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statistical relationships described in the report are not significantly different from
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Highlights of the findings

TH.E FINDINGS presented in this report challenge many of the widely held
beliefs about victimization of the elderly. A brief summary of the key findings is
presented for the convenience of the reader,

1. The elderly had the lowest rates of victimization for the crimes of robbery
and as.sault, but the kighest rates for the crimes of pocket picking and purse
snatching. The bulk of personal victimization of the elderly included an element
of theft; crimes involving violence without theft accounted for only 17 percent of
the victimizations of the elderly,

2. Offenders who preyed on the elderly did not differ greatly from those who

preyed on younger victims: most offenders were male, at least 18 years old, and a
member of a minority racial group. Victimization of elderly persons by one of-
fender was about as likely as victimization by more than one offender,
. 3. The el.derly were the least likely to be either attacked or injured, and when
injured, serious injury was rare. The elderly were not likely to try to protect
themselves; even the least aggressive types of self-protection, such as screaming
or calling for help, were rarely used.

4, Vict?mizations of the elderly were more likely than victimizations of the
younger \(1ctims to be reported to law-enforcement authorities; almost one-half
of all victimizations of the elderly were brought to the attention of the police.
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CRIME AGAINST THE
ELDERLY IN 26 CITIES

Introduction

THE ELDERLY ARE a sizeable segment of our
population. The 1970 census data indicate that 10
percent, or more than 20 million Americans, are 65
years of age or older. Ten percent may not seem a
very large segment until put into historical perspec-
tive. In 1900 only 4 percent of the Nation’s people
were 65 or older; in 1950 the figure was 8 percent
(Botwinick, 1973:12). In short, the elderly portion of
our population has been, and is, increasing rapidly.
Although the national estimate is 13 to 15 percent
(Bovier, Atlee, McVeigh, 1976:7), one estimate pro-
jects that by the year 2000 the elderly will constitute
20 percent of the population in certain areas of the
country (Younger, 1976:160).

In the past two decades political attention and
public concern have been focused, as never before,
on the elderly. Various acts of Congress, sup-
plemented by State and local legislation, have pro-
vided funding and policy designed to improve the
quality of life for senior citizens through social, re-
creational, nutritional, and health programs. Given
that one of the primary concerns of older Americans
is°the fear of crime (Harris, 1975:31, 32), it is not sur-
prising that politicians are turning their attention to
the problem of criminal victimization of the elderly.
One example of this concern is the recent flurry of
legislation proposing more severe penalties for of-
fenders who choose elderly persons or the property
of elderly persons as their target (Geis, 1977:150;
Nicholson and Condit, 1977:154-157). Many State
legislatures, along with the U.S. Congress, have
established special committees or commissions to
deal with problems of the aged.

The proposals for dealing with victimization of
the elderly are many and varied. Some focus on
‘‘target hardening,”” emphasizing such things as in-
stalling secure locks on doors, carrying money in
hard-to-get-to places, and learning the martial arts or

- R e rog
-

other self-protective techniques. Other programs
focus on educating the elderly so that they might be
alerted to criminal activity and avoid pitfalls of such
things as confidence games and bunko schemes. Pro-
posals advocating age-segregated housing for the
elderly and special architectural innovations designed
to minimize victimizations have also been suggested.
Although legislators, planners, and those who pro-
vide services to the elderly are willing and eager to
formulate protective policy, the fact is that apart
from anecdotal data, testimony from victims, and
sensational media reports, very little is known about
the type, extent, and frequency of victimization of
the elderly. This dearth of inforimation is due partly
to the general lack of knowledge concerning the
“‘real’’ state of crime and victimization, but it is fur-
ther complicated by the fact that criminal justice
agencies in the past have typically kept information
on the offender rather than the victim.

Despite the lack of systematic research, there are
widely held beliefs concerning the incidence of
criminal victimization of the elderly. It is often
asserted that the elderly are actually victimized far
more frequently than police statistics indicate
because the elderly are especially reluctant to. report
victimizations due to fear of reprisals (U.S. Con-
gress, 1976b:31, 32; U.S. Congress, 1976d:18, 19).
Another popular belief is that juveniles aie the most
frequent offenders against ihe elderly and that some
juvenile gangs prey solely on the very vulnerable
senior citizens (U.S. Congress, 1976e:20; U.S. Con-
gress, 1978a:3). It is often argued that regardless of
the frequency of victimization, the impact of vic-
timization on the elderly is much more devastating
economically, physically, and psychologically than it
is for younger members of the populition
(Goldsmith and Goldsmith, 1976:2; Goldsmith,
1977:146). The argument is made that because the
elderly usually have fewer financial resources any
economic loss resulting from criminal victimization

1
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results in grave financial hardship. Furthermore, it is
assumed that the fragile physical condition of the
elderly persons renders them more susceptible than
younger people to injury,'and to serious injury.

The following analysis will challenge some, but
not all, of these popular beliefs. The data used to test
the empirical soundness of these beliefs came from
extensive interviews of an extremely large sample of
the population. The type of data collected deter-
mined the type of questions the data can be used to
address. These data cannot inform as to why a vic-
timization occurred, or how it could have been
prevented. Furthermore, these data can yield only
very limited information on the absolute or relative
impact of the victimization on the elderly citizen.
Nonetheless, analysis of these data can shed con-
siderable light on the characteristics of the victims,
the characteristics of the offenders, the nature and
setting of the interaction, and whether or not the irci-
dent was reported to the police. This report is
focused on these aspects of victimization, with
respect to the personal crimes and attempted crimes
of rape, robbery, assault, pocket picking, and purse
snatching.!

Survey description

Only a brief description of the collection pro-
cedures used in gathering the data employed in this
report will be presented. For a complete survey
description, refer to the fourth report in this series,
“An Introduztion to the National Crime Survey,’’ by
Garofalo and Hindelang (1978).

The data used in this report were collected by the
Bureau of the Census in accord with the objectives of
the National Crime Survey (NCS), as specified by the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA). The data were collected in 13 cities in 1974
(Boston, Buffalo, Cincinnati, Houston, Miami,
Milwaukee, Minneapolis, New Orleans, Oakland,
Pittsburgh, San Diego, San Francisco, and
Washington, D.C.) and another 13 cities in 1975
(Chicago, Detrojt, Los Angeles, Nowv York,
Philadelphia, Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas,
Denver, Newark, Portland, and St. Louis). In each
city 10,000 households were selected for interview,
mon denominator of these crimes is that they all entail
direct confrontation or contact between the offender and the vic-
tim. Rape will not be singled out for analysis in this report because
rape of the elderly is so very rare that the small number of incidents
reported were deemed statistically unreliable, However, when refgr-
ring to personal victimization in general, such as an aggregate vic-
timization rate, rape and attempted rape will be included in the ag-
gregate. For further information on rape, see'a companion report in
this series by McDerniott, Rape and Attempted Rape Victimization,
1979,

2

the selection based on a stratified probability sample.
In these 260,000 households in 26 cities, there were
approximately 572,000 eligible respondents 12 years
of age or older. The respondents were gquestioned
about the victimizations they might have suffered
during the 12 months immediately prior to the inter-
view.? See Appendix A for a copy of the survey ques-
tionnaire,

The elderly were not disproportionately
represented in the cities that comprised the NCS sam-
ple. This is evident from the fact that approximately
10 percent of the entire U.S. population was 65 years
of age or older, and about 11 percent of the popula-
tion of the 26 cities surveyed was in the same age
category (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1977).
However, there are limits to the generalizability of
the findings based on these data. Strictly speaking,
because findings in this report are based on data col-
lected from 26 central cities, inferences made from
these findings should be applied only to the 26 cities,
whose population constituted only 13 percent of the
U.S. resident population (U.S. Bureau of the Census,
1977). In any case, care should be taken to limit
generalizations to populations of central cities only.
Generalizability is further limited because the data
presented in this report are aggregated. The aggrega-
tion was necessary to ensure a sufficient number of
cases for statistical analysis. The aggregation, of
course, masks variation between cities.

It must be stressed that all of the data used in this
report were supplied by the victims themselves or, in
special cases, by a proxy respondent. The reported
offender characteristics, the incidence and extent of
injury, and even whether or not the incident was
reported to the police are all based on the victim’s un-
corroborated account.® The point is that unlike of-
ficial data, this report is a picture of victimization
painted solely by the victim, Much of the informa-
tion collected in this survey never came to the atten-
tion of the police or any other law-enforcement agen-
cy. This report, then, presents the larger, unofficial
picture of victimization,

2For a discussion of the problems of respondent's recall,
memory decay, and telescoping, see Gottfredson and Hindelang,
1975. Note that they found no indication that such problems were
specifically related to age.

In some cases that victim may not have known for sure the
answers to some of the questions asked. In these instances, the
respond‘.nt was sometimes asked to give his best estimate (e.g.,
the age of an offender who was a stranger), and always the respon-
dent could elect to give a “don‘t know" response when that was a
logical possibility. The sample size was sufficiently large that these
“don’t know'’ responses, in addition to answers that were not
ascertained, generally did not present a problem for analysis.
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Frequency of victimization

Common sense suggests that victimization rates
should vary with exposure, that is, vulnerability to
potential criminal victimization, Exposure should de-
pend on the relative safety of one’s environment and
the individual’s lifestyle, indicated by such things as
where one resides, how much time is spent away from
the home, where and with whom that time is spent,
Lifestyle, in turn, should reflect demographic factors
such .as marital status, income, sex, race, and age
(Hindelang, Gottfredson, Garofalo, 1978:Chap. 11).

The data collected in the victimization survey pro-
vide an indication of how the elderly diffcred from
the total population in the 26 cities with respect to
some of these demographic factors. First the
variables that differentiated the elderly from the re-
mainder of the population were determined, then
they were analyzed in terms of rates of victimization.
It is important to keep in mind that the rates reported
in this study are estimates based on the surveyed
population, which did not include persons under age
12.

Sixty percent of the elderly population were
women, whereas females comprised only about 50
percent of the rest of the population. Males in all age
groups had higher rates of personal victimization
than did their female counterparts. Given that males
had higher victimization rates, but that a smaller pro-
portion of the elderly population was male, vic-
timization rates for the elderly should be lower than
for younger people.

Thirty percent of the general population, but only
18 percent of the elderly, were members of a racial
minority group. For the population in general, per-
sons belonging to racial minorities had higher overall
victimization rates than did white persons. These
findings predict that the elderly should have lower
rates of victimization,

The elderly had the same proportion of married
people as did the rest of the population included in
the survey, but the elderly had significantly more
widowed people and fewer divorced, separated, or
single people. Married and widowed people,
regardless of age, had much lower rates of victimiza-
tion than did divorced, separated, or single people.
Again, the expectation is that the elderly should have
lower rates of victimization.

Three percent of the surveyed respondents were
members of households with incomes of less than
$3,000 per year, but a full one-fourth of elderly
Americans belonged to such households; 8 percent of
the surveyed population reported household incomes
between $3,000 and $7,500, whereas 44 percent of the

elderly fell into that income category. Victimization
rates at the lower income levels were higher than at
higher income levels. This one indicator of lifestyle,
then, predicts higher victimization rates for elderly
persons.*

When the relationships between these four life-
style indicators—sex, race, marital status, and in-
come—and rates of victimization for the general
population are known, only one of the four, income,
leads to the expectation that the elderly should have
higher victimization rates than their younger counter-
parts. The distribution of the elderly population with
respect to sex, race, and marial status leads to the ex.
pectation that, all else being equal, the elderly should
have lower victimization ratey than the general
population. This is, in fact, tke situation. Standard-
ized for proportion in the population, Table 1 shows
that the elderly have the lowest cggregate rate of vic-
timization. Furthermore, they have the lowest rate of
victimization for every personal crimg except per-
sonal larceny with contact (purse snatching and
pocket picking); for this crime they have the highest
victimization rate of any age group.

For the population as a whole, robbery was the
most common victimization and simple assault
ranked second—both crimes that involved the use,
show, or threat of force. In contrast, the elderly were
most often victims of purse snatching or pocket pick-
ing (larceny with contact), followed very closely by
robbery. The distinction between these two crimes of
theft is the use, show, or threat of force present in the
robbery situation that is not present in a larceny.
That the elderly were not often victims of assaults
without theft is made abundantly clear by the percen-
tages in Table 1. Theft, rather than violence, con-
stituted the bulk of personal victimization of the
elderly. In 83 percent of the victimizations, the elder-
ly fell prey to a thief, Violence for the sake of
violence (that is, violence without theft) was com-
paratively rare,

The elderly can be distinguished from victims
under 35 years of age by the type of criminal misfor-
tune to which they were most often subjected, but do
not differ greatly from victims aged 35 through 64,
Table 1 shows that victims over 35 were more often
victims of crimes involving theft than of crimes con-
sisting solely of violence, whereas victims in the

‘Family income may not be an appropriate measure for com-
parison purposes. The life-style that results frorn income varies
greatly with the number of dependents on that income. Per capita
income would probably have been a superior measure for com-
parison, but the data cannot reveal per capita income. However, the
data do indicate that 30 perrent of the elderly were the sole
household member aver 11 years of age, whereas only 12 percent
of the younger population were in that situation.
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TARBLE 1 Estimaied rates (per 100,000 persons 12 years of age or older) and percent distribution
of personal victimization, by type of victimization and age of victim, aggregate data for 26

Age of victim

65 or » _ ‘ Estimated

older 50 to 64 3Btody 12to 34 totals®

Population base 3,167,119 4,475,746 4,375,024 ’ 10,702,641 22,720,530
Rape 18 30 85 313 ) 173
0% 1% 2% 4% 3%

610) (1,377 (3,841) ) {34,339) (40,167}

Aggravated assault 288 560 957 2,265 1,402
7% 12% 19% 26% 21%

{9,303) (25,489) ) (42,601) {247,583) {324,977)

Simple assault 377 . 729 © 1,143 ‘ 2,409 1,551
T 9% 16% 22% 27% 24%

{12,124) ’ {33,142) {50,189) ] (263,606) (359,693)

Robbery 7 1,615 1,742 1,926 . 2,794 2,255
40% 39% 38% 32% 4%

{61,875) (79,147) (85,524} (304,463) {621,023)

Larceny with, contact 1,752 1,442 1,050 ) 999 1,201
43% 32% 20% 1% 18%

{56,488) (65,524) {46,792) {109,278) {278,093}

Estimated totals? 4,053 4,503 5,162 8,780 6,582
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

{130,406) (204,679} {229,577 {959,269) {1,523,932)

aCategories may not sum to total due to rounding.

youngest age category, 12 through 34, were involved

in violence without theft in over half of their vic-

timizations. Age of victim was also associated with
the value of stolen property and distinguished the
elderly from other victims. Only 19 percent of the
elderly theft victims lost amounts over $50, whereas
31 percent of victims under 65 years of age lost
amounts over $50,

Table 2 reveals that females differed from males
with respect to the frequency of victimization and the
type of crime to which they fell victim. Males suf-
fared more crimes and a larger share of the serious
crimes than did females, Among elderly persons,
males had a robbery victimization rate that was more
than 1Y times that of the female robbery rate, and
an assault rate that was twice as high as the assault
rate for women. However, elderly females had a vic-
timization rate for personal larceny with contact that
was almost twice that of their male counterparts.
This finding can probably be explained by the fact
that purse snatches are much more common than
pocket. pickings.

An examination of Table 2 shows that elderly
females conformed to the general female rank order
of crime-specific victimization rates. Females were

most often victims of theft, i.e., personal larceny
with contact and robbery, and much less frequently
victims of assault. In contrast, elderly males con-
formed neither to the female ranking nor to the ag-
gregate male ranking. Males generally were victimiz-
ed most often by robbery, followed by aggravated
and simple assault, and least often by personal
larceny with contact. In contrast, elderly males were
most often victims of robbery, then of personal
larceny with contact, then of simple and aggravated
assault. ‘
Despite the differences in ordinal ranking and fre-
quency of victimization, the data reveal a pattern.
For both males and females, assault was less likely
when the victim was older. For robbery, which in-
volves both force and theft, a victimization was less
likely £or someone at least 35 years of age, regardless
of the victim’s sex, and the elderly did not differ
substantially from the 35- to 64-year-olds in frequen-
cy of robbery victimizations, The relationship be-
tween personal larceny with contact (which involves
no force) and age was positive; larceny with contact
was more frequent among elderly persons than
nonelderly persons.

TABLE 2 Esti’mated rates (per 100,000 males and females 12 years of age or older) and percent
distribution of personal victimization, by sex and age of victim, aggregate data for 26 cities,

1974, 1975
Age of victim
65 or
older 50 to 64 35 tc 49 12to A Total
Males:
Population base 1,264,303 2,010,441 2,002,801 5,028,661 10,306,205
Rape - - 7 14 8
Aggravated assault 432 821 1,268 3,377 2,107
10% 17% 22% 31% 26%
Simple assault 567 978 1,359 2,830 1,905
13% 20% 24% 26% 24%
Robbery 2,155 2,416 2,587 4,133 3,255
50% 49% 45% 38% 1%
Larceny with contact 1,188 719 574 641 710
27% 15% 10% 6% 9%
Total2 4,342 4,933 5,795 10,994 7,986
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Females:
Population base 1,902,816 2,465,305 2,372,223 5,673,980 12,414,325
Rape 32 55 163 579 309
1% 1% 3% 8% 6%
Aggravated assault 192 348 695 1,280 817
i _ 5% 8% 15% 19% 15%
Simple assauit 252 526 960 2,036 1,257
7% 13% 1% 30%: . 23%
Robbery 1,257 1,192 1,367 1,606 1,425
33% 29% 30% 24% 26%
Larceny with contact 2,128 2,031 1,450 1,316 1,608
55% 49% 31% 19% 30%
Totald | 3,860 4,151 4,627 6,818 5416
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

aCategories mt;ﬂ\f( not sum to total due to rounding.

Summary of findings

1. The elderly had the lowest victimization rate of
any age group for the crimes of rape, robbery, ag-
gravated assault, and simple assault,

2. The elderly had the highest victimization rate of
any age group for personal larceny with contact,
which is purse snatching and pocket picking.

3. Eighty-three percent of all victimizations of the
elderly involved theft; violence withotuit theft was
comparatively rare.

4. Elderly females reflected the type of crime
distribution found for all females. Elderly males,
however, suffered comparatively fewer victimiza-
tions that involved force than did nonelderly males.

Time and place of

_ victimization

Almost three-fourths of all ;victimizations of
elderly persons but oniy half of the victimizations of
persons under age 65 were daytime occurrences.
Regardless of the type of crime against the elderly, as
Table 3 shows, the incident usually took place be-
tween 6 a.m, and 6 p.m. In contrast, younger victims
suffered robbery and aggravated assault more often
at night than during the day.

Personal victimizations took place more often in
an open public place, such as the street or a park,
than in any other single place (see Table 4). Seventy-
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TABLE 3 Time of victimization, by type of victimization and age of v:ctim, aggregate data for 26

Time of victimization

Day Night Estimated
8a.m. to 6 p.m. 6 p.m; to 6 a.m. totals®

Rape:

65 or older 65% 35% 610)

12to 64 36% 64% (39,271)

- Aggravated assault:

65 or older 58% 42% {9,283)

1210 64 42% 58% (313,693)
Simple assault: ; '

65 or older 68% 32% (12,090)

12to 64 53% 47% (345,525)
Robbery:

65 or older 66% 34% (51,076)

12to 64 46% 54% (466,913)
Larceny with contact: N

65 or older 85% 6% {65,953)

12to 64 70% “30% (219,798)
Total personal victimization:

65 or older 74% 26% (129,011)

12to 64. 50% 50% (1,385,193)

aThe very small number of respondents who did not know what time tha victimization occurred were excluded from this table.

one percent of personal victimizations of both elderly
and nonelderly persons occurred in one of two
places, an open public place or a public commercial
building. Another 26 percent of the victimizations of
the elderly happened in or around the victim’s home,
but only 18 percent of the victimizations of persons
under 65 took place there,

Pocket picking and purse snatching occurred
more frequently in a public commercial building than
in any other place and second most frequently on the
street. Controlling for age revealed nothing new;
cach age group suffered most such victimizations in

’-Qnél of those two places (86 percent of the younger
" group and 88 percent of the older group). Robbery,

aggravated assault, and simple assault were primarily
street crimes when younger victims were involved,
but the same was not found in the case of elderly vic-
tims.

Summary of findings

1. Most victimizations of people 65 and older were
daytime occurrences.

2. The elderly suffered slightly less than one-half
of their victimizations in an open public place such as
the street. About another half of their victimizations

were evenly divided between those occurring in a
public commercial building and those occurring in or
around their own home,

Victim and offender
characteristics

Until recently, most of the data collected on per-
soral characteristics associated with criminal events
have been those of the offender. Police and prison
statistics, along with criminological studies and ex-
periments, are replete with information on offenders.
Sex, race, age, socioeconomic status, intelligence
quotient, and many other offender attributes have
been examined in an effort to determine their crimi-
nogenic effect or, at least, their association with
criminal status. Not until the advent of victimization
studies was there any systematic collection of infor-
mation concerning victim attributes. In this section,
certain characteristics of victims as they relate to
those same characteristics of offenders will be con-
sidered. The variables selected for consideration in
this section have one underlying common link: they
are attributes,not actions, and existed pnor to the ac-
tion of the victimization.

A

~ cities, 1974, 1975

TABLE 4 Place of victimization, by type of crime and age of victim, aggregate data for 26 -

Place of occurrence

(37,814) (1,632) = (38,830)
Simple assault: ‘

65 or older 12% - 0% - 11%

(1,461) {0) (1,296)
12to 64 11% 0% . 16% -
: (38,456) (1,2563)  (55,600)
Robbery: o
65 or older - 15% 1% 12%
(7,944) {359) (5,933}
12 to 64 8% 0% 14%
{38,036) (653) = (64,774)
Larceny with contact:
65 or older 2% 0% 46%
(1,312) (14) (25,683)
12t0 64 1% 0% 4%
(2,565) (316)  {98,197)
Total personal
victimization:
65 or older 10% 0% - 26%
(12,827) (410) (33,722
12 to 64

: i Public = Office/ Around Street/ Estimated
v Dwelling Vacation building factory home open place School  Other totals@
Rape: s
65 or older 82% 0% 2% 0% 12% 4% 0% 0% 100%
(500) (0) (15). (0) (71) {23) (0) (0) (610}
12t0 64 22% 2% 8% 1% 12% 43% - 1% 11% 100%
8,690 N »
Aggravated assault { ) (679) {3,200) (237) (4,843) (16,991) (540) (4,272) (39,461)
'65 or older C17% . 0% 8% 0% - 31% 38% 0% 5% 100%
(1,608) ~ (37) (795) 0) (2,902) (3,514) (0) (447) (9,303)
121064 12% 0% 12% 1%

1% 52% 3% 8% 100%
{4,480) . (34,739) (163,785) . (9,630) (24,585) = (315,396}

0% 24% 50% 0% 3% 100%
0) - (2,944) {6,082) 7 (324) {12,126)

100%

3% 1% 48% 6% 5%
(9,104) . (37,739) (164,746) (21,295) (18,915) ~ (347,108}

1% 21% - 49% 0% 1%

100%
(691} _ (10,977) (25,279} (0) (585) (51,767)

100%

1% 9% 62% 3% 3%
{4,539) (41,912 (288,028) {15,215) (15,638) (468,695

0% 8% . 42% 0% 3% 100%
0  (4,403) (23,591) {0) (1,448  (56,451)

42% 3% 4% 100%

1% 5% ,
(1,427} (11,428) ~ (92,883)  (6,093) (8,565} . (221,454)

0%

1% 16% 45% 2% 100%
(691) (21,297 (68,489) (17)  (2,804) - (130,256)

9% 0% 19% 1% 9% 52% 4% 5% 100%
(125,561’) (4,333) (260,601} = (19,787) - (130,666) {726,438) (52,752} (71,975) (1,392,114}

aThose whose responses were not ascertained were excluded from this table. Categories may not sum to total due to rounding.
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Age of victims and offenders .

One popular belief is that it is usuélly juveniles
who prey on the elderly. Although the data show that

the elderly are disproportionately victims of juveniles

when compared with younger victims, it cannot be
said that they are usually victimized by juveniles.
Most single offenders were at least 21 years old,
regardless of victim’s age; 51 percent of the single of-
fenders against the elderly were at least 21, compared
with 60 percent for the whole population. When the

/

crime involved more than one offender, the age dif-
ferences between offenders against the elderly and
those who preyed on younger victims were virtually
nonexistent, It is worth noting, however, that of-

fenders in paxrs tended to be older than offenders in

groups of three or more.

Sex of victims and offenders

As was true of the total surveyed population, the
elderly overwhelmingly fell victim to male offenders.
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FIGURE 1 Percent of victimization by black/other offenders, by number of offenders, race and age
of victim, aggregate data for 26 cities, 1974, 1975
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Approximately 94 percent of all male victims of one
or two offenders claimed they were victimized by
males; the elderly were no exception, Eighty-nine
percent of all males victimized by three-or more of-
fenders fell victim to all-male offender groups; again
the elderly were no exception. For those males who
were victims of more than one offender, it was slight-
ly 'more common for offenders of both sexes to be
reporied to the interviewer than for all-female of-
fenders to be reported, although either of these oc-
currences was rather rare, accounting for less than 10
percent of the victimizations of males by. more than
one offender.

Much the same picture emerged for female vic-

tims. Every age group was primarily victimized by
males, and when there was more than one offender,
mixed groups of offenders were more common than
all-female groups. However, female victims of single
offenders, regardless of age group, were about twice
as likely as were their male counterparts to admit
having been victimized by a female.

Race of victims and offenders

Overall, victims most often reported that their of-
fenders belonged to some race other than white. The

- data show (Figure 1) that black/other victims were

usually victimized by black/other offenders,

- L]

regardless of the number of offenders or the age of
the victim. Younger white victims of single offenders
were most often the prey of white offenders, yet their
older counterparts were victimized most frequently
by black/other offenders. White victims under the
age of 65 who succumbed to more than one offender
reported most often that all their offenders were
black, but their senior counterparts were even more
likely to suffer victimization by groups of all black
criminals.

Victim-offender relationship

All respondents were asked if the offender was
related to them, well known to them, a casual ac-
quaintance, known to them by sight only, or a
stranger to them, The victim population as a whole
claimed victimization by strangers 64 percent of the
time, but the elderly claimed victimization by
strangers in 85 percent of the incidents. This dif-
ference is primarily explained by the type of vic-
timization each age group suffered. The elderly were
most often the targets of robbers, pocket pickers,
and purse snatchers; such offenders were usually
strangers. Assault victims were more likely than
other victims to know their assailants, and the
under-65 age group were more often victims of
assault than were those in the elderly age group. Vic-
tims from either age group seldom clalmed to have
been victimized by relatives.

Summary of findings

1. There were almost no differences between the
ages of those who preyed on elderly victims and those
who chose victims under 65 as their targets.

2. Both older and younger victims were primarily
victimized by males, regardless of number of of-
fenders. Females were victims of females propor-
tionately more often than males were,

3. Black victims of all ages and elderly white vic-
tims were most often the prey of black offeaders,
whereas younger white victims were most often vic-
tims of white offenders.

4. The elderly were victims of strangers in 84 per-
cent of the cases, whereas those under 65 were vic-
timized by strangers 64 percent of the time.

Victirﬁ-offender interaction

Although the legal concepts of justified and pro-
voked crimes have existed for quite some time, it has
been comparatively recently that these concepts were
taken to their next logical step: victim-precipitated

crimes (von Hentig, 1938; Wolfgang, 1958). The con-
cept of victim-precipitated crime is based on the no-
tion that the manner in which the victim behaves im-
mediately prior to and during the commission of the
crime can partially determine the outcome of the inci-
dent. The underlying assumption is a very simple
one: personal victimization is one type of interper-
sonal behavior in general, with both parties con-
tributing to the interaction and molding the outcome.
Although the notion of victim-precipitation carries
with it a flavor of blame, it need not be limited to
that, The recognition that the victim has a role to
play is a crucial one. An analysis of victim-offender
interaction might reveal that certain measures taken
by victims systematically increase or lessen the
danger involved in the situation. Ideally, such an
analysis would be very instructive in discovering
methods by which a victim could best protect
himself. Unfortunately, these data have the serious
shortcoming of being without sequential order; thus
it is impossible to discern, for example, whether an
attack preceded or followed a self-protective
measure. Because of this limitation the data can show
association only; causal inferences are not ap-
propriate.

In this section, offender-victim -interaction, as
recalled by the victim, wil be considered. The factors
upon which the analysis rests are: 1) the number of
offenders and number of victims involved; 2)
whether there was a weapon present and, if so, what
kind; 3) whether there was an attack and, if so,
whether injury resulted; 4) whether the victim tried to
protect himself or his property and, if so, what
method was employed; 5) whether the crime was
completed; and 6) whether it was reported. Each of
these variables represents an action taken or a choice
made by either the victim or the offender; these were
factors over which the offender, or the victim, or
both, had some control.

Number of victims and offenders

Robbery was the only crime for which a majority
of the incidents involved more than one offender; 58
percent of the robberies of the elderly persons involv-
ed more than one offender, and 62 percent of the
robberies of younger victims were committed by
more than one offender. Assaults, pocket pickings,
and purse snatchings were more oftén committed by
one than by two or more offenders, although 26 per-
cent of the elderly and 35 percent of the younger vic-
tims of pocket picking and purse snatching did not
know how many offenders were involved. This large
number of don’t know responses is understandable in

9




TABLE 5 Number of offenders, by age of victim, aggregats data for 26 cities, 1974, 1975

Age of victim

Number of 65 or

offenders older 60 to 64 35 to 49 12to 34
One 51% 49% 57% 71% -
Two 30% 27% 22% 1%
Three or more 20% 24% 21% 18%
Estimated total@ 100% 100% 100% 100%
{(111,957) (174,890) (206,379} {887,097)

8Subcategories may not sum to total due to rounding. Those who did not know whether they were victimq of lone or multiple of-
fenders, and those who did not know how many multiple offenders were involved were excluded from this table,

light of the fact that these offenses depend on stealth
and swiftness for their execution rather than force,
The elderly, however, were proportionately more
likely (31 percent) than the 12- through 34-year-old
victims (22 percent) to indicate more than one of-
fender in crimes of purse snatching and pocket pick-
ings.

As Table 5 indicates, the elderly did not differ
substantially from other victims, except those under
35, with respect to victimization by more than one of-
fender: those between 35 and 64 were victimized
slightly more often by a single offender, whereas
those under 35 were victimized by a single offender
71 percent of the time. Victimizations of the elderly
were evenly split between victimizations involving
one offender and those involving more than one of-
fender: victimizations involving more than one of-
fender were more often (60 percent) comprised of of-
fender pairs than larger groups (40 percent).

For both the elderly and those under 65, victims
of more than one offender were more often strangers
to the offenders than were victims of single of-
fenders., When the data were controlled for racial
category of the victim, it was discovered that about
half of all black/other victims, regardless of age, and
half of elderly white victims fell prey to more than
one offender. White victims under 65 were victims of
more than one offender only 43 percent of the time.

The respondents were asked if there were others,
beside the offender(s), present at the scene of the
crime, The practical meaning of a positive response is
not clear, for this question did not ask if the victim
was accompanied. For example, a victim of purse
snatching may have been walking down the street
alone, but within sight and hearing of another
pedestrian. Such a situation would probably render
the victim strategically and psychologically alone yet
would result in a ‘“‘yes’’ response to the interview
question. In any case, the data revealed that the
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elderly were most often alone when victimized, and
that they had a higher proportion (57 percent) of vic-
timizations while alone than did the younger victims
(43 percent). Although all age groups reported that
nonvictimizations of others who were present were
more common than victimization, those who were
present when an elderly person was victimized were
substantially less likely to be harmed, robbed, or
threatened than were those present when younger
people were victimized. In other words, elderly vic-
tims were less likely than their younger counterparts
to be involved in incidents in which there was more
than one victim. When elderly persons were victimiz-
ed on the street, which was the place they were most
likely to be victimized, they were usually alone. They
were also likely to be alone when they suffered vic-
timizations in or around their own home, When vic-
timized in a public commercial building, others were
usually present, a finding easily explained by com-
mon sense.

Weapons

Elderly victims reported to the interviewer that
weapons were present in the incident relatively infre-
quently. They were aware of the presence of a
weapon only 24 percent of the time, whereas those
under 65 mentioned that a weapon was present in 42
percent of the incidents. However, caution must be
used in inferring that when a victim was unaware of a
weapon, a weapon was not actually present, because
of the large number (14 percent) of ‘‘don’t know”’
responses to this query.

Of all the elderly who were confronted with a
weapon, 39 percent were faced with a knife, 34 per-
cent with a gun, 22 percent with some other weapon
(such as a fist, hammer, etc.), and 5 percent with
more than -one weapon. In contrast, the rank-
ordering for the younger victim population was gun,
knife, other, then more than one weapon.
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TABLE 6 Percent of victimizations involving weapons, by place of victimization and age of victim,
aggregate data for 26 cities, 1974, 1975

Place of victimization

Vacation Public Office/ Around Street/
Age of victim Dwelling house building factory home open place School Other
65 or older 58% 78% 10% 92% 37% 19% 0% 24%
(12,827) (4102 (33,722) (691)a (21,297) (58,489) (1718 (2,804)
12to 64 54% 48% 31% 41% 47% 46% 25% 50%
(125,561) (4,333) (260,601) (19,787) (130,666) (726,438) (52,752) (71,975)

8Percentage based on less than 50 cases; may not be statistically reliable.

By definition, only three of the crimes under con-
sideration—rape, robbery, and aggravated
assault—may include the element of a weapon, but
none of them require the element of a weapon. Not
surprisingly, when the elderly were faced with an of-
fender wielding a knife, gun, or more than one
weapon, the crime was usually robbery. Elderly vic-
tims were confronted with a weapon in 44 percent of
the robbery incidents; this compares with 60 percent
in the case of robbery of persons under 65. Victims of
lone robbers were about as likely to note that a
weapon was present as were victims of more than one
robber.

Regardless of the victim’s age, victimizations oc-
curring at night were more likely than victimizations
occurring during the day to be committed with the
aid of a weapon. However, because the vast majority
of crimes against the elderly were daytime happen-
ings, if a senior citizen was confronted with a weapon
it was most likely to be during the day.

Both elderly and younger victims were more likely
to meet an offender with a weapon on the street than
any place due to the frequency of street victimiza-
tions. However, as Table 6 shows, weapons were pre-
sent in only 19 percent of all street victimizations of
the elderly but in 46 percent of all street victimiza-
tions of those under 65. Regardless of age of victim,

incidents inside the home involved weapons in over
half the cases. ’

Lone stranger offenders against elderly victims
were less likely to have a weapon than were those of-
fenders who were known to the victim. The same was
true when the offense was committed by more than
one offender. In other words, regardless of the
number of offenders, the elderly victim’s acquain-
tance with the offender(s) was positively associated
with presence of a weapon. In contrast, victims under
65 were about as likely to face a weapon when vic-
timized by a stranger as when victimized by an of-
fender they knew, regardless of the number of of-
fenders involved.

Elderly victims who were alone at the time of the
crithe were twice as likely to be confronted with a
weapon as those who were not alone. Being alone at
the scene of the crime did not affect the younger vic-
tim’s chance of being victimized with the aid of a
weapon,

Attack and injury

By definition, personal larceny with contact
precluded an attack. (If a purse snatching involved
an attack, it was classified as a robbery.) The other
crimes—rape, robbery, aggravated assault, and sim-
ple assault—involved at least the threat of force, but
not necessarily an attack on the victim. All told, a
victimijzation involved an attack on the victim in
about 40 percent of personal victimizations, as Table
7 shows. For elderly victims' this figure was 32 per-
cent; for the youngest age group it was 43 percent.

As Table 7 shows, although most crimes involved
no physical attack, when there was an attack,
regardless of age, victims were more likely than not
to sustain some kind of injury. However, the elderly
not only suffered the fewest attacks but also the
fewest injuries. Forty-six percent of the elderly who
were physically attacked escaped injury, whereas
only 35 percent of those between 35 and 64 and 40
percent of those between 12 and 34 escaped a
physical attack uninjured.

The injuries reported to the interviewer were
categorized into the following seven groups: 1) rape;
2) attempted rape; 3) knife or gunshot wounds; 4)
broken bones or knocked out teeth; 5) internal in-
juries, unconsciousness; 6) bruises, scratches, cuts,
swelling; and 7) gihier injuries, Table 8 shows the per-
cent distribution ¥ type of injury sustained. It is
clear that the mdye ¢arious injuries were extremely
rare occurrences for gisher age group. It is also clear
that the elderly sid not sustain proportionately more
broken bones; znd sustained only slightly more inter-
nal injuries than did younger people.
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TABLE 7 Percent attack and injury, by agz of victim, aggregate data for 26 cities, 1974, 1975 | ] data fpr 26 cities, 1974, 1975 g s and age of victim, aggregate
Not Attacked, not Attacked and Estimated
Age of victim attacked injured injured totals® 4 ONE OFFENDER S0
65 and older 68% 15% 17% 100% 5 50 - (18,922)
(130,406) .
35 to 64 66% 12% 22% 100% 42%
40% (37,541) 41%
{434,257) 40 = 2,895 (308 (497%) (172,823)
12 to 34 57% 17% 26% 100%
(959,269) } 3 2 fa0.850)
Estimated 61% 15% 24% 100% [ 3 E 404 (2301
totals (923,433) {233,776) {366,723) {1,523,932) 2 N—
aCategories may not sum to total due to rounding. 51 { % '\\ 5\%{\\1
.- 3 - : W :
I3 g 20+ — \\3&\ N E%eazi\;
- . . . 2 \ T
The elderly suffered over three-fourths of theirin-  tack were injured slightly more than half the time. K . \\f\g\\\g . J L
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cannot be said for lone-offender attacks on younger
victims. Given an attack, the difference between the
two age groups in the probability of injury by an of-
fender who was at least 18 years old was substantial,
Similarly, when victims were attacked by more than
one offender, the elderly were less likely than were
younger victims to suffer injury from those offenders
who were at least 18 years old. In contrast, given an
attack, the elderly were slightly more likely than
younger victims to suffer injury from groups of of-
fenders whose youngest member was less than 15
years of age. The data do not indicate that the elderly
suffered a disproportionately greater number of at-
tacks by very young offenders, but there is some sug-
gestion that attacks by very young offenders
disproportionately resulted in injury of the elderly
victims. Regardless of the age of the victim or the age
of the offenders, injury was the usual result when a
victim was attacked by more than one offender.

Males, whether young or old, were more likely to
be physically attacked than were females in their own
age group. However, victims under 65 were so much
more frequently attacked than were those 65 and
older that younger females were attacked as often as
were elderly males, Elderly male victims of lone of-
fenders were injured in 41 percent of the attacks on
them. Younger males did not fare so well; they were
injured in 59 percent of the attacks on them by single
offenders. Elderly females suffered injuries in 59 per-
cent of such attacks, whereas younger females were
injured in 63 percent of the attacks. These findings
indicate that although males were attacked by lone
offenders more often than were females, females, if
attacked, were injured more often than males.
Likewise, male victims of more than one offender
were attacked more frequently than were female vic-
tims, regardless of age. In the cause of multiple of-
fenders, however, females were no more likely than
were males to suffer injury. When race of offender,
race of victim, and prior relationship with offender
were controlled, nothing new was revealed about the
incidence of attack and injury. ‘

Multiple offenders were responsible for 60 percent
of the injuries inflicted upon the elderly victims, In
contrast, single offenders were responsible for more
than half of the injuries sustained by nonelderly vic-
tims,

Of the elderly who were victims of lone offenders,
30 percent were attacked, and half of those attacks
resulted in injury (see Figure 3). When an older per-
son was victimized by two offenders, there was an at-
tack in 35 percent of the incidents, and an injury oc-
curred in 60 percent of those attacks. In the event of
victimization by three or more offenders, elderly vic-
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tims were attacked in half. of the cases and injured in
58 percent of the attacks. All told, multiple offenders
were responsible for 60 percent of the injuries in-
flicted upon the elderly victims.

In contrast to the elderly, lone offenders were
responsible for more than half of the injuries sustain-
ed by nonelderly victims. Of younger victims who
were victims of single offenders, 40 percent were at-
tacked and 61 percent of those attacks resulted in in-
jury. When the victimization involved two offenders,
victims under 65 were attacked 39 percent of the time
and injured in 59 percent of the attacks. When the
victimization involved three or more offenders, the
nonelderly victims were attacked in 50 percent of the
incidents and injured in 64 percent of the attacks.

It can be seen from Figure 3 that there were only
small differences between the elderly and younger
victims in incidence of attack when more than one of-
fender was involved, The only substantial difference
was found in victimizations involving lone offenders:
in these incidents the elderly were less likely to be at-
tacked than were younger victims. This finding un-
doubtedly reflects the fact that the elderly were far
more likely to be victims of personal larceny with
contact, which precluded an attack, whereas victims
under 65 were more likely to suffer an assault, which
may have involved a physical attack.

Also note that Figure 3 shows a positive associa-
tion between number of offenders and the likelihood
of attack and injury for elderly victims. For younger
victims the association is not quite so straightfor-
ward, One important conclusion to be drawn from
Figure 3 is that even when an attack occurred, the
elderly were not substantially more likely than
younger people to suffer an injury.

Whether or not others were present at the scene of
the crime was related to whether or not the victim
was attacked, as shown by Figure 4. Elderly victims
who were alone were substantially more likely to be
atiacked than those who were not alone. The same
relationship was found for younger victims, but to a
lesser degree. Furthermore, when others were present
during the victimization, younger victims were much
more likely to be attacked than were elderly victims.
Regardless of whether or not they were alone when
attacked, elderly victims were less likely to be injured
than were their juniors.

Even when weapons were present, most victims
were not attacked. However, as Figure S shows, in-
jury was more common when a weapon was present.
A victim attacked by an offender who was not
wielding a weapon was as likely to escape injury as to
be injured; on the other hand, when the victim was
attacked by an offender who had a weapon, injury
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FIGURE 3 Percent attack and injury, by number of offenders® and age
of victim, aggregate data for 26 cities, 1974, 1975
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resulted in two-thirds of the incidents involving elder-
ly victims and in almost three-fourths of the attacks
on younger victims,

Injury resulted in two-thirds of those incidents in
which an offender armed with a gun attacked his vic-
tim, regardless of the victim’s age. (This is not to im-
ply that one-third of the gun-toting attackers were
very poor marksmen; certainly, a gunshot is an at-
tack, but so is a pistol-whipping or a push from an
offender carrying a gun.) Elderly victims were in-
jured in 58 percent of the attacks made by the of-
fenders carrying knives, whereas their younger
counterparts were injured in 68 percent of such at-
tacks. Both older and younger victims were very like-
ly to be injured when an attacker used some other
weapon, such as a fist, a hammer, a pipe, or a rock.

Use of self-protective measure
A self-protective measure, as defined by this

survey, included a wide variety of actions, some
bold, others mild. The respondents were asked if they
1) used or brandished a gun or knife, 2) used or
attempted physical force such as hitting, chasing,
throwing an object, or using some weapon other than
gun or knife, 3) tried to get help, attract attention, or
scare the offender away, 4) threatened, argued or
reasoned with the offender, 5) resisted without using
force, for example, by running or driving away,
holding on to property, locking a door, shielding
oneself, or 6) used some other means of self-
protection. Despite the mildness of some of the
forms of resistance, in 70 percent of the cases the
elderly did not try to protect themselves in any way.
The relationship between increased age and decreas-
ed use of a self-protective measure is a linear one, as
Figure 6 shows. In those instances in which the vic-
tims did try to protect themselves, the elderly were
not distinct from the younger population in choice of
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method except that they were less likely to use
physical force and more likely to try to get help or at-
tract attention.

Figure 7 reveals that use of a self-protective
measure varied greatly with the nature of the vic-
timization. Those incidents that involved no force,
i.e., pocket pickings and purse snatchings, evoked
the least amount of self-protection from the victim.
This finding is understandable when the stealth and
swiftness of the offense is considered. It is very likely
that often the victim had no real opportunity to
employ a self-protective measure.

No matter where the elderly were, they were not
likely to protect themselves. They were most likely to
take a self-protective measure if they were victimized
on the street, but even there they made the effort in
only 37 percent of the incidents. In contrast, younger
victims protected themselves more often than not,
regardless of location, except for crimes committed
in a public commercial building.

Although age of offender showed no assaciation
with the employment of a self-protective measure,
sex of offender and victim did. Male and female vic-

FIGURE 4 Percent attack and injury, by presence
of others during victimization® and age
of victim, aggregate data for 26 cities,
1974, 1975
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tims under 65 and elderly female victims were as like-
ly to protect themselves from male offenders as from
female offenders. Elderly males, however, neglected
to protect themselves more often when their of-
fenders were female than when males victimized
them,

The data revealed that white victims under 65 used
self-protection substantially more often than did
their black/other counterparts. The elderly reflected
this tendency but the association was not as pro-
nounced. Furthermore, younger victims resisted an
offender of their own race more often than they
resisted an offender of another race. This may be ac-
counted for by the fact that younger victims had a
high incidence of assault victimizations and that
assaults tended to be both intraracial and frequently
resisted by the victim. Again, the elderly exhibited a
similar relationship of greater intraracial resistance,

"but to a lesser degree than younger people.

The elderly were most likely to protect themselves
when they knew the offender casually or well, less
likely when the offender was known by sight only,

FIGURE 5 Percent attack and injury, by presence
of weapont and age of victim, aggregate
data for 26 cities, 1974, 1975
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FIGURZ 6 Percent employing a self-protective
measure® by age of victim, aggregate
data for 26 cities, 1974, 1975
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®A self-protective measure includes using or brandishing a
weapon, hitting, chasing, or throwing an object, trying to
attract attention or get help, arguing, threatening, reasoning,
running or driving away, shielding seit, holding on to prop-
erty, or some other means of self-protection,

and least likely when the offender was a stranger.
The same rank ordering emerged for younger vic-
tims, but their rate of self-protection was much
higher. Again, this finding may be reflective of the
type of victimization involved. Assaults were more
likely to be committed by someone known to the vic-
tim than were crimes of theft, and victiins of assaults
were more likely than victims of theft to use a self-
protective measure.

Surprisingly, the elderly were no more likely to
protect themselves from single offenders than from
more than one offender. Youngz victims exhibited
more selection, protecting themselves more often
when there was only one offender with whom to con-
tend. Whether or not others were present at the time
of victimization did not change the overall relation-
ship between age and employment of a self-protective
measure: the victims under 65 tended to protect
themselves whether alone or not; the older victims
did not,

The presence of a weapon appears to have
possibly influenced the elderly victim’s decision to
protect himself. More than half of all their attempts
to protect themselves were made in those instances
where they thought the offender was not armed.
Only 25 percent of the self-protective measures were

T RN oY * - R

attempted when a weapon was present. This reaction
pattern was very different from that of victims under
65, who were about ds likely to protect themselves
when a weapon was present as when nc weapon was
present. This finding is probably related to the dif-
ference in the type of victimizations suffered by the
two age groups. Considering that assaults were of-
fenses that typically met with a self-protective
measure from the victin, that almost all aggravated
assaults involved a weapon, and that aggravated
assaults accounted for only 7 percent of all victimiza-
tions of the elderly but 23 percent of victimizations of
those under 65, the finding above is not surprising.

It is unfortunate that because of the nature of the
data, causal relationships cannot be inferred: it is im-
possible to ascertain precisely the order in.which the
events occurred, and although it can be assumed that
Injury followed attack, it cannot be assumed that the
self-protective measure followed the attack or even
preceded the injury. In fact, it is possible that the
self-protective measure, such as running away or call-
ing for help, was not undertaken until after the crime
was completed. In any case, victims under 65 were
substantially more likely to use a self-protective
measure if attacked than if not attacked, but the
elderly exhibited this tendency only to a very slight
degree. Regardless of age, those who were attacked
were no less likely to be injured if they used a self-
protective measure than if they did not,

Completion of victimization

As stated at the outset of this report, the personal
victimizations being considered include both at-
tempted and completed victimizations. In this por-
tion of the report completed and attempted victimi-
zations will be considered separately. With only one

_exception, pocket picking, all recorded victimizations

could have been either completed or only attempted;
by definition there were no attempted pocket pick-
ings. More victimizations were completed when the
elderly were the prey. Seventy-three percent of the
crimes against the elderly were completed; only 53
percent of the crimes against victims under 65 were
completed.

Oddly, daytime (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.) victimizations
of the elderly were completed most often (76
percent); whereas the crimes committed against the
elderly in the morning hours (12 a.m. to 6 a.m.) were
compieted least often (56 percent), In contrast,
crimes against younger victims were completed
slightly more often than not, regardless of the time of
day or night. Crimes committed in a public commer-
cial building were most likely to be completed,
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FIGURE 7
aggregate data for 26 cities, 1974, 1975
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TABLE 9 Parcent of victimizations completed and attempted, by presence of weapon and age of
victim, aggregate data for 26 cities, 1974, 1975

N Estimated
Completed Attempted totals@

Weapon present:

65 or older 67% 33% (31,885)

12to 64 63% 37% {(189,411)
No weapon present:

65 or older 73% 27% (64,302}

12 to 64 ) 50% 50% {605,078)

aThose who responded that they did not know whether or not a weapon was present were excluded from this table.

gregate data for 26 cities, 1974, 1975

TABLE 10 Percent victimizations completed, by type of self-protective measure and age of victim, ag-

Gun Physical Attract Argued, Resisted ‘ Estimated
or knife force attention reasoned without force Other totals@
65 or older 39%b 55% 64% 27% 26% 25% 44%
(895)c {8,946) {14,058) (5,319) (11,453) (3,237) {43,908)
12 to 64 22% 52% 47% 26% 26% 30% 38%
{21,396) (298,787) {149,910) (122,266) (243,300) {54,134) (889,793}

a0nly those who used some form of self-protective measure are included in this table.
Percent victimizations not completed can be obtained by subtracting cell percent from 100.
CPercent based on fewer than 50 cases; may not be statistically reliable.

regardless of the victim’s age. However, 85 percent
of such victimizations of the elderly were completed,
but only 63 percent of such victimizations of
nonelderly victims were completed. Considering that
personal larcenies with contact and robberies ac-
counted for most of the victimizations that occurred
in commercial establishments, and that these two vic-
timizations were the most often completed of the per-
sonal victimizations, such a finding is not unex-
pected.

The elderly were most likely to prove an easy
mark for strangers: 69 percent of the elderiy vic-
timjzations committed by strangers were completed,
but only 25 percent of the offenses against elderly
persons committed by offenders well known to the
victim were completed. In contrast, strangers who
preyed on nonelderly victims were about as likely as
nonstranger offenders to complete their offense.

For offenders, there seemed to be strength in
number. Offenses committed by more than one of-
fender were substantially more often completed than
those committed by lone offenders, regardless of vic-
tim’s age. On the cther hand, for elderly victims,
being alone at the scene of the crime was not related

to the likelihood that the crime would be completed.

Whether the victim was alone or not, 73 percent of .
the crimes against the elderly were completed. When
younger victims were alone, only 45 percent of the
crimes against them were completed; however, 51
percent were completed when the victim was not
alone,

The data revealed that offenders against the elder-
ly completed their crimes slightly more often when
they did not have a weapon than when they, did, This
can be attributed to the fact that the bulk of personal
larcenies with contact, which by definition did not in-
volve a weapon, were completed victimizations, and
such victimizations comprised a large share of the
total elderly victimizations. On the other hand, as
Table 9 shows, crimes against younger victims were
more often completed when the offender was aided
by a weapon.

Slightly less than half of the victimizations of
elderly persons were completed when the victims
employed some measure of self-protection. When no
attempt was made to foil the offender; 85 percent of
the offenses were completed. A similar relationship
was found for the younger victims, although fewer of
their victimizations were completed, regardless of
employment of a self-protective measure, Table 10
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TABLE 11 Reporting to the police, by type of victimization and age of victim, aggregate data for 26
cities, 1974, 1975
Not Don‘t Estimated
reported Reported _know totals®
Aggravated assault: ' . ‘
61% 1% 100%
65 or older 38% 7 " 9,303)
t 51 2% : 100%
12 to 64 47% % (315,674}
Simple assault: *
33% 0% 100%
65 or older 67% - (12,125)
35% 1% 100%
121064 84% (347,568)
Robbery:
63% 0% 100%
65 or older 37% k o (51870
53% 1% 100%
12t0 64 46% (469,133)
Larceny with contact: i ‘
: 38% 0% 100%
65 or older 62% o (66,499)
‘ 9 37% 1% 100%
12to 64 62% (221.604)
All personal victimizations:
9 49% 0% 100%
65 or older 51% b - (130,406)
47% 1% 100%
26 4% ’ (1,393,526)
aSubcategories may not sum to total due to rounding.

shows that of the methods used with considerable
frequency by the elderly, arguing or reasoning and

. resisting without physical force were most weakly

associated with completion. The same fmdmg is true
for the younger vrctrms

Reporting of victimizations to the police

The victim was asked in each case if the incident
had been brought to the attention of the police. It is
impossible to know whether the report was made by
the ‘victim or by someone else. The available
responses to the question were that the event was: 1)
not reported; 2) reported by a household member; 3)
reported by someone else; 4) known to the police
because they were at the scene of the crime; or that 5)
the victim did not know if the crime had been
reported or not,

Fifty-one percent of the crimes committed against
the elderly went unreported. In comparison, 47 per-
cent of the crimes against those 12 through 64 were
unreported. Over half of all unreported victimiza-
tions of the elderly were pocket pickings and purse
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snatchings. Robbery accounted for 22 percent of the
crimes against the elderly that w're never reported to
the police. Although persona,( larceny with contact
was the most frequently comﬂntted crime against the
elderly, it was not reported 62 percent of the time,
whereas the second most common crime against
older persons, robbery, went unreported 37 percent
of the time. As can be seen from Table 11, the more
serious victimizations of the elderly, robbery and ag-
gravated assault, were reported to the police more
often than were simple assaults or purse snatchings
and pocket pickings. Although the same finding is
true for victims under 65, the robbery and aggravated
assault victimizations of the elderly were reported
more often than were the same victimizations of
younger persons, These findings make it clear that
the contention that elderly victims disproportionately
underreport their victimizations is without support
from these data.

Theft victimizations were usually reported when
the property stolen was valued at over $10 but usually
not reported when the property was valued at less,
regardless of the victim’s age, If the elderly were

TABLE 12 Percent of victimizations not reported to the polrce, by race of offender, race and age of
victim, aggregate data for 26 cities, 1974, 1975

Race of offender

Age and race

) Estimated
of victim White Black/other Unknown totals
65 or older: :
White 48% 48% 56% 49%
(44,751)
Black/other 72% 55% 70% 57%
{11,841)
12 to 64;
White 59% 56% 62% 58%
(480,408)
Black/other 62% 51% 52% - B2%
{217,004)

more devastated by theft victimizations than were
victims under 65, they did not translate their relative-
ly greater suffering into increased reporting to the
law-enforcement authorities.

There was much similarity in the reasons given by
the elderly and by younger victims for not reporting
the victimization to the police. The single exception
was that the elderly seldom said it was a private or
personal matter, although that was the third most
common reason cited by younger victims. Forty-four
percent of the reasons for nonreporting given by the
elderly centered around the conviction that nothing
could be done due to lack of proof. The rest of the
population offered this reason most often as well,
but it accounted for only 33 percent of the reasons
given. For both age groups the second most common
reason for nonreporting was that the incident was not
important enough, The third most common explana-
tion cited by elderly victims was that the police would

- not want to be bothered but, as mentioned above,

younger victims gave third rank to the reason that the
incident was of a personal nature. These three
reasons accounted for over 80 percent of all reasons
for nonreporting offered by the elderly for and about
75 percent of those offered by younger victims. Only
4 percent of the elderly mentioned fear of reprisal, a
finding that contradicts much popular opinion.

The race of the victim as well as the race of the of-
fender appears to be important in determining
whether or not a crime was reported to the
authorities, Victimizations of elderly black/other vic-
tims were most likely to go unreported, and vic-
timizations of elderly white victims were least likely
to remain unreported. Table 12 shows that white vrc-
tims, regardless of age, failed to report white of-

fenders to the police as often as they failed to report
black/other offenders. In marked contrast,
black/other victims, regardless of age, failed to
report white offenders far wore often than they
failed to report black/other offenders.

The data presented in Table 13 show that for

elderly victims, the closer the relationship between
- the victim and the offender, the more likely the of-

fense was reported to the police. In contrast, there is
no evidence of a similar association between relation-
ship and reporting in the case of nonelderly victims.
This can probably be explained by the fact that
nonelderly victims often cited privacy concerns as a
reason for nonreporting, and that reason would im-
ply that a relatively intimate relationship between the
victim and offender was being protected.

The presence of a weapon was related to whether
or not the incident was reported to the police,
regardless Of “victim’s age. Victimizations of the
elderly were reported only 43 percent of the time
when a weapon was not evident but 70 percent of the
time when a weapon was present. Victimizations of
persons under 65 that involved no weapon were
reported only 38 percent of the time but 55 percent of
the time when weapons were involved.

A physical attack on an elderly victim was
associated with reporting the victixization. Although
41 percent of the incidents involving an attack were
neverreported, 55 percent of those not involving an
attack went unreported. The same relationship was
found for attacks on victims under 65. Furthermore,
only 41 percent of victimizations involving no injury
were reported, regardless of age of victim, but 74 per-
cent of the victimizations of the elderly that involved
injury and 59 percent of the victimizations in which a
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TABLE 13 Reportiné to the police, by relationship to offender and age of victim, aggregate data for 26
cities, 1974, 1975
‘ v = : Estimated
‘ Not )
:: I::fl::;::'p reported Reported . totals®
Unknownt ) 100%
65 or older N% 29% e
100%
ol % ?g;% (15,614)
Stranger: 100%
65 or older 52% 48% prpeh
100%
i2t0 64 55% 45% ey
Known by sight only: ‘ ‘ : 100%
65 or older 37% 63% P
! 100%
12 to 64 57% 43% a0k,
Casual acquaintance: . 100%
65 or oider 37% 63% | e
¢ T 100%
12 to 64 64% 36% Ly
Well known:; 100%
65 or older 23% 77% A
100%
12to 64 - 52% 48% I (1006461
ictimizati i inci hich it was not known
aThi includ Iy those victimizations committed by lone offenders and excludes those incidents for wi
ith?\Ies g’ftf’é?lgcxa:sr:goyrltedoto the police. Categoriss may not sum to total due to rounding.

person under 65 was injured were reported to the
police. As expected, completed foenses were
reported substantially more ‘often than were attemp-
ted crimes, regardless of the victim’s age.

Summary of findings

1. About half of the victimizations of the elderly
were committed by more than one offender, as were
about 45 percent of the victimizations of younger vic-
tims. - ‘

" 2. When victimized by more than one offender,
the elderly were more often the target of pairs of of-
fenders, v\‘)\\?\ereas* younger victims were more often
preyed onjﬁy offender groups of three or more,.
3_-Eiderly victims were more likely than younger
victims to be alone when victimized and less likely to
be involved in an incident that had more than one
victim. : v
4. The elderly were confronted with a weapon
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substantially less often than were victims under 65. If
confronted, the weapon present was a knife in 39 per-
cent of the cases and a gun in 34 percent. If a weapon
was present, the crime was usually robbery.

5. The elderly were least likely to be confronted

" with a weapon when victimized by a stranger and

most likely to be confronted with a weapon when vic-
timized by an offender they knew well.

6. The elderly were subjected to fewer physical at-
tacks and suffered fewer injuries than did younger
persons. ‘

7. Elderly males were markedly more likely than
elderly females to be attacked but less likely to be in-
jured if attacked. ‘

8. For elderly victims, the data revealed a positive
association between the number of offenders in a
single victimization and the probability of attack and
injury.’

9. When the elderly were attacked by an offender
with a weapon, injury was twice as likely as no in-
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jury, but it was three times as likely for their younger
counterparts. . ; .

10. In 70 percent of their victimizations, the elder-
ly made no effort to protect themselves or foil the of-
fender. Younger victims use a self-protective measure
in over half of their criminal victimizations.

11. Males were no more likely than females to use
a self-protective measure, regardless of victim’s age.
However, elderly males showed a reluctance not seen
in other victims to protect themselves from female
offenders. ; ‘

12. The elderly were no more likely to protect
themselves from lone offenders than from more than
one offender, but younger victims were.

13. Victims under 65 were about as likely to pro-
tect themselves when a weapon was present as when
one was not present. In contrast, the elderly took
over half of all their self-protective measures when
they believed that the offender was unarmed..

14. Completion of the crime was far more com-
mon for crimes against the elderly than for those
committed against victims under 65.

15. Daytime crimes against the elderly had a
higher probability of being completed than did night-
time crimes, and crimes committed in a public com-
mercial building were more likely to be completed
than those committed elsewhere.

16. A negative relationship exists between comple-
tion of the offense and intimacy of offender and
elderly victim; strangers who preyed on the elderly
completed more of their victimizations than did of-
fenders acquainted with their victims. For younger
victims, there was no association between completion
and intimacy.

17. Those committing crimes in pairs or groups
more often completed their offenses against the
elderly than did Ione offenders. When the elderly vic-
tim was alone, the victimization was completed no
more often than when others were present.

18. Victimizations of the elderly were reported to
the police less often than were victimizations of those
between 35 and 64, but more often than victimiza-
tions of those between 12 and 34.

19. Regardless of the victim’s age, more of the
serious victimizations - (robbery and aggravated
assault) were reported to the police than were the less

- serious victimizations of simple assault and personal

larceny with contact. However, a larger share of the
serious victimizations of the elderly were reported
than of the serious victimizations of those under 65.

20. The elderly were not distinct from younger
victims in the reasons offered for not reporting a
crime, except that younger victims were much more
likely than the elderly to fail to report because the

matter was a personal one. Regardless of the victim’s
age, the most frequent reason for a crime not being
reported was that the victim felt proof was lacking;
the second most common reason was that the victim
felt the incident was not important enough.

21. Regardless of the victim’s age, presence of a

" weapon.in a victimization was associated with report-

ing to police, as was attack, injury, and completion
of offense.

Summary and conclusions

The ways in which the elderly differed
demographically from the younger population led to
the expectation that their rates of victimization
would be lower than those for the general popula-
tion, as was in fact the case. The victimization survey
indicated that the elderly had a lower aggregate vic-
timization rate than did the younger population.
When - the total personal victimization rate was
broken down into specific types of crimes, it was
found that the elderly had the lowest rates of robbery
and assault, but the highest rate of personal larceny
with contact,

Robbery and personal larceny with contact are
both theft-motivated: crimes. It seems paradoxical at
first that the elderly would show high rates of one
type of theft and low rates of another type of theft.
However, when the robbery and personal larceny
with contact victimization rates are combined it is
found that the elderly had a theft victimization rate
virtually equal to the theft victimization rate of the
younger population, The combined victimization
rate for robbery, purse snatching and pocket picking
for the elderly was 3,367 per 100,000; the comparable
rate for the population aged 12 through 64 was 3,470.
It is clear then, that the elderly suffered theft vic-
timizations about as often as did younger people, but

the violent component of the theft victimization oc-

curred less frequently. This is congruent with the
finding that elderly victims, compared with younger
victims, were rarely assaulted.

Once the data established the type of victimiza-
tions that the elderly most commonly suffered, and
once some notion of lifestyle was established, the
findings held very few surprises. The elderly were
more commonly victimized during the day than were
younger people, a finding that undoubtedly reflects
the lifestyle of the elderly, as do the findings that the
victimizations most often occurred on the street or in
a public commercial building, and most often when
the victim was alone. S

The characteristics. of those who victimized-the
elderly were remarkably similar to those who vic-
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timized other people. The differences found, i.e.,
that the elderly were victimized more often by
black/other offenders and strangers than were their
younger counterparts, are understandable in light of
the fact that greater proportions of theft victimiza-
tions were committed by black/other offenders and
strangers. Robbery victimizations typically involved
more than one offender, and robbery victimizations
constituted a slightly larger share of all victimizations
of the elderly than they did of all victimizations of
those under 65. This finding helps clarify why the
elderly had a slightly larger proportion of offenders
whno committed crimes in pairs or groups than did the
younger victims,

The elements of the interaction between the victim

and the offender determined the classification of the
victimization. Because personal larceny with contact
was defined as a victimization devoid of an element
of force or show of force, it followed that elderly vic-
tims were confronted with weapons less often than
were younger victims; likewise, they suffered fewer
physical attacks and fewer injuries. Also because of
the nature of the victimizations, the elderly had less
opportunity and less need to employ a self-protective
measure than did victims of more violent offenses.
However, the data do not provide an explanation of
why elderly men used a self-protective measure no
more often than did elderly women, in spite of the
fact that elderly men were most often robbery victims
and elderly women were most often victims of pocket
picking or purse snatching.

It is not surprising to find that more of the serious
victimizations, that is, robbery and aggravated
assault, were reported than were simple assaults and
personal larcenies with contact. Nor is it surprising to
find, in light of the reason for nonreporting com-
monly offered by victims under 65—that the matter
was of a personal nature—that aggravated assault
victimizations of the elderly were more often
reported than were those of younger victims.
However, the data provide no ready explanation why
more robbery victimizations of the elderly were
reported to the police than were robbery victimiza-
tions of younger people.

Although the data were in agreement with some
previously reported research findings, some of the
commonly held beliefs about victimization of the
elderly were left wholly unsupported by this data
analysis. There was no indication that the elderly
were particularly reluctant to report their victimiza-
tions to the police or that the elderly were dispropor-
tionately victimized by juvenile gangs. There was
some evidence that the elderly were relatively easy
prey, usually not offering any resistance to the of-
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fender. However, it should not too readily be assum-
ed that their vulnerability and frailty worked to their
disadvantage. In light of the fact that the elderly had
a theft victimization rate that equalled that of the re-
mainder of .the population, it could be argued that
their vulnerability did not make them more suscepti-
ble to theft but rather more susceptible to less serious
and less frightening forms of theft. In other words,
the elderly might be getting their pockets picked and
their purses snatched, instead of being robbed.

Given the data, little can be said about the
economic, physical, or psychological impact of vic-
timization on the elderly. There was.one rather poor
indication of economic impact. The elderly were no
more likely than younger victims to report thefts
when the property stolen was valued at less than $10,
or at any other amount. If the economic impact of a
theft victimization was more severe for the elderly
victims, the hardship was not reflected in reporting
the loss to the police. With respect to physical im-
pact, the data indicated that, when attacked and in-
jured, the elderly sustained very few serious injuries.
The findings, then, do not support the conclusion
that violent victimization results in a differential im-
pact on the elderly victims.*

Although many questions were not and cannot be
answered by these data, a new picture of victimiza-
tion of the elderly has been drawn. This picture is
based on the victim's own report in a confidential in-
terview and provides insights not available from
other sources. The nature, extent, and frequency of
victimization of the elderly have been described in
this report and compared with similar findings for
nonelderly victims. The summary conclusion to be
drawn from these data is that the elderly, compared
with younger people, were not overly victimized in
general, nor were their victimizations of a more
serious nature.

*The psychological impact of victimization poses a difficult
measurement problem, and the victimization survey instrument
was not designed to collect such information. However, an attitude
survey was administered to a random half sample of the
respondents in the 26 cities. Garofalo (1976} reported that although
the fear of crime was highest among the elderly, victimization ex-
perience was only very weakly associated with fear of crime
{Garofalo, 1976: 24, 22),
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roRM ,NCS-I ano NCS-2

(421474
U,S,'OEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMIHISTRATION
BUREAU OF THE CENSUSN
TING AS COLLECTING AGEN

CTIN T FOR THE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE AOMINISTRATION
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY
NATIONAL SAMPLE

NCS-1 -~ BASIC SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE
NCS-2 ~ CRIME INCIDENYT REFORT

NOTICE - Your report to the Census Bureay ia confidential by law (Public
Law 93.83), Al [dentifiable information will be used only by persons
engaged in snd for the purposen of the survey, and may not be disclosed
or relsased to others for any purpose.

Sample (cc 4) | Control number (cc 5)
PSU | Segment

JO

Household number (cc 2)

1. Interviewer identification
Code | Name
|

8. Number of housing vnits in structure (cc 26)

®

|
!

2. Record of ln;crvlow

Line number of household

Date completed
respondent (cc 12)

©

@y ! s[)5-9
232 s []10or more
s[]3 7 [ Mobile home or trailer
a4 8 [TJ Only OTHER units

ASK IN EACH HOUSEHOLD:
9. (Other than the . . . business) dees anyone in this

3. TYPE Z NONINTERVIEW
Interview not obtained for
Line number NOTE: Fill NCS-7

Noninterview Record,

for Types A, B, and C

noninterviews,

eee®

Complete 14--21 for each line number listed,

household operate a business frem this address?

1[I No

2{7].Yes ~ What kind of business is Ohn?;,

N asm =

10. Family income (cc 27)

4. Household status

1 [ Under $1,000

®

2[7]$1,000 to

1 (7} Same h

hold as last

:
ation

2] Repl h hold since last ation
3[_] Previous noninterview or not in sample before

s(3
a0
s

5. Special place type code (cc 6c)

s ]
70
L

2,000 to
3,000 to
4,000 to
5,000 to
6,000 to
7,500 to

9(7110,000 to

1,999
2,999
3,999
4,999
5,999
7,499
9,999
11,999

6. Tenure (cc8)
1 [] Owned or being bought
2 [[] Rented for cash
3 [T} No cash rent

10 7 12,000 to 14,999
11 ] 15,000 to 19,999
12 (71 20,000 to 24,999

7. Type of living quarters (cc I5)
Housing unit
@) [0 House, apartment, flat
2[j HU in nontransient hotef, motel, etc.
3 [JHU - Permanent in transient hotel, motel, etc,
4 TJHU in rofiming house
s [ Mobile Nesmt: or trailer
6 [T HU not specified above — Descrlbe’

OTHER Unit

7 {7} Quarters not HU in rooming or boarding house

8 {] Unit not permanent in transient hotel, motel, etc,
9 [C] Vacant tent site or trailer site

10 ] Not specified above — Descrlbe;p

13 [ 25,000 and over

1%, Household members 12 years
of age and OVER y 4

Total number

12, Housshold members UNDER
12 years of age z

Total number

|@

o [TJ None

13. Crime Incident Reports filled 2

Total b

o (7 None j

Notes

nNnO=
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

25a, Did you live in this house on April 1, 19707
1] Yes ~ SKIP to Check Item B 2 No

14, RAME X 6. 17, 1. |19, 200, 120h, |21, a2, 23, What Is ihe highest
(of bousoheld | yypg op uine [retavionsmie  |age  [wARiTAL {RACE tomiain] sex [ARNED |arade (or yem) of ropuine
respendent) 1 wTERVIEW Wo." |TONOUSEHOLD ILAST |sTATUs FORGES | Schee) you bave ever
KEVER - BEQIN OAY MEMBER) A 'Tor parsons 12-24 yrs.
NEW RECORD {ec 12)] ec 13b) (e 17) |lcc18) froc198) plocism]ice 20)](cc 21) | Tranacribe for25tym. (cc22)lice 23)
bast
1 [] Per.— Salt-tesp. 1 ] Head 1ow hOaw. t M} ] Yesg 0o [ Nnvlordn.ttomd
2[7] Tol,~ Seltfesp. 2[T] Wite of head aCWe. |20 New, 2 [ Fl2 Mo or kindergarten
Trat 1] Per~ Proxy 3] Own chitd T S - Elamentary (01-08)
4[] Tel.~ Proxy 4[] Other relative [ %ep. — HS,(03-12)
S[INI = Flll 16=21 s ] Non-relative sCINM — Catlegs (21-26%)
i IS . Is this the same 26d. Have you been losking for wark during the past 4 weeks?
CHECK LLook :t“te‘ms 4':;: covit lﬂ:‘li:nz S(Box ; mar:ed) 1] Yes No — When did yeu last werk?
ITEM A ] Yes ~ SKIP to Check Item B ] No 2 [7) Less than 5 years ago—SK!P to 280

3 or more years ugo
4[] Never worked } SKIP to 29

b. Where did you liva on April 1, 19707 (State, foreign country,
U.S. possession, efc.

State, etc County

. Did you live inside the limits of a city, town, village, etc.?
1] No 2[T] Yes — Name of city, town, village, etc. 7

27, 1is there any reasen why you could not toke a job LAST WEEK?
1 ] No Yes ~ 2 [] Already had a job
s ] Temporary tliness
4[] Going to school
5 ] Other — Specify v 3

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

d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 1970?
1] Yes 2[JNo

CHECK Is this person |6 years old or older?
ITEM B ] No — SKIP to 29 CJYes

x ] Never worked — SKIP to 29

b, What kind of business or industry is this? (For example: TV
and radio mfg., retall shoe store, Stote Labor Dept., farm)

260, What were you doing most of LAST WEEK — (working,
kesping house, going to school) or something else?
1] Working — SKIP to 28a s [] Unable to work ~SKIP to 26d
2(T] With a Job but not at work 7 [T] Retired
3 [] Looking for work 8 [] Other — Specify ¥
4[] Keeping house
5 [_]'Going to school

(If Armed Forces, SKIP to 28q)

@ 111

c. Were you -
1 [ An employee of a PRIVATE company, business or
indivi uu{ for woges, salary or commissione?
2[C] A GOYERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county,
or local)?
3[) SELF-EMPLOYED in OWN business, professional

practice or farm?

b. Did you do any work ot all LAST WEEK, not counting work
oround the house? (Note: If farm or business operator in HH,
osk about unpald work.)

o[JNe  Yes — How many hours? ~ SKIP to 280

o[7) Working WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or farm?

d. What kind of work were you doing? (For example: electrical
engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer)

c. Did you have a job or business from which you were
temporarily absent or on layoff LAST WEEK?
1[OJNo  2{7] Yes — Absent — SKIP to 280
@ = 3[J Yes — Layoff — SKIP to 27

@ [T 11

o. What were your most important activities or duties? (For
example: typing, keeping account books, selling cars, etc.)

otes

PORM NGB (4-1:74) Page 2

v ¢ i i T

-

. Now 1'd like 1o nsk some questions about

2 ] Yos - :::lwy 32, Did enyene toke nm:ﬂﬂ:’ :,7'.'{'""'; W, (] Vn-:g:;m

crime. They refer enly to the lost 6 months - T fo you or te ."‘

o from a "l.l" w 71. you ;v Ohoy‘wlcn‘r o
between 1, 197 _and 9w o mnpon! staying, such as a friend's or No
During the last 6 n:onohl, did anyone bu;k :.El:'c'::l:n :::‘7" hetel or motel, o1 «
into or somehow {llegally get into your mm—
(apartment/home), garage, or anather building = |33, What was the total number of moter
on your property? vehicles (cars, trucks, otc.) owned by

you of any other ber of this household o] None —
30, (Other than the incident(s) just mentioned) Yes = How many during the last § menths? SKIP to 38
Did you find a door {immied, a isck forced, times? 10l
or any other signs of an ATTEMPTED 2
break in? CiNe 0]
1o )
N 4] 4 or more
34. Did anyone steal, TRY to steal, or use —
31, Was anything ot all stolen that is kept [C]¥es ~ How many (it/any of them) without permission? 8":' llzﬂm
outside your home, or happened to be left times?
|°"" ""c““ °?M° d.”:‘ 'u""" h°;" or 35. Did enyene steal .v TRY to ;iuul part
1 3 e -

u‘ix'::d;';::;l.on(o‘:l') e thon sny Incldents Lt of (it/any of them), such es a battery, 8::‘ ﬁ'.'.'-'?""

hubcaps, tape-deck, atc.?

) \

NDIYIDUAL SCR

EEN QUESTIONS

36. The following questions refer only to things
that happened to you during the last & months -
between 1,197 ___.aond , 197

" Did you have your {pocket plcked/purse
snatched)? :

[T1¥es ~ How many
times?

[CINo

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

——

[ Yes —~Hew many
times?

CiNo

37. Did anyone take something (else) directly
from you by uaing force, such as by o
stickup, mugging or threat?

[T Yes = How many
times?

47, Did you call the pelice during the last 6
months to repert something thot heppened
to you which you thought was a crime?
(Ds not count any calls made to the

AR et et e ey

SO

-

[Ne rlln cencerning the incidents yeu
ave just told me abeut.)
38, Did anyone TRY to rob you by using force [CI¥es ~ How many ) No ~ SKIP to 48
ot threatening to harm you? (other than times?
ony incidents already mentioned) [J Yes — What happenad?
ClNe
39. Did anyone beat you up, attack yeu or hit [C1Yes = How many ‘—-L—-I
ou with something, such as a rock or bottle? times?
(u'hu than any incidents olready tioned) L__L__J
N0 l | I
40, Were you knifed, shot at, or attacked with - Lock at 47, Was HH member -
some other mu;:on by opEIono ot oll? (other v 3'-:.7'" 12+ attacked or threatened, or LYo :'n'.'.'-'r""'
than any incidents already mentioned) CHECK was somntl&lng stoler; or an "
attempt made to steal something
Ohe ITEM C that belonged to him? (LD
41, Did anyone THREATEN to heat you up or -
THREATEN yw‘whh a knife, wyn, orpnmc e 5:'.'-?"’ ‘ ——
other weapon, NOT including telephone 48, Did anything happen to you during the lest
threats? (other than any incidents olready CNo 6 m.m‘. which you theught was a crime,
mentioned but did NOT report to the police? (other
SR than any i idents ol 1' " .1:
42, Did anyone TRY to attack you in some Yes - -
other wyny? (other than ony ylncldmn already Clves ﬂ'-:.'r" (I No — SKIP to Check ftem E
mentioned) ] Yes — What happened?
CINo
43. During the last 6 months, did teal Yes - W
. During the last 6 months, did cnyone stes o3 - How mony
things that belonged to you from inaide any car times? | l I
or truck, such as pgckeges or clothing?
[CINe l l I
44. Was anything stolen from you while you - ' Look at 48, Was HH member -
wete away from home, for instance at werk, In Qlve 5'-'.'.':"" 12+ attacked or threatened, or Qve n'f'-'.'-?'"
a theater or restaurant, or while traveling? fNECK was something stolen or an One
CINe TEM D. attempt made to steal somathing
that belonged to him?
45. (Other than ony incidents you've elready CJves - Hew mony Do any of the scresn questions contain any entries
mentioned) was anything (else) at all times? for *‘How many times?"’
- stelen frem you during the last 6 menths? CHECK {0 No — Interview next HH member.
CIne ITEM E End Interview if last respondent,
and fill item |3 on cover page.
] Yes, = Fill Crime Incident Reports.
PORM NCB-1 {a:1-74) Page 3 "
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20a. 20b. 21, |2
NANME TYPE OF RELATIONSHIP [ AQE MARITAL [RACE ORIGIN} SEX [ARMED
INTERVIEW TO HOUSENOLD | LAST | s7aATUS FORCES
KEYER - BEGIN HEAD BIRTH MEMBER a i
W DAY ASK for persons 1224 yrs,
NEW RECORD tec 12}} (ec 13b) {cc 17) | (cc 18) {cc 15a) {cc19b))(cc 20)){cc 21) | Transcribe for 25+yrs. {cc 22)ice 23)

bt
t (C] Per.~ Self-resp, 1 ) Head am how t )M} ] Yes| oo [] Never attended 1] Yes
2{7] Tel.~ Seit-resp. 2 (7] Wite of head a(Tjwd. 12{T] Neg, 2[7] Fl2[TNo or kindergarten 2N

First [ Per.~ Proxy 3] 0wn child s{3b. fspJon ~— Elementary (01-08)
4[] Tel.~ Proxy 4 7] Other relative A7) Sep. e HSL {09-12)
s[CINI = £l 10-21 5 {7} Nom-ralative sNM — . Cottege (21-26t)

household as last enumeration? (Box | marked)
ITEM A [Z] Yes ~ SKIP to Check item B 3 No

250, Did you live in this houae on Apri! 1, 19707

1] Yes No ~ When did you last work?
2 {T] Less than 5 years ago— SKIP to 26a

3 (3 5 or more years ago
« ] Never worked } SKIP to 36

\ 26d. H b looking for work during th t 4 weeks?
CHECK ‘ Look at item 4 on cover page. Is this the same ave you been looking for wo ring the pas

1[7) Yes = SKIP to Check Item B 2 No

U.S. possession, etc.)

State, etc. County

c. Did you live Inside the limits of a city, tawn, villoge, etc.?
t I No 2[7] Yes ~ Name of city, town, village, etc.z

1[I Ne Yes — 2{) Already had a job
3] Temporary iliness
4 ] Going to school
s (] Other — Specify y ]

b, Where did you live on April 1, 19707 (State, foreign country, 27' I8 there any reason why you could not toke a job LAST WEEK?

@ [T TTT]

d. Were you In the Armad Forces on April 1, 19707

CHECK Is this person 16 years old or older?
ITEM B [Z) No ~ SKIP to 36 ] Yes

260, What were you dolng most of LAST WEEK ~ (working,
keeping house, going to school) or something else?

2(TJWith a job but not at work 7 ] Retired

3[7) Looking for work 8 (] Other - Specl!y-;
4[] Keeping house
8 {] Golng to school

(If Armed Forces, SKIP to 280)

Did you do any work at all LAST WEEK, not counting wotk
around the house? (Note: If form or business operator [n HH,
ask about unpald work.}
o[C]No  Yes ~ How many hours?. - SKIP to 286
¢, Did you have a job or business from which you were
temporarily absent or on layoff LAST WEEK?
1[CJNo 2] Yes — Absent = SKIP to 280

b

s[C] Yes — w_zyoff — SKIP to 27

1 [T] Yes 23 No

t [T} Working — SKIP to 280 & [] Unable to work ~SKIP to 26d

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

X [) Never worked — SKIP to 36

b. What kind of business or Industry is this? (For example: TV
ond radio mfg., retail shoe store, State Labor Dept., farm)

@ [T 11

c. Were you =

1 An nm:b oe of a PRIVATE company, business or
{ndivi uur for wages, salary or commissions?

271 A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county,
ot local)?

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

4[] Working WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or farm?

d. What kind of work were you doing? (For example: electrical
engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer) )

@ 11

o What were your mast important activities or duties? (For
example: typing, keeping account books, selling cars, etc.)

INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS

36, The following questions uor onl to things that Yox~ How many
happened to you during the last Gymonﬂu i Clve times?
between—1,197— ond ——, 197——, Did |
you have your (pocket plcked/purse snatched)?

44, Did you find ony evid that someone
ATTEMPTED to steal something thot

belonged to you? {other thon any
Incidents already mentioned) e

1] Yes - Haw many
timea?

1CINe

37. Did anyone take something (else) directly ] Yes = How many
from you by using force, such as by a stickup, timea?
mugging or threat? 0 No

47, Did you call the police during the last 6 months to report
lomﬂhlng thot happened to you which you thought was o
crime? (Do not count any calls made to the police

@ conceming the Incidents you have just told me about.)

[ No — SKIP to 48
{7 Yes — What happened?

38. Did anyons TRY to rob you by using force N
or threatening to horm yZu? (gﬂm' than any Cves Ql'm:l’;.ny
incidents already tioned) CINo

39, Did anyone beat you up, cttack you or hit you Yos = H
with something, -yuch :‘ o rock Zr bottle? Y Evae II:!:I’;."’

. {other than any Incidents clready mentiened) imL

40. Were you knifed, shot a1, or attacked with
some other weapon b‘y anyene at oll? (other
than any incidents alrea tioned) Cine

CHECK
DO Yes— How many | jygy ¢

attacked or threatened, or was some- }
thing stolen or an attempt made to  |LINo

Look at 47 — Was HH member [Z+ (] Yes — How many
' times?
steal someathing that belonged to him?

41, Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up ot -H
THREATEN you with a knife, gun, or some Cves ":’:l?m @

43. Did anything hoppen to you during the last 6 menths which
ou thought was a crime, but did NOT repart to the pelice?
zo'her than any incldents already mentioned)

other weapon, NOT Including telephone 'hn\an? ONe

times?

(other than any [ncidents already mentionsd £ No ~ SKIP to Check Item £
42, Did anyone TRY 1o attack you in & _ ] Yes — What happened?
sther way? (athar than any Tncidents (T] Yas - Hew many

already mentiened) =]l

43, Duting the Test 6 months, did anyone stesl

things that belonged to you frem Inside eny car I Yes— How many | CHECK
or ':;ei, such s puhgyu ot clething? Y INe st ITEM D

attecked or threatened, or was some-
thing stolen or an attempt made to (T )No

k at 48 — HH member (2+ -M
' Look a Was HH ] ves How nony
steal something that belonged to him}!

(447 Was enything stelen from ysu while yeu were -
awaey fram hems, for lmn:co ot work, in @ e 5:.7""
theater or restaurent, sr while traveling? No

43, (Other than wny incidente you've alreudy
mentioned) Was enything (else) ot all stelen
trom you duting the last & menths? CiNe ——

o -{CHECK
[ Yea~Howmoy |ITEM E

Do any of the screen questions contalin any entries’

for *'How many times?*’

[ No - Interview next HH member, End Interview if
last respondent, and fill item 13on cover page.

(] Yes - Fill Crime Incident Reports,

PORM NCE1 (441474} Page 4
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BEGIN NEW RECORD
Line number
101

Screan question number

@

@)

Incident number

TICE ~ Your report to the Census Bureau |s confidential by law-

NO
(Public Law 93-83). All Identifiable Information will be used only by
persons engaged in and for the purposes of the survey, '‘and may not be

. disclosed or retensed to othars fof sny purpose,

rorm NCS-2

tashsr4)

U8 DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
SOCIAL AND KCONOMIC STATISTICS ADMINISTRATION
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
ACTING AB COLLECTING AGRNT FOR THE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASEIBTANCE ADMINISTRATION
U\s. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

CRIME INCIDENT REPORT
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY .. NATIONAL SAMPLE

@
@

*

®

@

Ta. You seid that during the last 6 months - (Refer to
appropriate screen question for description of crime).
in whet menth (did this/did the firet) incident happen?
{Show flashcard if v, Encourage respondent to
glve exact month.)

Month (01-12)

Is this incident report for u serles of crimes?

CHECK 1) No~SKIP to 2
2[7] Yes - (Note: series must have 3 or
ITEM A o more similar incidents which
respondent con't recall separately)

@

Sa. Were you a custemer, employes, or owner?
1] Customer
2] Employee
3] Owner
4[] Other - Specify

b, Did the persen(s) steal or TRY to steal anything belonging -
te the stere, resteurant, effice, factory, etc.?
1] Yes :
2{J No SKIP to Check Item 8
3] Don't know

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

¢. How mony incidents ware Involved In this series?
1 ] Three or four
2] Flve to ten
3 (C] Eleven or more
4 {3 Don't know

INTERVIEWER ~ If serles, the following questions refer
only to the most recent incident,

@

2, Abeut what time did (this/the most recent)

incident hoppen?
1 {Z] Don't know .
2(7] During the day (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.)

At night (6 p.m. to 6 a.m.)

3{] 6 p.m. to midnight

& ] Midnight to 6 a.m.

s "] Don't know

3a. In what State and county did this incident occur?

[0 Outside U.S. —~ END INCIDENT REPORT

State County

@

x

@

@

6a. Did the effender(s) live thare or have a right to be
ere, such as a guest or o workman?
1] Yes — SKIP to Check Item B

23 No*
3] Don't know

I». Did the effender(s) actually get in or just TRY to get
in the buillding?

1[7] Actually got In
2 {73 Juse tried to get in
2] Don't know

. Was there eny evidence, such as o broken lock or broken
windew, that the offender(s) (forced his way in/TRIED
to force his way In) the building?

t [ No
Yes — What was the evidence? Anything else?
{Mark oll that apply)

2 (] Broken lock or window
3 {7} Forced door or window

4[] Slashed screen fOK'CPheCk
5 (] Other — Specify ] item 8

d. How did the offender(s) (get in/try to get in)?
1 ] Through unlocked door or window
2[7] Had key
3[7] Den't know
4 {7) Other — Specify.

b. Did it happen INSIDE THE LINITS of o city, town,
village, otc.?

1 No

2] Yes —~ Enter name of city, town, etc. ¥
1

@

this household present when this
Incident occurred? (If not sure, ASK)

t {ZJ No — SKIP to 13a
2] Yes

CHECK

Was respondent or any other member of
JTEM B .

N O Z

- » O TV M DM - E2MO~0O 2~

@,

4, Where did this incident take place?

1) Ator Ll:ﬂtmn dwelling, in ;(7rafedor ]

other ng on property {Includes .

break-in or attempted break-in) - SKIP 10 60
2[T] At or in a vacation home, hotel/motel

3 (7} inside commercial building such as
store, restaurant, bank, gas station,
public conveyance or station ASK So

477 Inside office, factory, or warehouse

8 (] Near own home; yard, sidewalk,
driveway, carport, apartment hall W
{Daes not include break-in or
attempted breokein)

&[] On the street, in & park, field, play- SKip
= ground, school grounds or parking lot > ;‘;‘eg"g"‘

7 [ Inside school
s O‘Iher - Specify v

—

=

@

@

7a. Did the persen(s) have a wespon such @s a gun or knife,

or semathing he was using as @ weapon, such as o
bettle, or wranch?

1 No
2] Don't know
Yes — What was the weepen? (Mark all that apply)
3[) Gun
4[] Knife %,
s [T] Other — Specify

b, Did the person(s) hit you, kneck you down, er actually
itteck you in seme other way?

1) Yes = SKIP to 7(
2JNo

c. Did the persen{s) threaten you with herm in eny way?
17 No = SKIP to 7¢

2] Yes

Page 9
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CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Conllnu._

17 .74, How were zou threatened? Any other way? 9c. Did insurance or any health benefits pregram pay fer sll or part of

CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Continued -
des the offender(s)? Wi

'12a. Were you the only person there be

. (ME]k \7” bt |athapply)f \ the total medical axpenses? .
1 ecbal threat of rape 1 ] Not yet settled _ 'as a car ot other motor vehicle taken?
2] Verbal threat of attack other than rape @ 2] None...... ¥ SKIP to {0a @ ' :es SKIP to 3a (Box 3 or 4 marked in 13f)
3] Weapon present or threatened SKIP AAIc e 2] Ne CHECK
with weapon I - to 4[] Part b, How many of these persons, not counting yourself, ITEM CINo - 3KIP 26 Check ftam £
4[] Autempted attack with weapon w b ‘
= (\‘ore e:ample. shot at) » 10a d. How much did insurance or a health benefits program poy? p:":o:’l‘:bu::'crhllimy':ér:’o'fb :;ﬂ:.on-d? Do ot include EYes
5 [] Object thrown at person ) (I ° None — SKIP . 140. Had permission to th
& ] Followed, surrounded . @ S - (Obeain ¢‘»"’ estimute, if necessary) O a to 13a given to the pcuon”:l;o '...‘:%mwu vehicle) ever been
7 [} Other = "becify - y 10a. gdﬂ:::h?h‘::ﬁ'::;g to protect yourself or your property Number of persons @ TOING .« v 1P 1o Check tem
- 1[I No — SKIP to 1 ¢, Are any of these persons members of household " 2[7] Don't know eck item
«. What actuolly hoppened? Anything else? @ E Do not 3 of your now?
. (Mork all thae opbiy) Y 2] Yes @ . °Dn°N:nclud. household members under 12 years of age. 3] Yes
@ 1 ] Something takea without permission W » b, What did you do? Anything else? (Mark all that apply) o.5ra
2] Attempted or threatened to @ 1 ] Used/brandished gun or knife Yes — How many, not counting yourself? . the person return the (car/motor vehicle)?
take something 2 3&:1/3::g°%hy::§n)| force (hit, chased, threw object, used 1 [ Yes
ssed, argument, abusive lang , etc, v o —
:% ';::::,idemw or m:m:;: ® ¢ 3 [J Tried to-get help, attract attention, scare offender away (Also mark *Yes™" in Check Item | on page 12) 2] No
forcible entry of house SKIP (sf'“'“‘d:“”‘d' called f"'}“'p' trned on lights, etc.) 13a. Was something stolen or taken without permissian that Is Box | or 2 marked i
s [] Fercible entry or attenipted o 4[] The argued, etc., with offender belonged to you or others in the household? n 137
entry of car i0a s ] Resisted without forces, used evasive action (ran/drove away, INTERVIEWER = Include anything stolen from CHECK [ No - SKIP to I50
hid, held property, locked door, ducked, shielded self, etc.) unrecognizable business in respondent's home iTEM E
6 [] Damaged or destroyed property D includ A me, Y
& [ Other — Specify 0 not include anything stolen from a recognizable DJes
0 gttempeted gr “:':m,"ede o business in respondent's home or another business,
age or destroy proper d s
o] oa‘;‘“ef- Speiif y property 11 Wes the crime committed by only one or mare than one person? such as merchandise or cash from a register. € 'Wm the (purse/wallet/money) on your parson, for instance,
i @ 1 ] Only one 2} Don't know — 3] More than one (59 1[0 Yes - SKIP ta I3f n a pocket or being held by you when it was taken? )
/ 4 SKIP 10 120 4 2[INo @ 1Y
f. How did the person(s) attack you? An n 2] No
* other way? (';Aarko all that appyly)u Y a. Vlu: "‘"’ person mole f. How many persons? b. Eii‘ the person(s) ATTEMPT to toke something that -
1 [ Raped or femole? . efonged to you or others in the household? Wi
@ 143 'as only cash taken? (Box O marked in 13
2] Tried to rape . 1 [ Male g @5 t[ONo-SKIPto I3e CHEC n 13f)
3 (7] Hit with object held in hand. shor, knifed O Femal 9 WE ::loly mrl- or female? 2[] Yes ”EEM l; [] Yes — SKiP to iba
4[] Hit by thrown object 2 emale () ! male c. What did # [J No
O e ket gt hron o TR e i s
[ Grabbed, held, trippad, jumped, pushed, etc. : aie P 150, Altogether, what th
7 ] Other — Specify b. I'=|ow old would %vou say 4[] Don't know ;E]] w:zls:t or mo thot was u'k.n; was the value of the PROPERTY
Ba, What were the injuries you suffered, if ony? the person was . ney INTERVIEWER — Excl
e " Anyiing lsa? (o ol ht ol V0] Under 12 e M s03 car Sl Ehecks amd cred <o even 1 they were st
('@ 1 [J None — SKIP to 10a 211214 @ + ) Under 12 s{] 2! or over — 4[] Other motor vehicle : o
2 [] Raped 2] 12-14 SKIP 1o | 5[] Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.) @ — u
3 % ?m;mpted rape . s 15-17 . a[]15-17 &[] Don't know 6 [ Don't know b o poTIETR— i
4 {nife or gunshot wounds 18-20 4[] 18-20 . . ou decide the value of the property that was R
5[] Broken bones or teeth knocked out 18- i.. How old would you-say the 7 [ Other — Specify * stolen? {Mark all that apaly) " e :
6] Internal injuries, knocked unconscious 5[] 21 or over . oldest was? CHECK Did they try to take a purse, wallet, 1] Original cost ,
7 (O] Bruises, black eye, cuts, scratches, swelling & 7] Don't know + [ Jnder 12 4[] 1820 ITEM © or money? (Box ! or 2 marked in 13c) 2 [} Replacement cost e
@ [ Other — Specify. ¢. Was the person someone you 2] 1214 s[J 2l or over EINe - SKIP to 180 3 [] Personal esti
b. W'L' YT“ injured '0‘*"' ;‘!""' '*':' you needed " knew o7 %01 he a mangoyr? 3] 15-17 & {] Don't know [J Yes o s al estimate of current value
medical attention ofter the attack? . Wera any of the persons known d. Was the (purse/wallet/mone . rance report estimate
@ 13 No - SKIP to [0a 1 [ Stranger ! °;‘|"""Yd “_{“P" were 'h‘:y @ instance in o pocket or b-inyg)h‘:’;dy?ow person, for s[T] Police estimate
2[7] Yes 2] Don't knovt oll strongers 1 Yes & (] Don’
t ki
c. Did you receive any treatment ot o hospital? 2 (] Known by SKIP @ 1 ] All strangers .g(::‘ 203 No SKIP to i8a : S o[:e n;w o
'O Ne sight only e 201 Dot koo o @ Whot did hoppen? (Mark all th "= Speclly 2
2 [7) Emergency room treatment only 3 Al raintives SK{P P rk all that apply) :
a [} Stayed overnight or longer — 4 7] Casual 4[] Some rélatives to 1 ] Attacked } m ‘K
How many days? acquaintance s [) All knows 2 ] Threatened with harm 6. Was all or part of the stolen money or property racovered, B
5[] Well known & (] Some known 3 [ Awempeed to break into house or garage @ except for anything received from insurance?
None
d. What was the total amount of your medical k. How well were they known? 4[] Attempted to break into -
expenses resulting from this incident, INCLUDING d !‘“:h:l;""" a relative « (Mark all that apply] . 5[] Harassed, argument, ab ca;r SKIP 2] Al SKIP to 170 )
anything paid by insurance? Include hospital you @ 1] By sight only ) » abusive language P )
and dohc'uv bills, mlndh:lino,dthu'opy, braces, ond @ 1[J No 2] Casual SKIP 6 (7] Damaged or destroyed property > !loaa 3] Part ’ .
any other injury-related medical expenses. acquaintance(s tom 7 (] Autempted or thr dtod b. What H }
INTERVIEWER — If respondent does not know Yes ~ Whot relotionship? *3 [ Well known ) destroy property w0 ge or of was recovared? i a
exact amount, encourage him to give an estimate, 2[T] Spouse or pouse & (] Other — Specify @ Cash: $ n !
o [ No cost — SKIP to 10a 3 [ Parent . L m:rkw;l'l.th,ha.t’a::pllcy').d to you? vy
[ . 4[7] Own child @ 1 [T} Spouse or [ Brothers/ P wrew—— Z N Property: {Mark all that apply)
xC)Don'tknow __ o [ Sroher o siter 2O parents Other " Wevseha it Whar ofauy 19 10 you or athers in the @) L1 Cash only recovered — SKIP to I7a
9. At the time of the incident, were you covered & [J Other refative 8 (] Other — Cash: 1 [C] Purse
by any medical insurance, or ware you eligible Specif - 3[J0wn Specl{y; ashi S . ..
for banefits from apy other type of Fealth Yz children and/or 2] Wallet
benefits program, such as Medicaid, Veterons' ' : * Property: (Mark all that apply) s Ca
Administration, or_Public Welfare? 0[] Only cash tak ' i
(:) 1CINe v veues m. Ware all of them - 4 taken — SKIP to /4c ] Other motor vehi i
2] Don’t know SKIP to 10a . Was he/she - 1 (0] White? 1] Purse or vehicle
2[] Yes @ 1 {T] White? 2] g,:,.; 2] Wallet s} :lrt of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.)
b. Did you file a clnim with any of these insutance 2[] Negro? SKIP 30 Other? — Speciyy.-’, s[] Car 8 "] Other — Specify
c:mpcnlol‘c;l pluqvcms in ovd‘:l; to get part r all 3] Other? - Specl{y; ',"20 O : o 4[] Other motor vehicle
of your medical expanses pal 4[] Combination — Specify 3 s [] Part of h
+ £ No — SKIP to 10a 7 X , w8 0 car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.) [ m..'v:::d':: ;;?l“ of the preperty recovered (excluding
2[7] Yes 4[] Don't know 8 [] Don’t know o5 - 6 ] Other ~ Specify . o
PORM NES:L 14:1:74) - $ FONM NCB:2 (4e1+74) @ $ . -
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CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Continved

. Was there eny lnwnn\w:‘ ‘;‘“ﬂnl' theft?

1ONo. .t
} SKIP to 18a
2] Don't know

3] Yes

. Was this loss reported to on |
! NOo.voun
— } SKIP to i8a
2] Don't know
3] Yes

k-
-~

« Was any of this less recovered threugh insurence?

1 ] Not yet settled
} SKIP to 18a

3 Yes

200, Were the police informed of this incident in any woy
1[0 No .
2 (] Don't know ~ SKIP to Check Item G
Yes — Who told them?
3 [[] Household member
4[] Someone else SKIP to Check Item G
s ] Police on scene

u

. What was the reason this incident was not reported to
» the police? (Mark all that apply)

@ 1[7] Nothing could be done — lack of proof
2 [] Did not think it important enough
3] Police wouldn't want to be bothered
4{7] Did not want to take time - too inconvenient
s [] Private or personal matter, did not want to report It
6 [_] Did not want to get involved
7 [ Afraid of reprisal
s [} Reported to someone else
9 (] Other — Specify.

, How much was recovered?

INTERVIEWER ~ If property replaced by insurance
company instead of cash sett/ement, ask for estimate
of value of the property replaced,

CHECK Js this person 16 years or older?
ITEM G ] No ~ SKIP to Check Item H
[J Yes ~ ASK 2la

®

@ 1 [T] Same as described in NCS-1 items 28a—e — SKIP to

. Did ony household member lose ony time from work
because of this lncihdonﬂ

o [ No - SKIP to I9a

Yes — How many mnmbon??

21a. Did you have a job at the time this incident happened?
1 T3] No — SKIP to Check item H
2] Yes

b. What was the job?

Check Item H
2 [] Different than described in NCS-1 items 2Ba—e

[

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

a.

, What kind of business or industry is this? (For example: TV
and radio mfg., retail shoe store, State Labor Dept., farm)

« How much time was lost altogether?
1 Less than | day
2] |1-5 days
3[] 6—10 days
4[] Over 10 days
s ] Don't know

1 [ An em lorn of a PRIVATE company, business or

o

o

. Was anything damaged but not taken in this incident?
For example, was o lock or window broken, clothing
domaged, or damage done to a car, etc.?

1] No — SKIP to 200

®

w [T 11

o, Were you -

individual for wages, salary or commissions?

2[]'A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county or local)?
3 [, SELF-EMPLOY ED in OWN business, professional -
i proctice or farm?

4[] Working WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or farm?

2!
A
.’ o5

-

, What kind of work were you doing? (For example: electrical
engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer)

g. What were your most important activities or duties? (For exomple:
typing, keeping account books, selling cars, finishing concrete, etc.)

2] Yes

. (Was/were) the damaged item(s) repaired or replaced?
1] Yes — SKIP to 194
2[J No

. How much would it cost to repair or replace the
damaged item(s)?

e -} SKIP to 200

x [] Don't know

CHECK
ITEMH’

. Summarize this incident or series of incidents.

S Sl

TERETRRRS

P

How much was the repair or replacement cest?

% [Z] No cost or don’t know — SKIP to 20a

s y

. Who paid er will pey for the i
(Mark':ll t.h'a:ow’l.yy ¢ the repairs er replacement?

1 [7] Household member
2] Landlord

3 ] Insurance

Look at 12¢ on Incident Report, |s there an

" 7" .
CHECK entry for “‘How many?
ITEM | C1No '
[T Yes — Be sure you have an Incident Report for each

HH membar 12 years of age or over who was
robbed, harmed, or thr ved in this incid

g g A

. @or - Specify

CHECK Is this the last Incident Report to be filled for this person?]

ITEM ) [CJ No — Go to next incident Report.
[] Yes — Is this the last HH member to be interviewad?
{7 No — Interview next HH member.
[J Yes — END INTERVIEW. - Enter total
number of Crime Incident Reports.
filled for this household in

R QhdaCTn

[y

R

ftem 13 on the cover of NCS-1.
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