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Executive Summary" 

In this report 1973 to 1978 National Crime Survey victimization data 

are used in conjunction with neighborhood characteristics data from the Bureau 

of the Census to address three major questions regarding personal crimes 

inflicted upon and committed by juveniles (12 to 17 year olds), 18 to 20 

year olds, and adults (21 and over). The personal crimes of rape, robbery, 

assault and personal larceny (purse snatch and pocket picking) are examined. 

The first question focuses on the patterns of personal vict~mization 

across dimensions of selected neighborhood characteristics. For example, 

how do rates of victimization differ across categories of neighborhood 

economic status? Are rates of juvenile victimization higher in low economic 

status neighborhoods than in high economic status neighborhoods? The second 

question addressed is whether neighborhood characteristics are differentially 

related to rates of 9.f.f~12.di~. For example, are juvenile rates of offending 

higher in neighborhoods characterized by high residential mobility than low 

residential mobility, as suggested by past research utilizing official data? 

Rates of offending can shed light on this question in that they standardize 

the number of offenses attributable to a particular group in a neighborhood 

by the number of persons" (potential offenders) in that group residing in the 

neighborhood - something that is not done in the analysis of rates of 

victimization. The final question pertains to the relationship between 

characteristics of the victimization event and the neighborhood context in 

which they occur. For example, is gun use more prevalent in low economic 

status neighborhoods? 

Our analysis of variation in rates of personal victimization across 

neighborhood characteristic dimensions showed that: 

(1) Neighborhood economic status has a negative relationship 

with victimization rates in urban areas. 
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The relationship was found to be stronger for adult 

victimization than juvenile victimization and for 

theft (robbery and personal larceny) rather than 

violent (rape and assault) victimization. In contrast, 

rural juveniles have higher rates of victimization in 

high economic status neighborhoods than in low economic 

status neighborhoods. 

(2) The relationship between neighborhood unemployment and 

victimization was moderate and positive for juvenile 

and adult victimization, but weak and inconsistent for 

18 to 20 year old victimization. The relationship was 

stronger for theft than violent victimization, especially 

among blacks. Extent of urbanization differences were 

also revealed with victimization r0~es in urban areas 

being more strongly related to neighborhood unemployment 

than victimization rates in rural areas. 

(3) Hhite victimization rates were found to be positively 

related to the percentage of blacks in neighborhoods. This 

relationship was found to be stronger for theft 

victimization than violent victimization. In contrast, 

black victimization rates were higher in predominately 

white neighborhoods or predominately black neighborhoods 

than in the intermediate percent black category. 

(4) Neighborhood residential mobility was found to have a 

strong positive relatilionship with victimization rates for 

all the population subgroups examined (age, race, and 

sex-specific). In most instances, rates of victimi-

-3-

zation in neighborhoods characterized by high residential 

b 'l' t' as large as comparable rates in neighbor-mo 1 lty w",re Wlce 

hoods marked by 1mV' residential mobility. 

(5) Rates of personal victimization for all population subgroups 

examined (i.e., age, race and sex-specific) were higher 

in neighborhoods characterized by high structural density 

than low structural density. The relationship was stronger 

for adult victimization than juvenile victimization. Neighbor-

hood structural density was also more strongly related to 

theft victimization than violent victimization and to 

rural victrmization than urban victimization. 

As to the second question regar lng , d ' whether neighborhood characteristics 

are differentially related to rates of offending, we found that 

(1) Rates of theft offending were considerably higher in low 

economic status urban neighborhoods than in either medium 

or high economic status urban neighborhoods for juvenile, 

youthful and adult offenders. A similar but weaker pattern 

was evident for the violent offending of urban adults. 

Juvenile and adult offending were found to have a moderate 

negative relationship with neighborhood economic status in 

suburban areas but a \V'eak and inconsistent relationship in 

rural areas. 

(2) Both theft and violent offending rates had a positive relation­

ship with neighborhood unemployment for all offender age 

groups. This relationship was strongest for theft crimes, 

especially those committed by adult offenders. 
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(3) A strong positive relationship was found between theft 

offending and the percent black in a neighborhood for 

juvenile, youthful, and adult offenders. Violent offending 

showed a weaker yet still overall positive relationship 

with percent black for all offender age groups. 

(4) White juvenile offending in both theft and violent crimes 

was positively related to neighborhood residential mobility" 

Black juvenile offending, in contrast, showed a positive relation-

ship only for violent crimes. For adults, neighborhood 

residential mobility was positively related to both black 

and white offending in theft and violent crimes. 

(5) An overall strong positive relationship was found bet\oJeen 

rates of offending and neighborhood structural density, 

with the relationship being stronger for theft crimes than 

violent crimes. This pattern was evident for the offending 

behavior of all race and age specific population subgroups 

except for the violent offending of black 18 to 20 year olds. 

An examination of whether certain characteristics of the victimization 

event such as weapon use and seriousness of the victimization event are 

related to neighborhood characteristics revealed that: 

(1) The use of 1;V"eapons in robbery offending, particularly gun use, 

was more prevalent in neighborhoods with a higher percentage 

of blacks than in neighborhoods with a lower percentage of 

blacks. In addition, victimizations committed by youthful 

and adult offenders in high percent black neighborhoods were 

of a more serious nature than those in all-white neighborhoods. 

1 

il , \ 
: \ . , 

\ 

1 
! 
I , 

t 
1 

I 
I 
I 
) 

I 
I 
: I 
, ! 
, ! 
! 

'I 
: I 

! 
! 
\. 

-5-

(2) In low economic status neighborhoods, juveniles and 

youthful offenders, but not adult offenders, were more 

likely to use weapons than their counterparts in high 

economic status neighborhoods. 

(3) Neighborhood residential mobility, structural density 

and unemployment were unrelated to both extent of 

weapon use and the seriousness of the victimization' event. 
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I. Introduction 

In the third monograph of this series (Laub and Hindelang, 1981) 

national victimization surveys were utilized to examine the similarities and 

differences in juvenile criminal behavior across urban, suburban, and 

.' 
rural areas. The analysis indicated that the involvement of juveniles in 

serious criminal offending (rape, robbery~ assault, and personal larceny) 

varied considerably by extent of urbanization. For example, it was shown 

that juvenile rates of offending were generally higher in urban than in 

suburban areas, \vhich in turn were higher than in rural areas. 

The focus of this monograph shifts from the urban-rural dimension 

to an examination of the ,relationship between neighborhood characteristics 

and patterns of juvenile victimization and offending. As a government report 

issued by the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention on the assessment of serious juvenile crime has recently argued: 

Generally, the often discussed urban, 
suburban, rural, and city size rankings 
of crime are, and should be giving way 
to discussions of enclaves, neighborhoods, 
and contexts which increasingly appear 
to be the critical spatial 'correlates' 
of serious juvenile crime. Policy and 
control priorities must now break down 
the urban and suburban areas into segments 
and subareas of crime. Crime control and 
prevention efforts would learn much from 
the exercise, although it is apparent that 
it is this topic about which least inform­
ation is available (Smith and Alexander, 
1980: 26-27) . 

The opportunity to address these important research and public policy issues 

is made possible through the availability of National Crime Survey (NCS) 

data. In this report NCS data in conjunction with neighborhood characteristics 

data from the Bureau of the Census are brought to bear on an understanding 

of the neighborhood contexts of criminal victimization. 

-7-

Prior Ecological Research 

Shaw and McKay (1931, 1942) were among the first American sociological 

researchers to explore systematically the ecological variations of delinquency 

rates within a major city. Operating within the theoretical confines of the 

human ecological framework of Park and Burgess (1916, 1925), Shaw and McKay 

demonstrated empirically that the highest rates in Chicago were located in 

deteriorated zones in transition next to the central city business and 

industrial district. These high crime areas were specifically characterized 

by low economic status, heterogeneity, and high rates of residential mobility. 

Later researchers have for the most part supported the findings of Shaw and 

McKay. For example, Lander (1954), Bordua (1958), Schmid (1960), and Chilton 

(1964) found that crime rates were negatively associated with the economic 

status of areas. In particular, Gordon (1967) reanalyzed the data sets 

employed by Lander, Bordua and Chilton and concluded that a socio-

economic (SES) factor strongly emerges as an ecological correlate of official 

delinquency. Research has also supported the notion that crime is more 

prevalent in areas characterized by racial heterogeneity and residential 

mobility (see e.g., Lander, 1954; Willie and Gershonivitz, 1964). In 

addition to the ecological dimensions emphasized by Shaw and McKay, empirical 

relationships have been demonstrated between local crime rates and such 

factors as density, area unemployment, and family structure (see, e.g., 

Chilton, 1964; Beasley and Antunes, 1974; Danziger, 1976). 

Despite the quantity and continuity of research spawned by Shaw and 

McKay, there has been a certain reluctance by criminologists to accept the 

validity of ecological correlates of crime. One reason for this is the fact 

that almost all ecological studies to date have utilized official police and 

court statistics. Besides general criticisms of official data (see, e.g., 

Black, 1970; Skogan, 1977; and Savitz, 1978) there are deficiencies in 
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police data particularly relevant to an ecological analysis. For example, 

it has been argued that less powerful groups are disproportionately selected 

for official processing from among those engaging in criminal behavior 

(e.g., Quinney, 1970; Chambliss and Seidman, 1971). If so, neighborhood 

or precinct differences in police deployment patterns could affect the 

arrest data between neighborhoods of varying de~ographic characteristics. 

Chambliss and Seidman make such an argument with respect to class differences 

in criminal behavior: 

Ty.pically the police limit their search for 
potential crimes to lower-class sections of 
the city ••. Crime will be prevalent where 
w€ look for it, not because of the inherent 
criminality of the areas surveyed, bue merely 
because so many of the things that people do 
in their daily lives are ar,ainst the law that 
any area inundated ~"ith policemen ,,,ill show a 
correspondingly high rate (1971:330,31). 

From this viewpoint, ecological correlations found in traditional studies 

between economic status and crime are a consequence of the selective patrol 

of lower socio-economic neighborhoods rather than of actual differences in 

the behavior of varying populations. Therefore, it is crucial to bring to 

bear on the ecoloRY of crime question a data source that does not reflect 

criminal justice system biases that might exist. l 

Another limitation of extant ecological research relying on official 

da ta is a dearth of information regarding the elements of crime incidents. 

Dunn (1974:85) has argued that crime incident characteristics add important 

information to the analysis of the distribution of crimes in relation to 

environmental attributes. For instance, research has shown that the areal 

distribution of crimes can in part be explained as a function of the offense 

itself (e.g., Schmid, 1960, Scarr, 1972; and Dunn, 1974). Dunn, for 

example, demonstrated that the patterning of burglary across ecological areas 

-9-

changed when different characteristics of the offense were considered (i.e., 

residential, day vs. night, items stolen). 110reover, recent analysis of 

National Crime Survey victimization data (McDermott and Hindelang, 1981) 

has shown that the elements of victimization within similar legal crime 

categories (e.g., weapon use and inj ury in robbery) vary considerably among 

different demographic subgroups of the population. The question may then 

be raised whether the elements of victimization also vary across neighborhood 

characteristic dimensions. The weight of the evidence see~s to suggest, then, 

that there is a need for ecological research to take into account differences 

in the elements of the victimization experience such as weapon use and injury 

in order to more fully understand the neighborhood rontexts of criminal 

victimization. 

Perhaps the most potent force impeding the development of ecolo~icalresearch 

over the years has been the "ecological fallacy" (Robinson, 1950), in which 

the relations among individuals a~~e inferred from information pertaining to 

aggregate data. The criticisms levied at ecological research arising from 

the ecological fallacy have tended to separate the study of individual level 

variables from the study of environmental level variables" By suggesting 

that inferences between levels, were inappropriate, attention has focused on 

analysis at each level independent of the other. This distinction, however, 

is neither necessary nor desirable, for it diverts attention from an analysis 

of relationships between individual and ecological levels. As Scheuch (1969) 

has argued, the most fertile uses of ecological data are those in which it 

is possible to combine both aggregate and individual data. Indeed, as 

Kornhauser (1978) has commented after a recent review of delinquency research: 

It is disheartening to find, therefore, 
that the influence of community contexts 
has been assumed rather than established. 
Few studies have been designed Simultaneously 
to examine the effects of both contextual 
and individual variables~ (1978:83) 
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Thus, to date we have little information on how aggregate neighborhood 

characteristics influence serious criminal behavior independent of the 

personal characteristics (e.g., age, race, and sex) of victims and offenders. 

The Research Framework 

Recently, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, in cooperation 

with the Bureau of the Census, has generated data about relatively serious 

crimes that are independent of the selection mechanisms of the criminal 

justice system. In this monograph these National Cr .. ~ Survey (NCS) data 

for the years 1973-1978 are analyzed in conjunction with neighborhood 

characteristics data provided by the Bureau of the Census to explore the 

relationship between serious juvenile crime and the demographic/residential 

environment of the victim. The focus of the monograph is on juvenile victimi-

zation and the involvement of juveniles in serious offending (rape, robbery, 

aggravated and simple assault, and personal larceny) in relation to neighborhood 

characteristics. While an extensive review of the literature has indicated 

that a variety of social structural and physical characteristics of local areas 

are associated with area crime rates, the present analysis will focus on neigh-

borhood economic status, unemployment, racial composition, residential mobility 

1 d . 2 and structura enslty. 

The first question to be addressed in Section II will be the extent to 

which rates of personal victimization vary concomitantly with neighborhood 

characteristics. Rates of victimization will be analyzed for various subgroups 

of the population, as defined by the age, race, and sex of victim. Thus, this 

section will examine the relationship between neighborhood characteristics and 

rates of victimization controlling for individual demographic characteristics of 

the victim known to be associated with the likelihood of victimization. For 

example, are rates of victimization higher in low economic status neighborhoods 

-11-

than in high economic status neighborhoods as suggested by Shaw and McKay, taking 

into account individual characteristics such as age, race, and sex of victim? 

Section III of this monograph will focus on rates of offending for juveniles 

(12 to 17), youthful offenders (18 to 20), and adults (21 and over) in relation 

to neighborhood characteristics. The general question to be addressed is 

whether structural characteristics of neighborhoods .are differentially re.lated 

to the offending behavior of population subgroups. For example, are juvenile 

rates of offending higher in neighborhoods characterized by heterogeneity and 

mobility, as suggested by past ecological research utilizing official data 

(e.g., Shaw and McKay, 1942)? Rates of offending can shed light on this 

question in that they standardize the number of offenses attributable to a 

particular group in a neighborhood by the number of persons (potential offenders) 

in that subgroup residing in the neighborhood something that is not done in 

the analysis of rates of victimization. 

Section IV of this report will examine the relationship between charac-

teristics of the victimization event and the neighborhood contexts in which 

they occur. The major focus will be on the extent to which weapon use by 

juvenile, youthful, and adult offenders varies according to selected neighbor-

hood characteristics. For example, is gun use more prevalent in low economic 

status neighborhoods? We will also examine whether the seriousness of the 

victimization event (i.e., injury and loss) varies across neighborhood 

characteristic dimensions. Before turning to the analysis, however, a brief 

description of the NCS data and its limitations regarding a neighborhood 

characteristics study is necessary. 

Description of the Data 

The data to be analyzed in this report 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 survey, probability 
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samples of both housing units and businesses were selected on the basis of 

a stratified, multistage, cluster design. 3 The data used in this monograph 

cover the period from 1973-1978. 

The total sample size interviewed annually for the national surveys is 

a~proximately 60,000 households containing about 136,000 individuals. The total 

interviewed sample is composed of six independently selected subsarnples of 

about 10,000 households with 22,000 individuals. 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) are interviewed" 

In the following month -- and in each of the next four succeeding months --

an independent probability sample of the same size is interviewed" In July, 

the housing units and business units originally interviewed in January are 

revisited and interviews are repeated; likewise, the original February sample 

units are revisited in August, the March units in September, etc. Each 

time they are interviewed in the national survey, respondents are asked 

about victimizations they may have suffered during the 6 months preceding 

the month of interview. 

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

consists of addresses o Interviewers return to the same housing unit every 

6 months. If the family 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. This is accomplished by a continuing sample of new 

housing construction permits. No attempt is made to trace families that 

have movedo 4 Generally speaking, housing units in the panel are visited 

a maximum of seven times, after which they are rotated out of the panel 
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and replaced by a new, independent probability sample; maximum time in 

the sample for any housing unit, then is 3 years. 

The data to be reported represent estimates of crimes occurring in 

the United States, based on weighted sample data. 5 It is possible to 

make these estimates because a probability sample of respondents was 

surveyed. The interview completion rate in the national sample is 

about 95 percent or more of those selected to be interviewed in any 

given period, and hence population estimates are relatively unbiased 

by non-response. 

This report is concerned with the personal crimes of rape, robbery, 

assault, and personal larceny,. Although the survey also collects data 

on the commercial crimes of burglary and robbery these crimes will not. be 

included here because there is no neighborhood characteristic information 

available for businesses. 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 offenders will 

yield this information. The details about what happened during the victimi-

zation event are gathered by means of personal interviews Ivi.th the victims 

themselves. 6 

Depending on ~vhether 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). 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 offender characteristics will be used repeatedly 
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throughout the monograph, Appendix C explains in detail research on the 

ability of victims to perceive accurately characteristics of the offender. 

In general, the tables and figures to be shown in the monograph in which 

both lone and multiple-offender incidents are included will use the age 

of the oldest multiple offender. 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 (see Appendix C). 

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 E for each of the major types of crime examined here. 

Neighborhood Characteristic Data 

Within the NCS data there are a set of variables described as neighborhood 

characteristics. These data were developed by the Bureau of the Census from a 

15 percent sample of the 1970 Census (Shenk and McInerney, 1978). Fifty five 

variables containing information regarding the demographic, social and economic 

characteristics of neighborhoods of sampled households within the National Crime 

Survey are available. The Bureau of the Census has presented these variables 

in ratio orm, Wlt a range rom 0 0.. f . h f 00 t 99 For example, one variable is the 

ratio of families with less than $5,000 family income to total families in the 

neighborhood. A value of .50 for this variable would indicate that 50 percent 

of the families in the surveyed neighborhood have family incomes of less than 

$5,000. 
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The definition of neighborl>:;')d developed by the Census Bureau is as 

follows: 

To preserve confidentiality, neighborhoods 
are not census tracts, minor civil divisions 
or other units for which census data are 
published. Rather, neighborhoods are 
usually contiguous, computer aggregated 
enumeration districts (ED's) or block 
groups with a population minimum of 
4,000 (Shenk and McInerney, 1978:22).7 

A study of these neighborhoods has indicated that the aggregation procedure 

utilized by the Census Bureau resulted in neighborhoods being relatively 

compact, contiguous, and homogeneous areas approximately the size of a 

census tract (U.S. Bureau of the Census, undated). These neighborhood 

characteristics were matched on a household bases for the data years 1973 

to 1978. Each household record in the sample thus contains neighborhood 

characteristic information about the area in which the household was sampled. 

Because neighborhood characteristics were derived from the 1970 census, all 

housing units constructed since then (about 9 percent of the sample) do not 

have neighborhood characteristic data. 

The NCS neighborhood characteristics data allow the researcher the 

opportunity to categorize housing units on the criterion of similarity of 

ratio values for a particular neighborhood characteristic. Accordingly, the 

data set used in this report for analyzing the relationship between crime and 

neighborhood characteristics is formed by combining households with similar 

ratio values.
8 

For example, a NCS household located in a Los Angeles 

neighborhood homogeneous on race (e.g., 0 percent black) will be aggregated 

together with a household, say, in a New York neighborhood homogeneous on 

race (i.e., also 0 percent black). The resulting variable (percent black) 

will represent neighborhoods allover the country aggregated together into 

categories representing an ordered classification of racial composition. 
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Thus, neighborhoods as defined above are conceptualized as areas marked by 

their similarity according to neighborhood characteristic dimensions, 

ra ther than as clearly identifiable geographic entities. 
9 

Methodological Concerns 

The NCS-neighborhood characteristics data provide the researcher with 

an abundance of information that allows an innolJ8tiVt~ analysis eapable of 

overcoming many of the shortcomings of previous research. However, the 

NCS data as a source of information on the ecology of crime has its own 

shortcomings as well. McInerney (1978) has studied the feasibility of 

using neighborhood characteristics in conjunction with the NCS data and 

had raised several questions on t e met 0 0 oglca a e u h h d ·l " 1 d q aey of a neighborhood 

analysis (see also Shenk and McInerney, 1979). 

The first and potentially most damaging li~itation of the NCS data that 

McInerney points out is the fact that neighborhood characteristics are matched 

wi th the loca tion of the victim t s hous(~hold, not the place where corimE-'s migh t 

d Since the aim of this report is to examine the relationship have occurre . 

" " and crl"minal victimization it is important be tween neighborhood charac terl"s tlC S 

h "·h h locatl"on of the victimization event and to ascertain the extent to w lC t e 

the offender's residence coincide with the victim's neighborhood. 

shed light on this issue, a brief literature review is warranted. 

In order to 

i\1hile HcInerney (1978:6) has argued that NCS personal crimes can occur 

almost anywhere, much ecological research has in fact shown that crime 

represents a highly localized phenomenon. As Sutherland and Cressey <-tate 

in their text Criminology: 

Generally, the places at which crimes are 
committed °are close to the residences of the 
criminals. This is especially characteristic 
of crimes against the person, for the offender 
and the victim are usually of the same race, 
and same economic class, and also the same 
neighborhood o (1974:181, emphasis added) 
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Sutherland and Cressey are not alone in their evaluation of this aspect of 

crime. Baldwin and Bottoms, conducting original research, concluded that 

"Criminality, in general, and juvenile delinquency in particular, is often 

very much of a local nature" (1976:98). Many studies have supported Baldwin 

and Bottom's finding that juveniles travel less than adults to commit crimes 

(Chappell, 1965; Suttles, 1968; Turner, 1969). For example, Suttles (1968) 

found that 65 percent of all offenses committed by juveniles occurred within 

a 1/2 square mile area of their homes. Turner (1969) found that 75 percent 

of all juvenile offenses occurred within one mile of the delinquent's home. 

Even for adults, when offenders do travel for any type of crime, they 

usually travel short distances (Normandeau, 1968; Arnir, 1971; Capone and 

Nichols, 1976; Frisbie et al., 1977; Phillips, 1980). For instance, White 

(1932) found that the mean distance travelled for assault was less than one 

mile. Eralason (1946) discovered that 87 percent of all sex offenders 

committed their offenses within their own neighborhoods. 

Moreover, there is reason to believe that the residence of the victim, 

the residence of the offender, and the victimization event all take place 

in the s~me local geographical area (Amir, 1971; MacDonald" 1971; Reiss, 

1967; Mulvihill et al., 1969; Normandeau, 1968, Chappell and Singer, 1973; 

Dunn, 1974; Pope, 1975). In particular, Amir (1971:91) notes in his 

Philadelphia rape study that in "82 percent of known cases:. offender and 

victim live in the same neighborhood or viCinity, while in 68 percent a 

neighborhood triangle occurred, that is, offenders lived in the vicinity 

of the victims and offense." Taken together, the available ev~dence indicates 

that a sizeable proportion of all crime, especially juvenile crime, is 

"ecologically bound" - that is, crimes occur near the residences of both 

the victim a.nd offender (see also Crook, 1934; Radzinowicz, 1957; P'Jkorny, 

1965; and Curtis, 1974). 
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Although the above literature review supports the notion that the majority 

of crime is "ecologically bound," it is not possible with the NCS data to 

determine empirically the exact location of all personal victimizations. By 

analyzing the percent distribution of personal victimizations by place of 

occurrence (item 112 on the NCS questionnaire), McInerney demonstrates that 

only about one-fifth of all personal crimes of violence occurred "at home" 

(in own dwelling) or "near home" (e.g., garage, yard, etc.) in 1973. 

Consequently, he argues that 80 percent of all personal crimes of violence 

for that year are not amenable to analysis because the neighborhood in which 

the crimes occurred is not known. However, the body of literature cited 

above suggests that a significant proportion of this 80 percent constitutes 

intra-neighborhood victimizations. Indeed, the NCS place of occurrence 

category "on street, in park, field, playground, schoolyard, etc.," 

representing about 45 percent of all personal crimes, almost certainly includes 

many victimizations that took place in the victim's neighborhood. Hence, it does 

" 1 ' h ' not appear justified to infer, as does McInerney, that ~ at orne or 

'near home' personal incidents occurred within the respondents' own neighborhood" 

(1978:6, emphasis added). The "at or near home" place of occurrence category 

is in effect measuring only those victimizations that took place on the 

victim's property (i.e., yard, garage, house). The problem, then, is that 

the NCS instrument does not separate victimizations occurring in the victim's 

neighborhood but not on the victim's property from those victimizations occurring 

10 elsewhere. 

Although the NCS data do not allow for an exact appraisal of the percentage 

of the total personal victimizations that took place in the victim's neighborhood, 

they nevertheless allow the researcher the opportunity to compare and co~trast 

total personal victimizations with that subset of victimizations which explicitly 
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occurred in the victim's neighborhood (i.e., at home). If most victimizations 

take place within or very near the victim's neighborhood, and neighborhood 

characteristics are in fact associated with the likelihood of victimization 

independent of the personal characteristics of individuals, then we should 

expect a strong parallel between "at or near home" victimization rates and 

total personal victimization rates. Accordingly, in a preliminary data 
, 

analysis crime-specific rates of victimization based on all personal 

victimizations were compared with crime-specific rates of victimization 

based solely on "at or near home" incidents. The results showed that to 

a large degree the two sets of rates exhibited very consistent patterns 

across neighborhood characteristic dimensions, thus suggesting that the 

relationships found between neighborhood characteristics and total personal 

victimization rates are not spurious due to possible misclassification.ll 

In addition, even for those victimizations that took place outside the 

neighborhood boundaries defined by the Census Bureau, it seems reasonable to 

assume on the basis of the literature cited above that a large percentage 

occurred in adjacent neighborhoods. Given the highly segregated nature of 

American society, it is likely that the majority of neighborhoods adjacent 

to one's own neighborhood are very similar with respect to the neighborhood 

characteristics studied in this report (e.g., economic status, structural density. 

and racial composition). Therefore, an analysis of the relationship between 

neighborhood characteristics and total personal victimizations seenls 

justified. 

In sum, the procedure to be followed throughout the monograph will be to 

present and discuss rates of victimization and offending based on all personal 

victimizations. In turn, these rates will be compared with rates based 

solel;v on "at or near home" victimizations. In the few cases where 

discrepancies arise, they will be noted and explanations offered as to 
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their origin. Furthermore, for illustrative purposes, Appendix D presents 

rates of victimization and offending based exclusively on "at or near home" 

incidents for each neighborhood characteristic, controlling for the age of 

victim and age of offender, the individual-level variables of greatest 

concern in this report. 

d d · h· . 12 One final methodological concern to be ad resse 1n t 1S sect10n 

is the appropriateness of matching NCS data from 1973 to 1978 to neigh-

borhood characteristics derived from the 1970 census. One might argue 

that neighborhoods have changed dramatically since 1970, thus calling 

into question the reliability of neighborhood characteristic identifiers 

when used with mid-1970's crime data. '~ile this is a valid concern, it 

is important to remember that the neighborhood characteristic variables 

have been trichotomized (see note 8) to include as broad a range as 

possible. For example, one of the economic status variables is the percent 

of families with less than $5,000 family income. This variable has been 

recoded into an ordered classification of neighborhoods high (0-10 percent), 

medium (11-26 percent), and low (27-99 percent) in economic status. Given 

this rather broad classification scheme,13 it is not necessary to assume 

that all neighborhoods remained exactly the same from 1970 to 1978 in 

terms of the characteristics studiedo The percentage of families making 

less than $5,000 could increase or decrease over time ana yet still fall 

within the range of the constructed categories. Moreover, what is of 

importance is not t.he absolute level of income but rather the relative 

rank ordering of neighborhoods in terms of economic status. In other 

words, given changes in absolute levels of income, it is still reasonable 

to assume that the rank ordering of most neighborhoods in 1970 is the 

same as in the years 1973-1978. Even if incomes rose steadily throuRhout 

------------~ 
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the 1970's, a low economic status neighborhood in 1970 would in all 

likelihood still be a low economic status neighborhood in 1975, relative 

to medium and high economic status neighborhoods. In this instance, 

what is important is the relationship between relative economic status 

and criminal victimization, not the relationship between some absolute 

level of income (which is subject to constant change) and victimization. 

in an effort to further explore whether the analysis should be 

confined to the early years of available NCS data (1973-1974) or be 

extended to the later years (up to 1978), rates of victimization were 

generated for selected neighborhood characteristics for three time 

periods: 1973-1974; 1973-1976; and 1977-1978. Patterns of victimization 

in relation to neighborhood characteristics were then compared for each 

time period. In brief, rates of victimization exhibited similar patterns 

across neighborhood characteristic dimensions from 1973-1978, thus 

suggesting that the form of the relationship between neighborhood charac-

teristics and victimization did not appreciably change over time. Further-

more, additional analysis revealed that when crime-specific rates of 

victimization for 1973-1974 were regressed on comparable rates for 1975-

1976 and 1977-1978, the resulting correlations were extremely high (.995 

and .986, respectively). These results indicate that extending analysis 

to all the years in which NCS data is available (1973-1978) is justified.14 

In conclusion, while certain methodological issues (i.e., place of 

occurrence) may still remain somewhat problematic, it is felt that the 

benefits to be gained from a neighborhood characteristics analysis far 

outweigh the costs. Therefore, our attention now shifts to an examination 

of the relationship between neighborhood characteristics and juvenile 

criminal victimization and offending. The next section focuses on patterns 
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of juvenile victimization across selected neighborhood characteristic 

dimensions. The following sections will center on the neighborhood 

contexts of juvenile offending and the elements of the victimization 

event. 

II. Rates of Personal Victimization 

To date, ecological studies of crime and delinquency have not 

provided information on how rates of personal victimization vary across 

neighborhood characteristic dimensions. vfuile past research utilizing 

victimization survey data has shown that urban residents are more 

likely to be victims of crime than rural residents (Gibbs, 1979, and Laub, 

1980), an important question in the ecological realm still remains 

unaddressed: "Are rates of personal victimization related to 

the socio-demographic characteristics of the neighborhood in which one 

resides?" Since it is already knmm that certain groups of people have 

higher rates of victimization than other groups j, for example, younger 

persons than older persons, males than females, and blacks than whites 

(Hindelang, 1976); the above question is most meaningfully addressed by 

ascertaining whether neighborhood characteristics are related to personal 

victimization independent of the personal attributes of victims. This 

will be accomplished by presenting rates of personal victimization across 

neighborhood characteristic dimensions holding constant major individual-

level correlates of victimization such as age, race, and sex. 

The rates of victimization reported in this section are computed 

from the 1973-1978 national samples of the NeS. These data are used to 

estimate both the population base 12 years of age and older (persons 

under 12 are not eligible to be interview'ed) and the number of victimi-

zations that occurred annually in the United States. The rates reported 

here are the estimated annual rates comnuted from six years of data (1973-
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1978). 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 whites 

aged 21 or over living in low econom~c t t ~ s a us areas, one takes the number 

of victimizations inflicted upon members of that population subgroup and 

divides that by the total number of wh~tes d 2 ~ age 1 or over living in 

low economic status areas. This number is then multiplied by 100,000 

to obtain a rate of victimization per 100,000 persons. All of the rates 

of victimization presented herein are rates per 100,000 persons in the 

population subgroup of interest. 

Neighborhood Economic Status 

As noted in the introduction, past ecological research has consistently 

found a strong negative relationship between official crime and delinquency 

rates and the economic status of local areas ( see e.g., Gordon, 1967). The 

question then arises as to whether personal victimization rates are also 

higher in neighborhoods characterized by low economic status. The percent 

of total families in a neighborhood with less than ~5,OOO f "I y. aml y income 

will be used to indicate neighborhood economic status. 15 

Table 1 displays race, age and crime-specific rates of personal 

victimization across neighborhoods with varying economic status. 16 Focusing 

first on rates of total personal victim~zat~on ~ ~ ,one notices that neighbor-

hood economic statu h I" h s as a s 19 t negative relationship with theft victimi-

~ ~ ~ VlO ent victimization. For zation and no appreciable relat~onsh~p w~th "1 

example, neighborhoods characterized by low economic status (those wherein 

27 or more percent of all families have less h $ t an 5,000 family income) have 

a rate of theft victimization of 1,081 wh~ch ~s ~ ~ approximately 35 percent 

~ status neighbor-higher than the rate of 799 found in relatively high econom~c 

a aml ies have less than hoods (those wherein no more than 10 percent of 11 f "I 
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Table 1 Estimated annual rates of victimization in personal crimes (per 100,000 
persons in each population subgroup), by race and age of victim, type 
of crimea 'and neighborhood economic status, NCS national data, 1973-
1978 aggregate 

Race and age 
of victim and 
type of crime 

White: 
12 to 17 

Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20 
Theft 
Violent 

Economic Status 

(Percent of total families with 
less than $5,000 family income) 

Low Medium 
(27 99) (11-26) 

(4,178,351)b (8,453,059) 
892 1,312 

3,871 4,898 

(2,195,549) (4,506,641) 
1,356 1,460 
5,695 6,654 

21 or older 
Theft 
Violent 

(24,914,964) (50,470,804) 

White total 
Theft 
Violent 

Black: 
12 to 17 

Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20 
Theft 
Violent 

21 or older 
Theft 
Violent 

Black total 
Theft 
Violent 

Total: 
Theft 
Violent 

751 
1,854 

(31,288,864) 
811 

2,389 

(1,783,878) 
1,844 
3,804 

(803,736) 
2,018 
4,934 

(6,791,712) 
2,023 
2,131 

(9,379,326) 
1,986 
2,685 

(LiO,668,190) 
1,081 
2,457 

758 
2,000 

(63,430,504) 
881 

2,714 

(1,195,867) 
2,608 
5,511 

(528,635) 
2,586 
5,082 

(4,603,598) 
2,016 
2,356 

(6,328,100) 
2,171 
3,177 

(69,758,604) 
998 

2,756 

High 
(0-10) 

(6,046,138) 
1,186 
4,731 

(2,610,919) 
1,507 
6,216 

(30,686,492) 
617 

1,694 

(39,343,549) 
762 

2,454 

(258,714) 
2,346 
5,961 

(109,151) 
3,603 
5,977 

(1,100,668) 
1,503 
2,336 

(1,468,533) 
1,805 
3,241 

(40,812,082) 
799 

2,482 

aTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

bSix year average estimated number of persons in the population. 

" I 
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$5,000 family income). In contrast, rates of violent victimization do not 

vary in a consistent manner with neighborhood economic status. 

When one focuses on race and age-specific rates of victimization it 

can be seen that for both black and white juveniles (12 to 17 years old), 

rates of theft victimization are highest in medium economic status 

neighborhoods (i.e., 11 to 26 percent of all families with less than $5,000 

family income). Black juvenile rates of violent victimization surprisingly 

show a monotonic increase as neighborhood economic status increases. This 

unexpected positive relationship holds for the violent and theft victimi-

zation of black 18 to 20 year olds and the theft victimization of white 

18 to 20 year olds. For white adults (persons 21 years old or older), 

rates of theft victimization are highest in medium economic status neighbor-

hoods. 

The relatively weak and inconsistent relationship between neighborhood 

economic status and personal victimization noted above stands in contrast 

to the strong negative relationship consistently found between area economic 

status and crime rates in ecological studies utilizing official data. 

Possible explanations for this may lie in the nature of the differing data 

bases. For example, NCS data are generated independently of the criminal 

justice system whereas official data, by definition, are not. Perhaps 

the argument that ecological correlations found between area characteristics 

and crime are largely accounted for by selective enforcement of the law is 

valid (e.g., Chambliss and Seidman, 1971). Another possible explanation may 

be that because most prior ecological studies of crime have been city based 

and the present study utilizes a national data base, findings of the two are 

not comparable. That is, it might not be appropriate to compare urban based 

findings with findings derived from aggregating neighborhoods across the 

nation that are found in both urban and rural areas. If the nature of 
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the relationship between neighborhood economic status and victimization is 

different in urban areas than rural areas, then aggregating the data from 

both types of: areas may mask the true relationship. 

The NCS data set contains a variable which measures extent of urbanization 

according to definitions put forth by the Office of Management and Budget 

(Statistical Policy Division, 1975). These definitions classify areas 

into three types; 1) central cities within Standard Metropolitan 

Statistical Areas (SMSA's), 2) the balance of Sl'fSA's (areas w'ithin SHSA's 

but outside central cities) and 3) non-metropolitan areas not situated in 

SMSA's. In the present analysis SMSA central cities will be designated a.s 

urban areas, the balance of SMSA's as suburban areas and areas outside 

SMSA's as rural areas (see also Laub and Hindelang, 1981).17 An examination 

of the relationship between neighborhood economic status and personal 

victimization while holding constant extent of urbanization may help to 

shed light on the degree of consistency bet,'Teen findings of past ecological 

research and the present study. 

Table 2 presents age and crime-specific rates of personal victimization 

across levels of neighborhood economic status, within urban, suburban and rural 

areas. Examining first total rates of personal victimization, one immediately 

notes the strong negative relationship exhibited betw'een urban rates of 

personal victimization and neighborhood economic status and the weak, some,vhat 

positive relationship between rural rates of victimization and neighborhood 

economic status. For instance, the rate of theft victimization for urban 

neighborhoods characterized by low economic status (2,665) is 57 percent 

higher than the rate for medium economic status neighborhoods (1,701), 

and almost 150 percent higher than the rate in high economic status neigh-

borhoods (1,088). Differences between urban rates of violent victimization 

across neighborhood economic status are smaller but exhibit the same pattern. 

I . 
i 

-27-

Table 2 Estimate~ annual rates of victimization in personal crimes (per 100,000 
perso~s ~~ each population subgroup), by age of victim, extent of 
urban~zat~on, type of crime,a and neighborhood economic status, NCS 
national data, 1973-1978 aggregate 

Age of victim, Economic Status 
extent of urbanization, (Percent of total families with and type of crime less than $5,000 family income) 

LOI" Medium High 
(27 99) (11 26) (0 10) 

12 to 17: 
SMSA Central Cities (1,684,208)b (2,884,244) (1,401,189) Theft 2,650 

Violent 5,899 
2,601 1,806 
6,478 5,862 

Balance of SMSA (663,613) (3,579,145) (4,543,019) Theft 1,099 1,336 1,125 Violent 5,279 5,316 4,536 
Areas Outside of SMSA (3,657,983) (3,331,543) (446,208) Theft 505 602 452 Violent 2,678 3,271 3,567 

18 to 20: 
SMSA Central Cities (987,977) (1,650,441) (672,731) Theft 2,971 2,192 Violent 1,896 6,862 7,222 6,740 
Balance of SMSA (399,611) (1,697,358) (1,914,155) Theft 1,225 

Violent 1,573 1,567 
6,529 6,349 6,062 

Areas Outside of SMSA (1,641,751) (1,768,111) (172,999) Theft 733 1,040 Violent 904 
4,449 5,744 5,386 

21 or older: 
SMSA Central Cities (8,929,505) (19,352,276) (8,707,118) Theft 2,634 

Violent 1,526 911 
3,185 2,483 1,856 

Balance of SMSA (3,855,735) (18,994,902) (21,432,305) Theft 989 
Violent 710 569 

2,290 2,082 1,651 
Areas Outside of SMSA (19,231,335) (17,501,182) (2,089,002) Theft 296 311 419 Violent 1,268 1,483 1,683 

Total: 
SHSA Central Cities (11,601,690) (23,886,961) (10,781,038) Theft 2,665 1,701 Violent 1,088 

3,890 3,292 2,681 
Balance of SMSA (4,918,959) (21.,271,405) (27,889,479) Theft 

Violent 
1,023 862 728 
3,037 2,857 2,423 

Areas Outside of SMSA (24,531,069) (22,600,836) (2,708,209) Theft 356 410 455 Violent 1,574 2,079 2,229 

aTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

Violent crimes include rape, 

b S · 
~x year average estimated number of persons in the population. 
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In contrast, rates of both theft and violent victimization in rural 

neighborhoods increase as the economic status of neighborhoods increases 

(28 and 42 percent, respectively). 

Table 2 also indicates that there are age differences in the 

strength of the relationship between neighborhood economic status and 

personal victimization within categories of the urban-rural dimension. 

For example, rates of theft victimization for juveniles living in urban 

areas decrease from 2,650 to 1,806 as neighborhood economic status increases, 

the total decrease being about 32 percent. In contrast, rates of theft 

victimization for adults living in urban areas decrease 65 percent (2,634 

to 911) as neighborhood economic status increases. Focusing on rural rates 

of personal victimization, neighborhood economic status is observed to be 

inconsistently related to the violent and theft victimization of both 

juveniles and 18 to 20 year olds. For adults, a weak positive relationship 

is exhibited between neighborhood economic status and both theft and 

violent rates of personal victimization. Generally, adult rates of both 

theft and violent victimization are more strongly related to neighborhood 

economic status than the rates of victimization for either juveniles or 

18 to 20 year olds, regardless of extent of urbanization.
18 

In an effort to determine whether these results are due, in part, to 

the misclassification problem discussed earlier in this report, rates of 

victimization based solely on "at or near home" incidents were analyzed 

(see Appendix D, Table Dl).19 To a large degree, these rates suggest that 

the findings derived from rates of victimization based on all incidents are 

not spurious due to misclassification. In urban and suburban areas, rates of 

victimization based on all incidents follow the same general pattern as rates 

based solely on "at or near home" incidents. For every age group in urban 

areas, "at or near home" rates of victimization decrease as neighborhood 
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economic status increases. Similar to suburban rates of victimization based 

on all incidents, "at or near home" suburban rates for juveniles and 18 to 

20 year olds vary inconsistently with neighborhood economic status and 

decrease steadily for adults as economic status increases. For rural 

juveniles., total rates of personal victimization based on all victimizations 

increase steadily with neighborhood economic status as do rates based 

solely on "at or near home" 1·nc1·dents. H h· owever, t ere 1S some discrepancy 

evidenced in that the adult "at or near home" victimization rate in rural 

areas is highest in the medium economic status neighborhood, whereas adult 

rates shown in Table 2 for both theft and violent victimizations in rural 

areas is highest in the high economic status category. Therefore, con­

clusions regarding the relationship between adult personal victimization 

and economic status in rural areas must be tentative. However, given the 

strong parallels that are found, it is safe to conclude that in urban 

areas, low economic status neighborhoods exhibit higher rates of personal 

victimization than high economic status neighborhoods. This relationship 

is stronger for the victimization of urban adults than either urban juveniles 

or urba_< 18 to 20 year olds. In contrast, rural juveniles living in low 

economic status neighborhoods have lower rates of personal victimization than 

rural juveniles living in higher economic status neighborhoods. 

In sum, the inconsistent patterns found in Table 1 among rates of 

personal victimization and neighborhood economic status were, in large 

part, eliminated by controlling for extent of urbanization. To the 

extent that victimization rates are a valid indicator of levels of 

crime, the above findings are consistent with past urban based ecological 

research (e.g., Shaw and McKay, 1942). That is, low economic status 

neighborhoods in urban areas have higher crime levels than high economic .. 
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status urban neighborhoods. The finding that juvenile personal victimi-

zation is positively related to neighborhood economic status in rural 

areas and that there are discrepancies between adult "at or near home" 

and total rates of personal victimization in rural areas indicates that 

further examination of the neighborhood contexts of rural victimization 

is warranted. Overall, these victimization survey data do suggest, in 

contrast to the assertion that traditional ecological correlates of crime 

(e.g., economic status) 2re largely the result of selective law enforcement, 

that there are indeed differences in criminal activity across ecological 

20 ar.eas. 

Neighborhood Unemployment 

A great deal of contemporary research in the criminological area 

involves studying the relationship between unemployment and crime (Orsagh, 

1980; Danser and Laub, 1981). While area unemployment is not conceptually 

as strong an indicator of economic status as the percentage of total 

families in a neighborhood with less than $5,000 family income, researchers 

and theorists (Fleischer, 1963; Gibbs, 1966; Danziger, 1976) have argued 

that unemployment is an important variable that measures the economic 

opportunities present in local communities. Therefore, in an attempt to 

further investigate the relationship between neighborhood economic status 

and personal victimization, Table 3 presents race, age, and crime-specific 

rates of victimization across categories of neighborhood unemployment. 

The marginal totals in Table 3 clearly indicate that rates of both 

theft and violent victimization are substantially higher in neighborhoods 

characterized by relatively high unemployment rates than neighborhoods 

having lower unemployment rates. The relationship between neighborhood 

unemployment is somewhat stronger for theft victimization than for violent 
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Table 3 Estimated annual rates of victimization in personal crimes (per 100 000 
persons in each population subgroup), by race and age of victim typ'e of . ad' , 
cr1me, an ne1ghborhood unemployment, NCS national data, 1973-1978 
aggregate 

Race and age 
of victim and 
type of crime 

White: 
12 to 17 

Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20 
Theft 
Violent 

21 or older 
Theft 
Violent 

White total 
Theft 
Violent 

Black: 
12 to 17 

Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20 
Theft 
Violent 

21 or older 
Theft 
Violent 

Black total 
Theft 
Violent 

Total: 
Theft 
Violent 

Unemployment 

(Percent of total civilian labor force 16 years 
old and over which is unemployed) 

Low 
(0-2) 

(4,346,845)b 
1,009 
4,096 

(2,035,039) 
1,483 
6,050 

(24,022,120) 
574 

1,546 

(30,404,004) 
695 

2,202 

(315,494) 
1,302 
3,664 

(145,586) 
1,957 
7,019 

(1,342,432) 
1,249 
1,746 

(1,803,512) 
1,312 
2,498 

(32,207,516) 
729 

2,218 

Medium 
(3-5) 

(9,754,915) 
1,133 
4,460 

(4,916,346) 
1,259 
5,945 

(56,378,391) 
688 

1,803 

(71,049,652) 
788 

2,606 

(1,392,933) 
2,031 
4,279 

(654,293) 
2,271 
4,644 

(5,606,219) 
1,740 
2,129 

(7 653,445) , 
1,836 
2,732 

08,703,097) 
890 

2,618 

High 
(6-99) 

(4,575,786) 
1,434 
5,453 

(2,361,722) 
1,815 
7,277 

(25,671,749) 
909 

2,352 

(32,609,257) 
1,047 
3,138 

(1,530,031) 
2,467 
5,101 

(641,644) 
2,512 
5,056 

(5,547,327) 
2,388 
2,461 

(7,719,002) 
2,412 
3,197 

.(40,328,259) 
1,308 
3,149 

aTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

bS' . 1X year average est1mated number of persons in the population. 
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victimization. For example, rates of theft victimization increase a total 

of 80 percent as neighborhood unemployment increases (from 729 to 890 to 

1,308) whereas comparable rates of violent victimization increase 

approximately 40 percent (from 2,218 to 2,618 to 3,149). 

Focusing next on race and age-specific rates of victimization it is 

evident that for juveniles and adults of each racial group, victimization 

rates increase monotonically as neighborhood unemployment levels increase. 

The stronger relationship of neighborhood unemployment to theft victimi-

zation than violent victimization is more pronounced for blacks than 

whites. For black juveniles and adults, theft victimization rates in 

high unemployment areas are almost double the rates of low unemployment 

areas, whereas comparable rates for violent victimization are only about 

40 percent greater in high versus low unemployment areas. For whites, 

the percentage differences are less substantial. For example white 

juvenile rates of theft victimization increase from 1,009 to 1,133 to 

1,434, a total increase of 42 percent as neighborhood unemployment increases, 

whereas their comparable rates of violent victimization increase slightly 

less (33 percent) from 4,096 to 4,460 to 5,453 as neighborhood unemployment 

increases. In contrast to these consistent increases, there is relatively 

little pattern among rates of victimization for 18 to 20 year olds. Only 

for the theft victimization of blacks 18 to 20 years is there a monotonic, 

albeit small increase in rates as neighborhood unemployment increases. 2l 

Since the nature of the relationship between neighborhood economic 

status and v"!.ctimization was seen to vary somewhat between urban and 

rural areas, it is conceivable that this is true for neighborhood 

unemployment at well. Accordingly, the relationship between neighborhood 
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unemployment and personal victimization was examined controlling for 

extent of urbanization. It was found that although general patterns 

remained for every age group, neighborhood unemployment was more 

strongly related to the victimization of residents in urban rather 

than rural areas. For instance, the urban juvenile rate of total 

victimization was found to be 40 percent greater in high unemployment 

areas than in low unemployment areas (10,041 versus 7,199); whereas 

comparable rural juvenile rates of total victimization were found to 

be only 15 percent higher (3,876 versus 3,358, data not shown in tabular 

form). 

The frat or near home" rates of victimization presented in Table D2 

indicate that the above findings are not spurious due to misclassiilcation. 

Further analysis controlling for race of victim and extent of urbanization 

separately lead to the same conclusion (data not shown in tabular form). 

In every instance except for black 18 to 20 year 01ds,22 flat or near home" 

rates of victimizatiol1 parallel closely rates of victimization based on 

all incidents. It thus seems safe to conclude that, generally, neighborhood 

unemployment has a modera te positive relatj.onship with personal rates of 

victimization. This finding is consistent with past ecological research 

which has found a positive relationship between unemployment and official 

crime rates (e.g., Danziger, 1976; Kvalseth, 1977). 

Neighborhood Racial Composition 

The major ecological studies conducted in the United States have con­

sistently introduced a measure of racial composition into analysis. In the 

present study, racial composition is measured by the percenta~e of the 

neighborhood population which is black. Generally, intra-urban studies have 

found percent black to have a strong positive relationship with crimes rates based 
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on official data (e.g., Schmid, 1960; Schuessler, 1962; Beasley and Antunes, 

1974). 

Table 4 displays race, age and crime-specific rates of victimization 

across neighborhoods with varying racial composition. Focusing first on 

the marginal totals, it is i~~ediately apparent that for both theft and 

violent victimizations, rates of personal victimization generally increase 

as the percent black within a neighborhood increases, with the relationship 

being stronger for theft victimization. For example, rates of theft 

victimization increase steadily from 634 to 931 to 1,275 to 2,948, as 

percent black increases, the increase totalling over 350 percent. In 

contrast, rates of violent victimization increase from 2,289 to 2,766 

before decreasing slightly to 2,679 and then, once again, increase to 

3,944 as percent black increases (total increase being approximately 70 

percent). Thus, the racial composition of a neighborhood is clearly more 

strongly related to theft victimization than viol~nt victimization. In 

this regard, it is also interesting to note that the ratio between rates 

of theft victimization and violent victimization in predominately black 

neighborhoods (.75) is much greater than the comparable ratio in all white 

neighborhoods (.28). This finding indicates that theft victimizations 

constitute a greater proportjon of total victimizations reported to NCS 

interviewers in predominately black neighborhoods than in all white neighbor-

hoods. 

Turning to race and age-specific rates of personal victimization, it 

is observed that black rates of victimization vary with differences in the 

racial composition of a neighborhood in quite a different manner than white 

rates of victimization. Since whites comprise almost 90 percent of the 
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Table 4 Estimated annual rates of victimization in personal crimes (per 100,000 persons 
in each population subgroup), by race and age of victim, type of crime,a 
and neighborhood racial composition, NCS national data, 1973-1978 aggregate 

Race and age 
of victim and 
type of crime 

White: 
12 to 17 

Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20 
Theft 
Violent 

21 or older 
Theft 
Violent 

White total 
Theft 
Violent 

Black: 
12 to 17 

Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20 
Theft 
Violent 

21 or older 
Theft 
Violent 

Black total 
Theft 
Violent 

Total: 
Theft 
Violent 

o 

(10,206,562)b 
980 

4,104 

(4,636,303) 
1,172 
5,887 

(55,683,051) 
527 

1,657 

(70,525,916) 
634 

2,289 

(70,525,916) 
634 

2,289 

Racial Composition 

(Percent Black) 
1-5 6-59 

(5,232,172) (3,065,796) 
1,219 2,482 
4,611 5,127 

(2,997,177) (1,604,909) 
1,690 1,468 
6,634 6,180 

(30,384,978) (19,034,201) 
772 992 

2,009 2,038 

(38,614,327) (23,704,906) 
903 1,216 

2,720 2,717 

(247,840) (1,560,344) 
1,401 1,504 
5,787 3,744 

(132,279) (662,344) 
3,338 1,461 
6,630 4,699 

(1,066,089) (5,633,031) 
1,575 1,444 
3,277 1,993 

(1,446,208) (7,855,719) 
1,706 1,457 
4,013 2,568 

(40,060,535) (31,560,625) 
931 1,275 

2,766 2,679 

60-100 

(123,016) 
8,179 

26,184 

( 74,719) 
8,523 

21,817 

(970,029) 
4,385 
7,317 

(1,167,764) 
5,049 

10,232 

(1,430,274) 
2,978 
5,308 

(646,899) 
2,991 
4,791 

(5,796,858) 
2,514 
2,248 

(7,874,031) 
2,637 
3,012 

(9,041,795) 
2,948 
3,944 

aTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

bSix year average estimated number of persons in the population . 
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total population, it is clear that their rates of personal victimization 

should closely parallel the total rates of personal victimization. 

Consequently, white rates of both theft and violent victimization generally 

increase as the percent black in a neighborhood increases. If analysis of 

white victimization rates is restricted to a comparison between all-white neigh-

borhoods and neighborhoods that are 1 to 5 and 6 to 59 percent black, rates 

of victimization generally increase moderately (especially for violent 

victimization) as percent black increases for all three white age groups. 

In contrast, the magnitude of the rate increases between the 6 to 59 and 

60 to 100 percent black categories for each age group is much larger. 

Taken together, the total percent increases are quite large. For example, 

white juvenile rates of theft victimization increase from 980 to 1,219 to 

2,482 to 8,179 (a total increase of over 700 percent) as percent black 

increases. This total increase must be viewed with caution, however, 

owing to the fact that the estimated rate of white victimization presented 

in the 60 to 100 percent black category may be statistically unreliable due 

to the relatively small population base on which it is computed. Collapsing 

the two highest percent black categories into one category (6 to 100 percent) 

results in a much smaller total increase for white rates of victimization as 

percent black increases (e.g., 175 percent for white juveniles). Nevertheless, 

white rates of personal victimization, especially theft victimization, are 

generally strongly related to the racial composition of neighborhoods. 

In con.trast, except for black juvenile rates of theft victimization, 

rates of victimization for blacks of all ages are higher in predominately 

white (1 to 5 percent black) neighborhoods or neighborhoods with a majority 

of blacks (60 to 100 percent black) than in neighborhoods with 6 to 59 

percent of the population being black. 23 For example, as percent black 

-37-

in a neighborhood increases, rates of black juvenile violent victimization 

decrease from 5,787 to 3,744 before increasing to 5,308. Once again, due to 

relatively small population bases, the reader should be cautious in inter-

preting the estimated rates of victimization presented for black juveniles 

and 18 to 20 year olds in the 1 to 5 percent black category. A noteworthy 

finding revealed in Table 4 is that white rates of victimization are higher 

than black rates of victimization for juveniles and 18 to 20 year olds 

living in neighborhoods that are 6 to 59 percent black. For example, the 

white juvenile rate of theft victimization is 2,482 while the black juvenile 

rate of victimization is 1,504. These data suggest that racial differences 

in victimization are in large part dependent on the neighborhood context. 

An examination of the relationship between neighborhood racial 

composition and personal victimization controlling for extent of urbanization 

revealed that the general patterns noted above maintained within categories 

of the urban-rural dimension (data not shown in tabular form). In contrast 

to the neighborhood economic status measures, neighborhood racial composition 

was not found to be more strongly related to l>~rsonal victimization in urban 

rather than rural areas. Furthermore, "at or near home" rates of personal 

victimization across neighborhoods with varying racial composition (see 

Table D3) closely parallel the rates based on all victimizations. 24 In 

general, "at or near hOmet'l rates increase as percent black in a neighborhood 

increases, with the relationship being stronger for theft victimization than 

violent victimization. It thus seems reasonable to conclude that the relation-

ship between percent black and personal victimization is not spurious due 

to misclassification. 



-38-

Neighborhood Residential Mobility 

Ecological studies have indicated that communities characterized by 

high residential mobility have higher crime levels than those communities 

which have more stable, less mobile populations (see, e.g., Longmoor and Young 

1936; Shaw and McKay, 1942; Clinard, 1964). Within Shav1 and McKay's 

(1942) theoretical framework, community mobility was considered an important 

cause of delinquency. Mobility was hypothesized to lead to community 

instability and weak social controls which in turn accounted for delinquency. 

Shaw and McKay showed that official delinquency rates in Chicago 

were correlated with the percentage decrease or increase in population, 

rates being highest in areas with declining population. If community 

mobility is indeed positively related to delinquent behavior, then rates 

of personal victimization should also be highest in those areas characterized 

by high residential mobility. 

Although the indicator of community mobility used here is different 

(percent of persons 5 years old or older living in the same house as 5 

years ago) than the one employed by Shaw and McKay, the age, race and 

sex-specific rates of total personal victimization presented in Table 

5 support Shaw and McKay's finding that community mobility is positively 

related to crime. For every population subgroup, neighborhood residential 

mobility exhibits a strong monotonic positive relationship with victimization 

rates. That is, persons living in neighborhoods characterized by high 

residential mobility (a low percentage of persons living in the same house 

as 5 years ago) have higher rates of victimization than persons living in 

neighborhoods with low residential mobility. For example, white male 

juvenile rates of victimization increase steadily from 5,590 to 7,465 to 

9,990 as residential mobility increases, a total increase of almost 79 
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Table 5 Estimated annual rates of victimization in total personal crimes (per 100,000 
persons in each population subgroup), by race, sex and age of victim, and 
neighborhood residential mobility, NCS national data, 1973-1978 aggregate 

Race, sex 
and age of 
victim 

White male: 
12 to 17 

18 to 20 

21 or older 

White male total 

Black male: 
12 to 17 

18 to 20 

21 or older 

Black male total 

White female: 
12 to 17 

18 to 20 

21 or older 

White female total 

Black female: 
12 to 17 

18 to 20 

21 or older 

Black female total 

Total: 

Residential Mobility 

(Percent of total persons 5 years old and over 
living in same house as 5 years ago.) 

Low Medium High 
(63-99) (47-62) (0-46) ___ _ 

5,590 a 
(2,491,128) 

7,667 
(1,035,108) 

2,389 
(12,667,969) 

3,218 
(16,194,205) 

6,909 
(361,572) 

5,292 
(142,288) 

4,198 
(1,202,014) 

4,863 
(1,705,874) 

3,155 
(2,351,821) 

3,632 
(1,043,435) 

1,405 
(14,055,269) 

1,744 
(17,450,525) 

3,372 
(389,893) 

5,017 
(16g,237) 

2,770 
(1,547,792) 

3,061 
(2,106,922) 

2,591 
(37,457,526) 

7,465 
(4,795,114) 

9,182 
(2,110,801) 

3,102 
(24,956,599) 

4,161 
(31,862,514) 

8,724 
(791,471) 

8,628 
(300,804) 

5,242 
(2,719,659) 

6,231 
(3,811,934) 

3,822 
(4,635,720) 

5,116 
(2,192,963) 

1,738 
(27,Q03,527) 

2,229 
(34,732,210) 

4,093 
(769,079) 

5,035 
(355,681) 

3,218 
(3,411,735) 

3,508 
(4,536,495) 

3,322 
(74,943,153) 

9,990 
(2,247,628) 

13,685 
(1,445,917) 

4,895 
(12,689,723) 

6,369 
(16,383,268) 

10,915 
(457,3l3) 

10,931 
(224,381) 

6,055 
(1,622,373) 

7,494 
(2,304,066) 

5,080 
(2,156,l35) 

6,806 
(1,484,883) 

2,687 
(l3,799,173) 

3,333 
(17,440,191) 

6,560 
(469,130) 

9,014 
(249,l30) 

4,124 
(:\.,992,406) 

4,995 
(2,710,666) 

4,965 
(38,838,191) 

aSix year average estimated number of persons in the population. 
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percent. In fact, for most of the population subgroups, rates of 

victimization are almost twice as high in neighborhoods characterized 

by high residential mobility than they are in areas marked by less 

residential mobility. Even for black male adults and black female adults, 

those groups whose victimization is least related to neighborhood mobility, 

areas marked by greater mobility exhibit rates of victimization which are 

almost 1.5 times greater than areas characterized by a less mobile population. 

For example, black male adult rates increase from 4,198 to 6,055 as neighbor-

hood mobility increases, a total increase of 44 percent. Thus, neighborhood 

mobility is related to victimization in a manner largely independent of the 

race, sex and age of neighborhood residents, In addition, the positive 

relationship between mobility and victimization is not altered when extent 

of urbanization is introduced as a control variable (data not shown in 

tabular form). 

A crime specific analysis has revealed that neighborhood mobility 

has an equally strong relationship with theft victimization as for violent 

victimization for all the population subgroups in question (data not presented 

in tabular form). The crime-specific "at or near home" rates of personal 

victimization presented in Table D4 support not only the general finding 

that neighborhood mobility is positively related to victimization but also 

h ' l' h, 25 that there are no significant type of crime differences in t lS re atlons lp. 

For example, the marginal totals in Table D4 show that both theft and 

violent victimization rates are about twice as high in areas characterized 

by high mobility than areas marked by low residential mobility (207 versus 

99 and 818 versus 373, respectively). It thus seems apparent that the 

strong relationship evidenced between neighborhood mobility and victimization 

is not spurious due to victim migration. Furthermore, this relationship is 

equally strong for theft and violent victimizations, and for all the population 
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subgroups examined. 

Structural Density 

An increasing number of criminologists have argued that the ecological 

studies of crime spawned by Shaw and McKay have concentrated on the 

relationship between the social environment and crime to the neglect of 

the relationship between the physical environment and crime (Jeffrey, 1977). 

In response to such criticisms of traditional ecological research, a growing 

number of studies have focused on the relationship between crime and 

characteristics of the physical environment (e.g., land use patterns, 

building designs - see Newman, 1972). In the present study, we will 

examine the relationship between the structural density of a neighborhood, 

defined by the percentage of total units within a neighborhood which are in 

structures of 5 or more units, and rates of personal victimization. Although 

this indicator can be interpreted as a general measure of the physical 

environment (see e.g., Choldin and Roncek, 1976), it is likely that structural 

density is strongly related to population density (i.e., high structurally 

dense neighborhoods also have a high population density). If so, then the 

findings from this study can be compared to studies examining the relationship 

between population density and crime. These studies generally find a 

positive association between the two variables (e.g., Schmitt, 1957; Bloom, 

1966; Schmid and Schmid, 1972; Bedsley and Antunes, 1974). 

The marginal totals in Table 6 indicate that neighborhood structural 

density has a strong positive relationship with both theft and violent rates 

of victimization, the strength of the relationship being somewhat 

weaker for violent victimization. As neighborhoQd structural density 

increases from low (0 percent of units in structures of 5 or more units) 
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Table 6 Estimated annual rates of victimization in personal crimes (per 100,000 
persons in each population subgroup), by sex and age of v:i.e-tim, type of 
crime,a and neighborhood structural density, NCS national data, 1973-
1978 aggregate 

Sex and age 
of victim and 
type of crime 

Male: 
12 to 17 

Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20 
Theft 
Violent 

21 or older 
Theft 
Violent 

Male total 
Theft 
Violent 

Female: 
12 to 17 

Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20 
Theft 
Violent 

21 or older 
Theft 
Violent 

Female total 
Theft 
Violent 

Total: 
Theft 
Violent 

(Percent of total 
Low 
(0) 

(2,535,377)b 
1,226 
4,436 

(995,928) 
1,440 
5,569 

(10,923,985) 
540 

1,788 

(14,455,290) 
722 

2,512 

(2,396,206) 
376 

2,559 

(931,616) 
345 

3,320 

(11,742,502) 
348 
899 

(15,070,324) 
352 

1,313 

(29,526,614) 
533 

1,899 

Structural Density 

units in structures of 5 or more units) 
Medium High 
(1-11) (12-.99) 

(5,911,240) (2,839,495) 
1,689 3,369 
5,754 6,863 

(2,667,980) (1,676,827) 
1,701 2,884 
7,881 9,608 

(28,777,534) (16,906,316) 
723 1,755 

2,402 3,356 

(37,356,754) (21,422,638) 
944 2,054 

3,318 4,303 

(5,755,340) (2,753,431) 
534 924 

3,313 4,464 

(2,725,971) (1,906,810) 
1,052 1,672 
3.952 5,278 

(31,980,012) (19,763,010) 
456 1,389 

1,176 1,861 

(40,461,323) (24,423,251) 
507 1,358 

1,764 2,417 

(77 ,818,077) (45,845,889) 
717 1,683 

2,510 3,298 

aTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

bSix vear average estimated number of persons in the population. 
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to high (12 percent or more of units in structures of 5 or more units), 

rates of theft victimization more than triple (533 to 717 to 1,683) while 

rates of violent victimization less than double (1,899 to 2,510 to 3,298). 

Examination of the relationship by sex and age of victim reveal comparable 

or even greater relative differences in rate increases between theft and 

violent victimization for every population subgroup except 18 to 20 year 

old males. For this population subgroup, neighborhood structural density 

is only slightly more related to theft victimization than violent victimi-

, , zation (rate increases being 100 percent versus 75 percent, respectively). 

Nevertheless, it is apparent that for every population subgroup represented 

in this table, rates of victimization increase monotonically and subs tan-

tially as neighborhood structural density increases. Introducing race of 

victim into this analysis does little to change these patterns. For every 

race, age and sex specific population subgroup, once again, rates of victimi-

zation are about twice as high in high structurally dense neighborhoods than 

less structurally dense neighborhoods (data not presented in tabular form). 

If structural density is strongly related to population density, then 

it is possible that structural density is simply a proxy measure of a major 

known correlate of victimization ~- extent of urbanization (e.g., Gibbs, 

1979). It should be noted that the two major criteria for defining areas 

as urban are population size and de~sity (see Laub, 1980). To examine the 

above possibility, the relationship between neighborhood structural density 

and personal victimization was analyzed controlling for extent of urbaniza-

tion. 

The data presented in Table 7 indicate that rates of victimization vary 

in the same direction as neighborhood structural density in urban, suburban, 

and rural areas. However, the relationship between neighborhood structural 

" 

/ 
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Table 7 Estimated annual rates of victimizacion in total personal crimes (per 100,000 

persons in each population subgroup), by age of victim, extent of 
urbanization, and neighborhood structural density, NCS national data, 
1973-1978 aggregate 

Structural Density Age of victim 
and extent of 
urbanization (Percent of total units in structures of 5 or more units) 

12 to 17: 
SMSA Central Cities 

Balance of SMSA 

Areas Outside of SMSA 

18 to 20: 
SMSA Central Cities 

Balance of SMSA 

Areas Outside of SMSA 

21 or older: 
SMSA Central Cities 

Balance of SMSA 

Areas Outside of SMSA 

Total: 
SMSA Central Cities 

Balance of SMSA 

Areas Outside of SMSA 

Low' 
(0) 

7,793 
(584,2l9)a 

5,279 
(1,960,368) 

2,717 
(2,386,996) 

8,284 
(238,961) 

5,879 
(747,267) 

4,273 
(941,317) 

2,848 
(2,761,378) 

2,044 
(8,250,793) 

1,318 
(11,654,315) 

4,016 
(3,584,558) 

2,884 
(10,958,428) 

1,726 
(14,982,628) 

a Six year average estimated number of persons in 

Medium High 
(1-11) (12-99) 

8,410 
(2,505,628) 

6,036 
(4,612,210) 

3,787 
(4,548,802) 

8,285 
(1,255,977) 

7,786 
(2,019,llLf) 

6,171 
(2,118,861) 

3,431 
(14,168,536) 

2,344 
(22,664,688) 

1,687 
(23,924,323) 

4,466 
(17,930,141) 

3,300 
(29,296,012) 

2,309 
(30,591,986) 

the population. 

8,919 
(2,879,793) 

7,037 
(2,213,198) 

5,258 
(499,935) 

10,283 
(1,816,211) 

8,865 
(1,244,744) 

8,593 
(522,684) 

4,843 
(20,058,986) 

3,243 
(13,367,460) 

3,126 
(3,242,881) 

5,716 
(24,754,990) 

4,157 
(16,825,402) 

4,OLf5 
(4,265,500) 
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density and victimization is stronger in rural areas than urban arees. 

For example, juveniles living in urban areas have rates that only increase 

a total of 14 percent as structural density increases (7,793 to 8,410 to 

8,919) whereas comparable rates for juveniles living in rural areas 

increase over 90 percent (2,717 to 3,787 to 5,258). These relative 

differences in rate increases across urban and rural areas generally 

maintain for the other age groups. It is also interesting to note that 

the relationship between neighborhood structural density and personal 

victimization, regardless of extent of urbanization, is generally weakest 

for juveniles and strongest for adults. For instance, as noted above, 

urban juvenile rates of victimization increase only 14 percent as neigh-

borhood structural density increases. In contrast, rates for urban adults 

increase 70 percent from 2,848 to 3,431 to 4,843 as structural density 

increases. 

The above discussion indicates that neighborhood structural density 

is more than a mere proxy variable for extent of urbanization. Quite to 

the contrary, it allows the researcher to specify the relationship between 

extent of urbanization and personal victimization. Earlier studies have 

found that urban rates of victimization are generally higher than suburban 

rates which are in turn higher than rural rates (Gibbs, 1979; Laub and 

Hindelang, 1981). The present study has shed additional light on this 

relationship by suggesting that at least for adults, personal victimization 

is related to the interaction of urbanization and neighborhood structural 

den3ity. For example, Table 7 shows that rural adults living in relatively 

high structurally dense are~s have slightly higher rates of victimization 

than urban adults living in low structurally dense neighborhoods (3,126 

versus 2,848). Thus for adults, it is not solely the larger type of area 
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b 1) but also the more local type of residence (i.e., ur an versus rura 

area residence (i.e., low structural density versus high structural 

In density) which is reflected in rates of personal victimization. 

contrast, juvenile rates of victimization \9.re always lower in rural than 

suburban areas, which are in turn lower than urban rates, regardless of 

the structural density of the neighborhood. 

of V ;ct;m;zat;on based on "at or near home" Examination of rates ~ ~ ~ ~ 

incidents, once again, revealed that the relationship found between a 

neighborhood c.::·\aracteristic (in this instance, structural density) and 

victimization is not spurious due to the misclassification of victimization 

events. For every age group and type of crime, "at or near home" rates 

closely parallel rates based on all victimization incidents (see Table D5). 

Thus, we can conclude that neighborhood structural density is, indeed, 

strongly reiated to personal victimization, with the substantial positive 

relation being stronger for theft victimization than violent victimization 

and among rural residents than urban residents. To the extent that 

structural density is related to population density, these results generally 

support studies finding a positive relationship between density and crime 

(Schmitt, 1957; Bloom, 1966; Beasley and Antunes, 1974). 

Sununary 

In this section of the report we have examined the relationship between 

and rates of victimization as indicated selected neighborhood characteristics 

by reports to NCS interviewers, controlling for individual demographic 

characteristics of the victim known to be associated with the likelihood 

of victimization (e.g., age, race, and sex). Some of the major findings of 

this analysis include: 

I, 

i 1 

;\1 

i I 
II 
} I 
11 

\1 

I 
I 
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Neighborhood economic status. Controlling for extent of urbanization, 

analysis revealed that in urban areas, neighborhood economic status has a 

moderate negative relationship with victimization. That is, as neighborhood 

economic status increases, ratesof personal victimization decrease. The 

relationship was found to be stronger for adult victimization than juvenile 

victimization and for theft rather than violent victimization. In contrast, 

rural juveniles have higher rates of victimization in high economic status 

neighborhoods than low economic status neighborhoods. Generally, for rural 

adults the relationship was weak and inconsistent. 

Neighborhood unemploymen~. The relationship between neighborhood 

unemployment and victimization was found to be moderate and positive for 

juvenile and adult victimization, but weak and inconsistent for 18 to 20 

year old victimization. The relationship was stronger for theft than 

violent victimization, especially among blacks. Extent of urbanization 

differences were also revealed with urban victimization being more strongly 

related to neighborhood unemployment than rural victimization. 

Neighborhood racial composition. White rates of victimization were 

found to be positively related to the percent black in neighborhoods. This 

relationship was found to be stronger for theft victimizations than violent 

victimizations. In contrast, black rates of victimization were higher in 

predominately white neighborhoods or predominately black neighborhoods than 

in the intermediate percent black cagetory. 

Neighborhood residential mobility. This characteristic was found to have 

a relatively strong positive relationship with the victimization of all the 

population subgroups examined (age, race, and sex-specific). In most instances; 

rates of victimization in neighborhoods characterized by high residential 

mobility were twice as large as comparable rates in neighborhoods marked by 

low residential mobility. 
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Neighborhood structural density. The relationship between neighborhood 

structural density and victimization was found to be strong and positive for 

b comparatively stronger with adult victimization all population subgroups, ut 

" , NeJ.'ghborhood structural density was found to be than juvenile victJ.mJ.zatJ.on. 

more strongly related with theft victimization than violent victimization and 

rural victimization than urban victimization. 

III. Rates of Offending 

" I 

To this point in the analysis our examinatian of neighborhood characteristics 

has relied exclusively on rates of victimization. It should be emphasized 

, 1 research utilizing official data has at this point that prior ecologJ.ca 

focused on the relationship between ecological variables and crime and 

delinquency rates derived from offender based arrest data. Accordingly, 

we now shift the focus of attention from the victim to the offender. That 

is, rates of offending for age and race-specific population subgroups will 

be analyzed across neighborhood characteristic dimensions. The major question 

to be addressed is whether selected neighborhood characteristics are related 

to the involvement of juveniles in serious criminal offending. 

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

t the total number of offenders in each age arrest data by taking into accoun 

11 rJ.'sk of being arrested for the offense and race subgroup theoretica y at 

reported to survey interviewers. This is accomplished by summing the total 

d ' h age and race subgroup for each victimization number of offen ers J.n eac 

event. For example, if one victim reports having been victimized by one 

black adult and two white juveniles and another victim reports having been 

victimized by one white juvenile and. one black adult, the race and age 

subtotals for these victimizations would be two black adults and three white 

juveniles. This subtotalling process continues across all incidents reported 

J 
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to survey interviewers and results in a total number of offenders for each 

race and age subgroup. These subgroup totals serve as the numerators for the 

rates of offending reported in this section; the denominators are estimates 

of the number of persons in the general neighborhood population (i.e., 

potential offenders) in each race and age subgroup. Rates of offending 

are reported per 100,000 potential offenders and they convey the extent 

to which persons with particular demographic characteristics are dis-

proportionately involved as offenders in personal victimizations (Hindelang 

and McDermott, 1981:40).~6 

Before turning to the analysis, it is necessary to address certain 

limitations of the NCS data when used to study rates of offending in 

relation to neighborhood characteristics. In the above section total 

rates of victimization were compared to rates of victimization computed 

from the subset of victimizations which occurred "at or near home." In 

this manner the possible influence of victim migration on patterns of 

victimization was empirically assessed. However, when the focus shifts 

to rates of offending an additional concern arises, namely, the residence 

of the offender. In the NCS data set there is no mechanism by which to 

determine ,.,here the offender lives. Even if a victimization occurred in 

the victim's neighborhood, the offender may have migrated there from his/her 

own residential neighborhood. As Schmid (1960) and Boggs (1965) have shown, 

high offender residence and high offense occurrence areas do not necessarily 

coincide. Certain structural characteristics of neighborhoods (e.g., high 

income) may differentially attract offenders from distant areas for certain 

crimes (e.g., burglary). Because rates of offending standardize for the 

number of potential offenders in the victim's neighborhood, substantial 

offender migration will distort patterns of offending when considered in 
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relation to neighborhood characteristics. 

In an effort to minimize whatever effects may result from offender 

migratl.on, . the prl.·mary focus of this section will be the relationship 

between neighborhood characteristics and age-specific rates of offending. 

Besides the fact that age is the major offender characteristic of interest 

in this monograph, prior ecological research has shown that juveniles 

travel less than adults to commit crimes, especially for personal crimes 

(Chappell, 1965; Suttles, 1968; Turner, 1969; Baldwin and Bottoms, 1976; 

Phillips, 1980). Turner (1969), for example, found that 75 percent of all 

f occurred Within one mile of the delinquent's home. In juvenile of enses 

one of the most recent studies available on this topic, Phillips (1980:175) 

found that the mean distance travelled by juveniles for assault was 

7 f '1 Hence, it appears that juvenile offending relatively short--O. 0 a ml. e. 

h 1 less subJ'ect to error introduced by offender mobility rates are in erent y 

than offending rates computed for other demographic subgroups, particularly 

since little is nown a ou e k b t th mobl.·ll.·ty patterns of race and sex-specific 

subgroups (see Phillips, 1980). 

h focus to an age-specific analysis, the Furthermore, by limiting t e 

result is to increase the population bases upon which the rates are 

calculated. That is, when the offending data are examined by age, race, 

and sex of offender across neighborhood characteristic dimensions, the 

bases upon which the rates are calculated are significantly reduced in 

number. This is especially true for race-specific rates of offending for 

d · Fl.·rst. blacks represent only about 12 percent two compoun l.ng reasons. 

of the U.S. population. Second, the distribution of blacks across the 

economic status and percent black variables is highly skewed. For examples 
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only 8 percent of all blacks live in high economic status neighborhoods. 

When this already small black population base is further dis aggregated by 

age and sex, the absolute number of remaining cases is extremely reduced 

(e.g., less than 200 unweighted cases in some categories). Thus, even a 

small amount of offender migration, in conjunction with a small population 

base, may produce unreliable rates. Contrariwise, when the data are 

analyzed only by age, the population bases in most instances are sufficiently 

large that it would take a considerable amount of offender mobility (i.e., 

more than the literature suggests) to alter the general patterns of offending. 

Therefore, in an attempt to reduce the possible effects of offender mieration 

bias, the following analysis concentrates on the relationship between age­

specific rates of offending and neighborhood characteristics. 

Neighborhood Economic Status 

Table 8 presents age and crime-specific rates of offending across 

categories of neighborhood economic status. The marginal totals show that 

the rate of theft offending is highest in lower economic status neighborhoods, 

the rate of 1,619 being approximately 60 percent higher than the rate of 

1,010 in higher economic status areas. Violent offending shows a weaker 

relationship, with the highest rate of 4,318 exhibited in the middle 

economic status category. Whjle the total theft offending pattern is 

consistent with past research utilizing delinquency data, it is apparent 

that this relationship is accounted for largely by the offending behavior 

of adults. For example, the adult theft offending rate of 1,070 in low 

economic status areas is twice the corresponding rate of 523 found in 

high economic status areas, with medium economic status areas falling in 

the middle (787). The juvenile offending patterns, however, do not fall 



-52-

Table 8 Estimated annual rates of offending in personal crimes (per 100,000 a 
potential offenders in each population subgroup), by age of offender, 
type of crime,b and neighborhood economic status, NCS national data, 
1973-1978 aggregateC 

Age of offender 
and type of 
crime 

12 to 17: 

Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20: 

Theft 
Violent 

21 or older: 

Theft 
Violent 

Total: e 

Theft 
Violent 

Economic Status 

(Percent of total families with 
less than $5,000 family income) 

Low 
(27 99) 

(6,005,803)d 

2,723 
5,563 

(3,029,340) 

5,229 
7,772 

(32,016,575) 

1,070 
2,460 

(41,051,718) 

1,619 
3,306 

Medium 
(11-26) 

(9,794,931) 

3,090 
7,510 

(5,115,910) 

4,097 
10,759 

(55,848,360) 

787 
2,501 

(70,759,201) 

1,345 
4,318 

High 
(0-10) 

(6,390,416) 

2,055 
6,590 

(2,759,885) 

4,263 
11,966 

(32,228,426) 

523 
2,086 

(41,378,727) 

1,010 
3,442 

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

bTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

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

dSix year average estimated number of persons in the population. 

eExcluded are incidents (about 4 percent of the total) in which the victim did 
not know the age of offender. 
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into line with expectations derived from past ecological research focusing 

on offenses of juveniles in official records (e.g., Shmv and McKay, 1942). 

The victimization survey data shown in Table 8 indicate that for both theft 

and violent crimes, juvenile offending is highest in the medium economic 

status category, and not in the lowest. 

In the analysis of victimization rates, extent of urbanization was 

shown to be an important variable in specifying the relationship between 

economic status and personal victimization. Consequently, Table 9 displays 

age and crime-specific rates of offending across categories of neighborhood 

economic status, controlling for extent of urbanization. Focusing on total 

rates of theft offending, one notes that the rate in low economic status 

urban neighborhoods (4,187) is 3 times higher than the theft rate of 

offending in high economic status urban neighborhoods (1,397). In contrast, 

the relationship between economic status and theft offending in rural areas 

is negligible (443 versus 462). Moreover, these general patterns hold for 

all offender age groups. For juvenile (12 to 17), youthful (18 to 20), and 

adult (21 and over) offenders, rates of theft offending in urban areas show 

a 3trong, monotonic decrease as neighborhood economic status increases. For 

example, the rate of juvenile theft offending of 7,318 in low economic status 

urban areas is more than twice the rate of 3,305 in high economic status 

urban areas. Adult theft offending is ~ times higher in low economic status 

than in high economic status urban neighborhoods. Violent offending rates, 

on the other hand, are rather weakly and inconsistently related to economic 

status for all age groups in urban areas. In contrast, both the violent and 

the theft rates of offending for suburban juveniles and adults are negatively 

related to neighborhood economic status. 
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Table 9 Estimated annual rates of offending in personal crimes (per 100,000 a 
potential offenders in each population subgroup), by age of offender, 
extent of urbanization, type of crime,b and ne~ghborhood economic 
status, NCS national data, 1973-1978 aggregate 

Economic Status 

Age of offender, 
(Percent of total families with 
less than $5,000 family income) 

extent of urbanization 
Low Medium High 

and type of crime 
(27-99) (11 26) (0-10) 

12 to 17: 
(1,684,208)d (2,884,244) (1,401,189) 

SMSA Central Cities 
7,318 6,418 3,305 

Theft 11,042 9,219 
Violent 10,060 

Balance of SMSA (663,613) (3,579,145) (4,543,019) 

3,171 2,553 1,836 
Theft 

8,996 7,744 6,064 
Violent 

Areas Outside of SMSA (3,657,983) (3,331,543) (446,208) 

526 784 353 
Theft 

2,870 4,202 3,701 
Violent 

18 to 20: 
(987,977) (1,650,441) (672,731) 

StlSA Central Cities 
11,714 8,129 6,533 

Theft 
10,574 14,030 14,157 

Violent 

Balance of SMSA (399,611) (1,697,358) (1,914,155) 

2,964 3,312 3,728 
Theft 11,404 
Violent 7,989 11,436 

Areas Outside of SHSA (1,641,751) (1,768,111) (172,999) 

1,877 1,086 1,362 
Theft 9,652 
Violent 6,034 7,058 

21 or older: 
(8,929,505) (19,352,276) (8,707,118) 

SMSA Central Cities 693 
Theft 2,764 1,273 

2,263 
Violent 4,029 2,923 

Balance of SHSA (3,855,735) (18,994,902) (21,432,305) 

961 704 465 
Theft 2,043 
Violent 2,923 2,578 

Areas Outside of SMSA (19,231,335) (17,501,182) (2,089,002) 

305 340 411 
Theft 1,780 
Violent 1,639 1,050 

Tota1: e 
(11,601,690) (23,886,961) (10,781,038) 

SMSA Central Cities 
4,187 2,368 1,397 

Theft 3,909 
Violent 5,462 4,671 

Balance of SMSA (4,918,959) (24,271,405) (27,889,479) 

1,422 1,159 912 
Theft 3,959 3,340 
Violent 4,154 

Areas Outside of SMSA (24,531,069) (22,600,836) (2,708,209) 

443 464 462 
Theft 2,682 2,599 
Violent 2,117 

a f lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. Includes perceived age 0 

b 1 1 Violent crimes include rape, Theft crimes include robbery and persona arceny. 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

cExcluded are incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did not 
know \~hether there was one or more than one offender. 

d . t d number of persons in the population. Six year average est1ma e 

eExcluded are incidents (about 4 percent of the total) in which the victim did not 

know the age of offender. 

------~----
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The interaction effect arising from a dual consideration of neighborhood 

economic status and extent of urbanization is further evidenced when one 

considers in more detail the theft offending behavior of juveniles. In high 
I 
I 

I' 
t 

economic status urban neighborhoods the juvenile theft offending rate of 

3,305 is 9 times higher than the theft rate of 353 in high economic status 
! 
i 
i rural neighborhoods. In contrast, the juvenile theft offending rate of 
i 
i 7,318 in urban low economic status neighborhoods is 14 times higher than 
I 

\ '" 
~. _I the corresponding rate of 526 in low economic status rural neighborhoods. 

11 
I \ A similar but even stronger pattern is evident for adult theft offending. 
t 
I 
I 
I 

It appears, then, that the relationship between urbanization and criminal 
I 
I offending is to a large extent dependent on the local neighborhood context. 

[I 
11 

In a similar vein, the relationship between neighborhood economic status 

and offending is more properly understood when considered in the wider 
! 
1 
I 

\ 
context of the urban-rural dimension. 

! 

~ 
The relationship between economic status and age-specific offending 

\,1 
, 
! 

rates controlling for extent of urbanization was further analyzed for those 

personal crimes occurring "at or near home" (see Table D6). As in Table 9, 

! 
r juvenile "at or near home" theft offending rates decrease monotonically as 
1 

I neighborhood economic status increases within urban areas. For example, 

the theft offending rate of 925 in low economic status, urban neighborhoods 

is approximately 4 times higher than the corresponding rate of 214 in high 

economic status, urban neighborhoods. The violent "at or near home" offending 

i. 

f rate for juveniles in urban areas is highest in the medium economic status 

category, as was the case for total violent victimizations in Table 9. 

Overall, the parallel between the "at or near home" patterns and the total 

patterns is quite strong, especially for the major offender subgroup of 

interest juveniles. That is, the juvenile offending rate for theft crimes 
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is highest in low economic status urban neighborhoods for both sets of 

rates. Thus, to the extent that juvenile offenders commit crimes near 

their residences the findings in Table 9 regarding juveniles are not 

spurious due to victim migration. 

In sum, when the relationship between neighborhood economic status 

and offending is considered without reference to the wider context of 

extent of urbanization, juvenile offending is weakly related to economic 

status, while adult offending shows a slight decrease as economic status 

increases. When the data are examined by extent of urbanization, both 

"at or near home" and total juvenile theft offending are negatively related 

to neighborhood economic status in urban areas. Violent offending, on the 

other hand, is highest in the middle economic status category for juvenile 

offenders in urban areas. For theft offending, then, these victimization 

survey data are in substantial agreement with prior ecological research 

utilizing official data that found a negative relationship between 

delinquency and economic status in urban areas (e.g., Shaw and McKay, 1942; 

Schmid, 1960; Chilton, 1964). The data also indicate that adult offending 

for both theft and violent crimes is highest in low economic status urban 

neighborhoods. Similarly, juvenile and adult offending were also found to 

have a negative relationship with neighborhood economic status in suburban 

areas. Thus, these victimIzation survey data do not support the claim that 

urban and metropolitan based ecological correlations between economic status 

and official crime rates are simply the result of differential police patrol 

of lower socio-economic status urban neighborhoods (e.g., Chambliss and 

Seidman, 1971). Quite to the contrary, rates of juvenile and adult victimi­

zation, juvenile theft offending, and adult offending (both theft and violent) 

" 
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are higher in lower economic status urban areas, both for total personal 

victimizations and for those personal victimizations that occurred at or 

near the victim's home. 

Neighborhood Unemployment 

Table 10 displays age and crime-specific rates of offending across 

categories of neighborhood unemployment. The marginal totals show that 

rates of offending in both theft and violent crimes are higher in the 

highest neighborhood unemployment category than in the medium or low 

categories. This pattern holds for all offender age groups. For example, 

the juvenile offending rate in theft crimes of 3,768 in high unemployment 

neighborhoods is approximately twice as great as the corresponding rate 

of 1,951 in low unemployment neighborhoods. Violent offending by juveniles 

is somewhat more weakly related to unemployment, with the rate in the high 

unemployment category (7,904) being approximately 35 percent higher than the 

violent rate of 5,886 in low unemployment neighborhoods. This crime-type 

difference is evidenced for all offender age groups, especially adults. 

For instance, the adult increase in rates of theft offending as neighborhood 

unemployment increases is 150 percent, whereas the corresponding violent 

offending increase is approximately 50 percent. In brief, neighborhood 

unemployment exhibits a rather strong positive relationship with the offending 

rates of juveniles, 18 to 20 year olds, and adults, particularly for theft 

crimes. 

Table D7 in Appendix D also reveals that the patterns noted above 

remain when only "at or near home" victimizations are considered. For 

example, the juvenile offending rate in "at or near home" theft crimes 

in high unemployment neighborhoods is 75 percent higher than the "at or 
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Table JO ff d' in personal crimes (per 100,000 a 
Estimated annual rates of 0 p~;u~:~ion subgroup), by a~e of offender, 
potential offenders in each unemployment, NCS nat10nal data, 
type of crime,b andcneighborhood 
1973-1978 aggregate 

Unemployment 
Age of offender 
and type of crime 

(Percent of total civilian labor force 16 
old and over which is unemployed) 

years 

12 to 17: 

Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20: 

Theft 
Violent 

21 or older: 

Theft 
Violent 

e 
Total: 

Theft 
Violent 

Low 
(0 2) 

(4,714,880) 

1,951 
5,886 

(2,205,904) 

3,.541 
9,727 

d 

(25,689,586) 

487 
1,926 

(32,610,370) 

905 
3,026 

Medium 
(3 5) 

(11,278,233) 

2,411 
6,415 

(5,646,587) 

4,172 
9,938 

(62,669,027) 

699 
2,263 

(79,593,847) 

1,188 
3,396 

High 
(6-99) 

(6,198,035) 

3,768 
7,904 

(3,052,642) 

5,632 
11,152 

(31,734,746) 

1,221 
2,972 

(40,985,423) 

1,935 
4,327 

d f oldest multiple offender. aIncludes perceived age of lone and perceive age 0 

bTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

Violent crimes include rape, 

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

dSix year average estimated number of persons in the population. 

4 Percent of the total) in which the victim did eExcluded are incidents (about 
not know the age of offender. 
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near home" theft rate in low unemployment neighborhoods. The overall 

positive relationship between offending and neighborhood unemployment 

is maintained for all offender age groups in "at or near home" incidents. 

In addition, neighborhood unemployment is positively related to age-

specific offending rates (particularly theft) regardless of extent of 

urbanization. Unlike percent of families with less than $5,000 family 

income, unemployment is positively related to theft offending for juveniles 

even in rural areas (data not shown in tabular form). Thus, introducing 

extent of urbanization as a control variable does not alter the general 

relationships noted in Table 10. In sum, the overall positive relation-

ship found between neighborhood unemployment and NCS age-specific offending 

rates is congruent with prior cross-sectional research utilizing official 

data that has shown unemployment to be positively related to crime and 

delinquency (e.g., Kvalseth, 1977). 

Neighborhood Racial Composition 

Table 11 presents age-specific rates of offending in theft and violent 

crime across categories of neighborhood racial composition (percent black). 

For all offender age groups and the marginal totals, one notes a rather 

strong, consistent increase in rates of theft offending as percent black 

increases. For instance, the juvenile offending rate in theft crimes in 

high percent black (60 to 100) neighborhoods of 8,462 is over 5 times 

higher than the corresponding rate of 1,607 in all white neighborhoods. 

The strength of the positive relationship between percent black and 

juvenile theft offending is magnified by the size of the rate in the 

high percent black category. It should be noted, however, that this 

category has a relatively small population base (7 percent of the total), 
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Table 11 Estimated annual rates of offending in personal crimes (per 100,000 potential 
offenders in each population subgroup), by age of offender,a type of crime,b 
and neighborhood racial composition, NCS national data, 1973-1978 aggregateC 

Racial Composition 
Age of offender 
and type of crime (Percent Black) 

0 1-5 6-59 60-100 

12 to 17: (10,322,582)d (5,584,290) (4,726,664) (1,557,611) 

Theft 1,607 2,700 3,152 8,462 
Violent 5,687 7,298 7,146 10,186 

18 to 20: (4,690,707) (3,192,046) (2,296,715) (725,665) 

Theft 3,220 3,544 5,485 13,153 
Violent 10,075 10,362 9,186 14,030 

21 or older: (56,233,437) (32,065,536) (24,989,415) (6,804,970) 

Theft 466 699 1,090 2,813 
Violent 2,065 2,563 2,473 3,752 

Tota1: e (71,246,726) (40,841,872) (32,012,794) (9,088,246) 

Theft 812 1,194 1,709 
Violent 3,117 3,819 3,644 

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

bTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include 
rape, aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

cExc1uded are incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did 
not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

dSix year average estimated number of persons in the population. 

eExc1uded are incidents (about 4 percent of the total) in which the victi',n did 
not know the age of offender. 
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and hence the magnitude of the rate increase from the 6 to 59 to the 60 to 

100 percent black category should be viewed with caution. When the columns 

are collapsed to create a 6 to 100 percent black category the juvenile 

theft rate is 4,468, as compared to 8,462 in the original 60-100 percent 

black category. Although considerably reduced in magnitude, the rate is 

nevertheless over 2.5 times higher than the juvenile theft rate of 1,607 

in all-white neighborhoods. Violent offending, on the other hand, shows a 

weaker yet still overall positive relationship with percent black for all 

age groups. Even though there is virtually no difference between the 1 to 

5 and 6 to 59 percent black categories for juvenile, youthful, and adult 

offenders in violent crimes, age-specific rates of violent offending in 

the 60 to 100 (or 6 to 100) percent black category are still higher than 

the respective rates in 0 percent black neighborhoods. 

In addition, the patterns discussed above generally remain the same 

when only "at or near home" victimizations are analyzed, especially for 

theft victimizations (see Table D8). It can be seen that the theft 

offending rates for all offender age groups in "at or near home" incidents 

are positively related to percent black. This positive relationship between 

"at or near home" theft offending and percent black is further realized when 

the columns are collapsed to form the category 6 to 100 percent black. In 

this case the theft rates in the highest percent black category are at least 

twice as high as the theft rates in 0 percent black ne~ghborhoods, for all 

age groups. As in Table 11, the violent "at or near home" rates show a weaker 

but nonetheless positive relationship with percent black for juvenile, 

youthful, and adult offenders. 

In sum, percent black shows a relatively strong positive relationship 

with both total and "at or near home" offending rates for each offender age 

group, with the relationship being stronger for theft crimes. Moreover, 
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this positive relationship is manifested in urban, suburban, and rural 

areas (data not shown in tabular form). It should be emphasized here, 

however, that racial composition is a characteristic of aggregates and 

not of individuals. Thus, although percent black may be positively 

related to crime rates, it does not necessarily follow that black 

individuals are responsible for this relationship. Lander (1954) for 

example, found that the percentage of blacks in Baltimore census tracts 

was positively related to overall delinquency rates. However, black 

delinquency rates were actually higher in areas of maximum racial 

heterogeneity (percent black = 50) rather than in either low or very 

high percent black areas. Another study utilizing official data sources 

(Quinney, 1964) found that non-white juvenile delinquency rates were 

highest in census tracts with the lowest proportion of non-whites. 

Unfortunately, since the population bases for blacks lilTing in low percent 

black neighborhoods is by definition small, coupled with the fact the blacks 

represent only 12 percent of the population, the data here do not permit a 

reliable analysis of black offending rates across the categories of percent 

black. As mentioned earlier, even a small amount of offender migration in 

conjunction with smal~ population bases may produce unreliable rates. 

Neighborhood Residential Mobility 

Shaw and McKay (1942) demonstrated that official delinquency rates were 

positively correlated with the residential mobility of Chicago census tracts. 

Do victimization survey data support this finding using the percent of total 

persons 5 years and over living in the same house as 5 years aso as a measure 

of mobility? Table 12 displays race, age, and crime-specific rates of 

offending across neighborhood residential mobility dimensions. It should 
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Tt.b1e 12 Estima7ed annual rates of offending in personal crimes (per 100,000 

potent~a1 offenders in each population subgroup), by race and age of 
offender,a type of crime,b and neighborhood residential mobility NCS 
national data, 1973-1978 aggregateC ' 

Race and age of 
offender and 
type of crime 

White: 

12 to 17 
Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20 
Theft 
Violent 

21 or older 
Theft 
Violent 

White tota1: e 
Theft 
Violent 

Black: 

12 to 17 
Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20 
Theft 
Violent 

21 or older 
Theft 
Violent 

Black tota1: e 

Theft 
Violent 

Tota1: e 
Theft 
Violent 

Residential Mobility 

(Percent of total persons 
over living in same house 

Low 
(63-99) 

(4,842,949)d 
773 

3,664 

(2,078,543) 
1,818 
6,879 

(26,723,238) 
214 

1,230 

(33,644,730) 
394 

1,931 

(751,465) 
12,078 
11,555 

(311,525) 
24,321 
20,519 

(2,749,805) 
3,135 
3,880 

(3,812,795) 
6,634 
6,756 

(37,457,525) 
1,030 
2,423 

Medium 
(47-62) 

(9,430,834) 
872 

4,434 

(4,303,764) 
1,503 
6,952 

(52,860,126) 
292 

1,699 

(66,594,724) 
453 

2,430 

(1,560,550) 
10,555 
15,906 

(656,486) 
19,013 
21,320 

(6,131,395) 
3,481 
4,757 

(8,348,431) 
6,031 
8,150 

(74,943,155) 
1,072 
3,065 

5 years old and 
as 5 years ago) 

High 
(0-46) 

(4,403,764) 
1,206 
5,498 

(2,930,800) 
1,292 
8,023 

(26,488,896) 
494 

2,582 

(33,823,460) 
656 

3,434 

(926,443) 
11,827 
18,317 

(473,511) 
21,171 
22,082 

(3,614,778) 
5,273 
7,351 

(5,014,732) 
7,890 
9,266 

(38,838,192) 
1,601 
4,186 

alnc1udes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

bTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

cExc1uded 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. 

dSix year average estimated number of per,sons in the popUlation. 

eExc1uded are incidents (about 4 percent of the total) in which the victim did 
not know the age of offender. 
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be noted here that because percent black and mobility are weakly related 

(gamma = -.13, See Appendix B), the distribution of blacks across mobility 

categories is not highly skewed as it was for economic status, unemployment 

and percent black. The data here are thus more amenable to an analysis 

of offender characteristics by race and age. 

The marginal totals in Table 12 indicate that total rates of theft 

and violent offending are related to residential mobility in a moderate, 

positive direction, with the strength of the relationship being stronger 

for violent offending. For example, the violent offending rate of 4,186 

in neighborhoods characterized by a higher rate of residential mobility 

is approximately 70 percent higher than the violent offending rate of 

2,423 in low residential mobility neighborhoods. Theft offending shows 

a monotonic but slightly weaker increase as mobility increases. When the 

data are disaggregated by age and race of offender, one notes that white 

juveniles exhibit higher theft and violent offending rates in the high 

residential mobility category. Black juveniles show a relatively large 

increase in violent rates of offending (58 percent) as residential mobility 

increases but virtually no relationship for theft rates of offending. 

Both black and white adults, on the other hand, exhibit monotonic increases 

in both theft and violent offending as the residential mobility of neighbor-

hoods increases. For example, the white adult offending rate of 494 for 

theft crimes in high mobility neighborhoods is more than twice as large as 

the corresponding theft rate of 214 in neighborhoods with lower residential 

mobility. Both black and white 18 to 20 year old offenders exhibit weak and 

inconsistent relationships with mobility for theft and violent crimes. 

(However, the population bases for black 18 to 20 year aIds are quite small, 

and therefore the percentage changes must be viewed with caution.) 

7' , 
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In addition, the above analysis was performed utilizing only those 

incidents reported by victims' to halVe occurred "at or near home" (see 

Table D9). The "at or near home" patterns parallel the total offending 

patterns described above. For example, the juvenile offending rate in 

theft crimes in high residential mobility neighborhoods is over 2 times 

greater than the corresponding theft rate in neighborhoods characterized 

by low residential mobility (349 versus 166). Further "a.t or near home" 

analysis reveals that this pattern holds for both black and white juveniles 

(data not shown in tabular form). In sum, to the extent that juvenile 

offenders commit crimes near their homes, these victimization survey data 

indicate that juvenile offending for both whites and blacks it> positively 

related to neighborhood residential mobility. Although employ:i.ng a differ-

ent measure of mobility, the above results are supportive of Shaw and 

McKay's (1942) finding that official delinquency rates are positively 

related to community population turnover. 

Structural Density 

Table 13 persents race and .s.ge-specific rates of offending by type 

of crime across dimensions of neighborhood structural density.27 Prior 

ecological research has generally found area density to be positively 

related to official crime and delinquency rates (e.g., Schmitt, 1957; Bloom, 

1966; Beasley and Antunes, 1974). To the extent that neighborhood population 

density and structural density are positively related, it appears from Table 

13 that victimization data provide no exception to this general finding. 

Focusing first on the marginal totals, one notes the olVerall strong 

positive relationship between rates of offending and structural density, 

particularly for rates of theft offending, which increase over 200 percent 

from the low to high category (635 to 2,106). Horeover, it can be Geen 

~ 
'\ 
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Table 13 Estimated annual rates of offending in personal crimes (per 100,000f 

potential offenders in each population subgroup), by ~a~e a~~ ag~c~ 
offender,a type of crime,b and nei~hborhood structura ens y, 
national data, 1973-1978 aggregate 

Race and age of 
offender and 
type of crime 

White: 

12 to 17 

Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20 

Theft 
Violent 

21 or older 

Theft 
Violent 

White total: e 

Theft 
Violent 

Black: 

12 to 17 

Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20 

Theft 
Violent 

21 or older 

Theft 
Violent 

Black total: e 

Theft 
Violent 

Total: e 

Theft 
Violent 

(Percent of total 
Low 
(0) 

(4,282,050)d 

558 
3,007 

(1,682,817) 

946 
5,334 

(20,546,778) 

244 
1,340 

(26,511,645) 

339 
1,862 

(607,844) 

4,752 
9,683 

(229,143) 

10,597 
20,776 

(1,964,168) 

2,167 
3,634 

(2,801,155) 

3,419 
6,352 

(29,312,800) 

635 
2,293 

Structural Density 

units in structures of 5 or more units) 
Medium High 
(1-11) (12-99) 

(10,210,641) (4,184,856) 

839 1,508 
4,695 5,488 

(4,734,650) (2,895,641) 

1,306 2,161 
7,214 8,496 

(55,155,596) (30,369,886) 

269 486 
1,727 2,250 

(70,100,887) (37,450,383) 

423 729 
2,535 3,094 

(1,344,305) (1,286,309) 

9,092 16,632 
15,397 18,572 

(602,747) (609,632) 

18,434 27,138 
23,061 19,983 

(5,084,088) (5,447,722) 

3,083 5,341 
5,254 5,978 

(7,031,140) (7,343,663) 

5,550 9,126 
8,723 9,344 

(77,132,027) (44,794,046) 

890 2,106 
3,098 4,119 

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

b'£heft crimes include robbery and persona arceny. 1 1 Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

t of the total) in which the victim did cExcluded are incidents (about 8 percen th e offender and incidents involving 
not know whether there was one or more an on 
offenders of "mixed" races. 

dSix year average estimated number of persons in the population. 

eExcluded are incidents (about 4 percent of the total) in which the victim did not 
know the age of offender. 
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that for every race and age subgroup of the population except blacks 

aged 18-20, rates of offending for both theft and violent crimes increase 

monotonically as neighborhood structural density increases. In addition, 

for every race and age subgroup, rates of theft offending are more strongly 

related to structural density than violent offending rates. For example, 

black juvenile theft offending rates are 3.5 times higher in high 

structurally dense neighborhoods than in low density areas, whereas the 

corresponding violent rate is 2 times higher. White juveniles show the 

same pattern, as the theft offending rate of 1,508 in high density areas 

is 170 percent greater than the theft rate of 558 in the low density category, 

compared to an 80 percent difference (5,488 versus 3,007) for violent 

crimes. Only the black 18 to 20 year old offending rates for violent 

crimes seem not to be related consistently with structural density, as the 

rate of 19,983 in the high category is virtually no different than the 

rate of 20,776 in the low density category. 

Also, the "at or near home" rates of offending presented in Table DIO 

exhibit very similar patterns with structural density as the patterns 

noted above. The only difference seems to be the strength of the relation-

ship. In "at or near home" theft Victimizations, the rate of juvenile 

offending in high density areas is over 4 times greater than in low density 

neighborhoods. On the whole, however, the patterns of offending for total 

and "at or near home" victimizations are very similar. Again, to the 

extent that juveniles offend in their own neighborhood, it can be concluded 

that neighborhood structural density is strongly related to theft offending, 

with the rates of theft offending for each race and age subgroup in higher 

density neighborhoods being 2 to 3 times higher than corresponding rates 

in low density neighborhoods. Although the increases are not as strong, 

I', 
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violent offending is still positively related to structural density for 

every race and age group except blacks 18-20. }10reover, these general 

patterns are maintained when the data are examined by extent of 

urbanization. Within urban, suburban, and rural areas, rates of offending 

increase as structural density increases, thus further indicating that 

density is not a simple proxy measure of urbanization (data not sho~m in 

tabular form). Hence, controlling for the individual-level variables of race 

and age of offender, and for the ecological-level variable extent of 

urbanization, these victimization data support earlier ecological research 

which found a positive relationship between official crime and delinquency 

rates and density (e.g., Schmitt, 1957; Bloom, 1966; Schmid and Schmid, 1972; 

Beasley and Antunes, 1974). 

Summary 

In this section of the report we have examined the relationship between 

neighborhood characteristics and rates of offending. The major question 

addressed was whether selected neighborhood characteristics are related to 

the involvement of juveniles in serious criminal offending. Some of the 

major findings of this analysis include: 

Neighborhood Economic Status. Controlling for extent of urbanization, 

the analysis revealed that rates of theft offending are considerably higher 

in low economic status urban neighborhoods than in either medium or high 

economic status urban neighborhoods for juvenile, youthful, and adult 

offepders. Neighborhood economic status was also found to have a moderate 

negative relationship with the violent offending of urban adults. Juvenile 

and adult offending were found to have a moderate negative relationship with 

neighborhood economic status in suburban areas but a weak and inconsistent 

IV. 
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relationship in rural areas. 

Neighborhood Unemployment. Both theft and violent offending have a 

positive relationship with neighborhood unemployment for all offender age 

groups. This relationship is stronger for theft crimes than for violent 

crimes, especially for adult offenders. 

Neighborhood Racial Composition. A strong positive relationship was 

found between theft offending and percent black for juvenile, youthful, 

and adult offenders. Violent offending shows a weaker yet still overall 

positive relationship with percent black for all offender age groups. 

Neighborhood Residential Mobility. White juvenile offending in both theft and 

violent crimes is positively related'to neighborhood residential mobility. Black 

juveniles, in contrast, show a positive relationship only for violent crimes. 

For adults, neighborhood residential mobility is positively related to both 

black and white offending in theft and violent crimes. 

Neighborhood Structural Density. An overall strong positive relationship 

was found between rates of offending and neighborhood structural density, with 

the relationship being stronger for theft crimes than violent crimes. This 

pattern was evident for the offending of all race and age subgroups except 

for the violent offending of black 18 to 20 year olds. 

Characteristics of the Victimization Event 

In the previous sections of this report rates of victimization and 

offending were analyzed for particular age, race, and sex subgroups across 

various neighborhood characteristic dimensions. In this section a somewhat 

different approach is taken in that we will examine whether elements of the 

victimization experience that generally contribute to the seriousness of the 

offense -- weapon use, injury, and loss -- vary by neighborhood characteristics. 

As Dunn (1974:85) has contended, crime incident characteristics add an 
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important dimension to an analysis of the distribution of crimes in relation 

to environmental attributes. Due to the fact that most ecological research 

has relied on information collected by police agencies, little is known about 

how crime incident characteristics vary across different neighborhood 

characteristic dimensions. 

Empirical data on the form and content of victimizations can have 

important theoretical and policy implications. Within the criminological 

literature there is theoretical speculation that neighborhoods and crime 

patterns are related. For example, in their ~vell-known book pelinquency 

and Opportunity, Clmvard and Ohlin contend that "the content of the delinquent 

subculture is a more or less direct response to the local milieu in which 

it emerges" (1960:166). Clearly, it is of major theoretical and practical 

importance whether certain neighborhoods display distinct victimization 

patterns regarding use of weapons and extent of injury. If, for example, 

the percent of weapon use varies by neighborhood characteristics, then 

specialized crime prevention strategies can be adapted within these particular 

types of neighborhoods. 

In the same fashion that the problem of misclassification of victimization 

events arose in the preceding analysis of rates of victimization and offending, 

possible misclassification may be present here as well and subsequently distort 

the findings at hand. Generally speaking, in the rates of victimization and 

offending sections the analysis of "at or near home" victimizations showed that 

the patterns among rates of victimization and offending based on all personal 

victimizations paralleled rates based solely on "at or near home" victimizations. 

A similar analysis of "at or near home" victimizations is performed in this 

section; however, because of the method of data presentation (percent 

distributions), the number of cases necessary for reliable analysis decreases 
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considerably as the number of variables examined increases. Thus, the "at or 

near home" analysis is possible only for certain subgroups (Le., primarily 

adult offenders). Overall, on the basis of the analysis in the preceding 

sections, it seems likely that the total patterns are in fact indicative of 

the "at or near home" patterns. 

Heapon use 

This section of the report analyzes the use of weapons by juvenile, youthful 

and adult offenders across neighborhood characteristic dimensions. Previous research 

by McDermott and Hindelang (1981) found that "there was a systematic increase in the 

use of weapons as the offender age group increased" (1981:2). Specifically, guns 

were rarely used by juveniles in comparison with adults. In addition, as 

would be expected, the use of weapons was not independent of crime type. By 

1 1 d slomple assault cannot involve the use of a definition, persona arceny an 

weapon. f 0 and robbe~'Y entail the actual use of force Also by de inltion rape ~_ 

or threat of force and it is likely that weapons are utilized in these offenses 

to lend credence to such threats (see Appendix E and McDermott and Hindelang, 

1981:23). Given the relationship among offender's age, type of crime,o'and 

weapon use, it is essential to examine the use of weapons across neighborhood 

characteristics by age of offender and by crime-specific categories. 

The question arises as to whether offenders in certain neighborhoods 

10n the commission of their cffenses than will be more likely to use weapons 

o hb h d For exanlple, is structural density or the offenders in other nelg or 00 s. 

percent of black residents in an area related to the likelihood of weapon 

use? In the NCS interview, 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, such as 

a bottle or wrench?" Thus, data are available on both the extent of weapon 

f used 10n robbery and aggravated assault. use and the type 0 weapons 
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28 The data in Table 14 display the percent of weapon use by age of offender 

and type of crime across categories of neighborhood racial composition. As 

percent black increases it can be seen that the proportion of robbery offenders 

using weapons increases as well. This relationship is relatively strong for 

juvenile and adult offenders. For instance, in areas with a majority of 

black residents (60-100 percent black) 70 percent of the robbery victimizations 

by adult offenders involve use of a weapon compared with 57 percent in all 

white neighborhoods (0 percent black). For juvenile offenders 36 percent of 

the robbery victimizations in high percent black neighborhoods involved 

weapon use, compared to only 26 percent for robberies committed by juveniles 

in homogeneous white areas. On the other hand, the data for aggravated assault 

reveal little variation in the proportion of weapon use across the racial 

composition variable for all three offender age groups. Overall, the data 

for robbery show that weapon use indeed varies strongly by age of offender 

and also that robbery victimizations in areas with a large black population 

are more likely to involve the use of Heapons than in areas with an all white 

population (i.e., 0 percent black). 

In addition, the data were examined for the subset of victimizations that 

occurred "at or near home." The overall patterns displayed in Table 14 maintained 

for adult offenders. More specifically, the percent of weapon use was greater 

in high percent black neighborhoods as compared to low percent black neighborhoods. 

For example, in "at or near home" victimizations, 47 percent of the adult offenders 

used weapons in all white areas (i.e., 0 percent black) compared with 62 percent 

weapon use by adult offenders in areas with a majority of black residents (data 

not shown in tabular form). The strong parallel in patterns o~ adult weapon use 

between total personal victimizations and "at or nea r home" victimizations in 

relation to neighborhood racial composition thus lends greater credibility to 

the results shown in Table 14. 
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Table 14 Percent of weapon use in personal victimization, by age of offender,a type 
of crime, and neighborhood racial composition, NCS national data, 1973-
1978 aggregateb 

Age of offender Racial Composition 
and type of crime 

(Percent Black) 

0 1-5 6-59 60-100 

Under 18: 

Robbery 26c 31 35 36 
(426,85l)d (364,273) (327,995) (279,691) 

Aggravated Assault 93 96 95 97 
(605,328) (408,196) (335,020) (176,814) 

18 to 20: 

Robbery 46 53 43 55 
(374,558) (284,876) (302,625) (224,767) 

Aggravated Assault 93 95 95 91 
(535,924) (397,712) (302,271) (139,217) 

21 or older: 

Robbery 57 54 62 70 
(944,074) (761,908) (796,42 l f) (537,552) 

Aggravated Assault 93 95 96 96 
(1,940,549) (1,408,222) (1,357,152) (651,171) 

Total: 

Robbery 47 48 52 58 
(1,745,483) (1,411,057) (1,427,044) (1,042,010) 

Aggravated Assault 93 95 96 95 
(3,081,801) (2,214,130) (1,994,443) (967,202) 

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

bExcluded are incidents (about 6 percent of the total)" h" h h ~n w ~c t e victim did not knmv 
whether there was one or more than one offender. 

cPercent of ~veapon use. 

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated 
use plus those ~vithout weapon use) on 

total number of victimizations (those with weapon 
which percent shown is based. 

'. 
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Table 15 displays the percent of weapon use in robbery and aggravated 

assault by age of offender and neighborhood economic status. These data 

indicate that as neighborhood economic status increases the percent of weapon 

use in robbery victimizations decreases, particularly for juvenile and 

youthful offenders. For example, juvenile robbery offenders utilized weapons 

36 percent of the time in low economic status neighborhoods compared to only 

24 percent of the time in high economic status neighborhoods. Adult weapon 

use in robbery is weakly related to neighborhood economic status, with adult 

offenders in low economic status areas using weapons only 4 percent more often 

than their counterparts in high economic status neighborhoods. In addition, 

the above patterns for adult offenders remained the same when "at or near home" 

victimizations were examined. Overall, the data in Table 15 show that weapon 

use in robbery decreases as neighborhood economic status increases for juvenile 

and youthful offenders, whereas weapon use in aggravated assault is unrelated 
I 

to neighborhood economic status for all offender age groups. Also, as i 

expected on the basis of prior research (McDermott and Hindelang, 1981), adult 

offenders use weapons to a greater extent than juvenile offenders in each 

type of neighborhood. 

Table 16 presents the percent of weapon use in robbery and aggravated 

assault by age of offender and neighborhood residential mobility. Perhaps 

surprisingly, given the rather strong positive relationship between mobility 

and criminal victimization and offending reported above and in prior ecological 

research (e.g., Shaw and McKay, 1942), variation in neighborhood residential 

mobility shows virtually no relationship to the percent of weapon use within 

the crime categories of robbery and aggravated assault for all three offender 

age groups. In addition, the data show no variation across low, medium and 

high categories of neighborhood structural density and unemployment in the 

" I 
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Table 15 Percent of weapon use in personal victimization, by age of offender,a 
type of crime, and neighborhood economic status, NCS national data, 
1973-1978 aggregateb 

Economic Status 
Age of offender 

(Percent of total families with and type of crime 
less than $5 2 000 family income) 

Low Medium High 
(27-99) (11-26) (0-10) 

Under 18: 

c 
Robbery 36 d 33 24 

(349,099) (683,568) (366,142) 

Aggravated Assault 96 95 94 
(391,329) (721,721) (412,308) 

18 to 20: 

Robbery 52 .49 44 
(348,273) (547,729) (290,824) 

Aggravated Assault 95 95 94 
(320,755) (670,904) (383,466) 

21 or older: 

Robbery 63 58 59 
(999,880) (1,440,141) (599,937) 

Aggravated Assault 96 94 94 
(1,739,601) (2,526,776) (1,090,718) 

Total: 

Robbery 55 50 45 
(1,697,252) (2,671,438) (1,256,903) 

Aggravated Assault 96 94 94 
(2,451,685) (3,919,401) (1,886,492) 

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

b 
Excluded are incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did 
not know \vhether there was one or more than one offender. 

c Percent of weapon use. 

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with 
weapon use plus those without weapon u~e) on which percent shown is based. 
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a . . b age of offender, . nal victim~zat~on, y 

Percent of weapon use ~n perso .d t. 1 mobility NCS national data, 
type of crime, and g,eighborhood res~ en ~a , 

Table 16 

1973-1978 aggregate 

Age of offt;nder 
and type of crime 

Under 18: 

Robbery 

Aggravated Assault 

18 to 20: 

Robbery 

Aggravated Assault 

21 or older: 

Robbery 

Aggravated Assault 

Total: 

Robbery 

Aggravated Assault 

aInc1udes perceived age 

bExcluded a'7'~ incidents 
not know whether there 

cPercent of weapon use. 

Residential Mobility 

(Percent of total 
living in same 

Low 
(63-99) 

34 c 
(316,750) d 

96 
(26Lr,088) 

49 
(249,880) 

94 
(284,609) 

60 
(501,389) 

93 
(884,551) 

50 
(1,068,019) 

94 
(1,433,248) 

persons 5 years 
house as 5 years 

Medium 
(47 62) 

30 
(611,896) 

93 
(770,706) 

47 
(499,114) 

94 
(614,005) 

58 
(1,312,417) 

94 
(2,471,849) 

49 
(2,423,427) 

94 
(3,856,560) 

old and over 
ago) 

High 
(0 46) 

31 
Uf 7 0,163) 

96 
(490,564) 

50 
(437,832) 

94 
(476,510) 

61 
(1,226,152) 

95 
(2,000,695) 

52 
(2,134,147) 

95 
(2,967,769) 

d age of oldest multiple offender. of lone and perceive 

f h t tal) in which the victim did (about 6 percent 0 teo 
was one or more than one offender. 

dNumber 
wea.pon 

of victimizations (those with shows estima.ted total number b d 
in parentheses h. h percent shown is ase. 

W~thout weapon use) on w ~c use plus those ... 

~ I 
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proportion of personal crimes in which a weapon was used. This holds true 

for all three offender age groups. (k,ir(l not shown in tabular form:. 

Therefore, three of the ecological va~iables analyzed in this monograph 

neighborhood residential mobility, neighborhood structural denSity, and 

neighborhood unemployment -- show little relationship to the propensity of 

weapon use in robberies and aggravated assaults. 29 

In addition to the extent of weapon use, the type of weapon used __ gun, 

knife, other -- can be assessed with the NCS data. Table 17 presents the 

percent of type of weapon used by various offender age groups across dimensions 

of neighborhood racial composition. 
For juvenile offenders, the proportion 

of gun, knife, and other weapon use in total personal victimizations does not 

vary substantially across areas. For youthful and adult offenders, however, 

as percent blacks increases the proportion of gun use increases as well. 

For example, adult offenders in high percent black neighborhoods (60-100) 

used guns in 26 percent of total personal victimizations involving weapon 

use, compared with only 14 percent in 0 percent black neighborhoods. The 

use of knives and other weapons does not vary consistently with neighborhood 

racial composition, the one exception being that adults show a slight 

tendency to use knives to a greater extent in areas that have a majority 'of 

black residents (60-100 percent) compared with areas that have all white 

residents (0 percent black).30 These patterns shown in Table 17 

concerning gun use may be a function of crime type differences. Since guns 

are quite often used as the tools of the trade in robbery victimizations 

(Normandeau, 1969:198,199) and theft victimizations are more often committed 

in areas with a large black population, the relationship between gun use and 

percent black is not surprising. 

Seriousness Scores 

It is also of interest to determine whether consequences of the 

victimization event which contribute to the seriousness of the victimization 
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Table 17 Percent of type of weapon used in total personal victimization, by 
a and nei~hborhood racial composition, NCS national age of offender 

data, 1973-1978 aggregate 

Racial Composition 

Age of offender (Percent Black) 

and type of weapon 
1-5 6 59 6O-iOO 

° 
Under 18: 

4c 3 4 8 
Gun d (1,900,129) (1,558,275) (843,716) 

(2,694,874) 

9 10 10 9 
Knife (843,716) 

(2,694,874) (1,900,129) (1,558,275) 

12 12 12 15 
Other (843,716) 

(2,694,874) (1,900,129) (1,558,275) 

18 to 20: 

8 8 11 17 
Gun 

(1,512,545) (1,092,624) (549,624) 
(2,037,024) 

11 13 14 15 
Knife (549,624) 

(2,037,024) (1,512,545) (1,092,624) 

15 14 15 15 
Other (549,624) 

(2,037,024) (1,512,545) (1,092,624) 

21 or older: 

13 19 26 
Gun 14 (1,960,355) 

(6,768,147) (4,860,047) (4,037,597) 

9 11 13 16 
Knife (1,960,355) 

(6,768,147) (4,860,047) (4,037,597) 

13 13 14 11 
Other (1,960,355) 

(6,768,147) (4,860,047) (4,037,597) 

Total: 

10 10 14 20 
Gun (3,353,695) 

(11,500,045) (8,272,721) (6,688,496) 

9 11 12 14 
Knife (6,688,496) (3,353,695) 

(11,500,045) (8,272,721) 

13 13 14 13 
Other (3,353,695) 

(11,500,045) (8,272,721) (6,688,496) 

arnc1udes perceived age of lone and. perceived age of oldest multiple offender. 

hExc1uded are incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did 
not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 

cPercent with particular type of .Jeapon used. 

d""TTI"I"T ~n parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those d 
. • .L s those without weapon use) on which percent shown is base . 
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(i.e., injury and loss) also vary across neighborhood characteristic dimensions. 

In order to address this issue a system of seriousness weighting devised by 

Sellin and Wolfgang (1964) and adapted to the scoring of NCS victimizations 

will be utilized. The Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness scores are designed primarily 

to take into account the extent of victim injury and arr.ount of monetary/property 

loss suffered by the victim within similar crime type categories (i.e., injury 

and loss in robbery incidents).3l The data in Table 18 display seriousness 

levels in total personal victimizations across categories of neighborhood racial 

composition, controlling for age of offender. Generally, for juvenile offenders 

the seriousness levels are fairly stable across the racial composition dimension. 

One notes the small proportion of victimizations of a high seriousness nature 

committed by juvenile offenders in neighborhoods of varying racial composition. 

This finding supports earlier research by McDermott and Hindelang (1981) that 

suggests juveniles usually commit less serious offenses than adult offenders in 

terms of injury, weapon use, and loss. However, the data do show slight variation 

in seriousness levels across areas with varying proportions of black residents for 

youthful and adult offenders. For example, as the proportion of the black population 

in an area increases the proportion of cases in the upper seriousness level increases 

from 11 to 23 percent for adult offenders. The corresponding increase for youthful 

offenders is 9 percent. 

The data were also examined for the relationship between age of offender, serious-

ness levels, and the neighborhood characteristics of residential mobility, economic 

status, unemployment and structural density. For these neighborhood characteristics 

no substantial variation is revealed across neighborhoods in terms of seriousness 

of the victimization event. This pattern holds generally for juvenile, youthful, 

and adult offenders. As would be expected, age of offender is related to 

seriousness level in that as age increases, the proportion of victimization in 

thE! higher seriousness levels increases as well. However, once offender age is 
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Table 18 " f total personal victimization, by age Percent distribution of the serlo~sness 0 "tion NCS national data, 1973-1978 
of offendera and neighborhood raclal compoSl , 
aggregateb 

Age of Racial Composition 

offender and (Percent Black) 
seriousness level 

0 1-5 6 ~9 

Under 18: 

o - 1 (low) 37 c 35 37 
2 - 3 36 36 34 
4 - 5 23 25 24 
6 -30 (high) 4 5 6 

Estimated number 100 100 100 
of victimizations: (2,694,8'4.) (1,900,129) (1,558,275) 

18 to 20: 

a - 1 27 27 23 
2 <- 3 36 34 35 
4 - 5 28 28 30 
6 -3D 9 10 12 

Estimated number 100 100 lOr) 
of victimizations: (2,037,024) (1,512,545) (1,092,624) 

21 or older: 

o - 1 22 22 18 
2 - 3 38 37 32 
4 - 5 29 30 34 
6 -30 11 11 16 

Estimated number 100 100 100 
of victimizations: (6,768,147) (4,860,047) (4,037,597) 

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

60-100 

33 
33 
26 

8 

100 
(8LJ3,716) 

15 
32 
35 
18 

100 
(549,624) 

13 
29 
34 
23 

100 
(1,960,335) 

bExcluded are incidents a out ( b 6 percent of the total ) in which the victim did not know 
than one offender. whether there was one or more 

cColumn percent. 
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controlled, little variation in seriousness levels is displayed across 

categories of these neighborhood characteristics. (Data not shown in 

tabular form). Only racial composition is related to the seriousness 

of the victimization experienced by area residents. 

Summary 

In this section of the report, we have examined whether certain 

characteristics of the victimization event - weapon use and seriousness-

are related to selected neighborhood characteristics. Some of the major 

findings of this analysis include the following. 

Neighborhood racial composition is related to the nature and extent 

of weapon use, and to a lesser degree the seriousness of the victimization 

event. The analYSis showed that weapon use in robbery offending, especially 

gun use, is more prevalent in neighborhoods with a higher percentage of 

blacks. This pattern held for juvenile, youthful and adult offenders. In 

addition, victimizations committed by youthful and adult offenders in high 

percent black neighborhoods were shown to be of a more serious nature than 

those in all white neighborhoods. 

Neighborhood economic status was shown to be related to the likelihood 

of weapon use by juvenile and youthful offenders but not to the weapon use 

of adult offenders. Specifically, in low economic stat~s neighborhoods, 

juvenile and youthful offenders are more likely to use weapons then their 

counterparts in high economic status neighborhoods. 

The neighborhood characteristics of residential mobility, structural 

denSity, and unemployment were shown to be unrelated to both extent of weapon 

use and the seriousness of the victimization event. 
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Concluding Remarks 

Despite the quantity of ecological studies conducted in the United States 

in this century, it has been recently argued that there is relatively little 

valid information available on the neighborhood contexts of serious juvenile 

d Al d 1980) The reasons for this criminal behavior (e.g., Smith an ex an er, . 

d b most revolve around the fact that the overwhelming statement are varie ut 

majority of ecological studies have been based on official police and court 

statistics. Because official data by definition rely on the selection mecha-

nisms of the criminal justice system, it has been argued that such factors 

patrols and dl'fferential reporting of crimes to the as differential police 

police have resulted in misleading correlations between crime rates and 

community characteristics (e.g., Chambliss and Seidman, 1971). As Baldwin 

t Of the state of the art in (1979) has commented after a recent assessmen 

ecological research, "new sources of information about levels of crime ••• 

1 · that our understanding of th~ nature of de­raise the serious possibi lty 

linquencYareas may be no more than rudimentary" (1979: 58) . To date. then, 

theorists and policy analysts alike have had a limited information base on 

which to draw inferences and make policy decisions regarding the ecological 

distribution of criminal activity. 

The present study has utilized victimization survey data which are 

independent of the selection mechanisms of the criminal justice system to 

study the relationship between neighborhood characteristics and crime and 

Because l'n vl'ctimization surveys, data are gathered directly delinquency. 

b h that dl'fferences in victimization from the victims, it cannot e t e case 

and offending rates across neighborhood characteristic dimensions are 

accounted for by such factors as more intensive police patrols in lower 

socia-economic status communltles. " Therefore, victimization data provide 
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a means of assessing the extent to which relationships found between areal 

characteristics and officially-based crime and delinquency rates remain 

when the potential biasing factors that may be introduced by the criminal 

justice system itself are circumvented. 

The present analysis has revealed that there are, in fact, distinct 

patterned variations in rates of victimization and rates of offending 

across neighborhood characteristic dimensions. Disproportionately high 

rates of victimization and offending were generally found in neighborhoods 

characterized by high residential mobility, high structural density, high 

unemployment and a high percentage of blacks. 
In addition, neighborhood 

economic status was found to be negatively related to rates of victimization 

and offending in urban areas. These victimization survey results are in 

substantial agreement with prior ecological research utilizing official 

data which have found positive ecological correlations between crime 

rates and unemployment (Danziger, 1976; Kvalseth, 1977), residential 

mobility (Shaw and McKay, 1942; Chilton, 1964) percent black (Schmidt, 1960; 

Beasley and Antunes, 1974), and density (Schmitt, 1956~ Bloom, 1966). 

The present findings regarding the relationship between neighborhood economic 

status and vjctimization and offending rates are also compatible with 

urban-based studies relying on official data which have demonstrated a 

negative relationship between areal economic status and crime (Bordua, 1958; 

Chilton, 1964; Gordon, 1967). Thus, for the neighborhood characteristics 

examined, it can be concluded that t:here are indeed differences in criminal 

behavior across ecological areas which cannot be explained by the selection 

mechanisms of the criminal justice system. 

In contrast to rates of victimization and offending, the extent of 

weapon use and seriousness of the victimization event were not found to 

be related to the majority of neighborhood characteristics examined. Any 
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public or media conception that the consequences of the criminal event are 

inherently more serious in certain types of areas is generally not supported 

by victimization survey data. That is, although there may be more criminal 

activity in particular neighborhoods, once a victimization does occur there 

is little "ecological effect" regarding the outcome suffered by the victim. 

This report has also indicated that the strength of the relationship 

between selected neighborhood characteristics and crime varies considerably 

by population subgroups (i.e., age, race, sex), type of crime, and the 

wider social context in which neighborhoods are located (i.e., urban versus 

rural). For example, it was found that most neighborhood characteristics 

were more strongly related to theft crimes than violent crimes and to adult 

offending than juvenile offending. Extent of urbanization differences were 

also revealed in that neighborhood economic status was shown to be more 

strongly related to victimization in urban areas than rural areas, whereas 

the relationship between structural density and victimization was stronger 

in rural areas than urban areas. It is evident, then, that the nature of 

the relationship between areal characteristics and crime is quite complex, 

thereby preventing simple generalizations regarding the influence of neigh-

borhood characteristics on criminal behavior to all population subgroups, 

types of crimes, and social contexts. Only through detailed specification 

can the linkages between neighborhood characteristics and crime be better 

understood and effective community crime prevention and control strategies 

be developed. 

From the standpoint of criminological research and theory, the data 

presented in this report should serve as a stimulus for additional exploration 

of the neighborhood contexts of crime and delinquency. Since the general aim 

of this monograph has been to provide an exploratory descriptive analysis, 

, 
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no attempt has been made to determine the independent effect of each 

neighborhood characteristic on victimization. The inter-correlations among 

selected neighborhood characteristics (see Appendix B) render ambiguous any 

claims as to the most important neighborhood. characteristic operating to 

produce high levels of crime. Rather than focusing on one particular neighbor-

hood characteristic, the reader might better interpret the present findings 

in terms of the general social conditions which are common to the selected 

neighborhood characteristics. For example, low economic status, high 

residential mobility, and racial heterogeneity have been interpreted as joint 

indicators of a community social disorganization and instability factor (Shaw 

and McKay, 1942; Kornhauser, 1978). The construction of neighborhood 

typologies through more complex multivariate analysis may help to shed light 

on the joint effects that neighborhood characteristics have on criminal 

behavior through their interaction with each other. 

Another area of research that may be fruitfully explored is the nature 

and extent of criminal mobility by age, race, and sex-specific offender sub-

groups. As noted above rates of offending must be viewed within the realm 

of current knowledge of offender mobility since the residence of the offender 

cannot be determined with the NCS data. While the research that has been 

done in this area indicates that most offenders, particularly juveniles, do 

not travel far to commit offenses, further research is needed to examine what 

characteristics of neighborhoods are related to the migration patterns of 

those offenders who do travel. 

In terms of theory, the general import of this study has been to 

support theoretical efforts which emphasize the community context as a 

primary factor in the origin and nurturing ~f crime and. delinquency. While 

a great deal of criminological theory on the etiology of crime is oriented 
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1 f crime, these victimization 
1'nd1'vidua1-1eve1 corre ates 0 explaining 

11'mitations, suggest that economic status, mobility, 
data, within their 

are important ecological correlates of crime 
racial composition, and density 

in their own right, 
Hence, a promising area of future theoretical development 

linkage of individual with ecological correlates of 
appears to lie in the 

provide a fuller understanding of the micro and macro 
crime in an effort to 

processes underlying criminal behavior. 
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Notes 

lIn recent years some researchers (e.g., Johnstone, 1978) have attempted 
to use the self-report method to examine ecological patterns of delinquency. 
Even though self-report data are independent of the criminal justice 
system they have their own problems with respect to the ecology of 
delinquency. First, since self-report studies typically focus on 
individual correlates of delinquency, information is usually not collected 
(orif so, analyzed) concerning the ecological characteristics of the 
offender's neighborhood. Second, the self-report method has to date not 
tapped in sufficient numbers serious crimes such as rape, robbery and 
assault, thus limiting the scope of a self-report ecological study. 

2 . 
See Appendix B for an exact definition of the neighborhood characteristic 
variables used in this analysis. 

3 
See Garofalo and Hindelang (1977) and U.S. Bureau of the Census (undated) 
for additional detail about design and collection. 

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

5See Garofalo and Hinde1ang (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. 

7According to Shenk and McInerney, "enumeration districts are administrative 
divisions set up by the Census Bureau to take the census in areas \olhere door­
to-door enumeration was used, averaging 1,000 population, which are the 
equivalent to ED's in the city mail delivery areas of the 145 SMSA's where 
the census was taken by mail in 1970" (Shenk and McInerney, 1978:22, Note 9). 

8The cutting points of the neighborhood characteristic variables have been 
chosen on the basis of a number of concerns. As Gordon (1967) has shown, 
measures tapping the "tails of a distribution" maximize ecological correlations 
when the tail of the distribution is hypothesized (known) to be relevant to 
the occurrence of the dependent variable (e.g., low SES and crime). This 
concern is balanced in the present analysis by the requirement that each 
category of the independent variable contain enough cases allowing for 
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statistically reliable estimates of rates of victimization and offendingo 
TI1e above concerns have been accommodated by trichotomizing each neighbor­
hood characteristic into categories of low, medium and hip,h with approxi­
mately 25 percent of the cases being in the low and high categories and 
50 percent falling in the medium category, In the instance of the percent 
black variable, its natural distribution was so skewed (43 percent of 
the cases being in the 0 percent black category) that the range had to be 
categorized into four parts for meaningful analysis to take place. 

9Hhile the above definition departs from the traditional conception of 
neighborhood, it nonetheless offers the researcher significant analytic 
opportunities which previous ecological studies have been lacking. For 
example, most ecological studies of crime and delinquency have focused 
on the variations in crime rates in particular cities. lVhile having 
the advantage of being able to point to a particular locale and stating 
that this area has relatively high crime rates, these studies have been 
spatially bound - they describe patterns unique to each city and are 
therefore not generalizable to other communities o The present study, 
in contrast, focuses on crime patterns not unique to anyone geographical 
area. By aggregating all neighborhoods in the nation that are similar 
according to their value on a social structural characteristic, the 
findings reported in this monograph have a national basis and therefore 
are more generalizable then the findings of most prior ecological 
studies. In brief, the focus of this monograph is the overall relation­
ship between the objective social structural characteristics of neip,hbor­
hoods and criminal victimization, not how criminal victimization varies 
across identifiable geographic locations. 

10 . 
The problematlc nature of interpreting the NCS place of occurrence variable 

11 

12 

1/ ; 

is indicated by the revision of responses available to interviewees 
regarding the question, "IVhere did this incident take place?" Starting 
in 1979, respondents were allmved more specific choices that would 
facilitate interpretation of exactly where the victimization occurred. 
Unfortunately, NCS data with the revised choices are not available for 
the years 1973-1978. 

This is not to suggest that the misclassification issue is equivalent for 
rates of victimization and rates of offending. For rates of offending 
there is the additional concern of the residence of offender. That is, 
even though we can analyze the subset of victimizations that explicitly 
took place in the victim's neighborhood, the NCS data do not allow an 
empirical determination of the residence of offender. This problem 
will be discussed in detail in Section III. 

McInerney also addresses a methodological problem stemming from the 
neighborhood characteristic identifiers that has been easily rl~solved. 
He notes (1978:15) that due to a computer programming mistake, 17 of 
the 55 neighborhood characteristics contain a rounding error, with 
ratios exceeding .995 being identified as a .00 ratio. This mistake 
would result, for example, in a neighborhood with a ratio of .996 for 

\ 
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percent black (all black) being assigned a ratio of .00 (all non-black). 
Fortunately, only two of the neighborhood characteristics to be examined 
in the monograph contain the rounding error. In an analysis of the 
frequency distribution of a 1/6 sample of the total cases, the Bureau 
of the Census (Garland, 1976:3) shows that only 62 persons in a total 
of 16,120 persons (.4 percent) fall in the .99 category of Percent of 
Units in Structures of 5+ Units (structural density), one of the two 
characteristics of interest containing the rounding error. Since the 
frequency distribution shows a monotonic decline in the number of 
persons in a category as the percentages increase, it is safe to assume 
that the number of persons falling in the 100 percent category would be 
only about .1 percent of the total. 

The problem of the coding error for the second variable, Percent 
black, has been resolved by a secondary analysis of the appropriate 
household variable on the NCS data file, inferring which cases have 
been miscoded, and then properly recoding them. By examining the 
race of head of household variable in the NCS data set, it was discovered 
that a small percent of the heads of households in the .00 percent black 
neighborhood category were black. Assuming that these anomalies were due 
to miscoding (no blacks should be in all white neighborhoods), these cases 
were recoded into the 100 percent category (all black). It thus seems 
quite reasonable to conclude that the coding error problem has been resolved 
for all neighborhood characteristics of interest. 

l3The relatively broad range of most of the neighborhood characteristic 
variables also bears on another methodological issue raised by McInerney. 
He notes (1978:11) that because the recall period for the NCS national 
sample is 6 months, at any given enumeration there are a certain number 
of new residents since the last interview. Thus, McInerney reasons that 
a substantial share of incidents experienced by new residents occurred 
in another locale. While certain NCS replacement-household respondents 
may have been victimized in prior residential neighborhoods, it is not 
unreasonable to assume that the characteristics (e.g., racial composition) 
of their previous neighborhood fall within the same range as their current 
neighborhood (e.g., both u-59 percent black). Indeed, sociological 
research has shown that Americans' residential mobility opportunities 
are limited (see e.g., Boyce, 1971). For the most part, when people move 
from one neighborhood to another, the neighborhoods are not vastly 
discrepant. People move into neighborhoods only marginally "better" or 
"worse". Given that the categories constructed for the neighborhood 
characteristics are rather broad (1. e., four out of five are. trichotomized), 
it is unlikely that replacement households introduce significant error 
into the analysis. 

14Extending analysis through 1978 also raises the problem of increasing the 
number of missing values. It is recalled that housing units in the NCS 
sample built since 1970 are not matched with neighborhood characteristic 
identifiers. Preliminary analysis revealed that the increase in missing 
values over time (due to newly constructed housing units being added to 
the NCS sample) is not very great, ranging from about 7 percent of the 
total for 1973-1974 to 11 percent of the total for 1977-1978 (the average 
being 9.3 percent). Therefore, the error that may be introduced by this 
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issue seems minimal. Since the focus of this report is the relatioaship 
between neighborhood characteristics and victimization all incidents 
which occurred to residents of households for which neighborhood charac­
teristic identifiers are not available have been excluded from the 
analysis. 

l5Gordon (1967) has empirically demonstrated that the size of an ecological 
correlation between area economic status and crime is in part due to the 
indicator chosen for analysis. He argues that non-median based measures 
result in larger ecological correlations with crime than median based 
measures (e.g., median income). This is because non-median based 
measures tap into the range of economic status in which crime and 
delinquency is hypothesized to be concentrated, namely the lowest 
levels of economic status, while median based measures do not. Therefore, 
a non-median based measure (percent of total families in a neighborhood 
with less than $5,000 family income) will be utilized in the present 
analysis. 

l6Respondents interviewed in the NCS sample are 
racial categories - white, black, and other. 
period, according to Bureau of the Census and 
Spanish-Americans were classified as whites. 
respondents are classified as other (about 2 
mainly Orientals and American Indians) these 
analysis. 

classified into three 
In the 1973 to 1978 
NCS counting rules, 
Because so few of the 

percent, representing 
data are excluded from 

l7E1 se h thO 1 ·f· . d ... ~ were 1S c aSS1 1cat1on an cr1t1c1sm of it as a measure of the 
urban-rural dimension has been discussed in detail (see Laub, 1980). 
As that author concluded, problems with this classification are present 
but should not preclude it being used in an informative manner. 

l8The patterns exhibited in Table 2 maintain for both black and white 
adults. For juveniles and 18 to 20 year olds, black rates of victimi­
zation followed no general or consistent pattern. This is probably 
attributable to the small population bases on which rates are computed 
when the data are broken out by age, race and extent of urbanization. 
In addition, because it is known that family income of victim is an 
individual-level correlate of victimization (Uindelang, 1976:120) 
~nalysis was conducted controlling for family income of victim. Generally 
1t was found that the relation between neighborhood economic status and 
victimization was independent of family income of victim. That is, 
patterns in victimization rates across neighborhood economic status 
levels were similar for victims of all income levels. A separate 
analysis of sex and age-specific rates, controlling for extent of 
urbanization revealed that introducing sex of victim did not alter 
the general relationships found. 
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19Because extent of urbanization was found to specify the relationship 
in question, the "at or near home" rates are presented by extent of 
urbanization. Due to the small number of victimizations (as opposed 
to offenders) involved in "at or near home" incidents analvsis is , ~ 

not crime or race specific. 

200ur analysis has also supported Gordon's contention that non-median 
based measures resuit in higher ecological correlations than median 
based measures (1967). Preliminary analysis employing neighborhood 
median income showed that, generally, relationships between it and 
personal victimization were similar to relationships between our 
chosen indicator of economic status (percent of total families in 
a neighborhood with less than $5,000 income) and personal victimi­
zation but consistently of a smaller order. 

2l0nce again, analysis controlling for family income of victim revealed 
that the patterns maintained between neighborhood unemployment and 
victimization. That is, regardless of family income of victim, rates 
of personal victimization were found to be higher in higher unemployment 
areas than low unemployment areas. 

22In the case of blacks 18 to 20 years, population bases on which rates of 
victimization are computed are so small that estimated rates of victimi­
zation are likely to be statistically unreliable. This unreliability 
problem is further compounded when analysis is limited to solely "at or 
near home" incidents, which reduces the numerator found in the rate. 
Generally speaking, estimated rates of victimization become more 
statistically unreliable as the population base and the number of 
incidents on which it is based decreases. 

23A separate race and sex-specific analysis has revealed that the above 
patterns hold for black females as well as black males. White female 
patterns were alGo found to be consistent with white male patterns. 

24Race specific analysis of "at or near home" rates of victimization 
could be conducted only for black adults due to tite small bases. and 
relatively few number of "at or near home" victimizations involving 
black juveniles and black 18 to 20 year olds. In the case of black 
adults, patterns bet'l7een "at or near home" rates parallel total 
rates. 

25Although theft victimization rates for juveniles increa?e from 30 
to l41as neighborhood mobility increases, rate changes being more 
substantial than for comparable changes in violent victimization 
(369 to 732), the juvenile theft rate in low mobility neighborhoods 
is based on relatively few incidents and therefore should be viewed 
with caution. 
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26It should be noted that for both 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 either 
arrested or reported by victims. Thus, one limitation of victimization 
survey data for rates of offending reported in this section is that it 
is not possible to tell the extent to which a small number of offenders 
account for a large proportion of offenses. For a discussion of this 
and other limitations of the NCS offending rates see Hindelang and 
McDermott, (1981:39-42). 

27As was the case with mobility, the distribution of blacks is not 
extremely skewed across density categories and thus the data are 
more amenable to a race-specific analysis. 

28In this section of the report juvenile offenders are categorized as 
those offenders perceived to be under 18 years of age. In the rates 
of victimization and rates of offending sections, it was necessary 
to restrict the age category of juveniles to 12 to 17 year olds because 
population base estimates are not available for those persons under the 
age of 12. However it should be emphasized that victimizations involving 
offenders under 12 years of age represent less than 1 percent of the total, 

29The "at or near home" victimizations were examined for both neighborhood 
mobility and neighborhood structural density and use of weapons. That 
analysis showed that overall the patterns for adult offenders evident for 
all personal victimizations (regardless of place of occurrence) held for 
the "at or near horne" victimizations by adult offenders. 

30In an examination of the subset of victimizations that occurred "at or 
near horne" by adult offenders, the data revealed that as the percentage 
of black residents within an area increased the use of guns, knives, 
and other weapons increased as well. In fact, the proportion of gun 
use increased monotonically from 11 to 24 percent across t'ie percent 
black dimension. Knives and other weapons showed similar monotonic 
patterns. Thus, the "at or near horne" patterns replicate those found 
for total victimizations. 

3lF 1· .. ff d . . th t . d or ex amp e, lt a vlctlm su ere mlnor In]UrleS a requlre no 
medical attention, a weight of 1 was assigned. If the injury required 
medical attention, but no hospitalization, the weight was 4, and if 
hospitalization was necessary, a weight of 7 was assigned. Similar 
weights were used depending on the value of money or property stolen 
or of property damaged. In addition, if the offender used a weapon 
2 points were added to the overall seriousness score. For a more 
extended diseussion of the Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness scale and its 
adaption to the NCS data see Appendix E in Hindelang and McDermott, 
(1981) . 
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Appendix A 

NCS Household Interview Schedule 



FOR ... NCS·l ANO NCS·2 
'C.IO·771 

US. DEPARTMENT OF CoMMERCE 
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 
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Form Approved' 0 M B. No. 043·ROS87 

NOTICE - Your report to the Census Bureau is confid~ntlal b)o' law 
(U S Code "'2 Section 3771), All identifiable information will be dused 
ani y' by person's engaged in and for the purpo.u of the survey, an may 
not be ~Isclosed or released to others for any purpose. 

LAW ~~~I~;c~~~~~LA;;;rsl~:N~~E~J"M~~I~TTRHAET'ON J,J~ 
US. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE Sample (cc 4) I Control number (cc S) I I S I 

I PSU : Segment , Ck , eria NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY JO " I, I i 
NA TIONAl SAMP LE 1-=-==:.1---;---;:;--'---,,-=;-;::-::;':;:-;;::::11"1'----1 C 

NCS.l - BASIC SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE Household number (cc 2) .1 Land use (cc 9-11) 

L ______ ~N~C~S~.2~~-C~R~'M~E~IN~C~'~D~E~NT=R,E~P=O~R~T~~,_----~~~~IFc~Iri~;;(.;~~~.I------------------~.--~~ 
I b ad 1(016) 10. Family income (cc 27) INTERVIEWER' Ftil Sample and Conlro num ers. n I ~ 

"emS I. 2. 4. and 9 al lime o( ,nterv,ew. • ::::l Under SI.OOO 

1. Interviewer identification 20 $1.000 to 1.999 

Code : Name • [l 2.000 to 2.999 

I 4 Cl 3.000 to 3.999 
2. Record of interview 

l'ne number of household 
respondent (cc 12) 

, 
; O(lte tompleted , , , 

~~~11~ ______ ~~~~----_,~,------~ 
3 TYPE Z NONINTERVIEW 

• InterView not obtaIned for., 
l'ne number NOTE;' Ftil NCS·7 

Nom Hervlew Record, 
for ~'1 pes A. B. and C 
non/. jeerv, ews, 

s [l 4.000 to 4.999 

6 r~ 5.000 to 5.999 

7 CJ 6.000 to 7.499 

e CJ 7.500 to 9.999 

9 CJ 10.000 to 11.999 

10 r-1 12.000 to 14.999 

11 [j 15.000 to 19.999 

12 ::::J 20.000 10 24.999 

1 

a 
n 
d 

13 n 25.000 to 49.999 2 
~---~1~4~:J~~50~.:0:oo~a~n:d~0~v~e~r------.---------~ 

Camplele 14-21 for each hne number ',sled. 

4. Household status 
1 .-., Same household as last enumeration 
2 ';-:.~ Replacement household since last enumeration 

3 ~j PrevIous nonlntervlCW or not In sample before 

5. Special place type code (cc 6c) 

6. Tenure (ee 8) 
I r-\ Owned or being bought 
2 ;.:1 Rented for cash 

3 =:1 No cash rent 

7. Type of living quarters (ec 15) 

Housing unit 
r;;:;:;.., I ...-, House. apartment, flat 
~~ 2;";'! HU In nontranSlem hotel, motel, etc. 

3 ~:'l HU - Permanent In tranSient hotel, motel, etc. 

4 --1 HU In rooming house 
5 -::, Mobile home or trader 

6 ~J HU not speCified above - Descnbe 7 

~ --- -.,--~-----
OTHER Unit 

7 .. - ... Quarters not HU In rooming or boarding house 
8 ::.~ Unit not permanent In tranSient hotel, motel, etc. 
9 --=-..; Vacant tent site or trailer site 

10 L:j Not speCified above - Descnbe-, 

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

1 ~ Is:: 5-9 

2 ::::-] 2 

.~; 3 

4~ 4 

6 _.- 10 or more 

7 - :'~ Mobile home or trailer 

B :-. Only OTHER unitS 

ASK IN EACH HOUSEHOLO 
9. {Other than the .... business} does a~yone in t;is 

household operote 0 business from thiS address 

,''' No 
2 Q Yes - What kind 01 buslne" is that? 7 

INTERVIEWER' Enler unrecognIZable bus,nesses only 

CENSUS USE ONLY 

11a, Household members 12 years 
of ago and OVER 71 

Total number 

b. Household members UNDER 
12 years of ago 71 

________ Total number 

a 0 None 

12. Crim; Incident Reports fi lied 71 

Total number - Fill ,tern 31 
------ on COnlral Card 

o C1 None 

130. Use of tel.phone (cc 25) 

.'J Phone 'n unit (Yes In cc 25.) 

Phone interView acceptable! (cc 25c or 25d) 

1 '-. Yes .•..•.•••••• }SKIP t·J neX! 
2 '.-' No - Refused number appltcable lIem 

,-] Phone elsewhere (Yes 'n cc 25b) 

.- Phone 'nrerview acceptable? (cc 25c or 25d) 

... Yes •• , .•••••... }SKIP to ne>t 
4 :: ~ No - Refused number applicable item 

5 ~ J No phone (No ,n cc 25a and 2-5b) 

13b. Proxy information - Fill for all proxy Interviews 

(1) ~~~:tn~~t~~~"~~e number 

Pro):y respondent name 

Reason for proxy 'nterv,ew 

(2) Proxy interview 
obtained for line number 

Proxy respondent name 

Reason for proxy interview 

1 Line number 

If more than 2 Proxy Inrerviews, Conllnue in notes, 

----------------------
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" PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 14. NAIIE 15. 16. 17. 11. 19. 20 •• , 2Ob. 21. 22. 23: 24. 
(olloou_ld TYPE OF LINE RELATIONSHIP AGE ".,lOdlll!) INTEftVIEW ilARITAL RACE :ORIGIN SEX ARMED Educ'tlon 0 £duc.tfon_ NO. TO HOUSEHOLD LAST STATUS I FORCES hl,hul HEAD BIRTH' KEYEft -IIEGIN 

NEW ftECOftO 

Last 

First 

CHECK .. 

ITEM A" 

(§ 
' r:1 Per - Sell·r.Spondonl 
'1'1 Tel. - Soli· responden' 

'I:i Per. - PrOXY} Fill 'Jb "" 
4! : I Tel •• - PrOIlY COlier page 

s r: 1 NI - Fill r6-2' 

(cc 121 (cc 13bl 

@ @ 
1 i·' Head 
2 r- : Wife of head 

Tine 3!.' i Own child 

No. 4 '-1 Other re/at/ve 
5, . ! Non-relative 

Look at item 4 on Cover page. Is thiS the same 
household as last enumeration? (Bo> I marked) 
o Y~s - SKIP to Check Ilem BONo 

250. Did you Ii.e in this !,au .. on April I, 1970? 

S I 0 Yes - SKIP 10 Check Ilem B 20 No 

b. Where did you live on April I, 1970? {State, foreign country, 
U.S. pOlsession, etc.} 

County 

compl,t. , 
MEMBER ,r.sd. thlt)'''r1 DAY I 

Icc 171 
, 

Icc 181 Icc 19a) I (Cc 19b1 (cc 101 (cc 211 (cc 221 (cc 231 @ @ @ (§ @) @) @) I , 
II·'M. 

" 
"'II. , 'l'IM I tiYes 1 [-, Yes , 

': ·Wd. 2 i ~ ! Neg.: zr ':--IF ," J No 'r:! No J: -'D. " 1 Qt. I Origin Age , 

Grade 41'-1 Sep. , 
s ,:1 NM , 

I 

26d. Have you been loo~jng for work during the past -4 w •• ks? ® 10 Yes No - When did you last work? 

27. 

@) 

20 Less than 5 y • .,.s ago-SKIP 10 28a 

• 0 5 or more years ago} SKIP 10 29 
4 0 Never worked 

Is there any reason why you could not toke a job LAST WEEK? 
1 0 No Yes - 2 0 Already had a ,ob 

• 0 Temporary ,lIness 
4 0 Go,ng 10 school 

sOOther - Spec,(y 7 ~ 
c. Did you live inside the limits of a cit~, town, village, etc.? 

045 , 0 No 20 Yes - Name of c,ly. lown. village. ere. 7 

046 L I I I I J 1--"'2::-:8:-0-. "':F:-o-r -w-:-h-o-m-d:-i-:-d -y-au-"( I:-a-s t'7)-w-o":r:=k ?=(=N=a=m=e =o=(=c=om=pa=n=y=. ===_j 
(Ask maJes 18+ only) bUSIness, organizatIon or other employer) ~ d. Were you In tho Armed Forces on April 1, 1970? 

0!.J 1 0 Yes 20 No 
r:~:--f==--7':":;-7_::_'=:=-__ _._;-~--:-,;__:_:__::_-----__l'o5Jl x L:J Never worked - SKIP 1029 CHECK" Is Ihis person 16 years old or older' ~ 

ITEM B ., 0 No - SKIP to 29 0 Yes 

260. What were you doing most of LAST WEEK _ (working. 
keeping hause, going to school) or something else? 

S ' 0 Working - SKIP 10 280 60 Unable 10 work-SKIP1026d 
2 0 With a job bUI not at work 7 0 Relired 

• 0 Looking for work eO Olher - Spec,(y ~ 
40 Keep,ng house 

sO Going to school (If Armed Forces. SKIP to 2801 
b. Did you do any work at all LAST WEEK, not counting work 

around the house? (Note If form or business operator in HH. 
ask about unpa,d work.) 
00 No Yes - How many hours ? ____ SKIP la 280 

c, Did you have a job or business from which you were 
temporarily absent or an layoff LAST WEEK? 

, 0 No 20 Yes - Absent - SKIP 10 28a 

• 0 Yes - Layoff - SKIP 10 27 
Notes 

Pale 2 

b. What kind of business or induslry is this? (E.g.: TV ond 
rad,o mfg •• fetad shoe store, State Lobar Department, form) 

Sill] 
c. Were you _ 

@ , 0 An employ .. of a PRIVATE company. business or 
individual for wages, salary ,?r commissions? 

20 A GOVERNMENT employ .. (Federal, State, county, 
or local)? 

-.----.--------1 

• 0 SELF·EMPLOYED in OWN business, professional 
practice or form? 

40 Working WITHOUT PAY in family business or farm? 

d. What kind of work Were you doing? {E.g.: eJectncal 
engIneer, Slock clerk, tYPist, farmer, Armed ForcesJ 

~ ~.~I------__ ----------------~ 
e. What were your most important activities or duties? (E.g.: 

tYPIng, keePIng aCCOunt books, seiling cars, Armed Forces) 

. " 
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, I HOUSEHOLD SCREEN QUESTIONS 1:< 
2'9. Now I'd like to ask some questions about :C] Yes - tl~~,7.Jn)' 

crime. They refer only to th1t last 6 months - I 

;;' .. j No 
between I, 197 __ ond ___ , 197_.,-
During the last 6 nlonths, did anyone break ; 
into or somehow illegally get into your , 
(apartment/home), goroge, or another building 
on your prope,ty? 

30. (Other than the incident(.) ju.t mentioned) 
Did you find a door jimmied, a lock forced, 
or any other .ign. of an ATTEMPTED 
break in? 

. ~ ~Yes - How mlny 
!. . times? 

i~jNO , 

32 Did anyone t~ke something belonging 
• to you or to any member of this household, 

from a place wh~re you or they w.er. I 

temporarily staYing, such as a friend 5 or 
relative's home, a hotel or motel, or 
a vacation home? 

33. What was the total number of motor 
vehicles (cou, trucks, etc.) owned by 
you or any other member of this household 
during the last 6 months? 

:. Yes - How ml"y 
I ,.. limn? 

--, No 

:@) 
:0, ~ ~KW ;;, 36 

:1 I 

:2:~ 2 
; 3 ~. : 3 
~ 4 ~:. 4 or more , 
t ... : Yes _ How many I 34. Did anyone ster.:, TRY to steal, ar use 1---------------------:-:-::::-:--::=:-=-:=:1 (it/any of them) ::"lith out permi nion? 

31. Was anything at all stalen that is kept :t]Yes - ~~~I~any 
outside your home, or happened to be left 
out such as a bicycle, a garden hose, or 
la';n furniture? (other than any incidents 
already mentioned) 

35. Did anyono stool or TRY to .toal parts 
ottachod to (it/any of thom), .uch a. a 
battery I hubcaps, tap'e~d.ck, etc.? 

: r~:No limes? 

I INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS I 
36. The following questions ref.r only to things that :: .IYes - How many 

happened to YOU during tho la.t 6 month. -: tim .. ? 

between ___ 1, 197 _ and ____ , 197_.:.- No 

Did you have your (pocket picked/puf~e ~, 
snatched)? 

37. Did o~vone toke something (else) dire-ctly 
fran ~",u by using force, such as by a 
stickup, mugging or threat? 

38. Did anyone TRY to rob you by using force 
or threatening to harm you? (other thon 
Clny incidents alreCldy mentiQned) 

39. Did anyone beat you up, attack you or hit ., 
you with something, such as CI rock or ,bottle. 
(other than any incidents alreCldy mentaoned) 

40 Were you knifed shot CIt, or attacked with 
• Some other weo;on by anyone CIt all? (other 

than any incidents already mentioned) 

'Ves •. How man)' 
times? 

- ~Yes - How man)' 
times? 

:CjNO , 

~ ~ . No 

" ~Yes - How man), 
, .~ tlm.s? 

46. Did you find any evidence that someone 
ATTEMPTED to .teol .amething that 
belonged to you? (other than any incidents 
01 ready mentioned) 

47. Did you call the polico during the lo.t 6 
months to feport something that happened 
to YOU which you thought woo a crime? 
(Do not count any calls made to the 
police concerning the incidents you 
have just told me about.) 

--1 No - SKIP to .8 

I Yes - What happened? 

. Ves -How man)' 
, times? 

-------------------:~[J[J 

, > [J[J 
D:J -------------------, 

CHECK 
ITEM C 

Look at 47. Was HH member 
12 t attacked or threatened, or 
was something stolen or an 
attempt made to steal something 
that belonged to h.m' 

Yes - How many 
limes? 

; No 

41. Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up or 
THREATEN you with a knife, gun, or some 
other weapon, HOT including telephone 
threats? (other than any incidents already 
mentioned) 

:YeS-Howman)'I _______ --77--~----~~~~~~:I~~~----~======"i ' tlmn? .. 
48. Did onythinv hoppon to YOU durinv t~e lost 

6 months which you thought was a Crime, 
but did NOT report to the police? (other 
than any incidents already mentioned) 

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

43 Durin; the lost 6 months, did anyone steal 
• thing. that bolongod to you from insido ANY 

cor or truck, such as packages or clothillg? 

44. Was anything stolen from you while you . 
were away fro,,! home, for ins!ance at ,:,or~j In 
a theater or restaurant, or while trayellng. 

45. (Other than any incidents you've already 
m~ntioned) was anything (else) at all 
stolen from you during the lost 6 months? 

, jYes·· How min)' 
." limes? 

',~ INa 

Ves - How mIn)' 
times? 

Yes How many 
times? 

CHECK .. 
ITEM D.,.. 

CHECK .. 
ITEM E.,.. 

Page J 

--1 No - SKIP to Check Item E 

~ j Yes - What happened? 

Look at 48. Was HH member 
121 attacked or threatened, or 

was something stolen or an 

attempt made to steal something 

that belonged to him' 

. Yes How man)' 
1 -' limes? 

:. ; No 

Do any of the screen questions contain any eni;Tles 
for "How many times'" 

L No - InterVIew next HH member. 
.. End InterVIew If last respondent, 

and (III Item 12 on cover page. 

j Yes F.II Crome InCIdent Reports. 

----------
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS ':: ~ 
.... ,'. '" :. ~ ...• .':':'\ 14. 15. 16. 17. 11. 19. 20 •• '201>. 21. 22. 23. 24. NAIIE TYPE OF LINE RELATIONSHIP AGE MARITAL RACE :ORIGIN SEX ARMED EduCltlOil_, Educlllon_ INTERVlfl\' NO. TO HOUSEHOLD LAST STATUS • FORCES hl,hllt comp"" HEAD BIRTH· I MEM8ER ,lid. th.ty .. r? KEVER - BEGIN 

DAY 
• NEW RECORD 

Icc 121 (ee 13bl Icc 17. tee 181 • Icc 19.) Ilcc 19b) Icc 1O) Icc 21) Icc 22) Icc 23) Lasl @ @ @> @ @) @) • @ (§ r§) @) I 1;" Per - Self· respondent • • i Head ,,-1M •• 'I-'w. I of -1 M • [lYe. 
• elY" 

, Tel. - Self· respondent 2: ~ 'Wife of head ';-IWd. 'I-I N.g) ,j:-I F 2[~J No 'L]No FUSI ]' Per. - proxy} Fill '3. on -cne 3,.";Ownchlld 
Age ],-10. ]1;:Ot.: - __ 

Grade 
, Tel. - Proxy cover page 4:- ~ Other relatIVe ,nS.p. I Ollaln No. 

I 5 A I NI '- Fill '6-2' • ' Non-relatIVe ':-:NM • 
• Laok at Item 4 on cover page. Is rillS the same 

26d. Have you boon looking for work durlnv the post 4.,00ks? CHECK. household as last enumeration' (Box I markedl @) 10 Y.s No - Whon did you lost work? ITEM A DYes - SKIP to Check Hem B DNa 
20 Less than 5 years ago-SKIP to 280 250. Did you liv. in this hou.e an April I, 1970? 
] 0 5 or more years ago} SKIP to 36 @) 10 Yes - SKIP to Check Hem B 2oNo 4 0 Never worked 

b. Where did you live on April 1, 1970? (State, foreign country, 27. I. there any reo.on why you could nat toko a job LAST WEEK? U.S. possession, etc.) @ I DNa Yes - 2 0 Already had a job 
State, etc. County 3 0 Temporary, IIness 

4 0 Go.ng to school 
c. Old you live inside the limits of a city, town, village, etc.? 

sOOther - SpeClly 7 

~ 10 No 20 Yes - Name 01 CIty, town, vrllage. etc. ? 
046 I I I I I I 

280. For ",hom did you (la.t) work? (Name 01 company. (Ask males 18. only) 
bUSiness, organization or other employer) 

(§) 
d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April I, 1970? 

j 0 Yes 20 No 
l§ X LJ Never worked - SKIP to 36 CHECK. Is thiS person 16 years old or older' 

b. What kind of business or industry is this? (E.g.: TV and ITEM B DNa - SKIP to 36 DYes 
rad.a mIg" reta.1 shoe store. State Labor Deportment. larm) 

260. What were you doing mo.t of LAST WEE~ _ (working, (@) I I I keeping house, going to school) or some1h~ng els.? 
c. Were you _ @ j 0 Work.ng - SKIP to 280 60 Unable to WOlk-SKIPt026d @ • 0 An employee of a PRIVATE company, busino .. or 2 0 W. th a lob but not at work 70 Retired indiyidual for wages, salary or commiuians? 30 Look.ng for work 

B 0 Other - 5:>.",), 7 20 A GOVERNMENT omplay .. (Fodoral, Stato, county, 40 Keep.ng house or local)? 
S 0 Go>ng to school III Armed Forces. SKIP to 2801 ] 0 SELF-EMPLOYED in OWN busino .. , profo .. ional 

practice or form? b. Did you do any work at all LAST WEEK, not counting work 
• 0 Workinv WITHOUT PAY in family buslno .. or form? around the house? (Note' 1/ (arm or buslOess operator In HH. 

ask about unpaId work.) 
d. What kind of work wero you doing? (E.g,: e/ecuical @) oONo Yes - How many hours? ____ SKIP to 280 engIneer, stock clerk. tYPist, former. Armed Forces) 

c. Did you have a job or business from which you were @ I I I I temporarily ob.ent or on layoff LAST WEEK? 
e. What were your most Important activities or duties? (E.g.: @) 1 DNa 20 Yes - Absent - SKIP to 28a 

tYPing. keePIng account books, seiling cars. Armed Forces) ] n Yes - Layoff - IKIP ton 

INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS 36. The following questions refer only to things. 
Yes - How man)' 46. Did you find any evidence that lomeone 1 [-I Yes - How min), Ihot happened to YOU during the la.t 6 month. _ : 

limn? ATTEMPTED to .teal .omethlng that t tlmu? between __ l, 197 __ and __ , 197 __ • , 
belonged to you? (ather than any lr-. No 

Did you have yaur(pocket picked/pu"e .notched)? No 
incidents already mentioned) • ---37. Did anyone toke something (else) directly , 47. Did you call the police during the last 6 months to report 

from you by using force, such as by a • Yes - How man), 
.omething that happened to YOU which you thought was a • times? 
crime? (Do not count any calls mode to the police 

stickup, mugging or threat? , No --- @ 38. Did anyone TRY to rob you by using force , 
Yes - How many conc~rning the incidents you have just told me about.) , 

E§ o No - SKIP to 48 or threatening to harm you? (other than any 
• 

limes? 
incidents already mentioned) .' -, No --- DYes - What happenod? 

39. Did anyone beat you up, attack you or hit you: 
Ves - How mIn), with something, such as a rock or bottle? I tlmn? 

(other than any incidents already mentioned) I No --- Look at 47 - Was HH member 12. .1-1 Yes - How m",y 40. Were you knifed, shot a~, or attacked with 
• Ves - How man), CHECK. attacked or threatened. or was some~ I IImla? Some other weapon by anyone at all? (other • tlm.1I ITEM C thing stolen or an attempt made to :r-:NO than any Incidents alr-tody mentioned) • No --- steal something ~hat belonged to him?: 
, 

---41. Did anyone THREATEN to beat you ~p or 
• Ves - Ho," many 48. Did anything happen to YOU durinv tho lo.t 6 months which THREATEN you with a knife, gun, or some : tlmn? @ you thought wos. a crime, but did HOT report to the police? other weapon, NOT including telephone threats?, rn (other than any incidents already mentioned) (other than any incidents already mentioned) • No o No - SKIP to Check Item E 
, ---42. Did anyone TRY to attack you in some 

."- Yes - How m,Jny ~ 0 Yes - What happoned? other way? (other than any incidents .' 11m .. ? already mentioned) • 
• No 

43. During tht: last 6 months, did anyone steal I'~ 
Yes - How min)' Look at 48 - Was HH member 11. :r-1 Yes, How min), thing. that belonged to you from in. ide ANY:· tlmn? CHECK. attacked or threatened. or was some 

• 
IImll? car or truck, such as packages or clothing? ::- No ITEM D thing stolen or an attempt made to , --- steal Something that belonged to h.m? flNO 44. Was anything stolen from you while you ::-; Yes _ How man)' 

wer~ away from hom~, for instance at work, I tlm.s? 
Do any of the Screen Questions contain any entries 

in a theat~r or restaurant, or while hoveling?:' ~I No (or "How man)' times?" 
45. (Other than any incidents you've already CHECK. o No - Interview next HH member. End interview if 1:-; Ves - How man)' ITEM E last respondenr. and fill Item 12 on cover page. mentioned) Woo anything (el.e) at all .tolen 

• tlm.s? 
from you during the lost 6 months? : -) No --- DYes - F.II Crime In"d.nt Reports. 
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Form Approyed' 0 M B No 43·R0587 ... 
KEYER -

Notes NOTICE _ Your report to the Census Bureau Is confidential by law 
(U.S. Code 42, Section 3771). 1\11 Identifiable Information will be used only bY 

BEGfN NEW RECORD persons cn&a&ed In and for the purposes of the survey. and may not be 
disclosed or released to others for any purpose, 

Line number 
FOA" NCS·2 

@) ,,,.lg·771 u.s. OEP",RTMENT OF COMMERCE 
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 

Screen question number ACTING AS coLLECTING AGENT FOR THE 
L"'~ ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE AOMINISTRATION 

@) u.s. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

InCident number CRIME INCIDENT REPORT 

@) NATIONAL CRIME SURVEV - NATIONAL SAMPLE 

10. Vou .ald Ihal during Ihe 10.1 6 monlh. - (ReIer to 50. Were you a customer, employee, or own.r? 
approprlote screen question for deSCription of 'rime). @) I CJ Customer 
In "rial monlh (did Ihi./did Ihe lirsl) incidenl hoppen? 2::: Employee (Show Iloshcard il necessary. Encourage respondent [0 

give exact month.) 3 ~:~ Owner 
I 4..:J Other - Speci (y 

@) ____ ._ Month (01-12) iYear 191 __ 
b. Did Ihe person(.) .Ieal or TRV 10 .Ieal anylhlng belonging r 

Is :hlS InCident report for a series of crimes? 
to the store, restaurant, office, factory, etc,? 

@) I l~ No - SKIP to 2 @) , .~~ Yes } CHEC~ t 2 :-.; No SKIP to Check Item B 
ITEM A 2 L:1 Yes - (Note: serf es must have 3 or 

.3 . - ~ Don't know more SImilar InCidents whICh 
respondent can't recall separately) 60. Did Ihe offender(.) live Ihere or have a righl 10 be 

b. In whol monlh(.) did Ihe.e Incidents lake place? there, such as a guest or a workman? . (Mark all that apply) @ , -_-:J Yes - SKIP to Check Item B 

@) I W Sprrng (March, Ar,rd, M?y) 2 ~j No 
2:::::J Summer (June, july, August) 3::': Don't know 
3 =:: Fall (September, October, Noyember) 

b. Did Ihe offend.r(.) aClually gel in or ju.1 TRV 10 gel 4 [j W,nter (December, january, February) -- in Ihe building? 
c, Ho .... many incidents were involved In this series? @) I .:; Actually got rn 

@) , 0 Three or four 2 ~_' just tried to get rn 
20 Five to ten 3 :':j Don't know 30 Eleven or more 
4 0 Don't know c. Was there any evidencCl', such as a broken lock or broken 

INTERVIEWER: II thiS report rs (or a series. read the 
window, Ihal Ihe offender(.) (Iorced hi. way in/TRIED 

lallawing statement. t 
10 lorce hi. woy In) Ihe building? 

(Th. following questions refer only to m. most recent incident.) @) ,--:: No 

2. Aboul whal lime did (Ihi ./lh. mo.1 recenl) Ves - What was the evidence? AnYlhing el.e? 

irlcident happen? (Mark all that apply) 
-- Broken lock or Window @) 1 :.:: Don't know 2 ,-

2 =:J DUring the day (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.) 3 ,- Forced door or WI ndow 

}"" At noght (6 p.m. to 6 a.m.) 4:J Slashed screen to Check 
3::; 6 p.m. to mrdnlght 

5 _ ; Other - Speer Iy 7 Item B 4:J 11,dnr ght to 6 a.m. 
50 Don't know 

30, In what State and county did this Incident occur? 
d. How did Ihe offender(.) (gel in/lry 10 gel in)? 

@) I ~ ; Through unlocked door or Window 
=~ OutSIde U.S. - END INCIDENT REPORT 

2 _-_, Had key 

State County 3 _:~ Don't know 

4 ~.: . Other - SpeCi fy 

b. Did il happen INSIDE THE LIMITS 01 a cily, lown, Was respondent or any other member of 
village, .tc.? 

CHECK t thrs household present when thIS 
InCident occurred? (II not sure, ASK) 

~ 1 =:J No ITEM B 
2:.J Yes - Enter name of ctty, town, etc. 7 @) , : J No - SKIP to 130 

@) I I I I I I 2 --' ; Ves 

4. Wh.re did this incident take place? 70. Did the person(s) have a WCl'apon such as a gun Qr knife, 

@ I ~ At or In own dwelling. In garage or } "" .. , or something he was using as Q weapon, such as a 

other buddIng on property (Includes . bottle, or wr~nch? 

break-in or attempted breok'ln) @) ,DNa 

2::; At or In a vacation home, hotel/motel 2 D Don't know 

3 L:J InSide commercial budding such as }," " 
Yes - What was the weapon? Anylhing .I .. ? 

store, restaurant. bank, gas station, (Mark all that apply) 
publIC conveyance or station 3 ~:1 Gun 

40 lnside offICe, factory, or warehouse 4 ::1 KnIfe 
s:.J Near Own home; yard, Sidewalk. ;; 

5 ~J Other Specify 
driveway. carport, apartment hall 

b. Did Ihe person!.) hil you, knock you down, or aClually (Does not include break-in or 
attempted break·rn) attack you in any way? 

6 :=J On the street, In a park, field, play- SKIP @) 1 :'J Yes - SKIP to 71 
to Check ground, school grounds or parking lot 
Item B 2:=J No 70 Insrde school 

c. Did Ih. porson(.) Ihroalen you with harm In any way? 80 Other - Speerly 7 
@) , ::J No - SKIP to 7e 

2::J Yes 
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7d, How Were you threatened? 
J CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Conlinu.d I 

Any other way? I 9c. Did insurance or any health benefits program pay for all or part of • (Mark 0/1 that apply) 
@ I Verbal threat of rape 

2 Verbal threat of attack other than rope 
3 Weapon present or threatened 

with weapon 

the total medicol expenses? 

@ I Not yet settled} 
2 None. . • . • • • SKIP to 100 

SKIP 3 All .•••••. , 
4 Part 

5 

6 

Attempted attack WI th weapon 
(for example, shot at) 
Oblect thrown at person 
Followed, surrounded 
Other - SPecr ly ____ . _____ 

J 

to 
100 -----.--------- ------------J 

d, How much did insurance or a health benefi~s program pay? 

S [QQJ (ObtaIn on eS/Jrnate, If necessary) 

100. Did you do anything to protect yourself or your property 
during the incident? 

W;;--~ -:-----:h:---.,.--..,.-----l1jJ5' I No - SKIP to II 
e. al aclua y appened? Anyl ing .I •• ? \,~ 2 Yes 

t (Mark all that apply) 
@ t Something taken without permission 

2 Attempted or threatened to 
take something 

Harassed, argument. abUSive language 
ForCible entry or attempted 
forCible entry of house 
ForCible eil{ry or attempted 
entry of car 

Damaged Of destroyed property 
Attempted or threatened to 
damage or destroy property 

SKIP 
to 
100 

b, Whal did you do? AnYlhing e) .e? fMark a I that apply) 
I· Used brandIShed gun or knrfe 
2 -- Used trred physrcal (arce (hIt, chased, threw abfect, used 

other weapon, etc.) 

3 :. Tried to get help, attract attention, scare offender away 
(screamed. yelled, called for help. turned on lIghts, etc.) 

4 . Threatened. argued, reasoned. etc .. with offender 

s· ~' ReSIsted without force, used evaSive action (ran drove away, 
hid, held property. locked door, ducked, shIelded self. etc.) 
Other - Speer(y 

Other - Speci Iy -, 11. 

,---:-===========.: ___ (ill) 
Was the crime committed by only anCl' or more than one pCl'rson? 

I Only one 7 2 Dou't know - 3 More than one 7 
SKIP 10 120 

I. How did Ihe person(.) o"a~k you? Any 
olh.r way? (Mark all Ihat apply) 
I Raped 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Tried to rape 

Hit wrth obfeCt held In hand. shot, knrfed 
Hrt by thrown oblect 
Hit, slapped, knocked down 

Grabbed, held, trrpped. lumped, pushed. etc. 
Other - Speer (y 

80. What were the injuriCl's you suffered, if any? 
I Anylhing eh.? fMark all that apply) 

@ I None - SKIP to 100 
2 Raped 
3 Attempted rape 

4 Knife or gunshot wounds 

5 Broken bones or teeth knocked OUt 

6 Internal Inlunes, knocked unconscIous 

7 BrUises, black eye, cuts. scratches, swelling 
8 Other - Specr,,/y, ___________ _ 

b. Were you injured t~ the ext;nt that you needed -­
medical attention after the Qttack? 

@ , No - SKIP to 100 
2 Yes 

c. Did you receive O"y-;;;·~tment at a hospital? 
@ , No 

2 Emergency room treatment only 
3 Stayed overnight or longer _ 

How many days? 7 

d. What wos the total amount of your medical 
expenses resulting from this incident, INCLUDING 
artything paid by insurance? Include hospital 
C! ... d dZlctor bill s, medicine, theropy, bracCl's, and 
any other injury.related medical expenses. 
INTERVIEWER - II respondent does not know 
exact amount. encourage hIm (0 gIve an estlmale. 
~ No COSt - SKIP to 100 

S .I]U 
X ._. Dan't know 

90, At the time of the incidCl'nt, WCl're you covCl'red 
by any medical insurance, Of werCl' you eligible 
for benefits from any other type of health 
benefits program, such as Medicaid; Veterans' 
Administration; or Public Welfare? 

@ I ,; No .•.•.• } SKIP to 100 
2 Don't know 
3 Yes 

b.nO~id,-yo~u~/i~le-:o-c~I-07im-w~i~th-on-y-o·I~lh-e-.-e~i~n-.-ur-a-n-c-e-~ 
companies or programs in ordCl'r to get part or all 
of your medical expenses paid? 
I _, No - SKIP to 100 

2 : Yes 

@) 

a. w;;thi-~- pe'~-~~-m-~------I f. How many persons? 
or female? 

(§ 
, Male 

Female 

3 Don't know 

------
b. How old would you .ay 

the pCl'rson was? 

, Under 12 

2 12-14 

3 15-17 

4 fB- 20 
, 21 or Over 

g. Were they male 0' fCl'male? 

8 ' All male 
l All female 
3 Male and female 

Don't know 

h. How old would you .ay Ihe 
youngest was? 

I Under 12 5 
2 12-14 

@) 
l 15-17 
4 IB-20 

21 or over _ 
SKIP 10 J 

Don't know 

L ~ould )'o~ soy the 
oldest wos? 

I Under 12 4 IB-20 
2 12-14 s 21 or oyer 

_6 __ D_a~~ k~.:'.,,-____ @) 
c. Was the persan someone you 

knew or was he a stranger? 

I Stranger 

2 Don't know 

3 Known by 
SIght only 

4 Casual 
acquaintance 

}

SKIP 
to e 

5 Well known 

d, Was the person a rCl'lative 
of yours? 

, No 

Yes - What relationship? 

2 Spouse or ex-spouse 

Parent 

Own chrld 

Brother or Sister 

Other relative _ 
Spec r{Y7 

e. Was he/she _ } 
, While? 

2 Negro? SKIP 

3 Olher? - Specr/y, j~o 

4 Don;t know 
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. 

3 f S-17 6 Don't know 

j. Were any of the persons known 
or relatCl'd to you or WerCl' they 
all strangCl'rs? 

I All strangers } SKIP 
2 Don't know to m 

All refatoves \ SKIP 
Some relatives ) to I 
All known 

6 Some known 
--~---------------k. How well were they known? 
(Mark all that applyl 

@) 
2 Casual SKIP 
, By srght only } 

t 

@) 

. acqualntance{s} co m 
3 _ Well known 

I. How were they relatCl'd to you? 
(Mark 0/1 thot apply) 
1 Spouse or 4 Brothers 

2 

3 

e)(-sPOuse 
Parents 

Own 
children 

sisters 
Other _ 
SPeer (Y7 

m. W:::'e-re-07:1I-0 71 1
7he-m------ -

@ I While? 
2 Negro? 

3 _ Olher? - Specr(Y7 

5 _ok Don't know 
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."~~;;~~;~'!ll',~;'" . . ] I 
' . .--;-1';';; CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Continued 

120, Woro you tho only po"on there besides the offender(s)? Was a car or other motor vehicle taken~ 

@) 10 Yes - SKIP 10 130 
(Box 3 or 4 marked in 13(1 

CHECK t 20 No ITEM 0 i:.J No - SKIP 10 Check Ite71 E 

'b. H-;w mo;i of these persons, not counting yourself, :~.: Yes 
were robb.d, harmed, or threatened? 00 not include 
persons under 12 years of age. 140. Hod permission to use the (car/motor vehlel.) ever beon 

@ a C:J None - SKIP 10 130 given to the person who took It? 

0 I" No"" '} Number of persons • -', SKIP to Check Item E 

c. Are any of the,e persons members of your household now? 
2 .. ~J Don t know 

Do not Include household members under 12 years of oge. • '. , Yes 

@) aU No b. Did the person return the (car/motor vehicle)? 
Yes - How many, not counting yourself? 

@) t 1-. I Yes 

(ALSO MARK "YES" IN CHECK ITEM r ON PAGE 12) 2.:: No 

130. Was something stolen or taken without permiuion that Is Box I or 2 marked In 131' 

belonged to you or othe .. In the household? 
CHECK t No - SKIP to 150 

INTERVIEWER -Include anything stolen from ITEM E 
unrecognizoble bUSIness In respondent's home. Yes 
Do not include onylhlng stolen from a recognizable 
bUSIness In respondent's home or onother bUSIness, c. Was the (purs.e/wallet/money) on your person, for instance, 
such as merchondl se or cosh (rom a reg. ster. in a pocket Of being held by you when it was taken? 

@) I ::J Yes - SKIP to 13f @) I c_. Yes 
2~J No 2 No 

b, Did the pe.,on(s) ATTEMPT to tcke something that 
belonged to you or others in the hou s.ehold? Was only cash taken 1 (Box 0 marked In 13f) 

@) I ~~~ No - SKIP to 13e CllECK t ~; Yes - SKIP to 160 
2 ~_: Yes ITEM F . No 

c, What did they try to toke? Anything else? . (Mark all that apply) 15c, Altogether, what was the value of the PROPERTY 

@ 1 ~ Purse that was taken? 

2 :~_: Wallet or money INTERVIEWER - Exclude stoleo cosh, and enter SO for 

l ~.:.; Car 
stolen checks and credle cards. even If they were used. 

4:-:.; Other motor vehicle @) $ . [QQJ 
5 c~, Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc,l 

b. How did you decide the value of the property that wcs 
6 ~ Don't know 

stolen? Any other woy? (Mark all that apply) 
7:'; Other SpeCIfy 

@) I . Original C(lst 
Old they try to take a pu,se, wallet, 

CHECK t Or money' (BOK I or 2 marked In 13c~ 2 _. Replacement cost 
ITEM C : • .J No - SKIP to 180 • Personal estimate of current value 

... Yes -- 4 Insurance report estimate 
d. Was the (purse/wallet/money) on your pers.on, for 5 - PolICe estimate 

Instance;l}a pocket or being held? 

@) I :::.; Yes SKIP to 180 
6 -. Don't know 

2 ~~~ No 7 Other - SpeCIfy _ 

. e, What did happen? Anything el .. ? (Mark all thaI apply) 

@ I :.: j Attacked 160, Was all or port of the stolen money or property recovered, 
2 :l Threatened With harm not counting anything received from insurance? 

3:~ Attempted to break IntO house or garage @ I NOne} 
4 ~,: Attempted to break IOtO car 2 

:_~ All SKIP to 170 

s ~_~ ~ Harassed, argument. abUSive language SKIP 
Part 10 • ., 

6 .... : ~ Damaged or destroyed property 180 b. What WaS. recoverl:d? Anything else? 
7 .:J Attempted or threatened to damage or 

,[QQJ destroy property @) Cash $ 
• ~:; Other - Specify and/or 

Property (Mark 0/1 that apply) 

f. What was taken that belonged to you or others in the @) 0 ... Cash only recovered - SKIP to 170 

household? Anything else? []QJ , 
'. Purse 

@) Cash: S , 00 
2 .: Wallet 

and/or 
Car Property; (Mark all Ihot apply) 3 .' . 

! CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Continued T . "<_:.:;<c 
170. Was there any insurance against theft? 200. Were the police informed of this incident in any way? 

@) 1:. J No . .... 
} SKIP to 180 

@) Il~J No 
21~J Don't know - SKIP to Check Item G 

2 : Don't know Yes - Who told them? 
.::: , Household member} 

3 
~ , Yes 4 ~ • Someone else SKIP to Check Item G 

b. Was this iou reported to an Insurance company? 
5 I J Police on scene 

b. Wh~t was the reason this incident was not reported to 

@) I.J No, , , , , 
} SKIP to 180 

. the polico? Any other roason? (Mark 01/ that apply) 

@) I:: J Nothing could be done - lack o( proof 
2 : ~ J Don't know 2:':' J Old not think It Important enough 

j Yes 
• ::J Pol.ce wouldn't want to be bothered • 4 -:~ Old not want to take time - too Inconven!ent 

c. Was ony of this loss recovered through insurance? 5 ~- J Private or personal matter, dId not want to report It 

@ 
} SKIP to 180 

6 ~~ ~ Old not want to get Involved 
I I Not yet settled 7 ., Afraid 01 reprisal 

2 : No, , • , , , , , 8 .~j Reported to someone else 
9 _ I Other - SpeCl fy 

• Yes 
CHECK t Is thIS person 16 years or older' 

d. How much was recovered? ITEM G . j No - SKIP to Check Ilem H 
.1 Yes - ASK 210 

INTERVIEWER -If proPerty replaced by Insurance 210, Old you have c lob ct the time this Incident happened? company Instead of cash settlement, ask for eStimate 
of value of the property replaced, @) I , : I No - SKIP to Check Item H 

2 Yes 

@) ,~ @) 
b, Whet wcs the job? 

S I .. , Same as deSCribed In NCS-I Items 28a-e - SKIP to 
Check Ilem H 

180. Did any household member Jose any time from work 2 I Different than deSCribed In NCS-I Items 28a-e 
because of this incident? 

c. For whom did you work? (Nome of company, bUSiness, 

@) 0 , No - SKIP to 190 
organlzauon or other employer) 

Ye:i - How many members? 7 d. What kind of business or industry is thh? (For example: TV 
and rad,o mfg" retaIl shoe store, Stole Lobar Dept .. form) 

@) I I I I b. How much time was lost 0lt0gether? 
e. Were you -

@) I , Less than I day @) I _ I An emploree uf a PRIVATE company, business or 

2 1-5 days 
individua for wages, salary or commi uions? 

2, . A GOVERNMENT employ •• (Federcl, Stote, county or local)? 

• 6-IOdays • ,~ J SELF·EMPLOY ED in OWN business, professioncl 

Over 10 days 
practice or farm? 

4 
4 .~ I Working WITHOUT PAY ir. icmily busine .. or fcrm? 

5 Don't know f. What kind of work were you doing? (For example: electrlCoi 

190. Was. anything that belonged to you or other members of 
engineer, stock clerk, rYPlst. farmer) 

th~ hous.ehold damaged but not taken in this incident? @) I I I I For example, was. a lock or window broken, clothing g. What were your most important octivitiesor duties? (For example: 
damaged, or damage dane to a car; etc,? lYPlng, keeping account books, seilIng cars, finishing concrete. erc,J 

@ I , No - SKIP to 200 

2 Yes t 
Summarize thiS InCident or series of InCidents. 

CHECK 
b. (Wos/were) the damaged item(s.) repaired or replaced? ITEM H 

@) I Yes - SKIP to 19d 

2 . I No 

c. How much would it cost to repair or replace the 
dcmoged item( s)? 

Don'l I<now ' ~ } 

@) $ 
SKIP to 200 

X 
Look at 12c on InCident Report, Is there an 

d. How much was the repair or replacement cost? 
CHECK t 

entry for "'How many?" 

@) x ~j No cost 0, don't know - SKIP to ]00 ITEM I 
[l No 
[] Yes - Be sure you have on Inerdenl Report for e~ch 

,[QQJ HH member I] years of age or over who was 
S robbed, harmed, or threatened In thjs inCident. 

@) a [; Only cash taken - SKIP to 14c 4 Other motor vehicle 

1 =.J Purse 5 
- Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.) 

2 LJ Wallet 6 
~ - Other - SpeCl fy 
' .. 

'DCar 
40 Other motOr vehicle 

c. What was the value of the property r.covered (excluding sO Part of car (hubcap, tape-oeck, etc,) 
recovered cosh)? 

.:-J Othe, SPeCIfy (ill) $ ,[QQ] 

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

t 
Is thiS the last Inc. dent Report to be filled for mls person? Anyone .Ise? (Mark all thor apply) CHECK . ITEM J CJ No - Go to next InCIdent Report. 

@) I :::: j Household member DYes - Is thiS the last HH member to be interviewed? 

2 ':J Landlord o No - InterVIew next HH member. 
~ Yes - END INTERVIEW. Enler total 

3 [: Insurance - number of Crime InCIdent Reports 
fIlled for this household In 

4 :-:'j Other - SpeCIfy Item 12 on the cover of NCS·I. 

Pan II 
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Appendix B 

Neighbcrhood Characteristics 

Table Bl Bureau of Census definitions of selected neighborhood characteristics 

Economic Status 

Unemployment 

Racial Composition 

Residential Mobility 

Structural Density 

Families ~,:i:th less than $5,000 family income 
Total families 

Unemployed persons 16 years old and over 
Total civilian labor force 16 years old 

and over 

Black population 
Total population 

Persons 5 and over living in same house 
as five years ago 

Total persons 5 years old and over 

Units in structures of 5 or more units 
Total units (year round) 

Table B2 Measures of association between selected neighborhood characteristics (gamma and 
Somer's D symmetric), NCS national data, 1973 

Neighborhood 
Characteristics 

Economic Status 

Percent Unemployed 

Percent Black 

Residential Mobility 

Structural Density 

a 
Gamma 

b Somer's D 

Economic 
Status 

Percent 
Unemployed 

Percent 
Black 

-.49 
-.20 

.22 

.09 

Residential Structural 
Mobility Density 

.00 .11 

.00 .0Lf 

.10 .07 

.04 .03 

.13 .09 

.05 .04 

.41 

. 16 
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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 response to these offender age questions provide an opportunity to examine 

variations in criminal victimizations committed by offenders perceived by 

their victims to be under 18 years old (juveniles), 18 to 20 years old 

(youthful offenders), or 21 or older (adults). 'This appendix provides ex-

planation of and documentation for the various offender age variables which 

were created and used in this report and its companion reports in this 

series. 

In order. to fully understand the nature of the offender age data 

obtained in the National Crime Survey it is necessary to review the ques-

tions asked of survey respondents who were victimized in face-to-face en-

counters. Figure CI 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 mul.tiple offenders and the age of the oldest of the 

multiple offenders • 

.. 
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Figure Cl 
a 

Offender age questions in the National Crime Survey 

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

1. __ Only ·'one 2. - Don't ~now 3. .. Hare than one 

(skip) 

if ,~ 

How old would you How old would you say 
say the person was? the youngest waa? 

1- Under 12 1. Under 12 4. 18-20 - - -
2. 12-14 2. 12-14 S. 21 or over - - -
3. -- lS-17 3. lS-17 6. Don't know - .-
4. - 18-20 J, 

S·. - 21 or over How old would say 
the oldest waa1 

6. - Don't know I 1. Uhder 12 4. 18-20 - -
2. 12-14 S. 21 or over - . 
3. 1S-17 6. Don't know 

----------

I TOTAL VIC1IHIZATION 

I --

LONE OFFENDER 
VICTIMIZATIONS Don't know number; 

Age of lone not Baked age 
offender 

J 

aSee Appendix A: National Crime Survey Household Interview Questionnaire, Incident Report, questions 11, lIb, llh, and IIi, and 
in other volumes of this series, National Crime Survey Commercial Interview ~uestionnaire, Incident Report, questions 6a, 6b, 6e, 
and 6f. 

bThis question is different in the commercial surveys. See 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 who did not know whether the crime was 

committed by one or more than one offender. Generally, this group does 

not constitute a large proportion of the total victims. For example, in 

the NCS national sample for the years 1973 to 1977, in about 6 percent of 

the total personal victimizations (including rape, robbery, the assaults, 

and personal larceny) the victim did not know whether one or more than 

one offender was involved. The second group consists of victims who knew 

whether there was one or more than one offender, but did not know the 

offender's age. For this reason~ in an additional 4 percent of the incidents 

the age of the offender was not ascertained. 

Second, because victims of more than one offender (multiple offenders) 

are asked to report both the ages of the youngest and the oldest of mUltiple 

offenders, the survey data have three major offender age variables: 1) the 

perceived age of the lone offender, 2) the perceived age of the youngest 

of multiple offenders, and 3) the perceived age of the oldest of multiple 

offenders. 

Third, the NCS interview schedules produce rather fine offender age 

categories only for offenders perceived to be less than 21 years old. From 

the victims response, the interviewer records the offender age as under 12 

years old, 12 to 14, 15 to 17, 18 to 20, or 21 or older. This means that 

detailed offender age information is available only for victimizations 

committed by offenders perceived to be less than 21 years old. In the 

analyses in this report, offenders perceived by their victims to be under 

18 years old are juveniles, those perceived to be between 18 and 20 years 

old are youthful offenders, and those perceived to be 21 or older are adults. 
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Table C1 shows the uffender age variables that were used in the 

analysis for this report. Variables A, B, and C are the three major 

offender age variables in the NCS data: detailed age of lone offender, 

detailed age of the you~gest of mUltiple offenders, and detailed age of the 

oldest of mUltiple offenders. Variables AA, BB, CC are ordinary recodes of these 

variables; they simply categorize together all offenders perceived to be 

under 18 years old. 

The primary focus of much of the analysis in this report is on the 

incidents of victimization by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. 

Therefore it was necessary to create an offender age variable that would 

express the percent of the total victimizations (minus the small percentage 

in which the victim did not know whether there was one or more than one 

offender) attributable to offenders in different age categories, regardless 

of whether the incident involved lone or multiple offenders. To do this, 

variable D was created from variables A (detailed age of lone offender) 

and C (detailed age of oldest multiple offender) in the following manner: 

Condition Value 

If A=l, under 12 
~ if C=l, under 12 then D=l, under 12 

If A=2, 12-14 
~ if C=2, 12-14 then D=2, 12-14 

If A=3, 15-17 
~ if C::: 3, 15-17 then D=3, 15-17 

If A=4, 18-20 
~ if C=4, 18-20 then D=4, 18-20 

If A=5, 21 or older 
~ if C=5, 21 or older then D=S, 21 or older 

If A=6, Don't know age 
~ if C=6, Don't know age then D=6, Don't know age 

'~ 
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Thus, when variable D (see Table Cl) has the value of "111, under 12, 

this includes all lone offender victimizations committed by offenders per­

ceived to be under 12 years old, plus all multiple offender victimizations 

in which the oldest of the mUltiple offenders was perceived to be under 

12 years old. Variable D makes possiQle an examination of victimizations 

committed 'by offenders in various age groups, whether the incident involved 

only one or more than one offender. Variable DD is an ordinary recode of 

the detailed age of offender into juveniles (under 18), youthful.offenders 

(18 to 20), and adults (21 or older). 

The detailed age of the oldest of multiple offenders (variable C), 

rather than the detailed age of the youngest of mUltiple offenders (variable 

B) was used to create variable D in order to insure that the perceived age 

of all offenders in any given offender age category did not exceed the upper 

limit of the age category. This is because there are some incidents in 

which the age composition of the multiple offender group is varied (e.g., 

the 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 

three mUltiple offender victimizations. In two-thirds of the multiple 

offender victimizations the youngest and oldest multiple offenders were 

both perceived to be in the same age category. (Both under 18, 28 percent; 

both 18 to 2D, 10 percent; and both 21 or older, 28 percent.) 

Because of the mixed-age multiple offender groups, in order to guarantee 

that no category of the detailed age of offender variable would include 

incidents that involved multiple offenders older than the upper limit of 

the category specified, it was necessary to use the age of the oldest of 

multiple offend~;~. However, because the majority of mUltiple offender in­

cidents involved same-age offenders, the results of the analysis would 
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Table Cl Offender age variables 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

AA. 

Variable name 

Detailed age of lone offender 

Detailed age of youngest multiple offender 

Detailed age of oldest multiple offender 

a Detailed age of offender 

Age of lone offender 

BB. Age of youngest multiple offender 

CC. 

DD. 

Age of oldest mUltiple offender 

a Age of offender 

Values 

l=Under 12, 2~12-l4, 3~15-l7, 
4=18-20, 5=21 or older, 6=Don't'know 

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

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

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

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

l=Under l8, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older, 
4=Don I t know 

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

l=Under 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older, 
4=Don 1 t know 

aIncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest mUltiple offender. 
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Table C2 Ages of youngest and oldest multiple offenders 
in personal Victimization, NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregatea 

Ages of youngest and Es timated number 
oldest multiple offender Percent of victimizations 

Both under 18 2709'] 2,821,802 

Both 18 to 20 9.6 65.3 972,372 

Both 21 or older 27.8 2,810,194 

Youngest under l8/oldest 18 to 20 11.3 1,140,592 

Youngest under l8/o1dest 21 or older 5.7 28.3 574,249 

Youngest 18 to 20/oldest 21 or older 11.3 1,141,134 

Error cases b 
0.2 18,068 

Don't know age c 
6.2 632,558 

Total 100.0 10,110,969 

~is table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the 
victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender. 
Also excluded are lone offender victimizations. 

bIn a few cases the youngest offender was recorded :1.n the interview 
as older than the oldest offender. 

~on't know age of youngest, age of oldest, or both. 
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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' L~aracteristics 

Most of the analyses in this monograph depend upon the ability of victims 

to make at least crude distinctions among offend~rs of different age groups; 

to a more limited extent, there is also a dependence upon the victims' ability 

to make distinctions between offenders of different sexes and races. The 

h exists in this a rea is limited almost' exclusively research literature t at 

to questions relat ng to i the accuracy of victim and witness recall of offender 

identity (e.g., ability to pick the offender out of.a lineup) and .descrip­

tions of what transpired during the event, rather than to questions about 

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

Most of this research involves simultaions or staged "crimes," often in 

1 front of groups of observers such as college students. Although this 

research suggests that eye witness testimony regarding the identity of the 

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

stantial error, the research provides virtually no information about the 

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

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

these basic demographic characteristics than it is for a victim to identify 

a specific "offender" from among a "lineup" group of persons selected for 

inclusion in the lineup because they are demographically similar to each 

other. Because the available research literature did not shed much light 

on the accuracy of victims' perceptions of offenders' ages, sexes, and 

made to study a sample of victims' reports of suspect races, an attempt was 

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

the offense report and the characteristics of arrestees who were subsequently 

i ,. 
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arrested for these crime'S. The data below are for rapes and attempted rapes 

reported to the police in New York City between 1974 and 1977. 2 

Of the three demographic characteristics -- age, race, and sex -- age 

is probably the most difficult for victims to estimate accurately. Table 

C3 shows a tabulation of suspect's age group as perceived by the victim at 

the time that the rape or attempted rape offense report was filed, and the 

arrestee's age group -- as determined from the arrestee's birth date -- as 

shown on the police arrest report. Suspect ages were reported for more 

than twelve'thousand suspects and were reported as "don't know" for about 

nine hundred suspects. For most suspects (more than 8,000 out of 13,000), 

no arrest was made. Of those suspects for 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 those suspects perceived to be 14 to 19, 95 percent of the 

arrestees were 14 to 19. In fact, for no suspect age group :ls the victims' 

accuracy rate less than 89 percent. The overall ordinal measure of associa-

tion (Somers' d) between suspect and arrestee's age for arre!.ted rapists is 

.95. 

The age groups for those under 21 are somewhat cruder, and those over 

21 are finer, than in the NCS data. Nonetheless, the agreement between 

victims' perceptions and arrestees' actual ages is remarkable. It is im-

portant to note parenthetically that the strength of this relationship 

does not diminish appreciably when only the victims and offenders who were 

strangers to each other are included in the analysis. 

Because of the sexual nature of the offense of rape, the information 

on the 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 
Arreste~ as Shawn on Police Arrest Records, New York City Rapes and 
Attempted Rapes, 197G-1977 

~ 

Arrestee's ABe 
SusEect's ABe Under 14 14-19 20-24 25-29 30-3G 35-39 40-45 Over 45 No arrest Total 

Under 14 97.1 8 2.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(;6)b 

100 
(169) (5) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (l74)c 

14-19 .6 95.7 2.7 .8 .2 0 0 .1 
(l,;;4)b 

100 
(6) (997) (2B) (B) (2) (0) (0) (1) (l,042)c 

20-24 .2 5.4 89.3 3.8 .9 .3 0 .1 
(2,~6)b 

100 
(2) (56) (930) (40) (9) (3) (0) (1) (1,041)c 

25-29 .1 1.1 5.) 90.0 2.4 .8 .3 .1 
(l,~~5)b 

100 
(1) (11) (55) (933) (25) (8) (3) (1) (1,037) c 

30-34 0 .5 1.9 4.1 90.4 1.9 1.1 .2 
(1,~;5)b 

100 
(0) (3) (12) (26) (577) (12) (7) (1) (6)B)'c 

35-39 0 0 .9 1.8 2.9 89.4 3.2 1.8 
(;;3) b 

100 
(0) (0) (4) (B) (13) (397) (14) (8) (444)c 

I 
40-45 0 .7 .3 .3 2.0 2.0 91.1 3.6 

(294)b 
100 ...... 

...... 
(0) (2) (1) (1) (6) (6) (278) (11) (305)c N 

I 

Over 45 0 .7 0 .7 .3 .3 2.1 95.8 
(~;2)b 

100 
(0) (2) (0) (2) (1) (1) (6) (276) (28B)(: 

Don't Know 4.4 21. 7 13.0 26.1 15.2 4.4 B.7 6.5 
{;~B~b 

100 
{2~ (lO~ {6~ {12~ {7} p~ {42 P2 (46} c 

~ow percent. 

b"No ArreRts" excluded from row percent. 

cExcludes "No ArreRts." 

" I 
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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 or them 

(99.8 percent) Were male as judged from the police arrest report; of the 34 

suspects reported by victims to have been females and for whom an arrest was 

made, 24 were female as judged by police arrest reports. The measure of associ­

ation, phi -- the magnitude of which is severely limited owing to the extreme 

skewness of the sex distributions of suspects and arrestees -- ts .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 measure of association lambda. 

Of particular interest in connection with Table C5 is that according to 

Census Bureau procedures Hispanics are counted as white for purposes of racial 

classification. Hence in the NCS data, Anglo and Hispanic offenders are not 

categorized separately (see data collection instrument, Appendix A). It 

is possible that some victims perceive Hispanics as blacks and/or vice-versa. 

It is important to note that very few victims misperceive Hispanics as 

blacks or blacks as Hispanics. Thus, from the New York City rape data 

this does not appear to be a significant source of measurement error. 

These data regarding victims' ability to report on offenders' demographic 

characteristics are very encouraging. Although future research will have to 

sample a broader range of crimes and locales, the data suggest that some 

confidence in victims' reports of offenders' ages, races, and sexes, appears 

justified at this time. 

, 
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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 99.8a .2 
(8,240)b 

100 
(5,034) (8) (5,042) c 

Female 29.4 70.6 
(52)b 

100 
(10) (24) (34)c 

~ow percent. 

b"No Arrests" excluded from row percents. 

cExc1udes "No Arrests." 

, 
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Table CS 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 HisEanic Oriental Other Arrest 

White 96.1a 1.0 2.9' 0 0 
(1,244) b (597) (6) (18) (0) (0) 

Black .2 98.9 .8 0 0 
(5,;;4)b (7) (3,179) (26~ (1) (0) 

Hispanic .6 1.6 97.7 .1 0 
(l,;;O)b (7) (19) (1,167) (1) (0) 

Oriental 9.1 0 9.1 81.8 0 
(;8)b (1) (0) (1) (9) (0) 

Other 0 7.7 23.1 0 69.2 
(;:6)b (0) (1) (3) (0) (9) 

Don't Know 33.3 0 66.7 0 0 
(~l}b (1) (0) (2) (0) (0) 

~ow percent. 

b tlNo Arrests" excluded from row percents. 

cExcludes tlNo Arrests." 

Total 

100 
(621)c 

100 
(3,213)c 

100 
(l. ,194) e 

100 
(ll)c 

100 
(13)c 

100 
(84)c 

----------- - ~-~ 
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NOTES 

ISee 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 

Rates of Victimization and Offending 
Based Solely on "At or Near Home" Incidents 

.' , 
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Table D1 Estimated annual rates of victimization in total personal crimes which 

occurred "at or near home" (per 100,000 persons in each population 
subgroup), by age of victim, extent of urbanization, and neighborhood 
economic status, NCS national data, 1973-1978 aggregate 

Age of victim 
and extent of 
urbanization 

12 to 17: 
SMSA Central Cities 

Balance of SMSA 

Areas Outside of SMSA 

18 to 20: 
SMSA Central Cities 

Balance of SMSA 

Areas Outside of SMSA 

21 or older: 
SMSA Central Cities 

Balance of SMSA 

Areas Outside of SMSA 

Total: 
SMSA Central Cities 

Balance of SMSA 

Areas Outside of SMSA 

a 

Economic Status 

(Percent of total families with 
less than $5,000 family income) 

Low Medium 
(27-99) (1l-26) 

1,102 a 901 
(1,684,208) (2,884,244) 

604 672 
(663,613) (3,579,145) 

382 422 
(3,657,983) (3,331,543) 

2,004 1,551 
(987,977) (1,650,441) 

1,007 1,365 
(399,611) (1,697,358) 

922 846 
(1,641,751) (1,768,111) 

1,685 923 
(8,929,505) (19,352,276) 

975 690 
(3,855,735) (18,994,902) 

469 475 
(19,231,335) (17,501,182) 

1,627 963 
(1l,601,690) (23,886,961) 

927 734 
(4,908,959) (24,271,405) 

486 496 
(24,531,069) (22,600,836) 

Six year average estimated number of persons in the population. 

High 
(0-10) 

769 
(1,401,189) 

517 
(4,543,019) 

838 
(446,208) 

1,032 
(672,731) 

1,013 
(1,914,155) 

1,265 
(172,999) 

526 
(8,707,118) 

421 
(21,432,305) 

280 
(2,089,002) 

589 
(10,781,038) 

477 
(27,889,479) 

434 
(2,708,209) 
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Table D2 Estimated annual rates of victimization in personal crimes which occurred 
"at or near home" (per 100,000 persons in each population subgroup), by 
age of victim, type of crime,a and neighborhood unemployment, NCS 
national data, 1973-1978 aggregate 

Unemployment 

Age of victim (Percent of total civilian labor force 16 years 
and type of crime old and over which is unemployed) 

Low Medium High 
(0-2) (3-5) (6-99) 

12 to 17: (4,714,881)b (11,278,233) (6,198,036) 

Theft 55 62 104 
Violent 447 525 678 

18 to 20: (2,205,904) (5,646,588) (3,052,643) 

Theft 128 157 275 
Violent 884 972 1,199 

21 or older: (25,689,586) (62,669,028) (31,734,746) 

Theft 100 128 234 
Violent 374 478 745 

Total: (32,610,371) (79,593,849) (40,985,425) 

Theft 95 120 217 
Violent 419 519 768 

aTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

bSix year average estimated number of persons in the population. 
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Table D3 Estimated annual rates of victimization in personal crimes which occurred 
"at or near horne" (per 100,000 persons in each population subgroup), by 
age of victim, type of crime,a and neighborhood racial composition, NCS 
national data, 1973-1978 aggregate 

Racial Composition 
Age of victim 
and type of crime (Percent Black) 

0 1-5 6-59 60-100 

12 to 17: (10,322,582)b (5,584,291) (4,726,664) (1,557,612) 

Theft 58 72 64 19l 
Violent 467 541 631 900 

18 to 20: (4,690,708) (3,192,046) (2,296,716) (725,665) 

Theft l38 172 191 515 
Violent 937 1,003 1,051 1,498 

21 or older: (56,233,437) (32,065,537) (24,989,416) (6,804,971) 

Theft 77 129 226 566 
Violent 424 507 609 1,155 

Total: (71,246;727) (40,841,874) (32,012,796) (9,088,248) 

Theft 78 124 199 497 
Violent 464 550 643 1,138 

aTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

bSix year average estimated number of persons in the population. 
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Table D4 Estimated annual rates of victimization in personal crimes which occurred 
"at or near horne" (per 100,000 persons in each population subgroup), by 
age of victim, type of crime,a and neighborhood residential mobility, 
NCS national data, 1973-1978 aggregate 

Residential Mobility 
Age of victim (Percent of total persons 5 years old and and type of crime over living in same house as 5 years ago) 

Low Medium High 
(63-99) (47-62) (0-46) 

12 to 17: (5,63l,450)b (1l,093,404) (5,466,294) 

Theft 30 58 HI 
Violent 369 555 738 

18 to 20: (2,410,921) (5,01l,428) (3,482,785) 

Theft 90 167 288 
Violent 585 979 1,485 

21 or older: (29,691,475) (59,538,941) (30,862,942) 

Theft 113 136 210 
357 502 758 

Total: (37,733,846) (75,643,773) (39,812,021) 

Theft 99 126 207 
Violent 373 541 818 

aTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

bSix year average estimated number of persons in the population. 
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Table D5 Estimated annual rates of victimization in personal crimes which occurred 
"at or near home" (per 100,000 persons in each population subgroup), by 
age of victim, type of crime,a and neighborhood structural density, NCS 
national data, 1973-1978 aggregate 

Structural Density 

Age of victim (Percent of total units in 
and type of crime structures of 5 or more units) 

Low Medium High 
(0) (1-11) (12-99) 

12 to 17: (4,93l,583)b (11,666,640) (5,592,926) 

Theft 36 67 116 
Violent 394 531 731 

18 to 20: (1,927,544) (5,393,952) (3,583,638 ) 

Theft 23 174 286 
Violent 801 887 1,333 

21 or older: (22,666,487) (60,757,546) (36,669,327) 

Theft 81 96 282 
Violent 372 471 714 

Total: e (29,525,614) (77 ,818,138) (45,845,891) 

Theft 69 97 262 
Violent 403 508 764 

aTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

b S ' . 
~x year average est~mated number of persons in the population. 
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Table D6 Estimated annual rates of offending in personal crimes which occurred 

"at or near home" (per 100,000 potential offenders in each population 
subgroup), by age of offender,a extent of urbanization, type of crime,b 
and neighborhood economic status, NCS national data, 1973-1978 aggregateC 

Age of offende.r, 
Economic Status 

extent of urbanization, (Percent of total families with 
and type of crime less than $5,000 fami1~ income) 

Low Medium High 
(27-99) (11-26) (0-10) 

12 to 17: 
(1,684,208)d SMSA Central Cities (2,884,244) (1,401,189) 

Theft 925 752 214 
Violent 1,546 2,015 1,037 

Balance of SMSA (663,613) (3,579,145) (4,543,019) 
Theft 61 257 167 
Violent 753 650 752 

Areas Outside of SMSA (3,657,983) (3,331,543) (446,208) 
Theft f f f 
Violent 332 507 348 

18 to 20: 
SMSA Central Cities (987,977) (J.,650,441) (672,731) 

Theft 2,232 1,028 443 
Violent 1,346 1,358 2,139 

Balance of SMSA (399,611) (1,697,358) (1,914,155) 
Theft 306 425 412 
Violent 1,279 1,870 1,406 

Areas Outstde of SMSA (1,641,751) (1,768,111) (172,999) 
Theft f f f 
Violent 1,456 862 1,Ji'l4 

21 or older: 
SMSA Central Cities (8,929,505) (19,352,276) (8,707,118) 

Theft 496 215 116 
Violent 1,189 727 427 

Balance of Sl1SA (3,855,735) (18,994,902) (21,432,305) 
Theft 263 128 72 
Violent 820 642 396 

Areas Outside of SMSA (19,231.335) (17,501,182) (2,089,002) 
Theft 72 63 39 
Violent 446 488 331 

Total: e 

SMSA Central Cities (11,601,690) (23,886,961) (10,781,038) 
Theft 706 336 149 
Violent 1,254 926 613 

Balance of SMSA (4,918,959) (24,271,405) (27,889,479) 
Theft 239 168 111 
Violent 848 729 523 

Areas Outside of SMSA (24,531,069) (22,600,836) (2,708,209) 
Theft 80 76 30 
Violent 566 520 401 

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

bTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

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

dSix year average estimated number of persons ., the population. 

eExcluded are incidents (about 4 percent of the total) in which the victim did not 
know th~ age of offender. 

fThere were too few offenders reported in this category to provide reliable estimated 
rates of offending. 
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Table D7 Estimated annual rates of offending in personal crimes which occurred 
"at or near home" (per 100,000 potential offenders in each population 
subgroup), by age of offender,a type of crime,b and neighborhood 
unemployment, NCS national data, 1973-1978 aggregateC 

Age of offender 
and type of crime 

12 to 17: 

Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20: 

Theft 
Violent 

21 or older: 

Theft 
Violent 

Total: e 

Theft 
Violent 

(Percent of 
old and 

Low 
(0-2) 

(4,714,880)d 

210 
757 

(2,205,904) 

389 
1,199 

(25,689,586) 

94 
411 

(32,6l0,371) 

l3l 
514 

Unemp lO;Tr;:en t 

total civilian labor force 16 years 
over which is unemEloyed) 

Medium High 
(3-5) (6-99) 

(11,278,233) (6,l98,035) 

246 368 
806 1,076 

(5,646,587) (3,052,642) 

586 776 
1,l35 2,033 

(62,669,027) (31,734,746) 

109 246 
539 810 

(79,593,849) (40,985,425) 

162 303 
619 941 

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

bTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

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

dSix year average estimated number of persons in the popUlation. 

eExcluded are incidents (about 4 percent of the total) in llThich the victim did 
not know the age of offender. 

---------~-----~ ----~ 
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Table D8 Estimated annual rates of offending in personal crimes which occurred 
" t h" ( a or near ome per 100,000 potential offenders in each population 
subgroup), by age of offender,a type of crime,b and neighborhood 
racial composition, NCS national data, 1973-1978 aggregateC 

Age of offender Racial Composition 
and type of crime (Percent Black) 

0 1-5 6-59 

12 to 17: (10,322,582)d (5,584,290) (4,726,664) 

Theft 148 287 287 
Violent 697 925 1,046 

18 to 20: (4,590,707) (3,192,046) (2,296,715) 

Theft 362 446 819 
Violent 1,292 1,375 1,143 

21 or older: (56,233,437) (32,065,536) (24,989,415) 

Theft 81 122 210 
Violent 476 565 653 

Total: e (71,245,726) (40,841,872) (32,012,794) 

Theft 108 169 265 
Violent 559 677 746 

60-100 

(1,557,611) 

1,002 
1,304 

(725,665) 

2,158 
3,182 

(6,804,970) 

495 
1,296 

(9,088,246) 

714 
1,447 

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

bTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

c 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. 

d 
;: year average estimated number of persons in the population. 

eExcluded are incidents (about 4 percent of the total) in which the victim did 
not know the age of offender. 



-126-

Table D9 Estimated annual rates of offending in personal crimes which occurred 
"at or near horne" (per 100,000 potential offenders in each population 
subgroup), by age of offender,a type of crime,b and neighborhood 
residential mobility, NCS national data, 1973-1978 aggregate C 

Residential Mobility 
Age of offender (Percent of total persons 5 years old and over 
and type of crime living in same house as 5 years ago) 

Low Medium High 
(63-99) (47-62) (0-46) 

12 to 17: (5,631,450) d (11,093,404) (5,466,294) 

Theft 166 188 349 
556 524 893 

18 to 20: (2,410,921) (5,011,428) (3,482,785) 

Theft 480 499 466 
Violent 1,176 1,036 973 

21 or older: (29,691,475) (59,538,941) (30,862,942) 

Theft 83 107 173 
Violent 327 432 704 

Total: e (37,733,846) (75,643,773) (39,812,021) 

Theft 120 144 221 
Violent 415 485 753 

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

bTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. Violent crimes include rape, 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

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

dSix year average estimated number of persons in the population. 

eExcluded are incidents (about 4 percent of the total) in which the victim did 
not know the age of offender. 
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Table DIO Estimated annual rates of offending in personal crimes which occurred 
lit h "( a or near orne per 100,000 potential offenders in each population 
subgroup), by age of offender,a type of crime,b and neighborhood 
structural density, NCS national data, 1973-1978 aggregateC 

Age of offender 
and type of crime 

12 to 17: 

Theft 
Violent 

18 to 20: 

Theft 
Violent 

21 or older: 

Theft 
Violent 

Total: e 

Theft 
Violent 

(Percent 

Low 
(0) 

(4,93l,583)d 

98 
330 

(1,927,544) 

186 
1,474 

(22,666,487) 

94 
444 

(29,525,614) 

101 
492 

Structural Density. 

of total units in structures of 5 or 
more units) 

Medium High 
(1 11) (12 99) 

(11,666,640) (5,592,926) 

217 454 
873 1,346 

(5,393,952) (3,583,638) 

399 1,124 
1,331 1,463 

(60,757,546) (36,669,326) 

89 261 
539 745 

(77,818, l38) (45,845,890) 

l30 363 
644 874 

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

bTheft crimes include robbery and personal larceny. 
aggravated assault, and simple assault. 

Violent crimes include rape, 

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

dS ' 
lX year average estimated number of persons in the population. 

eExcluded are incidents (about 4 percent of the total) in ~vhich the victim did 
not know the age of offender. 



-128-

Appendix E 

Table El Type of crime definitions in the National Crime SU1"17ey 

Type of crime 

Rape 

Robbery 

Robbery with 
injury 

Robbery without 
injury 

Aggravated assault 

Definition 

Carnal knowledge through the use of force 
or the threat of force, including attempts. 
Statutory. rape (without force) is excluded. 
Includes both heterosexual and homosexual 
rape. 

Theft or attempted theft; directly from a 
person or a business, of property or cash 
by force or threat of force, with or without 
a weapon. 

This includes both: 

Theft or attempted theft from a person, 
accompanied by an attack, either with or 
without a ~eapon, resulting in injury. 
An injury is classified as resulting from 
a serious assault if a weapon was used in 
the commission of the crime or, if not, when 
the extent of the injury was either serious 
(e.g., broken bones, loss of teeth, internal 
injuries, loss of consciousness) or undeter­
mined but requiring 2 or more days of 
hospitalization. An injury is classified 
as resulting from a minor assault when the 
extent of the injury was minor (e.g., 
bruises, black eyes, cuts, scratches, 
swelling) or undetermined but requiring 
less than 2 days of hospitalization. 

And; 

Theft or attempted theft from a person, 
accompanied by force or the threat of 
force, either with or without a weapon, 
but not resulting in injury. 

Attack with a weapon resulting in any 
injury and attack without a weapon result~ 
ing either in serious injury (e.g., broken 
bones loss of teeth, internal injuries, 
l~ss ~f consciousness) or in undetermined 
injury requiring 2 or more days of hospi­
talization. Also includes attempted assault 
wi th a weapon. 

-- - ----

Table El (continued) 

Simple assault 

Personal larceny 
with contact* 

-Personal larceny 
without contact 

-129-

Attack without a weapon resulting either 
in minor injury (e.g., bruises, black eyes, 
cuts, scratches, swelling) or in undetermined 
injury requiring less than 2 days of hos­
pitalization. Also includes attempted 
assault wit'~out a weapon. 

Theft of purse, wallet, or cash by stealth 
directly from the person of the victim, but 
without force or the threat of force. Also 
includes attempted purse snatching. 

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

*In this report personal larceny with contact is referred to simply as 
"personal larceny." This is a departure from the standard National Crime 
Survey definitions in which "personal larceny" includes both personal 
larceny with contact and personal larceny without contact. 

, 
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