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Plaoa of victlmlzatlon by city
vs suburban residence 2

1 Where personal and hotisehotd:
 viclimizations occurred in DC
" dnd:its Maryland and Virglnia
suburbs 3

Victh “l“zanon of—

nce, @ _
4 Capitol ‘Hil.employees and of
employed residents of the DC-SMSA,

e of crimg:and emp!oyment

5 Resident 'the.
;stmllar‘SMSAs and ot‘ the Natlon.




Key term;

e e DC—District ci-Golumbia. similar SMSAs—AIl SMSAs in the
Nation (including the DC-SMSA) with a

7

o ' suburbs—Subuyrbs of the District of i
o e Columbla wiin the DC-SMSA consist - ;gmﬁgygg{’gﬁﬁg"&;&;‘ﬁ g 1,8
B o LS bia (between %2 and 1 million
@ —— " : : Maryland countles (Charles : :
L - , “Montgomery, Prince George’s) sug;:lgt'iag)l\;l'he DC-SMSA is one of 20
Virginia counties. (Arlington, Fairfax, Baltimore. MD ‘
g ‘Loudoun, Prince Willlam) Boston. MA - e o
f ol ; S Indspendent Virginia cities (Alex- * Cleveland, OH o .
. MONTGOMERY . i S S ’ [andrla. Fairfax, Falls.Church, Man- 'Columbus' OH
RN S o o ETY L e assas;:Manassas Park). Dallas, TX
: ‘Capitol Hill—The area of the Districtof  Denver, CO . ‘ !
7 : Columbia that is the site of the U.S. District of Columbia ‘
* @Gaiersburg R r : - Capitol, the Library of Congress, and Indianapolis, IN )
, # ST S - .other congressional agencles, as well _Jacksonville, FL
: o ‘ T T e : -as some nearby private. businesses and Kansas City, MO-KS S
Whealon-Glsnmont k o IR AR O Lo RERE \rasldentlal nelgiiborhoods. . . - Memphis, TN-AR
® Ch S B ’ ‘ Milwaukee, Wi

: -sjotunac Ogeyhesﬁa.‘%vlno S SR R Capitol H I:empluyees—Employees of Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN

VIRGINIA L@ 'selected congressional agencies lo- ,
| Fe i T cated-on Capilol Hil. “Capitol Hil_ oW Orteans. LA 8
LA ST R T employee” rafers.to-any person:who at Plttsbur'h PA
LR S any time-during 1982'was employed:by San Ang:nio T
S R TR S - -any of the following Capito! Hlll con- ~ San Diego t':A‘ .
o LT Sl gresslonal agencies, Ce o Seatlle-Eve'reu WA
AR (Tl " U8 * | St. Louis, MO-IL
O P .Omn HIU o Do, L - -
: , Yy 5 ‘ : lerary of Cnngress Dc study—Tme for the congnessionally
: g Architect of the. Capltol N mandated study of crime victimization in
. Dt - Offl hin : the District of Columbia. Results of the
) , ' ‘ study ara presented. in this report.
BT G R “Congressional Budget Ofﬂce. , Tihe'se‘ ret?ults are base: og éhree crime.
i TS T A W timization surveys: the DC survey, o
: S e T other employees—Employed DC- vie #
L e ey pa S T ' SMSA residents. The:term apglies to ;‘tg:m%agltlm-ﬁll survey, and the National
. i o any resident of the DC-SMSA at the . g Y
, o - ‘ o ; o time of the DC survey who was ‘ rvey—A crime victimizatlon sur- - .
: - e T employed any time between May 1982 : ' ¥
: ' : e 5 and April 1983.
, G -SMSA-—-Standard Metropolltan Statls-
Ja 00 - EE R tical Area. For statistical purposes, the

) o RS RRH Office of Management and Budget
: : A o divides the :um;ed Stal "
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timized by vloleng Ag’rivme (es

. Whllepc reslqa -experis. .- .

- ence significantly higher .overall rates, of

violent vlctlmizatlon. than(suburban reslr
Y

* Except for larceny without.ci
vlcllmlzgc on rates:were.no 'lgher

Background_, | .

Flndlngs are based on three surveys
sponsared by BJS: (1) the DC survny,
(2) the Capitol Hill survey, and (3)the
National Crime, Survey. (NCS).

The first two-surveys were done-at lhe o
specific request of Congress. The DC

‘survey involved telephone interviews

with 1 of every 295 DC residents and, o
+ fof comparison purposes, 1 of every . s
579 residents of the DC suburbs. The -
Capltol Hin survey ‘involved telephone
interviews with 1 of every 14 con-

“ gressional employees of Gapitol Hill

‘agencles. Both surveys collected vic- Yo
timization data for May 1982<April
1983.'The:NCS is an ongoing survey of

crime victimization and Involves inter- o
‘views with nationally represematlve

samples.of U.S. citizens; 1977-1981

data from the:NCS were used to

compare victimization levels between

the DC-SMSA and slmllar SMSAs, - e

.The DC and Cepito! Hill surveys were .
‘camied out.at the direction of Congress _ - .

by the Research Triangle lnstitgte under
; g

p;;latlnn age12 and older.
re, Institutionalized people and. «
nder age 12 not repre-:




> i sy
4 - : T S L T

s o R et ea DA TN

thele o i ,ud\. 3 "

often in the suburbs than would be
expacted on the basis’of po;.ulation

size. /

Population estimates do not te'!-iiow

of violent crime was greater in DC than
the suburbs, However, the evidence was
inconclusive because the amount of
time DC-SMSA residents spent in DC
was not known. If suburban residents
spent a large part of their: worklng and
leisure hours in DC, their exposure to

<

smlsﬂcally unrellable.

‘SPercents do niot adi to, 1(4) because some victimizations:
took place outside of l‘)c. Maryland, and Virginia, and some
vk:tlms did not know qrdm not repart whero victimizations

ch lnctudes the t{:/w sactors Northeast Nonhwes!

_ *Estimate, bassdon/Oovhzwersamlncases,ls

to show the Somhwe-a '3

“Marytand Includah the DC-SMSA suburbs of Chartes
County, Montgomem County, and Prince George County,
ag well as other Maryland locatlons. The sample sizes were

teo small to show uraas other than Montgomery County and

Pincs Gsorgss Caunty ly.
SVirginia fm:!udas the areas adjacent to OC of Arington

A
- U\ : il O P
‘ ’ e
Victimization in DC and its suburbs ‘
A " o ¥
- " i
Distribution of victimization Place of vlctlmlzatlon by city “ o Table 1 (Victimization of DC-SMSA tesidsnts, 1" S o ‘ |
in relation to population size ~ vs. suburban residence . May 1852-April 1983) : C : .
Table 1-.shows that within the DC- : ' .= Where personal lnd household vlctlmlznlona occurred in DC
: , Most crimes against DC fesidents oc- @ °
SMSA— and In its Maryland and Virginia suburt's
curred in DC, and most crimes against B T
e only 20.9% of the DC-SMSA - suburban residents occurred in the Percent distributions /“ » oY
residents lived in DC, but 31.8% of the  guburbs. ‘ . ] — ; — o
;t’é%’t‘th‘;?nefsaﬁgrﬁigg;ggmé égsm"géng * 87.6% of violent crimes ayainst OC ‘ : °° | Miryang Viginia o ,
: ! there. ; ' residents were in DC; only 8% were in @ 0 e e Soutn ot Pritce s samplo Y
7 . N ‘ ) ’ . ™ t . ﬁ ! thet the suburbs. Type of crime Totgh east:  west east Tiak  gomery -Gegrges  Totalt tc OC size : ;
6 percentages of crimes of theft or ¢ g7.5%, of crimes of theft or damage , 4 / T )
' damage in DC and its suburbs more against DC residents were in DC. : (Percont distrbution of / ' ; a. "
- : DC-SMSA populatiorr) 29% 49%  88%  52%  430%  180% 2nTw%  381%  2868% na X
= :;}::sseel);’r:‘l:rérgregetc:n%:?:slgfl:?]:’:zes o Except for household crimes, suburban Personal crimes : / /' L ' : ” :
; ,  crimes also tended to occur residents were victimized less often in °"R"‘°”h,,°'w vislénge Py S S S S5 e nz=r o TR AR .
" . : disproportionately.in DC: the suburbs than DC residents were Assault /"’23.0 4.4 158 - 47 ar3 76 208 272 20,7 72 IR
o o While only 20.9% of the peaple lived "‘%‘":‘z:g j" ‘:Ci | | ] cﬁ%&{é‘:‘.“fﬁ amage | 77 85 166 41 e 1se - my e my  es SRR
. in DC, 27.7% of the crimes of theft or - © Only 69% of violent crimes against nal larceny p ! . ‘ ; - ‘ i
- ) damage occurred mem‘ The suburban residents were in the suburbs; N H-g!: n::latgw / aa.e’ ; 38 183 55 . 389 ; 1227 19,5 288 19.4 ?07 ’ ;2
subcategory of personal vandalism was  87.6% of such crimes against pC without coriect J 808 eo 175 38 37.3 128, 207 265 200 504 a L. [
| " an exception; It occured in DC in  residents weie in DC. . Personal vandalism /.. 169, 4.0 98 128 38 wf/,. B8 293 208 : 135.;/ : R
g ° % proportion to DCs population size. o In crimes of theft or damage, subur- T i m%m) Y T 1;1‘.3 A 202 385 a0 ona ' ,[
' o 22.8% of DC-SMSA households werg  ban residents were much less likely to S B j i A ) . o
located in DC an¢ about the same be victimized in the suburbs than were ; ’ “%m e 1 s . et 1.2 27 399 ,5’137 184 386 64 73 o | i
« - percentage of burglaries (20.3%) and DC residents to be victimized in DC. :gusehh:g mugxylsm Fro 19.2 ‘ g.g- g.g ' ;.g: ;4&2 i 2g€‘ _ :g; . g:g ?gg g g i/ e
= = . household Iarcenles (19.8%) occurred o the » . Household vandatism 1 n 6 0t ;e . : K :
surface, it a that the risk : i
: ppaared that the ris na = not applicable, / 4 Southeast, and Soumwest The sample size was too small County, Fairtax County, Alexandria, Falls Chuifch, and

Fairfax City and the nonadjacent suburban areas of
Loudoun County, Prince Willlam County, Manassas, and
Manassas Park, as well as other Virginia Ioee,t!ons The
sample sizes for the ronadjacent areas wara too small to
show these areas separatsly.

®Cancus data for 1980 were used o ca!culata the DC-
SMSA dlstribudon of population and households

i
i
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e ¢, much time residents of cther areas Lo
B © .. spentin Northwest DC, but it is clear the risk of being vlctlmlzed outside the G A ‘ / g "J
| e et pOrROn s il Ie suburbs would have been high, Perhaps S T / / ’ '
T S common in Northwest DC than inthe ~ SE0SUre explained why so many vic- 1 o / / i
e three other DC sectors: gm;:%ﬂ?mls) gf suburban residents oc-- , 8 / i : R
| : | | | " e in 1980, only 9.8% of DC-SMSA Hreem C / i o \
NETEEEE “ I , : ik ~ - residents lived in Northwest DC, but ’ / ~ | z
R ’ , . o ; NIRRT A s " ‘ ]arge percentages of the v]o]ent weumlu"o" on c.p“o’ H“' //// b )
: e - victimizations, including 30.1% of the Capito! Hill was the scene of— 7 f :
y ’ ) W e  robberies, occurred there. « 6.5% of all the viol / i '
. ooon R * e However, within the DC-3MSA 11 3% of ﬁcfs:‘qu re:i;:n?: ! vlctimlzations 1 /
o8 R " . . ofthe households and 11.2% of the .8 eéﬂm:ted 8.7% of the robberies . ’! ' /fl
™oV s . N ] X S N o S . r & =S
‘ ‘ : gg SMSA burglarles were in. Northwest * and 3.7% of the burglaries. /
"I;\‘ o 4 i : ' o . . = ‘ ‘ : A -/ ! . ;
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This seétion compares the rates of

- victimization-per 1,000 persons age 12
‘or older and per 1,000 hotiseholds (1)

by type of crime and-(2) by charac- .

teristics of the victims. (table 2).

DC residents were wcllml;ed-—

o by violent crimes at’ a rate not
significantly higher than were suburban
residents (73.8 vs. 60.7) \

e by burglary'at a rate not slgnlflcantly

. higher than were suburban residents

(59.5 vs. 55.8)

' _ e atrates 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 often than suburban residents in

. robbery (29.0 vs. 11.8)

o less often than suburban residents in
personal vandalism (11.8 ve: 29.7) and
in household vandalism (15.8 vs. 34.6).

Y

T

Y
oy

Table 2. (Vintimization cf DC and suburban
resicents, May 1982-April 1983)

Peraona! and housshold victimizations

Rates per 1,000 persons age 12 end older

and par 1 000 houssholds
_Typse of ¢rime and
place of residence
Parsonal crimes -

Crimes of violence : E
21+ . 738
. Siburhs : 60,7
DC-SMSA 63.4

Robbery

oc . ( C 200 o

Suburbs ; 118

DC-SMSA ) 154

Assault - h

0o “ 30.6.

Suburbs 313

DC-SMSA a2

Thieat to injure :

oc B 14.3

-Suburbs kK 176

: \eﬂmnc-susa 16.9

es of theft or damsge

g = 1586

- Suburbs 1729

DC-5MSA 1699

Personal tarceny v:ith contact

DG . g . 61.5

. Suburbs 506

DC:SMSA 529

Pmsanal Aarceny withow! contact % 2 a
Submbs S - .028
OC-SMSA . TR 1B |
Pérsonal vandallsm o

oc - 18

o 29.7

DG-SMSA . . 260

Total population ago 12 and older
(In thousands) 5" -

Suburbs o

- DC-SMSA : 2678

N )

Household crimes

Burglary.

B £95
Suburbs - | - 558
DC-SMSA 566

Household farceny.
oC 307
Suturbs 38.0

-DC-SMSA 384

Housshold vendalism

B R 158
Suburbs. 346
DC-SM3A 305
Ptal number of households
{in thousands)
bCc 254
Suburbs £08
DC-SMSA 1,162
oc 1,133
Suburbs 1,883
DC-SMSA

c;)l
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" 4 Criminal Victimization of DC Residenits and Capitol Hill Empioyses
8 5 ) R

Sex and victimization | .
Among DC residents—

“=9 males were more fikely thah females-

to be victims of vlolem ctimes and of
robbery e

o Mmals and female rates ald not dlfler T

for any other type of crime.

Between DC and suburban residents
the rate of—

e robbery was hlgher agalnst Dc than
suburban:males (44.7 vs. 15.0) -

e personal vandalism was higher -
against suburban males (32.4 vs, 12.6) ,

o personal vandalism was also- hlgher
against suburban:than DC females
(271 vs. 11 1) : :

. Age and. vlctlmlzat an

Generally, vlcllmlzdl jon rates were lower
against older peoplé than against the
young but, for s:averal types of crime,
the rates peaxed.;  ages 20-34 rather
than at ages 12—19 .

Agalnsl DC\resldents--

o the violent: crlme rate was. 83 .4 for
ages 1219 and 1254 for ‘ages 20-34
but 27.7 or ages 50 and older . °

o the drop.in the: vlolgnt crime rale after
‘age 34 was.quite sharp .
o rates for crimes. of theft or damage

decreased with age, and the drop after
age 34 was aliso quite sharp.

Few statistically slgniﬂcam differences
« In.vigtimization rates were found be- -
tween DC and suburban residents in
the same age groups, but the rate ol-—

. o viglent ¢rime against persons ages

P

20~34 was higher for DC lhan suburban

‘residents (1254 vs. 80.2)

¢ crimes of lheﬂ or damage against
persons ages 35-49 was lower lork §810]
~than: suburban reslde
185 7) .
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Race and victimization

Raclal patlterns in.victimization differed
sormewhat between DC and the sub-
urbs, ﬁnd the violent victimization pat-
tern far DC residents was inconsistent
with lhe fational paitern. N

Crime Victlmlzatlon surveys hav-s oltenj
found that blacks are more highly

" victimized- by violent crime than whlles

(Akiyama 1981 BJS 1981, Langan and
-innes 1985, Nelson 1984, St. Louis
1977).

Howsver, as shown in table 3, among
DC residents~—

° lhe viglent.crime vlsllrnlzatlon rate
was much higher against whites (110. 2)
than agalnsl blacks (57.4) .

. lhe larceny-wllhoul-comacl rate was
 also hlgher against whites (111.6) than

.. against blacks (75.4).

By conlrast the pattern among subur-
ban residents more closely followed the
national pattern-~

e black suburban residents appeared to
experience a higher rate of violent
victimization than white suburban resi-
dents (72.7 vs. 59.1), but the dlflerence
was not significant.

Multiple regression analyses were done
to determine if the white-black dif-
ferences for crimes of violence and

larceny without ‘contact remained when

variation' explalned by a number of
_ factors-was ‘statistically controlled. Vari-
.ables included in the regression models

- were.age; s, marital satus, employ- -

ment, education, lncoma, length of .
resldence, and plarra of residence {DC
or suburbs) Thes factors were known
to vary with'victimization, and so their
inclusion with race ln the regrasslon

cernme

olent crime vlcllm was greater for Dt‘
‘whites than DC blacks; they also
confirmed that the risk of larceny
“without contact was greater for DC
- whites than-DC blacks i

@

i

o "

The DC pattern differed from the na-
tional pattern, but it did not differ from
that found in the previous survey of
crime victimization conducted: in the

. District of Columbia in 1974 (LEAA
- 1977, table 18); nor did it differ from the

pattern found in other cities where
victimization surveys were conducted
dunng the early 1970%. in DC and in 9
other cities surveyed during the 19707,
whiieg were-found to have higher -
violent victimization rates than blacks.'
Moreover, aggregate NCS data for *
1977-81 also revealed that DC whites

“ ran a higher risk of vlolent crime than

DC blacks..

'During the 19703 &lu-sponsored vie-
timization surveys were conducted during
two separate years in Chicago, Detroit, Los
Angelas, 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, Plitsburgh, San Diago, San
‘Francisco, and the District of Columbla.
Besldes the District of Columbia, whites were
found to have higher violent victimization
rates than blacks in New Orleans, Oakland,
San Francisco, Atlanta (both years), Dallas
(1 year), Denver (1 year), Portland (1 year),

“and St. Louls (1 year).

B

B

Table 3. (Race and victimization of DC and
suburhan residents, May 1982-April 1983)

Viétimizations by racs‘ of victim

Rates per 1,000 pereons age 12 and oldere

Typo of crime and

place ol residence White, Black
c'lmes of violence .
‘oeC 110.2 574
Suburbs 59.1 727
OC-5MSA ' 838 645
Robbery
oc 244 26.2
Suburs 11.0 18.68°
DC-SMSA - - 13.0 227
Assault o 4 .
nC // . 463, 224
Suburas 263 40.7
DC- SMSA 30.7 318
Threat to| ln]um
pc \ 305 77 .
Suburbs 189 135°
DC-8MSA : 19.9 10.4
Crimes of theft or damage
DC ° 188.0 - 447.0
Suburbs 1753 187.5
DC-SMSA 176.4 156.5
Personat larceny with,
contact v N
oc §9.5 616
Suburbs 53.5 40.7
DC-SMSA 540 51.8
Personal tarceny without -
contact o B
(o] o] 116 754
Suburbs P 46 1184
D"‘,’é?&.‘@‘ oo 89.7,7 - 848
Portona! vandalism . -
oc <170 100
Suburbs . 353 -« 104°
DC-SMSA 327 102
Total population ago 12 ! E
and oldar (in thousands) :
[+ I © 184 878
Suburbs” 1,718 330
DC-SMSA | ' 1,882 08
Sample size
- BC . W oo 678 1,268 -
Suhurbs 297y .. 565
DC-SMSA - 3544 1.?&

*Estimate, basedon 1Oorlewsrsanlplecases'“1‘smlsucally

< unreliable.

lﬂmasnutmportedlorracesolherlnanwhlteandblack
because of insufliciant data.
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Victimization of DC and suhurban residents
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Annuai tarnlly income
and victimization

Among DC residents—

o the violent victimization rate, by an-
nual family income, was higher in the
$10,000~$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.)

o differences in the rates’of crimes of
theft or damage for the three income

~ groups were not statistically significant.

Between DC and suburban residents—

o the only statistically significant dif-
ference was for the $10,000-$29,999
family income bracket, where the rate of
larceny with contact was higher against
DC than suburban residents (77.7 vs
42.1). :

Education and victimization

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

(1) High school or less

(2) Beyond high school.

Among DC residents, vrctlmlzation rates
were higher against the “beyond high:

- school” group than against the “high

school or less’ group in—
Crimes of violence
(92.4 vs. 49.0)

Crimes of theft or damage
(203.4 vs. 117.2)

. Larceny without contact
(109.4 vs. 568.3).

Between DC and suburban residents—

o inthe “high school or less’ group,
differences in victimization rates were
not statistically significant

¢ in the “beyond high school” group,
victimization rates were higher against
DC residents for robbery (34.5 vs. 12.3)
and for larceny with contact (77.0 vs,
49.6), but they were higher against.
suburban residents for personal van-
dalism (36 4'vs. 17.0).

~ Among-0C-resldente—— =~

Marital status and victimization
Among DC residents—

» 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._133.5).

Between DC and suburban resldents—\

“$ the vce ant crime rate agalnst the
single was higher for DC residents

(92.6 vs. 75.7)

o the robbery rate against the single
was twice as high for DC residents
(36.7-vs. 18, 0) ,

@

& OB

Slie of vlctlmlzatlon

The distribution of vlctlmlzatlon between
DC and suburban residents was exam-
ined for-(1) home or vacaiion home, (2)
at work, (3) to or from work, (4) public
place, and (5) all other places.

o violent crimes, except threats to in-
jure, were most likely to occur in-a
public place (48.2%). Such crimes were
next most likely to occur at home or ai
a vacation home (30 5%)

e among the vlctlmlzatlons most likely
to occur at home or at a vacation home
were crimes of theft or damage (49%),
personal vandalism (69.6%), and per-
sonal larceny (39.1% with contact,
53.2%-without contact). Personal lar-
ceny with contact was next most likely
to occur in a public place (25%).

Between DC and suburban residents—

e the percentage of assaults that oc-
curred in_the victim's. home or vacation
home was higher against DC residents

(39.9% vs. 9.8%)

o crimes of theft or damage agalnst DC
and suburban residents were distributed
in roughly the same percentages across
all slte-cf-occurrence categories

6 Crimlnal Victlmlzaﬂan of DC Flesidents and Capito! HIll Emplayees

-dents—

-whera the dffander. .,..ct atthe: ‘wwni? e e

_ victims sustained: injuries

‘mitted such a crime, moie often than
+ not the offender was a stranger.

_ Between DC and suburban residents—

Victimization by strangers

In crimes of theft or damage against
DC residents— :

e 76% of the time the victim could not :
say whether the offender was a strang-
er or a nonstranger Ll

o ‘When the victim did know who com- -

In violent crimes against DC resi- -

o 86% of the time the vlctlm could say
whether the offender was a stranger or .
a nonstranger; in about two-thirds of all
victimizations the offender’ was ldentl-
fied as & stranger. -

» most differences in the distribution of
victimizations by strangers were not
substantial or were not statlstlcally
signlﬁcant

I3

Injury to vlctlms

Some incidents of violent crimes result :
in physical injury to the victim. Others
involve intimidation without lnjury»—as in
a robbery where the victim was not
injured or in an assault with agun ..

butGnissed.

Violent crimes resulted in physlcal lnju- :
ry to— &
e 36.7% of the vlctlms who llved ln oCc
¢ 20.1% of the victims who llvecl in the ,
suburbs, .

The différence is statlstlcally slgnlllcant
and is explained by assauft: DC assault

Sim

as olten as suburban assa
N ; tf

-3

e}

Theft or damage loss

Property loss or damage figures for. DC
and suburban residents showed that
property loss was often, though not
exclusively, associated with property
crimes, such as larceny. and burglary
offenses. Property loss or damage also

" ‘occurred in crimes not commonly

thought to involve property, such as in
an assault where the offender breaks
the victims glasses.

In victimizations of DC resldents, prop-
erty was lost or damaged in—

o more than 90% of crimes of theft or

damage and household crimes (except -

" burglary)

o 76.5% of all burglaries (the remaining
burglaries involved illegal entry without
property loss or damage)

e 78.1% of all robberies (but such loss

_or.damage was less often the case in .-

other violent crimes; 23.2% of assaults
resulted in property loss)

In-victimizations of . DC and of suburban
residents, the percentage that resulted
in property loss or damage was—

* higher in violent crimes against DC
residents

o similar for DC and suburban residents
in personal. larceny and household
crimes.. .

o

Victimizations reported .
to the police

Typically, less than half /ot all victimiza-
tions are_reported to tba police.-Some
types of crime are mcre 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.

o
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Victimization of Capitol Hill employees B TR | - o | Bt "
and of employed DC-SMSA residents ~ | | SR | | | _—

= . e

X,

This section compares vrctimlzallon

The comparisons are made between
the total victimization experience of the
two groups (at work and in other

s e m===plGCES),- NOTSIMply Victimizations that.
occurred at work or on Capilol Hill.

Table’s indicates that—

¢ victimization rates against Capitol Hill
employees and other employees did not
differ signiticantly for violence (68.2 vs.
76.3), robbery (13.6 vs. 17.9), assauit
(31.8 vs. 35.8), threat fo injure (22.9 vs.
22.5), personal larceny with contact

place of residence, differences were
seen between the victimization rates of

- ~whites-and biacks according to type of

crime and by residence in DC or:its
suburbs. This section compares the
races by employment status. Amorg
Capitol Hill emplovees— 4

o the victimization rates in crimes of
violence were not significantly different
between whites and blacks (65.9 vs.
75.5) and not significantly different in
the subcategories of violence

Data presented earlier showed that . =

victimization rates, éspecially for viotont

__crimes, were_higher for.males then.{ ..
““temales. The pattern:of vlcllmizellol\n by =
sex differed for the two groups\l TR

employees.

Among Capitol Hlll employees ‘
and females generally did riof experf-. . -
ence significantly different viclimlmllon

rates. There were exceptions, boliy
contrary to what vlctlmlzalion su ys
usually have found: = -7

o The rate of threats. to injum

G"

- §0me’ breaks-in"the patiérn for ages
W "12-19 and 20~34, but the trend in
gvicllmlzation rates for both employee

people were again found. There were

gro ps was clearly downward aftera age

' Among Capitol Hilt employees. most

cn«lferences in victimization-rates be-

~tween adjacent'age groups were not

statistically slgnllic&*t mere were two
‘(@Eﬂm H' / \\(
o{J‘he rate for crimes of vic‘ence i r

_ victimization rates.wera.compared-for-—-—

personal crimes across two annual
family income categories:
$10,000-$29,999 and $30,000 +

Among Capitol l;;llll employees——-

o the lower income group was more
likely than the higher income group to
be victimized by violent crime (94.5 vs.
55.8)

e the lower income group was more
likely than the higher income group to

be victimized by larceny without contact -

_Victimization, race, Vlctlmlzetlon. sex, , Victlmlzatlon, age. a Victimization, annual family Site of victimization ,
rates for Capitol Hill employeés and and employment and employment and °'"Pl°Y"'°"' : income, and employment - Crimes of violence against Capitol Hill
employed residents of the DC-SMSA. In earlier analyses of victimization by . _ Higher victlm'zalion rates for young For each of the two employee groups, employees—

“s"Wre about as likely to o occur at home

as in a public ptace and were more
_likely o occur in these two places than

\at wori'

e occurred about twice as often “on the
way to-or from work” than “at work”;
10% of the Vlctlmlzatlons occurred al
work.

In general, the data on site of victimiza-
tion did not reveal substantial dif-

ferences between Capitol Hill and other
employees. Victimization was associ-

(57.6 vs. 61.5), or personal vandalism o victimization rates in crimes of theft or

higher for females: lhan males; (31.8 vs. ages-20-34 was higher lhan for. lages_

, R (166.2 vs. 126.8). ated with the workplace equally often
) (39.1 vs..30.5) damage were not significantly different 13.9). ‘ M q. . 35-49. (91 4vs, 43.7). - \\ . | ( ) . for both groups, ngeveri .V ,
¢ the victimization rate for crimes of between whites and blacks (229.8 vs. 4 S \i\ The iihout-cintact rat ok ! Aith two exceptions, differences in oweve , N
theft or damage was higher against 235.3), nor in the subcategories of theft hi;l?eer 'fg"efg:ng'::z‘ga:“fgrc&';‘gcs‘ (""?51 AN \ } ;gesea 3'099‘%;;‘ :o‘i"f-f.ﬁ? ':;o; Zees e;as timization rates between Capitol Hill l.a foef:'lpgrecg l;)aolhg; elrcr,ilglnotyﬁzrs& ea S ; \\
S i 5-4 rcentage of vi ~ y
Capitol Hill than against the other or damage. L higher than for employes es ag o 50 and, - einployees and other employees were ger p g e )

employee group (231.4 vs. 198.2) Within raial groups, victimization rates vs. 43.7). |- {_usually not large or statistically signifi- against Capitol Hill employees occurred

\ older (136 6 V’; 76 5)

o Capitol Hill employees were also
more highly victimized by larceny with-
out contact (134.7 vs. 106.2).

Table 4. (Victimization of Capito! Hill ..
employees and of employed residents
of the DC-SMSA, May 1982-April 1883)

o

I

generally did not differ significantly
between Capitol Hill and other em-
ployees. There were two exceptions: -

o among white employees, the rate of
larceny without contact was higher for
Capitol Hill employees-than other em-
ployees (134.1 vs. 105.4).

e among black employees, the rate of
personal vandalism was higher among

Comparisons of male and female vlc-
timization rates across the two em-
ployee groups generally showed no
statistically significant differences. There
were two exceptions:

e Crimes of violence against males \

-

occurred at a lower rate among Capitol ..

Hill employees than other employees
{63.8 vs. 88.9).

o

¢ 615! rate for larceny wirhout contact for
a ge 20~34 was higher against Capitol "
Hill employees (149.8) than agalnsl the

,..l\her employee group (1196l ;l“

=" e o qlher differences within age
® groups’ere statistically signiﬁg;»am g

Types of crime Capitol Hill employees than cther em-  * Larceny without contact accurred at a e “ €6.2 vs. 112.0)
i o g - ployss e ‘f’s 9 higher rate 'ahmongmmale Cl:apitol Hil re
” employees than other male emp oyees , W
, ~ (149.1 vs. 114.9). - s R
Type of crime and . Gh o
employment grop . a SPP SUCIR
7 e of visiancs N Attitudes toward crime } Victimization by strangers Property.| loss or damagee_—-,;:—»::-:’.e?:rﬂng';el=vle‘-m\u“$ruons
o Cooiol HIl employees __ 682 In the workplace Two-thirds of crimes of violence were Capito! Hill employees lost property o the poiice
T T T T by, o Respondents were asked 0 report their  committed by strangers. The pattern in— ~ Capitol Hill employees reported to the
. 8?.,"3,”:,"‘",3,";25"”’“ v e perceptions of crime safety-and. . was similar for property crimes; when *:19.3% of their vlctlmizatlons in crimes  police—
; Assat P : eilgngies tlin behavior to avoid the victim was aware of who the 01 vio!gncg , ¢-34.5% of crimes of violence -
capnol Hill employess 318 timization. - _ -ofiender was, it was:a stranger more ' . o
Throg o't uﬁmpmes 38 e Capitol Hill employees were more often than someone who was known. ,.;'st;‘;;f:/oo?ldt::‘lglg\gctlmlzatlons m c"mas S o anes c:' m:ﬂ ¢:: cemal iz ¥
Captl Wil empoyees ~ 220 likely than other employees to view their  Between Cagpitol Hill and other em- Betwaen Capitol Hill and other em-
oy = iobs as safe from crime (64.6% V. ployess, none of the differences in the Properly loss differnces betweenthe ~  ployees—
Crimes of theft ordamage 523%). - - lctimizati buted two groups of employees' were "0' « other employees were more likely to
Capitol Hill employees 2314 _percentage of victimizations attribute slallstlcall sl nillcant o | 46.29
.- Other employees 1882 o Capitol-Hill employees were nol sig- lo strangers was statistically significant V 9 report crimes.of violence 5 /; gsz »
; Pt s epiovoes 578 nificantly more likely to say they avoid- 34.5%) and assault (45.6% vs. 28.2%)
Other employees 615 - ed working certain hours because of ‘o olherwise, there were no signllicanl o
Pe'jgggwmnm o o, “erime (14.8% vs. 13.6%). 5 lnlurv to vlctlms‘ S , dillerences between the two
Por wﬂr ermployees 1082 ¢ Capitol Hill employees: were less llkely  Capitol Hill employees who were victims ° ;' ‘ o -
; cm‘“’, ,.,,,,’““s'm“ toyess 391 than other employees to say they of violent crime were injured in 16.9% of :
employees 308 (4 «voided going certain places on ihe job - the victimizations. Victim injury occurred <
' Total employees. (in thousands) , o ‘because of crime, The percemages - more often In robberies than in as- -
Capitol Hil: emp'mes B were fairly low, and the difference + saults. injury rates appeared to have ,
Oth 1,874 : .
ther empioyess o7 - between the two groups'of employed -~ been lower for Capitol Hill than for other &
Bamgle 208 it : RN persons was not I _ s . employees, but differences between the ,
~‘ o i empbvees R staﬁsnca"y signi_canl (1 two groups were.not’ stallsllcally S ‘
) = ' 15 9%) slgnllicant 2 G
8 Criminal Vicllmizallan of DC I-'Iesidenls and Capil‘ol Hill Emplayees i ; ER ¢ Summary 9

, cant for either-of the two income
", * »“groups; in the.lower income group, the
* rate ol—

e crimes ol theft or damage was higher
against Capitol Hill than against other
employees (262.6 vs. 205.9)

o larceny without contact was higher

" against lower income-Capitol Hill em-
ployees than against other employees /

at home (30.8% v§: 21.0%)

o compared to other employees, a
larger percentage of crimes of theft or.
damage ‘against Capito} Hill employees
occurred in publlc places (25 3% vs.
20.0%).
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Murder victimization: A statistical
sm FB! Law Enforcement Bulletin

N —— ) . B ATy

Bureau ofJustlce Statistics reports
{revised August 1985) -

Call toll-free 800-732-3277 (local
'251-5500) to order BJS reports, to be added
to one of the BJS maulmg lists, or to speak
to a reference specialist in statistics at the
Justice Statistics Clearinghouse, National.
Criminal Justice Reference Service,

- Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20850. Single
copies of reports are free; use NCJ number
to order. Postage and handlmg are charged

- Corrections

BJS bulletins and special reports:
Capital punishment 1984, NCJ-98399, 8/85
Prison admissions and releases, 1982,

NCJ-97895, 7/85

_Prisoners in 1984, NCJ-971 18, 4/85
Examining recidivism, NCJ-96501, 2/85
Returning to prison, NCJ-95700, 11/84 .
Time served in prison, NCJ-93924, 6/84

Prisoners in State and Federal institutions on
Dec. 31, 1982 (final), NCJ-93311,12/84

- Privacy and security -

Computer crime:
- BJS special reports:
Electronic fund transfer fraud, NCJ-96666 3/85
‘Electronic fund transfer and crime,
NCJ-92650, 2/84 .

" Computer security teehniques,

NCJ-84049, 9/82

Electronic fund tvanster systems and crime,
NCJ-83736, 9/82

Legistative resource manual, NCJ-78890, 9/81

34
E\

Capltal punishment 1982 (final), NCJ 91533, Expert witness manual; NCJ-77927 9/81
defnion), (2) similar SMSAs (S14SAs 50(3): 8~11. L‘gp?:;“o?rr?\iﬁgest:?lg'se L %pg t?OiSlress";?Iee 11/84 . Criminal ]ustlce resource manual NCJ-61550,
Wt 3 con’ral 3y popiuation of 500,000 BSS (Bureau of Justice sm) free; 11-40 titles $10; more than 40, $20; 1979 survey of inmates of State correctional facities ' 2/7°
to 993,595) and @ the Hation, W ' . {1881) libraries call for special rates. and 1979 census of State correctional facilities: iPr'ivacy taim! securlty of crlmlnal history
NCS data M&ad in this report are for desnographic categories. Comparison Criminal victimization In the United - Public-use tapes of BJS data sets and BJS special reports: - :::?d:?o research and statistical use,
1977“8‘5 o Mﬁm{ﬂe‘m dmm m } sm ’919’ NCJ'76710 wasmngton. other crimina"lust|ce qata are .ava“able Th7elaprevalence of imprisonment. NCJ‘93657 NCJ-69790, 5/81
Compared t@ viglimization rates for a3 viefim iy and weapons use for U.S. Department of Justice. from the Criminal Justice Archive and Career pattems in crimo, NC.88672, 6/a3 (  Aguide to dissemination, NCJ-40000, 1/79
Bl DC-SMSA and similar-SMSA residen’s Information Network, P.O. Box 1248, Ann Compendium of State legislatlon
recigents of gimiftar %RS those f@! " : B.G. and J J Colli 1985 Arbor, M 48106 (313-763-5010) 8JS bulletins: NCJ-48981,.7/78
DO-CHGA ot w250 e o s Covinas vchrisation of oo ' | Qe mId GO, T e, s o
soners and alcoho 3, .
< donsy for bousshold burgary (851 . Calumbla residents and Capltol HI) Crimina icimieaion ot U.S: °'.‘;:::a;a:f.:':z:z':.:r:;:'::;:mm,
88.4) and for. hwaeﬁs@d larceny (1289 employees, NCJ-97982. Washington: 1983 (final report), NC.F96459. 10/85 “Veterans in prison, NCJ-79232, 11/81 98079, 10/85 ,
ve, 147.2) . U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of 1982 {final report), NCJ-92820, 11/84 Census of jails and survey of jail inmates: Intelligence and investigative records,
ﬁ@! @fgnﬁmnﬁy Gﬁﬂm for m Justice Staﬁs!ia. . 1973-82 trends, NCJ-90541, 9/83 .- The 1983 jail census (BJS bulietin, NCJ-95536, .NCJ-95787, 4/85 .
’ eririe (40,6 vs, 42.1) P A. (1978)' Toa e T, Nt aaans Jail Inmates 1982 (BUS bulletin), NCH8T161.2/83  © NCLo4300 1oaa o An overview: .
” I.angan 1880 (final report), NCJ-84015, 4/83 > ) :
~ i 10, 12/81 Census of jails, 1978 Data for individual jails, information policy and crime control strategies
o higher for pergond crimes of theﬂ The measurement of mbbery in Bal- 1979 (final report), NCJ-76710. 12/8 vols, HV, Northeast, North Central, South, West, (SEARcH/pBJS gonference) NCJ-93926,
{1280 vs. 113.2). timore. Ph.D. dissertation, University 01 B.{Igh sep'elg‘(afo r’eﬁgrltesm coitme, OLOT119, 5/85 NCJ-72279-72282, 12/81 10/84
Compared to viclimization rates for ; ‘ Maryland, College Park, MD. The economic cost of crime 1o victims, NG Profile of jail inmates, 1978, NCJ65412, 2/81 R°§83.3T1 220373;0 criminal justice data,
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