0) 0) (4) (8) (13) (397) (14) (8) (533) (444)
40-45 0 .7 .3 .3 2.0 2.0 91.1 3.6 - & 100
(0) 2) 1) (L (6) (6) (278) (11) (294) (305)
Over 45 0 .7 0 .7 .3 .3 2.1 95.8 - 100
0) (2) 0 (2) (1) (1) (6) (276) (182) (288)
Don't Know 4.4 21.7 1320 26.1 15.2 4.4 8.7 6.5 - 100 _
i (¢ (10) (6) (12) (7 (2) (4) (3 (848) (46)

2pow percent.

b"No Arrests”" excluded from row percent.

®Excludes "No Arrests."
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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 association (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 important to note parenthetically that the
strength of this felationship 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 correspondence between the suspect's and
arrestee's sex is of limited 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 éuspects
reported by victims to have been females and for whom an arrest
was made, 24 were male as judged by police arrest reports. The
measure of association, 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 NCS data, and hence provide a

’iJ
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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

Suspect's

Arrestee's Sex

No
Sex Male Female ~~ Arrest Total
Male 99,82 .2 - 100
(5,034) (8) (8,240) (5,042)
Female 29.4 70.6 b 100c
(10) (24) (52) (34)

8Row percent.

Puno Arrests” excluded from row percents.

CExcludes "No Arrests."
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Table C5 Correspondence Between-Race of Suspect As Reported by Victim
© and Race of Arrestee as Shown on Police Arrest Records, New
York City Rapes and Attempted Rapes, 1974-1977
ASuspect's Arrestee's Race No -
Race . White Black Hispanic Oriental Other Arrest Total
White 96.1% 1.0 2.9 0 0 — 100 _
(597) (6) (18) 0) (0)) (1,244) (621)
Black .2 98.9 .8 0 0 - 100 _
(7) (3,179) (26) (L (0) (5,394) (3,213)
Hispanic .6 1.6 97.7 .1 0 -~ b 100 o
€)] (19) (1,167) (1) (0 (1,550) (1,194)
Oriental 9.1 0 9.1 81.8 0 - 4 100
(1) (0) (1) 9) (0) (28) (11) =
~
Other 0 7.7 23.1 0 '69.2 - 3 100 c
(0) (1) (3) (0) ) (16) (13)
Don't Know 33.3 0. 66.7 0 0 - 3 100
(1) (0) (2) (0) (0) (81) (84)

qRow percent.

b"No Arrests" excluded from row percents.

CExcludes "No Arrests."
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stricter test of the ability of victims to report on arrestees'
race/ethnicity. Consistent with the age data, these data show
that victim's reports of suspects' race/ethnicity are in close
agreement with the arrest report data. The agreement is .95 as
judgéd by the nominal measure of association lambda.

Of particular interest in connection with Table C5 is that
according to Census Bureau procedures ﬁispanics are-counted as
white for purposes of racial classification. Hence in the NCS
data, Anglo and Hispanic offenders are not categorized separately
(see data collection instrument, Appendix A). It is possible
that some victims perceive Hispanics as blacks and/or vice-versa.
Thus it is important to note that very few victims misperceive
Hispanics as blacks or blacks as Hispanics. Thus, from the
New York City rape data this does not appear to be a significant
source of measurement error.

These data regarding victims' ability to report on offenders’
demographic characteristics are very encouraging. Although future
research will have to sample a broader range of crimes and locales,
the data suggest that some confidence in victims' reports of

offenders' ages, races, and sexes appears justified at this time.
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FOOTNOTES

lsee for example Buckhout (1974), Note (1977), Duncan (1976), Leippe, Wells,

Ostrom (1978), Clifford and Scott (1978), and Kuehn (1974).

2We are grateful to Demnis Butler of the New York City Police Department
for making available these data from his comprehensive study of rape that

is currently under way.
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Appendix D

Type of crime definitions in the National Crime Survey

e e — =

Type of crime

Definition

Rape

Robbery

Robbery with
injury

Robbery without
injury

Aggravated assault

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, loss 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 with 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
with a weapon.

Simple assault

Personal larceny
with contact®*

Personal larceny
without contact

111

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 snatching.

.Theft or attempted theft, without direct

contact between victim and offender, of
property or cash from any place other than
the victim's home or its immediate vicinity.
In rare cases, the victim sees the offender
during the commission of the act.

*Tn 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 hoth personal
larceny with contact and personal larceny without contact.
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Appendix E

Sellin-Wolfgang Beriousness Weights

In The Measurement of Delinquency Sellin and Wolfgang (1964) endeavored

to remedy some of the classification problems inherent in the Uniform Crime
Reports system by constructing a seriousness weighted delinquency index. The
focus of Sellin and Wolfgang's research was the nature of harm inflicted

in criminal events, regardless of the legal classification of events. A major
underlying assumption of Sellin and Wolfgang's work was that a crime index
should be constructed from criminal events that inflict some bodily harm on a
victim and/or cause property loss by theft, damage, or destruction, and that
these effects are more important in this connection than the specific legal
labels attached to the events (Sellin énd Wolfgang, 1964:295). A second
guiding assumption of their work is that each component of a criminal event must
be taken intq account in evaluation, and not merely the most serious one, as is
the UCR practice.

Sellin and Wolfgang originated the construction of their delinquency index
by taking a random sample of case’records from the Juvenile Aid Division of the
Philadelphia Police Department in 1960. Of the original 1,313 offenses drawn,
141 offenses involving injury, theft and damage were extracted. The offense
categories were then presented to sample groups consisting of university
students, police officers, Juvenile Aid Division officers, and juvenile court
judges. The groups were then asked to rate what they perceived to be the
seriousness of the criminal events on numerical categorical and magnitude scales.

Each delinquent event consisted of one or more of the following six major

elements of harm: the number of victims of bodily harm, of forcible sexual

o b b sttt

113

intercourse, and of intimidation; the number of premises forcibly entered and

the number of motor vehicles stolen; and the value of property stolen, damaged,
or destroyed. The final seriousness weighté ranged from 1 to 26, with a score
of 1 representing the forcible entry ‘of premises and 26 representing homicide.

The calculation of Sellin~Wolfgang seriousness scores is intuitively and
mechanically straight-forward (see Table El). For example, if‘the victim of
an assault receives minor injuries the seriousness score assigned is one. If
the victim isihospitalized the seriousness score is 7, and if tﬂé victim dies
the resulting weight is 26. The seriousness scores for the value of property
stolen or damaged range from 1 for a loss less than $10, to a score of 8 for
losses exceeding $80,000., Since the final ratio scale has additive properties,
victimizations involving aggravating factors are easily calculated by cumulating
the corresponding weights. For example (weights in parentheses), if a woman is
‘raped (10) at gunpoint (2) and then hospitalized (7), the total seriousness
score for the event is 19, The seriousness weighted rate per 100,000 persons
in a givenkcommunity can be computed by summing seriousness scores across offense
events, dividing by the community population at risk, and multiplying the result
by 100,000, The resulting index would allow one to examine the seriousness
of harm inflicted upon a:community in a given time period.

The Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness scale can easily be adapted to victimiza-
tion data with one important modification. The focus of this analysis is the
seriousness of the victimization suffered by any given victim, and not the
total seriousness of victimization incidents. Unlike the Sellin-Wolfgang
procedure, our use of the method ignores the number of victims involved in a
criminal event. Since all cf the elements of the Sellin-Wolfgang offense
categories except homicide are available in the NCS data, seriousness weights

are assigned to each consequence of victimization reported by survey respondents.
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In this monograph all seriousness-weighted rates are reported per 100,000
of the relevant population group. Seriousness-weighted rates of personal
victimization are computed by summing across victims the seriousness scores
for each victimization, dividing by the population at risk, and multiplying
the result by 100,000. For example, the seriousness-weighted rate of total
male victimization is calculated by summiﬁg the seriousness scores for each
victimization of a male, dividing by the male population base, and multiply-
ing by 100,000. An example of the utility of the Sellin-Wélfgang weighting
system can be seen when one examines the seriousness-weighted rates and total
rates of persénal victimization in the United States for black and white victims
making less than $3,000 (data not shown in tabular form). When the age of
offender is 21 or older, the white victimization rate is 3,311 per 100,000
and the black victimization rate is somewhét higher, 3,820 per 100,000.

.When one considers the serious~weighted rates, however, the white seriousness—
weighted rate is 10,564, while the black seriousness rate is a much higher
16,331. 1If blacks and whites suffered equally serious victimizations, the

black seriousness-weighted rate would be 12,223 per 100,000. It can be concluded,
therefore, that blacks making less than $3,000 suffer more serious victimiza-
tions (in terms of bodily injury and financial loss) than do their white
counterparts, evenr though the risk of victimization is similar for both groups.

It is apparent, then, that the application of the Seliin—Wolfgang seriousness
scale to victimization survey data can add an important dimension to the

analysis of criminal victimization.
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Table Bl: Sellin-Wolfgang Seriousness Weighting System

Element Score (Weight)
Minor Injury to Victim 1
Victim Treated and Discharged 4
Victim Hospitalized 7
Victim Killed 26
Victim of Forcible Sexual Intercourse 10
Intimidated by Weapon add 2

Intimidation of persons in connection
with theft, etc. (other than in
connection with forcible sex acts):

Physical or Verbal Only 2
By Weapon 4
Forcible Entry of Premises 1

Value of property stolen and/or damaged:

Under 10 dollars 1
$10 - $250 2
$251 - $2,000 3
$2,001 - $9,000 4
$9,001 - $30,000 5
$30,001 - $80,000 6
Over $80,000 7
Theft of Motor Vehicle (recovered, undamaged) 2

(Source: Sellin and Wolfgang, The Measurement of Delinqueéncy, p. 298.)
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Appendix F

Population Base Estimates

DS TN At MR RN

i

4

P s

R e T a——

Table_i Estimated annual population bases by age, race, and sex,
NCS natienal data, 1973-1977 aggregate

Sex

and Age

Race 12 to 17 18 to 20 21 or older

Male 12,566,108 5,768,354 62,756,885
White 10,657,488 4,969,925 55,989,718
Black 1,755,869 706,813 5,917,737
Other 152,751 91,615 849,430

Female 12,175,397 6,100,731 70,030,077
White 10,265,619 5,194,029 61,733,644
Black 1,759,910 830,048 7,408,542
Other 149,867 76,654 887,891

Male and Female 24,741,505 11,869,085 132,786,962
White 20,923,107 10,163,954 117,723,362
Black 3,515,779 1,536,862 13,326,279
Other 302,618 168,269 1,737,321
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Table 2 Estimated population bases by year, age, and sex,
NCS national data, 1973-1977
Year and Sex
age Male Female
1973:
12 to 17 12,629,357 12,252,164
18 to 20 5,491,693 5,877,619
21 or older 60,454,826 67,624,544
Total 78,575,876 85,754,327
1974:
12 to 17 12,664,569 12,298,354
18 to 20 5,673,450 6,039,335
21 or older 61,620,867 68,750,687
Total 79,958,886 87,088,375
1975:
12 to 17 12,653,909 12,256,361
18 to 20 5,778,289 6,101,457
21 or older 62,794,480 70,074,282
Total 81,226,678 88,432,100
1976:
T 12 to 17 12,541,912 12,119,596
18 to .20 5,919,049 6,200,526
21 or older 63,861,662 71,246,299
Total 82,322,623 - 89,566,421
1977:
12 to 17 12,340,793 11,970,510
18 to 20 5,979,287 6,284,719
21 or older 65,052,589 72,454,576
Total 83,372,669 90,689,805

.
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Table 3 Estimated population bases by year, age, and race,
NCS national data, 1973-1977
Year and Race
age White Black Other
1973:
12 to 17 21,184,457 3,420,492 276,572
18 to 20 9,789,419 1,440,148 139,745
21 or older 113,945,523 12,592,869 1,540,978
Total 144,915,398 17,453,510 1,957,295
1974:
12 to 17 21,167,562 3,499,880 295,481
18 to 20 10,074,631 1,469,572 168,582
21 or older 115,788,391 12,934,060 1,649,102
Total 147,030,585 17,903,511 2,113,165
1975:
12 to 17 21,060,795 3,550,198 299,278
18 to 20 10,161,196 1,540,070 178,479
21 or older 117,777,781 13,360,997 1,729,984
Total 148,999,772 18,451,265 2,207,741
1976:
12 to 17 20,784,828 3,545,407 331,273
18 to 20 10,341,826 1,606,688 171,061
21 or older 119,588,757 13,644,024 1,875,180
Total 150,715,412 18,796,119 2,377,513
1977:
12 to 17 20,417,894 3,562,919 310,490
18 to 20 10,452,658 1,627,830 183,479
21 or older 121,516,358 14,099,445 1,891,362
Total 152,386,950 19,290,194 2,385,330
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