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Key terms 

DC-District Gf~~olumbl~. 
luburb&-Suburbs of the District of 
Columbia Within the DC-SMSA consist 
of: 

Maryland counties (Charles, 
, Montgomery, Prince George's) 

Virginia counties (Arlington, Fairfax, 
Loudoun, Prince ,WlIJlam) 

Ind,pendent Virginia cities (AJex-randrla, Fairfax, Falls ChLirch, Man­
({ assas, Manassas Park). 

Capitol HilI-The area of-the District of 
Columbia that Is the Site of the U.S. 
Capltol,the Ubrary of Congress, and 
other ~ongresslp"aI agen~les, ,as welt 

oas some nearby private businesses and 
.resldentlallJJ>.lgifDorhOQds. y 

Clpltol, fUll empiovee~ployees of 
selected congressional agencies 10-
,catedon Capitol Hili. nCapltol. Hili 
emplo~n refers to'any person who at 
any·tlme during 1ge2'was employect;by 
any of the following Capitol Hili con­
gresslollal agencies; 
,U.$.:Sfmate .' , 
·U.S •. ,HQ~s,e of Representa.tlves 
Ubrary of Congress 
Architect of.l!1l1t.papltol 
Offl~e' ofTechnolagy 
. Assessment .. " 

Congi'essional Budget Office. 
other empfgyee.-Employecl DC- d. 

SMSA residents. The,term ap~IIes to 
any ~sldent of ttleDC-SMSA at the 
time of the DC surVey who was 
employeclany time between May 1982 
and April 1983. 

similar SMSAs-AII SMSAs in .he 
Nation (Including the DC~SMSA) with a 
central city population of ~hUze com- .' 

'" par8b,le to that of the District of Colum­
bia (between ~ and 1 million 
PQpulatlon). The DC-SMSA is one of 20 
such SMSAs: 

BaltimQre. MD 
Boston. MA, 
Cleveland. OH 
Columbus, OH 
Dallas. TX 
Denver, CO 
DiStrict of Columbia 
Indianapolis, IN 
Jacksonville; FL D 

Kansas City. MO-KS 
Memphis, TN-AR 
Milwaukee. WI 
Mlr:meapalis-St. Paul, MN 
New Orleans. LA ., 
Phoenix. AI 
Pittsburgh. PA 
San Antonio. TX 
San Diego, CA 

<) Seattle-Everett, WA 
St. LOUis. MO-IL 

o 

o 

SMSA--standard Metropolitan Statis­
tical Area, For statistlcal,purppses. the 
Office of Management MC:f Budget 
divld~s the Unit~ Sta,~es. In~o dlstlfi,~ 
ge~raphlQaI a~as kt10wn ~ SMSAs. 
El;lctlSMSA I!)elude!, a central city, and 
the Complete title 01 anSMSA Identifies 
the (:(b'trelqlty, orCQmbJn~.ceiltrai city 
and associated core cities. Gene~ly. ' an, SM'$A conslstsofa t1ell\ral city, .plus 
'th~ ~untlEls cOn1l9,UQul3Jpthe:ceO,tr81 
city. .' , 

" .oC~MSA-WS$h'n9tOni .DC-MD.VA 
,Stan~a,rdMetfO~litab$tatistlcal ~a 
';(fgeO '4~nriitIO"); Ih~ QQ~S~SA ,(:0'" 
,Sl$t~ pHhQ l)IS1Jl~t: 9fCQI~mbJ_ anCt ttl!;) 
" ~ublJJ1;$lls~ei,I :@Q:ve;., ' , " ' , 
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'Introduction 

Background 
Findings are based on three surveys 
sponsored by BJS: (1) the DC s_u""Oy, 
(2) the Capitol Hili survey, and (3fthe ' " 
NatlonBr Crime Survey (NCS~ r"'" 

The first tw~o'surveys were don&"at the 
specific request of Congress. The DC 
survey Involved telephone Interviews 
with 1 of everY 295 DC residents and, 

~ tor comparison PUi'pOSe$, 1 of every . 

,j' 

579 residents of the DC suburbs. The Q 
C~pltol Hili ~urve~{llnvol~, telephone ' 
Interviews with 1 of every 14 con-

~ grasslonal emplosrees of Gapltol Hill 
agencies. Both 3urveys collected vic- '" 
tlmlzation data for May 1982"'Aprll 
1983."TlJe NOS Is an ongoing survey of 
crime victimization and Involves inter- 0 

views with nationally representative 
samples,o, U.S. citizens; 1977;"1981 
data from the'NCS were used to 
compare victimization levels between 
,the Dc;.SMSA and similar SMSAs. 

I; 
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Victimization in DC and its suburbs 
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Distribution of victimization . 
In relation to ,population size () 

Table 1oshows that within the DC­
SMSA-
• only 20.9% of the DC-SMSA , 
residents lived In DC, but 31.8% of the 
violent crimes against them, including 
about half of aI/ robberies, accurred 
there. 

The percentages of Crime; of theft or 
damage In DC and its suburbs more 
closely mirrored the population sizes of 
the,se places. Nevertheless, such 
crimes also tended to occur 
disproportionately in DC: 
• While only 20.9% 0' the peoDle lived 
in DC, 27.7% of the crimes of theft or 
damage occurred there. The 
subcategory of personal vandalism was 
an exception; It occurred In QC In 
proportion to DCs population size. 
• 22.8% of ,DC-SMSA hotiseholds were 
located In DC and about the same " 
percentage of burglaries (20.3%) and 
household larcenies (19.8%) occurred 
there. II",", 

• Household vandalism l.oecurreahlore 
olten In the suburbs than would be 
expected on the basis~of popUlation 
size. 0 " / 

Population estimates do not tel!~~ 
much time residents of other areas 
spent In Northwest DC, but it is clear 
that personal crimes were more 
common in Northwest DC than In the 
three other DC sectors: 
• In 1980, only 9.8% of DC-SMSA 
residents lived In Northwest DC,but 
large percentages of the vlo/ent 
victimizations, 'Including 30.1% of th,e 
robberies, occu~ there. 
• However, within the DC·SMSA 11.3% 

, of the households' and 11.2°A, of the 
'" DC-SMSA burglaries were In Northwest u 
D~ ~.-

(} 

2 Crlmiital Victimization of DC Reslderrfs and Capitol HilI Employees 

o 

Place of vlct,lmlzatlon by city 
V" suburban residence 

Mos. crimes against DC re~ldents oc­
curred,ln DC, and most crimes against 
suburban residents occurred in the 
suburbs.' ' 

• 87.6% of violent crimes ayalnst DC 
residents were In DC; only 8% were In 
the suburbs. 
• 87.5% of crimes of theft or damage 
against DC residents were In DC. 

Except for household crimes, suburban 
residents were victimized less often In 
the suburbs than DC residents were 
victimized In'DC: 
• Only 69% of violent crimes against 
suburban residents were In the suburbs; 
87.6% of such crimes against DC 
residents wetS In DC. 
• In crimes of U1eft or damage, subur­
ban reslde,nts were much less likely to 
be victimized In the subu/'bs tilan were 
DC residents to 'be victimized in DC. 

On the surface, it appeared that the risk 
of violent crime was grealer In DC than 
the suburbs. However, the evidence was 
inconclusive because the amount of 
time DC-~MSA residents spent In DC 
was not known: If SUburban reSidents 
spent a large Part of their' working and 
leisure hOl!rs In DC, their $Cposure to 
the risk of,belng vlctl~~' outE;lde the 
suburbs would have been high. Perhaps 
exposure exp,lalned why so many vic;­
timlzation,Ci of suburban residents oc- c 

curred In DC. 

VlcUmlzatlon ~~ Capitol Hili 

Capitol Hili was the scene ot-
• 6.5% of all the violent victimizations 
,of DC-SMSA residents 
• an estimated 8.7% of the robberies 
and 3.7% of the burglaries. 

~ .. 

" 

If 

1lIbIe 1 (V\cIImIzatlon 01 oc.s. MSAI8$ldS, nls, f' May 1982-AprII 1983) , /'., 
~ l' 

Where personal and houaehold vlctlmlz:AUona occurred In DC 
and In "1 Maryland and Virginia aUbur~:. 

It 

',.-" 

o 

Percent dlstrlbutlon" il 
"i-" ---------''--------------------------

Ml\rytand Virginia 

! Areas ! North-' North· South· MDnI· Prt\\C8 adjBcenl Sampls 
'1YPe ____ of_cri_m_e ______ Tbls..;" ... ib __ S;,.;;asI;;.":J..,, _.;.;,WBSI~_...;S.;.;,as;.;.1 __ lbtaI=c_...:9:.;.Omety=:..-...;3~ef,Jrge's lbtaJd to DC size 

, H 
(Ain:lMt llistTfbution of 2('1.1_ 
DC-sMSA populallDf1') "70 

if 
Personal crimas 

C!lmas of violence 
Robbery 
AssautI ,I 

Tho to!njUll! 

(, 

Crimes of theft or damags 
Personal IlIICBnv 

31.8 
,:50.2 
1'28.0 
f 22.0 
h 27.7 

with contact 
Personal Jarcenv 

without CXIIIlilcI 
Personal vandalism 

t 28.8 

! 
! 

30,3" 
16.9, 

I 

4.~~ 

4.4 
7,8· 
'4,4' 
1.2· 
5.0 

3.8 

e,o 
4.0' 

(P8rI:ent llistTfbution of " , 
DC~ houstirioJdso)! 22JJ 4.8 " 

HousehOld crimes " I 
Burglary i/ 20,3 
Household larcenv 1 19.6 
Household wndaJlsm // ! 0 I 1.3 

" 
na = naI applicable. rI 

6,1 
5.3' 
0,6' 

!J 

9.8% 

19,0 
30,1 
15.6 
15,3 
16.6 

18.3 

17.5 
9.6 

'1.3 

11.2 
9.6 
5.0· 

" 'Eslimale. basad on1/' 0 or lower sample cases, Is, 
statistically IIIII1Iliable. I, ' , 

"Percenls donal &dI, 'to,loo because somsIIlctIriilZB1tOM 
took pJace outsfde of f>C. Mary1~, and Vilglnla. ,a:ld GOins 
victims did noIknow cir did nallepDrt where vlc:IlriiIzaIIo 
occUll8d. II 

"DC Includes the ~~ur sectors: Northeast. NOl1hwes1, 
Ii 

Ii' 
(I 

IJ 

I 
(/ 

u 

5.2% 

5,9 
10.9 
4.7 
3,7· 
4;\ 

5.5 

3.6 
1:!.9· 

5.1 

4a.0% 

:17,8 
35,1 
37,3 
41.4 
37.9 

36.1 

37.3 
39,8 

40.7 

16.9% 

8.5 
3.5· 
7.6 

14.6 
13.3 

12.7 

12.8 
lU, 

!I 
J/ 
ir 

1 

,.121.7% 
j, 

/' 
22.7 
24.0 
20.5 
25.7 
20.1 

19.5 

20.7 
18,8 

20.2 

II 
2.7" 39,9 //13.7 19.4 
2.6' 42.0 120.8 .13,7 
5.7" 34.4 / 9.6' 17.9 

36.1~ 

24.5 
10.3· 
27.2 
32.6 
28.6 

26.6 

28.5 
~9,3 

36.5 

36.6 
31.9 
51.5 

n 1 n 

Southeast, and SoU\hi;e$l. The sample slze Was too small 
to show the SoUlhwe!.I38P8/81l1Jv. 

<Maryland Includel.' the DC-SMSA suburbs of ChBlles 
Countv. Monlgomerli CoUIll)'. and PrInce George's County. 
BS well BS oUuIr Ms!viand IocetIons. The sample slzes were 
100 smaJllD show "'reBS other than Montgomery County and 
Pllnce George's Counly SBplIJIIIlIJv. 

"VIrginia fncJud~ the areas adjacenl to DC 01 AJ1Jngton 
I: 

/J 

28,6% na 

18.0 358 
7.1· 94 

20,7 172 
22.9 92 
21.3 946 

t9.4 307 

20.0 
c
504 

29.8 13S 
\~, 

31.0 ' na J
! 

26.4 173 
23.9 106 
32.5 83 

County, FaJrfnx Countv. Alexandria. Falls Chu(ch. and 
Fslrfax Cltv and the nonadjacent suburban araBS of 
Loudoun County. Prince William Countv. Mw!Bssas, and 
Manassas Park. as \"!III as other Virginia 10000~lons. The 
sample slzes for the r.onBdjacenl areas weI\! too small to 
show these areas separateJv. ,'/ 

OCeneus daltl far 1980 were wad to caiC!llate the DC­
SMSA ~ilon of population and housetiolds., 

.D 

S4lmmary 3" 
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'Victimization of DC and suburban' residents' r ,"-) , {) , 0·''; 
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this section ,eompares,the rates of 
victimization per 1,000 persons age 12 
or ()Ider and per 1,000 households (1) 
by type of crime and (2) by chara,c- , 
terlstles of the vlctlms,(table2). ' 

DC residents were victlmlze(t-" " 
.,' ;';\, '; 

• by violent crimes af~ rate not 
significantly higher than were suburban 
rilslde!:lts (73.8 \is. 60.7) 
• by ,burglary at a ~te norslgnlflc~ntly 
higher than were suburban residents ~ 
(59.? vs. 55.8) '-' 

. • at rates not significantly different from 

.. suburban residents In crimes of theft or 
damage (158.5 vs. 172.9) and In 
household larceny (30.7 vs. 38.0) 
• "more olten than suburban residents In 
robbery (29.0 vs. 11.8) 
• less often than suburban residents In 
personal vandalism (11.8 ~1 29.7) and 
In household vandalism (15.8 vs. 34.6). 

c ", 

(I 

'!able 2. (VIr.IlinlzallOn cI DC III1d suburban 
residentS. May 1982-Apri11983) 

Personal arid household vlctlmlzaUons ' 

Rates per 1.000' persons age 12 8lld older 
and per 1.000 households 

" 'JYpe 01 crime and 
ptace of residence 

Personal crimes 
Crimes:oIldolence 

DC 
SUburbs R:::se. 
DC 
SubUrll$ 
DC-sMSA 

AssauH 
DC: 
Suburbs 
DCoSMSA 

Thlll81 to injure 
QC 
Suburbs 

v DCoSMSA 
Crimes of theft or d;mooe 

DC '" 
Suburbs 
DCoSMSA 

I) 

PeilOnallarceny v;1!h ~ 
.DC 
Suburbs 
DCoSMSA 

o 

73.8 
flO;7 
63.4 

29.0 
11.8 
15.4 

30.5. 
3t.3 
31.2 

14.3 
17.6 
18,9 

158.5 
172.9 
169.9 

6U; 
se.6 
52.9 

Personal larceny Wf\hOUI,~ 'DC .'. ",,-"'I 
o 

Suburbs 
~SA 

~nal vandalJsm DC···' , . 

Suburbs 
DCoSMSA 

Househ~.~es 
Burgialy, 

DC 
sUburbs 
DCoSMSA 

HousehC)kI larceny 

~Uibs 
~SA 

Household vandalism 
"'DC 

Suburbs 
¢SMSA 

.. TiitaJ nw.ber 01 /lQusehoJds 
(In thoUsands) 

DC 
Suburbs 
DCoSMSA 

Samp/B size 
DC 
Suburbs 
QC-SMSA 

85.2 
" -,92:6 

91.1 

\) 

11.0 
29.7 
26.0 

554 
2.121 
2.676 

59,5 
55.8 
56.8 

30.7 
38.0 
38.4 • 

15.6 
34.6 
30.5 

254 
1108 

1.162 

1.133 
1.1183 
3.016 

c.' " -: -f,) ". 

4qrlmlhal McUmlzaUon of DC Resfderits andCaplto/:HI(J Efljp1(wpes 
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o 

Sex and' victimization 
r, C 

Al'nong DC residents-
;,.. !flaleswere more likely 'han females' 
to beVletlmsof vlalenterlmes and of 
robbery Ii",. ~,., 

.. ,. mala and female rates ~Id not differ 
for any other type Qf crime. 

Between DC and suburban residents, 
ilie rate of- ,,' 

• robbery was higher aga/nstDC than, 
suburban'males (44.7 VS'; 15.0) 
• perSonal vandalism was higher 
against SUburban males (32:4 v8!12.6) n 

• personal vand~lIsm was alsohlf;Jh&r 
against sublJrb~n than DC (emales 
(27.1 VS~ 11.1); 

, Age pnd ,vlctlm~~~n 
G,~nerally, vlCtlmlzat~nrateswere lower 
against older peop,~than against the 
youl1g but., tor ,.,$,G~ral types of crime. 
the ratesp~&iCed~ag~s 2.()-.34 rather 
than at ages 1~19. ' . 

Against Ddl~sldents- . 
• the violent crime rate WBs8B.4 for 
age~'12-"1.9~nd'12~;4.for 'ag~s 20-34 
blJt~7 ~1Jorl:Jges,5Q IiInd 91der ' 
• th~ dropinJhE)vlpll'lnt .c:rlme,rate after 
age 34 ~Aulta shBfP ., 
• rates for c;dme~of.theft or damagl;! 
dec~~edVlith age. a'1d ttle;drop after 
Elgf> 34 was ElI~Qqu,IJe sluuP. . 
Few statistically significant differences 

, !!I".vlctlmlzatlon rates were found be- " 
tWeen DC and suburban reSidents In 
ute ~~page9ro\lps. but,the rat~ 01-:­
• violent ~nIl1I;!Elgaln$t personS ages i 
~4 was higher for DC than suburban 
residents (125.4 v9.80.2) . , 
• crimes of th;e1t~ijr damage against 
persons ages 35-49,:wasloWer for~rOC 
than suburban re$lden~ (134.7 V~;: 
185.7). ~. ,'"' 

':-

/) 
.1 

o 

(J 

J) f) 
" Race and vlctlmlzl!ltlon 

Rac;lal pattems In,ylctlmlzatlon differed 
somewhat between DC and the sub­
ur~s. end the violent victimization pat­
tem for DC residents was Inconsistent 
w(tIlthe !'tatlonal pattem. " ' 

Crime Victimization ~surveys have ofte{1~' 
found that blacks ewe more highly , " 
vlctlmlzedb,y"ylolent crime than whites 
(Akiyama 19,81, BJS 1981, Langan and 
Innes 1985, Nelson 1984, st. Louis 
19n). 

HoWever, e$ shoW/"l fn table 3, among 
DC .msick/rjts-:-
• the "'~IE'"t.,crlme victimization r~.e 
was muCh higher against whites (110~2) 
than,~9a1nst~lacks,(57.4). ,e 

• the!arc~ny-Wlthout-contact rate was 
, also ~lghE!r against whites (111.6) than 
" againstbl~ks(7S.4). 

By contrast, the pattem among subUr­
ban ~sldents more closely followed the 
national pattern-
• black suburban residents appeared to 
experience a higher rate of violent 
victimization than white suburban resi­
dents (72.7 vs. 59;1~ but the dlffarencl;! 
was not significant. . 

Multlpl.e regresslonanal~es were done 
19. determine If the whlte-blac~ .dlf­
terel1ces for crimes of violence. and 
larceny Wlthoqi ;cqnt~ct remalned when 
varla~qn~ralned by a number Qf 

'" factots'WaS'statlstically controlled. Varl­
"abies Included In thereg,~aslon models 
we~,ag~, s~, marital ~tus, employ- . 
ment, e(fijc8tlon, Incom'e, length of 
res'deqQ~1 ~d pla~ofl'Qsldence(DC 
or suburbs).' Thesif'factors Were known 
tovaryWlth'Vlctl~zaUon, and so the!r 
Inclusion with race In the regressIon 
m~~I~~~;ro~\J~; t~t,Qf· whether 
f1lRQ ...•. j(~y It§~!',JJ3I~~QdtQ vjp.,mlzao 
tlo~~,;IJ1e.rw@.~!:i!Qn:'flndl"gs .. {, . 
,..~Jtmllbe f'I~ 'of becoming a 0 

.'·,ytOlent crime vlc;tlm was greater for De 
:;;"if;Fwhltes than DC blacks; they also 

confirmed that the risk of larceny 
"WllhOlJt contact was gre~ter for DC 
whites than ,PC blacks. "" , 

L;~"" 

The DC pattem differed from the na­
tional pattem, but It did not differ from 
thaUound In the, previous survey of 
crime victimization conducted In the 
District of Columbia In 1974 (LEAA 
1977, table 19); nor did II differ from the 
pattorn found In other Cities where 
vlcWJ1lzation surveys we~ conducted 
during the early 1970's. In DC and in 9 
other cities surveyea during the 1970's, 
whlt~~ were"found to have higher 
vloleilt victimization rates than blacks.' 
Moreo~er, aggregate NCS data "Qr .: 
19n-81 also revealed that DC whites 
ran a higher risk of violent crime than 
DC blacks. 

, n 
lOuring the 1970~, BJS-sponsored vic­

timization surveys ~re conducted during 
two separafe years In Chicago, Detroll, Los 
Angeles. New York City, Philadelphia, Atlan­
ta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, 
Newark, Portland, and St. louis; and one . 
year In Boston, Buffalo, Cincinnati, Houston, 
Miami, Milwaukee, Minneapolis, New Or­
leans, Oakland, Pltt~burgh, San ~iego, San 
Francisco, and the District of Columbia. 
~esldes the District of Columbia, whltas were 
found to have higher violent vlctlmimtlon 
rates than blacks In New Orleans, Oakland. 
San Francisco, Atlanta (both years), Dallas 
(1 year), Denver (1 year), Portland (1 year), 
and St. louis (1 year). 

" 

" '" 
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llIble 3. (Rac/) and ~1cIlmli8lJon of DC and 
subUlba!l reSIdents. May 1982-April 1983) 

ViCtimizations by race of victim 

Rates per 1.000 persons age 12 and oldef8 

1VPe 01 crime and 
place 01 residence 

Crimes of violence 
'DC 
Suburbs 
DC-SMSA 

Robbery 
DC 
Suburbs 
DCoSMSA 

Assault.. Ij' 

DC f 
Subu(-'s 
DC-SMSA 

Threat to~nlure 
DC\ 
SubU!1ls 
DC-SMSA 

Climes 01 thell or damage 
DC 0 

Suburbs 
DCoSMSA 

Personal larceny with 
contact 

DC 
Suburbs 
DC-SMSA 

Personal larceny without 
contact 

oc 
() Suburbs ,I' 

I~~~ 
Porsonal vandalls:n, 

DC , 
Suburbs 
DC·SMSA 

1IItaI popuIstian ag~ 12 
8lld oldiJr (In thlWSands) 

DC 
Suburbs" 
DC-sMSA , 

SlIff¥'le size 
DC 
Slit!urbs 
DC-SMSA 

While, Black 

110~2 57.4 
59.1 72.1 
83,6 64.5 

34.4 28.2 
11.0 18.8' 
13.0 22) 

45.3 23.4 
29.3 40.7 
30.7 31.5 

SO.S 7.7' " 
18.9 13.5' 
19.9 10.4 

188.0 147.0 
115.3 167.5 
178.4 156.5 

59.5 61.6 
53.5 40.7 
54.0 51.9 

.0 
111.6 75.4 
1\7,6 . 116.4 
89.7/' 94.S 

, 17.0 10.0 
34~3 10.4' 
32.7 10.2 

164 376 
'.718 330 
1.882 1'00 

573 1,258 " 
2,971 565 
3.544 1,823 

::J 

" 'Es\lmaIe. based on 10 or fewersamplecaseslts\allstlcally 
unlllUabie. ". 

*Rates n01 reported lor races other than white and black 
because of tnsuffidefll aata. " 0 
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Victimization of DC I!Ind sU!'Jurban(-:esldents 

Annuai family Income 
and victimization 

Among DC residents-
• the violent victimization rate. by an­
nual family income. was higher in the 
$10.ooD-$29.999 income bracket than 
in the $30.000+ bracket (100.9 vs. 
60.0~ (No statistically significant dif­
ference was found between the less­
than-$10.000 bracket and the two other 
income brackets.) 
• differences in the rates' of crimes of 
theft or damage for the three Income 

. groups were not statistically s/g!1ificant. 

Between DC and suburban residents­
• the only statistically significant dif­
ference was for the $1.0.00D-$29.999 
family income bracket. where the rate of 
larceny with contact was higher against 
DC than suburban residents (7].7 vs. 
42.1). D 

Education and Victimization 

To see whether education level was 
related to victimization. adult residents 
of the DC-SMSA were . divided into two 
education groups- .. 

Marital status and victimization 

Among DC ~sidents-
• victimization rates were higher against 
the Single than the married In crimes of 
violence (92.6 vs. 35.8) and crimes of 
theft or damage (180.1 vs.J33.5). 

Between [)C and suburban regidents­
:~ the v!Q!:rntcrime rate against the '" 
single was higher for DC residents 
(92.6 vs. 75.7) 
• the robbery rate against the single 
was IMlce as high for DC residents 
(36.7vs. 18.0) 

Site of victimization 

The distribution of victimization between 
DC and suburban residents was exam­
Ined for (1) home or vacation home. (2) 
at work. (3) to or from work. (4) public 
place. and (5) all other places. 

Vlctlmlzat!on by stranger. 

In crimes of theft or damage against 
DC residents- " 
• 76% of the time the victim could not 
say Whether the off~n~er was a strang- . 
e,r or a nonstranger 
" when the victim did know who com­
;mltted such a crime. marl! often than 
not the offender Was a stranger. . 

!/ In violent crimes against DC resh 
dents-
• 86% Of the time the. victim CoUld say 
wheJher the offender was a stral1gor or 
a nonstranger; in about two-thirds of all 
victimizations the offender was Identl­
fled as a stranger. . 
Between DC and suburban residents­
• most (ilfferences In the distribution of 
victimizations by strangers were not 
substantial or were not statistically 
significant. . 

InJury to victims 

Some Incidents of violent crimes result 
In phYsical Illjury. to th~ vlQflm. ~QtbE!rs.. . 
invol~ .fntlmldatlon- Without InJury-as in 
a ro~bery where the victim .~~ not 

(1) High sljhool or less 
(2) Beyond high school. ~= =J.' Arnong=OCmsldents---

Among DC residents. vi:timization rates • violent crimes. except threats to in-

Injured or I~an assault wnh a gl,lo _ 
~ ._ Whef!llheoffel'ldeNlhct at the 'vletlm~"~=: 

but <inlssed. 

were h!gher against the beyon~ high jure, were most likely to occur In a 
c' school group than ag~inst the high public place (48.2%). Such crimes were 
sc~ool or less" group In- next most likely to occur at home or a~ 

Crimes of vlole'1ce a vacation home (30.5%) 
(92.4 vs. 49.0) 0 

. . • among the victimizations most .likely 
Crimes of theft or damage to occur at home or at a vaca!!on home 
(203.4 vs. 117.2) were cr!mes of theft or damage (49%). 
Larceny without contact personal vandalism (69.6%). and per-
(109.4 vs. 58.3). sonal larceny (39.1 % with contact. 

Between DC and suburban residents- 53.2%,wlthout contact). Pe,rsonallar­
ceny with contact was next most likely 
to occur In aJ:lublic place (25%). • in the "high school or less" group. 

differences in victimization rates were 
not statistically significant 
• in the "beyond high schoo'" grouP. 
victimization rates were higher against 
DC residents for robbery (34.5 vs. 12.3) 
and for larceny with contact (n.o vs. 
49.6). but they were higher against" 
suburbanlesidents for personal van-
dall,:", (36.4'vs. 17.0). .. 

Between DC and suburban residents­
• the percentage of assaults that oc­
curred ln~the victims home or vacation 
home was higher against DC residents 
(39.9% vs. 9.8%) 
• crimes of theft or damage against DC 
and suburban residents were distributed 
In roughly the sarne percentage!? across 
all slte-of-occurrence categorles~ 

6 CrimInal Victimization of DC Residents and capllol Hili Emploms 

Violent crimes resulted In physical inju-
ry to- . 

• 36.7% ofthe victims WhoJtve.d In DC 
• 20.1.% of the victims wh~ Jlved'j~ the 
suburbs.... .' ~ , 

The difference Is statistically sIgnificant 
and Is explained by assauft:OCr assault 
victims sustalned.lilJLlriesBbOut. twice 
as often as . suburban asSaUlt ,Vlctirris: 

-tv",., ~'-<- " 

,. 
G 

---~ ------ ----------~ 
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Theft or damage loss 

Property loss or damage figures for DC 
and suburban residents showed. that 
property loss was often. though not 
exclusively. 8$soclated with property 
crimes. such ~ larceny and burglary 
offenses. Property loss or damage also 
occurred In crimes not commonly 
thought tofnvolve property. such as in 
an assault where the offender breaks 
the victim's glasses~ 

In victimizations of DC residents. prop­
ertY was lost or damaged in:- . 
• more than 90% of crimes of theft or 
damage and household crimes (except· 
burglary) 
• 76.5% of all burglaries (the remaining 
burglaries involved Illegal entry without 
property loss or damage) 
• 78.1% of all robberies (but such loss 
or damage was less often th.e case in 
other vlol!!nt crimes; 23.20AI of assaults 
re~ulted in property loss). . 

o 

D 

In victimizations of DC and of suburban 
resldents.':the perCentage that resulted 
in property loss or damage was-
• higher in violent crimes against DC 
residents 
• Similar for DC and suburban reSidents 
In personal"larceny and household 
crimes. 

') 

\~ 

'0 •... ' .' 

c 

Victimizations reported 
to the police 

Typically. less than half pf all vlctlmlza­
.tionsare.reported to t~~police.Some 
types of crime are mere likely than 
others to be reported. In general. the 
more serious the crime the more likely 
It is to be reported to the police 
(Langan 1978. Skogan 1984). The 
differences In the rates of reporting to 
the police by DC and by suburban . 
residents were not statistically signifi­
cant. Most robberies and burglaries 
were brought to police attention. 

Summary 7 
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Victimization of Capitol Hill employees 
and of employed DC-SMSA residents 

This section compares victimization Victimization, race, VictimizatIon, sex, 
rates for 'Capitol Hili employees and and employment and employment 

Victimization, age, 0 Victimization, annual family Site of victimization 

employed re~ldents of the DC·SMSA. In earlier analyses of vidlmization by Data pl'6sented earlier showed that _y c. " 

The compans~ns are made between place of residence, differences were victimization rates, especially for ,piolent 1\ 'e 

and emp"went Income, and empioyment Crimes of violence against Capitol HIli 
Higher vlctlmrzation rates for young For each of the two employee groups, employees-
people were again found. Th~~_~~~- vlctlmizatiorpate!p!'!9!lM~-ompared"for=·~'.~Werifatlou(asiikely'io'occur at home 

the total victimization ~rience of the seen between the victimization rates oL __ c,ri!!'!.fJ~,=~I:B~l}Ighj!rJQLrna!.@S~th~l!~~,(t;~~:, " 
___ ~.?_ g~~~p~.5~t,w?r~, ~t:t.:d !n,~.t'!~ ,=-~whltes~ana"biacks~a:cCordfrilnotype or-'females.The pattemof vlctlmIZ~~I~n by" 

~' ' somebreaks=in~thepanefinor-ages personal crimes across two annual as in a public place'and were more 
~'" "\'12-19 and 20-:34, but the trend In f~,mily income categories: likely to occur In these two places than 

.~~"",'-. -PICl"~/' nel simplY VIctimizations tllat crime and by. lesldence In DC or Its sex differed for the two g'9ups\'~l.' \\", ' ... 
OCCU~d at work or on Capitol Hili. suburbs. This section compares the employees.. :,.;«;,<.J,!~\ij;r 
Table\·4 Indicates that- race.s by employment status. Among Among Capitol Hili employees;,'~eil~slj !, " 
• victimization rates against Capitol HIli Capitol Hili emDlovees- ~1 and females generally did not exp~ti. ;," 
employees and other employees did not • the victimization ~at~ In crim~s of ence Significantly diffelentvl!Ct\ml~!ion, 
differ significantly for violence (68.2 vs. violence we~ not Significantly different rates. There were exceptlonsl,bQJI1~i' 
76.3), robbery (13.6 vs. 17.9), assault between whites a~~ blacks ~65.9 vs. contrary to what victimization su~~., 
(31.8 vs~ 35.8), threat"Jo injure (22.9 vs. 75.5) and not ~lgnlflC!3!"tly dlffelent In usually have found: c, ",~/ ,.;~ ,:~ 
22.5), personal larceny with contact the subcategones of Violence • Th . t· of threats to Inju;oe W1is ' 
(57.6 vs. 61.5), or personal vandalism • victimization rates in ~rimes o! theft or hlgh:r ~~refemalesthan male$,(;~)1.8 vs. 
(39.1 vs.30.5) damage were not significantly different 13.9).° j( il 
• the victimization rate for crimes of between whHes and blacks (229.8 vS" ". j'ff .... " 
theft or damage was higher against 235.3), nor in the subcategories of theft • The rate of larceny w th comact .~~ 0 

Capitol Hili than against the other pr damage. higher for females than for males (,,1.3, 
',1 . VS. 43.7). d 

employee group (231.4 vs. 198.2) Within racial groups, victimization rates 
• Capitol Hill employees were also generally did not differ Significantly Compariso!1s of male ~drElmale vic­

timization rates across the two em-more highly victimized by larceny with- between Capitol Hill and other em· 
ployee groups generally showed no 
stati~tically significan_, differences. There (, 
were two exceptlo!1s: 

out contact (134.7 vs. 106.2). ployees. There were two exceptions: 0 

1lIbIe 4. (VIctimization of Capitol Hill 
employees and 01 employed residents 
01 the DC-SMSA, May 19B2·Aprill993) 

~pea of crime 

Rates per 1.000 employees 

'\Ype of crime and 
employment groUp 

Crimes 01 violence 

"==~==_=~;oye~ ==~-69""'76~-~ 
Robbery (;7 

Capitol HiD employees 13.6 
Other employees 17.9 

Assauh 
Capitol Hill employees 31.6 
qther employees 35.6 

TIu8aI to Injure 
Capitol HiD employees 22.9 
Other anipJoyees 22.5 

Crimes of theft or damage 
Capitol Hill empioyees 
Other employees 

Personal larceny w!Ih contact 
Capitol HiD empJoyees 
Other employees 

Personal Ian:eny Wi\hoUl contact 
&.Cl!PltQI HID employees 

OIlier empJoyees 
Personal v;mdaJlsm 

CapItol HID Bl11Ployees 
Other employees 

Total emp~ (In .11I01J58,{1ds) 
.capjtoI HiD'mlployees 
Other~ 

Samp1B SiZB 
CSPlrol HiD. Bl11P1oyees 
O!l1er~ 

231.4 
198.2 

57.6 
61,5 

134.7 
l0a.2 

39.1 
30.5 

26 (.' 

1.874 

1,989 
3,942 

• among white employees, the rate of 
larceny without contact was higher for 
Capitol Hili employee~than other em· 

u ployees (134.1 vs. 105.4). 

• among black employees, the rate of 
personal vandalism was higher 'among 
Capitol Hili employees than other em· 
ployees (39.6 vs. 11.3). 

• Crimes of violence against males \: 
occurred at a lower rate among Capitol \, 
Hili employees than other employees 
(63.8 vs. 88.9). 
• Larceny Without contact occurred at a 
higher rate among male Capitol Hill 
employees than other male fJ,mployees 
(14$.1 vs. 114.9). -

Attitudes toward crime VlcUmlzatlon by strangers 
In' the wor""JII,cJt_, . '-'-''C'-~-------Two_fhirds of crimes oivlOlence were . 
Respondents were asked to report their committed by strangers. The pattem 
perceptions of crime safety and was similar for property crimes; when 
changes In behavior to avoid the victim was awaleof who the 
victimizatlon.offflnder was, it was·a stranger male 
• Capitol HIli employees were more often )han someone who was known. 
likely than other employees to view their Between Capitol Hill iUld other em. 
jobs as safe frOI'J.l crime (64.~% VS'ploySes, none of thEl dlffelences In the 
52.3%). . percentaQe of vlctlmizatlom~ attributed 
• Capltol·HiII employees wele not sig· to stran9(3rs was statl~icaUy significant. 
nificantly mOle likely to say they avoid· 
ed working certain hours b~use of Injury to vlcUma 

'crime (14.8%vs; .13.6%). 0 

_Capitol Hili employe~ 'wele less likely 
tlian otherempl()yee~ .Ip. ~l,iy ,th~y 

(~~votdEidgo'ngc~rta!n plac~s on .fJ~.job 
~Cause ofc~me, ·Th~ per~entagEls 
wen;ifalrly low,~dthedlfference 
between ~t'letwogrqiuJ)~:,OfemplQ~, 
pe~o"lsw.al:l n~n~tgebuti~ ~ 
statistically, signlflcant ·:(,13.1% ~VS. 
1p.9%).' .' '" .... 

Capitol Hili employees wt'lo weJe victims' 
of violent crime were Injured In 16.$% of 
the victimizations. Victim . Injury occurted 
mOle often In robberies than In as· 
saults . ., injury rates $ppeal-ed to have 
been lower for Capitol HIIJ than for other 
employees, but dlffelences, between the 
twp grO!Jps W9lenot st~lsjlcally 
significant. ' 

8 Criminal VictImization 01 DC Residents and Capitol HJI/~mplfJYfles 

lJ ., IlvI~lmlzation rates f,~r both employe~ $10,OO()-$29,999 and $30,000+ Cat work .. 0 'I, 

ii ~o\ipswas,clearly downward after'age Among CaPitoli::/lllemployees- • occurted about twice as often uon the 
i ',)" • the lower income group was more way to or from work" than Uat work"; 
Among CapitOl Hili employees, most likely than the higher Income group to 10% of the victimizations occurred at 
C1~ffelenMs in vlctimlzatlon'rates be· be victimized by violent crime (94.5 vs. work. 

utwefm a~jacenr~ge 9R?.I;IPS were not 55.8) /! In general, the data on site of victlmlza-
statU~tl~~I~ Signl~1.t<lr~ere were two • the lower Income group was more tion did not leveal substantial dlt. 

t~~::for ~Hme~'~~'~\I~[1~r\'nt\ ~~e~c~r~t!~e b~~~~~~w~~og~~~~n~~ct ::;'~=e~~~:~I~::~~lw~: :~:o~~~er 
,ageS~~4wa~43hlg.7he. r tl1an for:,ag6~.,' ,J166.2 vs. 126.8). ated with the workplace equally often 
(( 35-49(~1.4 v~!", ) ., I ~\\. !' ,.' )Wifh two exceptions, differences In for both groups. HOVia\@r-

I-:l 

J'e "The !arceny·wlthout~contact rate for:,. i'v)ctimization rates between Capitol Hill • compared to other employees, a 
. I' " ages 35-4~Capitol Hili. employees was; , elnployees and other employees were larger percentage of violent. crime 

-<.~"' higher than fOr'employe~s0 age 5~::an~",~. ~sually not large or statistically slgnlfi. against Capitol Hili employees occurted 
\, o~~~~ (136,6 W~.76.5). . '. ''',\i tant for either-of the two income at home (30.8% va:) 21.0%) 
!.8e~en Capitol Hili afldother em-, \ ~:":"groups; in the lower income group, the • compared to other employees, a 
gI9~es- .. ,) n.. o,'~: rate of- . larger percentage of crimes of theft or. 

.'l ~\ t~(iiJ! rate for larceny without cOntact fo.r • crimes of theft or damage was higher damage against Capitol Hill employees 
J~ .. ' , , ~ge 20-34 was higher against Capitol', against Capitol Hili than against other occurred In public places (25.3% vs. 

~flll employees (149.8)thah against the employees (262.6 vs. 205.9) 20.0%). 
, ~ , '''<. jJ!ber emJ)l.e group (119.6). • larceny without contact was hlghe~ 

, G~~"",,,,,, -' • no'\,\her diffelences within ag~ against lower income Capitol Hili em- /' 
~ "'c"" 

0 groupSl~~~/'IutatistjcaIIY signlfll:j.-1l.t1t. ' j ployees than against other emplOyees? 

~o _~~.r~_"""-~:~~~:~'. ' "~-- j ----_. _._. - - to tho lice "-
Capitol HIli employees lost property po . 
In- v Capitol Hili employees leported to the 
•. 19.3%"ofthelr victlmizatlons,/ncrlmes police-
of vIQle"C~ • 34.5% of crlmes of violence 
,. 94~~oA, of their victimIzations In crimes • 43.0% of crimes of theft or damage. 
of iheft or damage. Between Capitol Hili and other em .. 
ProJ$rty losS dlfferehces ~~tween :the ployees--
!Wo'.groups· of emplOYees WElIe'not • other employees were more likely to 
statlst{ca/lyslgnlflc~t;~: . . .,' reporlcrlmes of Violence (46.2% vs. 
. '.' ~ ;:~,' '. ' ,} ,.' . 34.5%) and a~sault (45.6% vs.28.2%) 

• otherwise, there VV!;)re .no significant 
dlffeijlnces between .the two. 
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Pt/lOlltl crlmeJ 
~ aI VfoIt/llll 40.0 42.1 34.1 

IlIP<J ,.3 1.3 \'.0 
~ry 9.3 8.8 6.5 
Ati.ull 30.0 32.0 2/1.7 

Aggt!l'/lltld IUIIIlI 10.fl lUi ~.7 
fll/irlllt .8liliiii 19,4 20.6 17.0' P 

CIImftof~ 128.0 113.2 90.7 
Ptraonll ~1lY 

WIIh (JOIlIIIJI 6.4 3.3 3.0 
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Electronic fund transfer and crime, 

NCJ·92650, 2/84 
, , Computer security techniques, 

NCJ.84049.9/82 
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