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Lxecutive Summary

this report the 1973 to 1977 National Crime Survey victimization data

are used to address three major questions regarding personal crimes committed

by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults across urban, suburban, and rural

areas.

The personal crimes of rape, robbery, assault, and personal larceny

(purse snatch and pocket picking) and the commercial crime of robbery are

examined.

The first question focuses on the patterns of criminal victimization

across the urban-rural dimension.

For example, how do the crime-specific

rates of victimization differ across urban, suburban, and rural areas? Does

the mix of crime types differ in urban areas compared with suburban and rural

areas?

across urban, suburban, and rural areas.

The second question regards the nature of criminal victimization

Do the elements of the victimization

incident such as victim-offender relalicruship, weapon use, and the number of

offenders differ by the extent of urbanization?

The third general question

is whether the consequences of victimization differ across urban, suburban,

and rural areas.

For instance, does the extent of property loss and victim

injury differ across the urban-rural dimension?

Our analysis of the patterns of victimization across the urban-ural

dimension showed that:

(1)

(2)

Overall, victimization rates were higher ia urban than

in suburban and rural areas.

Crimes of theft -~ robbery and personal larceny -- were
more likely in urban areas than rural areas, whereas
assault, while quite common in both urban and rural areas,
accounted for a larger proportion of all rural crimes
compared with urban crimes.

For the most part these

patterns held for juveniles, youthful offenders, 'and adults.

A S TR
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(3) The rate of commercial robbery, like personal robbery,
was higher in urban areas compared with rural settings.
Also commercial robberies were committed disproportion-
ately by adult offenders in all ecological areas.

(4) Overall, the rates 6f offending in total personal victimiza-
tion have not increased over the period 1973 to 1977.in
urban, suburban, and rural areas. In fact, there was a
slight decrease in the rates of offending in this period.

(5) In all ecalogical areas, 18 to 20 year olds, males, and
blacks showed the highest rates of offending. Within
each age, race, and sex subgroup, the extent of urbaniza-
tion was a factor in that generally the urban rates were
higher than suburban rates, which were in turn higher than
the rural rates.

As to the second general question regarding the nature of vietimization

across the urban-rural dimension we found that:

(6) Overall, there was a larger proportion of victimizations
by strangers in urban areas comparéd‘with rqral areas.
These relationships appeared strongest for juvenile
offenders and weakest for adults.

(7) Although the number of offenders involved in the incident
varied by type of crime, group crime was generally
characteristic of urban centers. Conversely, lone

offenders were more prevalent in rural areas.

)

e i

(8) Overall, the use of weapons in personal victimization was
stable across the urban-rural dimension. Similarly, there
was little difference in the types of weapons (gun, knife,
other) used in urban, suburban, and rural areas.

An examination of the consequences of victimization by the extent of

urbanization revealed that:

(9) 1In robberieé, no substantial differences appeared in the
proportion of completed thefts across the urban-rural
dimension among all three offender age groups.

(10) 1In personal larcenies, a greater proportion of victims
in rural areas reported a completed theft compared with
victims of personal larceny in urban areas. This pattern
ﬁas evident for juvenile and youthful offenders but was
non-existent for adults.

(11) Financial loss -- cash stolen, property stolen, and
property damage —- did not differ by the extent of
urbanization. Most. financial losses reported by victims
were relati?ely small.

(12) The proportion of injured victims, for the crimes of
robbery and assault, was the same in urban, suburban,
and rural areas. 'The proportion of injured victims
increased, however, with age of offender for the crime i

of robbery. ' j




Juvenile Criminal Behavior in
Urban, Suburban, and Rural Areas

INTRODUCTION

In the first monograph in this series (McDermott and Hindelang, 1981).
results from national victimization surveys were used to examine trends
in offending in personal crimes (rape, robbery, assault, and larceny) for
the 1973-1977 period. The results suggested that in this period juvenile
offending had not increased substantially for these crimes. Furthermore,
no evidence was found to support the assertion that the severity of the
consequences of these crimes to victims -- for example, the extent of
injury or the amount of financial loss -- increased systematically in
this perioa. In the second monograph of the series the focus shifted

away from trends to an examination of variation in rates of victimization

and rates of offending (Hindelang and McDermott, 1981). One question
asked there was whether victims with differént demographic characteristics
are victimized at different rates and whether they tend to be victimized
by offenders with demographic characteristics similar to those of the
victim. A related but distinct question was whether offending in face-
to-face personal crimes was disproportionately concentrated among persons
with particular demographic characteristics or was evenly distributed
throughout the sex-race-age structure.

The purpose of this monograph is to provide a comprehensive portrait
of the similarities and differences in juvenile criminal behavior across
urban, suburban, and rural areas. Historically, crime has been linked
to city life and the extentvof urbanization is accepted as a major correlate
of crime. Yet little empiridal knowledge has been generated regarding both
the quantitative and qualitative differences.in crimes committed in urban

and rural areas.

-
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Generally, three basic questions are examined in this report:
(1) What is the pattern of criminal victimizations by
juvenile offenders across urban, suburban, and
rural areas? For example, does the crime type
mix differ in urban areas compared with suburban

and rural areas?

(2) What is the nature of criminal victimizations
by juvenile offenders across urban, suburban,
and rural areas? That is, do the elements of
the victimization incident like weapon use,
number of offenders, etc., differ across the

urban-rural dimension?

(3) What are the consequences of victimizations by
juvenile offenders across urban, suburban, and
rural areas? Specifically, are there differences %
in victim injury, theft, loss, etc., across the

urban-rural dimension?

The Research Framework

R e R R ey it e g s

A number of key concepts have been used to distinguish cities from
rural areas. The essential characteristic of urban areas is that a large
number of persons are concentrated in a relatively small space. Size and
density then influence social organization in urban centers. Urban areas
have been described as embodying the following: 1) anonymity and imperson-
ality, 2) extensive conflicts of norms and values, 3) rapid social change,

4) heterogeneity and diversity, 5) a high degree of division of labor,

R ——



6) increased mobility, and 7) increased reliance on formal mechanisms
of social control (See Clinard and Abbott, 1973).
Thus, cities are characterized as being markedly different from rural

gettings on a variety of dimensions. However, this multidimensionality

creates difficulties in studying urban life. While there has been extensive

theoretical speculation regarding cities, to a large degree the urban-
rural dimension has been neglected in delinquency research. Most theorists
of crime and delinquency take the urban character of crime as given and
then build their theories from that point (e.g., Cohen, 1955, and Cloward
and Ohlin, 1960). Other studies ignore this major source of variation

and instead focus on inter-city or intra-~city variations in criminality
(e.g., Shaw and McKay, 1942, and Harries, 1974).

Surprisingly, little is known about the patterns and nature of criminal
acts themselves in relation to the urban-rural dimension. Are certain
crimes more common in urban areas as compared with suburban and rural
areas? We do know there is a large amount of variation of criminal acts
within similar legal categories (Sellin and Wolfgang, 1964; Gottfredson,
1976). However, we do not have any information on. the nature of ostensibly
similar criminal acts across urban, suburban, and rural areas. For example,
are the elements of robberies committed in urban settings the same as
robberies committed in suburban and rural settings?

This report will focus on these reéearch issues. Whether it is the
theorist attempting to construct an explanation of delinquent or criminal
behavior, or a practitioner attempting to have some preventive impact on
the extent and social consequences of serious offending behavior, it

seems fruitless to begin without a firm empirical foundation. Until the

“L
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latter 1950's researchers interested in the nature, extent, and corre—
lates of delinquent and criminal behavior relied almost exclusively on
police and court records of offenses and offenders. With the publica~
tion of their pioneering papers Short and Nye (1957, 1958) introduced
an innovative "self-report" technique that does not rely on the selec-
tion mechanisms of the criminal justice system for locating and identify-
ing offenders. Because self-report methods are independent of the criminal
justice system, they circumvent some of the criticisms of official data.
For example, it has been argued that less powerful groups are dispropor-
tionately selected for official processing from among those engaging in
criminal behavior (e.g., Chambliss and Seidman, 1971; Quinney, 1970).
Offender's age, like offender's race and sex, is a variable that has been
hypothesized to be differentially related to the probability of detection
and arrest (Quinney, 1970:213-217). In a similar vein, it could be argued
that urban-rural differences in, for example, per capita police expendi-
tures, quality of record keeping systems, and police deployment patterns,
exaggerate crimg rate differences between urban and rural areas. There-
fore, it is crucial to have available a data source that does not reflect
criminal justice system biases that may exist.

The self-report method then has an important advantage over data
from police and court records; however, the self-report method, as it

has been used to date, has a critical disadvantage: criminal offenses

that are of greatest social concern are not tapped in any meaningful way
by this method. This limitation derives from two principal sources.
First, serious criminality is sufficiently rare that general population

surveys of the sizes typically used by self-report researchers —- generally

_
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fewer than 1500 respondents -- yield an insufficient number of serious above, victimiéation survey data can provide more adequate answers ‘to
crimes. Second, most self-report instruments do not contain items that i these questions than either self-reports or arrest data. Of course, this
even attempt to tap serious crime. Hence, although the self-report approach ] ' ~ 1is not to say that victimization survey results as a source of data about
has provided some very useful information about minor delinquent offenses, S ' offenders are without problems. There are four interrelatad limitations
it has not been an acceptable replacement for, or even a very useful supple- x regarding the use of NCS data in connection with studying offender
ment to, official data (McDermott and Hindelang, 1981). 8 characteristics. First, because the source of the data is the wvictim's
Recently, the Law Enforcement Assisténce Administration, in coopera- _ 3 report, only a small number of visible offender characteristics are avail-
tion with the Bureau of the Census, has generated data about crime that, ~t able —- sex, race, age group, number of offenders, and relationship (if
like self-reports, are indépendent of the selection mechanisms of the : any) to the victim. Second, little systematic work has yet been done on
criminal justice system, but unlike self-reports, contain.information ‘5 the accuracy of the victim's reporfs of tﬁese offender \}ériables.l Third,
about relatively serious crimes. These data form the basis of this mono- § ’ because these data depend on reports of wictims, the data analyzed include
graph and are generated in an ongoing survey of the gemeral population ' i only offenses in which the victim sees the offender; generally, this means
of the United States that is designed to ascertain the nature and extent 2 rape, robbery, assault, and personal larceny. Fourth, questions related
of criminal victimizations that may have been suffered by réspondents. E ﬁ to incidence versus prevalence cannot be resolved with these data; that
These National Crime Survey (NCS) results can shed light on some of the | ; is, whether the over-—abundance of males among offenders is due to a small
basic questions surrounding serious criminal behavior. . proportion of males repeatedly offending or due to a large proportion of
When NCS respondents indicate that they havé experienced a criminal | males offending a small number of times canmot be resolved with these data.
victimization they are asked a series of detailed questions relating to : Even within these limitations, however, the NCS data hold potential that
every aspect of the offense: exactly what happened, when and where the ' is not foﬁnd in self-report or police arrest data (Hindelang and McDermott,
offense.occurred, whether any injury or loss was suffered as a result of ' i 1981).
the offense, who was present during the offense, whether it was reported ' ‘ . | . Throughout this monograph three age groups of offenders will be examined
to the police, and what the victim perceived to be the offender's sex, in ordef to make comparisons among them. The first major group, juvenile.
race, and age group. (See NCS household interview schedule in Appendix A ; . offenders, are those offenders perceived by their victims to be under 18
and NCS commercial interview schedule in Appendix B.) ; years of age. The second major group, youthful offenders, are those offenders
On the basis of these limited offender data, it is possible to pose . : perceived by their victims to be 18 to 20 years old. The third major group,
many important questions regarding the basic facts surrounding the offenses ] adult offenders, are those perceived by their victims to-be 21 years of age
of various subgroups of offenders. For a variety of reasons alluded to ] or older.  The use of these three major age groupings of offenders will permit
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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
Enforcement Assistance Administration. In the national sufvey, 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 mono-
graph cover the period from 1973 to 1977.3

The total sample size interviewed annually for the national surveys
is abeut 60,000 households containing about 136,000 individuals and about
15,000 businesses (increased to about 56,000 in July 1975). The total
interview;; sample is composed of six independently selected subsamples of
about 10,000 households‘with 22,000 individuals and 2,500 businesses (in-
creased to more than 8,000 in July 1975). Each subsample is interviewed
in successive months about victimizations suffered in the preceding six
months; each subsample is interviewed twice per year. For example, in
January 22,000 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 originaily interviewed in January are revisited and interviews are
repeated; likewise, the original February sample units are revisited in
August, the March units in September, etc. Each time they are interviewed

in the national survey, rgspondents are asked about victimizations that

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

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

consists of addresses. Interviewers return 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 construction permits; new business

units are added to the samples as they appear in the sampling segments
during each month's enumeration. No attempt is made to trace families or
. . 4 . . , .
businesses that have moved. 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 crimes
occurring in the United States,rbased on weighted sample data.5 It is
possible to make these estimates because a probability sample of respondents
was surveyed. The interview completion rate in the national sample is
about 95 percent or more 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 also collects data on
the household crimes of burglary, larceny from the household, and motor
vehicle theft as well as the commercial crime of burglary, these crimes
will not be included here. Our analysis requires reports from victims
regarding what transpired during the event -- particularly regarding

offender characteristics such as the perceived age of the offender -- and

hence only those crimes generally involving contact between victims and
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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 there was one or more than one offender 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 and NCS commercial interview
schedule in Appendix B). If a lone offender victimized the respondent,
that offender's characteristics are simply recorded. If more than one
offender was involved, it is 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 were
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
Preliminary analysis shows that more often than
not multiple offenders fall into the same age group; for this reason, whether
the youngest or the oldest multiple offender is used has little impact on
the results.

On the basis of the details of precisely what transpired —~- whether
force or threat of force was used by the offender, whether some theft
was attempted or completed, whether serious injury was sustained, etc.

—-— crimes are classified according to definitions used in the Uniform

Crime Reports (FBI, 1978). The elements constituting these definitions

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

Definitional Concerns

There are some measurement'problems that may affect the victimization
survey. results. For example, we now know relatively little regar@ing the

ability of victims to describe accurately offender's age, race, and sex.
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In principle, it would seem that for personal crimes the offender's sex
would probably be the least difficult for victims to report on, the
offender's race the next most difficult, and offender's.age the most
difficult for the victim to report (See Appendix C). This research does
not attempt to present fine age distinctions regarding offenders. The NCS
survey instrument uses the following age categories: under 12, 12 to 14,
15 to 17, 18 to 20, 21 or older, and "don't know." Our analysis uses only
three broad offender age groups (under 18, 18 to 20, and 21 or older) in
order to minimize misclassification of offenders on age. The focus of this
report is an assessment of the characteristics of crimes in different eco-
logical areas among different offender age groups. If one were examining
variation in crimes by exact ages and using concepts such as ''peak age of
delinquency,” the issue of the age of offender would be more problematic
than is the case with this reéearch (Hindelang and McDermott, 1981).

A second problem in this research is that the type of locality in
which the victim lives, not the location where the incident occurred or
the residence of the offender, is used to classify victimization events as
urban, suburban, or'rural. Given the prokimity of the suburbs to the
city, where are suburban people victimized? At home in the suburbs or
at work or during leisure hours in the city? Or some combination? The
victimization data source contains information on the type of locality
in which the victimlresides but little information on the geographical
location where the crime occurred. No information in the data set is
available regarding the residence of the offender. Therefore, if our
prime interest is data at the individual level there is little choice
but to use as our primary urban, suburban, and rural indicator the resi-

dence of the vietim. If we use victim's residence as our urban, suburban,

AT e R T
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and rural indicator, it is possible that although the victim resides in a
particular area (suburban, for example), the crime may have occurred in a
different area (urban) and thus be misclassified for the purposes of this

;,study. Among the other possible combinations that could cause misclassifica-
tion are when the offender and victim live in the same area but the crime
occurs in a different area or when the victim resides in the same area
where the offense took place, but the offender lives in another area.
There are other possible ways in which misclassification can occur. Ulti-
mately the problem turns on what we want to study and what we can study
with the NCS data available. At the present time, the victim's residence
is the only viable urban, suburban, and rural indicator at the individual
level. Therefore, we will assume implicitly throughout that the victim's
residence, place of occurrence of the crime, and the offender's residence
are all in the same geographical area.

Unfortunately, ‘as in the case of the accuracy of victim's perception,
there is limited research that deals directly with this issue. Thus, how
large the margin of error is through possible misclassification is unknown.
Some research examines the place of occurrence of the crime in relation
to the victim's residence, while other studies examine the place of
occurrence in relation to the residence of the offender. Althoughk it is
difficult to summarize the research findings at hand, previous research
has shown that in the vast majority of cases, the residence of the victim,
the residenée of the Sffender, and the occurrence of the victimization
all take place in the same geographical area (e.g., Turner, 1964; Normandeau,
19683 Amir, 19713 Dunn, 1974; Pope, 1975; and Baldwin and Bottoms, 1976).

In the NCS data for the 26 cities, there is a question on the

survey instrument which asks the respondent whether the crime occurred inside

15

the city of residence sz elsewhere. For the 5 largest cities and 8 addi-
tional cities,7 93 percent of the personal crimes reported by victims to
survey interviewers occurred inside the city of residence (Garofalo, 1977+
23). For the other 13 cities for which data are available,8 similar
figures appear with a range consisting of a low of 78 percent to a high
of 96 percent. The figures are particularly high for the crimes of rape,
robbery, and assault while lower for personal larceny with contact. There=-
fore, from these data it appears that most crimes as reportedkby urban
residents to NCS interviewers occurred in the area of residence. Unfortun-
ately, in the NCS national samples a cgmparablé question was not asked,
therefore we have no information from the national survey that sheds light
on the proportion of residents cf rural and suburban areas who were
victimized within their area of residence.9

This issue is perhaps most problematic when examining victimizations
occurring to suburban residents. More people migrate to cities from
suburbs on a daily basis for purposes of employment and leisure activities
than do people who migrate from cities to suburban or rural areas. Giwven,
by definition, the close proximity of suburbs to cities it is likely that
some suburban residents are victimized in cities. Although the suburbs
will be included in our analysis, the. results will have to be viewed with
caution; this holds true to a much lesser extent for urban-rural comparisons.
For our purposes here, delinquent activities in a suburban setting will
be assumed to fall some place between urban and rural areas in regard to
the major variables studied. For example, we expect urban rates of -
victimization to be greater than suburban rates and suburban rates in
turn to be greater than rural rates. In a similar fashion in our examina-

tion of other key variables we expect the suburban category to fall between
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The third major problem in this research relates to the definition of

urban, suburban, and rural areas.

Throughout this monograph, Office of

Management and Budget areal categories will be used to measure the extent

of urbanization (Statistical Policy Division, 1975).

Before defining

these terms it is important to have an understanding of the concept

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.

A SMSA is defined as:

A county or group of contiguous counties which
contains at least one city of 50,000 inhabitants
or more, or "twin cities" with a combined popula-

tion of at least 50,000.

In addition to the

county or ceounties, containing such a city or
cities, contiguous counties are included in an
SMSA if, according to certain criteria, they are
socially &and. economically integrated with the
central city (Bureau of the Census, 1972).10

In this research, urban areas are defined as the core centers with-

in the SMSA's.

are defined as the largest city (or twin cities) of a SMSA.

areas are defined as the balance of the SMSA.

These are also referred to as the 'central cities' that

Suburban

'These areas are also re-—

ferred to as those metropolitan areas situated "outside central cities,"

but within the SMSA.

areas that are not situated in a SMSA.

Rural areas are defined as those non-metropolitan

These areas contain a variety

of localities ranging from sparsely inhabited areas to cities with a

population of less than 50,000.

These designations, which reflect the metropoli

tan character of

an area, attempt to take into consideratien population size and density,

the economic and social relationships of contiguous areas, and the

characteristics of an area's labor force.

The SMSA classification provides a distinc-

tion between metropolitan and nonmetropolitan
areas by type of residence, supplementing the
older rural~urban, farm-nonfarm distinctions.
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Further, SMSA's take into account places of
industrial concentration (labor demand) and/or
population concentration (labor supply). The
SMSA has been used extensively by numerous
government agencies as a standard area for data
gathering, analysis, and publication of statistics
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1973:xxi).

When these .categories are utilized as a measure of extent of urbanization,
SMSA central cities are considered the most urbanized areas followed by
the balance of SMSA, and areas outside SMSA's, respectively.

The Census designations of urban, suburban and rural areas have come
First, the definitions themselves are

under a great deal of criticism.

questioned on conceptual grounds (see e.g., Hadden, 1968). The critics

of the SMSA concept point to the arbitrary nature of the population

criterion, namely a minimum city size of 50,000 persons. Some researchers

claim that these figures are too small to distinguish "true" metropolitan

centers like New York and Chicago from smaller cities like Albany, New York,
or Canton, Ohio. Other critics say that the number is too large because
a city population of 25,000 with high density is clearly not a rural area.
Within urban, suburban, and rural areas variation among different size
places is not taken into accounf.

Thé second point the critics attack is the criterion regarding social
and economic integration and metropolitan character (e.g., Berry, 1968).
This part of the SMSA definition has a vague and uncertain quality to it.
Data to support or refute social and economic integration are difficult
to find. Also the criterion ignores land use which seems central to any
definition seeking to distinguish urban areas from rural areas (Berry, 1968).

The critics conclude that more precise and detailed statements regarding the

metropolitan conecept and social and economic integration are needed.
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Another major problem with the use of the SMSA concept is the notion

of suburbs. Suburbs are not directly defined by the Bureau of the Census.

Areas which researchers call suburbs are those areas outside the central

city but within the SMSA. Implicit in the definition is that the suburb

is in a peripheral location outside of the urban core. Also implicit is

et

par
Y
o
f
b
o]
®
®
3
=
o
%
3
m
'
.

the idea that the suburban area is intermedia rura

in regards to land use and density,l Despite these notions in the construc-
tion of the definition, it has been argued that the definition of suburban
areas is crude and potentially misleading; essentially "suburban' is a
residual category. The definitiOn is, at least in part, pelitical and

is sometimes made on the basis of politicél administration rather than on
conceptual or theoretical grounds., ﬁhether an area is a suburb or not is
often due to the historical accildent of annexation -- i.e. to what constitutes

the exact boundaries of central cities. Thus, the definition of suburbs

is not uniform across the United States. Hadden succinctly states the

issue:

There is no intrinsic argument in favor of re-
stricting the concept of suburb to areas out-
side the incorporated Central City other than
the ease of using available data. Neither is
there any intrinsic reason why all territory

outside the Central City should be classified
as suburban (Hadden, 1968:282). :

However, despite all the criticisms and problems with the SMSA con-—
cept, using this operational definition of urban, suburban, and rural does

have merit. In general, the SMSA definition provides a tool which allows
researchers to classify areas on a standard basis. That is, areas com-
posed of a large city and its closely integrated surrounding area are

distinct from areas of sﬁéll popula?ion'size and low population density.

The concept is .also a considerable improvement over past definitions.
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Areas are classified on the basis of size and density, which are two of
the classical ecological concepts that distinguish areas as urban or rural
(e.g., Wirth, 1938). TFinally, there are presently few alternative

indicators that are better than the SMSA concept.

In conclusion, the
concepts used in this study to distinguish urban, subirban, and rural
areas are the Central Cities of SMSA, Balance of SMSA, and Areas Outside
of SMSA distinction. As with any operational definition there are some
preblems with using the Census Bureau's definitions. These definitions do
provide firm rules to follow regarding areal classification and seem
adequate to enable an examination of similarities and differences in .
juvenile criminal behavior across urban, suburban, and rural areas.

Our attention will now shift to the three basic areas of concern re—
garding juvenile criminal behavior across the urban—rural dimension. The
next section focuses on the patterns of victimization across the urban-
rural dimension. The following sections will center on the ﬁature of

victimization events and the consequences of victimization across urban,

suburban, and rural areas.

PATTERNS OF VICTIMIZATION ACROSS URBAN, SUBUREAN, AND RURAL AREAS ;

|
Rates of Victimization ’ E
!
Before discussing the nature and consequences of victimization events ?

(for example, weapon use, injury, etc.), it is essential that one has
an understanding of the patterns of victimization across differvent eco—
logical areas. This section of the report will examine rates of victimiza- i
tion across the urban-rural dimension. That is, an analysis of the compara- |

tive risk of urban, suburban, and rural residents of being victimized by E?

juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. Rates and seriousness-weighted
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rates will be examined and compared in this analysis.

Data from the 1973-1977 national samples of the NCS are used to
estimate both the population base 12 years of age and olderll and the number
of victimizations that occurred annually in the United States. The rates
reported are the average annual rates computed from five years of data
(1973-1977). The rate of victimization is computed by dividing the number
of victimizations by the number of persons in the population of interest.
For example, to obtain a rate of total personal victimization for urban
areas, one takes the number of victimizations in urban areas and divides
that by the number of persons (12 and over) living in urban areas. This
number is then multiplied by 100,000 to obtain a rate of victimization

per 100,000 personé (12 and over). All of the rates of victimization

presented herein are rates per 100,000 persons in the population subgroup

of interestf

It must be emphasized that victimization rates do not take into

account the number of potential offgnders'in e;ch of the three offender
age groups. For example, compared to the under 18 and 21 or older groups,
there are relatively few potential offenders in the 18 to 20 age group.
Thus, 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. However, because the abgolute number of victimizations
committed by 18 to 20 year olds is small -- compared with the absolite
number committed by the under 18 and the 21 or older groups —- this age
group accounts for a relatively small portion of total pérsonal victimiza-

tions suffered by the population.
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The tables-in this section also report seriousness-weighted rates of
victimization. It is necessary to examine the seriousness of the victimiza-
tion as well as the rate of victimization. The simple rates of victimiza-
tion treat all victimization incidents as if they were equal in terms of
the seriousness of the victimizations. It is possible that two groups,
in this case urban and rural residents, could have comparable rates of
victimization yet suffer very different victimizations in terms of serious-
ness. It is important then to examine seriousness-weighted rates as well
as simple rates of victimization in order to ascertain whether these sets
of rates differ in any meaningful manner.

Sellin and Wolfgang (l9§4) created a scaling technique designed to
provide a composite seriousness score for incidents of delinquency. This
technique takes into account elements of the incident such as personal
injury and property loss, among others. For each victimization event
the elements are weighted accordingly. For example, if the victim
receives minor injuries and no professional medical attention, the serious-
ness score equals 1. If the victim is injured and treated at the hospital
and discharged, the incident is given a seriousness score of 4. Finally,
if the victim is hospitalized because of injuries incurred in the victimiza-
tion, a seriousness score of 7 is given. Similar scores are given when
property loss is incurred during the victimization incident.12

However, one modification in their approach is necessary. Only
the consequences suffered by the individual victim are scored. This
modification is necessary because the focus is on 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,

1976:143). The seriousness-weighted rates reported in this section
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summarize across victims the seriousness score of each victimization re-
ported. Specifically, the seriousness-weighted rates of victimization are
computed by summing the seriousness score for each victimization reported,
multiplying that total by 100,000 and dividing by the number of persons

at risk in the population.

Figure 1 displays the rates of total personal victimization and
seriousness—weighted rates of victimization by age of offender across
urban, suburban, and rural areas. The simple rates of victimization are
greater in urban areas compared with suburban areas and the suburban
rates are greater than the rural rates. This pattern holds true for all
three age groups, although the ratio between the urban and rural rate
is slightly larger for juvenile offenders. The rates of total personal
victimization due to adult offenders were almost 2 1/2 times that of the
rates due to juvenile offenders, regardless of area.

The data in Table 1 present victimization rates by type of crime,
extent of urbanization, and age of offender. These data are insightful
as to the patterning of victimizations across the urban-rural dimension.
For each specific crime type the rates of victimization are substantially
greater in urban aveas contrasted with rural areas. This finding holds
for all three offender age groups. Also, within ecoclogical areas all the
rates of specific crime types increase with age of offender, especially
the rate of rape victimization. (As noted above, however, these rates
do not take into account the number of potential offenders in each of

. the three age groups. See text below.)
Examining juvenilé offenders, the rates for rape are relatively low

across urban, suburban, and rural dreas. Rape by offenders under 18 is a
s

rare event regardless of geographical area. The remaining crime types, however,
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Figure 1 ILstimated annual rates and sex;.a‘.a-nbess—weighted rates of total personal victimization
(per 100,000 persons 12 years or older) by extent of urbanization and age of offender,?2

NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregateb
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Table 1 Estimated annual rates of personal victimization (per 100,000
extent of urbanization, type
a NCS national data, 1973-1977

persons 12 years or older), by
~of crime, and age of offender,

aggregate
Extent of
urbanization
Age of offender
fzim:ype °F Under 18 18 to 20 21 or older Don't know Total
1 Cities

SMiﬁpgentra . 9 14 107 5 136
Robbery 285 231 612 83 i,%éé
Aggravated Assault 217 189 812 50 1’855
Simple Assault 476 262 1,072 gg ,340
Personal Larceny 103 65 134
' SMSA

Baézgze . 7 12 62 2 83
Robbery 145 103 263 22 ggz
Aggravated Assault 182 150 568 go L a8
Simple Assault 447 268 893 2 ’196
Personal Larceny 45 21 46 2

Ar;z:eOutside cf SMSA m : ¢ ; " 5 5
Robbery 54 48 160 17 ggg
Aggravated Assault 120 107 455 21 L
Simple Assault 229 190 673 ig ’ p
Personal Larceny 14 . 12 27

Population Bases:

c
SMSA Central Cities 50,138,935
Balance of SMSA 65,723,173
Areas Outside of SMSA 53,535,444

oA

8 1ncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bExcluded are incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which

know whether there was one or more than one offender.

the victim did not

“Five year average estimated nunmber of persons in the population.
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show substantial differences for juvenile offenders across the urban~rural
dimension. The rate of robbery by juvenile offenders in urban areas is
approximately S‘times higher than the comparable rural rate. Similarly,
the rate of personél larceﬁy (another crime of theft) by juvenile offenders
in urban areas is approximately 7 times higher thaﬁ the comparable rate in
rural areas. The rates of assault are somewhat less disparate. The
assault rates, both aggravated and simple, for juvenile offenders in.urban
areas are twice the assault rates for juvenile offenders in rural areas.
The rates for youthful and adult offenders exhibit patterns similar
to those evident for juvenile offenders. Again, theft victimizations,
such as robbery and personal larceny, are most different across the urban-
rural dimension, and violent victimizations, rape, aggravated assault,

and simple assault, are less discrepant across areas, although the urban

rates are still higher.

The Distribution of Victimization Events -

The data displayed in Table 2 show the percent distribution of specific

crime types by the extent of urbanization and age of offender. Overall,

the proportion of total crime accounted for by rape in urban and rural

areas is virtually identical. Thus, although Table 1 showed rape rates
increasing with urbanization, Table 2 shows that rape accounted for the

same percentage of total crimes across ecological areas. As a prOportioh

of all‘victimizations, the crime of robbery is far more common in urban
areas compared with rural areas. The data on personal larceny, a theft
crime like robbery, show similar results, although the relationships are

not as strong. Undoubtedly, the most common personsl crime in urban and

rural areas is assault. = Assault accounts for a larger proportion of rural

o e i e AR

el e e o e A

R T T T A T T e

ot ) ezt

~



~—

¥
R

F3

Table 2 Percent distribution of type of crime in personal vietimization, by extent
‘of urbanization and age of offender,2 NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate

Type of R
crime and
extent of Age of Offender . ‘
urbanization Under 18 18 to 20 21 or older Don't know Total i
SMSA Central Cities : g
Rape 1€ 2 4 2 » 3 |
Robbery 26 30 22 38 25 i
Aggravated Assault 20 25 30 23 26 i
Simple Assault 44 34 39 20 : 39 if
Personal Larceny 10 9 5 17 7 d
Estimated number 100 100 100 100 100 , i
of victimizations (2,733,305) (1,907,600) (6,861,309) (554,234) (12,056,448) ﬁ
Balance of SMSA !
Rape 1 2 | 3 2 2 i
Robbery , 18 19 C 14 24 16 N
Aggravated Assault 22 27 31 31 28 %
Simple Assault 54 48 49 29 L 49 |
Personal Larceny 6 4 2 13 4 !
Estimated number 100 100 100 100 100
of victimizations (2,719,316) (1,817,088) (6,020,772) (338,198) (10,895,374) !
Areas OQutside of SMSA i
Rape 1 2 3 4 3 r
Robbery ’ 13 o 13 12 22 12 :
Aggravated Assault 28 29 34 26 32 |
Simple Assault 54 52 50 29 50 i
Personal Larceny 3 3 2 20 3 g
Estimated number 100 100 100 100 100 i
of victimizations (1,129,060) (971,735) (3,635, 339) (215,638) (5,951,772) g
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crime than urban crime. Assaults (aggravated and simple) account for 82
percent of all personal crimes in rural areas compared with 65 percent for.
‘urban areas. |

These data then parallel the rates of victimization presented earlier
in that the data demonstrate that the portrait of urban crime is different
than the portrait of rural crime. Crimes of theft -~ robbery and personal
larceny —- are more common in urban areas than rural areas. On the
other hand, crimes of assault (both aggravated and simple), while quite
common in both urban and rural areas, account for a larger proportion of
all rural crimes compared with urban crimes. ¥For the most part these
patterns hold true for juvenile, youthful, and adult offenders. Unlike
the other crime types, rape is an extremely rare event and does not seem
to be influenced by. geographical location. Rather, the proportion of
rape increases slightly with age of offender. Overall then the patterning

of criminal activity is different across the urban-rural dimension.

Rates of Commercial Robbery

Of all the personal crimes examined in this monograph only the crime
of robbery can also be committed against a commercial establishment. Thus
far the data presented have dealt only with personal robbery. This section
analyzes data from the Commercial Victimization Surveys for the years 1974
thru 1976. These data, like the data in the earlier sections are used
to investigate the distribution of commercial robbery by extent of urbaniza-
tion and age of offender.

The data in Table 3 display rates of personal and commercial robbery
victimizations by extent of urbanization and age of offender. The rates
of commercial robbery (per 100,000 commercial establishments) are con-
.siderably larger than the rates of pérsonal robbery (per 100,000 persons)

in all areas and for all offender age groups. This large difference is
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ictimization (per 100,000
le 3 Estimated annual rates of robbery v . .
feble businesses/persons) by extent of urbanization and age of

offender,a NCS national data, 1974-1976 aggregateb

Age of offender

E:§§22z2£ion Under 3 to 20 21 or older _ Don't know __ Total
SMSA Central Cities
Commercial 402 954 3,812 648 5,815
Personal 281 231 611 81 1,206
Balance of SMSA
Commercial 225 581 1,937 473 3,216
Personal 153 110 263 23 550
Areas Qutside of SMSA
936
Commercial , 118 210 537 71
Personal 56 47 16l 18 282
Population Bases: Business Personal
c
SMSA Central Cities 2,804,707° 50,481,532
Balance of SMSA ~ 1,965,305 65,813,923
Areas Outside of SMSA 2,476,160 53,569,472

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

bThis table excludes incidents (aliout 6 percént of the total) "in which the number of

offenders was not known.

“Three year average estimated number of businesses/persons in the population.

mainly due to the small denominator upon which the rafes of commerczial
robbery were galcuiated. In terms of raw numbers personal robbery is
far more frequent than commercial robbery. Overall, the rates of both
personal and commercial robbery are substantially higher in urban areaé
than in-suburban and rural areas. These data also indicate that the
majority of commercial robberies in urban, suburban, and rurail areas are
committed by adult offenders. The rate of commercial robbery by adults
in central cities is 7 times the rate of commercial robbery by adults in
rural areas. But the rate of’commercial robbery by juveniles in urban
areas is only 3 times the rate of commercial robhery by those under 18
in rural areas. One of the most striking patterns is that the ratio of
urban to rural commercial robbery rates increases as offender age group
incredses. Perhaps due to the skill and expertise involved in committing
commercial robberies juvenile offenders are less likely than adults to

be involved in such robberies in urban, suvburban, and rural areas.,

Rates of Seriousness—W@ighﬁqﬁ Victimization

The question arises as to whether the seriousness-weightad rates of
victimization exhibit the same patterns as the simple rates of victimiza-
tion. Referring again to Figure 1, the seriousness-weighted rates are
also displayed. The seriousness-weighted rates of victimization are
greater in urban areas compared with suburban areas. in turn, the rates
in suburban areas are greater than the rates in rural areas. Across all
age groups the seriousness~weighted rates in urban arezas are-gpproiimately
2 1/2 times larger than the seriousness—weighted rates in rural areaé.

The seriousness-weighted rates for adults are 3 to 4 times larger than

the seriousness-weighted rates for juvenile offenders across all areas.
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(Again the reader is cautioned that these victimization rates do not take
into account the number of potential offenders in the three age-of-offender

groups. See text below).

Therefore, the patterns of victimization exhibited across urbaﬁ,
suburban, and rural areas are somewhat different. As was expgcted, the
overall rates of Victimizafion and the seripusnéss—waighted'fates are
higher in urban areas compared with rates in suburban and rural areas.
The types of crimes committed across the urban-rural dimension show some
remarkable differences. For the most part, crimes of theft —— robbery
and personal larceny -- are relatively rare in rural aregs; these crimes
are more common in urban centers. On the other hand,‘crimeé of assault

(both aggravated and simple) when viewed as"a proportion of total crime

within the respective areas are far more common in rural areas than in

urban areas.

Rates of Offending

Up to this point in the analysis our examination of offender character-
istics has not given attention to the number of potential offenders in
That is, we have not yet examined

particular sex-race-age subgroups.

rates of offending. For example, how many persons (potential offenders)

12 to 17 years of age are there who account for the crimes in urban, sub-
urban, and rural areas?

As mentioned above, victimization survey data offer an alternative
to arrest and self-report data. Reports 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 various demographic subgroups. One limitation

L

of victimization survey data for this purpose is that it is not possible
to tell the extent to which a small number of offenders account for a
large proporticn of offenses.

In self-report studies, on the other hand,

because there is one interview or questionnaire per subject, the number

of offenses attributable to 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 victimiza-
tien surveys, the number of offenders reported by victims).' Hence
victimization surveys and published UCR arrest data share this shortcoming.
Despite this, the survey data have sufficient compénsating advantages

to recommend their use for studying rates of offending.

The rates of offending reporéed in this section are designed to
parallel arrest data as closely as possible. That is, given that the
survey data areﬂincapable 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 thecretically at
risk of being arrested for the offense reported to survey interviewers.
This is, accomplished by taking into account the total numbher of offenders
in each sex~race-age subgroup for each incident. For example, if one
victim 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
%hite female juveniles, and one black female adult.

This subtotaling

process continues across all incidents reported to survey interviewers
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and results in a total number of offenders for each sex-race-age sub-
group. These subgroup totals serve as the numerators for the rates of
offending reported in this section;15 the denominators are estimates
of the number of persons\in the general population (i.e., potential
offenders) in each sex-race-age subgroup.16 Rates of offending are
reported per 100,000 potential offenders and they convey the extent to
which persons with particular demographic characte;istics are dispropor-
tionately involved as offenders in personal victimizations (Hindelang
and McDermott, 1981).

Before proceeding to the analysis, it is necessary to make an im-
portant observation with respect to the adult rate of offending. UCR
arrest data show that the vast majority of arrestees (about 90 percent)
for the personal crimes of concern here are under 40 years‘of age.
However, because in the victimization survey data the oldest offender

' it is not possible to remove from the

age category is "21 or older,’
numerator of the adult rates of offending the small proportion of crimes
committed by persons over 40 years of age. When the adult offeﬁding

rate 1s standardized by the full range of general population adults --
including many older persons who are beyond the effective‘upper age limit
of the offending distribution (about 40 percent of the general population
is over 40 years of age) —- the result is that the adult offending

rate is too low in absnlute terms. That is, 1f most of the offending is
done by persons under 40 bﬁt the rate of offending is divided by all
adults -- persons 21 toﬁ99 and even older —— the rate of offending for

the crime~prone segment of the adult age range will be underestimated.

Unfortunately, there is no entirely satisfactory solution to this problem,
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principally because the oldest offenders cannot be removed from the numerator
of the rates, Howevef, in most cases, even if the offending rates for

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
preserved (Hindelang and McDermott, 1981).

In the first monograph in this series it was shown that serious criminal
offending by juvenile, youthful, and adult offenders remain relatively
constant over the years 1973 to 1977. Moreover, juvenile offending showed
a modest decline for this time period (McDermott and Hindelang, 1981).

In the second monograph, trends over time were examined for specific age,
race, and sex groups. There it was found that the modest decline in juvenile
offending over the 1973-1977 period was primarily due to black juveniles
(Hindelang and McDermott, 1981).

In a similar fashion, the question here is whether the rates of offend-
ing across the urban-rural dimension remained stable over the same period,
1973 to 1977. There have been accounts in the media that suggest that
crime has increased dramatically in suburban and rural areas.17 Figure 2
shows, however, that the rates of offending in total personal victimization
(rape, robbery, assault, and personal larceny) in urban, suburban, and rural
areas have not substantially increased over the 5-year period. In fact,
during this period, there was a slight overall decrease in the rates of
offending across all areas. Generally, these patterns did not change when
violent and property'crime were examined separately (data not shown in
tabular form).

In cur consideration of the patterns of offending in urban, suburban,
and rural areas, it is important to analyze the demographic characteristics

of the various offender groups. It may be that the patterns evident in the




Figure 2

Rate per 100,000

9,000

8,000

7,000

6,000

5,000

4,000

3,000

2,000

1,000

34

Estimated rates of offending in total personal crimes (per 100,000
potential offenders in each population subgroup) by year and extent
of urbanization, NCS.national data, 1973-19772 )
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e '..'........-.-...--Il".... 7 ’ 485 7 9 601
(~4.2%)b (+23/) SMSA Central Cities®
i (-7.3%) (+1.6%3)
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(-12.1%) (+1.8%) (+10.2%)
(~7.4%)
-
1 i i R 1
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a ..
Excluded are incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which
the victim did not know whether there was one or more than one
offender.. :

b
Percent change from previous year.

c . ; .
See population base estimates in Appendix G.

c

data above change when one examines the offending rates across age, race,
and sex structures. Figure 3 presents rates of offending for juveniles,
youthful offenders, and adults across urban, suburban, and rural areas.
First, note that the hierarchical pattern of urban, suburban, and rural
rates holds for all three offender age groups. That is, urban rates of
offending are greater than suburban rates. which in turn are greater than
rural rates for juvenileé, youthful offenders, and adults. Second, it is
clear from these data that youthful offenders have consistently greater
rates of offending compared with juvenile and adult offenders. Moreover,
and perhaps contrary to the impression conveyed by Figure 1, adults show
the lowest rates of offending among all three age groups when the number
of potential offendgrs in the population is taken into account.

Trend data from 1973 to 1977 (mot shown in tabular form) show that
the rates of offending for juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults in
urban and rural areas reﬁained stable across the years examined. There~
fore, contraryrto media reports, there was no increase in the rates of
offending within juvenile, youthful offenders, and adults in urban, sub-
urban, and rural areas for the years 1973 to 1977. 1In fact, there was
a slight decline for all three offender age groups.18

Similar patterns are revealed when sex of offender is examined. The
data in Figure 4 show that the rates of offending for both males and females
decrease monotonically from urban to suburban to rural areas. There are
dramatic differences in the rates of offending among males and females.
For instance, in all areas, male rates Qere almost 10 times higher than
female rates. Thus, while the urban, suburEan, and rural patterns are
eﬁident in the data, strong differences across sex of offender are also

revealed.19
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Figure 3 EstlmaEed annual rates of offending in total personal crimes
(per 100,000 potential offenders in each population subgroup),
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Figure 4 Estimated annual rates of offending in total personal crimes
(per 100,000 potential offenders in each population subgroup),
by extent of urbanization and sex of offender, NCS national
data, 1973-1977 aggregate?

14,000
] 13,657

12,000

10,000

8,147

8,000 |

6,000

Rate per 100,000

5,045

4,000 |

2,000 _|

1,238

892

\ < 594
: NEEN <

SMSA Central Cities Balance of SMSA Areas Qutside of SMSA

[::] Male Offenders
Female Offenders

a e . . . .
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.

Tt - B eT——— A s



38

Figure 5 displays rates cof offending in urban, suburban, and rural
areas by race of offender. As expected from our earlier findings, the
rates decrease across the urban-rural dimension for white offenders who
éonstitute the majority of the population. However, when one considers
the black rate of offending a rather surprising pattern appears. The
rate of black offending in suburban areas is 26,501 (per 100,000), a
rate about 507 greater than their urban rate of 17,544 per 100,000.

It seems incongruous to find a suburban rate of offending so much in
excess of the urban rate.

Nevertheless, there are import;nt reasons why the black suburban rate of
offending should be viewed with caution. As noted ird the introduction, it may
be that some suburbanrrésidents are victimized in urban areas. For example,
a suburban commuter to the central city may have been’;ictimized in a
central ﬁity area.‘ Since victimizations are classified according to the
victim's residence, an unknown proportion of urban victimizations may
be misclassified as suburban victimizations. ' These possible misclassifica-
tions may artifically inflate the suburban black offending rate. What
would happen to tﬁese rates of offending by race if the urban—pural
dimension were dichotomized in two alternative ways in order to reduce
the potential misclassification errors? The data in Table 4 display
rates of offending by race with suburban areas merged first with urban
areas‘and then merged with rural areas. Both classifications show an
urban-rural effect for both white and black offenders with the urban rates
being at least slightl& greatef than the rural rates for each subgroup.

In addition, the black rate of offending is considerably greater than
the white rate of offending in both urban and rural areés under both

classification schemes.
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Figure 5 Estimated annual rates of offending in total personal crimes

(per 100,000 potential offenders in each population subgroup),

by extent of urbanization and race of offender, NCS national
data, 1973-1977 aggregate?
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Table 4 Estimated annual rates of offending in total personal
crimes (per 100,000 potential offenders in each popula-
tion subgroup), by extent of urbanization and race of
offender, NCS national data 1973-1977 aggregated

Extent of Urbanization

Race of SMSA Central Cities Areas Qutside
offender and Balance of SMSA of SMSA
White Offenders 3,594 b 2,289
(99,763,896) (49,046 ,527)
Black Offenders 19,739 ' 8,503
: (14,226,788) (4,152,132)

Balénce of SMSA
and Areas OQOutside
SMSA Central Cities of ‘SMSA

E%Y

White Offenders 4,147 2,822
(38,358,126) (110,452 ,298)

Black Offenders 17,544 16,717
(10,741,232) (7,637,688)

a

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.

Five year average estimated number of persons in the population.
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.It is also evident in Figure 5 that the black rate of offending is
consistently greater than the white rate in urban, suburban, and rural
areas. The urban and rural black rates of offending are approximately
4 times greater than the white rates in those areas. Examining these
same relationships by year (data not shown) it is revealed that the black
rate monotonically declined each year for the period 1973 to 1977 in
urban and suburban areas. The rural rates for blacks also showed a
decrease overall, although it was not consistent each year. Thus, while
the black rate of offending is overall in excess of the whife rate, there
is a clear trend that black rates declined each year from 1973-1977. The
white rates, in contrast, show a stable pattern during the same period.20

Another method that can be used to solve the problem that some victims
who reside in one area (e.g., suburban) may be victimized in another area
(e.g., urban)”is to examine the“subset of personal victimizations reported
to survey interviewers to have occurred "at or near home." 0f all personal
victimizations reported to survey interviewers about one out of five were
reported to have occurred "at or near home." This finding is consistent
across the urban-rural dimension. The data in Figure 6 show that for
total personal victimizations occurring '"at or near home" there is an
offending rate difference that indicates: a) among both blacks and whites
there is a decrease in the rate of offending from urban to suburban to
rural areas, and b) within these three areas, black rates of offending
exceed the white rates with the race effect stronger in urban than in
rural areas; in fact, the black rate of offending in rural areas is about
1/3 greater than that of wﬁ;te‘offenders in urban areas. When the
offenses of robbery and aggravated assault are examined separately similar

. 2
patterns emerge (data not shown in tabular form). 1

B e
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Figure 6 Es?imated annual rates of offending in total personal crimes
which occurred "at or near home" (per 100,000 potential offenders

in each population subgroup), by extent of urbani i
s ization and 1
of offender, NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregated race
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In summary, the patterns of offending across urban, suburban, and
rural areas showed remarkable consistency among various demographic sub-
groups. For every case except the black offending rate, urban rates were
greater than suburban rates, which in turn were greater than rural rates.
Furthermore, clear patterns were evident for specific age, race, and sex
groups. In all geographical areas, 18 to é@ year olds, males, and blacks
showed the greatest rates of offending. Within each subgroup, the extent
of urbanization was a factor in that the urban rates were greater than
the suburban rates, which were greater than the rural rates. The only
exception was the black suburban rate as noted above. However, when the
suburban areas are re-classified into urban areas and then reclassified
into rural areas, the urban-rural effect for black and white offenders
is in evidence. Further, when only "at or near home' victimizations
are examined the black rate of oﬁfending pattern shows the familiar
monotonic decrease across the urban-rural dimension. Also black offenders
have greater rates of offending compared with white offenders under all
classification schemes examined. As for the trends of offending over
the years 1973 to 1977, it was found that there was a slight overall
dectrease in rates of offending in all three ecological areas for the
five years examined. This generally remained true even when violent
and property crimes were examined separately.

It is important to note at this juncture -- although the UCR published
data do not permit precise rate of offending comparisons with the NCS
data —— that the UCR arrest data generally show patterns congruent with
those evident in the NCS data presented here: namely that males, blacks,
and youthful offenders are substantially overrepresented among arrestees
in relation to their representation in the general population (e.g., FBI,

1978: Tables 27, 32, and 35).
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III. THE NATURE dF VICTIMIZATION ACROSS URBAN, SUBURBAN, AND RURAL AREAS

Victim-Offender Relationship

According to mass media portrayals, theoretical literature, and
popular wisdom, crime is distinctly different in large cities compared
with rural areas. In large cities interactions often occur between
persons who are strangers to one ancther. Rural life, on the other hand,
is characterized by close face~ito~face interactions between persons who
are known to each other. Thus, despite the high density in urban centers
the large size of the population creates a ''world of strangers" for those
Iiving in large qitieg.(Lofland, 1973). The crime that occurs in large
cities then will more likaly‘involve peopie who are strangers to each
other, Similarly, if there is the close association between persons in
rural areas as portrayed in the literature, the crimes that do occur
there will less likely be between strangers. It is impértant, then, to examine
the extent to which crimes committed by strangers vary across urban,
suburban, and rural arsas.

In the NCS interview, victims were asked "Was the person (offender)
someone you knew ér was he a stranger?" In this analysis strangers were
defined as those offenders mnot known to the victim, offenders known by
sight only, or offenders whom the victim was unable to aécertain whether
or not they were strangers. In cases where there were multiple offenders,
these offenders ware classified aé strangers when the victim did not know
any of them, when he or she knew them by sight only, or when the victim
was unable to determine whether he or she knew any of them.

The data in Table 5 show for robbery, aggravated assault, simple

assault, and personal larceny the percent of offenders who were strangers
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- ir icti ion, by type of crime,
Table 5 Percent of stranger-offenders in personal v1ct1mizat. .
extent of urbanization and age of offender,2 NCS national data, 1973-1977

aggregateb
Type of crime Age of Offender
d extent of ﬁl or
ngaZEZEZion Under 18 18 to 20 older Don't know Total
Robbery c 87
MSA Central Cities 83 92 86 97
5 snere (713,553)d (578,797) (1,534,458) (207,904) (3,0333711)
Bal f SMSA 76 89 82 99
sames o (477,945) (337,303) (865,876) (82,207) (1,7632332)
A Outside of SMSA 72 83 70 92
ress T (144,038) (127,846) (427,297) (46,523)e (745,704)
Aggravated Assault ”
SMSA Central Cities 59 75 62 94
= (544,169) (473,571) (2,035,818) (126,211) (3,1725769)
Bal of SMSA 58 75 68 98
aranes (598,925) (491,751) (1,867,656) (105,111) (3,0632442)
A OQutside of SMSA 45 63 53 90
reas THESS (320,918) (285,337) (1,217,000) (55,770)e (1,879,026)
Simple Assault
62
SMSA Central Cities 60 68 60 90 ,
= (1,193,543) (655,889) (2,687,156) (113,884) k4,652,472)
1
Bal f SMSA 56 66 62 93
aames o (1,468,934) (879,617) (2,934,092) (98,745) (5,3825388)
A Outside of SMSA 37 56 47 82 ) .
ress T8 (612,405) (507,723) (1,800,702) (63,005) (2,983,834)
Personal Larceny .
i 3
SMSA Central Cities 94 95 90 99 9
e (258,716) (163,215) (335,183) (94,170) (85;5283) )
Bal £ SMSA 90 98 81 100
emes o (149,498) (69,646) (149,827) (45,156)e (41?;127)
A Qutside of SMSA 66 80 76 88
ress TareRee (36,305)°  (33,338)° (73,440) (42,105)¢ (185,189)

#Includes 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.

®Percent with stranger~offenders.

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with straager-
offenders plus those without stranger-offenders) on which percent shown is based.

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



to their victims by the extent of urbanization and age of offender. The
data show important variation in the extent of vietimization by strangers
across both the urban-rural and age of offender dimensions: For most

types of crime, within each age group, urban areas generally evidence

the highest proportions of stranger crimes with suburban areas showing
slightly smaller proportions; rural areas have considerably smaller
proportions of stranger crimes than do either suburban or urban areas.
Except for rcbbery, the urban-rural differences are strongest for offenders

under 18 and weakest for offenders 21 or older.

Number of Offenders

Another conception of crime in large cities, especially juvenile
crime, is that it is a group enterprise (e.g., Shaw & McKay, 1931).
Groups of juveniles engage in serious law violatingvbehaviof in large cities,
whereas juvenile gangs in rural areas are virtually unheard of. Most
crime in rural arezs is committed by offenders who act alone (Clinard,
1964; Lentz, 1956; Lagey, 1957; and Wilks, 1967). In this section of
the report we will examine the extent te which victimization data show
differences across urban, suburban, and rural areas in group ocffending.

In the NCS interview each victim was asked "Was the crime committed
by only one or more than one person?" If there was more than one offender
the victim was asked to specify the number of offenders there were. The
data displayed in Tables 6 to $ show the number of offenders by the extent
of ufbanization and age of offender for crime types of robbery, aggravated
assault, and personal larceny.,2 Robbery is a crime committed by lone
offenders almost 50 percent of the time.

Data in Table 6 show that across

the urban-rural dimension, robbery victimizations by lone offenders appear
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Table 6 Percent distribution of the number of offenders in personal
robbery victimization, by extent of urbanization and age of
offender,® NCS national data, 197341977 aggregate

Extent of urbanization

Age of offender

and number of Under 21 or Don't

offenders 18 18 to 20 " older know Total

Robbery

SMSA Central Cities
One 35¢ 38 45 39 41
Two 26 30 30 23 29
Three 17 14 14 23 15
Four or more 20 17 10 9 14
Not ascertained . L 0 1 6 1
Estimated number . ‘100 100 100 100 100
of victimizations (713,553) (578,797) (1,534,458) (207,904) (3,034,711)

Balance of SMSA 4
One 42 44 53 32 48
Two 24 28 26 31 26
Three 18 12 12 12 14
Four or more 15 16 8 14 12
Not ascertained 0 0 0 10 1
Estimated number 100 100 100 100 100
of victimizations (477,945) (337,303) (865,876) (82,207) (1,763,332)

Areas Outside of SMSA
One 54 43 56 34 52
Two 26 29 26 31 26
Three 12 12 11 16 12
Four or more 8 16 8 18 10
Not ascertained -1 ¢ 0 0 0
Estimated number 100 100 ‘100 100 d 100
of victimizations (144,038) (127,846) (427,297) (46,523)

(745,704)

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

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

“Column percent.

dEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.
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more likely in rural areas. Forty-one percent of the robbery victimiza-
tions in urban areas were committed by lone offenders compared with 52
percent iﬁ rural areas. This pattern is strongest for juvenile offenders:
35 percent of the robbery victimizations committed by juvenile

offenders in urban areas were by offenders who acted alone while 54 per-
cent of robbery victimizations in rural areas were committed by juvenile
offenders who acted alone. Juvenile.offender groups of four or more in

P

robbery were more likely in urban areas than in rural areas. For youthful
offenders the proportion of offender groups of four or more in robbery
was virtually identical across the urban-rural dimension.

Table 7 reveals moderate differences across the urban-rural dimension
in the percent of lone offenders engaging in aggravated assault both for
juvenile and youthfui offenders but the relationship is very small for
adult offenders. A relatively large proportion of the aggravated assaults
in urban areas were committed by groups of juvenile offenders (18 percent)
and youthful offenders (22 percent) numbering four or more, thus lending
some credence to the notion of the fighting gang in the big city (see
Yablonsky, 1962 and Miller, 1975). Ffor simple assaults simiiar patterns
are revealed (data not shown in tabular form). It is interesting to note
that for both assault and robbery the urbanization effect diminishes as
the age of offender group increases and the age effect is weakest in rural
areas.

The data in Table 8 show that there were substantial differences in
the extent to which personal larcenies were committed by lone offenders

as opposed to groups of offenders across urban and rural areas. = Sixty-

one percent of the personal larcenies in urban areas were committed by
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Percent distribution of the number of offenders in aggravated assault

. . a
victimization, by extent of urbanization and age of offender,® NCS

national data, 1973-1977 aggregateb

Extent of urbanization
1 and number of

Age of offender

Under 21 or Don't
offenders 18 18 to 20 older know Total
Aggravated Assault
SMSA Central Cities
One 59¢ 46 70 51 64
Two 14 18 12 17 13
Three 8 13 _7 8 8
Four or more 18 22 10 20 14
Not ascertained 1 1 10% 103 10%
Estimated number 100 100
of victimizations (544,169) (473,571) (2,035,818) (126,211) (3,179,769)
Balance of SMSA
One 63 49 72 45 66
Two 14 15 12 23 13
Three 7 13 6 9 7_
Four or more 16 23 10 15 li
Not ascertained 1 0 0 8 )
Estimated number 100 100 100 100 ' 100
of victimizations (598,925) (491,751) (1,867,656) (105,111) (3,063,442)
! Areas Qutside of SMSA
One 70 63 74 56 71
Two 15 10 12 7 12
Three 6 10 5 15 7
Four or more 8 17 8 11 i
Not ascertained 1 0 0 10 Lo
Estimated number 100 100 100 100 d
of victimizations (320,918) (285,337) (1,217,000) (55,770) (1,879,026)

@Includes perceived age of lome and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

* o
RN FENSA, S,

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.

CColumn percent.

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




Table 8 Percent distribution of the number of offenders in

by extent of urbahization and a

victimization,
national data, 1973-1977 aggregateb
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personal larceny
ge of offender,2 NCS

Extent of urbanization

Age of offender

and number of Under 21 or Don't
offenders 18 18 to 20 older know Total
Personal Larceny
SMSA Central Cities
One 59¢ 54 64 71 61
Two 26 29 27 20 26
Three 9 11 7 3 8
Four or mowa2 5 6 2 4 4
Not ascertained 2 0 0 2 1
Estimated number 100 100 . 100 100 100
of victimizations- (258,716) (163,215) - (335,183) (94,170) (851,283)
Balance of SMSA "
One 65 53 65
84 65
Two 20 33 22 14 22
Three 5 7 12 2 8
Four or more 10 6 i 0
Not ascertained 0 0 4] 0 g
Esti@atgd number 100 100 100 100 100
of victimizations (149,498) (69,646) (149,827) (45,156)d (414,127)
Areas Qutside of SMSA |
One 74 71 74 97 79
Two 7 15 16 0 10
Three 6 11 7 0 6
Four or more 9 3 3 3
Not ascertained 4 0 0 0 :
Estimated number 100 100 100 ' 100 lOé
of victimizations (36,305)4  (33,338)9 (73,440 (42,105)4  (185,189)

a . ' . . : )
Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age; of oldest multiple offender.

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

c
Column percent.

Estimate based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.
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offenders who acted alone compared with 79 percent in rural areas. This
relationship held across all age groups. The data also indicate that

pairs of offenders were more likely to engage in personal larceny in

urban areas than in rural areas. This pattern also held for juvenile,

youthful, and adult offenders.

These data support prior reéearch and theory that has emphasized the
important role of cémpanioﬁs in crime, particularly juvenile crime. Most
of the ﬁajor works in criminology have pointed to the central role played
by the group in explanap}ogs‘of juvenile and adult criminal behavior.
Peer support has,beep posi;ed as importarnt in the initiation and maintenance
of delinquent and.crimihal behavior (e.g., Cohen, 1955, Matza, 1964,
and Cloward and Ohlin, 1960). However, while it is reasonable to asgume
that those who commit thelr crimes with others receive some form of group
support, it does not fellow that lone offenders do not receive peer

support for their crimes. Despite the fact that the crime is executed

alone, the lone offender may still be strongly supported by a peer group.

Weapon Use

This sedtioniéf thewggpqrt examines the nature and extent of weapon
use across the ﬁrbén—rural and age of offendef dimensions. Given popular
stereotypes regarding the violent nature of crimes in urban areas, one
would expect weapon use to be more prominent in crimes committed in cities
compared with crimes ccmmitted in rural areas. For similar reasons it
might be expected that guns rather than other weapons would be used to a

greater extent in urban areas compared with rural areas.

In the NCS interviéw, each victim was asked "Did the person(s) have

a weapon such as a gun or knife, or something he was using as a weapon,

© e mesimme | wrns e e - — —— e amk oy e me e



52

such as a bottle or wrench?" Thus, data are available on both the extent

of weapon use and the type of weapons used in robbery and aggravated

assault. By definition simple assault and personal larceny do not involve

any weapons and rape is too rare for reliable analyses of these variables.

Given the differential crime type mix in urban and rural areas, it
is important to examine the percent of weapon use within crime~specific
categories. The data in Table 9 display the percent of weapon use by
the extent of urbanization and age of offender for robbery and aggravated
assault. Contrary to popular expectations, the use of weapons is remark-
ably similar across the urban-rural dimension in both robbery and aggra-
vated assault. Examining each age group, no substantial differences in
the extent of weapon use appear in urban areas compared with rural areas.
Furthermore, in aggravated assaults, no differences in the use of weapons
are in evidence across the age of offender dimension in any of the three
ecological areas. However, weapon use increased dramatically with age
of offender for robberies in urban, suburban, and rural areas.

Data were examined as to the extent to which guns, knives, and/or
other weapons were used in robberies and aggravated assaulits by the
extent of urbanization and age of offender (data not shown in tabular
form). The use of guns in robberies is fairly stable across the urban-
rural dimension for all age groups. There are substantial differences in
the use of guns by juvenile offenders compared with adult offenders in
robberies. Adult offenders used guns in robberies approximately 5 times
as often as juvenile offenders. Use of knives is fairly constant in
robberies across the urban-rural dimension as is the use of other weapons.

In aggravated assaults, the use of guns did not differ by the extent

e W
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Table 9

Percent of weapon use in personal victimization, by type of crime, extent of

urbanization and age of offender,® NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregateb

Type of crime and Age of Offender

extent of urbanization Under 18 18 to 20 21 or older Don't know Total
Robbery c
SMSA Central Cities 33 d 50 : 61 45 51
(713,553 (578,797) (1,534,458) (207,904) (3,034,711)
Balance of SMSA 26 43 59 56 47
: (477,945) (337,303) (865,876) (82,207) (1,763,332)
Areas Outside of SMSA 32 48 58 - 71 52
(144,038) (127,846) (427,297) (,46,523)e (745,704)
Aggravated Assault
SMSA Central Cities 96 95 95 93 95
(544,169) (473,571) (2,035,818) (126,211) (3,179,760)
Balance ofvSMSA 94 94 94 . 98 94
. (598,925) (491,751)  (1,867,656) (105,111) (3,063,442)
Areas Outside nf SMSA 9% 93 94 96 94
. (320,918) (285,337) (1,217.000) (55,770)e (1,879,025)

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

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

know whether there was one or more than one offender.

c .
Percent with weapon use.

d

Number in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with weapon

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

e . T '
Estimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.
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of urbanization except that youthful offenders in urban areas used guns
slightly more than their.rural counterparts. This pattern is reversed
for knives. Aggravated assaults in rural areas by juvenile and yauthful
offenders were more likely to involve knilves as weapons than aggravated
assaults in urban areas. The use of other weapons in aggravated éssaults
is similar across all age groups in urban and rural areas.

In summary, the analysis of the nature and extent of weapon use re-
vealed some surprising results. First, an examination of specific types
of crime revealed no substantial differences in the extent of weapon use
across the urban-rural dimension in robberies and aggravated assaults.
These stable relationships held for juvenile, youthful, and adult offenders.
The type of weapon ugilized is more difficult to summarize. In robberies
the use of guns, knives, and other weapons was fairly stable across the
urban-rural dimension, although gun use differed remarkably across offender
age groups with a higher proportion of adult offenders using guns compared
with juvenile offenders. In aggravated assault the use of guns was fairly
stable across urban-~rural areas except for youthful offenders. Knives
were more prominent in rural areas than in suburban and urban areas in
aggravated assaults by juvenile and youthful offenders. The use of other

weapons in aggravated assault did not differ across areas or among age

groups.

THE CONSEQUENCES OF VICTIMIZATION EVENTS ACROSS URBAN, SUBURBAN, AND RURAL
AREAS.

Theft
This section of the report will focus on the nature and extent of

theft across the urban-rural dimension. Robbery and personal larceny --

—r\\:
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purse snatch and pocket picking -~ are committed primarily to gain cash,
property, or both. These crimes can be regarded as instrumental crimes
designed to make a profit. Rape may also involve a theft component as

well but the case where rape and theft occur are infrequent and thus

rape will not be included in any crime—-specific analysis. Because the

crimes of aggravated and simple assault by definition do not involve any

theft, these crimes will also be excluded in any crime-specific analysis.

There are several reasons to believe fhat differences will arise in
an analysis of theft across the urban~rural dimension. In his discussion
of delinquency in nonmetropolitan areas, Kenneth Polk writes "Not only
are the acts less serious, but, as we might expect, one uniform finding
is that delinquent youth from nonmetropolitan areas are much less
sophisticated in their delinquencies than are the urban boys" (Polk,
1967:344). Urban &outh are especially regarded as sophisticated in the
ways of the world at an earlier age than rural youth (Brown, 1965).

One of the ways this sophistication may manifest itself is in the
acquisition of knowledge of criminal techniques. From research by Clinard
(1964) and Lentz (1956) it was shown that the existence of a criminal
subculture, in which one learns of the tzthniques and motivations of
criminal behavior, is present in urban centers while fairly rare in rural
areas. Thus, it has been argued that completed thgft, a profit motivated
crime that entails some skill in its completion, will be more likely in
urban areas compared with rural areas. To a large extent then the learn-
ing and opportunity structures in urban areas create conditions that allow
theft completed drimes to be more likely in these areas when compared with
rural areas. This is coupled with the differential nature of social

control across urban and rural areas. It is believed that there is less

|



56

informal social control in urban areas because of the large populations

in cities. Urban communities are more atomized than rural areas and as

- U, W nh ‘;
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Percent of personal victimizations in which’something was stolen,

by type of crime, extent of urbanizatign and age of offender,d
NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate

Extent of urbanization

Age of Offender

.-i? f () a
a result urbanites rely on formal social control mechanisms (like the and type of erime T p— T8 to 90 51 or older Don't kaow Total
police) to a larger extent than their rural counterparts (Wolfgang, 1968, Robbery c
SMSA Central Cities 53 d 60 67 68 62
and Boggs, 1971). Given the low density, small population, and primary | (713,553) (578,797) (1,534,458) (207,904) (3,034,711)
nature of interpersonal interactions in rural settings, it is easier to g Balance of SMSA 53 53 58 76 56
’ 5 (477,945) (337,303) (865,876) (82,207) (1,763,332)
detect crimes, and hence, crimes of completed theft will be less likel
o ’ ? Y Arcas Outside of SMSA 56 57 64 467223)6 (7421704)
to occur in rural settings than in urban settings. In the NCS interview (144,038) (127,846) (427,297) (46, ’
1" athi 3 : Personal Larceny
each victim was asked '"Was something stolen or taken without permission SMSA Central Cities 66 75 88 90 79
(258,716) (163,215) {335,183) (94,170) (851,283)
that belonged to you or others in the household?" Thus, one can examine
: Balance of SMSA - 71 75 78 95 e 77
the extent of completed theft across the urban-rural dimension by age (149,498) (69,646) (149,827) (45,156) {414,127)
of offender. The data in Table .10 display the percentage of victims | Areas Outside of SMSA 97 85 89 97 o 92
! (36,305)e (33,338 (73,440) (42,105) (185,189)
reporting a completed theft by the extent of urbanization and age of offender

%Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple cffender.

for robbery and personal larceny. For robberies, overall, the percentaga

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.

of victims experiencing a completed theft is virtually identical across
the urban-rural dimension; this holds for all three offender age groups,

I CPercent in which something was stolen.
For personal larceny, on the other hand, some interesting findings appear.

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of vietimizations (those with something

Overall, in rural areas, 92 percent of the personal larcenies involved stolen plus those without something stolen) on which percent shown is based.

a completed theft compared with 79 percent of the personal larcenies in . .
? ’ F d eEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.

urban areas. For juvenile offenders who committed personal larcenies,

97 percent of the rural larcenies resulted in a completed theft compared
with 66 percent in urban areas. This same relationship held for youthful
offenders, but there were no differences iﬂ the proportion of victims
reporting completed thefts for adult offenders in urban and rural areas.

It is important to note that the data on personal larcenies in rural

areas by juvenile and youthful offenders must be viewed with caution

e . e g - s S T
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because the estimates are based on a small number of unweighted cases.

At the same time, however, the 'total" column -- which contains a much
larger number of cases -- shows a pattern across the urban-rural dimension

that is congruent with the pattern in the juvenile and youthful offender

columas. Thus, the data on robbery fall to exhibit the effect that some

criminologists and urban sociologists have hypothesized to exist and the

pattern exhibited by personal larceny iz actually opposite to that hypothe-

sized by the theorists. Perhaps, dug to the higher rates of crime, urban

victims take more defensive measures than rural victims and this may account

for the lower proportion of completed thefts in urban areas. For example,

urban women may tightly clutch their purses when shopping. Similarly,

urban men may be on guard for pickpockets and carry their wallets in

their front pocket. Therefore, differential victim response within urban

and rural areas may affect outcome more than the "sophistication" notion

as discussed here.

Loss

In addition to knowing simply whether a theft was completed it is
useful to know the total economic loss sustained by the victim. This

economic loss can be in the form of monetary loss, property loss, or

property damage. From research by Normandeau (1968) and Conklin (1972),

we know that robbery for the most part is not a lucrative enterprise.
According to police files, most losses to victims are skewed toward lower

values with the majority of losses less than $50 dollars. In the NCS

interview victims are asked to assess the economic consequences of the

personal crimes they have suffered. Victims who report cash stolen are

asked to specify the amount of cash stolen. Similarly, victims who
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report their property taken are queried as to the walue of the stolen

property. In addition, victims who had their property damaged are asked

to report repair and replacement costs for their damaged property. We

have created a variable, "total loss,"

. .

that is a simple sum of these

three types of loss.

The data in Tables 11 and 12 present "total loss' by extent of

urbanization and age of offender in robberies and personal larcenies,

respectively. The data reveal that in robbery victimizations, for the

most part, losses are less than $50 dollars. The proportion of victimiza-

tions involving losses of less than $10 dollars are comparable across

urban, suburban, and rural areas. The pattern holds for youthful and

adult offenders. The only excepticn is juvenile offenders where 60 per-
cent of the robbery victimizations in rural areas entail losses of less

than $10 dollars compared with 44 percent in urban areas. As haz been

found previously, there is an increase in the amount of loss in robbery
victimization with age of offender independent of the extent of urbaniza-

tion (See McDermott and Hindelang, 1981}.

The data in Table 12 for personal larceny reveal essentially the

same pattern. Again, there are minor differences in the proportion of

victimizations involving losses of less than $10 deollars across urban,

suburban, and rural areas. This pattern holds for youthful and adult

offenders but not for juveniles. Forty-nine percent c¢f the personal

larceny victimizations in rural areas entailed losses of less than $10

dollars compared with 34 percent in urban areas. The data on personal

larceny in rural areas, however, must be viewed with caution because the

estimates are based on a sample of less than 50 cases. In general there

st
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Table 11 Percent distribution of total loss in personial robbery victimization,
offender,2 NCS national data,

by extent of urbanization and age of

1973-1977 aggregatet

Total loss and

Age of Offender

extent of Under 18 to 21 and Don't
urbanization 18 20 older Know Total
SMSA Central Cities
None 3 5 1. 5 3
Less than $10 41 21 15 11 21
B} 10-49 30 35 32 33 32
50-249 23 31 36 36 32
250 or more 3 8 16 15 12
Estimated number 100 100 100 100 100
of victimizations (363,117) (369,394)(1,021,071) (123,028) (1,876,609)
Balance of SMSA
None 5 4 4 4 4
Less than $10 43 25 14 19 23
10-49 29 31 29 33 30
50-249 17 26 33 26 27
250 or more 6 14 20 18 15
Estimated number 100 100 100 100 100
X of victimizations (248,036) (183,279) (523,462) (52,719)C (1,007,496)
Areas Outside of SMSA
None 6 0 4 4 4
Less than $10 54 30 12 15 23
10-49 26 34 33 12 30
50--249 15 23 34 34 28
250 or more 0 13 18 35 15
Estimated number 100 100 100 100 100
of wictimizations (82,876) (78,343) (248,163) (30,079)C (439,462)

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

®This table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim

I TSRS A e
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ilid not know whether there was one or more than one offender.

c N -
Estimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.

i

G | e

i

AR 5, .
B iRt .

.

61

Table 12 Percent distribution of total loss in personal larceny victimization,
by extent of urbanization and age of offender,? NCS national data,
1973-1977 aggregateb

Total loss and

Age of offender

extent of Under 18 to 21 and Don't Total
urbanization 18 20 older “kriown
SMSA Central Cities
None 2 1 0] 0 1
Less than $10 32 14 13 16 18
10-49 39 56 45 51 47
59—249 25 22 34 24 28
250 or more 2 7 8 8 6
Estimated number 100 100 100 100 100
of victimizations (156,523) (127,477) (272,963) (82,103) (639,066)
Balance of SMSA
None 1 0 0 2 1
Less than $10 36 12 9 18 19
10-49 35 31 40 25 35
50~-249 24 53 38 41 36
250 or more 4 5 14 14 9
Estimated number 100 100 100 100 100
of victimizations (97,899) (49,937)¢ (109,292) (42,810)¢ (299,938)
Areas Outside of SMSA
None 3 0 0 0 1
Less than $10 46 19 10 20 22
10-49 27 66 37 42 41
50-249 20 10 42 34 30
250 or more 3 5 11 4 7
Estimated number 100 100 100 100 ) 100
of victimizations (31,748)¢  (24,451)¢ (58,095)¢  (37,125)° (151.,419)

4Tncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the wvictim
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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is an increase in the amount of loss with age of offender in persomal

larcenies.

Injury

As mentioned above, large cities are characterized by a dispropor-
tionate amount of violent crime. The popular view is that offenders in
urban areas engage in violence to a greater extent than offenders in
rural areas. This seems particularly applicable to juveniles where much
has been written in scholarly journals and the press regarding the violent
juvenile gang in large American cities (e.g., Miller, 1975). It is
expected that this violence will be manifested in different rates of
injury to victims in urban and rural areas. Thus, itjis important to
examine the extent of injury incurred by victims in personal crimes across
the urban~-rural dimension.

In the NCS interview, all of the respondents who were attacked were
asked whether they suffered any injury; by definition, victims of personal
larceny could not have suffered any injuries. Of those victims who re-
ported suffering injury, some could have incurred less serious injuries
(such as cuts and bruises) and some more serious injuries (like gun-
shot wounds). Thus, three victim groups were created; those victims with
no injury, those victims with some injury, and those victims with injury
requiring medical attention. It may be the case that rural victims may
be injured as often as urban victims but not as seriously.

The data displayed in Table 13 show the extent of injury (defined
as needing medical attention) by type of crime (excluding personal larceny),
Examining each specific crime

extent of urbanization, and age of offender.

type, the overall stability of the data is impressive. For robbery,

Y
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Table 13 Percent injured to the extent that medical attention was needed
in personal victimization, by type of crime, extent of urbaniza-

tion and age of offender,?

NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate

Type of crime
and extent of

Age of Dffender

Don't know

urbanization Inder 18 18 to 20 21 or older Total
Robbery '
SMSA Central Cities 6 4 13 16 21 14
(713,553) (578,797) (1,534,458) (207,904) (3,034,711)
Balance of SMSA 5 12 12 20 10
(477,945) (337,303) (865,876) (82,207) (1,763,332)
Areas outside 5 12 15 11 12
of SMSA (144,038) (127,846) (427,297) (46,523)e (745,704)
Aggravated Assault 14 14 19 24 18
SMSA Central Cities (544,169) (473,571) ﬁ2,035,818) (126,211) (3,179,769)
Balance of SMSA 15 18 16 18 16
(598,925) (491,751) (1,867,656) (105,111) (3,063,442)
Areas outside 15 15 18 13 17
of SMSA (320,918) (285,337) (1,217,000) (55,770)e (1,879,026)
Simple Assault 4 4 6 11 5
SMSA Central Cities (1,193,543) (655,889) (2,687,156) (113,884) (4,650,472)
Balance of SMSA . 4 4 6 1 5
(1,468,934) (879,617) (2,934,092) (98,745) (5,381,388)
Areas outside 6 4 6 4 6
of SMSA (612,405) (507,723) (1,800,702) (63,005) (2,983,834)

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

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

c . L. X '
Percent with injury to the extent medical attention was necessary.

d
Number in parentheses shows estimated total number of v1ctimlzat10ns (those with injury
plus those without injury) on which percent shown is based.

Estimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.
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Table 14 Percent receiving hospital treatment (emergency room or more) din
| personal victimization, by type of crime, extent of urbanization
aggravated assault, and simple assault, there are no differences in the and age of offender,? WCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregateb
proportion of injured victims across urban, suburban, and rural areas.
. . Type of crime
£ 1 H ile, thful d adul
These patterns remain for all age groups; juvenile, youthful, and adult and extent of Age of Offender
offenders. Adult offenders in robbery victimizations injured a higher urbanization - Under 18 18 to 20 21 or older Don't know Total
Robbery
proportion of victims compared with juvenile offenders who committed SMSA Central Cities 4¢ d 10 13 16 11
; (713,553) (578,797) (1,534,458 207,90
robbery. This relationship remained across the urban-rural dimension. | ? ? ) ( »904)  (3,034,711)
} Balance of SMSa 4 8 8 19 7
For example, in urban areas 16 percent of the robbery victims of adult | (477,945)  (337,303) (865,876) (82,207) (1,763,332)
. o ] ’ s
offenders were injured compared with 6 percent of the robbery victims of ! Areas Outside 2 8 12 11 9
, of SMSA (144,038)  (127,846) (427,297 46,523)¢ (7
juvenile offenders. Similarly, in rural areas the comparable f%gures > 4 ) (46, ) (745,704)
Aggravated Assault
were 15 and 5 percent, respectively. Thus, in the case of robbery, age SMSA Central Cities 10 12 15 22 14
(544,169) (473,571) (2,035,818 126,211 3,17 6
of offender was related to victim injury buq extent of urbanization shows ’ ? ? ’ ) ( > ) (3, 9,769)
Balance of SMSA 10 14 13 16 12
no systematic relationship to victim injury. (598,925) (491,751) (1,867,656) (105,111) (3,063,442)
In the NCS interview all respondents who reported injuries requiring Areas Outside 10 10 14 7 13
of SMSA (320,918) (285,337) (1,217,000) (55,770)e (1,879,026)
medical attention were asked whether they received any treatment at a
Simple Assault
hospital. This hospital treatment is defined as either emergency room SMSA Central Cities 2 3 4 5 3
' (1,193,543) (655,889) (2,687,156) 113,884 4,650,472
treatment only or hospital medical care overnight or longer. Thus, ’ ’ ’ ’ ( ’ e ’ )
Balance of SMSA 2 3 4 3 3
although no differences appeared in the extent of injury across the urban- (1,468,934)  (879,617)  (2,934,092) (98,745)  (5,381,388)
: > 3 3
rural dimension, there may be differences in the Seriousness of the injuries Areas Outside 3 4 4 4 3
| of SMSA (612,405) (507,723) (1,800,702) (63,005) (2,983,834)
sustained by victims in personal crimes.
a.. ; X .
The data in Table 14 display the percent of vietims receiving hospital lnqludes perceived age of lone aand perceived age of oldest multiple offender.
treatment by extent of urbanization and age of offender for robbery, 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.
aggravated assault, and simple assault. In robberies, aggravated assaults, e
8 c - .
and simple assaults, the proportion of injured victims who received hospital ? Percent receiving hospital treatment.
treatment was virtually identical across the urban-rural dimension. This | dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those receiving
g hospital treatment plus theus: rot receiving hospital treatment) on which percent shown
pattern held among all age groups. Also the proportion of injured wvictims | is based.

I
i
{
receiving hospital treatment increased somewhat with age of offender for 5g e R
8§ Estimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.
|
i

robbery but not for assault.
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CONCLUDING RE S urban and rural areas.24‘ Once again, because the victimization data,

which are collected directly from victims themselves, cannot be affected

Despite the fact that extent of urbanizatio
n is one of the strongest
g by biases in police patrol strategies (e.g., intensely patrolling areas

and most endu imi i
during correlates of criminality, it has been virtually ignored with large minority populations) or outright race or sex biases in arrest

by theorists and researchers alike. Attention instead has focused on
procedures, it is very significant that the offending rate data are

intraci . . . R s
city or intercity variations, without significant attention being =

generally compatible with UCR arrest data .at the national level.

devoted to suburban and rural crime 23 Th
. e result has been -
that know Also of notable theoretical significance is the finding that for

ledge in this area has lagged behind that in the rest of the field. For all offender age groups but particularly for juvenile offenders
—— u -

3 g g l

criminal acts across the urban-rural di
imension. . »
in rural areas. Because crime by strangers is regarded as fear provoking,

assessing the extent to which the higher rates of victimization evidenced the high levels of fear of crime expr ed b b resident
5 cri Xpress y urban residents as con-

gathered directly from the victims, it cannot be the case that urban- incident increased with the extent of urbanizati That 1
incident w extent of urbanization. at is, group

rural differences in victimi i
letimization rates are accounted for by such factors crime tends to be characteristic of urban centers while rural offenders

ing systems in urban areas. The victimization rate data clearly show 1942, 1964; Lentz, 1956; Wilks, 1967 d Polk, 1967)
, ; Lentz, ; Wilks, ; and Polk, .

that urban crime occurs at a hi i
gher rate and consists of a greater pro-
P However, the most interesting and perhaps the most important findings

portion of theft crimes than does rural i indi
crime. These findings are roughly were regarding the similarities of urban and rural victimizations. For

comparable for similar crimes as re i
ported in the UCR (see, e.g., FBI
s ’ > example, the extent of weapon use did not vary across the urban-rural

1978:Table 1). )
dimension. Similarly, the types of weapons used -~ guns, knives, or

The Offending rate data alSO generally o ll l UCR ry t t 1 tll 1 not lf ons across
para e C a es da a wi a i
othe‘r we pOllS — d i d (o] d i fer in Victimizati ’ ’

respect to the offender characteristics of sex, race, and age group; the :
3 . . . .
ané rural areas. Moreover, urban and rural victimizations had very

expected differences -~ males, black
R cks, and 18 to 20 year olds havin
g similar consequences. For instance, success in theft, rates of victim

greater rates of offending than their counterparts —- hold generally within

e
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injury, and financial loss did not differ across urban, suburban, and
rural areas. Thus, although rates of victimization were much higher in
urban areas, when victimizations did occur, the outcomes to the victim
were not very different across the urban-rural dimension. Tt was shown
that at least for theft, injury, financial losg, and weapon use, age of
offender was more strongly associated with them thén was the extent of
urbanization.26

What implications then do these data have for policy, research, and
criminological theory? In recent years there has been growing media and
public concern with respect to a perceived rapid rise in rural as com-~
pared to urban crime. These concerns, to the extent that they are
empirically grounded, are usually based on Uniform Crime Report data for
Index offenses published by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. The
personal crimes examined here are only a subset of Index crimes and do
not include the voluminous property crimes suffered by households and
businesses -- burglary, motor vehicle theft, and larcenies without contact
between the victim and the offender. Fufther, in this report only a sho?t
time series of victimization survey data was available. However, within
these constraints the victimization data indicate that the rate of personal
victimization in urban areas relative to that in rural areas has been
stable in the 1973 to 1977 period. Furthermore, when comparable offenses
in the Uniform Crime Reports are examined a similar picture of relative
stability between rates of rape, aggravated assault, and robbery in SMSA's
versus rural areas maintains for this period. It is significant that

victimization survey data are compatible with UCR data on this point since

it has often been speculated that a substantial part of the urban-rural

4
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crime difference is due to the propensity of rural residents to handle
victimizations more informally than their urban counterparts. However,
because the victimization data include both crimes repofted to the police
and crimes not reported to the police, the data clearly. suggest that the
artifact of reporting crimes to the police does not explain urban-rural
differences in rates of personal victimization.2 Thus, although.other
indicators or data from other periods may justify an Iincreased attentive~
ness to rural crime, clearly the available National Crime Survey data
for personal crimes and the corresponding Uniform Crime Report data for
this period do not justify an increased concern with crime in rural areas.
From the standpoint of criminological research and theory the data
presented in this report should serve as a stimulus for additionalvwork
that has for too long been given inadequate attention. As noted in the
introduction the purpose of this monograph has been to examine similarities
and differences in urban and rural crimes. This report can be seen as
only one step in the pfocess of providing an adequate description of this
phenomenon; it is obvious that the victimization data in and of themselves
are generally too sketchy to provide final answers to the questions raised.
These results do, however, provide stepping stones that can be used by r
others interested in this problem area. Despite their limitations the
results reported herein can be used to suggest avenues }or further empirical ?
and theoretical efforts. For example, etiological theorists who have been
hesitant to accept UCR arrest data on demographic characteristics of
offenders should be more comfortable in doing so in light of the parallel
findings with respect to age, sex, race, and urban versus rural differences

found in wictimization data reported above. In gddition, the unexpected
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findings reported here —- if they are confirmed by subsequent research —-
that rural and urban victimizations are similar with respect to their
consequences to victims (e.g., injury) and characteristics (e.g., the
nature and extent of weapon use) should stimulate reformulations of
existing conceptualizations that envision rural crimes as less harmful
than urban crimes to‘their victims.

Because extent of urbanization has been historically, and continues
to be an important correlate of rates of personal victimization, it is
important for researchers and theorists to go beyond the rates themselves
and investigate.closely the properties of crimes in rural versus urban
areas. One important general question, for example, is to what extent
do theories originally formulated to account for urban offending (e.g.,
Shaw and McKay, 1942; Cohen, 1955; and Cloward and Ohlin, 1960) apply to
suburban and rural offending as well and, regardless of the answer to this
question, what fheoretical constructs can be postulated to account for
variation in rates of offending across the urban-rural dimension. These
and other critical issues are clearly beyond the scope of this report,

which, at best, can only begin to address some of the most fundamental

issues in this realm.
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NOTES

1See Appendix C for some data on the accuracy of the victims' perception of
the offenders' age, race, and sex.

'

2See Garofalo and Hindelang (1977) and U.S. Bureau of the Census (undated)

for additional details about design and collection.

3The business portion of the national survey has been discontinued. The

last full year for which data are available is 1976. Also business survey
results from 1973 have reportedly been permanently lost by the Bureau of
Census and hence; are not included in this monograph.

4This procedure does not completely ignore mobile families and businesses.
Although no attempt is made to trace families and businesses that move
away from an address in the sample, a similar mobile family or business
may move into that address and will be included in the survey.

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

6In a small proportion of cases (victims 12 and 13 years of age and victims
who for some physical or mental reason are unable to respond for themselves)
interviews are completed by proxy with another household member.

7The five largest cities are Chicago, New York, Los Angeles, Philadelphia,
and Detroit.. The eight additional cities include Atlanta, Baltimore,
Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark, Portland, and St. Louis.

8These cities are Oakland, Minneapolis, Cincinnati, Washington, D.C.,
San Diego, Houston, New Orleans, Milwaukee, Boston, Buffalo, Miami,
Pittsburgh, and San Francisco.

9As will be seen below respondents in the national samples were asked '"Where
did this incident take place?" Responses to this question fell into categories
such as "at or near home," "on the street," and "inside a commercial build-
ing." Although it can be inferred that "at home' and "near home" are within
respondent's areas of residence, it cannot be inferred that respomses that

fall into other categories (e.g., 'inside a commercial building") are outside
of respondents' areas of residence. . This issue will receive further attention
in the text below.

loSee Appendix E for a cdmplete definition of the Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area.

1lIn the NCS sample persons under 12 are not eligible to be interviewed.
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leee Appendix F for a more detailed description of the Sellin-Wolfgang serious-
ness scale.

3For a more detailed discussion of victimization rates across the urban-rural
dimension see John J. Gibbs, Crimes Against Persons in Urban, Suburban, and
Rural Areas: A Comparative Analysis of Victimization Rates (1979).

14Actually, rather than simply cumulating the raw number .of offenders in each
subgroup, the incident weight -- the inverse of the probability that an in-
cident will be sampled -- is cumulated for each sex-race-age subgroup. This
is necessary because, owing to the complex design of the survey, not every
incident has the same likelihood of appearing in the sample.

5Incidents in which the victim did not know whether there was one or more than
one offender, or in which there was a 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 11 percent 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 be—
cause in such cases the victim was not asked the sex, race, or age of the
cffender(s). It was necessary to exclude incidents involving 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
sdditional cases; treating "mixed" age-group offenders as all in the youngest
age group resulted in only minor variations from the results obtained when
the oldest age-group rule was used.

16See Appendix G for population bases used in constructing the age by sex by
race rates of ofiending reported in Figures below.

17See, for example, Martin Waldron, "Vioient Crimes Up in Jersey Suburbs" and

John Herbers, "Growth in Rural Regions Brings Rapid Crime Rise" both in

The New York Times, November 4, (1979:38 and 26, respectively).

l8For a more detailed discussion of the rates of offending by various age,

sex and race offender groups see Hindelang and McDermott, Juvenile Criminal
Behavior: An Analysis of Rates and Victim Characteristics (1981).

19See Hindelang (1979) for a more complete discussion of sex of offender in

criminal activity as shown in victimization survey data.

OFor more discussion regarding the race of offender in criminal activity
see Hindelang (1978) and Hindelang and McDermott (1981).

21The "at or near home" rates of offending for sex and age group of offender

were also examined in this fashion and it was found that these rates generally
followed the patterns shown for total rates of offending. Furthermore, other
characteristics of the victimizations were examined separately for "at or near
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home" events and it was found that generally these patterns did not differ
substantially from those found for total personal victimizations.

22Data on rape are not displayed in tabular form because of the small number
of rapes in the sample. Rape, for the most part (78% overall), is committed
by lone offenders, regardless of ecological area,

23The notable exception to this is the research done by Marshall Clinard and
Kenneth Polk.

24The UCR arrest data are not ﬁresented as rates per 100,000 persons within
relevant sex, race, and age subgroups (However, see Hindelang, 1978 and 1979).
To the extent possible we have converted UCR arrest counts to rates and'these
findings parallel the victimization offending rate data, particularly with
respect to the zero order effects for sex, race, and age group.

25gee the Introduction and the Rates of Offending sections of this repqrt for
a brief discussion of the shortcomings of victimization survey data for
studying offender characteristics,

26See Tables 9 thru 14. Tor more information regarding the association of age

of offender and these variables see the first report in this series, McDermott
and Hindelang (1981).

27The percentage of non-~reporting to the police for the total personal victimiza-
tions examined in this report is 53%, 53%, and 51% across urbin, suburban,
and rural areas, respectively.
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

T e T 1. |17, UM U T N TR ¥ N FT R T
of houssl TYPE OF LINE |RELATIONSHIP AGE MARITAL | RACE ORIGIN- |SEX |ARMED | Educs! - |Edi -
respondent) INTERVIEW NO, TlE) HOUSEHOLD LARS"!'" STATUS : FORCES hll“:llll'" co;:l.:::"
KEYER — PEGIN s'AY . l: MEMBER|grade that year?
E: .
MEW RECORD (cc 12) [(ce 13b) (ec 17y (e 18)  [tec 19a)- 1{cc 19b) [(cc 20) [ec 21) fiee 22) tec 23)
Last T
@9 @ !
t[ | Per - Self-respondent 1! 1 Head [T A T ' ! 1] TIM[1 {7 Yes 1) Yes
2| " Tel, - Self respondent 24" 'Wife of head 2| iwd. |2z|7|Negd 2{TIF 27 No 2(No
Furst 31 (Per.= Proxy ' £ir 136 0n | ——— 13!} Own chitd T FHAST N FYGET- P, ’ —_—
4!71Tel, - Proxy [ cover page I]q':e 4" | Otherrefative e |, " 1sep. : Origin Crade
$iTINI= Fatr 15-21 s !Non-relative s{ZINM :
Look at item 4 on cover page. Is this the same 26d. Have you been looking for work during th
. ] R 9 the past 4 weeks?
CHECK household as last enumeration? (Box | marked) 1[] Yes No — When did you last woypk?
ITEM A [ Yes — SKIP to Check Item B 3 No 2] Less than 5 years ago~SKIP to 28a

25a. Did you live in this house on April 1, 19707

: 1 ] Yes — SKIP to Check Item B 2] No

3775 or more years ago

a ) Never worked SKiPto 29

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

State, etc, County

1 [ Ne

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

1 [J No 2 []) Yes — Nome of city, town, village, etc.
’

27. |s there any reason why you could not take o job LAST WEEK?

Yes ~ 2 [] Already had a job
3 [] Temporary illness
a [] Going to school
s [J Other — Specify ~

{Ask males {8+ only)}
d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 19707

1[JYes _ 2[JNo

280: For whom did you (last) work? (Name of company,
business, organization or other employer)

CHECK Is this person 16 years old or older?
ITEM B [ No - SKIP to 29 [ Yes

@ x{7] Never worked — SKIP to 29

26c. Whot were you doing most of LAST WEEK ~ {working,
keeping house, going to school) or something else?

t ] Working ~ SKIP (0 28 & [] Unable to ‘work —SKIPto 264

2 [7] With a job but not at work [T] Retired

3 [J Looking for work 8 [C] Other — Specify -

4 [ Keeping house

5 [] Geing to school (!f Armed Forces, SKIP to 280}

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

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

@ L[]

b. What kind of business or industry is this? (E.g.: TV ond
radio mfg., retail shoe store, State Labor Department, farm)

c. Were you ~

1 [T An employes of 0 PRIVATE company, business or

individual for wages, salary or commissions?

2] A GOVERRMENT employee (Federal, State, county,

or local)?

3 [T] SELF-EMPLOYED in OWN business, professional

practice or farm?

4 ] Working WITHOUT PAY in family business or farm?

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

v No 2[JYes - Absent ~ SKIP to 28a
3] Yes ~ Layoff - SKIP to 27

@ L1

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

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

Notes

FORM NC31 14:19.72) Page 2
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HOUSEHOLD SCREEN QUESTIONS

29, Now 1'd like to ask some questions about
crime, They refer only to the lost § months -

between _____ 1,197__and ___, 197__..

During the last 6 months, did anyone break
into or somehow illegally get into your
{apartment/home), gorage, or another building
on your property?

3{'}Yes < How many
times?

iNo

32. Did onyone toke something belonging
to you or to any member o? this household,
from o place where you or they were
temporarily staying, such as a friend's or
relotive's home, a hotel or motel, or
a vacation home?

33, What was the total number of motor
vehicles (cars, trucks, etc.) owned by

30, (Other than the incident(s) just mentioned)
Did you find o door jimmied, a lock forced,
or any other signs of an ATTEMPTED

break in?

,Yes — How many
times?

i iNo

you or any other member of this household

'
t
1
i
;
1
i
1
10} i None —
1
1
1
I
]
1
|I

31, Was onything at all stolen that is kept
outside your home, or hoppened to be left
out, such as o bicycle, a garden hose, or
lawn furniture? {other than ony incidents
already mentioned)

“1Yes ~ How many
times?

1. iNo

battery, hubcops, tope-deck, etc.?

duting the last 6 months? ' SKIP to 36
1!
2{7j2
3( .3
a{_ . 4 or more
34. Did anycne steal, TRY to steol, or use e
(it/any of them) without permission? : l‘::]';:s m:s"?“"y
i
1
35. Did anyone steal or TRY to steal parts 1 yes—
attached to (it/any of them), such as a ' [[-’“!::s :'I:;S."y
i
1

]

INDIVIDUAL SCR

EEN QUESTIONS

36, The following questions refer only to things thot ¥ | Yes ~ How many
s times?

happened to YOU during the last 6 months —

between 1,197__ ond . 197
Did you have your (pocket picked/purse
snatched)?

1. iNe
]

46, Did you find any evidence that someone
ATTEMPTED to steal something thot
belonged to you? (other than any incidents
already mentioned)

i
S
5
B

1
3
]

3

2

Z

H

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

i‘ (Yes -« How many
times?

47. Did you call the police during the lost §
months to report something that happened
to YOU which you thought was a crime?
(Do not count any calls 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? {ather thon
ony incidents already mentioned)

. }Yes — How many
times?

LY

v'"] No — SKIP to 48

™"} Yes ~ What hoppened?

39, Did anyone beat you up, attack you of hit
you with something, such as a rock or bottle?
(other than any incidents olready mentioned)

. jYes — How many
times?

40, Were you knifed, shot at, or attocked with
some other weapon by anyone at oll? {(other
than any incidents already mentioned)

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

was something stolen or an
CHECK attempt made to steal something
ITEM C that belonged to him?

. No
41, Did enyone THREATEN to beat you up or ." | Yes — How many
THREATEN you with a knife, gun, or some v times
other weapon, NOT including telephone .
threats? (other thon ony incidents already .Ir]No
i“

mentioned)

{_] Yes~How many
- timas?

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

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

i ]Yes — How many
N times?

]

LT

.

77} No — SKIP to Check ltem E
{7} Yes — What hoppened?

43, During the last 6 months, did onyone stect
things thot beionged to you from inside ANY
car or trirck, such os packages or clothing?

T
' " .Yes - How many
15 times?

17180
I

is

44. Was anything stolen from you while you
were away from home, for instonce ot work, in
o theoter or restouront, or while traveling?

T 1Yes —~ How many
times?

,

.
.. iNo

Look at 48. Was HH member
CHECK 12¢ a!tackeq or :hrleaten;d, or
ITEM D was :something stolen or an
attempt made to steal something
that belonged to him?

") ves—~tow many
times?

45, (Other than any incidents you've already

+
i
Ll
1
]
i
]
i
T
1, _;Yes - How many
-

1
1
1
1
+
i

Do any of the screen questions contain any entries

mentioned) was anything (else) at all times? _ff" “How many times2"*
stolen from you during the lost 6 months? CHECK ") No ~ Interview next HH member,
"""No ITEM E End interview if last respondent,
o ond fill item 12 on cover page.
. ] Yes — Fill Crime Incident Reports,
FORM NCS.} 14.19.77) Pal! 3
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

et

15 [ Y W, [, T T T

14, 2
22, 23, 24,
NAME TYPE OF LINE |RELATIONSHIP AGE MARITAL H f
INTERVIEW No." [roHOUSEHOLD |LAST STATus - [MACE  1OMIGIN |sEX FONCES| Wighoet ™~ |cavcation =
KEYER - BEGIN 0 gf‘RTH' 1 MEMBER! grade that year?
NEW RECORD tcc 12 frec 13b) (e :7) 1 :
c (cc 18) fcc 19a) 1{cc 19b) |(cc 20) j{cc 21) (cc 22) {cc 23)
Last T
@
{7 ] Per — Selt-respondent 11" 1 Head UM [ gw, ! V[TIM[1 D] Yes 1 {T) e
z[. ! Tel. ~ Self.respandent 21" {Wife of head 2] |wd. z|f|N¢.-gJl 2i7|F a[:] No 2(7) No‘
Frest ‘.L'_ Pt = Proxy ) zuf 4ap on T 3{"10wn child —— 121710, [3[7]on : -1 ; —_— |
4,_ ITel. = Proxy { cover page No, |41 fOtherrelative HAee 47| Sep. ' : Origin Grage
SITIN — Fint 1621 s !MNon-telative ST NM |
. |
Look at item 4 on cover page. Is this the same 264, Have you b i 3t 4y
|C‘|’HEECK household as last eaumeration? (Box ! marked) ) ;e: oo ‘;:H_"%}f:; :?,;E.:‘,:'i:g.’t:,,ﬁ" 4 woeks?
M A ] Yes — SKIP to Check ftem 8 "] No 2] Less than 5 years a.go—SKIP to 280
25a. Did you live in this house on April 1, 19707 3] S or more years ago
1 [ Yes — SKIP to Check Item B 2[JNo o [ Never worked SKIP 10 36
' b, Where did you live on April 1, 1970? (Stote, foreign country, 27.- Is there ony reason why you could not take o job LAST WEEK?
U.S. possession, etc.) 1 [ No Yes — 2 [7] Already had a job
State, etc. . County 3 [ Temporary iliness
- —— 4 {7} Going to school
c. Did you live inside the limits of o city, town, villoge, etc.? s [J Other ~ Specify
1 ] No 2 [] Yes — Name of city, town, village, etc. I

d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 19702

2

28a. For whom did you (last) work? (Name of company.

(Ask males 18+ only) business, orgonization or other employer)

1[JYes 2 No
CHECK Is this Eson 16 years old or older? @ xL hever worked = SKIP (o 36
. ' b, What kind of busi indi is this? :
No — SKIP to % d tness of industry is this? (E.g.: TV and
ITEM B (i} o (] Ye's radio mfg., retoil shoe store, Stote Labor Department, farm}
26a, Vlhm.weu you doing most of LAST WEEK — {working, @ [ l '
keeping house, going to school) or something else? c. Were you —
048 + ] Working — SKIP to 280 6 [J Unable to work —SKIPto 26d " 3 An empl
: ployee of a PRIVATE , busi
2 [ with a Job but not at work 7 [ Retired individuar for woges, safary ::’::;’;:iu;‘:r::;" *
3 B l'zook!ng :lor work o [} Other - Specify = 2[JA (IEOVIE):!NMENT employee (Federal, State, county,
L) eeping house or tocal)?
s[J Go','lg to-school (If Armed Forces, SKIP to 284] 3] SELF.-EMPIIOY?ED in 0N business, professional
b. Did yoy Jo any work ot all LAST WEEK, nat counting work practice or form?

c. Did you have o ;b or business from which you were. | I

cm;und the house? - (Note: If farm or business operator in HH. & [ Working WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or farm?
ask about unpaid work.} d. What kind of work were doing? i

B 3 you doing? (E.g.; electrical
o [INo - Yes ~ How many hours? - SKIP 10 280 engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer, Armed Forces)

temporarily obient or on layoff LAST WEEK?
? e. What were your most important activiti duties? :
'[JNo  2[3Yes - Absent — SKIP 10 28a typin, i ! celling cors, Atmed Porde:
g. keeping account b ,
AE3 Yos Lt < Stom e & g unt books, selling cars, Armed Forces)

INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS

36. The followi H i T " " SRS vy
ﬂ,a: h:ppzlgghwaus";;‘,i’n;':}: lc:’r;l’yéix;:'mg: 1171 ves - How many 46. Did you find ony evidence that someone [ }Yes — How many
N H times? ATTEMPTED to steal! something thaot 4 Himes?
Letween 1,197 end__.__, 197.__. '!r. belonged to you? (other than any IIno
Did you have your (pocket picked/purse snatched)? | 180 incidents already mentioned) !

37. Did anyone take something (else) directly 1" Yes — How many 47. Did you call the police during the last 6 months to report

from you by using force, such as by o something that hoppened tc YOU which you thought was o

|
'
. Y t times? g
stickop, mugging or threat? 1 INo ’ crime? .(Da not count any cullv made to the police
38. Did anyone TRY 1o rob you by using force 1" 1ves —ow many 058) . concerning the incidents you have just told me about.)
or threotening to hoim you? (other than any ! times? [J No - SKIP t0 48
incidents already meationed) :l'] No [J Yes — What happened?

39,

Did anyons beat pou 43, attack you or it you ! -
i ~ Yes ~ H
with something, such o3 o rock or bottle? ;l (I:x:xnl‘my
{other than any incidents already mentioned}!!"iN0

Look at 47 — Was HH member |2+ :[‘)ves ~ How many
) times?

40. Were you knifed, shot af, or attacked with 1~ ¥
, , 171 Yes — How CHECK attacked or threatened, - !
some oeh’r weapen by anyone at all? (other b ﬂm"’;l“’ ITEM C’ thing stolen or an :liem:{ :":j::’;ﬂe iMINe
than ony incidents olready mentioned) LY steal something that belonged to him?! ~ —_—
41. Di e -
$;:R°Enxgl'nE.NTyHo§EwAi;l;nsaNk':ifz"’uza:'u:oM :( 1Yes - How many 48. Did anything happen to YOU during the: last 6 months which
THR - ith o knife /9N, ﬁ"ren‘:"_‘l limes? @ you thought was a crime, but did NOT report to the police? ’
s waa “yy. T e b :l'iNo - (a(thjer than any incidents already mentioned)
! | No — SKIP to Check Item E -
42. Did anyone TRY to attack you in some ' -
other way? (other than any incidents i rves —3:,:3‘"’ [J Yes = What hoppened?
already mentioned) :[']No
1. : Look at 48 — Was HH member 126 | veq _ pow many
[}

During the last 6 months, did anyone steal - Yes —
g il 1ves How many [enECK attacked or threatened, or was some-

things that belonged to you from inside ANY | times?

car or truck, such as packages or clothing? :l’"lNu ITEM D thing stolen or an attempt made to I
; steal i o
44. Vlas onything stolen from you while you :[’1Yes ~ How many Somedhing that belonged to him? :l 1
were away from home, for instance ot work, i times? Do any of the screen questions contain any entries

in a theater or restourant, or while tm"ling?:l'] No for "*How many times?"’

45.

(Other than any incidents you've already 1o~ CHECK‘ [J No ~ interview next HH member, End interview j
mentioned) Wos anything (else)at oll stolen {Hy“ :}:".’";"" ITEM E last respondent, and fill item 12 on cover p‘rfga.
from you during the lost 6 months? L [J Yes ~ Fill Crime Incident Reports.

:

FARM NCE-1 (4-19.77)
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KEYER - Notes

EGIN NEW RECORD

Ll.ine number

®

Screen question number

Incident number

NOTICE ~ Your report to the Census Bureau is confidential by law
{U.S. Code 42, Section 3771). All identifiable information will be used only by
persons ‘engaged in and for the purposes of the survey, and may not be
disclosed-or 1eleased to others for any purpose,

rorm NCS-2
f4-19.773 U.5. CEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
ACTING AS COLLECTING AGENT FOR THE
LAW ENFORCEMENT #SSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

CRIME INCIDENT REPORT
NATIONAL CRIME SURYEY - NATIONAL SAMPLE

*

la. You soid thot during the last 6 moaths — {Refer to

appropriate screen question for description of crime).
In whot month (did this/did the first) incident hoppen?
(Show flashcard if necessory. Encourage respondent to
give exact month.)

|

Month (01-12) EYeav 197

50. Were you a customer, employee, or owner?
@ 1 [Z} Customer

277! Employee

3.7 Owner

4.7 ] Other — Specify

b. Did the person(s} steal or TRY to steal anything belonging

{s this incident report for.a series of crimes

CHECK 1{_)No - SKIP to 2
ITEM A 2{7]Yes — (Note: series must have 3 or
more similar incidents which

respondent can't recall separately) 6a. Did the offender(s) live there or have a right to be

to the store, restaurant, office, factory, etc.?
@ t.7 1 Yes

2. ;No SKIP to Check item 8

3 ! Don't know

?

N O S

+

b, In what month(s) did these incidents take place?
(Mark all that apply)
1 {_] Spring (March, April, May)
2 ("} Summer (June, July, August)
3 "7 Fall (September, October, November)
4" j Winter (December, January, February)

c. How mony incidents were involved in this series?

1 [C] Three or four
2[JFive to tan

3 [C] Eleven or more
4[] Don’t know

JU— in the building?

there, such as a guest or a workman?
@39 1 l]Yes - SKIP to Check liem B

2 ") Ne

3 75 Don't know

O == -

b. Did the offender(s) octuolly get in or just TRY to get

177 ) Actually got in
(9

27! Just ried to get in
377 ] Don't know

c. Was there ony evidence, such as a broken lock or broken

window, that the offender(s) (forced his way in/TRIED

INTERVIEWER: If this report is for a series, read the-
following statement,
{The following questions refer only to the most recent incident.)
2. About what time did (this/the most recent)
incident happen?
1.1 Don't know
2{"] During the day (6 a.m. to § p.m.)
At night (6 p.m. t0 6 a.m.)
3{_] 6 p.m. to midnight
4 "} Midnight to 6 a.m.
5[] Don‘t know

. to force his way in) the building?

(:) 17 No
Yes. — W a5 the svidence? Anything else?
{iuta all that apply}

277} Broken lock or window

3.} Forced door or window

- SKIP
4 _] Slashed screen to Check
5. ) Other — Specify 7 Item B

@

3o, In what State and county did this incident oceur?

_; Outside U.S. — END INCIDENT REPORT

L.d

d.. How did the offendet(s) (get in/try to get in)?

+ 77} Through unlocked door ar window
"} Had key

State _ County

2
3.7, Don't know
4”7 Other ~ Specify

- X O T mMm D - 2 mMmOQO

b. Did it happen INSIDE THE LIMITS of a city, town,
village, etc.?
1{_}No
2] ) Yes —~ Enter name of city, town, etc. 7

Was respondent or any other member of
CHECK this household present when this
ITEM B incident occurred? (If not sure, ASK)

1. jNo = SKiP 1o 130
i Yes

]

2

@

4. Where did this incident toke place?

1{_ 3 At or in own dwelling, 1n garage or
other building on property (Includes
break-in or attempted breok-in) SKIP to 6o

2 J Ator in a vacation home, hotel/motel

3 jInside commercial building such as
store, restaurant, bank, gas station,
public conveyance or station

4[] Inside office, factory, or warehouse

s {7 ] Near own home; yard, sidewalk, N
driveway, carport, apartment hall
{Does not include break-in or
ottempted break-in)

6 ["] On the street, :n a park, field, play- SK’C’; "
ground, schaol grounds or parking lot " ;?em EC

7 [T) Inside schooi

8 [_] Other — Specify v

ASK 50

7a. Did the person(s) have a wespon such os a gun or knife,
or something he wos using as o weopon, such os @
' botsle, or wrench?

1 "I No
2{] Don't know

Yes —~ What was the weapon? Anything else?
(Mark all that apply)
37} Gun

4 _} Knife
s ..} Other — Specify

b. Did the person(s) hit you, knock you down, or actually
attock you in any way?

@ © U] Yes —SKIP o 7(
g;j No

c. Did the. person(s) threaten you with harm in any way?

@ ' 71 No = SKIP to 7e
2.7} Yes

Page 9



DS TR R s

P
[

83

CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIOMS ~ Continued
ides the offender(s)?

12-, Were you the only person there b

Was a car or other motor vehicle taken?

Sy

L - 7.1 CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Continved [::
7d. How were you threatened? Any other way?

9¢. Did insurance or any heclth benefits program pay for all or punv of 1 Yes — SKIP to0 130

(Box 3 or 4 marked in 13
+ {Mark oll that appl the total medical ? CHECK
@ 1 ’ Verbal (harzg!yif rape 3 @ l ° oNzt';:ll::!tll’:ipeM" 2 No ITEM D . i_] No — SKIP to Check ltem E
2 Verbal threat of attack other than rape 2 None....... » SKIP to 10a B. How many of these parsons, not counting yourself, =] Yes
3 Weapon present or threatened SKIP 3 Al L ware sobbed, hormed, or threatened? Do not include t-
X:;h wetazonua Y with . 0 a4 Parnt persons under 12 years of age. 140, Had permission to use the (car/motor vehicle) ever been
a empted attack with weapon n "
{for efample, shot at) 100 d. How much did insurance or a health benefits program poy? @ o [C] None — SKIP to 13a given to the person who took it?
5 . Object thrown at person A ) tCINo vt
] 00~
' Foflowed, surrounded @ (Obtain an estimate, 1f necessary} Number of persons . 27} Don't know SKIP to Check Item E
Other — Speci 10a. Did you do anything tect 1f h c. Are any of these persons s of your h hold now? .
7 er = Spectly J : duli:g the ]n:iyde::;.g o Profecl yoursell of your properly Do nofy‘ lud ho':unhold bers un:ln 12 years of age. 3{7] Yes
e. What actuolly hﬂppel;ed? Anything eise? @ ; i ﬁ:s— SKIP to 11 @ o[C1No b, Did the person return the (car/motor vehicle)?
x {Mark oll that apply) . - ‘Yes — How many, not counting yourself? ey
1 Something taken without permission + b, What did you do? Anything else? . (Mark all that apply}) ClYes
2 © Auempted or threatened to @) 1 []Used/brandished gun or knife (ALSO MARK "YES' IN CHECK ITEMT ON PAGE 12) 2iiNe
" take something 2 {_ }Used/tried physical force (hit, chased, threw object, used : -
3 ° Harassad, argument, abusive language other weapon, etc.) 130. Was something stolen or taken without permission that Is Box I or 2 marked in 13f?
s+ Forcible ;ntry or a:;emp:ed 3[ "] Tried to get help, attract attention, scare offender away belenged to you or others in the household? CHECK 71No - SKIP to I5a
forcible entry of house SKIP (screamed, yelited, called for help, turned on lights, etc.) INTERVIEWER ~— Include anything stolen from ) ITEM E .
s Forcible entry or artempted o 4 {1 Threatened, argued, reasoned, etc,, with offender unrecognizable business in respondent’s home. ' t.iYes
" entry of car 10a s {_1Resisted without force, used evasive action (ran/drove away, E:s?m ':Q’Ude fﬂ)‘f‘h'".l;:g:’";: 2’:”" 0.235055';1:::: .
¢ = Damaged or destroyed property hid, held property, locked door, ducked, shielded self, etc.) v hnes in rh e 1 b from o registe . c. Was the (purse/wallet/money) on your person, for instance,
: s [T | Other — Specify such as merchandise or cash jrom gister. in a pocket or being held by you when it was taken?
7 _ Auempted or threatened to -t '] Yes — SKIP to 13 ) (D 1] Yes
d e or destroy propert 163 L]Ye
8 OE:::[E_ Srpc::nfy-; Property 11, Was the crime committed by only one or more than one person? 2[JNo 271 No
J @ '..: Only one 7 2o ?E;‘P[[km;;' - 3 [More than one 7 b. Did the person(s) ATTEMPT to take somethisg that i n e o ced 13
f. How did the person(s) attack you? Any o1 : belonged to you or others In the household?.  Was only cash taken? (Box 0 marked in f)
p other way? (Mark oll that apply) a. Wn: ihi|s gevson mole f. How many persons? ; (1ss) 1[I No — SKIP to 3e ) CHECK ] Yes - SKIP to léa
@ + Raped or female? @ 2[7) Yes ITEM F T iNo

Tried to rape

Hit with object held in hand, shot, knifed
Hit by thrown object

v, Male What .di 3
. . N , c. What.did they iry 1o toke? Anything else?
g. Were they male or female? | . {Mark all that apply)

1 All male ‘ -

2 ! Female 15a. Altogether, what was the volue of the PROPERTY

N s won

’ Purse that was taken?
. Hit, slapped, knocked down 3 ' Don't know 2'_ All female '
-t - T~ INTERVIEWER — Exclude stolen cash, ond enter S0 for
Grabbed, held, tripped, jumped, pushed, etc. 3 . Male and female i 2{7] Wallet or money \ : :
" Other — Specify b. How ofd would yau sy a, ! Don't know a[] Car stolen checks and credit cards, even if they were used.
8a. What were the injuries you suffered, if any? the person was? h. How old would ; 4[] Other motor vehicle
" s . you soy the . s .
' Anything else? {Mark ali that apply) t _ Under 12 youngest was? | s [] Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.)
s None ~ SKIP to 100 2 1214 @ 1+ “)Under 12 s |2l or over — i & ) Don't know b. How did you decide the value of the property that was
2 _ Raped R 2'7 1214 "TUSKIP o | ! o i . stolen? Any other way? (Mark all that apply)
3, Attempted rape 3 . 15-17 3 4 15-17 6 _!Dont know 7 ] Other — Specify 1] Original cost
4 . Knife or gunshot wounds a 18-20 4’ }18-20 Did they try to take a purse, wglle(. -
s Broken bones or teeth knocked out i. How oid woold you say the ! CHECK or money? (Box | or 2 marked in 13c) 2 "] Replacement cost
s  Internal injuries, knocked unconscious s 2 orover oldest woz ¥ i ! ITEM C "} No ~ SKIP to 180 307 Personal estimate of current vatue ‘
7 | Bruises, black eye, cuts, scratches, swelling 6 . Don't know 1" JUnder 12 a77{18-20 : [ Yes o] Insurance repart estimate ;
8, Other — Specify. 27 }12=14 5 _ ;2| or aver ' . d /wallet/ f ] Poli i
c. Was the person someone you ot s s ; . Was the (purse/wallet/money) on your person, for 5[] Police estimate
b. Were you injured to the extent that you needed knew or was he o stronger? 3.°j15-17 & )Don't know | instance ip o pocket or being held? - Don't ki
medicol attention ofter the attack? . 6 ! Don’t know
S j- Were any of the persons known 1] Yes
@ +.,No — SKIP to 10a 177, Stranger or related to you or were they 2] No SKIP w0 180 7 i j Other — Specify

2 [iYes 2 7, Don't know ofl strargars?

c. Did you receive any treatment at a hospital? 3 Knownb SKIP @ v, .1 All strangers SKIP « @ What did happen? - Anything else? (Mark all that apply) e
v No " sight r;nl); to e 2, ' Don't know tom 1+ 7] Attacked 16a. Was oll or part of the stolen n'\;?ey or property recovered,
2 ' Emergency room treatment only 3, 1 All refatives SKip 2 [ Threatened with harm not counting cnything received from insuronce? »
. . pidid ! , —_ B
3 f;::e,:;‘;e;?yg:‘; ; longer ~ 4 3 Sca:::ilmance :f*'«; iolra:nr:vlvanuves to 3 ] Attempted to break into house or garage o J None} SKIP 0 170
5. ] Well known 6 ] Some known 4[] Attempred to break into car sKIP 2] Al
o ———————h : - - .. o H m ——r - s {"] Harassad; argument, abusive language &(o 3{ ] Pant
. What was the total amount of your medica . » fow well were they known? -
expenses resulting from this incident, INCLUDING d. :l‘cs 'jz‘rcuon a relative * (Mark all that apply) s Damaged or destroyed property 180 b. What was recovered? Anything else?
anything paid by insurance? Include hospital yours: 1+ ) By sight only ] 7 O] Attempted or thr dtod or
and doctor bills, medicine, theropy, braces, and @ 1 _]No Fozuz! Skip destroy property Cash: §
7;4;2\;;5;1;:4#*06 mej'cal Sxpenses. Yes — What relotionship? " acquaintance(s) { tom 8 {™] Otner  Specify and/or
v ~ If respondent does not know § 37 1 Wall bnown : :
exact amount. encourage him to give an estimate, 2 7] Spouse or ex-spouse | ;"" ® ; l ; ) Property: (Mark all that apply}
- s . v ralated 05 vou? —~ _ .
o Z:No cost - SKIP to J0a 3, ] Parent * (I;owrkwcz'lrlez;wa:'a;pl?) e yest f. What was taken that belonged to you or others in the 0 =] Cash only recovered — SKIP to 170
| S, ' 4;" | Own child 1.} Spouse or 477] Brothers. household? Anything else? 17} Purse
x __, Don't know s 7| Brother or sister ex-spouse sisters : Cash: 3% . 277) Wallet
R : e . 2.7 Parents s” ) Other - and/or
T e T T Tt et o s CLgemes S oun TSl Py Gkl ht ol e
Lor b;r;eh’ts from any ;'heerysf u"dhechh , pe 44 children . o ] Only cash taken — SKIP to I4c 4{_} Other motor vehicle
enefits program, such as edicaid, eterans '
Administration, o'r Public Welfare? o o 1] Purse 5[] Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.)
@ 2: A g:n"t'k‘n;v‘v‘} SKIP 10 100 e. Was he/she ~ m' ,".3 :lhl:e?’ em = :g z::'“ 6 7] Other — Specify
ot + 7 White? o 7
37 Yes @ P ! e, z ’J' g,':'"f Specif, 4 7] Other motor vehicle -
b. Did you file a claim with any of these insurance 2., Negro? SKIP - e pecilyy s [[] Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.) < Whot wa;'hc ;)u;uc of the property recovered (excluding =
c‘ampaniesdor plloglﬂms in crd:; to get part or all 3 _ Other? - Speci[y7 11020 recovered cosh)?
of your medical expenses paid? 4, Combination — Specify - i ¥
@ 1", No - SKIP 1o 100 7 & L] Other —- Specify S
2'. , Yes 4::; Don't know s IJ‘DOI’I'I know FORM NC3-2 (4-19-77} Page ti

FORM NCS.2 (4,10.77) g S
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CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS ~ Continued |

17a. Was there ony insuronce against theft?
t) jNo.....
SKIP to 180
2 . Don't know

3. ;Yes

H

b, Wos this loss reported to an insurance company?

@ t iNo.....
SKIP 10 18a

2 ;Don't know

3 |Yes

*

c. Wos ony of this loss recovered through insurance?
172 1. i Not yet settled
SKIP 10 180
2, JNo........

3 Yes

20a. Were the police informed of this incident in any woy?

1.} No
2% | Don't know — SKIP to Check Item G
Yes ~ Who told them?
3, ., Household member
4, ' Someone else
s, , Police on scene
b. What wos the reason this incident was not reported to
the police? Any other reason? (Mark all that apply)
1, ; Nothing could be done - lack of proof
2, ] Did not think it important enough
3, .| Police wouldn't want to be bothered
4 "} Dsd not want to take time — too Inconvenient
.| Private or personal matter, did not want to report it
"} Did not want to get invoived
.+ Afrard of reprisal
i} Reported to someone else
, .} Other — Specify

} SKIP to Check Item G

S
6
7
8
E]

d. How much was recovered?
INTERVIEWER ~ If property replaced by insurance

compony instead of cash sett/ement, ask for estimate
of value of the property replaced.

@ s—— . []

CHECK Is this person 16 years or older?
ITEM G 1 YNo — SKIP to Check ltem H
] Yes ~ ASK 210

18a. Did auy household member lose any time from work
becouse of this incident?

@ 0. jNo— SKIPto I9a

Yes — How mony members?7

b. How much time was lost cltogether?

@ 1, , Less than | day

2 |-5days
3, ;6-10days
4, Over [0 days

s, Don't know

196. Was anything that belonged to you or other members of
the household damaged but not taken in this incident?
For example, was o lock or window broken, clothing
damaged, or damage done to o car, etc.?

1. 1No ~ SKIP to 200

151 No — SKIP to Check ltem H

1, '} Same as described tn NCS-1 items 28a—~e — SKIP to

® ®

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

zi | Yes

b. What wos the job?

Check Item H
2} Different than described 1n NCS-1 stems 28a—e

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

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

e. Were you —

1;_1 An employee of a PRIVATE company, business or
individval for wages, salary or commissions?

2y } A GOYERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county or local)?

3, ] SELF-EMPLOYED in OWN business, professional
practice or form?

4" Working WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or farm?

f. Whot kind of work were you doing? (For example! electrical
engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer)

). What were your most important activitiesor duties? (For example:
typing, keeping account books, selling cars, finishing concrete, etc.)

Summarize this incident or series of incidents.

zYes CHECK
b. {Was/were) the damaged item(s) repaired or replaced? ITEM H
@ 1. {Yes — SKIP to 19d
2 | No
c. How much would it cost to repair or replace the
damaged item{s)?
s .
SKIP to 20a
x ., Don't know
Look at |2c on Incident Report, [s there an
d. How much was the repait or réplacement cost? entry for ‘‘How many2"
CHECK ] Ne
X .1 No cost or don’t know — SKIP to 200 ITEM 1 [_:_] Yes ~ Be sure you have an Incident Report for each
HH member 12 years of age or over who was
| S robbed, harmed, or thredtened in this incident,
e. Who paid or will pay for the repairs or replocement? ; i i < bercond
Anyone else? (Mark all that apply) CHECK Is this the last Incident Report to be filled for this person?
* ) ITEM J 7] No — Go to next Incident Report.
1 7, j Household membar [] Yes — Is this the last HH member to be interviewed?
— [J No — Interview next HH member,
2] tandlord (7] Yes ~ END INTERVIEW. Enter totol
- number of Crime Incident Reports
3[ ] Insurance filled for this househoid in
4”7} Other — Specify {tem |2 on the cover of NCS-I.
FORM NCSe2 {4-19:77) Page 12
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Form Approved: O.M.8. No, 43-R0587 i i
NOTICE ~ Your report to the Census Buseau is confidential by law i
{Public Law 93-83), Al tdentifiable information will be used only by r‘?;‘.:g’vs-loo :
persons engaged in and for the purposes of the survey, and may not be .5 DEPARTMENT OF COMMERC
disclosed or teleased to othets for any purpose. At A OF THE CENsus E
1. IDENTIFICATION CODES ACTING AS COLLECTING AGENT FOR
0. PSU b, Segment [ec. Line No [d. Part «. Panel LA ‘N’%?:.‘;;:In;::gd?::z.!':s?r'ﬂ:NEl"RA“o“
A
7RO ¥ Tnerviewer code [h. Total mumber COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY ’
NATIONAL SAMPLE
INTRODUCTION )
Good morning (altetnoon). I'm Mr(s.) {your name) from the U.S, Bureau of the Census.
We are conducting a survey in this area to measure the extent to which businesses are victims of
burglaries and/or robberies. The Government needs lo know how much crime there is and where it is
to plan and administer programs which will have an impact on the crime problem. You cin help by o !
answering some questions for me, A i
Part | — BUSINESS CHARACTERISTICS ‘
2a. Did you (the owner) operate this establishment at this 7. Did anyone else operate any departments or R &
location during the enlire 6-month period eading concessions or some other business aclivity !
t{_}Yes — SKIP t0 3a { in this establishment during the 6-month =
21_]No — How many months during Months puiod ending 7 o
the designated period? . ...... “Yes - lt;lsl vach dafair'lmem, concos’smlr;, or l’theI
7 usiness aclivily on a separate line o Y
b, Wha‘t were these mor!lhs. . Section V of lheysegmenl folder, it not
t1.]Jan. 4|7 Apr. 7{.1July Al | Oet already listed. Complete a separate
2 |Feb, 5} 1 May 8{ iAug 8|7 | Nov questionnaire lor each one that falls on
3} jmar, 6 | ] June 9{"]Sept. c ' jDec. a sample line.
c. The last time we were here (Mi(s.) _gave information 2! "No
for) this establishment (was vacant),
Did anyone else own this cslablishmen! during the DO NOT ASK ITEM 8 UNTIL PART il AND ANY
6-month period ending INCIDENT REPORTS HAVE BEEN COMPLETED
1], ]ves — Enter name 8. What were your approximale gross sales of merchandise
2| jNo and/or receipts from services at this establishment i
31 | Don't know — Inquire at neighboring establishment. for the previous 12 months ending ? o
INTERVIEWER — Complete additional questionnalire(s) by (Estimate annual sales and/or receipts if not in
contacting the former ownar{s} of for vacant establishments business for entire 12 months,)
by cortacting neig Complete separat t 7
questionnaires to  dccount Ior aII months of relerence period. 1 {77 None
3a. s this eslablishment owned or operated as ar incorporated 2{7 Under $/0,000
business? 3 {7 $10,000 to $24,999
t[ )Yes =SKIP o4 2|_|No 4 {71 525,000 1o $49,999
b. How is this business owned or operated? 5 7, 7 $50,000 10 599,999
1] |Individual proprietorship 6 {7 $100,000 ro $499,999
2] .| Parnership 7 [~ $500,000 to $999,999
31{]| Government ~ ﬁonllnue interview 'ONLY i & {77 31,000,000 and over ’
uor slore or an l:3 ~ . i
olqiransponauan v e 9 [77 Other — Spacily o |
4} }Other —Speclly7 DR 24 L :
i w5 INTERVIEWER USE ONLY 1 |
9a. Record of interview o |
4, Do you (the owner) operate more than one establishment? 1) Date &
i{ |Yes 2{ | Ne
5. Excluding you (the owner) {152 partnér) how many paid (2) Name of respondent
employees did this establishment average during the
g-month period ending . ? (3) Title of respandent :
t; | None 4] 181019
2 [;l Jto3 %1_120 or more (4) Telephone JArea code| Number Extenston !
1 )47
. —
ba, rlh;i :?mu lc::as[iidoegynur kind of business b. Reason for non-interview » ;. ¥
g s " l OFFICE USE ONLY TYPE A i
. 1 {7 Occupant in business during survey period but ) .
unable to contact UE .
b. Mark (X) one box 2] Refusal and in business during survey period we
RETAIL WHOLESALE {73 Other Type A ~ Specily—
1{.{Food c | .} Durzble \
2] ] Eating and drinking 0 | 7] Nondurable \
3 {"} General merchandsse MANUFACTURING TYPE B ’
al” )Apparel . €. 10urable 47 Present oclct:’pam not in business during
s { ! Furniture an I“ Nondurable survey periol ~
. appliance \ Flil] R:\A:raESTATE s [} Vacant or closed ? 4
61| Lumber, hardware, ? 6 Other Type B {Seasonal, etc.} — Specit, o
mobi‘e home dealers I3 ( i Apartment rental office m 4 21onal. etc.) pec y? i
7{1] Automotive # ' 1 Othet real estate . H
- d : i
:Lf 2:::;" proprietay ' 17 SERVICE TYPE C b
b=t 4 [C1BANKS 7. 1 0ccupied b listabl i ;
G 1 b I y nonlistable activity I
AL slaas(?n:r serviee k {Z1 TRANSPORTATION 8 7] Demolished ;
8 [] Other retail L {T1ALL OTHERS ~ Speclfy7 9 [} Other Type C -Speclly7 ! »
]
: |
e 2
e t
- ; i :
3 £ H
P ‘ i . ! i
. B ¥ !
mcedmg llage Mank f -
4 Yo 3
b}_ . pere ) o B . ]
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Part Il - SCREENING QUESTIONS

and.___robberylies) were rep

a, The last time this establishment was interviewed,

burglary(les) were reported in
orted in——____.tmontn).

b. Now I'd Tike to ask some questions about particular kinds of theft or i
k altempted theft.
only to this establishment for the 6-month period ending meted Ihefl. These guestiuns rofer

(month}

“1° 'Yes — How many times? ————-

10. During this period-did anyone break inlo or some 18. Why hasn' i
- . asn't this est i
how illegally get into this place of business? buryzlary and/or :ob::gs?hment ever been insured against
" Number 1,7 Couldn't afford it
1171 Yes — How many fimes? ——s 2.7} Coutdn't &
{Filt an Incident Report for each) 3 (-' ; o‘dn.:’ne::‘:"ﬂ"ﬁ @ e you
2 7'No 4 7} Self-insured
11, (Other than the incident(s) just mentioned,) during this 51, Premium too expensive
period did anyone find 2 door jimmied, a lock loycged' 6171 Other — Specity
or any other signs of an ATTEMPTED break-in?
3 P
105 Yes - How many times? ———n umber 19a. What security measures, b. When were these
(Fill an Incident Report lor each) il any, are present at security measuses
2771No this location now, to lirst installed
pratect it against orotherwise
12, During this period were you, the owner, or any burglary and/or rabbery? undertaken?
employee held up by anyone using a weapon, Enter the
force or threat of force on these premises? appropriate code
'rom the list
11 Yes — How many tines?——» Number a. Mark (X) all that apply glven below.
) (Fill an Incident Report lor each) 11t Alarm system — outside b: Codes
z{_’ No : ringing, building atarm , .. ..
13, (Other than the incidenl(s) already mentioned,) 21} Burglar alarm ~ inside ringing
did anyone ATTEMPT to hold up you, the owner, 37" Central alarm - rings at police
or any employee by using lorce or threatening to department or security agency
harm you while on these premises? 4" ! Reintorcing devices, such
Nomier as bars on windows. grates,
. :: : Yes “ow many "mesz. LAES. CIC 4 ¢ v v v v c v v 0 o u s
{Fill an Incident Report for each) s{"] Guard, watchman . .. .. .
2"\ No '
! 6f " IWatchdog .......
14, (Other than the incident(s) just mentioned,) during Coapg
:Ihilsd peno:_re;e l)gou, the owner, of any employee 7. Fieeams oo :
eld up while de vering merchandise or carryin .
business money oulside the business? yine e A
8  .Mirrors ...
117 ves —~ How many limes? e Number -
(Fill an Incidont Report for each} A Logks....n.
2% No B’ Compty with National
Ean‘:dng lAc;x ({for.
15. (Other than the incident(s) just mentioned,) did  Lrehis e gt ide or sdditiomal
:ny(;ne AT'I;EIMF;Tlgo hold up you, the owner, or any < :-n's‘-"d‘: S ?u.ls.lf’e. . a.d.d:(ional
employee while de vering merchandise or carryin i v
business money outside the business? Y o O —spec“y7
Number

€ (7] None

{F1l! an Incident Report tor each}

~ Codes for use in item 19b

207 Ne
16a. Is this establishment insured against burglary and/or LESS THAN 1 YEAR AGO
robbery by mezans other than seif-insurance? 1 ~ January 7 = Juiy
t :fers 2 - February 8 - August
2071 No 3 - March 9 - Septemb
oo SKIP P
2451 Don't knaw} 1o 17a 4 - April A - October
5 ~ May 8 -~ November

177 Yes

b. Does the insurance also cover other lypes of crime losses, | 6 - June
such as vandalism or shoplifling and employee theft?

C - December

MORE THAH L YEAR

D — [~2 years ago
E — 2-5 years ago

F — More than 5

years ago

20, INTERVIEWER

Were there any incidents

b. Did the insurance also cover other types
such as vandalism or shoplifting and employee thelt?
1{fYes
2[ {No

of crime losses,

[

your policy?
v {7 }Businessman dropped it . .. .0 o
2 f:} Insurance company cancelled poticy

Did you drop the insurance or did the company cancel

} SKIP to 19a

217 INo SKIP to 19a CHECK ITEM reported in 10-152
317" Don't know { | No — Detach incident Reports,
enler ''0"" in item 1h on
17a. Has this establishment ever been insured against ﬁgﬁ; and continue with
burglary and/or robbety by means other than
sell-insurance? Tyes ~ ;En{elar nu'l;;ber of Incidents
s n item on page 1, and
1i.sYes continut with first
2[7}No —SKIP to 18 Incident Repart,
3!71 Don't know — SKIP to 192 NOTES

FORM CV5:100 +4:21+77)

Page 2

ki i

e e

i iy

o

v
e e
e o

TRANSCRIBE THE IDENTIFICATION CODES FROM ITEM 1
OF THE COVER SHEET AND COMPLETE A SEPARATE
INCIDENT REPDRT FOR EACH INCIDENT,

Form Approved: O.M.E. No. 43-R0587
0.5, DEPA NT OF COMMERCE
romu CVS-100 R e oe THE CENaUS

(4-21-77) ACTING AS COLLECTING AGENT FOR
L AW ENFORCEMEN T ASSISTANCE ADMIN,|
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

INCIDENT REPORT

IDENTIFICATION CODE

COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY ~NATIONAL SAMPLE

o, PSU b. Segment |e. Line [d. Part [e. Pane! | {. RO
No.,

9 incident INCIDENT NUMBER
Record which incident (1, 2, etc.)
is covered by this page

You sajd that during the 6 months beginning
and ending (refer to sgreening questions
10-15 for description ot crime).

1. In what month did this (did the first) incident happen?

1 [T Jan. a1 April 7 {3 July A [T} Oct.
2] Feb. s{_May s [} Aug. a {_}Nov.
3 [T Mar. 6{_ ) June 9 [} Sept. c [} Dec.

7a. Were you, the owner, or any emplayee ‘miqred in lhlg
incident, seriously enough to require medical attention?

1 [T Yes ~ How many? - |Number

2[T1No — SKIP to 92

b. How many of them 3tayed in 2 Number

2. About what time did it happen?
1 [[1 During the day {6 a.m. — 6 p.m.)
At night (6 p.m. — 6 a.m.)
216 pm — Midnight
3 [_]Midnight — 6 a.m,
4 71 Don't know what time at nizht
s {1 Don't know

pital overnight or longer?

8. Of those receiving treatment in or out of 2 hospital, did
this business pay for any of the medical expenses not
covered by a regular health benefits program?

1 ves — How much
© was paid? 5 __.

3, Where did this incident take place?
1At ths place of business
271 Qn delivery
3[7] Enroute to bank
4 "1 Other — Specily

2{TINo

3[71 Don't know

~ZMmMO—-0Z—

- OTUm=I

9a. Did any deaths occur as a result of this incident?

1{T Yes

4. Were you, the owner, or any employee present while this
incident was occuring?

1T ves

2 [T} No — SKIP 1010

3[] Don’t know

2 {7} No — SKIP 1o 158

b. Who was killed?

c. How many? —
(Mark {X} all that apply) ’

5a. Did the person holding you up have a weapon or samething
that was used .as a weapon, such as a bottle or wrench?

[T Yes
2[1he D SKIP 10 63

3[10on't kno

1 [C10wner(s) oo v e W aae e
2{T]Employees . oo enan ..
3[T) Customers . .. .. i .

& "] tnnocent bystandee(s) . . ... ..

b. What was the weapon? (Mark (X) all that apply)
1 [[16Gun

2{} Knife

3 [ Other - Specity

s[1Offender(s). v vv o svvsenn

s{ JPolice. .. ... beer e

7171 Other — Spec:ily7

6a. How many persons were iavolved in committing the crime?
3 {7 One = Continue with 6b below

2[71Two
3{7) Three }SKIP to 6e
¢

4[] Four or mor
s {7} Don't know — SKIP to 7a

SKIP to 15a

10. Did the offender enter, attempt to enter, of remain in this
establishment illegally?

3 {7} Don't know

b. How old would you say the person was? 1[7] Yes
t [T} under 12 4[118-20
2(112~14 s (]2l or over ZUN°7
[ 15-47 6 [} Don't know piscontinue use of Incident Report. Enler at the top.of
~ this sheet **Out of Scope—Larceny,'* erase incident
¢. Was the person male or female? number, change the answers (o screening questions 10~15,
1 change number of incidents in item 1h, page 1, and go
1[[1Male on (o the next reported incident. 11 no other incidents
277 Female are reported, return to page 1 and complete 1tems

8 and 9 and end the interview.

d. Was he (she) -
17 White?
277 Black?
311 Other? ~ Specify SKIP to 7a
4[] Don't know

11. Did the offender(s) actually get in or just try to get in?
t [T} Actually got n
2 [T} Just tried to get.in

12. Was there a broken window, broken lock, alarm, or any

¢. How old would you say the youngest person was?

other evidence that the offender(s) forced (tried to force)
his (their) way in?

1 [} Under 12 a[}18-20
211214 sy or over — SKIP (o 69 1T ves
3} is-17 6[_) Don't know -
2[[}No — SKIP to 14
f. How old viould you say the oldest person was?
[} Under 12 a7} 18-20 13. What was the evidence? (Mark all that apply)
2{7112-14 s} 21 orover
3 [_] 157 &[] Don't know 1 {7 Broken Jock or window
- 2 [] Forced door
g. Were they male or female? Al SKIP 10 152
1 1Al male 3 [} Male and female 3 [7] Alarm
2[7} All female 4[] Don't know 4 [T} Other = Specify oo —
h. W!ée] ‘Oh:lyy:vhltﬂ 14. How did the offender(s) get in (try to get in)?
B ?
2 D Only biack? 1 ) Through unlocked door or windsw
1[7) Only other? - Specity 2 71 Had & key
4[] Some combination? ~ Specity . ——————— 3 {7} Other ~ Specity
5 [T} Don’t know 4[] Don't know
Page 3
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a

’ a lock or window broken, damaged merchandise, etc.

o

. How much would It cost to repair or replace the damages?

. Who paid or will pay for the repairs or replacement?

90

%3 INCIDENT REPORT - Continved

St

ng damaged in this Inc ont? For example,

t{ ] Yes

21" {No — SKIP to 16a

Was (were) the damaged item(s) repaired or replaced?
1,_}Yes = SKIP to 15d
2{7|No

{Estimate)
§

x | ) Don’t know

- } SKIP to 158

ke A E Y At
18a. Did you, the owner, or any employee here lose

o

from work because of this incident?

1 {7 Yes — How many people? ey {NUmbeEr

2 (") No ~ SKIP (o 19a

any time »

. How many work days were lost altogether?

+ T Less than | day

2[] -5 days

37} 6~10 days

4{Z] over 10 days — HoW Maiy? s
s {"] Don’t know

Days

Pr~g
s~ .=
v [_) No cost — SKIP o 16a

x [C] Don't know

{Mark (X} all that apply)

1{_] This business

2{.] Insurance

3| ] Owner of building (landlord)
4} ] Other — Specity
5 |_] Don't knew

16

o o

. Did the offender(s) {ake any money, merchandise,

. How much money was taken? — § . E:E
. What was the total value of merchandise, equipment, or

lad

equipment, or supplies?
11.]Yes
2|"| No ~ SKIP to 18a

supplies taken?

$

. How much did It cost to repair or replace the damages? 19a,

o

Were any security measures taken after this Incident to
protect the establishment from future Incidents?

1] ves
2 [T No —~ SKIP to 20a

. Whal measures were taken?

{Mark (X) all i1 apply)

1 ] Alarm system — outside ringing
2 "] Burgiar alarm — inside ringing
3 "] Centrat alarm

4 [_] Reinforcing devices, grates, sates,
bars on window, etc,

s [[] Guard, watchman

6 [C] Watch dog

7 ] Firearms

8 { ] Cameras

s ") Mirrors

a{")Loeks

8 [Z] Lights — outside or additional inside
c [} other — Spacity 7

v |_}Meone 20
x ] Don’t know | SKIP to 172

How was the value (merchandise, equipment, or supplies
taken) determined?

1 [} original cost
2 [7] Replacement cost
3} Other ~ Specily

o

17a. How much, if any, of the stolen money and/or property
was recovered by insurance?
[ S
v '] None — Why not? 7 N
1 L] Didn't report it '
2{_|Does not have insurance
3 L] Not settled yet
4[] Policy has a deductible
s [_ ) Money and/cr merchandise was recovered
x| ] Don’t know
b. How much, if any, of the stolen money and/F praparty

was recovered by means other than insurance?

5 .

o

. Were the police informed of this incident in any way?

t T No
2 [T] Don't know — SKIP lo 21
) Yes —~ Who told them? 7
3 [C] owner(s)
4[] Employee
5 {7 Someone else
€ ] Police on scene

SKiP to 21

. What was the reason this incident was not reported

to the police? (Mark (X) all that apply}

1 (] Nothing could be done — lack of proof

2{7] bid not think it important enough

3 [[] Police wouldn't want to be bothered

4 [7] Did not want to take the time — too inconvenlent

s ["] Private or personal mattes, did not want to report it
6 [_] Did not want 1o get involved

7] Afraid of reprisal

8 "] Reported to someone else

9 {”] Other ~ Specity ¥

v 2] None }
x [*] Don't know SKIP to 18a 21.

. By what means was the stolen money and/ur

property recovered?
1[I Palice
2] Other ~ Specity

INTERVIEWER § Are there more Incidents
CHECK ITEM to record?

No -~ bstum o page 1,
4 1
complete (tems 8 and
9, and end Interview.

[ Yes — Fill the next Incident
Report,

NOTES

FORM CVE.100 (4:21.77)
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Appendix C

Offender Age in National Crime Survey Data

In the National Crime Survey victims are asked several questions de-
signed to yield information about characteristics of their offenders. Among
these questionnaire items, specific questions deal with the victim's per-
ception of the age of the offender(s). The victimization survey data collected
in reéponse to these offender age questions provide an opportunity to examine
variations in criminal victimizations committéd by offenders perceived by
their victims to be under 18 years old (juveniles), 18 to 20 years old
(youthful offenders), or 21 or older (adults). ‘This appendix provides ex-
planation of and documentation for the various offender age variables which
were created and used in this report and its companion reports in this
series.

In order to fully understand the nature of the offender age data
obtained in the National Crime Survey it is necessary to review the ques-
tions asked of survey respondents who were victimized in face~to-face en-
counters. Figure Cl illustrates these questions. The first question asked
about offender characteristics is whether the crime was committed by only
one or more than one person. If the victim reports that there was only
one offender, he or she is asked the age of the lone offender. If more
than one offender was involved, the victim is asked to report both the age

of the youngest of the multiple offenders and the age of the oldest of the

multiple offenders.




Figure C1 Offender age questions in the National Crime Survey'a

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

> 1. __ Only-one-

1. __Under 12 4. __ 18-20

TOTAL VICTIMIZATION l
2. __ Don't know 3. __More than one / r \
(skip) h
v .
MULTIPLE !
N How old would you How old would you say LONE OFFENDER OFFENDER :
say the person was? the youngest was? VICTIMIZATIONS Don't know number; VICTIMIZATIONS {5
1. __ Under 12 1. __Under 12 4. __ 18-20 Age of lone not asked age Age of youngest
: offender and
2. __12-14 2. __ 12-14 5. ___ 21 or over age of oldest -
mulciple
3. _ 15-12 3. __15-17 6. __Don't know offender ‘
= 4. __18-20 AR
' 5. __ 21 or over How old would say
the oldest was?
: 6. __Don't know

2. __12-14 5. .21 or over ]
: 3. __15-17 6, ___ Don’t know %
. &

85ee Appendix A: National Crime Survey Household Interview Questionnaire, Incident Report, questions 11, 1lb, 11lh, and 111, and i ’
Appendix B : National Crime Survey Commerical Interview Questionnaire, Incident Report, questions 6a, 6b, &2, and 6f. e
This question is different in the commercial survays. See Appendix B incident question 6a, ;
.
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Several important considerations emerge from an examination of Figure
Cl. First, "don't know'" offender age responses are obtained from two groups
of victims. One group is those wha did net kaow whether the crime was
comnitted 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
sne 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 zoungegt and the oldest of multiple
offenders, the survey data have three major offender age variables: 1) the
perceived age of the lone offender, 2) the perceived age of the youngest
of multiple offenders, and 3) the perceived age of the oldest of multiple
offenders.

Third, the NCS interview schedules produce rather fine offender age
categories only for offenders perceived to be less than 21 years old. From
the victim response, the interviewer records the offender age as under 12
years old, 12 to 14, 15 to 17, 18 to 20, or 21 or older. This means that
detailed offender age information is available only for victimizations
committed by offenders perceived to be less than 21 years old. In the
analyses in this report, offenders perceived by their victims to be under
18 years old are juveniles, those perceived fo be between 18 and 20 years

old are youthful offenders, and those perceived to be 21 or older are adults.

i
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Th when variable D (see Table Cl) has the wval £ der 12
Table Cl shows the offender age variables that were used in the us, nva (se ) ue o » under ’

. this includes all lone offender victimizations committed by offenders per-
_analysis for this report. Variables A, B, and C are the three major

: . eived to be under 12 years old lus all multiple offender wictimizati
offender age variables in the NCS data: detailed age of lone offender, ¢ y s P P victimizations

in which the oldest of the multiple offenders was perceived to be under
detailed age of the youngest of multiple offenders, and detailed age of the

. 12 years old., Variable D makes possihle an examination of victimizations
oldest of multiple offenders. Variables AA, BB, CC are ordinary recodes of these

variables; they simply categorize together ail offénders perceived to be committed by offenders in various age groups, whether the incident involved
’ EX I

der 18 14 only one or more than one offender. Variable DD is an préinary recode of
under years old.

the detailed f offender int il der 18), youthf if
The primary focus of much of the analysis in this report is on the e detailed age of offender into juveniles (under 18), youthful offenders

18 to 20 d adults (21 1d .
incidents of victimization by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. ( © 20), and adults (21 or older)

The detailed f the oldest of multiple offender
Therefore it was necessary to create an offender age variable that would ¢ getalled age o e oldest of multiple offenders (variable C),

th th the detailed age of th t of 1tipl ffenders
express the percent of the total victimizations (minus the small percentage rather an € detailed age o ¢ youngest ol mu ple offenders (variable

B) was used to create variable D in order to insure that th d
in which the victim did not know whether there was one or more than one ) was € nsur a e percelved age

f £f £ ]
offender) attributable to offenders in different age categories, regardless ' of all offenders in any given offender age category did not exceed the upper

. limit of the agze¢ t . This is b th 1 incid
of whether the incident involved lone or multiple offenders. To do this, mit o & #ge category 1s 1s because there are some Incidents in

variable D was created from variables A (detailed age cf lone offender) which the age composition of the multiple offender group is varied (e.g.,
and C (detailed age of oldest multiple offender) in the following manner: the youngest might be 14 and the oldest might be 18). Table C2 shows that

a mixed-age multiple offender group was reported in fewer than one out of

Condition Value three multiple offender victimizations. In two-thirds of the multiple

offender victimizations the youngest and oldest multiple offenders were
If A=1, under 12

or if c=1, under 12 then D=1, under 12 both perceived to be in the same age category. (Both under 18, 28 percent;
th 18 2 , : .
If A=2, 12-14 both 18 to 20, 10 percent; and both 21 or older, 28 percent.)
or if C=2, 12-14 then D=2, 12-14

Because of the mixed-age multiple offender groups, in order to guarantee
If A=3, 15-17

or if Ce3, 15-17 then D=3, 15-17 that no category of the detailed age of offender variable would include

) incidents that involved multiple offenders older than the upper limit of
If A=4, 18-20

or if C=4, 18-20 then D=4, 18-20 the category specified, it was necessary tp use the age of the oldest of
If A=5, 21 or older

or 1f C=5. 21 or older then D=5. 21 or older multiple offenders. However, because the majority of multiple offender in-
or —~J )

d lved -
If A=6, Don't know age cidents involved same-age offenders, the results of the analysis would

or if C=6, Don't know age then D=6, Don't know age

ST —— g




96

Table C1 Offender age variables

Variable name Values

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

A. Detailed age of lone offender

B. Detailed age of ypungest multiple offender 1=Under 12, 2=12-~14, 3=15-17,

4=18-20, 5=21 or older, 6=Don't know
C. Detailled age of oldest multiple offender 1=Under 12, 2=12-14, 3=15-17,
4=18-20, 5=21 or older 6—Don t know
D. Detailed age of offender” i=Under 12, 2=12-14, 3=15-17,
4=18-20, 5=21 or older, 6=Don't know
AA. Age of lone offender 1=Under 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older,
4=Don't know

1=Under 18, 2=18-~20, 3=21 or older,

BB. Age of youngest multiple offender
. 4=Don't know

CC. Age of oldest multiple offender 1=Under 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older,

4=Don't know

DD. Age of offender® l=Under 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older,

4=Don't know

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

e ST M SV D A A SO
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Table C2

Ages of youngest and cldest multiple offenders

i ST !

in parsonal victimization, NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate

Ages of youngest and

Estimated number

oldest multiple offender Percent of victimizations
Both under 18 27.9) )} 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 5.7128.3 574,249
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

4rhis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of
victim did not know whether there was one or more

Also excluded are lone offender victimizations.

b

as older than the oldest offender.

In a few cases the youngest offender was recorded

“Don't know age of youngest, age of oldest, or both.

the total) in which the
than one offender.

in the interview
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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;
s
to a more limited extent, there is also a dependence upon the victims' ability
to make distinctions between offenders of different sexes and races.

The
research literature that exists in this area is limited almost exclusively

to questions relating to the accuracy of victim and witness recall of offender
identity (e.g., ability to pick the offender out of a lineup) and descrip-
tions of what transpired during the event, rather than to questions about

the offender's basic demographic characteristics such as age, sex, and race

Most of this res
earch involves simulations or staged "crimes,"

. often in
front of groups of observers such as college students L

Although this
research suggests that eyewitness testimony regarding the identity of the
a (S ' '

ctors involved and what transpired during the event are subject to sub

stantial error, the research provides virtually no information about the

ability of victims to report accurately about offenders' ages, sexes, and
9 3

races. Presumably it is much less difficult for a victim simply to report

these basic demographic characteristics than it is for a victim to identify
a specific "offender" from among a "lineup' group of persons selected for
inclusion in the lineup because they are demographically similar to each
other. Because the availéble 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

char
acteristics (age, sex, and race) made at the time that the police took

the offen
se report and the characteristics of arrestees who were subsequently
:
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arrested for these crimes. The data below are for rapes and attempted rapes
reported to the police in New York City between 1974 and 1977.2

0f the three demographic characteristics —— age, Trace, and sex —-— age
is probably the most difficult for victims to estimate accurately. Table
C3 shows a tabulation of suspect's age group as perceived by the victim at
the fime that the rape or attempted rape offense report was filed, and the
arrestee's age group —— as determined from the arrestee's birth date —— as
shown on the police arrest report. Suspect ages were reported for more
than twelve thousand suspects and were reported as "don't know" for about
nine hundred suspects. For most suspects (more than 8,000 out of 13,000),
no arrest was made. 0f those 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, arrest records showed that 97 percent were actually
under 14. For ;hose susﬁects 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 ovérall ordinal measure of associa-
tion (Somers' d) between suspect and arrestee's age'for arrested rapilsts 1s
.95,

The age groups for those under 21 are somewhat cruder, and those over
21 are finer, than in the NCS data. Nonetheless, the agreement between
victims' perceptions and arrestees' actual ages is remarkable. It is im-
portant to note parenthetically that the strength of this relationship
does not diminish appreciably when only the victims and offenders who were ;
strangers to éach 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 "
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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 4045 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) (76) (174)
14-19 .6 95.7 2.7 .8 .2 0 0 .1 -— 0 100
(6) (997) (28) (8) (2) ) ()] 1) (1,224) (1,042)
20-24 .2 5.4 89.3 3.8 .9 .3 0 .1 - 100
() (56) (930) (40) (9) (3) 0) 1 (2,196) (1,041)
25-29 .1 1.1 5.3 90.0 2.4 .8 .3 .1 - 4 100
(1) (11) (55) (933) . (25) (8) 3) (0 (1,545) (1,037)
30-34 0 .5 1.9 4.1 90.4 1.9 1.1 .2 - 5 100
(0) 3) .(12) (26) (577) (12) @) (1) (1,055) (638)°
35-39 0 0 .9 1.8 2.9 89.4 3.2 1.8 - 100
(0) 0) (4) (8) (13) (397) (14) ) (8) (533) (444)
40-45 0 .7 .3 .3 2.0 2.0 91.1 3.6 - 00
(0 2) @) ¢)) (6) (6) (278) (12) (294) (305)
Over 45 0 .7 0 T .3 .3 2.1 95.8 - 100
) (2) ©) 2) v {1) (6) (276) (182) (288)
Don't Know 4.4 21.7 13.0 26.1 15.2 4.4 8.7 6.5 - 100
2) (10) (6) (12) (€)) (2) (4) 3) (848) " (46)

8Row percent.

?"No Arrests" excluded from row percent.

®Excludes "No Arrests."
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value, but. it is shown in Table C4. Of those suspects reported by victims

to have been, males and for whom an arrest was made, virtually all of them

(99.8 percent) were male as judged from the police arrest report; of the 34
suspects reported by victims to have been females and for whom an arrest was
made, 24 were female as judged by police arrest réports. The measure of associ-
ation, phi -~ the magnitude of which is éeverely 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 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 judged by
the nominal messure of association lambda.

of particulér interest in connection with Table C5 is that according to
Census Bureau procedures Hispanics are counted as white for purposes of racial
classification. Hence in the NCS data, Anglo and Hispanic offenders are not
categorized separately (see data collection instrument, Appendix A). It
is possible that some victims perceive Hispanics as blacks or blacks as
Hispanics, but it is important to note that every few victims so misperceive.
Thus, from the New York City rape data this does not appear to be a signifi-
cant 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 bréader range of crimes and locales, the data suggest that some
confidence in victims' reports of offenders' ages, races, and sexes, appears

Jjustified at this time.
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Table C4 Correspondence Between Sex of Suspect As
Reported by Victim and Sex of Arrestee As
Shown on Police Arrest Records, New York
City Rapes and Attempted Rapes, 1974-1977

.

Arrestee's Sex

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

aRow percent.
PiNo 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

Suspect'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) ()] (1,244) (621)
Black .2 98.9 .8 0 0 - 3 100 e
@)) (3,179) (26) (1) (1)) (5,394) (3,213)
Hispanic .6 1.6 97.7 1 0 - b 100 e
@)) (19) (1,167) (1) (0) (1,550) (1,194)
Oriental 9.1 0 9.1 81.8 0 = 100 c
(1) (0) (1L 9) 0) (28) (11)
Other 0 7.7 , 23.1 V] 69.2 -~ B 100 c
(0) )’ (3) (0) (9) (16) (13)
Don't Know 33.3 0 66.7 0 0 - 3 100 c
(1) (0) (2) 9) (0) (81) (84)

8Row percent.
b"No Arrests" excluded from row percents.

CExcludes "No Arrests."
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NOTES

1gee for example Buckhout (1974), Note (1977), Duncan (1976), Leippe, Wells,

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

2We are grateful to Dennis Butler of the New York City Police Department
for making available these. data from his current comprehensive study of

rape.
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Appendix D

Table D1 Type of crime definitions in the National Crime Survey

Type of érime

Definition

T RIRRR TR
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Rape

Robbery

Robbery with
injury

Robbery without
injury

Aggravated assault

i

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 1includes 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 serlous 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 hospitalizationm.

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 apd attack without a weapon result-
ing either in serious injury (e.g., braken
bones, logs of teeth, Internal injuries, (
loss of consciousness) or in undetermined 4
injury requiring 2 or more days of hospi- N
talization. Also includes attempted assault
with a weapon.
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APPENDIX E

- Definition of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area

Table D1  (continued) i

A I. Each standard metropolitan statistical area must include at least:

] f A. One city with 50,000 or more inhabitants, or

Simple assault Attack without a weapon resulting either . ;
in minor injury (e.g., bruises, black eyes, L B, A city with at least. 25,000 inhabitants, which, together
éuts, scratches, swelling) or in undetermined ) with those contiguous places (incorporated or unincorporated)

; having population densities of at least 1,000 persons per
square mile, has a combined population of 50,000 and con-
stitutes for general economic and social purposes a single
community, provided that the county or counties in which
the city and contiguous places are located has a total
population of at least 75,000.

injury requiring less than 2 days of hos- :
pitalization. Also includes attempted il
assault without a weapon. 5

with contact* 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.

Personal larceny . \\

II. A contiguous county will be included in a standard metropolitan statistical
area if:

A. At least 75.00% of the resident labor force in the county
is in the nonagricultural labor force, and

B. At least 30.00% of the employed workers living in the
county work in the central county or counties of the area.

Personal larceny

without contact Theft or attempted theft, without direct
contact between victim and offender, of
property or cash from any place other than
the victim's home or its immediate vicinity.
In rare cases, the victim sees the offender
during the commission of the act.

ITI. A contiguous county which does not meet the requirements of criterion
2 will be included in a standard metropolitan statistical area if at
least 75.007 of the resident labor force is in the nonagricultural
labor force and it meets two of the following additional criteria of
metropolitan character and one of the following criteria of integration.

*In this report personal larceny with contact is referred to simply as

"personal larceny.'" This is a departure from the standard National Crime A. Criteria of met 1it h .
Survey definitions in which "personal larceny" includes both personal j : (;; ezialo ?e2§°8871 ?nrﬁ arac iré, X b
larceny with contact and personal larceny without contact. ' ‘ 1 - eas -VU% of Lhe population 1S urban. o
‘ ; (2) The county had an increase of at least 15.00% in total

/ : population during the period covered by the two most
recent Censuses of Population.

(3) The county has a population density of at least 50
persons per square mile.

5 B. Criteria of integration. .
8 (1) At least 15.00% of the employed workers living in the
5 county work in the central county or counties of the
5 area, or :
% (2) The number of people working in the county who live
, in the central county or counties of the area is
; equal to at least 15.00% of the employed workers
living in the county, or
(3) The sum of the number of workers commuting to and
from the central county or counties is equal to 20.00%
of the employed workers living in the county.

SRR

‘Source: Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas. Statistical Policy
Division, Office of Management and Budget. Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1975, pp. 1-2 (footnotes omitted).
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Appendix F

Sellin-Wolfgang Seriousness 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 bodil& 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 and Wolfgang, 1964:295). A second
guiding assumpticn of their work is that each component of a criminal event must
be taken into account in evaluation, aﬁd 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
categéries 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 categorfzai 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
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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 weights ranged from 1 to 26, with a score
of 1 representing the forcible entry of premises and 26 representing homicide.

The calculatioﬁ of Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness scores is intuitively and
mechanically straightforward (see Table Fl1), For example, if the victim of
an assault receives minor injuries the seriousness score assigned is 1. If
the victim is hospitalized the seriousness score is 7, and if the victim dies
the resulting weight is 26. The seriousness stores 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 raftio 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 hospitallzed (7), the total seriocusness
score for the event is 19. The seriousness weighted rate per 100,000 persons
in a given comﬁunity 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 (:an 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. U;like the Sellin-Wolfgang
pfocedure, ouf use of the method ignores th¢ number of victims involved in a
criminal event. Since all of the elements of the Sellin-Wolfgang offense
categories except homicide are available in the NCS data, seriousnes§ 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 é Table F1: Sellin-Wolfgang Seriousness Weighting System
of the relevant population group. Seriousness-weighted rates of personal 2
victimization are computed by summing across victims the seriousness scores j % Element Score EWeight)
for each victimization, dividing by the population at risk, and multiplying ? ’E %izzzmIgi:;zesoazzcgizcharged g
the result by 100,000. For example, the seriousness-weighted rate of total 'E Xiziiﬁ ;giii;aliZEd ig
male victimization is calculated by summing the seriousness scores for each ‘é ViCt§:Ezii§:§:3bi; ;Eﬁgzi Intercourss add 2
victimization of a male, dividing by the male population base, and multiply- é Intimidation of persons in connec%ion
ing by 100,000. An example of the utility of the Sellin-Wolfgang weighting % Ziﬁﬁezziig’wiﬁﬁ'fgzzziietzzi :Zts): 2
system can be seen when one examines the seriocusness-weighted rates and total i '%‘ ‘ g;y;i;;ﬁnor Verbal Only 4
rates of personal victimization in the United States for black and white victims i Forcible Entry of Premises 1
making less than $3,000 (data not shown in tabular form). When the age of i Value of property stolen and/or damaged: 1
offender is 21 or older, the white victimization rate is 3,311 per 100,000 o i gigef §25§°11""r‘°‘ é
and the black *ictimization rate is somewhat higher, 3,820 per 100,000. z % zg?éoi ?253?800 g
When one considers the serious-weighted rates, however, the white seriousness-~ % 236?831—_$236?880 ?
weighted rate is 10,564, while the black seriousness rate is a much higher : Over §80,000 ] & 2
16,331. 1If blacks and whites suffered equally serious victimizations, the . | i Theft of Motor Vehicle (recovered, undanage
black seriousness-weighted réte would be 12,223 per 100,000. It can be concluded, i
therefore, that blacks making less than $3,000 suffer more serious victimiza- ,% | o Measurement of Delinquency, P- 298.)
tions (in terms of bodiiy.injury and financial loss) than do their white % (Source: Sellin and Wolfpang, 0 =22
counterparts, even though the risk of victimization is similar for both groups. g
It is apparent, then, that the applicaticn of the Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness é
: -
scale to victimization survey data can add an important dimension to the é &
analysis of criminal victimization. 3 %
u I
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Appendix G

Population Base Estimates

Table Gl Estimated population bases by year and extent of urbanizationm,
NCS national data, 1973-1977

Extent of Year Five year
urbanization 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 average
Urban 50,050,022 50,005,050 50,248,415 50,191,431 50,199,756 50,138,935
Suburban 62,736,187 64,549,832 65,700,964 67,190,973 68,437,908 65,723,173
Rural 51,543,993 52,492,379 53,709,399 54,506,639 55,424,810 53,535,444

Table G2 Estimated annual population bases by age and extent of urbanization,
NCS national data, 1973-1977

Extent of urbanization 12 to 17 18 iieZO 21 or older
Urban 6,479,915 3,579,389 40,079,631
Suburban 10,133,984 4,484,611 51,104,578
Rural 8,127,606 3,805,086 41,602,752

i
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NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate

Table G3 Estimated annual population bases by extent of urbanization and sex,

Extent of Sex
urbanization Male Female
SMSA Central Cities 23,362,114 26,776,821
Balance of SMSA 31,894,711 33,828,462
Areas Outside of SMSA 25,834,521 27,700,923

Table G4 Estimated annual population bases by race and extent
NCS national data, 1973-1977

of urbanization,

Race
Extent of urbanization White Black Other
Urban 38,358,126 10,741,232 1,039,577
Suburban 61,465,770 .3,485,556 831,846
Rural 45,046,527 4,152,132 336,785




3.

4]

e ]

 Peceting page bk |

115

References

Amir, Menachim (1971). Patterns in Forc¢ible Rape. Chicago: The
University Press.

Baldwin, John, and A.E. Bottoms (1976). The Urban Criminal. London:
Tavistock Publications.

Berry, Brian J.L. (1968). Metropolitan Area Definition: A Re-~
Evaluation of Concept and Statistical Practice. Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

Boggs, Sarah (1971). '"Formal and Informal Crime Control: An Exploratory
Study of Urban, Suburban, and Rural Orientations." The Sociological
Quarterly 12(Summer): 319-327.

Brown, Claude (1965). Manchild in the Promised Land. New York: New
American Library.

Buckhout, Robert (1974). "Eyewitness Testimony.' Scientific American
231:23-31.

Chambliss, William, and Robert Seidman (1971). Law, Order, and Power.
Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley.

Clifford, Brian R., and Jane Scott (1978). '"Individual and Situational
Factors in Eyewitness Testimony." Journal of Applied Psychology
63:352~359,

Clemente, Frank, and Michael B. Kleinman (1977). "Fear of Crime in the
United States: A Multivariate Analysis.'" Social Forces 56:519-531.

Clinard, Marshall B. (1942). "The Process of Urbanization and Criminal
Behavior." American Journal of Sociology 48(September): 202-213,

Clinard, Marshall B: (1964). 'The Relation of Urbanization and Urbanism
to Criminal Behavior" in Ernest W. Burgess and Donald J. Bogue (eds.)
Contributions to Urban Sociology. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Clinard, Marshall B., and Daniel Abbott (1%973). Crime in Developing
Countries. New York: Wiley.

Cloward, Richard A., and Lloyd Ohlin (1960). Delinquency and Opportunity.
New York: The Free Press.

Cohen, Albert K. (1955). Delinquent Boys: The Culture of the Gang. Glencoe,
Illinois: The Free Press.

Conklin, John E. (1972). Robbery and the Criminal Justice System. IR
Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott. ;

4ot ol T



ST AT TN D S S R e b A S R S L TR A

116

Duncan, Birt L. (1976). 'Differential Social Perception and Attribution
of Intergroup Violence: Testing the Lower Limits of Stereotyping of
Blacks." Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 34:590-598.

Dunn, Christopher (1974). "The Analysis of Environmental Attribute/Crime
Incident Characteristic Interrelationships.'" Ph.D. dissertation,
State University of New York at Albany.

Garofalo, James (1977). The Police and Public Opinion: An Analysis of
Victimization and Attitude Data from 13 American Cities. Washington,
D.C.: Govermment Printing Office.

Garofalo, James,. and Michael J. Hindelang (1977). An Introduction to the
National Crime Survey. Analytic Report SD-VAD-4. National Criminal
Justice Information and Statistics Service, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, U.S. Department of Justice. Washington, D.C.: Govern-
ment Printing Office.

Gibbs, John J. (1979). Crimes Against Persons in Urban, Suburban, and Rural
Areas: A Comparative Analysis of Victimization Rates. Analytic Report
SD-VAD-7. National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service,
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of Justice.
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office.

Gottfredson, Michael R. (1976). '"The Classification of Crime and Victims."
Ph.D. dissertation, State University of New York at Albany.

Hadden, Jeffrey K. (1968). 'Use of Ad Hoc Definitions" in Sociological
Methodology edited by Edgar F. Borgatta. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Harries, Keith D. (1974). The Geography of Crime and Justice. New York:
McGraw-Hill.

Herbers, John (1979). ‘'Growth in Rural Regions Brings Rapid Crime Rise."
New York Times, November 4:26.

Hindelang, Michael J. (1976). Criminal Victimization in Eight American Cities.

Cambridge: Ballinger.

Hindelang, Michael J, (1978). "Race and Involvement in Common Law Personal
Crimes," American Sociological Review 43:93-109.

Hindelang, Michael J. (1979). "Sex Differences in Criminal Activity."”
Socjal Problems 27 (December):143-156.

Hindelang, Michael J.,and M. Joan McDermott (1981). Juvenile Criminal
Behavior: An Analysis of Rates and Victim Characteristics.

Kuehn, Lowell L., (1974). ™"Looking Down a Gun Barrel: Person Perception and
Violent Crime." Perceptual and Motor Skills 39:1159-1164.

e et i e £ i e e S e e o

117

Lagey, J.C. (1957). 'The Ecology of Juvenile Delinquency in the Small City
and the Rural Hinterlands." Rural Sociology 22:320-~234.

Leippe, Michael R., Gary L. Wells, and Thomas M. Ostrom (1978). 'Crime
Seriousness as a Determinant of Accuracy in Eyewitness Identification.”
Journal of Applied Psychology 63:345-351.

Lentz, William P. (1956). '"Rural and Urban Differentials in Juvenile
Delinquency.!" Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology, and Police
Science 47:331-339.

Lofland, Lyn (1973). A World of Strangers. New York: Basic Books.,

Matza, David (1964). Delinquency and Drift. New York: John Wiley and
Sons, Inc.

McDermott, M. Joan, and Michael J. Hindelang (1981). Juvenile Criminal
Behavior in the United States: Its Trends and Patterns,

Miller, Walter B. (1975). Violence by Youth Gangs and Youth Groups as a
Crime Problem in Major American Cities. National Institute for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
U.S. Department of Justice.

Normandeau, Andre (1968). "Trends and Patterns  in Crimes of Robbery."
Ph.D., dissertation, University of Penmsylvania.

Note (1977). '"Did Your Eyes Deceive You? Expert Psychological Testimony

on the Unreliability of Eyewitness Identification.'" Stanford Law
Review 29:969-1030.

Polk, Kenneth (1967). '"Delinquency and Community Action in Non-Metropolitan
Areas." Task Force Report: Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime.
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office.

Pope, Carl E. (1975). '"Dimensions of Burglary: An Empirical Examination
of Offense and Offender Characteristics." Ph.D. dissertation, State
University of New York at Albany.

Quinney, Richard (1970). The Social Reality of Crime. Boston: Little,
Brown and Co.

Sellin, Thorsten, and Marvin Wolfgang (1964), The Measurement of Delinquency.
New York: John Wiley.

Shaw, Clifford R., and Henry D. McKay (1931). "Social Factors in Delinquency."
Report on the Causes of Crime, Vol., II National Commission on Law
Observance and Enforcement. Washington, D.C.: Govermment Printing
Office.




118

Shaw, Clifford R. and Henry D. McKay (1942). Juvenile Delinquency and
Urban Areas. Chicago: University of Chicago Piess.  Revised Edition
published in 1969.

Short, James F., and F. Ivan Nye (1957). '""Reported behavior as a criterion
of deviant behavior." Social Problems 5:207-213.

Short, James F. and F. Ivan Nye  (1958). "Extent of unrecorded delinquency:
tentative conclusions." Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology
49:296-302.

Statistical Policy Division, Office of Management and Budget (1975).
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas. Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office.

Turner, Stanley (1964), 'Delinquency and Distance'" in Thorsten Sellin and
Marvin Wolfgang (eds.), Delinquency:  Selected Studies. New York:
Wiley.

U.S. Bureau of the Census (undated). Survey Documentation: National Crime
Survey, National Sample, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Commerce.

U.S. Bureau of the Census (1972). Population of Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas: 1950 to 1970. Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office.

U.S. Bureau of the Census (1973). City and County Data Book (A Statistical
Abstract Supplement). Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy
Development and Research (1978). ' The 1978 HUD Survey on the Quality
of Community Life., Washington, D.C.: Department of Housing and
Urban Development.

U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI, 1978).
Crime in the United States, 1977. Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office.

Jaldron, Martin (1979). '"Violent Crimes Up In Jersey Suburbs." New York Times,
November 4:38.

Wilks, Judith A, (1967). "Ecological Correlates of Crime and Delinquency,'
in Task Force Report: Crime and Its Impact - An Assessment. President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice., Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office.

Wirth, Louis (1938). "Urbanism as a Way of Life." American Journal of
Sociology 44(July) :1-24,

Wolfgang, Marvin E. (1968). "Urban Crime" in James Q. Wilson (ed.)., The
Metropolitan Enigma: Inquiries into the Nature and Dimensions of
America's "Urban Crisis.' Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Yablonsky, Lewis (1962). The Violent Gang. New York: MacMillan Company.

ftU.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1981-341-233/1818

%

ST REIEL

1 et g T






