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Goals of the Study

There were gseveral main goals of this studye. Most have

bheen satisfactorily achieved during this grant periods. A feow

modifications were made during the course cf completing the

researchs.

The main goals of this research set forth in the grant

application were fours: (1) to update the longitudinal file by

adding 1977 quarterly data to add to the number of rotation

groups with six and seven interviews and to document the file

for use by others: (2) to continue research into

methodological features of the NCS design, including studies

of panel attritiopr effects of selecting household

respondenis, bounding, and defining -repeat victimization by

crime; (3) to undertake additional substantive research on

victimization by crime using +the panel design of the file,

lnCIudlng study of the nature and amount of injury and wvarious

aspects of victim pronenesgas; (4} +o prepare research done in

the past as well ag research on this grant for publication,

rreferably as a research monographe The remainder of this

report is devoted to a discussion of how each of +these

objectives hag been implemented during the grant periody and

the extension of time to complete wOorke There is an appendix

that includes the major published pieces resulting from this

activity and some unpublished work as well.

I S L T
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Before outlining how each objective has been implemented

it should be polntéd out that research under this grant has

inevitably contributed to and been enhanced by parallel

research and writing endeavorses The Principal Investigator

has also been a participant in the consortium to redesign the

National Crime Survey and has done work under a subcontract

from BSSR that implements redesizgn objectivese. Although at

all times we have taken care 1o allocate research expenses

appropriately +to the one or other of these research

activities, redesign objectives have been so cloesgly meshed

with those of this panel study that some single reports were

developed and completed with both objectives in viewe This is

the case, for exanpley with the report on bias in household

respondent reporting of victimizations which was one of the

topics begun as part of this panel study but also became of

considerable importance to correcting current estimates of

reportad victimization by type of crime and for redesigning

both +the collection instruments and of the procedures for

gselecting household respondents.e A result of these converging

objectives is a guasi—-experimental study of

gelection of household respondents on reporting number and

type of victimizations by crime with a collaborative report

prepared by David Cantor and Albert Biderman cf BSSR and the

principal investigatore

the effect of

e i v
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Inevitablyy alsey; any research program contributes to and

is a valuable resource for adding +to our knowledge in related

areas of criminology in which the principal investigator

worksSe Thus papers were prepared for conferences and other

symposia that were prepared with partial or full support from

this grant. Among ones perhaps

worthy of mention since they

led +to publicaticons are the Victimology Research VWorkshop

which wam convened to develop a research agenda on victimology -

under a grant to the MITRE Corporation (NIJ Grant 79-~NI-

AX0135). The principal Investigator participated in this

workshop and served as chairman of its gsessionse Subsequently

the editor®s of the Journal of Criminal Lav apd Criminology

publsished the major papers for this conference as a symposium

and the principal investigator prepared a foreword to the

sumposium . drawing upon research

publication, that was

conduc ted under this grante This paper is included in the

Appendixs

Another that perhaps bears mention is a piece on crime

statistics "What Do We EKnow About Crime?",

prepared for a

volume commemorating the Centennial of the tatist

Abgstract of the Unjited Statese This volume again drew upon

work done in connection with the main proJjecty although there

vas additional support for ite. The paper was reviewed by BJS

staff prior to publicatione
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Papers prepared and submitted as reports under this grant

were included in a volume spongored by BJS under a grant to
the Social Science Research Councile. All of the work for

these papers and prior versions of thom waere submitted uander

this grante ¥ork revising and adding to them wasg done in

connection with the current grant and they were published in a

final volume edited by the principal investigator and

Professor Stephen E, Fienberg of Carneige~NMellan University.

The volume is dicat of Crime and Criminal
Jggilgg:gﬂggtitgtivg Studjes published by BJS as NCJ-62349,

June, 198‘)'

Documenting the Longitudipal al File

Under pravious grants a longitudinal file of NCS was
created by merging quarterly tapes containing information on
the household locations and interviews with households and
Persons conducted from July 1, 1972 through December 31, 1976.
Initially the intention was +to merge the 1977 information when
it became available but these plans were superseded by ones
to develop a longitudinal file as part of the NCS redesign
pPrograme An agreement wasg reached +that BSSR® would develop a
longitudinal file that moved forward from January 1, 18976, a
file that could be prepared by program merging of the

quarterly tapesas This alternative plan made it unnecessary to

merge the 1977 data so the original plan wasg droppeda

O
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Ve did prepare, however the documentation for a machine
readable tape of the longitudinal file. That documented file
{and sample tapes made from it) have been used successfully in
work by Stephen E. Fienberg, ¥Willaim Eddy and De Griffen under
a sgubcontract +to redesign the NCS. Their work has been
addressed to estimating victimization prevalence in a rotation
panel survey, The file hag also‘heen used successfully by

Daviod Thissen and Howard Wainer, to +*est a Rasch model that

meusures and predicts victlm pronenesse

The file continues to be used in connection withrredesign
work for the NCS. After considerable delay, the BSSR
longitudinal file now appears to be operational and i+ seems
likely +that ag quarterly +tapes from 1978  and later years
become available and are merged with that file or users take
that program to prepare their own files, there wlll be less
need Hfor the longitudinal file prepared under this grant.
Posgsgibilities might be explored)y however, of the extent to
which the TYale and the' BSSR files can be mergede. At the
present time the BSSR file does not include locations but the

possibility exists for merging household and person filese.

Continuing Methodological cal Research on NCS Design

P o=
P I T T
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The continuing program of methodological research called
for work on panel attritiony selectinzg household respondents,
bounding, snd repeat victimization by crimee Papers or
publications have been prepared in esach of these areas and

some work continues at present in connection with tha NCS

redesign consortiume.

Panel Attrition

Traditlahally‘wcrk on panel attrition has focused on loss
of respondents from a panel survey due to the fact that
interviewers are unable to locate persons who have moved or
who for one reasbn or another were not interviewed foxr .each
panel wavee. That line of work has focused on wvays of
estimating the bias that can be attributed +to loss of

information because of an inabillty to follow each of +the

original geggghgegtg and to correct egtimates for the

attrition.

The panels constituted for this study as rotation groups
made up of housing units meant that households and persons who
moved from_ a location were replaced by others at the same
location who then constituted <the interviewed householde. In
theory replacem;nt households were like those who moved oute

One problem set forth for this =atudy was to investigate the
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extent to which replacement households and persons are like

move-—-out households and personse

This problem proved difficult to deal with as we
proceeded with the inquiry since ~We wers interested primarily
in the effect of replacement on +the victimization ratee
Measurement in +this instance is complicated by the bounding
problem and by any time—in-sample effectse. Both indeed are
agpecta of the recall and recounting problem in measuring

victimization by crimees In-moving households are not

necessarily in sample for the same length of time as are out—
moving household so that comparison of their rates for the
same length of time in sample iIs often not posgibles We thus

have been unable to derive any overall estimate of the extent

to which the traditional sampling assumptions about'

replacement households are reasonable onese What is clear,
though, is that at the time of - replacement jin the £ross=
Section, the rete of replacement t bhouseholdg is on the average
w&mmw@etwmw
Are unpoundeds Though the eastimates vary by types of
housgholds and persons, the bhias of using the unbounded
replacements as £ "they were bounded results leads to
congiderable overestimation of +the erime rates for each type
of crime. A1l in all for some types of crime they may

overestimate as much as=m one-~f ifth, assuming comparison with an

expected rate from an entirely bounded sample.
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It is our understanding that the Bureau of the Census
w working on this problem and some attention has been given
no

to it by the redesign consortiume.

Perhaps of considerably more interest and significance,
however, ias the discovery of other sources of change jin the
original panel owipng 1o the dynamic processes of any
population in time »and sSpace and theilr effect on the
victimization ratee There are some major changes in the size
and compositon of the population or its constituent

subpopulations that have an important effect an estimating

victimization rates. Several of these are worth notinge

It is commonplace among sampling statisticians and panel
analysts to assume that a panel once chosen can be followed as
a constant population of households or persons for at least a
limited periqd of time. Generally speakiné, algoy births will
more or less balance deaths in a population of personse But
where one is interested in estimating rates fo. both persons
and thouseholds in a poﬁuiation, the dynamic changes in
population may have substantial effects on the estimation of

1"
rates quite apart from any losses due to "panel attrition”.

.

Among the major sSources of panel change +that we have
obgserved as having an effect on the victimization ratey, two

are especially noteworthye.

;
|
L
i
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|
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The first of these is the gselective nature of entpry into

households. The dynamics of any population of households ig

such that new nersons enter ipto them fo»r a number of reasonse.

Among +the major ones are (1) the effect of birth or of antry

into the population selected, @eZey oOf becomiong 12 years of

age in the NCS household sample and thug becoming eligible fop

& proxy interview; (2) the additicn ot persons to a household

by masriagzey, not uncommong among single person households, for

example; and (3) the addition of pP2rsons to a household for

other reasons Such as retuen ot a member that wasg away when

the household was f£firgt contac ted, the addition of pPersons +to

a household of unrelated individuals, etea Each of thesge

Sources, however, has a gelective effect on the victimization

ratee The 12 year olds entering sample households are most

likely to report offenses of larceny with and without contact}

since their rates are amongz the high rates of Young persons,

they add considerably to the pool of larceny victimizations by

their ﬁccretion to the panel, Those who enter by marriage may

have seversl different and even

opposite effectse Since the

rate of gingle persons is greater than +that of married

persons,; it affects the probability of the Single person being

victimized by crime. At the same timey, it addg an additional

person who can be victimized, ‘The net effect here appears to

be to increase the size of the pool of victlmizations. In the

aggregate, other accretions +to the sample of households

. .
e e - W P T O L o S . T .
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increase the expected number of victimizations alsoy, but 1t is

difficult to know whether this _15 characteristic of all

sources of such addition, given the small numbers lnvolvgd in

many casesSs e ey the return of a family member whoe has left

the armed forces versus one who has lost hig/her Jobe

There likewise are losses from housesholds owing to the

dynamics of a population. There are again several major

sources of such losse There are (1) deaths of household

memberss (2) losses to populations not included in the sample

ags armed forces persons who reside on domestic or foreign

bases; and (3) losses due to the formation of new householdse

Each of +these in turn has an effect on the victimizations

reported by householdse

The effect of deaths of sample persons reduces the

expected number of victimizations to be reported by those

households and where the death is of a member of a single

person household, that housing unit often is cceccupied by a

household with a difierent risk of victimizatione The exit of

household members not only decreases the reporting of

victimizations for those households but also affects their

probability of being victimized—-—both hizher and lower risk

are possible. The departure of young persons from a

household, for example may reduce rigk of wvictimization for

the household while his/her entry into a single person

A
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household status may increase his/her probability of

victlmization: The formation of new households thas several

Important etfects, cne ot which «s on the base for ratesg The
L

£ i
ormation of households raises important issues of who is to

h P
@ counted as falling within the original sample of households

and n
persons and as contributing to the panel victimization

rat
ate and alse of what effect that division has on individual

probasilities of victimization,

0 s}
ur work with the NCS3 longitudinal file has shown that

each of these sources of

change ig considerable, althoﬁgh we

can »
not measure each precisely owing to problems of estimating

th ¢
e effect of such changes for moving outy etca. Ra ther what
?

we can observe are net effects of sguch change on the size d
an

composdition of +the panel over time and net effects on the

victimization rate.

T t X
he results of that inguiry show that the dynamics of a

population can have considerable effect on the victimization

r y ¢
ate, especially for subgroups of a populations. Within the

NCS bo+h incidence and prevalence rates

can be affected by

such changes.

It
is oup conclusion +that whenever vanel surveys of

bho
useholds and persons are employed fopr estimating rates or

for studying substantive problens,

such dynamic changas'in a

D i = P
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population are likely +to be considerable and ﬁust enter into
considerations of what units and who is to be followed and
included within the population for which such rates are
estimatede. Even then, since such dynamic changes also are

consequential for estimating risk, their effect must be taken

into accounte

Selecting Household Respondents

The Nﬁs has rules for the selection of household
regspondentse Llke many sample survéys, the NCS does not
select the household respondant randomlye. The interviewer ig
insffucted fp select the household respondent from among those
eligible for houseﬁold respondent statuse Thes rules give
considerable flexibility to the interviewers Clearly the
household respondent is of importance since the household

respondent is responsikle for answering the control card and

survey Jinstrument questions on the housing unit and the'

composition of the household, answering and household screener
questions, and usually serves also as the proxy respondent for
persons 12 and 13 years of age residing in the household or

for any other household members eligible for proxy interview.

Among the matters that are of special Interest in this

connection are four: (1) how representative are household

om0

st i e,

i e, e e g e
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respondents of all members of the household eligible for
respondent status? (2) does the household respondent remain
constant over the number of interviews that +the household is
in sample? {(3) what is the effect of a household respondent
gserving as a proxy for a 12 or 13 year old? andy, (4) are
there any biases in reporting victimizations as a consequence
of héusehold respondent selection? The PFirst two of these
questions was investigated in connection with this grant and

the latter two in connection with the NCS Redesign Consortiume

Our research discloses that the household respondents
selected are not representative of all eligible household
regpondentse Not all members of a househcldy 0of coursey are
eligible for‘ selection as &a household respondents Any
household member 18 years of age and over 1Is technically
eligible to serve as a household respondent when more than one
member is over the age of 18, In terviewers are 1pstructed,
however, to try to interview Y.e.othe most knowledgeable
household member, that isy the one who appears to know——or
might  reasonably be expected to know——the angswers to the
household gquestions. Most‘frequently this will be the head of
the household or his wifee in all cadges, the household
respondent must be at leasgt 18 years oldy; except in those

households in which the head, his wifey; or all persons are

under 18." (Us Se Bureau of the Census, National Crime Survey
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with +4two or more membrse

) PAGE 15
Interviewer®s Marual, NCS-560 Washingtony Ds Ce2 Ue Se Depte
of Commerce, Reve 8/75; pe D2=4 e Parenthetically we note

that this instruction treats the male as head of household in

a married couple households

There is no simple answer +to the question of how
representative are household respondenis of all eligivle
household respondentse ¥We begin simply by noting that single
persons households have only one eligible respondent and
single person households, of course differ from households
They differ especially in age
composition with persons aged 18 to 25 and ages 65 and over
being represented dispropertionally in all single person
housebolds. They differ nls§ in their sex composition wltﬁ
females more often represented than malese Similtarly, the
marital status composition is different with cniy a very small
proportion of married persons in single person householdse. We
could also show how they differ <from all other houseﬁold size

groups and thus they necessarily differ from any other kind of

household respondent.

Where they can choose a household respondenty thg
selection will depend to some extent on who was the househqld
respondent in prior interviews and whether that respondent(s)
is available at the time of the vislt for current interviews

For one of our experiments where we looked at the
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characterls;ics of househélds ¥ho were in sample three or more
times, there were eight possible groups of eligible household
respondentse Designating a household respondent as HR and a
nonhousehol& eligible respondent as NHRy one is in either one
of these statuses for each of the three interviewse. The eight
possible comhinations then for Interviews 1,2 and 3 are
respectively: (I! HR,HR,HR3 {TII) UR,HR,NHR; (II1) HRyNHR,HR:
(IV) HR,NHR,NHR; (V) NHRyHRy HR; (VI) NHR,HE,NHR; (VIT) NHR,

NHR,HR; (VIIY) NHR,NHR,NHR.

Even taking into account the fact that persons under age
18 are household respondeﬁts. infrequently and that single
peraon households are more likely to be headed by females, it
is clear +that women are much more likely to be selected as
household respondents than afa mane For our study on
household respondent status of the households intervewed at

three sguccessive time periods only 3445 percent of the persons

selected as household respondent at the time of the +first

interview was a males Men also were much less likely to be
selected as a household respondent then were women with 412
percent of the men never serving as a household respondent
durlng one’ of the three successive interviews while only 21.1
parcent of the women never served as a household respondente.

Men who serve as a household respondent during one or more of

the three interviews were less likely than women to have been

>
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selected as household Tespondent at the time of their first
interview. Although 62 percent of all men Serving as =&
household respondent for one or more of these interviews were
selected at the time cf the first interview, 74 percent of all

female household regpondents were selected at time of first

interview. Excluding households where the gsame respondent

served for three orp more interviews~~households where T74.4
percent of all household respondents  are women——the odds ot
selection as g household respondent are about equal for men

and women at time of first interview. 48.5 percent of men

ever serving in one or two interviews and 49.7 percent of the
women were selected at time of firgt interviews Men who ever
serve as househo}d respondents, excluding those from single
person households and who serve for all three interviews asg a
household respondent, were sSomewhat more likely to be selected

for the fipgt time in the third interview then are womene

Thus 15 percent of these men who Served as a household

' respondent for one or two interviews were selected for the

first time in the third interview ag compared with 8.3 percent

of the womens

Only very small proportions of persons under age 18 ever

Serve as a household respondent. Yet of persons aged 14 in

sample for . three 1nterviews, seven percent had been

interviewed at least once by age 15. Similarly, of those who
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were aged 15 at time of Ffipst interview 10.7 percent had
served at least once as a househocld respondent by age 16e The
percentage increases with age; of those who were age 16 at
time of firgt interview 15.7 percent were interviewed by age
17 and exac;ly one~fourth of those who were 17 at +time of
first interview were interviewed +then opr during +their
eighteenth year. Looked at another wWaysy for each age group,
the person ordinarily not considered ag eligible household
respondent were more likely to be selected at time of third

than at time of first interview by which time they were on the

average more than a year older. Of the 14 year olds, for

example, who served as a household respondent either at age 14
or age 15, 21.7.percent were interviewed when first in sample
at age 14 and 43 percent were interviewed for the first time
during their thied time in sample when clearly aged 15. For
the 17 vyear olds moving towards the 18t  year age of
eligibility, 33 percent were selected at time of PTirst
interview and 33 percent at time of last interviews For one
reascn or another, however, it seems evident that persons

under age 18 from stable households +that remain in sample for

at least three Successive interviews have a reasonable

probability of being selected as the household respondent,

particularly ags they approach the age of 18.
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That the Iinterviewers follow the prescription of giving
preference to selecting the head of the household or the
spouse of the head is also clear. As one might expect, given
the relatively small average size of households, a substantial
proportion of all eligible respondents of households in sample
for three successive iniervlews serve as a household
respondent for at least one interview: 68.6 percente. Of these
household respondentsy S1.2 percent designated themselves as
the head of the household and an additiconal 42.4 percent were

designated the wife of the head; ir all 93.6 percent met the

criteria of the most knowledgeable respondent in instructions

to interviewerse

What clearly emerges from these and other comparisons is
that while NCS interviewers currently generally implement NCS
procedusre for selecting household respondents, among those
households that remain in sample the longer it is in sample,
the more likely the household respondent changes and the more
often are selected than is called for by the procedurese Left
open is the question of how much of this shift is due to a
anhift to telephone interviewing, even though 1t ordinarily Is
agssumed that the household respondent will bhe dinterviewed in
persons Ory, corrvrelatively, given the requirement of a
personal interview <for household respondentsy what are the

problems of keeping the household respondent constant? The

O
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latter problem is of special importance since sach time the
household respondent is changed, that respondent is unbouﬁded
as a househcecld respondent and can telescope forward incidents

that were unreported by the previous househcld respondentes

Work on the effects of selecting household respondents
was also undertaken in connection with the subceontract with
BSSR and in cooperation with theme That work is reportéd
separatelys The principal investigator has done related work
on the effect of proxy lnterviewing on victimization reporting
and with David Cantor and Albert Biderman of BSSR has done

work on the effect of household respondent selection and of

the household screener on reporting of victimizationss

PBounding Implemeptation apd its Consequences

Early on we used the longitudinal £ile to investigate the
extent to which the NCS implements 1ts bounding procedures and
what are the consequences of failing to do so. That work
focused primarily on how the move—out of households and their
replacemaent affected the crogs—section estimates in the NCS.
What was demonstrated is that there are substantial move—out
rates from one flme to the nexty so that from 17 to 19 percent

of all interviews in any interview period that the Census

treats as bounded in its crogs—section estimates are actually
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unbounded since replacement households for move—out households

are unboundede. Move—in households, thus, contribute

disprorticnally to the cross—section estimates Some attempt

was made to estimate the nature of that effect. Ve determined

that while 82 percent of all interviews are actually

unbounded, only two—-thirds of all reported crime incidents

come from interviews that are actually boundeds The fact that

roughly one—third of all crime incidents are reported in

unbounded interviews is owing to a combined effect of persons

and households moving into locations that have substantially

higher victimization rates than do non-movers and of

unbounding which preoduces more victim incidents than does

bounding of interviewse

We explored further the extent to which we could estimate

the unbounding effecte This proved to be an enormously

difficult task owing both +to initial faulty conceptualization

and later to problems 1In measuring, given changes in that

conceptualization of the bounding problem

There has been a confusion of boundling and telescoping

effects and it was sometime before we discerned this confusion
and its implications for measuring bounding and telescoping

effects in the NCSe. The problem begins with the way that the

first interview is defined as the bounding interview on the

grounds that it controls for +telescoping effectss It is
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commonly assumed on the basis of limited evidence that

respondents when first interviewed telescope incidents into

and out of the reference period for which they are expected to

recall and recount incidents of wictimization by crime and

thaty on balance, forwvard exceeds backward telescoping. In

any cases it is asaumed, that excluding the first interview

from the cross—section estimates, bounds all interviewse. That

designation although abstractly true when one follows all

households and persons and secures Iinterviews with them in

each successive time period ignores beth caonceptual and

operational problemse. Not all are of equal consequencey of

coursey with some contributing only a small amount of error.

first the fact that the bounding

Consider procedure

depends upon previous repprtlng of one or aore incidents since

the only way for interviewers 40 bound the current recounting

of incidents is to check against a control <card to determine

previouslye.

whether the incident was reported Hence in an
important sense only Xhose who previously rpecounted an

incident are unbounded. OQur firgst conceptual clarification

thus was that only those who previously recounted an incident

are eligable For the bounding proceduree This meansy

moreovary that the bounding procedure depends upon a repeat

victimization rates The point i1s not as obvious as might seem

to be the casee. Several things should be understood from this
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conceptual clarifications First, until a respondent first
recounts one or more vlctlmizations to an NCS interviewer,
there is no way for that interviewer to check a recounting of
a victimization against a prior one sc as to "hound" the
interviewe. The simple assumption of bounding then rests on
the wcapacity to implement 1t since without data on prioxr
victimization thers is no way to implement the NCS procedures
One slmp;y assumes that if incident was gpreviously recounted
to the interviewer, the currently ;ecounted incident belongs
to the current peierence‘ period for unless there is sSome
previously reported incident(s) with which it can be compared

t0 determine whether or not it belongs to this or a prior

reference pexriod it could be a telescoped incidents.

,A second implication 1is that whenever one does not
recount an incident 1in a reference period interview, the
présumption of bounding is open to questions Thus if one does
not recount an incident in any given period and recounts one
the following period, there can only be a presumption that it
belongs to the current period; if one erred in not reporting
it the previous intervlgw and now reports ity telescoping has
occurrede Thus telescoping can occur within the prescribed

bounding period due to this type of errore

A third implication is that whenever any person oy

household for whatever reason is a noninterview in a given

<R
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period, the interview is unbounded for the next periods Over
time this lack of bounding probably introduces some error into
the estimates, though it is not as substantial as from some
other sources, given the substantial interview completion
rates in the NCSe. Nonetheless ln. any household or person
interview record there can be substant;gl unboundinge Someone

interviewewd only every other time; for example, will always

be unboundede.

The amount of error unbounding Introduces into the
estimates varies by the'type of estimate, QeZey whether a
prevalence or an incidence measurece Although it is difficalt
to demonstrate empirlcaliy with the data in our file, the
bounding procedure may have ;ore of an effect on the
prevalence than the incidence rates Some investigation of the
contribution.of bounding and unhounding té the prevalence rate

seems worth undertakinge Nete that for household prevalence

rates, the unbounded household and the unbounded member in

" bounded households mey contribute disproporticnally te the

household being classified as victimized.

The second maJjor effect we noted is that of time
telegcopinges What should be apparent is that time telescoping
exists for all persons first interviewed not because of the
interviewer bounding procedure but because the respopdent

canpnot implement a self-bounding rocedure, iecey place the

s
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events in the first designated six~month reference periocd by
referring to previous self->reports. This <can be due to many
different reasons related to how recall occurs and the nature
of truth telling. It seems reasonable to conclude that the
respondent is quite likely to recall baving previocusly
recounted an incident té the interviewer and it is that recall
and censoring of another recounting that operates as beoundinge.
After the first period interview then, within any subsequent
interview, there will always be self bounding whether or not
interviewer bounding is possible. Thus we always have in
effect <two 5ounding_ proceduresg operating after the first
1ntervie§——a self-bounding procedure and an Iinterviewer
bounding procedure. In the first intgrview we can lesve only
gself-bounding and errors in self-hounding are referred +to asg
telescoping ( though they might better be designated self-

bounding or self-recounting or simply recounting errors within

that reference period}).

Now the conceptual clarification of thisg problem leads to
a conclusion that Interviewer bounding procedures are far less

consequential within any interview veriod than are sgelf-

bounding procedures. The maip differepce betweep first and
second jnterview with the saeme respondepnt then is not one of
dnterviewer but of self-bounding. ¥hat reinterviewing may

well accomplish is to develop a self-boupding procedure in the

DRIt a2s
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Sublject. It is the kpowledge that one has previcusly renorted

the incident rather than the interviewer procedure that leads

o lincressed accuracy in recounting Jjpcidents within the
reference periody or self-rather than interviewer bounding.

¥e shall try to provide further argument and evidence for

this conclusions

First, as already noted, interviewer bounding is

operative only for those respondents who reported an incident

in the previous interview, iecasy to repeat victims of crimes

Since +the proportion of repeat victims of crime is small

within a population of victims, the opportunity for

interviewey bougding iz limitede. (1) In the aggregatey

victimized persons and househoclds show a greater propensity +to

move than do nonvictimized persons and householdse From six

to seven percent more victimized than nonvictimized gersons

move~out before the next interview and five to six percent of

all households. This is true for both series and nonseries

victimization reportinge (2) The higher the average level ot

victimizationq the greater the progensi ty to move before the

time of the next }nterview. There is a 75 percent increase in

the move-out rate Zrom persong reporting a single

victimization compared with persons reporting four or more

victimizationse {3) Of persons réportlng Victimization,

somewhat less than two in ten regort one orpr more

T . = A Ty Sy
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victimizations when next interviewed. The comparable figure
for households 1Is only slightly more than two in tene The
annual prevalence rate of households (locations) thus is very
much a function of djifferent rather than the same households
being victimized in the two six-month periods that make up the

yeare

To conclude; since the prevalence rate of victimizatjion
in any period 1is on'the order of one—~fifth of all victimized
houéeholds and since only one~fifth of those will report a
Qictlmlzation in the subsequent period, the proportion of all
interviewed for whom the interviewer bounding procedure can be
operative is guite small. Correlatively, +the self-bounding
procedure is operative for the vast majority of all
interviewed persons and householdss Just how much telescoping

occurs because of lack of self-bounding cannot be estimated

reliably from cursrent informatione

But there is a second reason to call into question the
interviewer bounding procedure and its effectivenesse Much of
this has to do with the Information avalilable +to +the
interviewer at the time of next iInterview. If the game
interviewer is conducting. the interview at both points in
time, then the interviewer bounding is subject both to the

information on the control card for any crime previously

reported and the information that the interviewer correctly or

S
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incorrectly recalls about a previously recounted incidente.
¥here the interviewer changes from one interview to the next,
only the control card information is availablee. Note that
although the interviewer often completes an incident form (or
is expected to do sb) to de¥ermlne whether the incident 1s
previously reported, in neither instance does the interviewer
have the previous incident report available for comparison nor
igs he or she instructed on what criteria determine whether it
is the Incident previously reported or a different ones
Clearly, all of the iIinformation that one has available,
lacking the prior incident reporty, is that on the control
card-—information that often is little more than a type of
incident descriptione Certainiy any detailed comparison of

current with previously reported incidents is not possible,

except that based on an interviewer’s recalle

Now cobserve how another condition has emerged that limits
severly the population of events ©0 which interviewer bounding
can apply. ln.tmiszzx:_.nnw . bBrocedures are germane only
when a remorted incldent folls within the same 1vne of crime
rreviously reported, .Q-.E:-v 2 burglary op a robberye The
Probability of repeat victimizotion by the same type of crime

in the six mopths following Ifirst repopted wictimizaijon is

guite low, reducinm the ipterviewer bounding procedure 1o a
determipation in only a yery small proporprtion of 2ll recounted
incidents.

i
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We have not done the detailed field and control card work
on this grant that permits us to estimate what proportion of
incidents could bpe compared by interviewers at the time of
interview; indeed much depends upon knowing more about the way
in which information on type of crime was reported on the
controlicard and lacking that information it is difficult to
make a precise comparison. The reason it is important to know
what is recorded on the control card is that the algorithm
used to clagssify incidents interviewers report does not
necessarily lead to +the same type of crime classification as

that an 1nterviwer enters in the description on the control

cards

Ve can be fairly certainy however, that such comparisons
by interviewers can not apply to more than a few percent of
all incidents reported in any cross—sectiony Judging from
given the matrix of repeat victimization by the same type of

crime during the time a household is in sample.

These clariflcations and the conclusion based on them
suggest that not much would be logt were one to eliminate the
current interviewer bounding procedure and especlally were one
ablé to reliably ;stlmate the self-bounding error for the
tirst 48 compared with subsequent interviewse Nonetheless,

were ona to move to CATY or some other form of interviewing

procedure’ where comparison can be made among incidentg

i
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reported in adjacent interviews and a determination made on

comparison of all incidents reported in the two periods of

time, there might be some small gain in doing soe. All in all,

the major problem is now to train in self—bcunding and the

conclusion seems to be that exposure to fecounting crime

events within a reference period makes for reduced reporting

in the next period, Some of which undoubtedly 1ig due to gself-—

bounding, lecay to a constraint against reporting again those

incidents that were previously reported,

The foregoing also Suggests that it would be worthwhile

learning more about how frequently the interviewer bounding

procedure actually ig invoked in field settings ahd what are

its consequences fop excludlng previously reported incidentse

Repeat Vlctimizgtion by Crime

The NCS reports annual incidence patesg of xictimizgtiogg

by crime by cumulatlng all ot the victimizations reported in

that yeare. That measure cannot bhe construed as a measure of

individual risk of victimizston by crime since all

victimlzations recounted by any victim are included in the

numerater of the rates The households touched by crime measure

take into account repeat victimization by

housing uni+t enterg the numerator of <the rate
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whenever the household respondent reports a household crime or
any one of its members reports a person crimee. Both of these

measures then do  not provide information on the incidence or

prevalence of repeat victimization by crime.

In a separate paper included in the appendix to = this
report ("Measuring Repeat Victimization in the National Crime

Survey and the Special Case of Series Victimization,

Proceedings of the American Statistical Assocjiations 1981

 Social Statistics Section, Washington, De Cey 1981, ppe 41=50)

the principal investigator reports research on repeat
victimization by crimes No summary is made of that research
here except to note that two main problems in measuylng series
victimization by crime were considered in that papere. One is
the fact that series victimizatlonsy contrary to expectations,
fall off quite sharply from one interview period to the nexte

The other is that there 13 great difficulty in defining as

well as in counting series victimizations by crimes

Series Yictimization by Crime as Beneat Yictimizatione
Subsequent to the work reported In that paper we undertook
additional ingquiry into series wvictimization by crimee One of
the purposes of that inquiry was to determine whether series
victimization is disproportionally concentrated among certain
kinds of wvictims and places which might account for some of

the measurement and recounting problems that beset ite

.
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Previous work on series victimization reported that it

was disproportionally concentrated in certain types of crime.
Among series crimes agalﬂst the person, the NCS reported in

1979 that 70.4 percent were crimes of larceny without contact

and that an additional 21.5 percent were assaults; for crimes

against households, 62.5 percent were household larceny and

353 percent burglarye. (Table 1, Appendix I1X, Criminal
Victimizatiop by Crime in the Opjited States, 1879, UsSe
Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics)s Most

series victimizations then are concentrated in four major

types of crimee

A pumber of hypotheses have been advanced to explain
series victimizatione OCne of these focuses on victims of
assault, stipulating that multiple victimization by the same
type of crime, or series victimization, is especially likely
among women who are victimized by repeated asgsaults of a
spouse or a male companione Another, somewhat broadery
hypothesis holds that a substantial proportion of all assaults
is among persons who have a close personal relationship and
that one is more vulnerable to assault by persons close to
than distant from ones In assaults by strangers, repeated
assaults are most 1likely to occur when one is violence prone

or in situations where violence is likely to arisce It seemed

like a reasonable strategy then to determine the extent +to

W g
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which intimate relationships and situational characteristics

might account for series victimizationse

We began our explorations, therefore, by examining all
series assaults, of which there were 1875 in our longitudinal
filee To qualify as a series victimization, the victim must
report victimization by the same type of crime +three or more
times during the greceding six-months and be unable to recount
each incident separately for an incident case reporte. A series
assault thus is three or more separate assaults for which the
victim gstates he or she 1s unable +to supply the details to
separate them one from anothers Among ‘the series assaults
reported, as the distribution below discloses, the modal
series is 3 or 4 separate assaultse. Stilt, it is apparent
that at least one—-fifth of all series assault victims report
11 or more separate assaults In the previous six months, or ¥

on the average, at least two each monthe

Number of Separate Assaults Reported in Series Assaults

Number of Sewarate Total Total
Assaults in Serijes Numbeyr Per Cent

Three or Four 78S 41 .9
Five to Ten 610 32.6
Eleven or More : 3984 28.1
Don't Know How Many 83 4e4

TOTAL 14,872 100.0

n
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Although spouse assault numbers among sSeries assaults, it
is only a relatively small proportion of all series assaults
recounted to NCS interviewers. Only 9 percent of all series

assaults involved Spouse assault with an additional 4.1 per

cent involving a relative. The model assault ofi;nder is

someone who 1is known to or who can be uniquely identified by

the vietim, 50.6 percent, with assaults by strangers

comprising somewhat more than a third of all series assaults,

36.4 rercente.

Reletionship Between Victim and Offendep in Serijes Assaults
Relationship Number Per Cent
Spouse 164 8.9
Relative, not Spouse 5 4e1
Known, but not relative 933 50466
Stranger 670 30.4
TOTAL 14842 10%.0

Some further evidence that series assaults recounted in
the NCS are not all that common among persons who have a close

and intimate relationship is seen below in the distribution of

place of occurrence of series assaults. Some caution must be

exercised in interpreting place of occurrence data for series

victimizations since place of occurrence is recounted only +for

T
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the most recent incident in a seriese Unless the separate

incidents in a series are so homogenecus that the most recent

is a close proxy for all others or unless we

assume that the

- most recent incident provides a random subset of heterogenecus

incidents in a series; we have a biased subset for

characteristics of incidents in a series, We shall have

occasion to note below that in the aggregate sgeries incidents

are far from homogeneous, even for a given victime We would

expect that series robberies or personal larcenies might vary

considerably among +those in = given victim's seriess They

perhaps are for law

mast heterogeneous enforcement officers

who are victims of repeated assaults by different offenderse

Plaoce of Occurrence of Seriegs Assaults

Blace of Cccurrence ber Per Cent
In own home or apartment 275 14.7
Vacation homey, Hotel, Motel 4 02
Commercial building 284 152
Officey Factoryy Warehouse 54 29
Near own home (yard, sidewalky, etc.) 172 9.2
Streety, Park,; Playground 663 35.4
Inside school ’ 179 9.6
Other place 239 12.8

TOTAL 1,870 100.0

Only about 15 percent of all assaults cccur in ones own

home or apartment or a vacation home, hotel, or motel, places

e A T B R
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where we shall see that spouse assault occurs more frequently

than is the case for all assaults, What is apparent is that

the modal place for a series assault is open space

street:; parks, and playgrounds where mors than a third of all

series assaults occur. ¥e shall have occasion to note how
different +types of relationships are related to place of
cccurrence.

Spouse assault occurs primarily within one's own home or

lndeed,

apartments; it is more

than five times that expected
from the distribution for all series assaults as the following

digtribution dlscloses?

Place of Occurrence of Series Spouse Assaults

EFlace of Occurrence Number  Per Cent Per Cent

Spouse All

Aggault Assaults

Own home, Apartment 133 81.1 147
Vacation home, Hotel, Motel 1 P Ne2
Commercial building 2 i.2 15.2
Officey, Factory, Warehouse - 0.07 2.9
Near own home 7 4.3 Se2
Street; Park, Playground 9 S5 35e4
Inside schnol - GC.0 9.6
Other place 12 73 12.8

TOTAL 164 100.0 100.0

Almost one~half of all series assaults occurring in onelsg

own home or apartment are with a spouse assailant (48.7%)3

such as

P S L



O

b
» e .

PAGE 37 | ? PAGE 38

i

! \ .
adding relatives (14.3%) accounts for almost two-thirds of all ‘ 2;_5 Flace of Occurrepce of Series Assaults
assaults occurring there. Persons known to the victim account ; ¢ By Persons Known to the Victim Who are not Relatives

for an additional one—third of all series assaults in one'sg

!
home or apartment so that only 4.4 percent of all series d i

, ( Plagce of Occurrepce : Eumber  Per cent Per Cent
assaults there are hy a strangere. It does appear that : 5 : Xnown All
; ; Nog~&g1gtivg Agssaults
repeated assault by a stranger in one's home or apartment isg : [
) : P In Own Home o Apartment 89 8.5 14,7
an unlikely event, a not unexpected findinge. There appear to ] j Vacation home, Hotel, Motel 2 0.2 0.2
| . Commercial building 124 13.3 15.2
be two rather different kinds of series assaults occurring in 5 § Office, Factory, Warehouse 34 3eb 2.9
; i Near own home (yard, sidewalk ) 116 12.4 8.2
i ; .
one's home or apartment-—-those where women are the victims of : i Streety, Park, Field, Playground 309 33.1 35.4
j i : Inside school 150 16.1 9.6
a& Spouse assailant and those in which women recount being i i Other place 108 11.6 12.8
‘ i ; .
assaulted by a relative, friendy or acquaintance who iz g § TOTAL 932 100.0 100.0
; :
invited into the home op who is a co~resident in the dwelling § :
|
unite. é J
i %C:j We shall be able to explain why this is so when we look more
Additional support 13 provided for this interpretation i i closely at kinds of victims of series assaults but it shoula

when we examine the place of occurrence of series assaults be noted here that a substantial proportion of these victims

where a relative is the assailant. Of the 75 series assaults are school-age children. One can see this

also in +the

involving a relative; Jjust over one—hals (52%) were in one's proportion of victimizations by non-relatives

known to the

own home or apartment and 13 percent were near the home. vietim that occur inside the school.

Although a substantial proportion of all series assaults From the standpoint of law enforcement, it should bpe

occurring in one's own home cr apartment are by someone other

noted <that g very substantial proportion of all Series

asgsaults then are ones where the wvictim has sutficient

than a relative who is known to the victim, 1less than 1 in 10

series assaults by such persons ocecur in the homes The modal knowledge to identify one perceived as the assailant.

As we

Place of occurrence for serieg assaults by persons Xknown o noted above, only a third are by strangerse

But examination

one isy; in fact a street, parky, fileldy, or playground as the of place of occurrence and relatlonship to victims makes it

°

Tollowing distribution discloses:

-
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clear that the police are more likely to be reactive to
complaints of series assaults than proactive since they

ordinarily cannot organize preventive or proactive patrol to

deal with such repeated assaultse. The main exception is for

achocol children going to school and when Inside the schoole

Finally, we noted that the stranger series assaults were
unusual in terms of their place of occurrence in several
respects as the following distribution discloses.

Bls_sgg_zécu ce of Se s Assgults by Strangers
Flace P Cent Per Cent

Occurrence um 225
Pla of Occu Numberpr 2 o Ber
Agssaults Asgaulis

In own Home or Apartment 12 1.8 13»;
Vacation home, Hotel, Motel _ 1 Deil 15.2
Commercial building 148 22.1 209
Officey Factoryy Warehouse 18 2.8 9.2
Neﬁr own home (yardysidewalk) 36 Se4 35.4
Streety Field, Park, Playground 320 478 9.6
Inside school 28 42 12.8
Other place 105 15.7 ®
TOTAL 669 100.0 10040

The modal site for a stranger assault on a victim is not

playground or other open public

unexpectedly a sireet, pariky

placeos Yet it should be kept in mind that only Just under

one-half (48.3%) of all series assaults cccur in these placese

‘Bearing in mind that these are serjes assaults on the game

victim, 1t should be apparent that these are not the ordinary

PAGE 40

stranger to stranger assaults of a victime ¥ho these persons

are that experience repeated assaults by strangers in publib

places and commercial buildings is more apprent when we leook

at kinds of victims below. Here we would simply note that the

series assault victims in these places undoubtedly are

different from the conventional view of a victim of a gstranger

assaulte

Although we could describe geries victims in terms of the

‘conventional categories of age,

racey seXxy and other socio—

economic characteristics, these turn out to give us relatively

1little understanding of who are series victimse Apart from

the relational

exploredy the

characteristicy already ma jor

explanatory variabdble seems to be exposure te opportunities for

repeated assaults and that may be more a function of how one

spends ones time at work or In some regular pursuit than in

how one spends one’s leisure or time at homes The ma.jor way

we have of looking at these work related opportunities from

NCS data is in terms of ones occupation or, when not employed,

in terms of one'!s position in the labor force such as whether

one 1ig golng to school. We examine below the occupational

characteristics of victims of series assaultse Ve begin this

examination Ly presenting a detailed listing of the

occupational or labor force status of all

victims reporting

series assaults by the number of times that occupation was

e ———————————————
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reported for a series assaulte Bear in mind that whenever ‘the

- same victim recounts a series assault in more than one six—

month reference period, we shall be counting the number of
times that same victim appeareds Our measure thus is somewhat
conicundéd both by any differences in 1length of t}me that
different kinds of series victims are in sample and of the
propensity tuo repeat victimizatione. Cur description,
nonetheless, may mirror a reality of repeated exposure in
daily living over which some kinds of series victime have more
control than otherse. To change one's cccupation or employer
or the school one goes to is more difficult than to decide

whether one will go out at night for a leisure pursuits.

QOccupations Represented by a Sipgle Series Assault (61 op
3.3%) | '

AccountantSceeseresssssvesArchitects Archivists &
CuratorseeessChemists Personnel g Labor RelseoseHealth

Techniciansy nee@ecs Buse £ Comme TeachersesesoCole £ Unive
Teachers Rindergarten TeacherseseessTachnicians, neeesc Yoc. &
Musicians g

Eda Counselorses seDesigners

ComposersscsssPainters e Sculptorsg
Writers/Artists/Ente({nec)eCredit & Collection Mgre Funeral
directors...;.....Inspectors, eXe congtes Ngse € SuptSey

BldgSsseeasOffice mgrsey BeCeloe Sales mgrs, exs
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retailsesseSchool Admey college Hucksters & PeddlerseessseseReal

estate agents/brokers Salesg repse. wholesale.....Retail

salesworker Serivce/Conste. Saleswkr...Billing clerk saleswkre

File clerksecs *vrecsenosssoMail carrieg, PeCo Meter readers,

utillty..o.Calculating Mache Opse Key Punch
Operators...'...Ship g Rec., clerks Telephone
operaturSoo--...Carpet Installers Power line
1nsta11ers-....Furn./Wood finishers
Glaziers-...a..o..a.....-.lnspectors, Ne@sCae
Jewelers/Watchmakers...-..Loom fitters Dry wall
1nstallers--w....Furnace tender, etcs Meat
cutte?s/butchgrs.-...Meat cutters, mfge furnace

tenders/stoks.....Not 3Space cperators Fork 1ift, etcs

OpPSevesessBrake ops/Couplery RR switch
operators...na.-Carpenters helpers Timber cutters;
etCesnoesoNOtL specified laborer Hldge clearners,
Ns@sCesssDishwashers Food entr/fountain WKkrse.eseDental

agsgistantg Baggage porters, etCrossceVelfare service aijides

Marshalls g ConstableSe.eseesk 2 40 Ocgcypations Represented pyv
Iwo Series Asgaults: 80 agssuvaltg
4.3%
Computer Syatens Analeseindustrial engineers Mechanical
I

englneers- eselawyers lerarlans.o 20098 eesae .Therapists

Clergy.,o'-.... LE X ¥ -...'.Recreation

workers Teachers,

o
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exscollesnecs.sRadio Operators TRailroad conductorseecesSales
mgrsey retail Inse. agents/brokerSsesseSales reptsy mfg Cntr
clerks, eXe foad...Estimatoré/Investigator Statistical
clerks..-caostenographers Stock clerks/storekeepseMisce

clerical wkrs Crane/Derek/Hoist OpSeeeAir conde/refrig/heat

Automotive body repsSsessHeavy equips. mechanics HH appliance

mechsSveseeeMechanics g repairers Yolders,
metalsecesewesssClothe ironers/pressers Cutting OPSaey
Ne@sCessesoPunch/Stanp operators
Spinners/Twisters,etca‘.Textile CPSey NaCeCoe Parking

: at‘tendants......Auimal caretakers Stock handlers..-....-.-Farm

laborers Waiters assistantsSeeessecHealth aidesy ese. nurses

Attndnts, pers. serivces.Child care workers

22 Ogcupations Represented by Three Series AgégnLtsSéﬁ
asgaultg

3+5%

Clinical 1lab techsSeesseePsychologists
Photographers--o-.o.ao.-Lodge, Union, Soce off
Cashiers.‘-o-...........clerical sSupervisors Teachers
aldes-.--....ooTicket, etce agents
Carpenters..«..‘.ﬁ.....aExcavating mache ops Locomotive
engiuers-..ocPalnters, consey maint Stationary

enginecerseescsMeat packers/wrappers

T R A i S .k i R £
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Weavers----.............Welderlelame cutters Gardners,
GroundskeepsesLodging quarters clearners Practical
nUrseSssecseses Barbers Housekeepers....gaoo....Pvt.» HH

cleaners; ctcesee

12 ‘Occuvpationg Represented by Four Serjies Assaultsg: 48

s its

2.6%
Heal+th administratorsessPurche agents/buyers
Typlsts-goa-...-..-.....Electricians Plumbers/Pipe
titters..nPrinting press ops
Roofers/SlaterseccececcsAssemblers Misce
OPSecsoecsrcoscecoseVehicle washers, etce

E&rtenders..p-..-..c.‘..Recreation attendants

8 Cecupations Repregented by Five Serieg Assaults: 3Q.§§§le;g
21%

Bookkeepers..o.-o..-....Receptionists Automobile

mechanicsseceTelephone installers Machine opsy
misCessseceDelivery/Route workers Freight £ Meat Handlerso.Bank

officers

mwwmmmms ilts: 72 agsavlts
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3.8%

Occupnation Nuyumber of Ass t
Sewers and Stichers

Taxi Drivers & Chauffeurs

Physiciansy Medlcal & Osteocpathic
Construction labs./excpte Carpenter?s Helpers
Fire Fighters

Armed Forces

School Administrators; Elementary § Secondary
Checkers, Examiners, & Inspectors, mfge.
Garage VWorkers/Gas Station Attendants

Bus Drivers

DWWV IIIITN

Oecupations Represented by 10-49 Series Assaults:231 assaults
13.3%

Qccupatijon Number of Aszssgults
Truck Drivers 11
Janitors & Sextons 11
Officials & Administratorsy, Public Adme 12
Val ters 12
Nursing aidesy Orderlies, Attendants 12
Registered Nurses 13
Restaurant, Cafeteria ® Bakery Workers 13
Sales Clerksy Retail 13
Cooksy except private household 13
Elementary School Teachers 14
Secretariesy; Neeece is
Secondary School Teachers . 16
Social Workers 18
Sheriffs & Bailiffs 20
Guards ’ 38

Occupations Represepnted bv 50 or More Asmsaylts: 337 agsaulis

18.1%
Occupation Number of Assaults

Managers and Adminigtratorss nsesce 50

Police Officers £ Detectives 287

Labor Force and Related Statuses with 20 or More Assaultss: 2822

®)
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44.1%

Labor Force or Related Status Number gf Per Cent of

Assaults All Agsaultg
Retired 20 1.1
Urable to Work 22 1.2
Unknown status - 89 4.8
Going to School 128 609 .
Keeping House 217 11.6
School Age Child ) 346 185

What seems altogether clear is that a relatively small
number of occupational specializations and of statuses of
those not employed account for the bulk of the series

victimizations obtained in the NCS. Cne must bear in mind

that the statistics given above are for all series assault
victimizations reported; representing thus neither victims not
risk of victimization for an occupational or status groupe. Yet
we can interpret these to some extent as fepresenting both

victims and risk of victimizatione

The octcupational specilalty where members are most likely

to recount having been the victim of one or more Series

assaults is law enforcemente. Over 15 per cent of all geries

assaults were recounted by police and detectivess An

additional 2.0 percent were recounted by guards and sherriffs

and bailiffs recounted 1.1 percent. In ally, more than 18.5

percent of all series victimizations are réported by these law

enforcement specializationse. One can readily understand why

such a subgtantial proportion of geries victimizations are
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reported by law enforcement personnele. One reason is that

they are exposed +to assaults from persons who are the object

of law enforcementy many of these probably are attempted

rather than actual assaults and often +the law enforcement
officer may experience little injurye The relatively high
frequency of this occurrence leards law enforcement officers +to
recount them as series since they cannot readily recall each
individual incident fopr recounting to NCS interviewerse
Another reason why series assaults recounted by law

eniotcement officers loom large amcng all recounted series

victimizations may be that they are more skilled in recalling
and recounting repeated victimizations., Understandably it may
be difficult for them to

recount the details of each

individual incident since they are exposed to a much larger

number of crime events during any six month periode Given the
difficulty in sSeparating their own victimizations <from those
of others, especially if most are not all that serious for the

officer, they end uUp being recounted asg series eventse.

Police are somewhat more likely +to report larger numbers
of events in their series assaults than are all victims of

series assaults as the following discloses:
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Number of Victimjzat iong

Three or Four 32.1 41.8
Five to Ten 376 326
Eleven or More 25.4 21i.0
Can't Estimate 49 4.5

TOTAL 100.0 100.0

The second occupational group that is worth noting is the

occupation ot

teaching. Among specialties,

teaching
kindergarten and nursery school teachers at one extreme an&
college +teachers at the other do not seem. t0o regport many
series victimizations. These groups account for few series
victimizations by assault. Although not highy we note that

elementary and sSecondary scﬁool teachers accounted for 1.6

percent of all series assaultse. Although these teachers may

be expogsed to a smaller number of assaults within any six
month period, they do not seenm especially prone teo repeated

assault of 3 or more victimizations in that pericd of timee.

A substantial proportion of all series victimizations are
reported by persons who are not currently employede. We note

especially +the high oproportion contributed by schoel age

children who are ages 12 to 18, since they contributed 18

percent of all series assaults. If we add to these the series
victimizations recounted by'persons over the age of 18 who are
going to school, there are an additional 6.9 percent. All in
all then, peréons going to school accéunt for one-~fourth of

all series vVictimizations (25.4%).

Police £ Detectives All Serjes
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We can understand now the information on place of

gccurrance of series

contribution of law enforcement officers and students to that

distributione

Percept Distribution cf Place of Qccuprence of Series Agsaults
for Selected Groups

Place of Occurrence Poljce £ School Age Attending

Detectives Children School
In ocwn Home or Apartment 0.3 Sa.2 7«8
Vacation Home, Hotel,y, Motel 0«3 0.0 00
Commercial Building 171 243 133
Office, Factory, Warehouse 2.1 0.3 1.5
Near own Home 0.3 107 7.8
Street, Park, Playground 593 47«4 375
In School D3 30.9 18,9
Other places 20.3 32 14.1
TOTAL PER CENT 100.0 100,0 100.0
TOTAL NUMBER OF ASSAULTS (287 { 346) (128>

Here we can sgsee how risk of victimization by assault is
disproportionaily concentrated for these groups 19 streets,
parks, and playgrounds when compared with the distribution for
all groups given previously. Note how the Younger school age
children are more likely to be vivrtimized in school than are
older onese Note also how police and detectives and to some

extent older students are more likely to be victimized in

places other than those included in our clagsification of

victimizations by examining the

-

that occur against citizens who are
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places of occurrences For the police this may be their patral

cary the station, lock-up and other places where arrest,

booking, and arrangements for prisoners are mades Ve see

similar distributions for guards and sheriffs and bailiffs,

Persons who are keeping house and victimized by series

agssault are mogt likely +to be victimized in their home

(53.0% )3 undoubtedly these are the victims of Spouse assaulte

An additional 198 percent are victimized near their home—=~in

the yard or on the sidewalk nearby. Almost three—~fourthg of

those keeping house, then, are victimized repeatedly by

'assault in connection with their home and 1its immediate

environse Stitt,

pesons keeping house who are repeatedly

victimized by assault Seem to run gome risk when going about

away from home, ag reflected in the fact that 13.4 percent of

them are victimized on the streets, parks or playgrounds and

another 4.6 percent In commercial buildings. All in all,

however, the hearth ig the more commen place fop those

keeping house and repeatedly assaulteds

It is clear that there are patterns to series assault

victimization but one must consider whether given the above

patterns these victimizatons should bhe sinply added to those
not vulnerable tao a crime

such as an assault because of the nature of their work. This

is the case for law enforcement officerse. Just as we separate

o
e
e

.
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ocut law enforcement related deaths and deaths to law

enforcement officers in the line of dutyy so we might well
report series victimization by assault for law enforcement
officers and not include then in the regular gseries
victimizations or merge them with all aggravated or simple

assaults.

Examination of the data alsc makes clear that there are

some problems in estimating as well as recounting the

individual incidents in serles victimizationes Overall, the

percentage unable to estimate the number in a series was not

appreciable:? for 3.3 vpercent ot the

reported series

victimizations for all <ftypes of crimse

the respcndent said

he/she did not know how many incidents were in the series,

ieey respondents could not place the nunber of incidents

experienced

in one of the three class intervals

provided

respcndenté- An additional 1.2 percent of the respondents had

misgsing data and it is not known whether this ig equivalent to

a "don't Lknow® or a

failure in procedural implementation by

interviewers or other processors of the information provided

by respondentss Yet there is some evidence that (It is more

difficult for victims of somé kinds of c¢rime thanmn others to

egtimate the number of incidents In a series. As the following
tabulation discloses,y there is a variation from 5.1 percent of

all burglaries where the respondent said he or she was unable

o e
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10 estimate the number in a series to only 1.2 for motor
vehicle theft and none for the small number of recounted
series rapesSe

Type of Crime No Cant't Total Total

in Series Estimate Egtimate Number Per Cent
R&.pe 0.0 0.0 37 05
Assault 1.1 3.3 19872 245
Robbery 1.6 3.8 184 264
Personal Larceny 1.8 2.7 24317 30.4
Burglary 1.2 5.1 1,188 156
Household larceny 18 4.7 1,953 25.6
Mo tor Veh.iLcle Thetft 3.7 1.2 |1 1.0
TOTAL ALL SERIES 1.6 J8 7, 632 100.0
Generally, series victims of burglary ahd household larceny
seem to have greater difficulty estimating the number of

incidents in the series than do other kinds of series victimsSe

Just why this should be so is uncleary since there does not

seem to be a common explanation for the observed differencess

We are disinclined to attribute this to differences in the

homogeneity of the incidents in a series since we have found

that in the cagse of series assaults--where the presumption of

high homogeneity among the separate incidents prevalled~—that

for at least some large categories  of victims,

such as law

enforcement officers, the oresumption of homogeneity amonz the

incidents probably was unwarranted. The offender

should be

different in each incident as should place of occurrencey etce
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Indeed, our place of occurrence for series victimizations
being bassed on the most recent reported incident 1is perhaps
somewhat biased ( though much depends upon whether we have in

effect a random subsset by taking moast recent reported incident

for all series reports).

Some work needs to be done then to see both whether we
can measure the numbey of incidents in a series more precisely
and reduce the proportion who can't estimate the number %o a
negligible oney eegey by having the respondent report the time
of the +two most recent incidents and of the most distant in
the reference periode. But we need to do much more on how most
recent is 1ike all other incidents in the series if we are to

include them in more detailed analyses of vigtimization by

crimes

IThe Statistjcal Bases for Crime Indicaiorse Statistical
indicators of crime commonly are conceptualized and reported

as ratese BJS thus reports rates for yjictimization by crime

agalnst persong for all persong 12 years of age and older ip
the JeS. and for crimes agaipst housebhold property for all
households in the UeSee. UCR reports rates for crime incidents
rather than victimizationsy including both c¢rimem against

persons and organizations, for the entire Ue Ss porulztione

et
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Almost all of the attention on crime rates has focused on

+he accuracy of the measurement of the crime variable in the
rate~—~victimizations for the NCS and crime incidents for UCRa
Rarely is attenticon given to the apﬁrnpriate base for the
ratee The principal investigator prepared for the National
Crime Commission in 1968 a demconstration cf how +the base for
+the rate was also important in reporting . crimes as rates.
Attention should focus on the denominator as well s the
numerator for the rate. By disaggregating crimes in terms of
their kinds of victims, principally persons,
organizations, and all other organizations he demonstrated
that the rates for household and other organlzatioﬁs‘ were
considerably higher when one selected these rather than

persons for rates sSuch as burglarye

Moreover, for a crime

such as robbery that can victimize either rersons. or
organizations, he demonstrated that the rates were higher for
robberies against organizations using organizations as the

base fTor that rate than they were for robﬁeries against

personsy using persons as the base for that rate.

This line of inquiry was carried somewhat further in a paper
prepared for a conference at the Univesity of Aix—en—-Provence
and included as an appendix in this final report ("Problems in
Developing Statistical Indicators of Crime'", December 11,

1981.)

hecusehold
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We shall summarize anly breifly here the ma jor

conclusions of that papere. The focus was on both the

numerator and denominator of the rate and their relationshipe

Considerable attention is given to selecting an appropriate

base for a rete and the lmportance of collecting information

on that base'and tracking it accurately over timee Since that

paper was written, we heve seen ample evidence that both UCR

and NCS assumptions about the base <for the rate made for

substantial errors in reporting their respective ratess OCR

made substantial underestimates of the change in population

over the decade

and NCS underegtimated the growth in

householdse. These resul ted

correspondingly in UCR
overestimating its c¢rime rates and NCS overestimating its

household crime rates. Other issues are considered, including

whefher some %inds of crimes such as robbery sheld be computed

both for individuval and organizational bases when they are

crimes of robbery involving an organizationo,

Attention also focused on conceptions of magnitude and

the selection of a base for a ratese It is pointed out that

most persons cannoct deal adequately with the magnitudes of

rates used commonly in erime reportingy eezes rates per 10,000
or per 1,000 units of a population of persons, households, or
organizationse. They awve more likely to ;nderstand chances,
CeZoy a 1 in

10 chance, or simple percentagess The NCS

R Ce—
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prevalence rate is thusgs far more intelligible than are its

rates of victimization per 1,000 persons 12 years of age and

older. One might also point out that in the same reports on

Households Touched by Crime issued by NCSy; one has an even

more complex measure that tries to relate incidents of

victimization 10 +the prevalence measure in a ratio of

incidehts t0o households touched by crimes Such a measure, it

is suggested, is even more difficult to comprehend since it
involves grasping the concept of a ratio and of an average for

a population of victimized householdse.

The paper also considers the problem of developing new

measures of crime and of bases for rateses It should be neoted

that the base for the rate in statistics on how much crime is
there are collected by a different set of agencies than those
who collect the information on crime (or at least in different

parts of agencies as in the case of the U, S

Census collecting information on household and population

sizes in the Population and Housing Divison and on

victimizations by crime in the Crime Surveys Divisionl}e VWhere

the statistics are of processing c¢crimes and offendersyas in

criminal Justice statistics, both the numerator and the base

for the rate are collected by the same agencye Where these

are separated, it may be more difficult to monitor changes in

the base as well as in the numeratore Yet the mopitoring of

Bureau of the -
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changes in the base is as critical as that of the numerator if

one is interested in changes in crime ratess

Substantive Rigearch

Ve continued ; line of inguiry into substantive problems
of victimization by crime. Two were of special interest and
work on them iIs reported here. The first of these is that of
victim proneness to victimization by crime and the second that
of how consequential is crime to its victimse, The
consequences of crime Ffor victims was examined in two
different ways——in terms of how serious are the consequences

of crime to its victims and +the other that of the measurement

of consequences in the NCS, a measurement as well as a

. substantive issues

Victim Pronenesse The NCS currentl& provides relatively
little information on individual risks of victimization by
crime. This 1is partly owing to the fact that the unit of NCS
reporting ordinarily is & victimization by crime, ige., an
individual's recall and recounting of 4 crime experiencee
UCR, ~correlatively, hags focused on +the crime incidente
Neither treats the individual victim as the wunit of analysis

so that one c¢an calculate riks of being victimized by crime.

There is substantial interest also in not only whether but

s
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wvhen one will be victimized, leeey in the freguency of its
occcurrence and of the time between victimizationse We have
done some previous research on that question and in +this
period looked at some additional features of victim proneness,
iecey whether some individuals are more likely to experience
vrepeat victimization +than are otherss The victim proneness

question is related both to questions of individual risk and

to those of explaining differences in riske.

Work on victim pronessess in +this period focused on

developing and testing a model of victim pronenesse In doing

S0 we examined reponse sets by respondents and the effect of

time~in-sample on reporting of victimizationse

Developing a Modele. In developing a model of victim

proneness we began with a simple model that victims who

experienced repeated victimization {or multiple

victimizations) within a period of time are prone to

victimization. Proneness in this sense also implies that

households victimized are not part of a random process put

rather that something enhances their probability of being

victimizeds.

Ve began the process of model construction by thinking of
each hougsehold as involved in a binary outcome of victimized

or not in sSuccessive six-month intervals of time they are in

L,

7
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sample in the NCS. This is akin to a binary "itree!" where the
information in the tree are reports of victimizaton from NCS
households for each six~month reference period for the time
the households are in sample. The tree then is based on the
fact that many households were in the NCS sample for several
interview periods and +that in each of them each household
The tree is

could recount either no or some victimizationse

represented in the diagram belows

1zt Period 2nd Period 3rd Perjiod
* Not victimized
¥ Not Victimized =* ’
3 %
i d
* Not victimized * : Victimize
x
*
% Victimized # -
® Not victimized
. ’
*
* Victimized
&
. ¥ Not Victimized
: .
¥ #* Not Victimized *
% Victimized

-3
s %*
Victimized - * Not Victimized

Victimized #*

Victimized

Within the longitudinal file, any ziven household could

be in sample for one +t0 nine interviewse Normal panel

;
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interviews, There are from 2 +to 512 different patterns of

responge possible in this tree, given the possibility for a

household providing information cn their victimization

experience for nine six—-month periodse, ¥e actually output

such a tree but thisg paper is based on @ reorganization of

those data and a substantial reduction of the information

contained in the trees

By 1looking at the patterns of responses, several

queatlons can be addressed., One lnteresting question jig

whether any of the patterns are signiflcantly more likely to

occur than others, and, if soy why? Another question is

whether patterns of responges are related to the length of

time that a househeld is in sample. Stii1l another is, what ig

the total proportion of households that is victimized over

time and what proportion Is victimized any given numbeaen of

times? Are thepe any digtinguishable patterns of multiptle

victimization?

The work reported below <focuses on two of these

questions: the relationship of reporting victimizations to

length of time in sample—-= pe gte == and whether certain
households may be regarded as Yictimizatjon proge, deeey they
gggggi»xict;mfzﬁtiong more often than would be expected by

chances
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Pezgigfegcg in Sample and Recounting Victihizgtiong.

There are several reasons to expect households that report no

victimizations will remain in the sanmple longer than

households that report them. The first is that victimization

by crime may lead households +to change their residences Soy
if a household reports a crime in one period, it is less
lixely to be at the same location for the next interview, We

have, indeed shown that is the case in our previous research

on repeat victimization by crime with highly wvictimized

households more likely +to move than those with low

victimization and victimized wmore likely +to move than

nonvictimized ocnese.

The second reason is that it may well be that more of the

mobile than the nonmobile households live in high crime rate

arease Some work on crime in urban neighborhoods sugzgests

that norms and informal enforcement of them are weakened or

break down when the population in an urban neighhortood ig

mobile. Transient

households aid in creating an

environment where more crime occurse.

The third reason remain in the

is that resporndents that

sample longer may learn o report fewer victimizations on the

Screener Questionnaire in order to avoid having'to respond to

the questions in the Crime Incident Questionnairee.
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The Fourth reason is tha+t victims are more likely +to

telescope victimizations that occcurred from a prior six-month

reference period into the present one, especially during the

first interview and perhaps movre for early than later Periods

that one is in sample 3if self-and interviewer—bounding are

accepteds.

There are, an the other hand, reagons to expect reports

of victimizxation to increase with length of time in sample.

Prime among these igs an increased awareness op sensitivity to

recalling and recounting Vvictimizationg and out of a growing

Tfamiliarity with NCS questions that lead one to M"gtopeh
1ﬁtormation on experiences between interviews In a way they
are more readily recalled and recoun;ed to the survey
interviewer.

One way to_use the information in the tree to look at
this problem of how persistence in sample affects

victimization Teporting is to compare the number of fiouseholds

reporting vicetimizations on the bvasis aof their length of time

in sample,

e
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" Table 1: Proportion of Households Reportipng Victimizations

in at Least One Period by Length of Time in Samnle

Number of Number of Proportion Standardized Difference
Periods Households Victimized Proportion from
on Sample Last Period
(a) {b) {c) (c/a)
i 38,482 »266 2266
2 41,083 «339 « 170 « 096
3 33,133 377 «126 « 044
4 27486 «410 2103 «023
5 22,086 459 « (92 <011
6 18,356 2487 «081 «011
7 B,477 «515 =074 « 007
8. T 9407 «532 « 067 « 007
) 3,041 « 556 (62 « 005
Table 1 presents the proportion of households reporting

at least one victimization by length of time in sample. It

also shows a Matandardized proportion’ that is obtalined by

dividing the proportion of households reporting victimizations

by the numbmer of periods the contributing householdé were in

samplee

As expected, given the tree structure, victimizations

cumulate with length of time in sample: the propoertion of

households reporting at least one victimization increases with

length of +time in sample in Table 1, with about 27 percent

reporting one or more victimizations <Ffor one period in sample

and 56 percent of those who were in sample for nine periodse

Put very simply, the longer the time any household is in

sample, the more likely it is to report one incident. This

 households are in sample.
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finding is congruent with the idea of exposure to riske Given
a constant expdsure to risk, the longer the period of time

elapsed since last victimization, the more likely one is to be

victimizede.

It is unfortunately the case that the design
A

of the NCS

slices intoc a household®s victimization experience over time

at different points in +that

household's career in

victimizations We do not know for any given household what is

its experience with victimization prior +to entering our
sample.

We can Ustandardize®? the length of exposure to

o

victimization for our households by dividing the proportion of

households recounting incidents by the number o# periods the

This give us a crude measure of the
average proportion of victimizations contributed by households

within each In Table 1

periode we observe that +the longer

households are in sample, the gmaller is the standardized or

average proportion of victimizations recounted per perioda.

This means that the longer a household remains in sample, the

less likely it is to contribute a victimization incident.

Purthermorey; Table | presents information on YDifference

from Last Period" which shows that for each of the first five

periocds of time in sample, the average proportion is always
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approximately half that of the preceding ‘period. (The

relatiunship does not hold for households six or more times in
sample ). The change from one time period to the next thus

appears to dimish by a constant.

A second way to utilize the data in the tree model is to
examine the proportion of households recounting victimizations
in just their filrst time in sample by their length of time in
gamples. This helps in determining whether the initial or
bounding interview predicts time in sample. The relevant
information for this examination is in Table 2.

Table 2+ Proportion of Households Recounting Victimizations
in the First Interview by Length of Time in Sample

Length of Time Number of Propeortion
in sample Househo lds Victimized
(a) {(b) {c)

i 39,482 +286
2 41,083 «242
3 33,133 2207
4 274486 « 185
5 22,086 «191
6 18,356 « 188
7 8,447 184
8 T+3067 « 184
9 3,041 »195
Total 200,521 «218
Examination of Table 2 discloses a  mocnotonically

decreasing series of proportions of households recounting

victimizations in the first interviewy 1f we disregard

T
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households that are in sample for nine interviewss The longer
a household remained in sample, the less likely it was to have
reported a victimization in the first period. The difference
in Table 2 between one and eight times in sample is 8e2

‘percentoe Thereforey nearly a third {(30.84) fewer households

that remain in sample until the eight period report
victimization in the first period than househclds that are in
cnly onces Furthermorey only households that persist one or

two periods are above the average proportion of victimizations

reported for all householdse

Several conclusions can be drawn from the Information in
Tables 1 and 2. Of the four reasons given above as to why one
might ex%ect that the longer a hcocusehold remains in sample,
the less likely it is to report victimizations, lnformétion in
the two tables are consistent with the ideas that households
may move because of crime and that households in higher crime
areas may be more mobile than those in lower crime arease The
consistency arises from ‘the tact~that the tables show that
nouseholds which persist less often recount victimizatlionse
Although these tables do no dispute the notion that households
which remain in sample learn to report Ffewer victimizations in
later interviews——an analysis of recounting between periods
would be necessary to support +this explanation——neither do

they support iLte Rather, they suggest that households which
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remain in sampie start outs so to sSpeak by reporting less. Ve
note there is a special groblem in this interpretation, given
the way we have sliced into victimization histories ot

householdse An unknown proportion of the hocuseholds who do

‘not report in the first peried undoubtedly were victimized in

the previous period and so on3 we mizght thus visualize

sucessive cohorts of victimized for which this cross—section

is an inadequate representationes

The tables also suggest that while increased sensitivity

to recalling and recounting information on one's

victimizations by crime, especially on the part of household
respondents, nay lead to enhanced reporting in later
interviews~—we have no evidence from these tables that it

does—-—any effect it has ia overwhelmend by a tendency to

report fewer victimizationss

To sumy then, hicuseholds persisting in the sample are

likely to bhe houscholds that report less crime either because
they are victims less often or because they do not recount
their victimizations for whatever reasonse Using the
household as a unit for reporting viectimizations over time
thus may bias rgtes unless length of time in sample |is
controlied fore. 'Further analysis of the relationship of .
length of time In sample to

recounting victimizations

undoubtedly should pay attention to its antecedents. Among
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other important features of a design are to follow individuals
and households for longer periods of +time and to look at

cohorts of respondentse.

Learning, Yictimizatiop Pronenesg, and Response Setse

Victimization might . JjJust well be a random experience——an

outcoeme of a stochastic process where all households are

equally likely to be victimized. Experience and other crime

statistics and analyses suggest stronglys rowever, that some

nouseholds have a much greater risk of victimization <than

others,. One matter we sought to investigate In this

connection is how much grezter the risk is for some households

than otherse

¥e conceptualized the risk of victimization in terms of

"osronenegsh. The term "prone" conjures images of repetitione

Someone who is "erime prone? then is repestedly victimizede.

We shall now present a model of proneness in terms of an

expected probability of multiple victimizatione This model

will be used to examine the relationship between reports of

victimization in one period of time with reports of

victimization by the same household in the succeeding periode
A household was defined as victimization prone " in terms

of i48 rate of victimization by crimes The more frequently a

bhousehold is victimized, the more prone it is to victimizaton
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by this definitione %e shall confine our exposition and
examination of the model to data for only two successive time
periods so that a household that is victimized in both periods
is operationally defined as victimization pronee. The main
question to be answered using this definition 1s whether more
or fewer households are victimized than would be expected by
chances.s If more, tﬁea we can sSay that the excess of

victimized households exists because of victmization

proneness.

Correlatively, if +there are fewer than expected by
chancey an alternative explanation is called fore. One such
atternative is a learning hypothesis that stipulates a

household learns from its experiences of victimization by

crime to aveoid or avert the possibility of future
victinmizationse. This aveidance learning reduces it's chances

of wictimization by crime in the future. A household?!s
members may not simply learn how’ to avoid being wictimized in
the future dbut it m;y actively take steps to alter the chances
that it will be victimizede. Thus one expécts that victims may
gain some motivation +to prevent tuture’victimizatlon that

actually alters its riskes

Vere proneness and learning the only competing
explanations for any difference between expected and observed

victimizations by crime our analysils and interpretive problems
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would be simplifieds UnFfortunately there are competitorse. An
important one is the "response preferences" or "response sets!
of respondents in the NCS. Some respondents may prefer not to
report their victimizations; others do not recall them at the
time of +the interviews others may overreport the number of
victimizationse. If a households members» recount
victimizations in +two sSuccessive periods of time, the fact
that they recount more in the second than the first period may
not be due to a change In actual victimization experience but
to improved reporting by the second period ory, for example, by
a desire to please the triendly‘interviewer' The design of
the NCS also introduces measurement error in collecting
information on victimizations whiéh may be related to time in
samplej the propensities of people to distort iﬁiormation is

well knowne

Given the possihllity of response sets and other forms of
measurement error, the most that can be concluded from our

analysis is that any observed effects are due either to

kropeness and response set effect or to learnipng apd response
sSet gffectse.

In developing a model of "proneness", the first matter to
congider 1Is the probability of a household being victimzed
more than once by chances We can write the probability {p) of

victimization (v) in a particular period (n) as2
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" The extension of these equations for multiple periods are

straight-forward. For the probability of victimization in at

least one period, asgsuming that victimizations are independent

-

events, we have:

P{V(1l) & V(2) or one oOr V(n) =

and for the probability o¥ victimization in all periodsy; we

have:
p(V(l)SV(Z)So-o € Vin}) =
V(1)) * pV(2)) % e rp Vin)}
If wvictimization is a randem experience and all

victimizations are independent eveats, then actual household

victimizations should be reasonably close to those predicted

by +the modelss If repeat victimization is affected by

learningy predictions from the original model will be +too

highy becauée learning curtails victimizaticon in the second

and subsegquent periodse. it, on the other hand, proneness

occurs, predictions from the model will pe tco low, because

they will not take into account the effects of factors that

predispose to proneness to wvictimization by crimee.

Unfortunately, we cannot separate the learning from

proneness effects in the model aboves, If empirical data show
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: ! (:} victimizations one or more times during those two periodsy
less victimization then expected, we can sSay that there is a :

while 5473 percent reported victimizations both periodses
marginal" decrease in victimization due to learning that is

the net effect of learning (and/or resgonse effects) after From Table 3, it is possible to calculate tv 1 odds that a
etfects of proneness to victimization by crime have been % ; household reporting no victimizations the first time in sample
filtered oute ; :

will report victimizations in the next interviewy period 2.

in Perjiod One for All RAouseholds

This is?
Likewise, if data show more victimization than expecteds
we can say ‘that there 1is a "marginal® increase in ; f Period 2 = yes : Period 1 = no
victimization due to proneness (and/or response effects) that é
i
is the net effect of proneness after effects of learning have % ;
§ i - . - ‘
: i Table 3« Victimization Reports in Period Two by Reports
been filtered oute |
!
1
]

The magnitude of this marginal effect is the differeunne

Period One
between the observed probability of victimization by crime and

Period Two

the expected probability of victimization under tt e models It

i Not Victimized Victimized Total
it 1is negative, then we shall attribute the effect to ? ,
. Not Victimized 111,845 24,135 135,880
"learning”™ and if it is positive, to "proneness"a. , (Percent of Total) (69.45) {14.89) {B4.44)
The Model ITested with NCS longitydinal Datae. We can Victimized 15,832 9,227 25,058
. . . {Percent of Total) (%.83) (53.73) (15.56)
apply the model +to the NCS longitudinal «data and examine .
; Total 127,677 33,362 161,039
whether the victimization reports of households are consistent {Percent of Total) (79.28) (20.72) ( 100.00)
with a model of random victimization, of learning, or of
chi Sqguare = 46B6.5561 P L0011 -
pronenesses o 1
[ 15,832 H 111,845
| .
Table 3 presents the total responses for the first two :
E which yields a probability of Deldi6.
periods for all households in sample iwo or more periodse As i The similar odds for a household that did report victimization in
% period one are?
can be seeny 30.55 percent of these housecholds reported 5

Period 2 = yes * Period 1 = yes
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9,227 : 24,135

which gives a probability o¥ 0.3823. The ratio of these two

probabilities is 0.3823/0.14186 = 2.70, or in other words,y, a

household that reports a victimization in the first period is

27 times as likely to report one in the second perliod as a

household that does not report a victimization in the first

period. {This ration also holds recasonably constant when

length of time in sample is controlled.)

.

Table 4¢ Expected and Observed Probabilities of Reporting
Victimization in Periods One and Two by Length of Time
in Sample

Number :Propor—:Propor—:Expect—-Ii0bserv—3:Expect—:Ubserv—IRatio

ot 2tion inttion inled Pl fed Pl Zed Pl 2ed Pl :0bserv—:
Periods:Period :Period Zor P2 :or P2 :and P2 zand P2 3ed to 3
in 2One 2 Two (Pl P2)z: t{P1%kpP2): tExpect-:
Sample :(P1) s{P2) H 3 : H sed AND =
2 2 #2422 T L1857 L3899 T 4389 1 038 : 089 : .56 2
3 2 #4207 2 2164 : w371 3 4371 2 2034 T 059 =z 1.74 3
4 S 185 2 L1857 :t 352 @ 352 : «033 2 .058 1 177 :
s : «181 3 «158 3 « 349 = e 349 : «+ 030 2 + Q88 o 183 :
6 T 188 2 148 1 2366 T 4366 z 028 T L0055 : 1.98 =
7 H 2184 = 143 3 327 = 0327 3 «026 = « 049 3 1.88 =
8 T #1832 2 +140 : 324 : «324 : «026 2 2050 2 1.94 =
9 T 194 2z L1137 = 331 : «+331 = «027 =2 «054 2 2,00 :
ALL s 0207 = 2156 3 «363 3 363 . «032 « 057 3 179 3

We now know that there is a 2.7 times greater chance that
a household reporting victimization in the first period will

report a victimization in the second gperiod than will a
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household not reporting a victimization in the first periods
Part of this 1likelihcod 1is due,y, however, to structural
considerations involving the distribution of victimizations.s
That 1isy while there are only +two possible events for each
period (victimization report.ov no report), the probability of
and therefore a household's odds

the two events 1s not equaly

of reporting are not strictly distributed in a binary fashione

The model presented above takes this into account, by
establishing the expected likelihood of victimizatione The
expected probabilities of victimization Ifor households in
sample ach possible length of time are calculated between
The table

periods one and two and the displayed in Table 4.

also displays the observed probabilities for comparisone

From Table 4, we gsee several thingse
proportion of vlctlm}zation reports in both period one and
pericd two tend to decreas; {(though not monotopica}ly) by
length of time in sample. Again we see the phenoﬁenon where
more persistent fiouseholds are legs likely to report
victimizationsy; at least in the early periodse. The decrease

in expected probabilities of victimization iss of coursey tied

to the decrease in reportinge

The expected probability of victimization in two

successive periods hovers around 03, or about one—tenth the

First, the

e U UEB

e —————————————————————
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porbability of being a victim in only one or the cther periode.
But, the actual incidence of successive victimization reports

is considerably higher than expecteds. The ratios show that a

household in sample only 2 periods is 1.56 +times more likely

than expected to report a victimization the second period if

it reported one in the firgt period than is a household that

did not report a victimlization in the first periode As the

number of periods in sample increases, gso does the importance

of the initial report in regard to a second reports A

household in three periods in 1.74 times more likely than

expected to report victimization in the sSecond period after
\

reporting one in the first period than a household not

reporting one in the first period, and a housefhold in sample

eight periods is fully 2.00 times more likely than expecteds

The initial interview therefore tells us quite a bit

about what a household is likely to repeort in future perlods

(at least the second onedes It sSuggestas that certain
households are more likely to contribute to the victimization
statistic than othegrs, and that the contribution begins

immediately. For more stable households, in +terms of

persistence in sample, those certain households are up to

twice as important as other householdse. ¥he ther this is due

to a response sSet on the part of the respondent(s)s or to

gsalience of victimizatio, or to actual victimization is not
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discernable from the treee. But we can say that, on balﬁnce,

victimization proneness 1s more likely to occur than learninge.

The Consequences of Victimization by Crimes Considerable

interest attaches to the consequences of crime for a number of

reasonss Among them are first of all *he fact that the

consequences of crime enter Intc the definition of +types of

crimey especially. as to their seriousness, Even

characteristics of a <crime incident, such as a threat of

crimey can be sSeen ags serious because of its consequences,

leesy the threat is in some sense consegquential to the person

who is the object of the +threate. Consequences also are of

interest since they tell us about individual experiences with

crime and their costs to victimg-—economic, social,

psychologicale An interest attaches to consequences, also, in
terms of their prevention and their melioration by victims and

by organizations in socletys And finally, interest attaches
to them because they tsll us about how and why events are

proceassed as they are by both victims and by the system of
criminal Jjustices Victims, for example, are much less likely
to call the police for crimes where they experience no injury

or loss than for thosz where they doa

The Seriougsness of Crime. A major problem in reporting
on crime in the United States 1s the igssue of how sericus are

the individual crimes that comprise the statistics on serious
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crimnee Histérically, serious crime was conceptualized in
terms of tha major crimes against peisons and their property
and institutionalized in Uniform Crime Reporting in two modes
as Part I and Index Crimese They now are virtually identical
so that the Index Crimes of Criminal Homicide, Forcible Rape,
Robbery., Aggravated Assaulty; Burglary, Larceny-Theift, Motopr~
Vehicle Theft, and Arson are treated as Part I offensesywith
arson dropped from the crime index » NCS includes simple with

aggravated assault and does not collect information on either

criminal homicide or arsone

Setting aside issues of the accuracy of information
collected and particularly those Associated with unreported or
the dark figure ;f crime, there are genuine issues in crime
reporting as to how such statistics will be viewed,; especially
in terms of séme ¢riteria of seriousnegse Now the ma jor way
that sericusness is conceptualized in this country is in terms
of legal categorical definitions of crime where consequences
for victims are takeh into account but~ where sanctions
attached to the crime catezZory are the major indicator of the
seriousness attached tc that crimee. Regardless of the source
of the conception of seriousnesse howevery it is apparent that
titles of crimes conjure up Iimages of seriousnesse. Thns

assault conjures up an image of seriousness with agsault being

generally regarded as more serious than a motor vehicle thefte
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And an agzravated assault conjures up an image of seriousness

that is more seious than that of simple assaulte.

The NCS reports both for broad categories of crimes Rape
Robbery, Assaulty larceny, bdburglary, and motor vehilicle theft
and distinguishes them also in terms of other criteria of
serlousnessy e.g.; whether or not force was used, whether or
not coercion was used, and whether or not the crime as
attempted or completedy; although not consistently soce There
are no attempted robberies, for example, since these fall into
larceny reportinge. These distinctions reflect differences in

the seriousness oi victimizations and crime incidents using

legal criteria of seriousnesse. NCS also reports whether or

not the victimization was reported to the police and reasons
for not reporting, measures that prowvide some indication of
how sericus the victim regards the victimizationes Yet this
measure ordinarily is not given as a measure of +the
seriousness of victimization in reporting NCS rates. One doeg

not gety for exampley two rates one of which is for all crimes

known to the police and another for those not knowna

NCS reporting while doing more than UCR in
diX¥ferentiating among +the seriousness of crimes in reporting
rates of victimization by crime or crime Iincident rates,
ngnetheless, céuld do far more by systematically constructing

different kinds of crime rates in terms of their consequences.
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The paper on "How Serious is Serious Crime?" included as

an appendix to this report draws upon the NCS and UCR in
discussing the issue of measuring and reporting on crimes in
terms of the seriousness of their conéequences. What is clear
iz that NCS includes a disproportionate number cof incidents
that have little i# any conseqﬁences for the victim other than
psychological onese. Andy although, measures of absolute

logges are less satisfactory than relative onesy, they do not

loom as very consequential in terms of the amount of loss.

This line of reasoning leads to some sSuggestions about

NCS reporting that are nat taken into account in the attached
paper Four are discussed here? the need tec present measures
0? repeat victimizatioan by crime; the need for measures of
pasychological consequences; the need for measures of relative
lossy and the need for more disaggregated reporting with rates
reported in terms of indicators of consequences or indexes
constructed from thems Fach of these is treated belows
Measures of Repeat Victimization by Crime. The NCS
currently has no measure that reports repeat victimization by

crime other than its ratio of the number of incidents to the

households touched by those incidentse The ratlo is a crude

indicator of multiple or repeat victimization of housebolds

during a‘year; But as BJS reported in launching its measure

of prevalence of crime as households touched by crime, other
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indicators of repeat victimzation are essential using a
longitudinal file or a panel designe {The Prevalence of
Crime, Bureau of Justice Statistics Bulletin March, 1981, pe
3)e Although we have not developed precise estimates of sucg
indicators because of problems of estimating for a crogs—
section baséd on migsing informatiocn for individuals Ain
households and for householdsy such measures are fecasibley
especially with a panel survey in which hecuseholds and
individuals are Tfollowerd over timees Nonethelessy we have
shown that within any crogss—section there is a substanti;l
minority of multiple Qictims and over time of razpeat victimse
The agygregate amount of vietimization depends in part upon the
period . for which it 1is reporteds Discounting series
victimizations, we have some huusehblds in the NCS file

reporting as many as 40 separate ¢rime incidents during the

three year period the household is in mamplee.

Pavchological Conseguences.

The NCS does not  routinely collect information on the

psychological conseguences of wvictimization by crimee
Although survey measures of psychological consequences exist
both as subjective and obJective measuresy, they are not

altogether adequates The subjective measures of fear of crime

generally do not sgeparate fear of crime from fTear of
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viccimization by crime in a way that clearly distinguishes
them and the objective measures are generally based on a few
indicators of chang2s in behavior as a consequence of having

been victimization. Moreover, no information is collected on

how victimization of others has psychological consegquences for

persons in the survey.

There is a range ot measures of psychologzical
censequences that might be developed, including those relating
to other subjective consequencms than a Simple measure of
Zeara Among them ape measures of the concern for ones privacy
and safetys Intensive inter- jews show that antipathy towards
offenders and the system of law enforcement and criminal
Justice may be mopre common than is fear of repeat
victimizatione. There are strong emoticnal reactions of anger

and frustration. that continue ovesr times.

The range of behavioral measures and the possibilities of
constructing an index of behavioral changes asg a conseguencs
of actual victimization or of perceived probabilities of being

victimized need to be investigated, Bayesian estimates might

be one way to approach the problem of sub jective consequences
of victimizatione. Again, we call attention to the fact that a
panel gurvey orp exploitation of +he current longitudinal
design will permit us to

determine the persistence of

psychological consequences over time. There is reason to
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expect that the subjective consequences of harm by crime

versist over much longer periods of +time than do objective
ones. But a panel design will permit one to investigate also
what accounts for diffoerences in the rate at which
PsSychological and other consequences persist ovep time and of
what accounts for differential rates of change in persistences
The latter may be especially important in aiding victims in

dealing with those consequencess

Ms&sms.tﬁ_elsnx.e_l&ia-

Most of the measures currently uged to  measure the

consequences of crime in the NCS are absolute measures of

loss, Begey the dollar losses from crime, days lost from work,
kind of physical injury or losse There are a feow relative
loss measures such as amount of loss rFecovered by insurence

payments and whether or not stolen Property was recoveredes

Yet, it geenmsg apparent <that none of the measures
currently develoged and reporved takes into account relative

loess in teprms of mome e?aluative criterla of lossesg.

Thus a
dolltar lossg to a person of low income jisg far more
consequential than the game loss to one of high income. Hence

the possibility exists ot developing measures of consequences

in terms of ones incomes One can also develop measures in

i ey
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terms of whether or not the losses have been or can be in any

sense replacedes There are symbolic measures of loss because

objects are endowed with unique value, CeZoy the loss of a
gift, wedding or anniversary present, an inherited objecty
etcse which invest dollar losses with other values related to

the replacement of losses. Some of these measures such as

those related +to income can be developed with <current

information from the NCS; others require the collection of new

indicatorse.

¥hat is clear is that the current NCS method oFf

collezting information on the consequences of victimization by

crime and of reporting it underestimates the extent and

persistence of consequences. This is owing in the Tirst

instance to the cross—section collection and reporting of

information an consequences of wvictimlzaton by crime. And it

is owing in the second instance to the fact that the current

design is 1limited in its capacity to collect informatlon on

the consequences of crimes

Work done on the consequences of crime led +the

investigator to conclude that mogt crimes do not have very

serious consequences and that losses are gnerally neither

large and there is a fair amount of recovery of losses by

insurancee. Yet as the research proceaded it was clear that

even with a lognitudinal design where individuals and
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households are followed during their time in sampley no

provision was made for following previously reported incidents

of victimization in the following interviews Hence the panel

file could provide information on repeat victimization by pew

incidents of crime but not of contipuing victimization by
previously reported victimizations crimee

The failure +to follow previously recounted incidents in
the next interview period has consequences alsc for the CrosSg-—
section estimatese The information a respondent is able to
provide on the consequencezs of a victimization by crime depend
upon the time +that hag elapsed between the occurrence ot the
incident in the reference perlod: and the time of jtg
recounting to the survey 1nter§iewer. The longer the elapsed
time from occurence to interview, the more likely it ig that

the respondent will thave the information reqgquired for

reporting consequencoge

A separate raper investigates that issue and it ig

"included in an appendix to this report ("Effect of Time o}

Occurrence of Crime Events on Victim Reporting of Losses to

NCS INterviewers®; Report 5), The basic conclusion.of that
paper 1s that the shorter the time interval between occurrence
and reporting, the more likely ( though depending somewhat on
the particular kind of loss or injury) one is to report at the

time of interview that the matter is gtill rending and the
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less likely one is to report any recovery of lossess This
paper provides information that strongly suggests only a panel
design where one Tollows persons and households can provide
accurate estimates of losses and injury by crime and their
conseguences for victimse This matter is being considered

further in the NCS redesign Consortiums

Reportinz the Consegquences of Crimee

We observed previously that there is a need for both more
disaggregated reporting of crime rates in terms of measures of
gsericusness of crime deflned in terms of its consequences for
victimse We algso have suggested that indexes mightk be

constructed in terms of the consequences of crimes

It would be no simple matter to construct such indexess
given the different and differing standards of value held by
wvictimse. We have already noted +that objects with monetary
value may have symbolic value as well. Perhaps the easiest
measure to construct would be one based on dollar losse IZ
such a measure is to be constructed, however, more information
must be secured on monetary losses from the several different
kinds of conseguencese. Thus we have measures of days lost
from work but no measure of its economic Valuea It perhaps

would he a fairly simple matter to calculate what a day'!s work
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costs but should one not consider opportunity costs for the

housewife, retiredy or unemployed as well?

But the most important wpart of this work will be the
development of the measures of crime seriocusnesse The major
measures we have al present are in terms of injury or not for
perscon crimes and dollar logses feor property crimess Yet this
digtinction is not consistently followed for crimeslagainst
persons or property and certainly not in felation to bothe
Thus there is a reporting of injury and no injury for robbery
and assault and it is assumed that all rapes involve injurye.
But there is no indication of the amount of injury for those
injured in the reporting of ratess Repcrting on amount of
injury is by percentag> distribuitions

for victimizations, not rates. Similarly; household larceny
rates are reported by amount of lossa, but no such rates are
reported for burglary or motor vehicle theft. Finally, crimes
agalnst persons can involve both physical inury and property
losse but we have these combinations reported only as percent
digstributions, not as rates. One can note for ~xample that
the dollar losses are far greater in Torcible than nenforcible
entry burglaries and that the robheries with injury seem to
involve somewhat greater dollar losses than those than do not,
but not the rate at which these occur. One would expect, of

coursey that for some types of crimey, the sample cases are too
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small to calculate reliable ratesy but that is a matter for

empirical verificatione {Note that in and of itself, small

sampile sizes tell one scomething about the probabilities of

victimization by that kind of crime and its conseguencese.

Reporting the Research

Originally it was intended to pull +together work done

under the several grants into a single mouograph. That

strategy was altered for a number of reasonse

principal investigator found that publication of the results

of some of the research was mrde more meaningful by being

addressed {0 specific audiences, CefLey those developing

measures of crime, lawyers who legislate with respect to crime

matters, or to specialists Iin survey design and measuremente.

A second reason was that the establishment of the Consortium

to Redesign the NCS meant that 1t was often more strategic +to

feed research results and findings into that Consortium than

to spend resocources on a moncgraphe This has meant also

another form of publication of {findings——the many 1ltems and

massages contributed to the NCS Redesign Consortium and

several papers addressed speclfically +to redesign issuess

Although seme of that work was sponsored by ‘the subcontract te
Yale for rednsign work, much of it was done also in connection
with this grant,

egpecially that relating to the programming

Firsty the
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of output from the longitudinal file and analysise There are

many intangibles as well, such as the development of expertise

on this project that has fed into the redesign effortse Not

the least of these has been the way that work in developing

and working with the longitudinal file has led +to a redesign

effort te create a longitudinal file and collect information

in a form that permits cohort and panel analysess

There follows a list of the published and unpublished

reports in the appendix that were part of the current research

effort in whole or in part:

"Understanding Changes in Crime Rates", in Stephen E.
Fienberg and Albert Je Relssy Jre . (edse) JIndicators of Crime

and Criminal Justice: Quantitative Studjes, Washingtony De Ca2

Ue Se Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics,

NCJ“"62349, J‘une, 1980' PRe 11i-17.

"Victim Proneness in Repeat Victimization by Type of Crimel,

in Stephen E. Fienberg and Albert Jes Reiss, Jre {(edse)
Indicators of Crime apd Criminal Justice: Quantjtative

Studiegss Washingtony De. Ce: Ue Se Department of Justice,

Bureau of Justice Statistics, NCJ~-62348, June 1980, pp. 11-17,

H¥hat

Do We Xnow About Crime?9, in Norman Cousiins {eds)
Reflectjons of Amerjca: Commemopating the Statigtical Abstract

Qﬁﬂiﬁﬂﬂi&lv Vashingtony; De Ce: Ue Sa Bureau of the Census,

Decembery, 1980«
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"Public Safety: Marshaling Crime Statistics", The Annals of
ilig American Academy of Political £ Socjal Scien ey 453

{January, 198381 )222-236.

WEffect of Time of Occurrence of Crime Eventg on Victim
Reporting of Recovery of Losses to NCS Interviwers" Report #
5y Panel Studies in Victimization by Crime, Yale University,

Institution for Soccial & Policy Studies, January, 1981

"Foreword: Towards a Revitalization of Theory and Ressearc

tr
‘Ii
]

Victimization by Crime", Journal of Crimipal Law and
Crimjipology, 72 (1981)704-713.

"Problems in Developing Statistical Indicators of Crime",

forthcoming in Conngjtre la Criminalijte: le pDernjer Etat de 1a

Questiony, Aix—en—Provence:Universitaire Presse, 1983,

"Measuring Repeat Victimization in the National Crime Survey &
The Special Case of Series Vietimization®, eadings o0f 4tha

P88 i, W EEES

American Statistical Association: 1981 Social Statistics
Sectiony 1981:42~50. e

“"How Serious is Serious Crime?" Vapndeprbjlt Llaw Reviow, 35
(April, 1982)541-585.

A Concluding Note
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The submission of +this final report concludes the
statement of  work completed under the grant in terms of the
original grant objectives., Yet, the body of information that
has been developed in the file and in the programmed output is
rich indeed so that the principal investigator intends to mine
it for informatiocn related to redesigning +the NCS as a member
of the Consortium to Redesign the National Crime Survey and

Tor additional scholarly publicatione

Current work will illus<trate how this body of information
continues +to be ’relevant and in an important sense a
continuing effort without drawing wupon additicnal funding.
Stephen Fe. Filenberg has asked whether the work on panel
attrition cannot be included in a volume tihat he is editing
for +the American. Statistical Association and a paper
accordingly is being prepared for submissions This is an
example of how +the rich results continue +to feed into
scholarly publications. At tﬁe present time the principal
investigator also is undertaking work on a Subcontract with
BSSR on redesigning the NCS. Part of +that has called for
participation in a subcommittee on longitudinal design and
another part for developing measures of consequences of
victimlzatione. The materials generated wunder this grant

continue to .be relevant to that objective and are being mined

for that purposee.
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From this perspective, the project also represents an

investment in a dual sensee. It has been an investment in

obtaining additional information from the longitudianal file

in tha form of output that is germane to continuzing work on
the NCS and continuing scholarly publicatione 4nd it has been
an investment in the principal investigatos so that he may
contribute to the many redesign questions that must be dealt

with by the Consortium and lts research memberss
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