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Research Triangle Institute;
CRIMINAL VICTIMIZATION OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ‘RESIDENTS AND
CAPITOL HILL EMPLOYEES, 1982-1983 (ICPSR 8228)

This victimization study of District of Columbia residents and Capitol
Hill employees was conducted between May 1982 and April 1983. The
primary objective was to measure the extent of crime in the District of
Columbia and the dimpact of crime on the quality of life in the
District. Also studied was the degree to which Congressional employees
working in the Capitol Hill area were subject to victimization and the
extent to which victimization and the fear caused by it affected their
productivity.

This data collection contains six files, three of which are data files.
The first file contains person-level data such as residential mobility,
crime prevention efforts, and socio-demographic characteristics. This
file includes 5,542 cases with one record per respondent and has a
logical record length of 334. The crime data £file, called the "In
Scope Crimes ¥File," contains 1950 records. Each record in this file
represents a reported criminal victimization, and the file's logical
record length is 531. The third file, the "Out of Scope File,” has
2,525 cases. An out of scope crime was defined as one which was either
outside the analysis time period of May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983 or
not a crime of interest for this study. The logical record length of
this file is 150. The three remaining files din this collection are
machine-readable codebook files with Jlogical record Ilengths of 133
characters. Class IV



U.S. Department of Justice
Bureau of Justice Statistics

The District of Columbia Household Vietimization Survey
Data Base Documentation

by

Danny Allen
Sandra Burt

Research Triangle Institute
Research Triangle Park, N.C.

Prepared for
Bureau of Justice Statistics
U.S. Department of Justice

Contract No, OJARS OJP-85-C-003

December 1984



TABLE CF CONTENTS

A. Data Base Conventions . « o o # o o o o o o o o o

B. Person Level Data Flle . « o ¢ o « o o o » o & 3

C. In Scope Crimes File . . v ¢ ¢ v o ¢« o o o o o«

D. Out of Scope Crimes File. « v ¢« o ¢ ¢ 4 o o « o« &

Appendix A
Appendix B
Appendix C

Appendix D

Tape Volume Table of Contents
Person Level Data File Documentation
In Scope Crimes File Documentation

Out of Scope Crimes File Documentation




THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY .
‘ ~ DATA BASE DOCUMENTATION

Deliverable data for the District of Columbia Househeld Victimization
Survey (RTI project 3122) are provided on computer tape RA5538. The tape is
standard IBM labeled with a recording density of 6250 bpi and contains three
separate 0S data files with corresponding data file dictionariles as defined
in the Tape Volume Table of Contents (Appendix A.). The data pertain only
to completed interviews and do not contain confidential data items.

The Person Level Data File primarily contains data for questiomnaire
sections 'A' and "P'. The In Scope Crimes File contains records for crimes
that occurred during the analysis time period. The Out of Scope Crimes File
contains records for events that did not fall withbin the enalysis time period
or were not crimes of interest.

Data file dictionaries are separate tape files preceding each data file.
The dictionaries contain a label, beginning and ending positiom, length,
and description for each variable. Also, variable codes with corresponding
frequencies or ranges are provided. Hardcopy listings of the data dictiomaries

or the person level, in scope and out of scope crime files are provided in
Appendixes B-D, respectively. In general the data dictionaries are self-
explanatory and questions can be easily associlated with the questionnaire.

A. Data Base Conventions

Certain conventions have been used in naming the variables and placing
them in the data base. Generally, each data file tegins with identifiers
that are used for record linkage and data analysis. Then the relevant
questionnaire data are given, followed by recodes and qther variables con-
structed for use in analysis.
The first variable in all files is labeled "TYPE." The variable was
originally assigned a ﬂnique value for each data file. This remains true
_ for the Person Level Data File. However, due to interview program limitations
long forms could be recorded for no more than six victimizations. As a result
there were a few in scope crimes with short forms only for which a long form
should have teen completed. A hot deck imputation was implemented to replace
missing long form data. 'The records were assigned to the In Scope Crimes File
‘and the original "TYPE" code was retained. In addition, a few long form

records were identified during post-processing as noncrimes cr crimes ocutside
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the analysis time period. Such records were reassigned to the Qut of Scope
Crimes File and the original "TYPE" code was retained;

The interview result'code (RESULT) is the.secoﬁd variable on each .
file. Code "30" is the only value present and designates.that the record
is associated with a completed interview.

The deliverable data do not contain data items that were considered
as potentially providing a means forx identifying an individual or the agency
at which he/she was employed. Each persom-level record has a varying number
of out of scope crimes reported (short form only) as well as in scope crimes
(short form plus long form). The person identifier (CATINUM) is an encrypted
value that provides the means for linking all data associated with a given
respondent. The only cther encrypted value is the household identifier
(HUID) which appears on the Person Level Data File.

A naming convention was used to record the data obtained using the
questionnaire. The variable name 1s coumposed of the section letter plus
the question number. Thus, variable AlC contains the response to question 1,

part C of section A. The Data Base User Manual contains a copy of the question-

naire.
For almost all data items, "DK" for "Don't Know" and "RE" for "Refused"
were possible responses that could be keyed by the CATI interviewer. The ‘

CATI program translated these "DK" and "RE" entries to a numerical value
of all 9's ending with an 8 for the "DK" entry and all 9's for the "RE" entry.
The CATI program was designed to skip questions that would bte in-
appropriate to zsk based upon the fesponses previously made by the person
being Interviewed {e.g., a respondent who stated that he lived in Virginia
would not be asked what section of DC he lived in). Questioms that were
skipped by the CATI program had blank responses. Users of the data should
be aware that these blank responses were recoded to dats (".") as a result
of post-processing with Statistical Analysis System (SAS) sgoftware.
Use of CATI insured that, as long as the interviewer used the program

as instructed, the skip patterns would be correctly followed. Inappropriate
questions would not .te displayed and hence no data would be requested or
entered for these questions. In processing the data, a few instances have
been found in which the interviewer did not use the program as instructed
and contradictory data were collected (e.g., a response of "DC" for state

of residence and a response of "Alexandria" to the question that should '



not be asked of DC residents). Such contradictory data occur with low
_ frequency and should not have a detrimental effect on data analyses.

‘B. Person Level Data File

The Person Level Data Fille contains 5,542 records, one record for
each of the respondents to the District of Columbia Household Victimization
Survey. The data record begins with the TYPE, RESULT, CATINUM, FIRSTPR, HUID,
and LISTSMP variables. The TYPE (recard type), RESULT (interview result ceode),
and LISTSM® (sample indicator for DCHVS versus CHEVS) wvariables were used to '
construct the data file.

Following these identifying-type variables on the person-level data
file are the variables containing responses to Section A questions (AlA
through A8). The variable BVICTIM then follows. BVICTIM contains the re-
sponse to the first question asked in Section B, “Right off, can you think
of a time during 1982 or 1983 that any of these things happene& to you?" The
variable SELECT contains the response to the last question asked in Section
B, "Has any other crime event that happened to you in 1982 or 1983 come to
mind?"

Section P of the questionnaire obtains data on the characteristics of
the person and his/her household. These data are provided by variables PlA

chrough P23. Section P questions 1, 2, and 16 were only asked of the first
respondent within the household, since these are household-level questions
that would not change for each person (i.e., the characteristics of the
dwelling and the family income). The responses for persons other than the
first person are wissing values for these variables since the questions were
skipped.

It is a feature of the DCHVS that all respondents were not asked to
report household demographic data. JInstead, only the first household respon-
dent was asked to provide these data and for subsequent household xespondents
these questions were skipped. The first household respondent, as identified
by the interviewer, is indicated by the variable FIRSTPR. Due to interviewer.
error, there are some households with none or more than one respondent
ideﬁtified as the first persdn.

Following the Section P questions are the recodes and other variables
created for use in analysis. JEVP16A to REVP16F were combined to crezte the
income range variable INCOME.

‘The next eight variables, INT1l through SESS2, provide roster information



about the interview and will not be used in most data.analyses. For the
telephone call in which the interview was completed, INT1l, DATEl, TIMEL, and
SESSL1 give the interviewer identification, the date, time of day, and the
total time for the call. If the interview was completed in one session,
the value of these variables will be representative of the.total interview.
If a previous breakoff interview opccurred, the value of the breakoff variables
and the completion variables will be representative of the interview session
required to complete the intexview. When an earlier telephone call resulted
in a breakoff, INT2, DATE2, TIMEZ2, and SESS2 give similar information for the
first breakoff call. If no breakeff call occurred, these variables will be
blank. These eight control system variables were provided since they may be
useful in methodological investigations. The analyst using t:ese variables is
warned that the two session time variables -~ SESS1 and SESS2 - are subject to
error since some backup and forward moves within the CATI program can trip the
counter in inappropriate ways (e.g., reset the starting time, etc.). '

Remaining variables in the Person Level File include imputations, weights
and other variables constructed for analysis as defined in the Data Base User
Manual,

c. In Scope Crimes File

The In Scope Crimes File contains 1,950 records, exactly onme record for

each crime victimization .reported by a DCHVS respondent. A victimization
was defined to be in scope when (1) it fell within the analysis time period
of May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983 and (2) it was a crime of interest for the
study. '

The file has a varying number of crime level records associated with
each record in the Person Level File. CATINUM (the person identifier) 1s the
coﬁmon link between the person level records and associated crime records. EVENT
(at the end of the record) in the crime level file is the crime recorxd number
within data collection wave. EVENT used in conjunction with CATINUM proyides
a vnique identifier for each crime in the file.

Questionnaire data begins with SERIES1 which records whether the event
being described is one victimization event or a series ¢f events that cannot
be separated. VARL records the cue that led to the event being reported.
TIMES1 records the number of events when the record is associated with a series

of crimes that the respondent could not separate.



D1A through D2P contain the responses to the questions designed to
determine if the event was a crime and if so what type of crime. The CATI
program used these responses to verify the criminal aspects of .the event
(if any) in the "Verify Table." DVTALl through DVIDE contajin the results of
this crime verification process.

Following this set of variables are D3 to D6B, which determined how

many persons were imnvolved, and D7 to D8F, which determined where the event

.occurred. Section D concludes with variables D9 through D13B2, which ascer-

tained the date of the event.

The data items for questionnaire Sections E through O are reasonably
self explanatory as indicated by the variable labels. Questions E4, E22,
F2, G2C, G5b, Hl, HZ2, J3, J4b, J7b, J11, J13, Jl4, J16b, K4b, K5b, 05, and
06b allowed multiple respomnses. For these questions, a yes~no indicator
variable was created for each answer category.

With the exception of CRiME, variables at the end of the data file
were created for use in analysis and data editing and cleaning. Using the
reégonses to D9 through D13B2, the recode variable ANTMPER was constructed to
indicate whether the event fell within the analysis time period of May 1, 1982
to April 30, 1983. Using a priority ordering scheme and the response to D1A
through D2P, CRM CAT classified the crime into one of seven crime categories
or as a non-crime (category 8). The variable ANALIND combines the two items
to classify the event into Qmne 6f three categories: (1) a crime occurring ’
within the analysis time period, (2) a crime occurring outside of the analysis
time period, and (3) not a crime of interest. Only crimes falling within the
time period of interest are included in the In Scope Crimes File. TOC contains
the type of crime classification.

Due to CATI space limitations only six crimes per person could have the
Long Form (Questionnaire Sections E through 0) completed for them. A total
of 16 in scope crimes did not have a Long Form. completed. For these events,
the missing data was imputed as described in The Data Base User Manual. LFORMII
indicates the crime event records with imputed Long Form data.

The data file concludes with LISTSMP, which indjicates the sample in
which the respondent belonged; EVENT, which uniquely identifies each crime
event; and CRIME, which contains the verbal description given by the respon-
dent in listing the crime. Only data for DCHVS sample individuals are in-
cluded in the deliverable data files.



D. Qut of Scope Crimes File

' The Out of Scope Crimes File contains 2,525 records, ome record for
each out-of-scope crime event reported by the respondent. A wvictimlzation was .
defined to te out of scope when (1) it was outside the analysis time period
of May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983 or (2) it was not a crime of interest for
the study.
Again each record is uniquely identified by the variables EVENT and CATINUM
and can be linked to the person-level data using the person jidentifier CATINUM.
The data variables are the same as those described for the In Scope Crimes File
except that Sections E through O variables are not Included since these question-

naire sections were not administered for out of scope events.
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE: 3

D, C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY» RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122
FERSON LEVEL DATA (RECORD COUNT=3542)
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE} 12/10/84 PAGE: 6
B. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
PERSON LEVEL DATA (RECORD COUNT=5542) ‘
LABREL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
9 = UNABLE TO WORK . ’ ° . * . e . * . o 61
6 = RETIRED . D ® * ° * . ® . ’ . * ) 389
7 = OTHER ° ¢ ° ° ’ . ¢ . . * * [) . 39
8 = DON'T KNOW ¢ N ® ° ° ¢ . ¢ ’ ) ' i
9 = REFUSED . * ° s o * * ) s ¢ ) ¢ . 29
F8B 0046 0047 2  HOW MANY MONTHS FROM 5/1/82 TO 4/30/83 DID YOU WORK?
BLANK = MISSING . D » » . . . 3 N * . » 338
0 = NONE OF PERIOD , ° * ¢ ¢ ¢ ° 3 ’ . ° 1222
1 = 1 MONTH ® ° * ¢ [ . 0 ¢ [ 3 ‘. + 32
2 = 2 HONTHS » e ¢ ° * ° . o ° . ° ) 61
3 = 3 HONTHS ° ° ’ . . . ° ’ ¢ [ [ ° 128
4 = 4 HMONTHS ° + . ’ o [ . [ [} D [ o 82
S = 5 MONTHS D * K ® ¢ ¢ 3 ’ * [ [ 3 48
6 = 6 MONTHS . ¢ ° ¢ [ . * D ® ’ * . 20
7 = 7 MONTHS * s s . ) ) » ° * ¢ . ° 64
8 = B8 HMONTHS 4 » ¢ * D ¢ . D ¢ ¢ + [ B84
9 = 9 MONTHS . ¢ ° + . 3 ¢ ¢ . * . ° 99
10 = 16 MONTHS ° v @ ° ¢ . * [ [} [ . 113
11 = 11 MONTHS ° * . Iy . * ° ° . ® [ 53
12=12MONTHS o« « o v o o o & o ¢ o o 3068 .
98 = DON'T KNOW » o ’ o ° ° 0 * ® o * ° 12
99 = REFUSED ) 0 » [ ° ° * * o * 3 [ 30
P8C —- WHICH HONTHS DID YOU WORK FROM 5/1/82 TO 4/30/837
P8C..1 0048 0049 2  HAY
BLANK = MISSING . ° . ° ° ¢ * ’ ° . 3 ° 4494
0 =ND ., ° ¢ ¢ o . ° * . . 0 [ ° ® ‘431
1 = YES ° ° * * ° 0 ® 3 ¢ [} ® 0 [ 398
98 = DON/T KNOW , s [ * ’ 3 ° ° . ® ® ¢ i8
99 = REFUSED * [ ' ° 3 * [ ° ¢ [} ® * i
PBC.2 0050 0051 2 JUNE
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ o e 0 ° . . . ° o ° 4594
0 =N0. [} [} * [} 0 [ @ ¢ [ [} ° * [} 326
i = YES . ° . ’ ° ° ’ ’ ° o » ° ® 503
98 = DON'T KNOW . o ) ° ° » o ° » ° » ¢ 18
99 = REFUSED B 0 ° ’ » ° o o ° . ° o i
PEC.3 0032 0033 2 JULY
BLANK = MISSING . ’ . ’ . . D 3 * ® * ° 44694
0 =HNO . ° ° ¢ D . * 3 ’ ’ ® ’ ¢ ® 362
i = YES D * . . [ . s D [ ) ° [ * 48~
98 = DON'TKNDW v+ v v v v e e e e e 1&‘
99 = REFUSED ) o o ° + » D D ' ° 0 . i



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE:! 7
D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMERER 3122
PERSON LEVEL DATA (RECORD COUNT=3542)

LABEL RC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
P8C_4 0054 0055 2  AUGUST
BLANK = MISSING . ° ’ D . . ¢ * * . . [ 4694
0 =NO 0 [ ¢ ° * ’ * ° . * s ’ ¢ 361
1 =YES . 3 ¢ D * ¢ ' * * ¢ + * ) 468
98 = DON‘T KNOW . ¢ D ’ * ‘ ) . ] [ ] . 18
99 = REFUSED * ’ + + ’ . * ¢ ’ ' . * i
PBC.S 0036 0057 2  SEPTEMBER
BLANK = MISSING . ® * ® + ¢ ’ ¢ ¢ » ¢ * 44694
0 =NO . . * * [ 0 . ¢ s ¢ * s * ® 384
1 = YES ¢ [ [ ° o ® . ’ » o [ . * 445
98 = DON'T-KNDW . ® ' ° ¢ ° * ° [} * ° * 18
99 = REFUSED . » * * D * ? + + ® D ° 1
P8C.4 0028 0059 2 OCTOBER
BLANK = MISSING . . ° ° ¢ * s ® ¢ . + * 44694
0 =ND ., ’ ¢ 3 + D * ' * ° * ’ ° ¢ 402
1 = YES s D * . * . ’ * . e ¢ ° ' 427
98 = DON'T KNOW » * D ° * . ’ B * ’ 1 ° i8
99 = REFUSED . . . * . ’ . ° 13 . . e i
P8C.7 0040 0061 2  NOVEMBER
BLANK = MISSING . ’ D e ’ ° ¢ ° ¢ o * ¢ 4694
0 =NO . 0 D ) D ’ . ‘ * ¢ D ° ¢ * 402
1=1YES ’ * ’ . ° ° ° ¢ ’ ° * . . 427
98 = DON‘T KNOW * ’ ) ° . [ * D e » . i8
99 = REFUSED * ® ¢ ) * ° ° ’ * ’ * . 1
PeC.8 0042 0063 2  DECEMBER
BLANK = MISSING , [ D ° ° . . ® * . * » 4494
0 =NO ., » ® . » * ’ ® [} + [} [ ] o 403
1 = YES 0 * [ [ ° ’ ° D * ’ [ [ . 424
98 = DON‘T KNOW ° * . [} ) . ¢ ] . * 0 18
99 = REFUSED ' » D ° ’ ’ * * ¢ * ° * 1
PEC.? 0064 0063 2  JANUARY .
BLANK = MISSING . 3 ¢ » + . . . ¢ ° * » 4494
0= N0, ’ ® ° 3 ° + . ’ ° ’ ° ’ ’ 434
1 = YES [ ° 0 ° ° ¢ 0 ¢ ° [) ° . ) 393
98 = DON‘T KNOW . ° * N » * ° * * ° ’ ’ 18
99 = REFUSED * ¢ ® [ ° * * [ * ¢ * . 1
PBC.10 00466 0047 2  FEBRUARY
BLANK = MISSING . ’ 3 ’ * * . * . ¢ D ) 44694
0 =ND ., ° ° . ’ » * » [} 3 . [ 3 ) 442
1 = YES ¢ * + * ’ ¢ [ [ ’ D . 3 ° 387
98 = DON'T KNOW * ’ D D ° * * * * ’ * 18
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE:

D. C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122

PERSON LEVEL DATA (RECORD COUNT=5542)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION
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PAID EMPLOYEE OF PRIV, COMPANY, BUSINESSs INDIV.?
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2 = STATE . ’ ' 0 ° . ° ’ ° . *
3 = LOCAL v ¢ o o s ’ ¢ 3 N 3 o
8 = DON‘T KNOW ' » ' ’ * ¢ . ’ °
9 = REFUSED . * + s s . : ° * D °

0075 1 DID YOU WORK ON CAPITOL HILL?
BLANK = MISSING + » &+ o+ &
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE S8TATISTICS DATE! 12/10/84 PAGE! 9

b. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI FROJECT NUMEER 3122
PERSON LEVEL DATA (RECORD COUNT=3342)

LABREL BRC EC - LEN DESCRIFTION FREQ
P10 0076 0076 1  WHICH BEST DESCRIBES YOUR JOE?
BLANK = MISSING . » [ . + 'y " . ° * * ’ 1580
1 = PROFESSICNAL OR ADMINISTRATIVEs . . N ' ’ N 2236
2 = CLERK OF SALESFERSON ’ ' ’ . , . 0 N ' 998
3 = CRAFTS OR SKILLED TRADEs ' ' ' ' ' . . . 382
4 = SERVICE WORKERs * ¢ ’ » ® ' » ° ¢ + 273
3 = LABORERy ° * . » * * ' ’ . ’ » * 183
6 = GUARD OR POLICE WORK ) * . ’ ¢ * * ¢ * 83
7 = OTHER HWORK? . » ° 3 » * ° ¢ N . * . 207
8 = DON‘T KNOW * ’ . + ¢ . 0 ) » ' ) 4
9 = REFUSED ., ° ° ’ ° » . . * . ’ . ° 3b
P11 -—— WAS ANY OF THE FOLLOWING A IMPORTANT PART OF YOUR
JOBT
P11.1 0077 0077 1 DELIVERING PASSENGERS OR GOODS?
BLANK = MISSING . . 3 ’ 3 s . ° 0 . . ' 1580
1 =YES ., . ¢ . ° ’ . ’ ’ . * * ¢ Y 3580
2=N0 . * * » [ * ¢ * ¢ ° * ' ’ ¢ 3541
8 = DON’T KNOW . » * ° ° 0 ° * ° ° ’ ® b
9 = REFUSED . ¢ s ’ ’ ¢ * [} * o » D ¢ 33
P11.2 0078 0078 1  TRAVELLING OUT OF TOUNT
BLANK = HMISSING . . ¢ . [) . * ¢ ¢ ° + [ 1580
1 =YES . ° ° o ¢ ° ° ° ’ ¢ N ° . » 744
2=NK0 . . 3 . ° * . ’ o ’ ° ° ¢ [ 3181
8 = DON'/T KNCW * ’ . . s ° ¢ ) . ° . 3
¢ = REFUSED . s . ‘ + 0 0 ‘ * ¢ ° . ¢ 34
P11.3 0079 0079 1  DEALING WITH CUSTOMERS, CLIENTS, STUDENTSs OR PATIENTS
BLANK = MISSING » ¢ D t [ @ . * ° . [ D 1580
1 = YES . ° N . ¢ ' + . ’ ° . ° ' . 2609
2=N0 . ’ ? * ’ ° . o * ° ’ ¢ 0 ° 1315
8 = DON'T KNOW * ¢ ° » ° * ° ¢ ’ * ° 4
9 = REFUSED . ’ ° ’ . [y ¢ . ° 0 ¢ ’ . 34
P12A 0080 0080 1 DID YDU HAVE REGULAR WORKING HOURS?
BLANK = MISSING . ) 13 . ¢ + 0 D 13 * ¢ ) ’1580
1 =YES, ° ¢ . ¢ . * ) ’ . s ° . ® 3042
2=N0 . . ] ’ ¢ ’ ° ° ¢ * . * ¢ ® 851
& = DON'T KNOW . ’ ’ ¢ ¢ * ’ ° . . ¢ 3
9 = REFUSED . ¢ ° ’ * ° ¢ ° . * . [ * 46

P12B.1 0081 0088 8 FROM (AM/PM)

P12B.2 0089 0096 8 TO (AM/PM)



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATEY 12/10/84 PAGEY 10

D, C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
PERSON LEYEL DATA (RECORD COUNT=5542)

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ

' - - - - - s . 2 e e 200 -

P13 0097 0100 4 WHAT YEAR DID YDU START WORKING FOR THE COMPANY?
) RANGE = 1900 - 1983

P14 ~~ FROM START OF YOUR JOR TIL END' OF 1981 DID ANY OF
THE FOLLOWING HAPPENT

Pl4A 0101 0101 A PHYSICAL ATTACK OR THREAT AGAINST YOU

1
BLANK = MISSING . N ' N s s . N N v o 2835
i = YES ., . 3 3 [ 1 ¢ ’ ’ . ¢ * . » 311
2=N0 . e [ o * [} [} ’ ° ? * . ¢ ¢ 2557
8 = DON'T KNOW ’ ° ° D ° * ’ ¢ ] ° ¢ ]
9 = REFUSED , . * v * ’ ’ ¢ ¢ * . . * 33
P14B 0102 0102 1  (ATTEMPTED) BREAK~INs OR ILLEGAL ENTRY OF YOUR HOME?
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ ’ » . * ’ ° * ¢ ° 2636
1 =YES. [ . [} * 0 . . [ [ . [ [ » 448
2=N0O . ° ‘ * [ ° ’ * ’ . . ° o ’ 2401
8 = DON‘T KNOW . ) ¥ * v v s s + 4 0 [ 4
- 9 = REFUSED . ° * ¢ . s ° ° . ° ¢ » ¢ 33
P14C 0103 0103 1  (ATTEMPTED) THEFT OF PERSONAL OR HOUSEHOLD PROPERTY? ’
BLANK = MISSING . . ¢ ¢ * . * ° ° . . . 2636
1=7YES ., . ¢ ’ ] ® * + [} . [y [ . 0 874
2=N0 . o . ’ s ® » ° » ° . * . ’ 1992
8 = DC:I’T KNOW D ¢ + o ' . ° . ¢ 3 + S
9 = REFUSED * * ] 0 ¢ + ¢ . ¢ . ° ’ 33
P14D 0104 0104 1  DELIBERATE DAMAGE TO YOUR HOME?
BLANK = MISSING . ) ¢ ¢ + ® . ¢ ’ ¢ ¢ D 2636
i=YES . ¢ [ ¢ I * s * ° * ¢ ° . . 247
2=N0 ., * ® * * * . ° ¢ * ° ’ [ ¢ 2628
8 = DON'T KNOW ° ° e . ’ + + ° ¢ 0 » 2
9 = REFUSED . + . ° * ® s 3 + » + ¢ * 33
P15 0105 0106 2  WHAT IS YOUR USUAL MEANS DF TRANSPDRTATIDN?
BLANK = MISSING . 0 ' + ¢ * ’ [ 2 * ’ ) 3
1 = BY CARPOOL/VANPOOL . ’ ° . ° * ° ’ 0 o 226
2 = CAR/VAN o N v * * » IS ’ IS ’ s ’ 3544
3 = PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION: BUSs SUBWAYr TRAIN, TAXI o 1144
4 = OTHER WAYS: BICYCLE, MOTORCYCLE DR MOTOR SCOOTER ., . b6
S = ON FOOT e ° ¥ [ * . ° . ’ 0 ’ ' 370
6 = OTHER WAY . * ¢ s D * . ¢ . ’ ) ¢ a2
7 = ND USUAL UWAY . ' ' ’ + » » ' * v . 67
8 = DON’T GO ANYWHERE REGULARLY ' s ' . . v ' 13
98 = DON‘T KNOW . ’ ' D ' ’ . . ’ ' * ° 1 0
99 = REFUSED + . ¢ * ° 0 . * ’ » . ¢ 36




BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE: 12/5C/B4 PAGE: 11
D, C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI PROJECT NUMBER 2122
PERSON LEVEL DATA (RECORD COUNT=3542)

LABREL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FRER

P16 -~ YOUR FAMILY INCOME IN 1982, A REV.P1A

PléA 0107 0107 1 WAS IT $25,000 OR MORE?

BLANK = MISSING . ’ ¢ * ' N ’ ’ ¢ ’ ) ’ 2490
i1 = YES . ¢ ¢ . ' . ' * ' ° * D . ' 1442
2 =N0O * ' . . ° ’ + ' ¢ . ’ ¢ ° 938
8 = DON‘T KNOW & . D ’ 3 * . B 0 » . ¢ 155
9 = REFUSED . ® ° » ° ¢ ’ . ¢ D * ’ ’ 317
P14B 0108 0108 1 WAS IT $30,000 OR ABOVE?
BLANK = MISSING . ) » * . ' . . 0 ° ¢ [ 3743
I =YES . ’ . ¢ . ’ ’ ® ’ 0 ¢ ’ » ’ 12127
2=N0 . * ° . . * ° » ’ ’ ’ " . . 387
8 = DON'T KNOW . s ° ° * » ° * . ° ° 177
9 = REFUSED . » . . ’ . . ’ ’ . ¢ ° ’ 18
P1é4C 0109 0109 1 WAS IT $20,000 OR ABOVE?
BLANK = MISSING . ’ » ’ ) . ¢ . ¢ ° . [ 4148
i1 =YES ., * ¢ * * ) ¢ . * ¢ . ’ 0 ¢ 520
2=N0 . 0 ¢ ’ ) . » ’ D [ ° . » ’ 687
8 = DON'T KNOW 3 ¢ ¢ ° * * ¢ * ¢ ° ¢ 185
¢ = REFUSED . * . ¢ * ’ ’ ’ * * . ° ’ 2
P14D 0110 0110 1  UWAS IT $5,000 QR ABQVE?
BLANK = MISSING ., . ) ¢ * * ° * ° ° . . 4604
i =YES . . . ° . ° ° ¢ ¢ . . ¢ s ¢ 793
2=¥0 , [ . » ’ ’ » s ¢ * ® [ ¢ ' 109
8 = DON'T KNOW ¢ . * ° ' ¢+ . » ) + . 28
9 = REFUSED . ° N ° . ’ ’ ¢ ° . ' ’ . 8
P14E 0111 0111 1 WAS IT $10,000 OR ABOVE?
BLANK = MISSING . N ° ’ . ’ . . * ’ v 0 4721
1 =YE5., ° ¢ ’ ’ ’ D ) 0 ¢ ¢ ° ’ ® 634
2=N0 . * 0 ¢ * o ’ . * ° . ¢ * ¢ 145
8 = DON‘T KNOW ® . ° . » * * ’ + ’ * 37
9 = REFUSED . ) ' 5 ° [ D . ) ¢ ) * ’ 5
P16F 0112 0112 1 WAS IT 615,000 OR ABOVE?
RLANK = HMISSING . * . ’ * ¢ o ) 3 * * * 4871
1 =YES . 0 ¢ ¢ * ° ° . ¢ ’ . D ’ ° 434
2=N0 . ¢ . N ® . ’ ’ * ° ® ’ » ' 190
8 = DON'T KNOW ‘ . 0 » o . ’ ° o ° * 44
9 = REFUSED . * ] ° ¢ * [ ] * ' ' ' ° 1



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE? 12
D, €, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
FERSON LEVEL DATA (RECORD COUNT=IT542)

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION ' FREQ
P17 0113 0113 1IN PAST 2 YEARS HAS DC CRIME - -~
BLANK = HLSSING ° [ ¢ [ * . * * ° . 3 ¢ 3
1 = INCREASED ¢ ¢ D * » 3 . D 0 . 0 * 2203
2 = DECREASED * @ [ * ’ 3 + ’ ¢ * ¢ + 241
3 = SAME » [ ¢ ’ * * 3 ¢ * * ° ¢ . 1741
4 = NO OPIMION . ° . . ? ’ v . . 3 . s 480
8 = DON‘T KNOW * + . ° D . ¢ ’ * B ¢ 140
9 = REFUSED ., ? ) . ’ * » D ’ ¢ ] * * 34
pig 0114 0114 1  HOW DOES DC CRIME RATE COMPARE WITH OTHER URBAN AREAS?
BLANK = MISSING . . * ® * ® * . 3 v ’ . 3
i = HIGHER ° ° D » . . ’ ¢ ’ ° D . 1987
2 = LDUER ’ ° 3 D ° ’ » [ ’ ’ * ° ’ 440
3 = ARQUT AVERAGE » ° ° ) ’ . ' » ° . 0 2554
4 = NO OPINION . * * ¢ s ’ ' + ® . * 3 406
B8 = DON'T KNOW e ’ » ® » 3 * ’ > % s {17
9 = REFUSED . v ) s [ ° ’ ° 0 + . . [ 35
P19 0115 0115 1 1IN PAST 2 YEARS HAS YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME = - - -
BLANK = MISSING » ° ° . o * ° ¢ ¢ * . * 3
1 = INCREASED 1 D * ¢ * ° ) v ° » » * 1192 .
2 = DECREASED . » ° ° N ¢ ° ’ o ] s * 11464
3 = SAME * ° 4 ’ » * . ) ‘s * ° * . 2732
4 = ND OPINION . . ’ ° ) ¢ ° ’ ° [ D ] 321
8 = DON‘T KNOW ° ’ s 0 ° ° * ¢ » ¢ s 72
9 = REFUSED , * 3 » . * . ° * ¢ . 3 » 36
P20 0116 0116 1° 1IN PAST 2 YEARS HAS CRIME IN YOUR WORK AREA - - - -
BLANK = MISSING . ’ ¢ . ¢ . D . * N ° * o81
1 = INCREASED ° ¢ @ N ’ ° ° ’ ° * ’ ? 264
2 = DECREASED ) * » ’ s ® * ’ ° . ¢ » 460
3 = SAME ’ ’ ® * . ’ * * s ¢ + . . 2183
4 = NO DPINION . ’ ’ * * ’ * * 3 . * + 297
8 = DON’T KNOW [ 0 J [ ¢ * ’ ° ¢ ¢ ’ 62
9 = REFUSED . » ° [ * . * * ° s . ° * 33
P21 0117 0117 1 JOB SAFETY FROM CRIME - - RATE YGUR JOB
BLANK = MISSING . . ’ . . ° ® * ° ¢ ° [ 1581
1 = BAFER ¢ ° ® ’ ° ° ? ’ 3 . ¢ . ) 2033
2 = ABOUT AVERAGE D ° * 'y » » ° 2 * . 3 1429
3 = LESS SAFE ¢ 3 ’ ¢ . ’ * ° [ o . ' 434
8 = DON‘T KNOW » + ° 3 ’ [ » o ° ’ ° 24
9 = REFUSED . 0 ° ¢ » » . ’ ° * ) ’ ’ 41



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE! 12/10/84 FAGE: 12

D+ C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122
FEREON LEVEL DATA (RECORD COUNT=5542)

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTIUN FREQ
P22 0118 0118 {1 DID ZRIKE KEEP YOU FROM WORKING CERTAIN HOURS?
BLANK = HISSING , . ' ' . ' . s . ' B + 1581
1 =YES . . » . . ’ . ’ . ’ » . * . 997
2=N0 ’ ° . ’ ¢ * ° v . ' v . . 3324
3 = OTHER + ¢ ’ 0 * D ' 0 ’ . s . . 29
8 = DON’T KNOW ° . * ° * o. ' ' * ’ » 11
9 = REFUSED , * ° ) ¢ ‘ ’ [ ' ’ ' ’ + 40
P23 0119 0119 1 DID CRIME KEEP YOU FROM WORKING CERTAIN PLACES?
BLANK = HMISSING . ’ ° ° ’ ’ . D T * . 1581
1=YES, . 3 ® * ® 0 ° . ° . [ s . 616
2=N0O " . * ° ’ 0 . 3 o D ¢ 3 ° 1 3270
3 = OQTHER ' o ¢ ¢ . ® ° . ® o ° ¢ . 26
8 = DON'T KNOW » 0 B o ’ * * ] . [ * 10
9 = REFUSED . ’ s ° + ’ . s . ° ) [ ° 39
REV_LP1A 0120 0120 1 FIRST PERSON RESPONSE TO PiA
BLANK = MISSING . . 3 ’ ’ . + s ’ ¢ . » 98
i = HOUSE * * ® o * ¢ ’ . ° ’ ‘. . . 3308
2 = TOWnAQUSE DR ROW HOUSE . , ' N . ' ' , . 517
3 = APARTMENT OR DUPLEX> CONDOMINUM . s * ¢ ¢ ® ¢ 1571
4 = MOBILE HOME . . * ° . ’ » N ° ° ° N 20
% = HOTEL OR MOTEL . D ' * ® ' * ) * ' ' 0
4 = ROOMING HOUSE * ) * ¢ 0 ’ ‘ . * + ' 3
7 = OTHER D ° 0 3 ° . ° ) ’ * ’ ° ) 15
g8 = DON'T KNOW . . ¢ ’ * 3 ] ° [} * ) ¢ 0
9 = REFUSED . ’ . 3 ’ ¢ * . ° . ’ ¢ ¢ 10
REV.P1B 0121 0121 1 FIRST PERSON RESPONSE TO P1R
BLANK = MISSING . ‘ ° ° [ ¢ * ¢ + + ¢ ¢ 1717
1 =YES, * . ¢ ° ¢ ° ’ ° ’ » ° ° ° 37164
2 =NDO . * ¢ ° . . [} * ® . ¢ s [ * 108
2 = DON'T KNOW D D ’ ) » s ¢ ' * ) ’ 0
¢ = REFUSED . ] ° ° * * 0 P * ¢ 0 . i
REV_PIC 0122 0122 1 FIRST PERSON RESPONSE TO P1IC
BLANK = MISSING . ' ' ' 0 ' ' ’ . ' N s 3862
1 = ONE N ) * ) v ¢ ' ’ . ° ¢ ’ ° 37
2=2T03 ., 0 0 ’ D * [ ¢ ’ D ¢ 0 # 157
3=4T0 10 . ’ ’ ¢ o ’ . ’ ’ ' ° * ’ 394
4 = MORE THAM 10 @ ° * ) v + ¢ ) . ¢ ’ 1073
8 = DON'T KNOW » 0 ’ » * ¢ ’ * o 3 ® 13
9 = REFUSED . * D * [ ' D ° ’ * ¢ ' * 2



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DIATE? 12710/84 PAGE: 14

D. C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122 ‘ .
PERSDN LEVEL DATA (RECORD COUNT=0542)

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREG

- -—— -—— s ve ——— . 2 e 0 £ e -

REV_P1D 0123 0123 1 FIRST PERSON RESPONSE TO PiD

BLANK = MISSING . s [ + * ® ° » » ’ Y ° 124
1 =0uN., . [ [ * ] [} 3 ’ * ¢ ® [ ’ 2985
2 = RENT 0 [ ? s . ° * ’ D ’ B ° * 2171
3 = QCCUFY RENT FREE s * . * + * ° ' D ’ 248
8 = DON‘T KNOW . ’ . ¢ ’ ’ * ¢ ¢ ’ . 1
9 = REFUSED . ¢ ° ¢ 0 ¢ * ) ’ ® * s . 11
REV_P2A 0124 0124 1 FIRST PERSON RESPONSE TO FZA
BLANK = HISSING , + 3 ) . ¢ 0 ® * + ’ e 93
i =D.C, e ’ 3 * ° 3 . D D * [ ’ s 1825
2 = MARYLAND . ° ’ ] e * D » 3 s I + i8i2
3 = VIRGINIA * . * . ° ¢ ' ° ’ ° . ’ 1777
4 = ELSEWHERE ) . [ ' ' ' D . ° ° 3 o 14
8 = DON'T KNOW . . [ ’ ’ . ° ’ . ' o 0
9 = REFUSED ., ° ¢ ¢ s D ° ’ ° * ¢ 3 ¢ 14
REV_P2F Q125 0125 1 FIRST PERSON RESPONSE TO P2F
BLANK = MISSING , * ) ’ D ’ [ [ * ¢ ’ * 5524
1 = IN THE 50 STATES ) A o e v ' 15
2 = U.5. TERRITORY OR FOSSESSION A T T v e 0 .
3 = DUTSIDE THE U.S. . s B ® 0 v ) ' ’ e 0
8 = DON'T KNOW v ° * ’ ° . ¢ . ° s ¢ 0
9 = REFUSED . N ° . » ¢ ° ’ . ’ v + ' 0
REVP16A 0126 0126 1  FIRST PERSON RESPONSE TO PiéA
BLANK = MISSING . ’ ° ’ ’ . ° » ? . Y + 100
1 =YES . ° ° ¢ ¢ ° ¢ ’ ° * ’ B s ’ 3197
2=H0 . » D ' * ) ' ’ ) ’ ° ’ . 1473
B = DON'T KNOW ) 3 + e . ) N ° N ’ ? 31t
% = REFUSED , * . ® D ¢ . ’ e ' ’ ® ° 461
REVP14B 0127 0127 1 FIRST PERSON RESPONSE TO F14B
BLANK = MISSING . ’ ° * + 0 . . o v ' ° 2034
1 =YES . & ¢ » ' » + . + ° ¢ ° ¢ . 2463
2 =N0 . ° * ° ’ IS » * 9 ° * ' ' ' 5468
8 = DON‘T KNOW ’ ° ° ' » ¢ ¢ ¢ ° ¢ v I3
% = REFUSED ., e ) ’ [ . + ° [ D * ¢ ¢ 27
REVP14C 0128 0128 1 FIRST PERSON RESPONSE TQ P14C
BLANK = MISSING . ) . * ¢ . ) ) ° ° ] . 2724
1 =YES . ° ¢ ’ 3 [ » ¢ ’ ¢ s » ’ 1138
2=N0 ° [ ® ’ [ v » . . s ° . ’ 1302
8 = DON'T KNOW . * . . . ’ ’ . ® 3 ° 372
9 = REFUSED . 3 ’ . ' v . s s ) ° ¢ s



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE! 12/10/84 PAGE! 15

D, C+ HOUSEHOLDY VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
PERSON LEVEL DATA (RECORD COUNT=35342)

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ

v ap iy e - - - o s o i > ot S s o o2

REVP14D 0129 0129 1  FIRST PERSON RESPONSE TO FiéD

BLANK = MISSING . . ' 0 . N ’ , . ¢ s+ 4067
1 =YES ., * ¢ ° . * » . * ® * ’ ¢ ° 1249
2=N0O ., . » ’ ° ' ’ * ’ [ * ' ¢ ) 177
8 = DON'T KNOW . 0 ’ . 3 D ¢ + . * ° ¢ 39
¢ = REFUSED ’ ¢ » * 3 ] ¢ . ) ’ ’ ’ N 8
REVP14E 0130 0130 1  FIRST PERSON RESPONSE TO F14E
BLANK = HISSING . . . + ° * ° D ’ ° ¢ ® 4254
1 =YES ., » . ¢ . * ° ’ . ‘ ’ ’ 0 ° 1005
2=0N0 . ’ D D * 0 ° ¢ o ' * » ¢ S e 226
8 = DON‘T KNOW ¢ * B ° ’ ° ° ’ D ’ iy 92
9 = REFUSED . D ° * * v ¢ ® ¢ * o [} ’ 5
REVP14F 0131 0131 1  FIRST PERSON RESPONSE TO P14F
BLANK = MISSING . . ° [y ° ¢ [ o ° ¢ ° . 4485
i=YES ., + * D ¢ . ' ¢ * 9 + ¢ * * 484
2=N0 ., . ° . . ¢ . ’ 0 ° ® ® ' ’ 305
B = DON'T KNOW . . ’ . ’ * ° . ° ’ e 67
9 = REFUSED , 3 » ‘ ’ ° ° ° ’ ’ + * ’ 1
INCOME 0132 0132 1  RECUDED INCOME CATEGORIES
BLANK = MISSING ., ’ . . ’ . * ® ’ * . + 100
1 =3 0~-% 45,999 ., ’ * ’ ’ ° . » . ’ 177
2=% 5,000 -8 95999 ., ’ ° * ¢ . ¢ ° + ) 226
J =% 10,000 ~ § 14,999 . » ¢ * » 0 ° * s * 305
4 = ¢ 15,000 - ¢ 247999 s ’ ¢ * . ¢ » 3 . + 484
9 =% 25,000 - § 29,999 ’ * * D ¢ * ) D . 661
6 =8 30,000 - $ 49,999 ’ ¢ ’ . * * + ¢ . 1295
7 =% 50,000 ¢+ ) . ’ ° ° . s o * ’ . 1134
8 = DON’‘T KNDW ’ ® * D 3 o D . . 0 ° 4546
9 = REFUSED . ' * + * ¢ . [ * . ¢ * ' 504

INT 0133 0137 & ID NUMBER OF INTERVIEWER COMPLETING INTERVIEW
RANGE = 20235 - 48326

DATEL 0138 0146 9 DATE OF COMPLETION CALL
TINEL 0147 0154 8 TIME COMPLETION CALL WAS MADE

SESS1 0135 0159 S  LENGTH OF TIME FOR COMPLETION CALL
RANGE = 00000 - 00165

INT2 0160 0164 5 ID NUMBER FOR INTERVIEWER AT BREAKOFF
RANGE = 20255 - 44987

DATE2 0165 0173 9 DATE OF BREAKOFF CALL



STATEII

AGE

AGEII

SEX

SEXII

RACE

RACEIL

RACEA

BC

0174

0182

0187

0188

0189

0191

0192

0193

0194

0195

0194

D, C, HDUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3
PERSON LEVEL DATA (RECORD COUNT=CG42)

EC LEN

0181 8

0186 S
RANGE = 00000 - 00088

0187

0188

01%0

0191

0192

0193

F TUI 2R

v &3

®oHoun o o

LU LI

2

BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

DESCRIPTION

TIﬁE BREAKOFF CALL WAS MADE

LENGTH OF CALL BEFORE BREAKOFF

INPUTATION-REVISER P24
D’CO ¢ 1]
HARYLAND .
VIRGINIA .
ELSEWHERE .

' (2

* ® w @ o

* * o »

STATE IMPUTATION INDICATOR

NOT IMPUTED . o+ + +
IMPUTED « v v ¢ 0

IMPUTATION-REVISED F7¢ AGE ON YOUR LAST YIRTHDAY?

RANGE = 12 - 89

0
i

o

0194

0195

0194

O L' B N =

- O

Y 8y

LI T

LI I I L ¢ I I o

i n =

n oo

AGE IMFUTATION INDICATOR
NOT IMPUTED + » + &
INPUTED v ¢ o v v

¢

+
L]
*

°

°

IMPUTATION-REVISED P5: ARE YOU

HALE (] * L ¢ ¢ ]
FEMALE « + & o o«

SEX IMPUTATION INDICATOR
NOT IMPUTED « o ¢ &
IMPUTED « .

[ [ L}

[

+

L]

INPUTATION~-REVISED P6: WHAT IS

WHITE ’ ¢ ¢ 0
BLACK N ' ° ’
AM. INDIANs ALEUT: ESK,
ASIAN OR PAC, IS, .
HISPANIC ' 0 s
OTHER N N * .

1]

* ® © ® o o

. & o e o

RACE IMPUTATION INDICATOR
NOT IMPUTED » &+ o ¢«
IMPUTED «  « v v v

RECODE OF RACE
WHITE OR HISPANIC .+ . .
BLACK + &+ o v v
ALL OTHERS + +» + o«

°
[}
q
+
¥
1]

+

[
+
L]

*

°

¢

13
¢
L}

°

¢

DATE? 12710/84

L Ealnl
LY -

¢

+
¢
¢

L]

*

.
L}
(]

(4

+

HALE OR FEMALE?

L]

[

°

YOUR RACE?

L4

o e * © <

*» o e © e

® e © °© v e

+

* & o © o o

[

[ 2
(]
*

o & ® v o =

LOCATION OF CURRENT RESIDENCE?

e © - =

* ® o @ w.o©

PABE: 16

FREQ ’

o e

1868
185%
1803

16

5430
112

9454

@
2012

3030

o042

3461
1823
17
104
83
94

5499
43

2544
1823

»



RACERHH
FRETFR2

PLACER

STRATUH

WAVE

WTIZ
FSHADJ
WTI1A
'PPSADJ
JTFRSY
HETAIS
WTHSTD

HSTADJ2

EC

0197

0198

019¢

0200

0204

© 0215

022%

PUREAU OF JUSTIZT STATISTICE DATESY 127157542 PAGE:
D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT HUMEER 3122
FERSON LEVEL DATA (RETORD COUNT=5542)
EC LEN DESCRIFPTION FREQ
0197 1 ACE OF FIRET HOUSEHOLD RESFONDENT
= NON-BLACK ‘ " " . . . ’ ‘ . . 0 ° 722
2 = BLACK . f . ‘ ' . B . ’ ' . + . 18290
0198 1 INDICATOR FOR FIRST HCUSEHOLD RESPONLDENT (ENITED)
1 = FIRST PERZON INTERVIEWELD . . . R . ' . ' 201
2 = NOT THE FIRST‘PERSON INTERVIERELD o e . . . . 2028
0199 1 PLACE OF RESIDENCE
1= PjD PART OF DC-tMca [l , . s . . . . . 1774
2= Ic FART OF DC-SHSA . + . . f . . . 0 . 1848
3 = UFI P‘(RT DF DC'SHSA 3 + ¢ . ] ] ] . * ¢ 1706
"4 = OTHER MD OR 301 AREA CODE N . ' ' ' . . ' g4
o = OTHER VA OR 702 AREA CODE . . . ' ’ . ' . 100G
. = QTHER 202 AREA CODE . ‘ . . . . ’ . N 0 10
0203 4 'STRATUH IDENTIFIER
RANGE = 2001 - 2229
0204 1  WAVE DF DATA COLLECTION
1 =bAVE L ' ' * . e ’ . 1} . . . ' 1845
2= HAVE 2, ’ ‘ ¢ } . v . . . . . . 1876
I = WAVE 3 » ) ’ ] * o ’ . . N ¢ . * 1801
0214 10 INITIAL WEIGHT - INVERSE OF FROEBARILITY OF SELECTIDN
RANGE = 0174,04836 - 0407,34088
0224 10  HOUSEHOLL-LEVEL EOST-STRQTIFICATIUN ADJUSTHMENT FACTOR
RANGE = 0001,10331 - 0001,28643
0234 10  HOUSERCLL-LEVEL ANALYSIS WEIGHT (UNSTANDARDIZED:
RANGE = 0192.,02732 -~ 0324.01424
0244 10  PERSON-LEVEL FQST-STRATIFICATION ADJUSTEENT FACTOR
RANGE = 0000,85313 - 0001,9425%
0254 10 PERSON-LEVEL &NALYSIZ WEIGHT (UNSTANDARIIZED)
RAENGE = 0195.714¢L - 0925.,1060232
0264 10  HOUSERCLD STAHDARDIZATION ALJUSTHENT FACTOR. CITYSEUDURES
RENGE = 0000.,41082 - 0002,02472
0274 10  STANDARDIZED WEIGKT FOR KOUSEHOLD AMALYSES, CITY./SUBURES
RANGE = 0000.,00000 - 1054.78702
0284 10  HOUSEHOLD STANLARDIZATION ADJUSTHMEMT FACTCR: DC-SHSEA
RANGE = 0000,99329 - 0001.0124¢ -



WTHSTD2

SMEADJF

WTSHS

SHMSADJ2

HTSMS2

BC

0285

0295

0305

0315

0325

RUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATES 12/10/84

D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI FROJECT NUHBER 2122
FERSON LEVEL DATA (RECORD' COUNT=534Z2)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION

0294 10  STANDARDIZED WEIGHT FOR HOUSEHOLD ANALYSESs DC-SMSA
RANGE = 0000.00000 - 0531.046781

0304 10  PERSON STANDARDIZATION ARJUSTHENT FACTORs CITY/SURURBS -
RANGE = 0000.29180 - 0004,33913

0314 10  STANDARDIZED WEIGHT FOR PERSON ANALYSES, CITY/SUBURBS
RANGE = 0082,32179 - 2504.4%9328

0324 10  PERSON STANDARDIZATION ADJUSTMENT FACTOR, DC-SHSA
RANGE = 0000,95429 - 0001,09382

0334 10  STANDARDIZED WEIGHT FOR PERSON ANALYSES, DC-SMSA
RANGE = 0200.19610 - 0914,4607083



Appendix C

In Scope Crimes File Documentation



RESULT

CATINUM

SERIES!

VAR

TIMES1

D1A

DiB

BiC

BC

0001

0002

0004

0009

0010

0012

0014

0015

0014

RUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS
0. C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION
0001 1 RECORD TYPE

1 = PERSON LEVEL RECODRDS v

2 = SHORT / LONG FORM RECORDS

3 = SHORT FORM RECORDS .+ +

0003

[

RESULT CODE
80 = INTERVIEW COMFLETED e

0008 5 PERSON IDENTIFIER

0009 1  SERIES INDICATOR
LANK = MISSING .

SINGLE . .
SERIES .
DON/T KNOW &

B
1
2
8
9 = REFUSED .

* » * & o
- ® * e o
* @ e = o

¢
[
*
¢

Wuunau

0011 2
RANGE = 01 - &6

0013 2
RANGE = 01 - 89

0014 1  DID YOU SEE AN OFFENDER?

BLANK = MISSING .
YES » .+
NU * * L
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED +

+ .

on & n

¥
L4
¢
¢
¢

¢ ® o *

L]
¢
[
L}

* © o w- »

L B oo BN I

0015 1
BLANK = MISSING » o+ + o+ &
i=YES . ' .
2=ND s .

8 = DON‘T KNOW

9 = REFUSED » &

L]
[
[]
[

* *¢ © =
*r *®© &
¢ o o =

LI I

0016 1

BLANK = MISSING . ° D ’ °
YES » .+
NO . . '
DON’T KNOW -
REFUSED . .

wenw nwn
- L J © -
L 4 L d o L

1
L]
]
L]

¢ ©o ° o

3 0P e

e © o *w o

> ® o e »

e ©» ©e o

1]

4+
[}
L}
(4

* & © * o

o L - - L J

¥

® © © o

* © o °

* *® e * o

- ® e e =

L]

& 0 e o

*
L]
L
*

*» © o o =

SECTION C.» EXAMFLES & REMINDERS PROMPT CUES

SECTION D.» NUMEER OF EVENTS BEING DESCRIBED

® W @« o e

WERE YOU AND AN OFFENDER AT THE SAME FLACE?

® ® o e o

ANY COMMUNICATION BETWEEN AN OFFENDER AND YOU?

- e »

°

» L - - »

* © o © w e ® ¢ ® -

* © e e o

- ® e * &

* ® & e o * ® @« ® o

© *« & & o

* © o © =

- © & ©w © .- B e v @

* © e ® o

IATE? 12710/84 FACE!
NUMBER 2122

FREQ

e e

1934
14

1824
124

385
13547

12



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE: 12/10/84

D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1930)

LABEL RC EC LEN DESCRIPTION
D2a 0017 0017 1  BURGLARY, ILLEGAL ENTRYr OR ATTEMPTED RREAK-IN?

BLANK = MISSING + . ’ + ’ ¢ °
YES ' ’
NO ’ .
DON‘T KNOW
REFUSED , .

g @R
mnuu n
.- o o o
.- v % o

L4 L] L) ® L4
L] ¢ 1] L] L]
¢ L] o L] *
(] 4 ° * L]

- ® ® ¢ o
.- o © e

L
°
¢
L}

D2R 0018 0018 WHERE WAS IT?

NK = MISSING . . ’
HOME s ' . ’
VACATION DR SECOND HOME
SOMEWHERE ELSE N
DON‘T KNOW . ’

REFUSED » .+ &+

I
D

L

* © e * e -
* © ¢ e - e
* ¢ © o * e
<> L 3 - - > L
* o © *+ O ®
*« & © o ° e
o - * o ® o
¢ o © ® ° o

O 00 MY s
tunounnn

D2c 0019 0019 WERE YOU RENTINGs OWNING OR VISITING IT?
NK = MISSING . » ° . * ’ ’ ‘
RENTING '
OWN & ' '
VISITING '
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED »

L

R B D>
-> L J - E-d - -

o © * e e e
* @ o o e e

B
1
2
3
8
9

]
®
L}
[
¢

. ® © © =«
®© °o @ o =
¢ o © o e
* © ® o w
o o o ° e
© e ©® o e

b2n 0020 0020 1  WAS IT RENTED QUT?
LANK = MISSING »

YES o« v
NO « +
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED +

B
i
2
8
4

v e * e @
* ® o e e
© e e * o
* © & e o
* © * e e
v e o e ©
© ® o * o
e & & e e
* © © © o

L]
D2E 0021 0021 WAS IT VACANT?
NK = MISEING .
YES L] L] ¢

N .+

DON‘T KNOW
REFUSED «

L

nonun >

0 0PI s o
* © ® + o
* © ® e
p © © o ©
©c ® © o ©
> @ 9 o @
e & © o o
- © © e o
o e ©° = o
. o © o
o ® © v o

D2F 0022 0022 DID SOMEONE TRY 70 GET IN LIVING QUARTERS?
NK = MISSING »
YES « o+
NO . &
DON‘T KNOW

REFUSED .

L

® @ ° L4

L I L [ =+ O ]

B
1
2
g
?

(]
¢
’
(4
1

e ©o e o
o e ©® e o°
© w 5 e o
* © °* e ©
® ©® e o e°

¢ °
° L
* [
° o

> & ® o

L
*
°
°

o © ® e @ *» ® © ®o o @ o © e e e ® » © ©®© © o v o ® e »

* @ ® © e

FAGE S

FREQ

436
1489

1493
349
14
74

1934

10

1940

[= 20 o I =]

1941

S O - 0

1596
250

104

r3



LABEL

D25

D2H

D2l

p2J

D2K

148

i |

RC

0023

0024

0025

0024

0027

0028

0029

EC LEN DESCRIPTION

0023

1

RUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

- e e S e - e -

ATTEMPT TO GET INTO STRUCTURE USED BY HOUSEHOLD?

BLANK = MISSING .

i
2

8
?

0024

1

YESQ L]
NO o
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED .

ATTENFT TO GET IN YOUR MOTEL ROOM

[
L]
L]
¥

BLANK = MISSING .

Ll S

0025

1

YES «
NO . e
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED .

ATTEMPT TO TAKE PERSONAL PROPERTY?

L]
(2
[
1]

BLANK = MISSING .

0 DM e

0026
BL

1
2
8
9
0027
B
i
2
8
9
0028
BL
i
2
8
?
0029

R
1
2
8

> -

N

=3

D or

N

1

YES +
NDO .«
DON'T KNOW
REFUSED .

[
°
L
¢

¢ ® o © @

[ 4
.
L
L}
¢+

°

. & © -

L

. & o o

*

* © ® o

14
*
4
[}

L

¢ © o e

°
L]
+
1]
¢

+
°
[
]

*
L}
L
t

® ® e o

L]
]
°
L]

+

*
1]
?
v

?

o e @ ©

¢
*
*
°

L]
L
°
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D. C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=19350)
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DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE! 3
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE}
D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYy RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=193C
RC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
9 = REFUSED . . * [ * » ° . + . * . ’ 0
0030 0030 1 DID ANYONE THREATEN, ATTEMPT TO INJURE OR INJURE YOU?
BLANK = MISSING . . . ¢ ° . . ] ¢ . . ° 0
1 =YES . ’ ’ ° . ¢ . . ’ . ° * o ° 3460
2 =NO . ° ¢ ) 3 ' * . . . * ¢ ’ ’ 1568
8 = DON'T KNOW ° + . ¢ ’ ’ » . * » ’ 2
9 = REFUSED . . ’ ’ » o ' . Iy . » 3 ¢ 0
0031 0031 1 WERE YOU INJURED?
BLANK = MISSING . ’ . . ' . ' ° o ' o 1589
1 =YES ., e ’ ’ * ° ¢ + [ * [ 0 + ’ 26
2=N0 . * * ] . ’ ¢ * » N 3 * Y * 245
8 = DON‘T KNOW ° ’ ¢ 3 . ° » ) ° . ’ 0
9 = REFUSED . ¢ » ® ) ’ ¢ 3 * ¢ ¢ s . 0
0032 0032 1 UWAS AN ATTEMFT MADE TO INJURE YOU?
BLANK = MISSING . . ° ® + . . » » ¢ ° 3 1685
1 =YES, . ’ + + ° . [ ° v ° . s ¢ 143
2=N0 . 3 3 * ) ° ® D ° ¢ ° * » ) 122
8 = DON'T KNOW . ¢ 0 ® » ° » 3 3 » ® ® 0
9 = REFUSED , 1 * ® ° ° [} . ® 3 D [ ¢ 0
DVTAL - DVTDE -~ VERIFY TABLE

0033 0033 1  BURGLARY OR ATTEMPT - OCCUPIEDR DWELLING

B K = MISSING . . » * ° ¢ . ® ¢ ° 3 . ¢
i1 =YES ., ° . ’ ’ » ° . ® . . . . ° 300
2=N0 . ° s [ [ s * ® . [ . . . D 1650

0034 0034 1  BURGLARY OR ATTEMPT - VACANT DWELLING

BLANK = MISSING . ° ® ° . . ¢ * * * ° * 0

1 =YES ., . ) . ’ » . ’ . 0 * . . . 8

2=N0 . 0 * ¢ . ° . ° ° ° ° * ) ' 1942
0035 0035 1§  BURGLARY OR ATTEMPT - HOTEL OR MOTEL ROOM

BLANK = MISSING . ° » D ° 0 [ » * [ * ¢ 0

1 =YES . . ° . ® ° ° * * ) ¢ ® ’ &

2=N0 . W ¢ ° . ° ’ * N ' ’ o N v 1944

0036 0036 1  THEFT OR ATTEHWPT

BLANK = MISSING ., ¢ 0 ¢ ® [ D s [ ¢ ' » 0
YES . ® ° + ® * o ¢ * ° ° . * ' 1280
NO ’ N » ’ b ° ’ + » . . . ' 670

[0 o

)
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATES 12/710/84 FAGES

D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY» RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=19%50)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION

0037 1 . INTENTIONAL DAMAGE
BLANK = MISSING . » . [ + [ . 3 . o
i =YES . * ] ° . ) * 3 3 . 0 ’

2=N0 . . [ ) ’ ’ . ) ® . . ’

0038 1  THREATy ATTEMPFT TO INJURE, OR INJURY
BLANK = MISSING . 3 * ’ ' ° ° ¢ ) '
1 YES & v ’ ° ’ B . . . ° ’ .
2 NO - ° ° ’ » ' ' [ * * ’ s

0040 2  RESIDENTS > 12 YRS OLD AT TIME OF BREAK-IN DR ATTEMPT?

RANGE = 01 - 08

0042 2  OCCUPANTS > 12 YRS. OLD IN MOTEL ROOM AT TIME?
RANGE = 01 -~ 06

0044 2 VICTYIMS > 12 YRS OLD OF THEFT OR DAMAGE
RANGE = 01 - 80 :

0046 2  VICTIMS > 12 YRS OLD OF ATTEMPT TO INJURE
RANGE = 01 - 75

0048 2  HOW MANY ARE MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD?
RANGE = 01 - 08

0049 1 DID THIS EVENT HAFFEN AT YOUR CURRENT HOME?
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RUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

D, C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATIOM SURVEYs RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122

IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1930)

BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE! 12/10/84 PAGE!
D, C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

LAREL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION ' FREQ
% = COULD HAVE BEEN ‘82 OR ‘83 ., . ' ' s ' 0 ' 1
8 = DON'T KNOW ¢ ° ° ° * * ° * . ) ° 0
9 =

REFUSED . 3 * ¢ o . . [ [ [} 3 ’ ® 0

Di0A 0028 0037 2  WHAT MONTH WAS THAT?

BLANK = MISSING . * ’ [ + ° . [ » » . ¢ i
1 = JANUARY 0 ) 3 * + » ¢ ° * . ¢ ¢ 111
2 = FEBRUARY ¢ . * ’ ° ° * 0 ¢ . ® v 137
3 = MARCH [} * ’ * + . [ e * ¢ ¢ * 141
4 = APRIL . ° ° * [ + * ° ® * ° 3 ’ 176
5 = HAY [ [ [ D ¢ ¢ . ¢ . ° ) 0 ° 104
6 = JUNE ~ 3 o 0 ® ° o o * s . ° * 176
7 = JULY ’ ® * [ ° ® [ * . » s 3 ® 181
8 = AUGUST . ° » ’ v [ s ® [ ° . * ° 157
9 = SEPTEMRER . " ® ¢ D ® s ) D ¢ ¢ . 136

10 = OCTORER ® * ® ’ ’ ° * * ¢ * 0 o 152

11 = NOVEMRER D ' * ¢ ° * [ ’ * o ’ ¢ 194

12 = DECEMBER ¢ * ’ * ' * ’ B D * * ¢ 143

98 = DON'T KNOW ¢ ¢ [ K + [} * ° [ ’ 3 117

99 = REFUSED 3 0 ¢ [ ® * [} D ’ D * ° 0

D10B 0060 0040 1  WAS IT IN WINTERs, SPRINGs SUMMER OR FALL 19827

BLAMK = MISSING . ) 0 ’ 3 ’ ° * D ’ ° ° 1833
1 = WINTER . * * ’ D v v 4 D e . * ¢ 21
2 = SPRING: MAR. APR, MAY . ’ ° * » ¢ 0 [ ¢ i¢
3 = SUMHMER? JUNEs JULYs AUG, ’ ¢ * ° ) ’ ’ ¢ 44
4 = FALL? SEPT.» OCT.» NOV. ’ ) 0 . * ' D ¥ 33
B = DON'T KNOW * * ’ * ° . ¢ ¢ 0 0 . 0
? = RRFUSED . ¢ D ¢ ’ * ’ + [ ¢ * ® 0
pioc 00461 Q061 1 WAS IT THIS PAST WINTER OR THE ONE BEFORE THAT?
BLANK = MISSING . * ° ’ ° . * ¢ » ¢ * * 1929
1 = THIS PAST WINTER (82-83) . » ° ’ + * * ’ 21
2 = LAST WINTER (81-82) . ° ° » » * * ' [ * 0
8 = DON’T KNOW . » . D » * ¢ ® [ * . * 0
9 = REFUSED . ° [ * s ) s ¢ D D ] D ° 0
13841 0062 0062 1  WAS IT BEFORE OR AFTER MAY 17 .
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ ° ’ ¢ * ] Y [} [ ° ¢ 1931
1 = BEFORE . N * ’ ° . * . ¢ 0 ° * e 7
2 = AFTER [ . . ® 3 * 3 ° o 3 ¢ » . 12
8 = DON'T KNOW ¢ D D ’ ] ’ ¢ ¢ ’ ° ° 0
9 = REFUSED ., ® D 3 ° ¢ ¢ 0 3 ’ [ 2 [ 0



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE? B8
D. C., HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122 '
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD' COUNT=1950)

LAREL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ

D11A 0063 0063 1 WAS IT BEFODRE OR AFTER CHRISTMAS 19817
BLANK = MISSING . ° * ' o * 3 3 D ’ ° [ 1950
1 = BEFORE ., 3 ¢ ’ + ® . * » + . ¢ ¢ 0
2 = AFTER [ ) 3 ¢ * . . * D [ * . ’ 0
8 = DON'T KNOW & * 3 » . ° ) D ’ ’ . * 0
9 = REFUSED . . 3 * ’ ’ [ . D * . * ¢ 0
D11R 0064 0044 1 ~WAS IT BEFDRE OR AFTER HAY 1, 19827
. RLANK = MISSING . ’ ’ ’ D ] . * . ’ 0 . 1950
1 = BEFORE . ° . » * ¢ ¢ ° * ¢ ¢ * ® 0
2 = AFTER . s ¢ s * * ¢ * ¢ 3 ° ’ * 0
8 = DON‘T KNOW . ° ’ ) D ® [ ' ’ ® . 0
9 = REFUSED ., ° e » * . * o ° ’ 3 D 3 0
D124 0065 0065 1  WAS IT BREFORE OR AFTER CHRISTMAS 19827
BLANK = MISSING . [ . ® . 0 . ) 0" ) * ’ 1949
1 = BEFORE D . ¢ * + ® * ’ ’ . ) ¢ i
2 = AFTER . ’ * . * ’ ’ . ¢ . ° . ° 0
8 = DON'T KNOW . o * N * °® . ’ . ’ . 0
? = REFUSED . * ° ° [} . ° . B ° 3 . . 0
Di2B 0066 0066 1 WAS IT BEFDRE OR AFTER LABOR DAY 19827
BLANK = MISSING . + ® * * ° » ° . . . o 1949
1 = BEFORE . * [ ¢ » * . ® ° . » * . 0
2 = AFTER ) ° ° ¢ s . ’ o * 3 o * ° 1
B = DON’T KNOW . . ° ° s . ’ ’ . [ ' 0
9 = REFUSED . * * e * . * ¢ ° ’ ° ¢ ¢ 0
pizc 0067 0067 1 WAS IT BEFORE OR AFTER MAY 1, 19827
BLANK = HISSING » 0 s ’ + ’ ¢ [ ’ ? o * 1950
1 = BEFORE , . D 3 . D [ [ . ’ ° ¢ 0 0
2 = AFTER ) [ [ ’ ’ ’ . ’ 0 ¢ ¢ » ° 0
B = DON’T KNOW . ’ ’ ® ¢ ° + . 5 ° ° 3 0
9 = REFUSED . 1y ° . ’ ’ . ¢ ° ¢ ¢ ° * 0
pi2p 0048 0048 1 WAS IT BEFORE OR AFTER MAY 1, 19827
BLANK = MISSING . ° s o . » * ’ . * . . 1950
i1 = BEFORE . ) ® ® [ * ’ ¢ [ ’ » ’ ° 0
2 = AFTER ° ° ’ ¢ ¢ ’ ’ * . ’ ¢ * » 0
8 = DON’T KNOW . * ° * ’ ’ » ¢ . . * 0
% = REFUSED . ° ° [ 0 * ¢ ° . » ° * ’ 0
D13A 0049 0069 1  HAVE YOU THOUGHT OF THE YEAR IT HAPPENED?
BLANK = MISSING . * ’ ° ’ . ° o ’ s ’ » 1749
1 = BEFORE 1982 . ’ ’ 0 ® ° * ° * ¢ 0 ' 0
2 = 1982 ’ 3 . e * ' D . . ’ . . 1
3 = 1983 * . ¢ ® D * ’ ] D * ' ¢ . 0



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

D. C+ HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

HAVE YOU THOUGHT OF THE MONTH IT HAFPENED?

L]

*

*

*

*

R GIVES EXACT MONTH .

R GIVES RANGE OF MONTHS

BEGINNING MONTH RANGE

ENDING MONTH RANGE

L4

[4

L2
e
?
¢
L]
[
°
*
L
(]
1
[
L4
]

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION
8 = DON’T KNOUW
9 = REFUSED .

D13R 0070 D070 1
BLANK = MISSING .
i =
A=
8 = DON'T KNOW
§ = REFUSED .

15%4:31 0071 0072 2
BLANK = MISSING

1 = JANUARY

2 = FEBRUARY
3 = MARCH
4 = APRIL .
S = MAY .
6 = JUNE
7 = JuLy .
8 = ALGUST .
9 = SEPTEMPER
10 = OCTORER
11 = NOVEMBER
12 = DECEMBER
98 = DON‘T KNOW
99 = REFUSED

D13B2 0073 0074 2

BLANK = MISSING .
1 = JANUARY

2 = FEBRUARY
3 = MARCH

4 = APRIL

3 = MAY *
6 = JUNE
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8 = AUGUST .
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE! 10
D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCORE CRIMES (RECORD' COUNT=1950)

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
El 0075 0075 1  WAS THERE ONE OR MORE OFFENDERS?
RLANK = HMISSING . * t * ¢ + * ¢ ’ » * D 0
I = 0ONE ’ . ¢ . . ’ ° ’ ¢ ’ ° . . 913
2 = MORE THAN ONE ¢ . ¢ ' + ¢ ' * . * [ 394
8 = DON'T KNOW v * * ¢ * ¢ * + ’ ’ 0 1041
9 = REFUSED . ’ ’ * D . * ¢ * * . » 0
E2 0076 0076 1 DO YOU THINK IT WAS ONE OR MORE THAN ONE?
BLANK = MISSING » ) s . ° . * ‘ . D ¢ ’ 208
1 = ONE » * * * ° ¢ 3 . + D ° D * ’ 332
2 = HORE THAN ONE ’ [ » ° ’ ¢ ° ’ * ° ’ 299
8 = DON'T KNOW ’ * ° . ° ’ ® ¢ 0 * ¢ 414
¢ = REFUSED . * ¢ * ¢ 0 . * o * ° * [ i
E3 00677 0077 1  CAN YOU DESCRIRE WHQ DID IT?
BLANK = MISSING » D . * * ¢ ° . ¢ ’ ’ ¢ 439
1 =YES ., ‘ * ¢ » * ¢ ° + * ¢ ° + ’ 402
2=N0 . ° ’ D ' ’ » ’ D ° ’ . ° ’ 1059
B = DON’'T KNOW ° + . » ° » ) » s ° D 50
9 = REFUSED . ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ » ° [ ° ¢ D D » ]
E4 -—— HOW DID YOU LEARN WHO BID IT?
E4.1 0078 0078 1 OTHER MEMBER OF HOUSEHOLD WHO WAS EYEWITNESS
BLANK = MISSING . ’ * 3 . [y . * [ ’ . * 1548
0=HNO o ¥ ¢ D ’ ¢ ® . [ ’ ° D ¢ ¢ 360
i =YES ., . ° * * * ’ ’ . . ’ + . . 42
8 = DON'T KNOW ° ’ * ® [ ¢ . * ’ * ’ 0
9 = REFUSED . . . ’ * s * [ * * ] ° ¢ 0
E4.2 0079 0079 1  FROM OTHER EYEWITNESSES
BLANK = MISSING . ’ ¢ . ’ ¢ * » ° ‘ ' D 1548
0 =NO . ’ D + + s * . * ’ ¢ [ * 292
1 =YES ., * * ¢ ° ¢ 3 * * ’ ’ * * » 110
8 = DON'T KNOW * 3 . D [ o s ° + * * 0
9 = REFUSED ., . ® 0 ° ’ ’ 0 ° ° * 0 ’ 0
E4.3 0080 0080 1  OFFENDER(S) ADMITTED IT
BLANK = MISSING . ° [ ¢ * [ 3 * [ ) [} 1348
0 =NO ¢ D 0 ’ ’ ’ ' [ * * B ’ 371
1 =YES [} [ ] ) * * . » ’ ’ ° * ¢ 31
B = DON‘T KNDW . . * 0 * ° . [ . ¢ ¢ + 0
9 = REFUSED . ¢ * * B * . + ¢ . * + 0 0
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RUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

D, C. HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORL COUNT=1950)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION
0081 1 FROM POLICE

BLANK = MISSING .
N . .
YES + +
DON‘T KNOW
REFUSED »

" ouw ot ou
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0082 1
BLANK = MISSING . ’
0=ND o . »

YES « © .

DON‘T KNOW

REFUSED »

o e @ o

1
8
?

wWonu

0083 §  FIGURED IT QUT
BLANK = MISSING .

ND 1] ® ]

YES [} 14 *

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED »

e ® * e o

OO
o o

OTHER
NK = MISSING
N .
YES «
DON‘T KNOW
REFUSED .

o
T
LU U O - S
e o e ©o o
* @ ® o @

0085 1

BLANK = MISSING +
”ALE [N ¢ L]
FEMALE . .+
DON'T KNOW + &

®ouu

i
2
8

0084 OFFENDER’S AGE?
NK = MISSING . v
CHILD (0-12) v
TEENAGER (13-17)

YOUNG ADULT (18-34)

L

U oiHun D e

0O B G A s I

DON‘T KNOW .« .

0087 1  QFFENDER’S RACE?
BLANK = MISSING . .

WHITE .+ +

BLACK (] 1 3 14

1
2
3 = HISPANIC .

Houu

o ¢ e e o©

o« ® e e o . » & e

* ® © e

14
L4
1

L]
[
L]
°

OLDER PERSON (35 AND UP)

°

> & ® o

o @ © ® e

v ® * o = © o ® e

5 © ® o ®

°
?
L]

> o © ®

* ©°© ©°© e @ * © © o ¢ * ® ® ®

*- ® © © ©

L4
L]
¢

o .o % © e o

v @ ®w ©

* @ © ® e

+

¢ © e » = > o o »

* © ®» o°o ©

WAS THIS PERSON MALE OR FEMALE?

© © o ©°© .o @ *» ©o e w

* e e »

o ¢ 5 © =~

OFFENDER(S) HAD THREATENED TO DO IT

L]

© @ e ® o = o © o = * o @ ® © * ® > e o ® o e ¢
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DATE? 12/10/84  PAGE!

* ® © o = * © © * o o o e - e

> © o @ ©

* ¢ ® ® e o

»>. e © -

* ¢ © © o°o o * > o @ * o ¢ e o * ® © o e > ® © © e o & @& w e

e o © e

> e e ® e ° e °o @ @ * = ® o » > o o e o * o e ¢ o * * & e ©

* o e o

€« * o % © o - @ * » - o ®w v o .- o & o L S R e S - 2 ® ® -

- o * =

FREQ

- ——

1548
345
57

1548
396

1548
226
176

1548
333
49

1480
370
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11

1480
18
90

241
109
12
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1480
174
231
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE! 12/10/84 PAGE! 12
D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORL COUNT=1950)

LAREL RC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
4 = ASIAN ’ ° ° s ’ . ° * [ [ ’ . * 3
9 = OTHER RACE . ¢ . . ’ . 3 D . . . * 5
8 = DON'T KNOW ° ¢ ° I3 » ’ * * ° * D 38
9 = REFUSED . * » . ¢ . . * * » ' + * 1
E8 0088 0088 1  HOW DID OFFENDER ACT?
BLANK = MISEING , ’ ' ' ’ ’ . . , ' ' o 14642
1 = NORMAL . 3 * [ D ‘ ° * ' ® ° ° + 151
2 = DRUNK OR DRUGGED [ 0 ¢ * . » ¢ ' [ [ 81
J = INSANE ° ’ * * ° ) ° * ® v * [ 29
4 = NOT NDR“QL ¢ * [ ¢ ® ¢ ¢ ¢ + * ’ * 34
8 = DON'T KNOW ° o ® * . ® ° ¢ * ° ° i3
E? 0089 00872 1  SOMEONE YOU KNEW OR HAD SEEN BEFORE?
BLANK = MISSING . ’ . ° ° ’ ’ ¢ s ¢ ' . 1480
1 = YES-KNEW OR HAD SEEN REFORE . . . ' . ' . . 209
2 = NOs STRANGER * . . . ° * ¢ ’ ’ ° . 241
8 = DON'T KNOW ° ‘ o ° ' ¢ ® . * ) ¢ 20
9 = REFUSED . * ® ’ . . ° ° * ° + ¢ . 0
E10 0090 0090 1  HOW WELL DID YI'! KMOW THE PERSON?
: BLANK = MISSING . ’ . . * ° [ ’ ° * . . 1741
1 = WELL KNOWN . ’ ¢ . » ° ° ° 3 ’ ° ° 20
2 = CASUAL ACQUAINTANCE ., ’ ° s ’ ° » ’ ’ ¢ 65
3 = SIGHT ONLY & ° . ¢ ’ 3 * » ® . * » 94
8 = DON'T KNOW D o . . . ° . ’ 0 ° e 0
Ell 0091 0092 2 HOW DID YOU KNOW THIS PERSONT
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ ’ * D 0 ’ * ’ ¢ ¢ ’ 1795
1 = SPOUSE ’ * ’ [ ¢ ’ . * * ° ¢ ® 3
2 = EX-SPOUSE ’ ¢ ] . ‘ [ ° ¢ ° [ ® i
3 = PARENT OR STEP-PARENT ° * N ' . . * * 1
4 = OWN CHILD OR STEP-CHILD ' ° ° ° ¢ . ° » i
5 = BROTHER/SISTER . ’ ’ ’ ' . ’ ’ . ' o 7
6 = OTHER RELATIVE . ¢ ’ 3 ° s ? . ’ . [ 3
7 = BOY OR GIRLFRIEND, EX-ROY OR GIRLFRIEND N 10
8 = FRIEND OR EX-FRIEND ’ ’ ’ o N ’ ’ ’ ’ 41
9 = CO-WORKER» BUSINESS CONTACT» CUSTOMER, EMPLOYEE ¢ ' 24
10 = SCHOOLMATE . * ’ ° [ . ° * ° . * ’ 13
11 = NEIGHROR o s . ’ * ' » ¢ * 3 . 5 29
12 = OTHER NON-RELATIVE . ' ’ N . ’ ’ ' . ' 20
98 = DON‘T KNOW * . ’ ° 0 * ° ° ® ’ ¢ 0



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE! 12/10/84 PAGE: 13
D, C. HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMBER 2122
IN 5COPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1930)

LABEL BRC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
E12 0093 0093 1 ONLY TIME HE COMMITTED A CRIME AGAINST YOU?
BLANK = MISSING . ° ¢ ° ¢ * ' ® s » . ¢ 1795
i=YES ., ° . ’ ' . ’ ° . ¢ ° o ¢ . 107
2 = NOs DONE RBREFORE . ¢ o ’ s ’ ¢ o . » 0 44
8 = DON'T KNOW ° . * ° ’ . » ’ . o ’ 2
9 = REFUSED ., * ¢ ’ * » ’ ’ ° ’ ° ’ ' 0
E13 0094 0094 1 HOW MANY TIMES BEFORE?
BLANK = MISSING , . » ° . ¢ ° [ ¢ * . v 1904
1 = ONCE BEFORE . [} t * ’ ) ’ » 0 ° ’ ¢ .13
2 =2 0OR 3 TIMES BEFORE . ° ¢ . . . . ° . + 12
3 = MORE THAN 3 (OFTEN: MANY TIHES, ETC.) ' . ’ N s 20
8 = DON/T KNOW . ¢ ¢ + ) ) . . ’ * ° * i
E14 0093 0095 1 DID HE DO SOMETHING ELSE TO YOU IN 1982, 19837
BLANK = MISSING . ’ o + s ° ° D 0 ’ ° » 1904
i =YES ., » ’ * ¢ . ’ * + ° * * ’ . 21
2=N0 ° 0 * * * . . . * D » ¢ ' 25
8 = DON‘T KNOW ° » . 3 » * . . . e » 0
9 = REFUSED ', [y » . * » . ® ' ° . ’ 0 O.
E1S 0096 0096 1  HERE THEY MALE OR FEMALET?
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ ’ ¢ . 0 . * * * ° ° 1600
1 = AlL HALE 0 * ° 0 ° . ¢ * ’ * ¢ * 283
2 = ALL FEMALE . . . * * ’ » ° ° ° ' ¢ 19
3 = BOTH MALE AND FEMALE * ° » » [ . ° ° ¢ 38
8 = DON/T KNOW ° ’ B ° » v ’ [ ¢ . ) 10
Elé 0097 0097 1IN WHAT AGE GROUP WAS THE YDUMGEST?
BLANK = MISSING . . s ¢ 4 ’ ° °* » * . ° 1400
1 = CHILD (0-12) ° 3 . ’ ¢ ¢ ® ? v ° * 31
2 = TEENAGER (13-17) » . P S T S S 170
3 = YOUNG ADULT (18-34) , ' + ’ ) N . ' . . 122
4 = DLDER PERSON (35 AND UP) . o s . s ' ’ v 18
B = DON'T KNOW v v ° . ¢ ’ . * o » ° 9
E17 0098 0098 1  IN WHAT AGE GROUP WAS THE OLDEST?
BLANK = MISSING . . ’ ’ ° ’ o o 0 ’ ) ' 1600
1 = CHILD (0-12) . ° ’ ° o ° s » * . 10
2 = TEENAGER (13-17) v [t + ° ‘ . 0 s v ¢ 126
3 = YOUNG ADULT (18-34) . . 0 ° ) ¢ * . ° [ 142
4 = OLDER PERSON (35 AND UF) ’ s PN ’ ’ v s 34
8 = DON'T KNOW * ° ¢ . . ° ) D . * * i8



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 FPAGE: 14

D, C. HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURVEYs, RTI FPROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=19350)

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
E18 0099 0079 1  WHAT WAS THE RACE OF THESE PERSONS?
BLANK = MISSING . ’ ' ' . ' s ' . e+ 1600
1 = WHITE * 3 D . ' ’ . ° ¢ . 0 ® ‘ 129
2 = BLACK s ¢ ¢ D . [ ’ 3 ’ ’ » ¢ ' 172
3 = HISPANIC D ’ ) ) . ) ‘ * . * . ) 3
4 = ASIAN 3 ’ . ¢ ' + ° . ’ * . . » 2
5 = MIX OF RACES ’ ’ . ’ 3 ’ ) . ) . . 18
4 = OTHER RACE . [} * ° . ’ . » ’ t ¢ [ 3
8 = DON‘T KNOW ¢ . ° ¢ » [ * ’ ’ . D 23
E19 0100 0100 1  HOW DPID THE OFFENDERS ACT?
BLANK = MISSING » ° ° . o * o * . * . ® 1747
1 = ALL NORMAL . . ¢ ’ ’ * ° ° [ ° ’ 0 107
2 = SOME OR ALL DRUNK OR DRUGGED ' o s . s v s K]
3 = SOME OR ALL INSANE . s ¢ ° ' ’ D . . ¢ 7
4 = SOME OR ALL NDT NORMAL-COULDN‘T TELL WHY N . ¢ e 24
8 = DON‘T KNOW 3 . t ) ’ . 0 ® . [} ' 10
E20 0101 0101 1 HAD YOU SEEN SOHME OF THEM BEFORE?
BLANK = MISSING » D PO ) * * 3 s t . ¢ 1747
1 = YES-S0ME OR ALL KMOWN OR SEEN BEFORE ’ ’ ¢ Ve 48
2 = NOs ALL STRANGERS ¢ . * D * ’ + ° ’ ¢ 131
8 = DON'T KNOW I3 B . * * » ’ . ° ’ ) 4
9 = REFUSED . [} . ¢ . 3 [} . + [} ° ® 3 0
E21 0102 0102 1  HOW WELL DID YOU KNOW THE OFFENDERS?
BLANK = MISSING . s * * » ¢ ’ 3 * ¢ ¢ ® 1882
I = WELL KNOWN . ¢ . * . ‘ o ’ . * . [ 16
2 = CASUAL ACQUAINTANCE . e e . v e ’ , e 23
3 = SIGHT ONLY . ® + * ’ + 0 [} ’ 3 ’ [ 29
8 = DON‘T KNOW ® ¢ * 3 * ’ ’ ’ ¢ * t 0
£22 ~- HOW DID YOU KNOW THEW?
E22.1 0103 0104 2 SPOUSE
BLANK = MISSING . . ¢ ° . ’ ° ° ) ® . ’ 1909
0=NO. [ » ° ’ . » ’ ) ’ ° ¢ 0 ’ 41
i = YES 0 * ¢ ° » 3 ’ ’ ¢ ’ D * ’ 0
98 = DON‘T KNOW ’ * ¢ ¢ ¢ ° ] 3 ’ ¥ ¢ 0
99 = REFUSED ’ ’ ° * . ’ ) * ' ] ° * 0
E22.2 0105 0106 2 EX-SPOUSE
BLANK = MISSING » ¢ ® * ' + ’ ’ ’ [ ' * 1909
0 =NO . D ¢ ’ * ¢ * ) ’ [ . * 3 ' 40
1 = YES . ¢ [ * ' D ¢ . ) * ‘ * t i
98 = DON’T KNOW . [} * * 3 D ' 0 . * » 0



E22.5

E22_6

E22.8

BC

0107

0109

0111

0113

0115

0117

RUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS
D, C. HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=19%0)
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¢
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EC LEN DESCRIPTION
99 = REFUSED .
0108 2 PARENT OR STEP-PARENT
BLANK = MISSING .
0 =NO ., . *
i =YES » ®
98 = DON/T KNOW ,
99 = REFUSED '
0110 2  OWN CHILD OR STEP-CHILD
BLANK = MISSING .
0=N0, . s
i = YES s *
98 = DON’T KNOW
99 = REFUSED ’
0112 2  BROTHER/SISTER
BLANK = MISSING .
0=N0D. ° °
1 = YES ’ °
98 = DON'T KNOW .

99 = REFUSED .
0114 2  OTHER RELATIVE
BLANK = MISSING .

0 =MD . [ °
i = YES s .
98 = DON‘T KNOW
99 = REFUSED '
0116 2
BLANK = MISSING
0 = ND ., . °
1 = YES * °
98 = DON'T KNOW
99 = REFUSED N
0118 2  FRIEND OR EX-FRIEND
BLANK = MISSING .
0 =ND . ) s
1 = YES ¢ e
98 = DON‘T KNOW .
99 = REFUSED ’
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BOY OR.GIRLFRIEND» EX~BOY OR GIRLFRIEND
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE! 16

D, C. HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=19%50)

LAREL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION _ FREQ
E22.9 0119 0120 2  CO-WORKER, BUSINESS CONTACT, CUSTOMER, EMPLOYEE
BLANK = MISSING . ) D . ¢ + ¢ ° . 3 ¢ [ 1909
0 =NO . ° * » [ ’ D D . . . D [ ° 41
1 = YES [ ° ' ° ¢ ’ ’ ’ ¢ ' . > ' 0
98 = DON‘T KNOW » ° ® * ° . ° . ) ’ » ) 0
99 = REFUSED * ’ 3 + * ’ ¢ ° + * s ) 0
E22.10 0121 0122 2  SCHOOLHATE
BLANK = MISSING . . ¢ 3 * ’ * [ * ’ ® ’ 1909
0 =MD . ¢ * . ’ * ) [ [ [ + ’ ' ® 36
1 =YES ® [ * * * ¢ ’ ° D ’ ’ * 9
98 = DON‘T KNOUW . ° ? ° ’ . ’ ° * ’ s 0 0
99 = REFUSED [ ¢ ¢ ¢ * 0 ’ ‘ . . » ° 0
E22_11 0123 0124 2 NEIGHBOR
RLANK = MISSING . ° . » ° » ¢ Y . ° 3 . 1909
0 =NO 3 ° . ° . ’ ° . » . D » . 31
1 = YES ¢ ® ’ ' ¢ o ’ s ' . * 3 3 10
98 = DON‘T KNOW . ° v ' ° [ ’ ¢ ’ ° . ' 0
99 = REFUSED o ° . ° ° * . . ° 3 ° » 0
E22.12 0125 0126 2 OTHER NON-RELATIVE
BLANK = MISSING » ’ ) . » . ° Iy ° ¢ 3 * 1909
0=N0 . 0 [ ’ ° + ° . ¢ . ° B + ° 29
1 = YES . . ’ ° ° . * » ’ ¢ o ’ ® 12
98 = DON'T KNOW ° * ° * ) ’ ° . ¢ ¢ [ 0
99 = REFUSED 0 ) D 0 o ’ ¥ ’ ® ' 3 + 0
E23 0127 0127 1 FIRST TIME THEY COMMITTED A CRIME AGAINST YOU?
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ 3 ® 1 . ® . * ’ . ’ 1909
1 =YES, ’ ’ * ® ° ° ° ’ ® ° ° ’ ’ 28
2=N0 , ® ’ . ' ’ ’ ¢ ° ' ® ' ' t 13
8 = DON’T KNOW * ' [ . ° * * [ ¢ 0 ¢ 0
¢ = REFUSED ., 3 ° 0 » ° ° » ’ ¢ * o * 0
E24 0128 0128 1 HOW MANY TIMES BEFORE? .
BLANK = MISSING . ° ° v * 0 » ’ ° ¢ ¢ ° 1937
1 = ONCE BEFODRE . » * ’ . * o ° o ° 3 ' 3
2=2T0 3 TIMES » ° ° ’ . » * ° * ° * 4
3 = MORE THAN 3(OR OFTENs MANY TIMES: ETC.) . v 0 0 B )
B = DON'T KNOW * 3 [ » » [ ’ ° ¢ ’ ¢ 0
E25 0129 0129 1  DID ANY OF THEM DO SOMETHING ELSE TO YOU IN 82 OR 837
BLANK = MISSING . . ’ ® ° ' Y ’ » . . 3 1937
1=1YES . ’ . » ’ ’ ’ ’ ] ’ 0 » ¢ ) 4
2=N0 . ’ D ° . [ ° ’ [ ° . ° ) ° 9
8 = DON‘T KNOW . * 0 * ) [ ’ . * ° N 0
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F2.1

F2.2

F2.3

F2.4

F3

BC

0130

0131

0132

0133

0134

0135

BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS
. C. HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMEER 3
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION

9 = REFUSED . ° » [y " D ' 0 3 »

0130 1  DID OFFENDER GET IN OR JUST TRY TO GET IN?
LANK = MISSING » +
ACTUALLY GOT IN »
JUST TRIED . +
THERE WAS NO BREAK IN
DON‘T KNOW «  +

* 4

O e * e @

B
i
2
3
8

< e o e @

. ¢+
L3 ¢
° *
¢ +

® <« ° ° ¥
* * ¢ o ©

0131 1 WINDOWs DOORs ETC. OPENED OR TAMPERED WITH

BLANK = MISSING . ’
NO . ¢
YES v ’

] ° L2 L] ¢

DON‘T KNOW
REFUSED .

[
*
*
’
*

* * ® =
e v * e
o * e o
- @ * @ -

L4 °
® ¢
° 1
* o

o O
nonowon
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0172 ‘1 R SAW OR HEARD ATTEMPT TO ENTER
BLANK = MISSING .
0=H0 » N

= YES , ° »

= DON'T KNOW .

= REFUSED .

¢ L] L]

®© © e o o
© . ® o e
® © e e =
°* * ®» o
¢ © e w
> © *e e ©
© ®» e o °
o * e + o

0 00 >

OTHERS SAW OR HEARD ATTEMFT TO ENTER
K=HISSING » + &+ »
NO
YES » o
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED .

0133

1
BLAN

*
[ 14
¢ °
L] ]
L4 L]

¢ © @ *
¢ ® ® »

[ 4
L}
o
+

¢« ® o e
* e o @
-

*

0134 1 OTHER KNOWLEDGE OR SUSPICION
BLANK = MISSING + +» ¢ + ' v« e
0=HNO . * * ) ° ° ’ ° ) * '
i =YES , . ° 3 ® * ¢ ° » ’ ’
8 = DON'T KNOW ° . ' 3 . . ° »
? = REFUSED , [} ¢ [ S s ¢ 3 » ]
0135 1 HOW DID THE OFFENDER GET IN?
LAN HISSING » ° * ' ] » » ) v

ET IN [ 4 [ 4 ¢ L} * L4 L] [ *
BY TRICKERY OR DEEEPTION L
PUSHING PAST SOMEONE P T S T

HAD KEY * L] [ 4 2 * * * L] L] L
OTHER * L] ] ° ° * ’ * 1] ®
DON'T KNOW + v 0 0 o v & o s

m\ltbm.bb-lNHw
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ES T

® O o = @ - ® © ® = e & ¢ o ° * - - e o
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K = )
BROKE IN? PICKED LOCKs FORCE, BREAKs; REMOVE OFENING
L

*

]

THROUGH OPEN OR UNLOCKED DOOR, WINDOWs OR OPENING

*
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95

1861
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 FPAGE: 18
D, €. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1930)

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FRER
G1 0136 0136 1  DID OFFENDER TRY TD TAKE RUSINESS PROFPERTY?
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ ’ ’ * v [ ’ . ¢ ° 0 4670
1 =YES ., ° ¢ ’ ® ’ * » * ° [ ° ¢ . 102
2=N0 . ° ' ® . + 3 . . ’ » ° ’ * 1140
8 = DON‘T KNOW 3 * 3 . ° 0 ¢ * * * ’ 13
9 = REFUSED , ° ’ ¢ . . ’ . ’ ’ * " ' 0
624 0137 0137 1  DID OFFENDRER TAKE FERSONAL PROFERTY?
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ » * ¢ . . ¢ . * . ¢ 1848
1=YES . ’ ® ° * * ’ ’ . o ’ * ¢ 70
2 =HN0 . o * ° ’ ’ + . ° * ° [} * ¢ 31
B = DON'T KNOW . . B ° ° » ° * » ° . ° i
9 = REFUSED . [} ’ o ° ® s [ ® ® * * * 0
G2B 0138 0138 1  DID OFFENDER ACTUALLY TAKE PERSONAL BELONGINGS?
BLANK = MISSING » . ° ° . ® . ° * . » 772
1 =YES . ° ° . ’ * * . ® ’ N 3 * ’ 1019
2=ND . ¢ ¢ ¢ ’ * ) ° ® * . ' [ [ 157
8 = DON'T KNOW ° 3 ° ® * ¢ * ® o ° 0 2
9 = REFUSED . ° ° ¢ ‘ [ » ¢ ® * 0 * [ 0

G2C ~- WHAT KIND OF THINGS WERE TAKEN?

G2C.1 0139 0140 2  MOTOR VEHICLES

BLANK = MISSING . . ° * . ° ° s ° ° . * 861
0=N0 . ) . ¢ * . ’ » . N ° ’ » * 1039
1 = YES * . * ° » * ° * . ® ’ ° * 50
98 = DON'T KNOW » ° ' + ’ ¢ . 4 3 + * ° 0 -
99 = REFUSED s o . * ¢ 3 » ° . ° 3 . 0
62C.2 0141 (142 2 MOTOR VEHICLE PARTS
BLANK = MISSING . 3 D ® 0 ¢ . ’ ° ¢ ° ¢ 861
0=N0 . s ° ’ » ] ' ' ’ ® * * ' t 1053
i = YES ° [ ’ * ) ’ * ’ . ¢ ' ' ¢ 34
98 = DON‘T KNOW . ® ’ . 0 ’ D i} ¢ [ 0 ’ 1]
99 = REFUSED ’ ’ ° * ° * 0 0 ° ¢ . ’ 0
62C.3 0143 0144 2 GASOLINE OR 0OIL
BLANK = HISSING . P ’ ’ ’ y e ¢ s e v 8461
0 =N0 . ¢ » ° ’ ° . o . » ’ ’ [ ¢ 938
1 = YES ’ o ® ' * * * 3 N ’ o ° € 131
98 = DON'T KNOW 3 3 ° ’ ® ® ° " » D * 0
99 = REFUSED . ’ ° . * ° » * ’ 0 ° . 0



LABEL

G2C-4

G2C-5

G2C.6

G2C.7

62C-8

62C.9

G2C.10

BC

0145

0147

0149

0131

0133

0155

0157

BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

D, C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYy RTI PROJECT
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1930)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION
0146 2
BLANK = MISSING .

o NOO L] L]

1= YES v

98 = DON‘T KNOW .

99 = REFUSED o

0i48 2
BLANK = HMIBSING .,
0 = NO . D [

1=YES.‘9 »
98 = DON'T KNOW .
99 = REFUSED »
0150 2
BLANK = MISSING ,
0 =KD , * 3
1 = YES ° »
98 = DON'T KNOW .
99 = REFUSED ’
0152 2
BLANK = MISSING .
0 =NO [ ’
1 = YES 3 +
98 = DON'T KNOW .
99 = REFUSED B
0134 2 GUN
BLANK = MISSING .
0 =N0 . [} D
1 = YES » .
98 = DON’'T KNOW
99 = REFUSED '
0156 2  BICYCLE
BLANK = HISSING
0 =NO, ° [
1 =YES [} D
98 = DON'T KNOW
99 = REFUSED .
0158 2
BLANK = HISSING .
0 =MNC ., S .
i = YES ° ’
98 = DOR’'T KHOW .

PURSE OR WALLET
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CREDIT CARDy CHECKS: SECURITIES
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NUMBER 3122
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DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE: 19

¢ ® ¢ © » ®* o ® ©o ¢ * ® ® 9 o ¢ o @ o © o * e o e . ® ®° - =

® w e -

*» ©o© e @ o * o » ®© w» * ® & w ®© ® @ * o e ® <o e © ¢ o o e »

. - ® o

® ® o * © * o & ® © » o ® @ w» ® @ e o o * * o > @ * ® . ® ©

- o © ©

o B e ®w =

© ¢ o € o * ®e ©°© ° e * o © ¢ = * @* © e e

~ » ® @

* o o v o

FREQ

861
957
132

861
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244
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997
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1027
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS
D. €, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

GROCERIES, FOOD, LIQUOR: DRUGS

(]

*
L]
[
L]

@ e o © e

*» © ° e e

+
+

¥
14
3
14

*« © ©o °* =

o » & o e
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© & e ° e * * > e

o © e e o
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* o o ° » o e e ©

* © ©o . © o

© ® @ © o ¢ ¢ o o

© © * o e
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DATE?

¢ ® o e = © w o e ©

* © ® © o

STOLEN PERSONAL DR HOUSEHOLD PROPERTY VALUE

®
°
L3
14
L4
¢
¢

+

®

L]

» e e ® e °

L]

o o e * » o

N LOSS

[

AND CAN’T ESTIMATE

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION
99 = REFUSED ' )
G2C.11 0159 9140 2
BLANK = MISSING »
0 = NO ¢ ¢ »
1 = YES ' ' »
98 = DON'T KNOW ’
99 = REFUSED ' ’
62C.12 0161 0162 2 PET OR ANIMAL
BLANK = MISSING . .
0=NO .- » [ ¢
I =YES D ¢ .
98 = DON’'T KNOW . ¢
99 = REFUSED ¢ ’
G2C_13 0143 0164 2  OTHER
BLANK = MISSING .
0 =NO . [ ° ¢
- 1 = YES ¢ . ’
98 = DON'T KNOW » &
99 = REFUSED ¢ '
G3 0165 0166 2
BLANK = MISSING »
i = LESS THAN $10 .
2 = %10 - 849 , '
3 =%50 - 8992 .
4 = $100 - $499 N
S = $500 - $999 ¢
6 = $1,000 - 84,999
7 = $5,000 OR MORE .
8 = CAN'T PUT DOLLAR VALUE O
98 = DON'T KNOW . .
9 = REFUSED
G4 0167 0167 1

DID YOU GET ANY OF THE PROPERTY BACK?

BLANK = HISSING

0@ R =

YES «
NO .
DON'T KNOW
REFUSED .
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10
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE: 12/10/84 FAGE? 21
Dbs C. HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURYEYs RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122 .
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
G54 0148 01468 1 PERSONAL PROPERTY OFFENDER TRIED 7D TAKE BUT FAILED?
BLANK = MISSING ., ) * ' ° ) » ] ' . ¢ D 4679
1 = YES 0 ® [ » ¢ * 3 * ’ * » * 140
2=N0 . v v ’ » v * * + * ’ 3 ' [ 1082
8 = DNON‘T KNODW ) * ’ » . 0 ' D + ' [ 38
9 = REFUSED . . . » ’ . 3 ] * 3 ° ° s Q

G5B -- WHAT DID THEY TRY 7O TAKE?

G5B.1 0169 0170 2  MOTOR VEHICLES

RLANK = HISSING . ° + 0 * . 3 ¢ ¢ ® ° ® 1790
0 =N0O, » ¢ ® * ¢ * ° ) ® ) . ’ + 142
1 = YES ® ¢ B 3 » v v . . * ° ’ . 18
98 = DON‘T KNDW . ° ) » ° ° ’ s ¢ ’ ’ [ 0
99 = REFUSED ’ . » . . 0 ° ° ° o . » 0
G5B.2 0171 0172 2  MOTOR VEHICLE PARTS
BLANK = MISSING , ® * » * 3 3 [ . e ¢ » 1790
0 =ND, ° ° . ’ . . * * ‘ ’ ¢ N . 158
i = YES ° ’ ’ v ' » ° . ° . e * v 4""
98 = DON'T KNOW . ¢ * ¢ ° 3 * ° ’ ’ ’ » 0 .
99 = REFUSED 3 ’ * ° * * » ¢ . ’ * . 0
G583 0173 0174 2  GASOLINE OR QIL
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ . B ° [} ° D ) ) ¢ ' 1790
0= NO [} . 3 ’ ° D ’ * ® [ . ¢ . 137
i=YES ® ° ° ® . * . . ’ N ¢ ) ° 23
98 = DON'T KNOW . ° . ° ° ° + Y * * » ¢ 0
99 = REFUSED ° * . . * . ’ ° ° * ° . 0
G9B-4 0175 0176 2 PURSE OR WALLET
BLANK = MISSING . * ’ » ’ o ° ° Iy ’ * ° 1790
0 =RNO ., ¢ ° ° ° * ® ® v . ’ ° ) + 140
. 1 = YES [ . I3 . ’ ° * 3 ' ’ . ° ] 20
98 = DON’T KNOW . ° N . ¢ ° ° . v ° ° . 0
99 = REFUSED s * . ° ° ) . * ¢ * ° ’ 0
G9B.5 0177 0178 2 CASH OR FOOD STAMPS
BLANK = HISSING . » ° ° ° ’ 0 0 ¢ * * ° 1790
0 =N, 3 ¢ ° * ’ ° * * ’ ’ . ’ ’ 145
1 = YES v . . . * ® ’ ' * ¢ ’ . ’ 15
98 = DON‘T KNOW ., ¢ IS ) . ¢ ® ’ ’ * » . 0
99 = REFUSED ° . » ® ’ * * v b + * . 0



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE: 12/10/84 PAGE:? 22
D. €, HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURYEYy» RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

LABEL RC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ

- o - —— - ——— 0 2 o s e e s .

GSB.6 0179 0180 2  CREDIT CARDs CHECKSs SECURITIES

BLANK = MISSING . ’ . ° ° s ° * ’ . * + 1790
0 =N0 ., . D ’ * 0 ¢ ® . [ ¢ ’ D ° 155
1 = YES ¢ » ° ’ ¢ . ’ ’ ’ ' ? ® » 9
98 = DON‘T KNOW . ’ ° e ’ ¢ ¢ * * 3 0 0
29 = REFUSED . ’ . ¢ ’ . * [ ’ s ¢ . 0
G9B.7 0181 0182 2  OTHER PERSONAL VALUABLES
BLANK = MISSING . ’ . ¢ ¢ ¢ + * * [ . ® 1790
0 =NO . . ° * * [ ¢ ’ . + ) ° 0 ’ 103
i = YES ® ¢ ° v ° ’ . . . ' ’ . ¢ 37
98 = DON’'T-KNOW 3 ¢ ¢ ¢ . ¢ ¢ ' + * [ 0
99 = REFUSED s ¢ ’ ’ ’ ° o ¢ 13 ¢ ¢ ’ 0
598..8 0183 0184 2 GUN
BLANK = MISSING . N ° ¢ ° ¢ . [ . o . ¢ 1790
0 =NO . ’ ° . 3 0 ° . : ¢ » ’ * * 158
1 = YES ° ’ . , * . ® . ° ' [ » ’ 2
98 = DON'T KNOW . . o ° . * 0 * . » . [ 0
99 = REFUSED ° ’ + » ’ ° 3 D . 3 . [ 0
G3B-9 0185 0186 2 BICYCLE
BLANK = MISSING . ° ° ' » 0 . . ¢ * 0 ¢ 1790
0 = NO , 1 * ’ D . ’ ¢ ° o * * . ° 156
i = YES » ° 0 ° ¢ [) ° ’ » ¢ ® ° * 4
98 = DON’'T KNOW ’ * * . ° ’ * ’ ¢ + [ 0
99 = REFUSED » . ° . * * . ¢ ® * * ° 0
GoB.10 0187 0188 2 HOUSEHOLD FURNISHINGS
BLANK = MISSING ., ¢ ’ » ° ° ° . ¢ ° * ® 1790
0=N0O. 3 . . ¢ t ’ ’ ® . ° . 3 ¢ 137
1 = YES o o ¢ ’ ¢ 3 ] ¢ D ' ¢ » ¢ 23
98 = DON’T KNOW ’ . . ° * ° N o ’ ' ¢ 0
99 = REFUSED * D * * . ° ° ) . * ° ) 0
G5B-11 0189 0190 2  GROCERIES, FOODs LIQUORs DRUGS
BLANK = MISSING . . * ° ¢ * 0 * ’ ° ’ ) 1790
0 =N0 ., ¢ * » * ° ° ® ° o s o ’ 156
1 = YES . ° . ° . ’ * ) ¢ ¢ ° ° ¢ 4
98 = DON‘T KNOW . ¢ . ° ° . ° ’ ° * . * 0
99 = REFUSED . 3 ® . * ¢ . ° [} ° ° » 0
GSB-12 0191 0192 2 PET OR ANIMAL
BLANK = MISSING . ’ ° ¢ ° * * 0 ° [ ¢ ° 1790
0 =NO, + 0 [ ¢ [ o 3 ’ ’ ’ ’ [ ‘ 159
1 = YES ’ ® 0 0 ¢ ] ’ 0 ) + ’ ¢ . 1
98 = DON’T KNOW ’ ’ ’ ¢ ° ) ° ’ ¢ ° * 0
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G5B.13

64

67
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Hi_1

Hi.2

BC

0193

0195

0197

0198

0199

0201

BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

D, €. HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD! COUNT=1950)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION

O i i o e . s e T

99 = REFUSED .

0194 2  OTHER
BLANK = MISSING
0=N0,
1 = YES .
98 = DON’T KNOW
99 = REFUSED

v © o @ ®»

0196 2
RANGE = 01 - 06

0197 1
BLANK = MISSING .
1 =YES ., [} 3
2=N0 , . *
B = DON'T KNOW
9 = REFUSED . *
0198 1
BLANK = MISSING ,
1='YE59 s ¢
2=0N0 ., ’ *
8 = DON‘T KNOW
9 = REFUSED B

o ®* © o »

[

v o * ©

* © e ® o©

Hi -- WHAT PERSONAL OR

0200 2

BLANK = NISSING .
0=N0O o .+
1= YES ¢ e

98 = DON‘T KNOW

$9 = REFUSED .

0202 2 BUILDING OR -PART OF IT

BLANK = MISSING .

0=N0, » °
1 = YES .o
98 = DON'T KNOW .
99 = REFUSED »

YEHICLE OR PART

- ® e ©o o

o e e e
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* * o ©
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DID OFFENDER TAKE PART FROM VEHICLE ITSELF
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WAS ANY OF THE PROPERTY ON YOUR PERSON?
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.- & ® © & W o e ® o e

o & * © o

* *» © ¢ o

> ® @ * o

*@ © *e e -
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RUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE! 24
D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORI' COUNT=1930)

LABEL RC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FRER

H1.3 0203 0204 2 FURNITURE OR HOUSEHOLD FURNISHINGS

BLANK = MISSING ¢ ’ ' . » ° ° ¢ ¢ [ + 1304
0 =NO ., ‘e ¢ ’ * ’ ’ ’ . o . N ’ » 601
1 = YES ° o ’ . ° ¢ ’ * ¢ ° ¢ N . 45 7
98 = DON'T KNOW . s ¢ 3 o ¢ ¢ » * ° . ’ 0
99 = REFUSED . . ° ’ * s + [ ° ' o . 0
Hi_4 0205 0206 2 CLOTHING OR OTHER PERSONAL BELONGING
BLANK = MISSING +» & s ’ ’ s . ' ' ’ ' s 1304
0 =NO ., * 0 . 0 [ * . ° [ ° ° * [ 618
i = YES ° ° ° ¢ ’ ’ * ° ’ ° ° . 0 28
98 = DON‘T KNOW » * ° 0 [ 3 [ . ’ ® * * 0
99 = REFUSED e ® . s [ ® ° ° [ ¢ ’ » 0
H1_S 0207 0208 2 PLANTINGSs FENCEs OTHER ODBJECTS IN YARD OR GROUNDS
BLANK = MISSING . ' ’ ’ ’ ' N ’ ' ’ . v 1304
0=N0. 3 D ° * ¢ . ° » * ¢ 0 ° . 374
i1 = YES ’ ° * 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ ° ’ ¢ e * ¢ 72
98 = DON‘T KNOW » ° ¢ ° ¢ . * * . . * * ¢
99 = REFUSED » » o * * ’ ° 0 ° ° ¢ 0 0
Hi_ 4 0209 0210 2 PET» ANIMAL
BLANK = MISSING » ) ° . . ° . . o ° o » 1304
0 =N0, ° [ ’ . ' . 1 ® ’ * * ¢ o 444
1 = YES ’ 3 ¢ * [ ¢ . * ® * ° [} ¢ 2
98 = DON’T KNOW . ’ [ ’ + ° ¢ . . ° s ) 0
99 = REFUSED . ¢ ’ ° ’ ’ ¢ ’ ) ’ ° ° 0
Hi.7 0211 0212 2 0OTHER PROPERTY
BLANK = MISSING . D . * ’ ° ’ D o o * » 1304
0 =ND . ’ ’ ¢ ’ ° ° I N . » ¢ " * \ 575
1 = YES ’ . » ° ¢ ’ + . ’ ¢ ' ! . 21
©8 = DON'T KNOW . » . ° [ ® * ° 0 . ° ¢ 0
99 = REFUSED » o ° ¢ 0 ¢ N * * ° ° ° 0
H1.8 0213 0214 2 NO DAMAGE .
BLANK = MISSING . v e ’ 0 ° N ' . » ’ e 1304
0 =N0. 3 * » o ) ’ ° ¢ ’ ° 0 . » 629
i =YES ’ ° ¢ ’ [ * ° ° o * 0 [ ’ 17
98 = DON’T KNOW . ° ¢ ° ° . N * * ° ° ’ 0
99 = REFUSED ® * » ® * ° ° ’ . ° * o 0

H2 -- WHAT WAS DONE TO CAUSE THE DAMAGE?

H2.1 0215 0215 1 WITH A VEHICLE
BLANK = MISSING 3 . . ’ ° . . ° . s s 1321
0=NO s 3 [ D t ' * ’ s ° ¢ [ ’ - 579
1 =YES ., * + 3 ’ ¢ ’ D ’ ° ¢ ’ 2 ’ 34



H2_3

H2.4

H2.5

HZ.8

H3

BC

-

0217

0218

0219

0221

BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

D, C., HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYy RTI FROJECT
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORT! COUNT=1950)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION

ROCK» BRICK: OTHER OBJECT

SOMETHING TO DEFACE OR DIRTY

8 = DON'T KROW - . N
® = REFUSED ., 3 +
0216 1  BOMB OR ARSON
© BLANK = MISSING . N
0 =NO . . * °
i1=YES ., ' D v
8 = DON'T KNOW .+
9 = REFUSED . ' '
0217 1
BLANK = MISSING +
0=ND o ] 3 1
1= YES . ¢ * ¢
8 = DON'T KNOW .
9 = REFUSED ., . *
0218 1  BY BODILY FORCE
BLANK = MISSING . ’
0 =N0 . ° o e
1 =YES ., ° ° °
8 = DON'T KNOW + .
9 = REFUSED . ¢ °
0219 1
BLANK = MISSING . .
0=N0 3 . s
1=YES . * [ °
8 = DON'T KNOW »
9 = REFUSED , » °
0220 1  ANOTHER YAY
BLANK = MISSING +
0=N0 ® * ¢
i=YES . > + .
8 = DON'T KNOW . N
9 =REFUSED . .
0222 2

COST OF REPAIRING/REFLACING DAMAGED ITEMS?

BLAMK = MISSING .

[
3

O U B L

LESS THAN $10
$10 - 849
$30 - $99
$100 - 3499
$500 - $999
$1,000 - $4,999
$5:000 DR MORE
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FREQ

- ———

i8

1321
395
16
18

1321
333
278

18

1321
444

DATE?! 12/10/84 FAGE' 25
NUMBER 3122
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038

18

1321
469
142
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71
154
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198
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12710784 FPAGE:D 26
D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

RC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
8 = CAN’T PUT DOLLAR VALUE ON LOSS . . ' ' o ' ' 8
98 = DON’T KNOW -, 13 . ’ . + . ) 0 ° ] [y 37
99 = REFUSED AND CAN’T ESTIMATE ' B . . ’ . 0

0223 0223 1  WAS IT REPORTED TO AN INSURANCE COMPANY?

BLANK = MISSING . ’ ° ° ° . ® D * » . ° 4335
1 =YES ., ¢ ® ’ ® ' + ’ . ® ’ ° ¢ 299
2=N0 ., [ . 3 * ' ’ . . t ¢ * ’ ’ 1198
8 = DON'T KNOKR . 0 ’ * ’ ¢ * D ° * ¢ ] 18
9 = REFUSED . . * ° ¢ 0 ' . D . + . 3 0
0224 0224 1 WAS IT REPORTED TD ANYONE ELSE FOR COMPENSATION?
BLANK = HISSING ° » . ’ ’ ' ’ ’ » ® ® . 734
i1 =YES, ° ® ° ° D . . . . ° . o ’ 222
2=N0 . ° ) . . . ° [} ) 3 . ° * ° 980
B = DON'T KNOW . . * 0 ° . o ’ . ° . i4
9 = REFUSED ., N ’ . ] ’ . . ’ ) [ [ ’ 0
0225 0225 1 WILL COMPENSATION COVER ANY OF LOSSES?
BLANK = MISSING . . . 1 ’ » ° * » ' + ) 1429
i1 =YES ., . . ) ° . ’ ’ ° ¢ ’ ' ¢ 3 2764
2 = CLAIM STILL PENDING OR NOT YET FILED ) N ¢ v e 34
3 = NO COMPENSATION . ° ° s ] * * . ’ * ’ 210
8 = DON'T KNOW ’ [ ¢ ¢ 3 ° ' [ ° * * i
0226 0227 2  AFTER COMPENSATION WHAT WAS YOUR TOTAL LOSS?T
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ ® ¢ ° + + o * ’ . ° 435
1 = LESS THAN $10 . » * . ° . . ¢ ® ' * 235
2 = $10 - $49 , ° * ’ * . * s * ' ] D 359
3 = ¢330 - $99 ., . ° + D ° ® ¢ ¢ o ' ¢ 251
4 = $100 - %499 » . * * ¢ . ' N ’ . ° 434
5 = 4900 ~ $999 . ° ¢ . ’ ) [ 8 ’ ¢ * 73
6 = $1,000 - $4,999 v [ [ » ’ ’ ¢ 1 + t 59
7 = $5,000 OR MORE . ¢ 0 [ . ’ » * + [ [ 17
8 = CAN'T PUT DOLLAR VALUE ON LOSS . N ’ N N ' ’ 13
98 = DON’T KNOW . ] *. » * ° ¢ . t ¢ t 76
99 = REFUSEDR AND CAN‘T ESTIMATE . ' ' v ' ) ) 0
0228 0228 1 HOW WERE YOU THREATENED?
BLANK = MISSING * * * ° + . 3 o . ] ° 1827
i = IN PERSON * » * » . » . ’ ’ e * ° 80
2 = BY TELEPHONE . P ’ ' ' 0 . N » 0 30
3 = IN WRITING . 3 . 0 o ) ° . * [ [ 0 5
4 = S0OME OTHER WAY ’ . . * ’ ’ . * . ¢ é
B = DON'T KNOW ° * . ° [ ’ » . ’ D » 2
? = REFUSED -, 3 ¢ * + [} ° » 'y ¢ [} ¢ ' 0



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 PAGES 27

b, C. HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI PROJECT NUMEER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD' COUNT=1950) ’

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FRED
J2a 0229 0229 1 DID THE OFFENDER HAVE A WEAPON?
BLANK = MISSING . N ’ . ¢ ' ’ ' ¢ . . + 1870
i1=1YES ., . ’ ® o N 3 ¢ o ° * ¥ N v 29
2=N0 ., . . . ° ’ ’ ’ * ° ° v s ¢ 44
8 = DON'T KNOW I3 ° ¢ ° ¢ . v N o ° s 7
9 = REFUSED ., ¢ ® ° B * [ ) e ’ ° + ® 0

J2B -~ WHAT WEAPON DID OFFENDER HAVE?

U2B.1 0230 0231 2 HANDGUN

BLANK = MISSING . . ’ ’ ’ ' N ' ' ' 0 v 1921
0=N0 ., D ° v * ’ ° 3 3 ° ° o ° ° 10
1 = YES . N ¢ ° ° » . D e [ ‘ * ’ 19
28 = DON'T KNOW ) ° . ° . . ’ [ [ ° [ 0
99 = REFUSED v ¢ 3 ® » ’ . s . . o + 0
J2B..2 0232 0233 2  LONG SUN: RIFLEs SHOTGUN
BLANK = MISSING . ' L T s e v o 1921
0 =N0 . » D 13 ° ° . o . . » ¢ * ° 25
i =YES o ¢ ® . » ' ’ ° . 3 @ * ® 4
98 = DON'T KNOW . » ° 0 ° * o * s ’ ' ® 0
99 = REFUSED . » * . . » [ ° . °® ) ’ 0
J2B.3 0234 0235 2 OTHER GUN OR UNKNOWN GUN TYPE
BLANK = MISSING . v ' ’ ' ’ v ' ' . ' o 1921
0 =H0, » ° ° 0 * ¢ ° . ° ° » ¢ ¢ 28
i = YES ’ ) ° . ’ ¢ ’ ° ° ' 0 . ¢ i
98 = DON'T KNOW , s e * * ’ ) ° > ’ ’ * 0
99 = REFUSED ¢ ° [ ) . ° ¢ * . * ’ . 0
J2B..4 0236 0237 2 STABRING INSTRUMENT: KNIFE, SCISSORS
BLANK = MISSING + + ¢ o« o & . e« e o 1921
0 =NO, » ’ . ° ) + * * ’ 0 ° ' t 24
1 = YES ¢ . 0 ’ ’ ¢ ® ’ ' ’ ¢ ° ’ 5
98 = DON’T KNOW ® [ o, + » ° ) + + ° . 0
= REFUSED » + » [} [ 0 [ ¢ ¢ ] ¢ 3 0
J2B.S 0238 0239 2  BLUNT ORJECT! CHAIRs BAT, FRYPANs STONE
BLANK = MISSIKG . ' ’ ' ' 1921

0=ND., .

’ ° . » ¢ . .
° D ’ ’ ° o » v * ’ °

1 = YES ) » . ’ s 3 ° ° ’ . » ¢ °
98 = DON‘T KNOW . * ° ’ o 3 3 * . ¢ ’ °
29 = REFUSED » v [ ’ . ? [ ¢ [ ] * '



RUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/71C/84 PAGE? 28

D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY,» RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=19350)

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
J2B_4 0240 0241 2 MOTOR VEHICLE
BLANK = KHISSING D ° . ° s s e * ® . ¢ 1921
0 =NO, ¢ ¢ * » ° ¢ ¢ ° ¢ ° ° . ¢ 29
1 = YES * ° ¢ . + * . ’ ¢ ’ ¢ [ ¢ 0
928 = DRON’T KNOW , . . ® 0 ¢ ° [ ® D . ¢ 0
99 = REFUSED ° * + ’ . ° ’ ’ . ] [ ' 0
J2B.7 0242 0243 2  EXPLOSIVE DEVICE
BLANK = MISSING . * » [ ¢ 3 . ¢ 3 v ° o 1921
0 = NO . . * » ’ v . » ¢ . [ ' * * 29
1 = YES ° . ¢ » ) . 0 ° t ' ' . . 0
98 = DON‘T KNOW . ° ’ . . 0 ° ’ * o ’ . 0
99 = REFUSED ° ® o ¢ ° » ’ ° 0 [ [ ® 0
J2B_8 0244 0245 2 FIRE
BLANK = MISSING . [} ° ’ ° * * . . " . ’ 1921
0 =N0. ° ° s . 0 . [ D ¢ ’ ’ * * 29
1 =YES ' [ * ’ + ¢ * * D [ ’ ¢ ° 0
98 = DON’T KNOW ) ’ ¢ ° ¢ ¢ o ° ) ¢ ¢ 0
99 = REFUSED ’ ° ° * * ¢ 3 ° * . . 3 0
J28.9 0246 0247 2  OTHER WEAPON
BLANK = MISSING . » ] ° * ’ ’ ° . . ® * i921
0 =NO . ® ° ° 3 . ’ v ’ . * ¢ . ¢ 23
i = YES » * . ’ ° ® . . D ° . [ ° 4
98 = DON'T KNOW . + 0 [} * * * ¢ ® » ® ° 0
99 = REFUSED ) D * [ ] ¢ ¢ [ ’ D * ’ 0
J3 -- WHAT DID OFFENDER THREATEN TO DO TO YOU?
J3_1 0248 0249 2 TO KILL R
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ * . * * ’ D . + 0 . 1827
0 =NDO ° ° ' ¢ * ¢ D . ¢ o * . ° 95
1 = YES ’ . 0 ¢ ’ ) 3 . . . 2 ¢ 0 28
98 = DON’T KNOW . . . ’. ° * o ¢ . 0 o ¢ 0
99 = REFUSED ’ ® [ ’ ° * ° * ° . ) [ 0
J3.2 0250 0251 2 7O RAPE R
BLANK = MISSING . ' ’ . v o e ’ N ’ e o 1827
0 =N0O., . » o . ¢ ° * s ° ’ s ' + 115
i =YES ° . ’ * ’ . ° ¢ 0 ° 1 . . 8
98 = DON’'T KNOW ° ° ’ ° * 0 [ » ’ ¢ ° 0
99 = REFUSED . ° » ’ ’ ¢ ° ¢ ° ’ ¢ ’ d



J3_4

J3.5

J3.6

J3.7

Ji_.8

J3.9

BC

0252

0254

0256

0258

0260

0262

0264

BURERL OF JUSTICE STATISTICS
D, C. HOUSEHOLD YICTIHMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION

0253 2 TO BEAT R UP
BLANK = MISSING , ' +
0=N0. * [} * *
1 = YES * * . °
98 = DON'T KNCW ’ ’
99 = REFUSED ' ’ '
0235 2 TO INJURE R SEVERELY
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ '
0=N0, ¢ . ¢ e
i = YES o . ’ °
98 = DON‘T KNOW . ' '
99 = REFUSED ° ) ¢
0257 2
BLANK = MISSING . o ’
0 =N0. s * ° ’
1 = YES ® ] ° ¢
98 = TON'T KNOW , . ’
99 = REFUSED ° [ ¢
02359 2
BLANK = MISSING . . °
0=ND, 1 ¢ * )
1 =YES * ¢ ° °
98 = DON’'T KNOW . v ’
99 = REFUSED » [ *
0261 2  BOMB THREAT
BLANK = MISSING . 0 ’
0 =N0 ., 3 [} ¢ ’
i = ¥ES v + ° .
98 = DNON'T KNOW « o &
99 = REFUSED . Y °
0263 2  ARSON THREAT
BLANK = MISSING + . &
0=N0, [ * * °
i=YES ’ ¢ ¢ *
98 = DON‘'T KNOW . s e
99 = REFUSED ° ¢ ¢
0265 2 OTHER THREAT

BLANK = MISSING .
0 =ND ., » 0
1=YES v e

98 = DON'T KNOH

* * o °

v e o o e

* © o o =

®

-

¢

°

]
®
]
(4

* © © e e

o * - o

v e - ® &

Ly - - L 3 -

* © o @ o

°

* © o © © - ®* ® ¢ e © o © @ © ©® e *

. © e e

> ® e * o

* ® = © @

+
(4
L4
+
*

L]

* 0 e w o© @ ©o @ ® * * e ©° o

o ® o e

> ® & ® o

* ©o © - o

14

. e »

VAGUEs NOT CLEARLY VIOLENT THREAT TO R

®

L
L]
L
°

* © ¢ © e v © © 2 e

. o e o

o o e * o

@ © e © °

L]

* © e O @ ® > ® @ e * e © & o© o ©® ® o

. o o @

- - - < L

o © o © o

L]

*
L]
?
[ 4

® @ e @ © *» o *o @ o o o ® o =

- « ® @

> ® ® o e

- © e e o

LESSER OR UNSPECIFIC THREAT OF PHYSICAL HARM TO R

L

. o = ° = e e e © o ® © 2 o

® ® & o =

-~ e © e

* * & e o ©® o o e e ¢ ~ ® & = - * e © = > @ & ° ° v e * o ©

> * © ®

- o * o e o © o e » * o e © o ® © ¢ = e o > ® @& ® * ®» ® o e

-~ o © »

DATE! 12/10/84 PAGE? 29

FREQ

1827
100
23

1827
108
15

1827
97
28

1827
104
19

1827
112
11

1827
123

1827

10
2



J4B.1

J4B.2

J4B.3

JAB.4

J4B.S

BC

0264

0249

0271

0275

BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1930)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION

99 = REFUSED ¢ ¢ ' ' s 3 » ' * ' ]

0266 1 WAS MOTOR VEHICLE INVOLVED IN TRYING TO INJURE YOU?

BLANK = MISSING ° ° . . 3 ° * ’
YES . . * » ’ * ’ ’ ’ +
NO o . . ’ . » . . ¢
NOT INJURED OR NO ATTEMPT TO INJURE . s
DON'T KNOW . . ' . ' ’ .

BN on
- o o @
* o o » o
* © & o -

Q3 M e

J4 -~ IN WHAT BAY?

0268 2  OFFENDER DROVE VEHICLE AT R OR TRIED TO CAUSE CRASH
BLANK = MISSING »

* 1] [ ® [ L] 1

) ¢ o
0 =NO, o . » * . N ° ’ ° ° ’ .
1 = YES . 0 ° 1 . o ° * ¢ ® 0 ®
98 = DON‘T KNOW ¢ * . » * * [ + 4 ¢
99 = REFUSED ’ * ’ » ’ [ * ’ . [ .

0270 2  BY VIOLENT MANEUVER OF CAR WITH BOTH R AND OFFENDER
BLANK = MISSING

B » ¢ ° o ° * ¢ ’ ’ °
0 =NO ., ° * + ¢ ¢ ) ’ [ ’ ° ¢ °
1 = YES ’ ° 3 [ * o ’ * » ? ° ¢

98 = DON'T KNOW 3 3 t ° ’ ’ * 0 s »

9?9 = REFUSED * * 3 ] . D 3 ¢ [ * [

0272 2  HKISSILE THROWN AT R OR R‘S VEHICLE
BLANK = MISSING .
0 =N0 . ' .

° 1

¢ s . * » s ’ s

¢ ° ) ' ’ ° ’ ¢ ° .

1 = YES ’ ° ’ . 0 * 3 * ’ ° * .
98 = DON’T KNOH ¢ ¢ ° ® o 3 * . 0 ‘
99 = REFUSED * 3 ° . * e * [ ) * °

0274 2 GUN FIRED AT R‘S VEHICLE
BLANK = MISSING .

+ ’

. . ¢ . ° ® ’ '
0 = HNO . ¢ 0 . ' [S ® * + ’ * ' s
1 = YES ’ [ ° [} ¢ [} ’ [ 0. 3 ' [

98 = DON’T KNOW ° . 0 ° ° ° ¢ s » 3

99 = REFUSED ° [ ¢ ® . * ° + » * ¢

0276 2  ALTERCATION ARISING FROM TRAFFIC INCIDENT
BLANK = MISSING ., ’ [ ’ . [ ° ’
0 =NO ., ’

° . .

= ¢ . ' 0 * B ¢ o . °

i = YES [ + . ’ D ' [ ’ ' ‘ [ .

98 = DON'T KNOW , ’ . [ [ ’ ’ » ’ ’ °
99 = REFUSED ¢ ° ’ . ’ . * ’ . * »

DATE? 12/10/84
D. C, HOUSEHOLD WICTIMIZATION SURVEYr RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122

* ©°© @ ®© ©

* © o * o e & © » @

e © © e »

* ~ e @

- © o e »

PAGES 30

FREQ

1713
67
148
2

1883
20
47

1883



- -

J4B.7

J4B.8

JS

JéA

JéB

J74

RC

0277

0279

0281

0283

0284

0285

0286

RUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

. €. HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION
0278 2
BLANK = HISSING .
O0=ND . o+

1= YES v

98 = DON'T KNOW .

99 = REFUSED '

0280 2
BLANK = MISSING .
0=NO. .

1 =YES oo e

98 = DON‘T KNOW

99 = REFUSED .

0282 2  QOTHER
BLANK = MISSING .
0=ND o &
1 =YES Voo
98 = DON'T KNOW .
99 = REFUSED '

0283 1

BLANK = MISSING .
YES «  +
NO o
DON'T KNOW
REFUSED +

0 0 K =

0284 1

BLANK = MISSING »
YES [} L] L]
NB ? ® [
DON'T KNOW

1
2
g
9 = REFUSED .

0285 1
LANK = MISSING .
YES » 0
NO v v
DON’T KNOUW

B
1
2
8
9 = REFUSED .

0266 1
LANK = MISSING ,
= YES . . ¢
= NO ’ D

N o

* ® o © o°

L]

*« ©® © e

* o e ®

. @« ©° »

*

e ® @ o

WERE YOU RAPED?

e © ¢ ¢ o

°

1]

®

R ASSAULTED IN VEHICLE

*

¢
]
®
+

¢
°
o
*

© @ e = e

e ¢ ° o

°

v o ¢ e

* ° e o e

°

L]

*» © ® @ ®

o e ©o e

e © * e =

1]

* © o o

*

+
L4
L}
]

L]
L]

[]

- ® o & o

© * © e @

+

* © o

¢ e e o e

* © © ©

WERE YOU SEXUALLY ATTACKED?

o e ® e -

© o o © *

L

L]

L3

L

5> © o e

o © ° ® e

WERE YOU ATTACKED BY BODILY FORCE?

°

* © * o » ® ® ¢ o

* © © © o

L]

[

o ® @ e «

e © ©® o »

¢ ® ¢ e e e © w o @ © o *» e © * ® o e

o @ o e ©

IS THERE MENTION OF A FEAPON ABOVE?

L]

)

© * o e e

R ABDUCTED OR FORCED TO GET INTO VEHICLE

o o & o e . & @ 9 e ® @ e o°o = © ©° o e

© ¢ O° e o

- © e °o o ®* ¢ © o o © ® e e o © © o o e o » e © o°

© ® o o o

L] > o -» L] o *® © o - > o ®» © - o ° ¢ o ° T © ®> oo ©

© © o o e

o ® ® ~ o * @ © e o * * * © o o e o » o o o » e »

* ¢ e e o

* *® © e o .« * * e © * & o e e ® © ©o e e * ° o * e

- ® o e o

DATED 12/10/84 PAGE! 31
NUMBER 3122

FREQ .

-

1883
66

1883
Sé
11

1711“:‘

118
118

1714

227

1942

L= B o QU gt < 4

1714
66
170



J7B.1

J7B.2

J7B.3

J7B.4

J7B.5

J7B.é

BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE: 12/10/84
D, C. HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURVEYs KTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122 ’
IN BCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

BRC EC LEN DESCRIPTION

J7B -~ WEAPONS OFFENDER HAD:

0287 0288 2  HANDGUN
BLANK = HISCING .

0 =HN0 . + ’ . * * ‘ ’ ' * + 0 °
1 = YES ’ P ¢ * ' * 3 ’ ¢ ‘ . [
98 = DON'T KNCUW . ’ * ’ . ¢ ¢ ° * »
99 = REFUSED ° ° ¢ * ° ’ * * ¢ ’ °

0289 0290 2 LONG GUN! RIFLEs SHOTGUN
BLANK = HISSING

* L] L]

* ‘. ° . » » . D

0 =ND ., ° D * . [) ° ¢ e ° ¢ D )
i =YES ¢ . o ¢ ® * ° ¢ + * * 4
98 = DON‘T KNOW . [ + ) . + ¢ ° * .
99 = REFUSED ¢ [ * ¢ ’ ’ ¢ ¢ ’ . ]

0291 0292 2 QOTHER GUN OR UNKNOWN GUN TYPE
BLANK = MISSING . . ’ ' ’
0 =N0 . N

° o . . ¢ 0

= o ¢ ° ’ ® ' ’ o . ° '

1 = YES ¢ . ) . ) 0 ° ’ . ° ] )
98 = DON‘T KNOW . » * ° ’ ° ° » [ *
99 = REFUSED s [ ) * ‘ ¢ . + ° * .

0293 0294 2  STABRING INSTRUMENT! KNIFEs; SCISSORS
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ 3 . . 0 .

0 =N0O . ’ [ ° . [ [ ’ ° 3 * v .
I = YES . ° * ¢ ’ ’ . ' . * * .
98 = DON‘T KNOW . + ¢ * ¢ * ¢ + * ¢ ¢
99 = REFUSED . ° D ° . * [ ’ . ° .

0295 0296 2  BLUNT OBJECT: CHAIR» BATs FRYPANs STONE
BLANK = MISSING .

[ L] ° 4+

. * . ’ » °

0 = NO . ] s ¢ + . ? » . ® * * .

i =YES » 3 ¢ ® o. * » ° ’ * 3 ¢

98 = DON'T KNOW & . ° ° . ° ® ° 1 e 3
99 = REFUSED ’ * * ¢ . . * ° ° ° ’

0297 0298 2 MOTOR VEHICLE
BLANK = MISSING .

* ’ ¢ [ ' * ¢ * [ s

0 =HN0O. 3 3 ¢ * [ ° [} ° ® ® ° °
i = YES ¢ ’ ° + . . ° . ° » . ’
98 = DON’T KNOW ¢ ° o . ° * . ° ’ °
99 = REFUSED ° ' 3 * + * . . . * [

* 7 e+ * e * = o e o © * e ®© o *» © © © o - @ e . o e

> * o o »

PAGE!

FREQ

1840
70
20

1840
106

1840
108

1840
80
30

1840
81
29

1840
i01

32



LABEL

J78.7

J78.8

J7B.9

J7C

J8

Jio

Jilll

RC

0299

0301

0303

0305

030¢

0307

0308

EC LEN

0300 2

DESCRIPTION

- e e e s

EXPLOSIVE DEVICE

BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

D, C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI.PROJECT
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1930Q)

BLANK = MISSING »

0
1
98
99

0302 2
0
i
8
9

0304 2

NO
YES

DON‘T KNOW

L]

°

REFUSED

FIRE
BLANK = MISSING

NO
YES

DON‘T KNOW

¢

L]

[

REFUSED

OTHER WEAPON

1

L]
[ 4
+

L]
14
®
®

BLANK = MISSING .
0=NO,

1
98
99

YES

DON'T KNOW

(]

°

REFUSED

®

@
L
[

L]

o 9 e o

* © v o o

* ¢ °© © w v © * o e

* ® @ o o

o e © ¢ e e o © e e

“ ©v v e ©

* v o e e o e o o @

© © © e o

> - - - - - - - ° -

® © ®© e .=

0305 1 DID THE OFFENDER HAVE A WEAPON?

BLANK = MISSING . ’ . » N ’ N
i=YES . ’ ¢ ’ * ¢ . ° °
2 = NO WEAPON . 0 » ° . . .
3 = YES, WEAPON MENTIONED IN DESCRIPTION
8 = DON‘T KNOW . [} ° v * ¢ *
0306 1 DI ,HE OFFENDER HAVE ANDTHER WEAPONT
BLANK = MISSING » ’ ’ . * . ’
1 = YES , ° ° ¢ ’ o . » .
2=H0 . 0 s ° . * ° » 3
B = DON‘T KNOW ° * ® » ° )
92 = REFUSED . * ’ ° * * ° *
0307 1 WERE YOU ATTACKED WITH ANY WEAPONS?
BLANK = HISSING ¢ ¢ v » » v
i=YES . 3 ° ’ * * * ' »
2=N0 . ° ° . ® ' . ° ’
8 = DON'T KNOW . ° » ° ’ °
9 = REFUSED ., . * * ° » ° ’

Jii -- WEAPONS USED TO ATTACK YOU3

0309 2

HANDGUN

BLANK = MISSING .
0 =NO ,

1

YES

¢

*

°

[}

o & ® o » ¢ o °o o »

o e ° e o

e ® » o o * ® © e o * e ® o o e » ® e @ * @ ©o e =

* e o v »

* © & v @ . ©. ®» ® o > ® ®© » = *» ®» © ® =» - o @ * =

© e ®» © <

* © & o o ® © e o o * o e & e ® w ° & > o oo e w »

* ®» ©°o © ¢

e % © ©o © » ® © ®o o ® o * » ® ® & ® e o o e © e o

- - - - o>

® o & e o » & ® e ® * © o ® @ > © * e @ » © o « »

o e ® o -

DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE! 33
NUMRER 2122

FREQ

-1840

107

1840
110

1840
86
24

1780
44
122

1884

56

1840
48
60



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 FAGED 34

D. C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD* COUNT=1930)

LAREL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
98 = DON‘'T KNOW . . ) ) * ¢ ’ [ . ¢ * ° 0
99 = REFUSED * [ ’ 3 ) . ) ’ . ° e ’ 0

J11.2 0310 0311 2 LONG GUN: RIFLE, SHOTGUN

BLANK = MISSING . * . ¢ B * + * * ¢ ¢ * 1902
0 =NO ’ . . * 4 [ . 3 ¢ ’ [ [ + 45
1 = YES * . D » 0 * Y ’ * * . . 0 K
98 = DON‘T KNOW » ° ¢ ¢ * ¢ B ¢ ¢ D e D 0
99 = REFUSED ¢ 3 ¢ [ ° » [ [ [ [ ° . 0
J11.3 0312 0313 2 OTHER GUN OR UNKNOWN GUN TYFE
BLANK = MISSING . . . 0 ’ . ’ ' s , s ¢ 1902
0=ND, * ¢ ¢ [ ° ] ° s » ¢ 0 ¢ 44
1 = YES » » s ¢ ‘ ‘ ¢ . . ’ * o ® 2
98 = DON'T KNOW [ * 3 ° + v ¢ ¢ D ° » 0
99 = REFUSED ° ° 3 * D . » [ * 3 ¢ ¢ 0
Jii_4 0314 0315 2  STARBING INSTRUMENT? KNIFE, SCISSORS
BLANK = MISSING . ® 3 ’ . . * . ° 0 ° . 1902
0=ND. ° ° ° » . ’ ° ' ° ’ ® D ¢ 32
i = YES . » ¢ 3 ¢ ° + s ¢ ’ e ’ ’ 14
98 = DON‘T KNOW . » o * v ¢ e ¢ 0 [ ¢ ° 0
99 = REFUSED . . ° e * ¢ [} ° . ° ¢ ¢ 0
J11.5 0316 0317 2  BLUNT OBJECT! CHAIRs BATs FRYFANs STONE
BLANK = MISSING . . ® * * [ . ’ * ® ° 3 i%02
0 =NO . * * * . ’ ° ° * ¢ ’ * ) 31
1 = YES ° s » » 3 . ] * ° ¢ . * ° 17
98 = DON’'T KNOW * ¢ ' * ‘ + ' ® D s ? 0
99 = REFUSED ¢ ° * ¢ ° ¢ 3 . . + * * 0
Jii_é 0318 0319 2 HMOTOR VEMICLE
BLANK = MISEING , . ' s ' ’ s » ’ > s 1902
0= NO , ¢ ¢ ° ? * ) » » 3 + t . ' 48
1 = YES ° » ’ ° » ’ ’ ° » ° ’ [ 3 0
98 = DON'T KNOW . . ° 0. » . ° D ° . ° ¢ 0
. 99 = REFUSED e o . » ) ’ 3 * o ° ’ » 0
Ji1.7 0320 0321 2 EXPLOSIVE BEVICE
. RLANK = MISSING . * ° . ° ¢ ® ¢ ° ® ° * 1902
0 =ND ., ° . ° ’ . » ° * ’ * [ [ ® 47
i = YES ' [ ¢ ¢ [ * ¢ * [ ° . [ ¢ i
98 = DON’T KNOW , * ° . . ¢ ° ° ¢ ' * ] 0
99 = REFUSED ¢ [ ¢ * 3 * ) * . 0 + ] 0



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATES 12/10/84 FABE! 35
D, C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMEER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950) .

LABEL BRC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ

- ———— v - - - ———— — . O i 4 ¢ e -

Jii_8 0322 0323 2 FIRE

BLANK = NISSING . . ¢ ¢ ¢ t » * * 0 * t 1902
LO0=N0 . * * ’ * [ 0 ' [ » v * » ‘ 43
1 = YES ¢ ¢ o ’ ¢ ’ 3 ’ ® * [ ' ¢ 0
98 = DON'T KNOW * » [} ? ’ B B ° . ® " 0
99 = REFUSEDN + + s [ * + D * 0 ¢ ° » 0
Ji1.9 0324 0325 2 OTHER WEAPON
BLANK = MISSING . [} [ ‘ ¢ ’ * ¢ + ° ° ° 1902
0 =NO , * * . . ’ ’ ’ ° ¢ . o ° o 4]
1 = YES . 3 . + + 2 * . ’ ¢ ‘ ’ ¢ 7
98 = DON/T KNOW . ° ¢ + D . ® ° o ° ¢ 0
99 = REFUSED ® D ° . ° . ° [ » 3 . 3 0
J12 0326 0326 ‘1 WERE YOU FIRED AT?
BLANK = MISSING ., . 3 * ¢ . * ’ * ¢ o * 1941
i=YES . » * D 3 ¢ ° . . ’ . ¢ * [ 2
2=H0 . * * 3 ’ ’ ° * * ° . * . » 7
B = DON'T KNOW . 1 ° ’ . . * . » ° . o 0
9 = REFUSED , ° ° . * [ [ . s » ° ° * 0

J13 ~-- WHAT WERE YOUR INJURIES?

Ji13.1 0327 0328 2  GUNSHOT WOUND

BLANK = MISSING » v * * s * * ¢ ° ¢ . * 1854
0= HNO ., s o . ’ * . ° ¢ . [ [ ' * 93
i =YES ° ° ° I ’ ¢ ° ° ¢ ¢ ' ' b i
98 = DON’'T KNOW ’ . ° 0 ) s ¢ 3 D ° . 0
99 = REFUSED ° ° v . ’ D ° o ° . . . 0
J13.2 0329 0330 2 KNIFE OR STAB WOUND
BLANK = MISSING . ' ¢ ' v ' N ' ’ ’ ’ + 1856
¢ =RH0, . 3 . ° [ ° » * " . t ¢ ® 83
i =YES ° ) ° v ¢ * ’ . ° * ° v . i1
98 = DON‘T KNCH , ® v o + ¢ ° e » ° [ S 0
99 = REFUSED 0 s ° ° ° ° * » 0 * » ° 0
J13.3 0331 0332 2 BROKEN BONES
BLANK = MISSING . ’ ¢ * ° ° ‘ ° * ° . v 1856
0=H0 . ¢ * ’ * + » 4 [} s ® e ] ° 82
i = YES : . ° ’ . ¢ . * . ¢ » ¢ ° 12
98 = DON'T KNOW . * 3 [ ° ¢ ¢ ° » ¢ * ¢ 0
99 = REFUSED ’ [} ¢ . 3 » 3 ¢ 3 . * ¥ 0



BUREAUAOF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 FPAGE? 36

D. C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY: RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=19%0)

LAREL BRC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FRER

o - - —— —— - o —— s o, —— - - e r——

J13.4 0333 0334 2  INTERNAL INJURIES

RLANK = MISSING . » [ ) . ’ . . * ° ° 1856
0 =NO , . ’ ’ ’ ° ¢ ® o 6 » ¢ * ° 90
1 = YES ° ° » ¢ * * ° * . [ ] ’ ° 4
98 = DON’T KNOW ® * o * D 3 ¢ ’ * 3 ¢ 0
99 = REFUSED » . 3 * . ’ ) ’ » ) 3 ’ 0
J13.3 0333 0336 2 RAPED
RLANK = MISSING . 3 e [ [ ¢ ° ¢ » * * 1856
0 =NO . ) ° . ’ ’ ' * ¢ * ° e * ¢ %0
i1 = YES . * . ° . . » . . ° ¢ ° ¢ 4
98 = NON'T. KNOW * [ * [ » * [ . * * [} 0
99 = REFUSED 0 * . * + [ 0 ® ’ [ ° * 0
Ji3_6 0337 0338 2  KNOCKED UNCONSCIOUS
BLANK = MISSING . . . . . [ * ° . . + * 1854
0 =NO ., . . ¢ ’ . . ° ¢ » ¢ 3 * [ 20
1 = YES ’ . ’ * ¢ ® 3 ’ . . . [} 3 4
98 = DON‘T KNOW , . [ s . ) ° ¢ N + [} . 0
99 = REFUSED . [ ° » 2 "o [} * ° ® ¢ . )
J13.7 0339 0340 2 BLACK EYEs, BRUISEDs CUTy SCRATCHEDs TEETH HIT
BLANK = HISSING . ° ° ¢ * * ® * + [) . 0 1854
0 =ND, + . ¢ ° * ® * o » ° » ° ° 22
1 = YES ° . ] * ° ’ ¢ . 0 ¢ . ° [ 72
98 = DON‘T KNOW . ¢ ’ . * ° ¢ * ‘e ¢ ® 0
99 = REFUSED 0 * [ D ¢ ° * * * . » ’ 0
J13.8 0341 0342 2 QOTHER
BLANK = MISSING . » ’ ' ° ¢ ¢ . o ° . ® 1854
0 =ND., ° . ¢ ’ ° ° o . 3 o ) ° ’ 73
I = YES [ 1 ’ + * [ * [ + ° ’ [ ’ 21
98 = DON'T KNOW . ° ¢ ° ’ ’ ° * + [} ' # 0
99 = REFUSED s . ¢ . ¢ 0 * ¢ ’ 3 3 0 0
J14 -- WHAT WEAPONS INJURED YOU?
Ji4.1 0343 0344 2 HANDGUN
BLANK = MISSING . ° ¢ 0 * ¢ ® [ D ° ¢ . 1913
0 =NO ., ® ® . ¢ * ° ’ ° ’ ® + + * 34
1 = YES . * ' * * ) * ' ° ° ’ ¢ ¢ 3
98 = DON'T KNOW. . ’ ¢ + [ ’ 0 ’ o ° ° ° 0
99 = REFUSED ’ ’ *+ ’ ¢ * ’ ’ ' ¢ 0 * 0



J14.3

Ji4.4

J14.5

Jigé

J14.7

Ji4.8

BC

0345

0347

0349

0351

0353

0355

0357

BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS
D. C., HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCDPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION

0346 2 LONG GUN?
BLANK = MISSING
0 =NO ., ° *
i = YES ’ 0
98 = DON‘T KNOW ,
99 = REFUSEDR .
0348 2 OTHER GUN
BLANK = MISSING
0=H0. * °
i=YES - °
98 = DON'T KNOW .
99 = REFUSED .
0350 2  STABBING INSTRUMENT!
BLANK = MISSING .
0 =N, ’ .
i = YES e ’
98 = DON'T KNOW ,
99 = REFUSED v
0352 2  BLUNT OBJECT!
BLANK = MISSING »
0 =MD, » 3
I = YES ¢ »
98 = DON’T KNOW »
99 = REFUSED .
0354 2 MOTOR VEHICLE
BLANK = MISSING .
0=N0, v 3
1= YES . ’
98 = DON’T KNOW .
99 = REFUSED ¢
0356 2 EXPLOSIVE
BLANK = MISSING »
0 =0NO, » [
1 = YES . .
98 = DON'T KNOW
99 = REFUSED ’
0358 2 FIRE
BLANK = HISSING .
0 =ND ., ¢ *
i = YES . °
78 = DON'T KNOW

OR UNKNOUN GUN TYFE
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1912
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 FAGE: 38
D+ C. HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIFTION FREQ

99 = REFUSED 0 » » » * . . ) * . ° . 0

Ji14.9 0359 0340 2 OTHER WEAPON

BLANK = MISSING . ° . ’ . 3 ¢ ) ° * o (] 1913
0 = NO , . ’ ¢ 0 * » + s . * . . * 31
1 =YES * * » + * + ¢ 0 4 * * 3 * 4
98 = DON'T KNOW * * * . ’ ’ * ¢ * 3 * 0
99 = REFUSED . ¢ * . » ’ ’ ° 3 * ¢ t 0
J14.10 0341 0342 -2  UNIDENTIFIED WEAPON
BLANK = MISSING . ° ° ° * » * D * . 3 ° 1913
0=NO . » ° ° » . * 3 ) ¢ * ° . . 27
1 = YES ) ° ° ° ° ° . ° * ° 0 * . 10
98 = DON'T KNOW ’ ° * 3 ° . ° ' * ° . 0
99 = REFUSED ° ° ’ » 3 * . ¢ 0 ° ® ¢ 0
J15A 0363 0343 1 WERE NOT HURT BY ANY OTHER WEAPONS?T
BLANK = MISSING . * ’ ¢ o ° . * . ¢ * ' 1918
i =YES ., ° D . ° ° . s N ’ . ° ° N 0
2 =N0 * [ 3 ; s ’ 0 b . . ® . * 32
B = DON'T KNOW 0 o ° . ° ° ° * ’ . * 0
9 = REFUSED ., ° * * ° D 3 D * ¢ ® [ D 0
J16A 0344 0364 1 DID YOU RECEIVE ANY MEDICAL CARE?
. BLANK = MISSING . ) o » ° ¢ ° D ¢ ¢ ° 3 1854
1 = YES , ’ ’ [3 ° [ ’ ° ¢ * » * * [ 52
2=N0 . 3 [ [} e [ ) * 0 3 3 [ [ [} 42
8 = DON'T KNOW . * s o N o ° 3 * ° » 0
9 = REFUSED . * * ° ° ’ ’ * ¢ . ¢ ® * 0
J16B -~ WHERE WERE YQU TREATED?
J1&B.1 0383 0345 1 AT THE SCENE .
BLANK = MISSING . [ ® ¢ * ’ [ ° ° ¢ ¢ * 1898
0=NO . ° [ D ) .. ° o ° * ° ¢ ’ . 51
1=YES . ¢ ¢ ) ° ' . ° . * ¢ D ° " i
B = DON’T KNOW * » . * . ° ¢ ° o . ° 0
9 = REFUSED . ¢ ° ' ° s ’ ’ ° ¢ ® » . 0
J16B.2 0346 0346 1 AT R’Ss NEIGHROR’S» FRIEND’S HOME
BLANK = MISSING . ® ’ ’ . ° * ° 3 . ’ . 1898
0 =RO . * . ¢ * ’ * . ® [ [} * * ¢ 51
1 =YES ., * ’ e ’ . ’ * ’ + . . ° D i
8 = DON'T KNOW ° * D ’ . [ ° ’ ’ ’ ¢ 0
9 = REFUSED . ¢ ° ° ¢ ’ ° ’ ¢ ° ¢ ° 0 0



- o -

J16B.3

J16B.4

J16B.5

J16B.6

J16B.7

J16C

BC

0367

0348

0369

0370

0371

0372

EC LEN DESCRIPTION

0367 1

BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

D, €, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY: RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

" HEALTH UNIT, FIRST AID STATION

BLANK = MISSING .

OO e O

BL

0369 1

0370 1

0371 1
BLANK = MISSING
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g 00 - O
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DOM‘T KNOW

EMERGENCY
BLANK = MISSING
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HOW LONG BID YOU STAY IN THE HOSPITAL?
NK = MISSING .
LESS THAN 24 HOURS
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10
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE! 12/10/B4

D, C. HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURVEY. RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1930)

LABEL RC EC LEN DESCRIPTION

J17 0373 0373 1 WAS A MEDICAL -INSURANCE CLAIM FILED?
BLANK = MISSING . [ ® » ° ) *

1 = YES, CLAIN FILED . ’ ) ’ ’ . ° . °
2 = NO» CLAIM NOT FILED ., ' * ¢ . * ¢ * ®
3 = NO INSURANCE COVERAGE » ' ) . . ' ’
8 = DON'T KNOW . ’ ¢ [ ¢ . * * ’ ’ °
J1B 0374 0374 1  WILL A COMPANY OR AGENCY COVER YOUR MEDICAL COSTS?T
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ 9 ' . * » ° * ¢
1=1YES ., ? ’ ® ’ ’ 3 0 ’ + . ¢ °
2=N0 . . * ® [ . ° ¢ 0 ° . . °
8 = DON‘T KNOW » ° * e ° ’ * [ [ ¢
9 = REFUSED . . . ' [} + s ° ° ° * e
J19 0375 0375 1  HOW HUCH WAS NDT COVERED BY INSURANCE OR CDMPENSATION?
BLANK = MISSING . ' : ' ’ . ' ' ’ ’ .
1 = LESS THAN $10 ’ ° ° ’ . ’ + ’ ° ¢
2= %10 - $99 * ’ 0 ¢ ’ o 0 ¢ » 0 »
3 = $100 - $499 , ¢ [} * ’ . ’ 3 ’ . *
4 = $500 -~ $999 . s ® o * [ . ° . ¢ +
5 = 815000 ~ $4,999 . . D ® ® [ . . *
6 = $5,000 OR MORE * ? ® ¢ o * ® ¢
7 = COMPENSATION NOT YET RECEIVED . ¢ D 3 ® *
B = DON'T KNOW ® 3 ° ’ ¢ . ¢ 0 . ’
J20 0376 0376 1  HOW SEVERELY DID DFFENDER INTEND TO INJURE YOUT
BLANK = MISSING . ' . ’ o . ’ . . s ’
1 = INTENDED TO KILL ° ¢ . ° * * ’ * °
2 = SEVERELY . ¢ + 3 [ ¢ » ¢ » ] *
3 = SLIGHTLY * 3 ’ ° ° ° B ¢ * * .
4 = DID NOT INTEND TO HURT . . . s . ’ . .
5 = OTHER . . s ° ’ * . * ¢ * ) o
8 = DON'T KNOW ’ ° ° * . ¢ . ¢ . [
Ki 0377 0377 1 DURING THE EVENT» DID YOU THREATEN THE OFFENDER?
BLANK = MISSING . » ' o . ' ' ’ v
1 = YES ., v [ ’ ’ ¢ ’ » ’ ° * 0 *
2=N0 . ’ * » [} [ ® . ¢ ° ¢ * .
3 = NO - NOT AWARE CRIME WAS GOING ON . + - v+
8 = DON'T KNOW » * . o . * . ¢ * 0
9 = REFUSED . ® * ¢ . ’ . ° ° ° ’ »
K2 0378 0378 1  WAS THIS BEFORE OR AFTER THE ATTACK OR THREAT?
BLANK = MISSING * ° ¢ . . ’ 3 » 3 ¢
1 = BEFORE . ’ D . ' . * ’ . ° ° )
2 = AFTER * ¢ ’ ° ¢ ° * ’ [ ¢ ¢ )
3 = SAME TIME [ [ ® ’ * ) ° ° ¢ ' ¢

*« © o o =

*® e o e o e o *® ® @ ° a4 9t e * © ©o * * e

o e = © e =

r ® ¢ o

PAGE: 40

FREQ

1898
27
24

1898
24
28

1898
21
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1714

il
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o1
52
20
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1094
92
727
36

1914
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LABEL

K3

K4

KaB_1

K4B..2

K4B.3

K4R.4

BC

0379

0380

0381

0383

0385

0387

BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS
D, C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1930)

EC LEN DESCRIFTION

8 = DON‘T KNOW

0379 1
BLANK = MISSING .
1 = BEFORE . '
2 = AFTER N
3 = SAME TIME .
B = DON’'T KNOW .
9 = REFUSED ., '

0380 1
BLANK = MISSING .
i =YES ., . o
2=N0 . ® *
8 = DON'T KNOW .
9 = REFUSED , »

K4B -- WHAT DID YOU DO7

0382 2

BLANK = MISSING .

0 =N0 . [ »

i =YES ’ .

98 = DON‘T KNOW .

99 = REFUSED N
0384 2

BLANK = MISSING ,

0=NO . . ’

i = YES, ® )

98 = DON‘T KNOW .

99 = REFUSED s
0386 2

BLANK = MISSING ,

0=NO ., ° .

i = YES o 0

98 = DOR'T KNOW .

99 = REFUSED v
0388 2

BLANK = MISSING .

0 = HND . ® [}

i = YES » ’

98 = DON’T KNOW

99 = REFUSED '
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE! 12/10/84 FPAGE: 42
D, C. HOUSEHOLD YICTIMIZATION SURVEYs, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

LAREL aC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FRER

K4B.5 0389 0390 2 TRIED TO GET HELP»y ATTRACT ATTENTION

BLANK = MISSING . . * * ® . . + ¢ 0 . . 1701
0 = NO ’ . ® ° ¢ ) ’ ° ) . + ¢ ° 219
1 = YES ) ' » e ’ D ’ . ° 4 . . ® 30
98 = DON’'T KNOW . * 3 * . ., 0 * D ° . . 0
99 = REFUSED ’ * » ¢ . ’ * » ’ * * * 0
K4B.4 0391 0392 2 CHASED OFFENDER» TRIED TO DETAIN OR APPREHEND
BLANK = MISSING . . . . » * ° * ¢ ¢ ) 3 1701
0 =ND . ] ’ . * ' * ° . * ° . * + 220 .
1= YES ° » ° ° [ . 0 . * ¢ * . 3 29
98 = DON‘T KNOW . ° . » * * e ° . » s * 0
99 = REFUSED [ ® ° s ¢ * ’ ¢ 0 ° ¢ ° 0
K4R.7 0393 0394 2 OTHER RESISTANCE
BLANK = MISSING , . + ¢ + ° + ¢ ¢ + ¢ ® 1701
0 =NO ., » ¢ ¢ ’ ¢ ¢ ‘ * ‘ + * * + 205
1 =YES 0 » ° 3 ¢ ¢ * ¢ + . [ . . 44
98 = DON’T KNOW » ° ¢ » . * ° . ¢ ¢ o » 0
99 = REFUSED ° [ ¢ ¢ e ° . * ® * . ’ 0
K4B_8 0395 03%6 2  OTHER ACTION
BLANK = MISSING . ’ . * ° * . ° [ * » 3 1701
0 =RH0 ., ® ° * 3 ¢ . * [ ¢ ’ ) 3 . 1469
{ = YES * ° ° . [ . ° * . ® . 3 ’ 80
98 = DON'T KNOW . ’ . ° [ . 3 . + . ¢ ° 0
99 = REFUSED s s 3 ® ¢ » ' ’ o . ¢ . 0
K4C 0397 0397 1 HWAS THIS BEFORE OR AFTER?
BLANK = MISSING . ° ’ * [ + ¢ + 3 * * ’ 1779
31 = BEFORE . [ * [ [ ° * . * 3 * . . 12
2 = AFTER ° ) ’ o ¢ + * ’ ’ ¢ ’ ° . 127
23 = BOTH BEFORE AND AFTER . ' ' ' ' s ' ' s 32
B = DON'T KNOW ° ] 3 ° * . ' ° ' s ’ ¢
KSA 0398 0398 1  DID YOU HAYVE A WEAFON?T .
BLANK = MISSING PR N ’ ' s ’ ' ¢ 0 + 1130
1=YES ., ° ° * . 3 * s ’ ’ ° ¢ + [ 44
2=N0 . * 0 ° . . ’ . . N ° » 0 . 773
B = DON'T KNOW * » ° ° s ' ° ° . * ° i
9 = REFUSED , ) N ’ ° ° ’ * ' . o ° ’ 0
KSB -- WHAT HAS IT?
KoB.1 0399 0399 1 GUN
BLANK = MISSING . 0 ' t ¢ t 3 . . + ' 0 1904
0=NO . ’ ° ’ ] ¢ ’ " ° * ¥ . * ° - 38
1= YES , ° ¢ ® . * ° ’ ° ’ ’ ' . ’ g8



BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE: 12/10/84 PAGE: 43
D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950) .

LABEL 2C EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
B =DON'T KhODW ‘ 0 ® 3 + + [} * D D ’ 0
‘9 = REFUSED , . * ° * ’ ¢ * ’ . ° . S 0
KIB.2 0400 0400 1 KNIFE
BLANK = MISSING . . ’ ’ ° ° * ' ’ » N [ 1904
D =N0 . » . . . . + + . * 0 » v 35
1 = YES . 1 * L] L ] L] L] 1 2 + 1] L] 1} ¢ 11
8 = DON'T KNOW ° ' ’ 3 . N . . » » + 0
9 = REFUSED ., [ [ [ ° ° ? [3 ’ ° ’ ¢ ' 0
KSB.3 0401 0401 1 ODTHER CUTTING OR STARBING INSTRUMENT
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ . . » 3 » ° ¢ * ® » 1904
0 =NO * 3 ¢ * ° ’ ® 3 ’ * [ v 3 44
1 =YES ., [ . ° . ’ * ® ° 3 * » ? . 2
8 = DON‘T KNOW 0 . t * * . e * ) 3 ¢ Y
9 = REFUSED . ° » » v 3 Iy [ * . . * 0 0
KSB.4 0402 0402 1  BLUNT INSTRUMENT
BLANK = HISSING ? ® ° * ° * e * ¢ * 0 1904
0=N0 . . * ) . ° [ ¢ ' [ e e . 21
1 =YES , [ . 3 ° ® v . . * ¢ . ° ° 29
B = DON‘T KNOW + ® o " ° . ¢ ¢ [ [ ' 0
9 = REFUSED . ’ . ’ ' ° ¢ . . 3 * ® v 0
K9B.S 0403 0403 1 OTHER
BLANK = MISSING , ° * ° » v S ® . [ ° ¢ 1904
0 =RND » [ 3 ’ ' ¢ D ° . . ¢ . ° 44
i=YES ., ° ® * ° ¢ * ' ' . ] ¢ ® ® Q
8 = DON‘T KNOW . [ N ® ° . * * [ ’ N 0
9 = REFUSED . ’ . * * ° * + ® ¢ ¢ . . 0
L1 0404 0404 1 NWERE THERE ANY HITNESSES?
BLANK = MISSING . . ° ) . ° ) ’ ° ' .+ ® 58
1 = YES , ] 3 3 3 ] * ¢ [ . * * * ' 390
2=N0 . 3 ° D ° °* 3 ° ’ ¢ [ ¢ * . 1298
8 = DON‘T KNOW . ° % * ' » » t [ ¢ [ 204
9 = REFUSED . ’ ’ ’ * ° * ’ ° ° 3 ' + 0
L2 0405 0405 1  DID YOU KNOW ANY OF THEM OR WERE THEY STRANGERS?
BLANK = HISSING . 0 ’ ' ° . ° * ¢ » ’ » 1560
1 = (ALL) STRANGER(S) 1S * D D [ » 3 + [ 3 151
2 = SOME STRANGERSy SOME KNOWN . ’ ’ ’ 0 ' ' b6
3 = {(ALLY KNOWN , ' . + ° ® ’ e ’ o * ® 169
8 = DON‘T KNO® 3 + * [ ¢ * 0 D ’ . ° 3
9 = REFUSEDR . . ’ . 3 ’ . ° . . . [ ° 1
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1930)

DEECRIPTION

—— e s s 4 o . aan

HOW MANY OTHER PEOPLE WERE PRESENT?

LANK = HISSING .

]

ONE OTHER PERSON PRESENT

SHALL GROUF (2-% OTHER PEOPLE)

LARGE GROUP (10-23) .
CROUWD (OVER 25)
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WHAT TIME OF DAY DID IT HAPPEN?

NK = MISSING .
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(]

AFTERNOON TO 6 P.H, .

UNKNDUN DAYTIME HOUR
AFTER & P.M. TO 12 MIDNIGHT
AFTER MIDNIGHT TO 6 A.M.

*

*

°

UNKNOWN NIGHT-TIME HOUR .

DON’T KNOW WHETHER DAY OR NIGHT

REFUSED «

WHERE DID IT HAPFEN?
NK = MISSING .

AT HOME .

VACATION HOME

AT SCHOOL
AT WORK »

SOMEPLACE ELSE

NGO IDEA WHERE IT HAFPENE

REFUSED .

IN WHAT KIND OF PLACE DID IT HAFPEN?

BLANK = MISSING
SOMEONE’S HOME .

1

EATING» DRINKING OR ENTERTAINNENT FLACE
STORE, BANK» SHOPPING MALLs OR OTHER COMMERCIAL PLACE
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sCHooL

CHURCH OR TEMFLE
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FACTORY DR WAREHOUSE
HOTEL OR MOTEL OR LODGING PLACE

1]
L}
14
[}
*
14
’
[

PARKING GARAGE .
LOCAL PUB, TRANS., VEHICLE OR STATION

INTERCITY PUBLIC TRANSPCRTATIDN VEHICLE OR

ANDTHER FLACE
DON’T KNOW .
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*
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORL' COUNT=1950)

DESCRIPTION

HOW FAR AHAY FROM HOME DID IT HAFPEN?
K=HISSING + o+ o o
NEXT DDOR OR ADJACENT TO YGUR DWELLING7
WITHIN 1 OR 2 BLOCKS ARAYT o+ .
WITHIN A MILE? + .+ +
MOVE THAN A MILE AWAY? .
DON'T KNOW « v o v

> o ® @ o »
e © ® o e ©
© o * o & ®

KRERE YDU DN YOUR WAY TO OR FROM WORK?
NK = MISSING , * e °
YES »
NO °

DON'T KNOW
REFUSED .
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DID IT HAPPEN IN AN AREA OPEN TO THE PUBLIC?
K = MISSING . ° . ’ » . ’ . '
YES . . '
NOD ° '
DON/T KNOW
REFUSED .

°® ® » ©
* o © -
* © @ ©
* * > @
- * ® e
* ® e °
e © e w
e © ®o e
* © ©o e o

DID IT HAPPEN OUTDOORS, INDROORSs OR INSIDE A VEHICLE?

K = MISSING , D ° ’ ’ ) % »
QUTDOORS e
INDOORS s '
INSIDE A VEHICLE
DON'T KNOK ,

14
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L} L}

> & e »
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o o v ©
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HAS IT ON A STREET» SIDEVWALKs, DR WHAT?
ﬁISSING [ L4 * & o [ ° +
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STREETs HIGHWAYs ALLEY OR SIDEWALK o+
PARKING LOT OR AREAs DRIVEWAY o+ o o
OPEN UNPAVED AREA--PARK: FILLDs WOODS, BEACHsETC.
OTHER QUTDOCR PLACE « v« o o o o 4
DBN’T KNDH ] ® (] ] 0 1] v L] L] L}
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DID IT HAPPEN IN A FED. GOVT. OFFICE BUILDING?
NK = MISSING +
YES »

* L] 1] & [4 °
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE? 46

D, C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=19%0)

LABEL kC EC LEN DESCRIFTION FRERQ
N10 0417 0418 2  WHAT KIND OF VEHICLE?
RLANK = MISSING . 0 * [ 0 * ¢ * ¢ * ° ° 1894
1 = CAR ’ . ’ ' ° ° s * o * ’ * . 35
2 = TRUCK . . ’ ’ ° ’ ’ ’ * ¢ ‘ [ ] ]
3 = VAN ’ ¢ ° 3 * ® ¢ ' . [ D ’ [ 2
4 = MOTORCYCLE ’ ¢ ¢ * ° ° ’ D ’ ’ . 0
3 = BUS ’ . ° * o ° ° * ¢ [ ’ ’ * 7
6 = TRAIN OR METRO RAIL ¢ ’ + * . . N . [ 1
7 = TAXIy LINMO . . » ¢ ° ) . . ¢ IS o » X
8 = PLANE * . ° 0 ° ¢ ° * . ° ’ * 1
9 = BOAT OR SHIP ’ ) » * . . ° [ ’ * ° &
98 = DON’T- KNOW * ° ) 0 ° 0 ' ° ° ° . &
p1 0419 0419 1 DID YOU HAVE A JOB AT THE TIME OF THIS EVENT?
BLANK = MISSING . ¢ ° [ [} * 3 [ 0 . ’ ’ 0
i1=YES. v ’ ° ’ * * » ’ . ¢ » ° ° 1458
2=N0 . . » * * 0 ¢ . ' D ® [ . ¢ 487
B = DON'T KNOW ° » ° * ) ’ . o . . ’ 4
9 = REFUSED . . B ° . ¢ * ° 3 ® Ny ° § 1
02 0420 0420 1 WERE YOU ON THE JOB WHEN THE EVENT HAPPENED?
BLANK = MISSING . * ) ¢ » ° ¢ o ¢ [ ’ D 490
1=YES ., ’ ¢ ' * ¢ e ¢ . * ’ * . * 377
2=HN0 D ’ ‘ . ’ ¢ » ¢ ¢ ° + . * 1045
8 = DON’T KNOW ® ¢ ° 3 0 0 [ # v [ ¢ 38
9 = REFUSED . » * ¢ ' D ’ [ * [ ° 3 * 0
03a 0421 0421 1 DID YOU LOSE ANY TIME FROM WORKT?
BLANK = MISSING ., ° ’ 0 ¢ ' v ° + [ ° ’ 490
1=YE5., ’ ° ° o ’ ° * ’ * ° * » ° 199
2=N0 . ’ ° * ° . ’ * * ’ ¢ 0 ' ) 1240
B = DON'T KNOW ® ’ ° o Y s » ¢ * . [ i
9 = REFUSED . . * ® [ ¢ ° ¢ 3 * . [ . 0
03B 0422 0424 3  HOW MANY DAYS DID YOU LOSE?
RANGE = 000 ~ 074
p3c 0425 0425 1  WERE YOU PAID FOR THE TIME YOU LOST?
BLANK = MISSING . ° . . [} ¢ ° [} [} ¢ ¢ [} 1751
1 =YES 0 ° * [ * ® * o ° N * ® ’ 98
2=HN0 ., ° ’ . 3 0 ° ’ ¢ ° ’ ’ s * 94
3 = OTHER * o ° * o * ¢ ° D ' . o 0 7
8 = DON'T KNOW ¢ » ¢ » . ¢ ’ o ° ° . 0
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION
0426 1 WERE THE POLICE INFORMED AROUT THIS EVENT?
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DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE: 47
D, C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS
D. C, HOUSEROLD VICTIMIZATIOM SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
IN SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1930)

EC LEN DESCRIFTION
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DON'T KNOW
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04B -- HHY DID YOU REPORT IT TO THE POLICE?

0435 2
BLANK = MISSING
0 =HO ., s
i = YES °
8 = BON’'T KHOW
9 = REFUSED
0427 2
BLANK = MISSING
0 = NO ., “e
i=YES °
98 = DON’'T KNOW
99 = REFUSED
0439 2 T0 PUNISH
BLANK = KISSING
0=NO, .
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98 = DON’T KNOW
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D. C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY: RTI PROJECT
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD! COUNT=1950)
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0444 0445 2
BLAN
0 =
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BUREAU OF JUSTiDE STATISTICS

DESCRIFTION

T0 RECOVER PROPERTY
K = MISSING . D .
NO ’ ,
YES e
DON‘'T KNOW
REFUSED ,

- - ~ -
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> © © e =
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°
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¢ ° e o @

THOUGHT IT HAS MY DUTY
K = HISBING .
NO» o+

*

DON‘T KNOW .
REFUSED .

-« @® * o o
o o o w» o
- ® e e @

TO GIVE EVIDENCE OR PROOF

NDO L] L
YES s e
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED .

- -
e © o e o
* @ e ° e

WAS AFRAID, OR WANTED PROTECTION
K = MISSING . 0 v ° » .
NO ’ Y y
YES ' » '
DON’T KNOW s
REFUSED . e

L]
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]
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* ® ©
© o © »

o & o o

SOME OTHER REASON
K = HISSING .

NDO ® ¢
YES v

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED
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* © ©® e o
® o * e o
* o ® o @

- o - -

WAS POLICE NOTIFIED BY SOMEONE ELSE?
BLANK = MISSING + .« &

YES «» .+
ND ] L] L]
DON‘T KhOw
REFUSED .
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e o @ e
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WAS EVENT YERY UPSETTING?
K = MISSING , v . s
TERRIBLY UPSETTING
VERY UPSETTING
SLIGHTLY UPSETTING
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE: 12/10/84 PAGE: 30
D, C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMEER 3122
IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD' COUNT=1%50)

LAREL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
4 = NOT UPSETTING AT ALL ~ . . ¢ ' ’ o ¢ ' ' 165
S = OTHER s » N ) ¢ ] ¢ $ v N ¢ . 18
8 = DON'T KNOW 3 3 . . . 0 * [} ¢ ® * 0
.ANTHPER 0454 0454 ANALYSIS TIME PERIOD

YES 1] ¢ ¢ * ¢ [ ¢ 14 L4 ’ L} L] [ [ 1 950
NO L] ? ? [ ® [} ¢ L3 12 v [ ¢ [2 ¢ 0

I n

CRM.CAT 0453 0458 CRIME CATEGORY

1
1 = ROBRERY DR ATTEMPT . + s v ' . ' ‘ . 97
2 = INJURY DR ATTEMPT ’ D 3 ¢ . ’ . * * * 171
3 = THREAT-TO INJURE o e > 0 o s ’ s o . 92
4 = BURGLARY OR ATTEHWPT . ’ [ ’ ® ¢ * [ ® [} 310
S = PERSONAL LARCENY ’ ) ° ’ * ¢ ) o » . 875
6 = HOUSEHOLD LARCENY * ) ¢ 3 * [ s » * * 118
7 = .~TENTIONAL DAMAGE . ) ¢ ° » ' ¢ * ¢ + 287
B = NHOT A CRIME OF INTEREST . . . ’ 3 . ° ’ * 0
ANALIND 0456 0456 1  ANALYSIS TIME PERIOD INDICATOR
1 = CRIME WITHIN ANALYSIS PERIOD ' ’ . ¢ e e s 1930
2 = CRIME QUTSIDE ANALYSIS PERIOD . 0 o ’ ' . 0
3 = NOT A CRIME OF INTEREST . . 0 ’ . > v 0
T0C 0457 0458 2 TYPE OF CRIME

1 = RAPE WITH SERIOUS INJURY . . . ' ' ’ N ’ 5
2 = RAPE WITH MINOR INJURY . ’ ' ’ . ’ ' ' ’ 0
3 = RAPE WITH NO OTHER INJURY . . ’ [ ¢ * ° * 0
4 = ROBBERY WITH SERIOUS INJURY ’ ' ' ' N ’ N 7
5 = ROBBERY WITH MINOR INJURY . ° * 3 ® ° o * 29
4 = ROEBERY HITH NO INJURY ., . ' ’ s s ' . ’ 58
7 = ASSAULT WITH SERIOUS INJURY ' ¢ . o ' ’ ’ 14
B = ASSAULT WITH A WEAPON ' ' s ' ' ’ ' s 93
9 = SEXUAL ASSAULT (EXCLUDING RAFE) ’ ' ' b e e 0
10 = SIMPLE ASSAULT WITH INJURY . ’ ¢ . 0 ’ o ' 27
11 = ATTEMPTED ASSAULT WITH MO WEAPON . ’ ' ’ . . 33
12 = THREATS TO INJURE! FACE TO FACE CONTACT . N v e 50
13 = THREATS TO INJURE: OTHER CONTACT . . . » e 42
14 = FDRCIBLE ENTRY . ' + ° ° s 0 ® 0 ¢ . 118
15 = UNLAWFUL ENTRY RITHOUT FORCE . N N ’ . ' 99
14 = ATTEMPTED FORCIBLE ENTRY . + . . » v e 90
17 = COMPLETED MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT s e ¢ e 46
18 = ATTEMPTED MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT . s v ’ ¢ N . 4
19 = COMPLETED PURSE SNHATCHING OR POCKET PICKING ' . v 68
20 = ATTEMPTED PURSE SNATCHING OR POCKET PICKING » ' 0 3
21 = DTHER PERSONAL LARCENIES WITH CONTACT: $50 OR MORE ‘ 114
22 = OTHER PERSONAL LARCENIES WITH CONTACT: LESS THAN $30 71
23 = OTHER PERSONAL LARCENIES WITH CONTACT: AMT NOT AVRIL 37
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BUREAU OF JUSTZICE STATISTICS

DATE? 12/710/84 PAGE! 51

IN SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=1950)

DESCRIFTION

HOUSEHOLD LARCENY? $50 OR MORE

HOUSEMOLD LARCENY! LESS THAN $50
HOUSEHOLD LARCENY? AMDUNT NOT AVAILABLE .
FPERSONAL LARCENY WITHOUT CONTACT!
PERSONAL LARCENY WITHOUT CONTACT!
FERSONAL LARCENY WITHOUT CONTACT:

UANDALISH! ¢3S0 OR MORE
VANDALISM: LESS THAN $50
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USNDALISM: AMDUNT NOT AVAILARLE

INJURY OR ATTEMFTED INJURY!

BURGLARY: LATER UNCONFIRMED
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NOT & CRIME OF INTEREST
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L]
?

(4

-ONG FORM IMFUTATION INDICATOR
BLANK = MISSING « o+ o

= REAL DATA + + « o

INPUTED DATA e e e
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Appendix D

Out of Scope Crimes File Documentation




RESULT

CATINUM

SERIES1

VARL

TIMES]

DiA

DiB
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE! 12/10/84 PAGE:

- D, C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYs RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
OUT OF SCOFE CRIMES (RECORDN COUMT=2525)

BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION ‘. FREG

0001 0001 RECORD TYPE

SHORT / LONG FORM RECORDS .+ + « o« v ¢ o 6

1
= PERSON LEVEL RECDRDS * ' N ¢ s s . . ' 0
= SHORT FORM RECORDS . ’ ° . . . + . . ¢ 2519

(2 ¢S Mg

0002 0003 2  RESULT CODE
80 = INTERVIEW CONPLETED ¢+« e« s s 4 s s 2535

0004 0008 S5  PERSON IDENTIFIER

0009 0009 1  SERIES INDICATOR

BLANK = MISSING . + ° ¢ ¢ v e ¢ ¢ ° + 3 15
i = SINGLE ° . o ¢ [ ] D + ¢ O ° . 2280
2 = SERIES * e ° . ° ® ° ° ° ’ ’ ’ 230
8 = DON'T KNO“ ° % D 0 . . ) * . ° o * 0
¢ = REFUSED . ° ° e » N ¢ 3 ° ’ ° ’ * 0

0010 0011 < SECTION C.s EXAMFLES & REMINDERS PROMPT CUES
RANGE = 01 - 46

0012 0013 2  SECTION D.» NUMBER OF EVENTS BEING DESCRIBED
RANGE = 01 - 89

0014 0014 1 DID YOU SEE AN OFFENDER?

BLANK = MISSING , . ® e s ¢ ° . ) ° [ D 0
i =YES , ® ° ° [ ¢ ° » Y D . . * ¢ 530
2=N0 o ) ° * ° . o . ° » + . ° ° 1979
8 = DON/T KNOW ° ° ) 0 * * D ’ 0 ¢ ° &
9 = REFUSED . » 3 ’ [ ¢ ’ [} ° * ¢ ° ® 10
0015 0015 1  WERE YOU AND AN CFFENDER AT THE SAME PLACE?
BLANK = MISSING . . * * ° . [ [ ° . ’ ) 0
1 =YES ., * ° . ° ° ° ° [} ° ° ¢ . * 915
2=N0 , . D . ° ° ° . 0 D ° ) * 0 1482
8 = DON‘T KNOW ° » ° ) ° ¢ ° ° . ’ . 82
9 = REFUSED . ¢ 2 . ¢ ° + . 0 . D ° + 44
0016 0016 1  ANY COMMUNICATION BETWEEN AN OFFENDER AND YOU?
BLANK = MISSING ’ D * ° D ¢ D ¢ [ ° ° 0
i = YES . . o [} . * . ° s ] * ° ¢ D 305
2=N0 . ’ ’ 0 e 0 e * ° ° ° . ° ’ 1984
8 = DON’T KNO ° . ) ¢ ° ° . * ’ ° ) ¢ 25
9 = REFUSED * ° ’ » . ' e [ ° . 3 * 9
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEYy RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
DUT OF SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=252%5)

EC LEN DESCRIFTION
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

DESCRIFTION
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ATTEMPT TO TAKE PERSONAL PROPERTY?
LANK = MISSING + o+ o o o

YES + &
NO o o
DON'T KNOW
REFUSED .

* w ® o
. @ @ o

L]
¢
]
L]

-« o o o
o @ » e

e o o © e . & e ° e

© e © © o

ATTEMPT TO TAKE HOUSEHOLD PROPERTY?

K = KMISSING » ’ » ) * D
YES K °

NO . . »
DON'T KNOW
REFUSED . .

L4
L]
]
¢

*« o o @

¢ ®© o o

¢
*
1]
L]

o e o ©

DAMAGE TO PERSONAL BELONGINGS?T

ES ¢ +
NO + v

- ©

DON‘T KNQUW
REFUSED

°
e e ® ¢ &

L}
?
L]
L
L4

* o e o
5 e e o

DAMAGE TCO HOUSEHOLD BELONGINGS?

YEE v &+
NO + .
DON'T KNOW
REFUSED +

* o o »
® o o e
* ® e °© o

¢ v e ©

@
]
L
1

DAMAGE DONE ON PURFOSE?

°

NG ’ (] »

YES 9 L3 ¢ L 4
DON'T KNOW &

.« e o o
e ®» o ©

.- ©® & e

*
¢
4+

* @e ©° © o ®© © °o © & - ® ® © o

> © o o°

*

[
*
]
]

® © o @ = ® o ¢ o ® o o © e e o * o © e > o o * o

© © & *

+

e © o @ e *» o ® e o ® © °o o @ ¢ © © ® » - ¢ - * = e ® o @

* ®* & o©

L1

*
1]
*
L4

.« & o o o ® e o o o ¢ e e o o © ©o = @ o o ® © o o

- o o @

o ® o * = ® w @ a = ¢« ® © @ © > e ° e @ . ® @ ° e e » e o© &

- © * -

- * & e o * o * o @ » > * ©w » * o © & o * ® o e o o ® e » o

* o * ®©

DATE? 12/10/84 PAGE? 3

D. C, HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI FROJECT NUMBER 3122
O0UT OF SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=252
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D2p
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LVTA3

VTR
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122

OUT OF SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=2523)
EC LEN DESCRIPTION

9 = REFUSELD . . . . * ) » [}

0030 1 DID ANYOHE THREATENs ATTEMFT TO INJURE OR INJURE YDU?
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YES s '
NO . '
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0034 1  THEFT OR ATTEMFT
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS
D, C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
DUT OF SCOFE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=23525)

EC LEN DESCRIPTION
0037 1  INTENTIONAL DAMASE

BLANK = MISSING . ° * ’ ° . ] " [ [
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RANGE = 01 - 50

0046 2  VICTIMS > 12 YRS OLD OF ATTEMPT TO INJURE
RANGE = 01 - 50 ’
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE: 12/10/84 PAGE! ¢

D. C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMEER 3122
OUT OF SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD' COUNT=2325)

LABEL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
8 = DON'T KNOW * . ’ s ’ * ¢ ® + ) ’ 2
9 = REFUSED . ’ . . ° ’ [ * [ ¢ [ s * 0
Dpsc 0052 0052 1 DID IT HAPPEN IN THE CAPITOL HILL AREA?
BLANK = HISSINB o * ’ . . ’ . N ° . D . 2261
1=1YES ., . ’ D ’ ‘ ° ’ 0 ¢ ’ ’ ° ' 62
2=N0 . » * ° ’ ’ ’ . ° . . o ’ ’ 198
8 = DON'T KNOW - ® ¢ ° ® . ¢ o ° . 3 ’ 4
9 = REFUSED ., ¢ ® . ’ ® s » * [ ¢ 0 » 0
D8D 0053 0033 1IN WHAT COUNTY (IN MARYLAND)?
BLANK = MISSING . » + ¢ ’ * s * . ¢ * [ 2314
1 = PRINCE GEDRGES COUNTY s ' ’ N . + o e 102
2 = MONTGOMERY COUNTY . . 0 . ¢ 0 . ’ . ' 69
3 = CHARLES COUNTY . . ° ° ' [ ¢ ¢ ) N o 8
4 = ELSEWHERE IN MARYLAND ., . N B . ’ A ’ 27
8 = DON'T KNOW 0 . ° . + * o ’ [ * 3 3
9 = REFI' "D , ¢ ° 0 s ° * ' * ’ ¢ D ® 1]
DBE 0054 0055 2 WAS 1T IN AN INDEPENDENT CITY OR A COUNTY (IN VA)T
BLANK = MISSING v ¢« v o o o &« o ¢ & o « 2364
1 = CITY OF ALEXANDRIA . o0 e o 0 . ’ ’ ' 24
2 = CITY OF FALLS CHURCH * ° ¢ ° . . ¢ ¢ v 3
3 = FAIRFAX CITY * ’ * ° " ° ’ ) » ° D 6
4 = CITY OF MANASSAS DR MANASSAS FARK . o ¢ o e 3
9 = FAIRFAX COUNTY . ’ D ¢ . ° * ¢ * ° [ 40
6 = ARLINGTON COUNTY . 0 . . . s b e ' . 25
7 = LOUDOUN COUNTY . ¢ o ¢ D . ° * ° * ° 8
8 = PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY ' s ’ . v ’ ’ o 14
9 = ELSEWHERE IN VIRGINIA . ’ ’ 3 ¢ ° ° . ° 34
98 = DON'T KNOW . ’ ’ ° : ’ ° ° ° 0 ’ e 2
99 = REFUSED ’ ¢ ¢ ° * ¢ 3 ® ° D ° . 0
DBF 0056 0056 1 WAS IT IN THE 50 STATES OR ELSEWHERE?
BLANK = MISSING . . . ’ ' v e N . s ' o 24595
1 = IN THE 50 STATES PR P S S 58
2 = U,8, TERRITORY OR POSSESSIUN ’ . ’ . o s ’ 0
3 = DUTSIDE THE U.S. ’ . ) ’ ° ) ) ¢ ¢ » 12
8 = DON'T KNOW . ¢ ’ 0 D o ¢ ° ° * D 0
9 = REFUSED . . ¢ ’ » * o ’ D ° ° . 9 0
D9 0057 0057 1  DBID THIS EVENT HAPPEN BEFORE. IN 1982 OR IN 19837
BLANK = MISSING . * ¢ * * ® [ [ ° ¢ * 1 1112
1 = REFORE 1982 . * ‘ ¢ ° . ] ¢ . N » * igs
2 = 1982 ° ’ . + 0 * s . . ’ ° * . 621
3 = 1983 * * [ s ¢ D . ’ D * ’ ' ’ 573
4 = COULD HAVE BEEN ‘81 OR ‘82 . . N ' ’ ’ . ' 17
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS
D, C. HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122

OUT OF SCOPE CRIMES (RECORD COUNT=2525)

BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION
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BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS DATE: 12/10/84 PAGE! 8
D. C. HOUSEHOLD WICTIMIZATION SURVEY, RTI PROJECT NUMBER 3122
OUT OF SCOPE CRIHES (RECORD COUNT=2525)

LAREL BC EC LEN DESCRIPTION FREQ
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ABSTRACT

The 1982 Supplemental Appropriations Bill allocated funds to the
Bureau of Justice Statistics (U.S. Department of Justice) for a crime
victimization study in the District of Columbia. The primary objective of
the study was the measurement of the extent of crime in the District of
Columbia and the impact of crime on the quality of life in the District.
Of secondary interest was the degree to which Congressional employees
working in the Capitol Hill area are subject to victimization and the
extent to which victimiiation and the fear of victimization have decreased
their work productivity. The District of Columbia Crime Victimization
Study was conducted by the Research Triangle Ingiiﬁute under a contract
from the Bureau of Justice Statistics. This report summarizes the impor-
tant characteristics of the public-use data base created from the District
of Columbia Household Victimization Survey and presents helpful remarks to

assist secondary analysts.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTICH

The 1982 Supplemental Appropriations Bill allocated funds for a study
of crime #ictimization in the Distrie¢t of Coluwmbia {(Public Law 92-257).
Under contract to the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS), the Research
Triangle Institute (RTI) designed and implemented the District of Columbia
Crime Victimization Study. The primary objective of the study was the
measurement of the level of crime victimization in the District of Columbia
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (DC-SMSA). A secondary objective
was the determination of.the extent to which Capitol Hill emplovees are
subject to victimization.

To meet these objectives, RTI conducted two surveys: the District of
Columbia Household Victimization Survey (hereafter DCHVS), which measured
crime victimization occurring Qo residents of the DC-SMSA, and the Capitol
Hill Employees Victimization Survey (hereafter CHEVS), which measured crime e
victimization occurring to Capitol Hill employees. Complete results of the
study appear in a 1985 Report to Congress and the District of Columbia
Government (Cox and Collins, 1985). Additional documentation is contaiped
in: The District of Columbia Crime Victimization Study Implementati;;
(Cox, et al, 1983); The District of Columbia Household Victimization Sur-
vey: Data Base Documentation (Allen and Burt, 1984); and Crime Victimiza-
tion in The District of Columbia: An Eggcutive Summary (Cellins, Cox, and
- Langan, 1985).

This report summarizes the characteristics of the DCHVS data base and
instructions on using the data. The CHEVS data are not available as a
public use data file. The small population size for the CHEVS made preserv-

ing respondent confidentality uncertain in a public use data file. These



data are being archived at the Research Triangle Institute forkthe Bureau
of Justice Statistics.

Chapter 2 of this report describes the study. desigp and other impor-
tant considerations for analysis. The third chapter then describes the
questicnnaire and how it was used to gather crime victimization data for DC
area residents. Chapter 4 describes the organization and structure of the
data base and highlights wvariables that are particularly useful in data
analysis. Finally, Chapter 5 presents a discussion of file building for

analysis and appropriate methodology to use in analyzing the data.



CHAPTER 2. STUDY QVERVIEW

To a large extent, the District of Columbia Household Victimization
Survey (DCHVS) was modeled after the victimization survey methodology used
by the National Crime Survey. The District of Columbia Household Victimi-
zation Survey provides a detailed picture of crime in the nation's capital
using information cbtained directly from crime victims. This information
is distinct from data that are accumulated from police reports and published
by the Federal Bureau of Investigation in the Uniform Crime Reports. The
victim survey methodology provides data on crimes experienced by victims
vwhether or noﬁ they reported them to the police; police data, on the other

band, are limited to crimes brought to their attention.

A. Sample Design and Selection

The target population for the DCHVS was the civilian, noninstitu-
tionalized residents age 12 and over of the District of Columbia Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area (DC-SMSA) and those residents of adjacent
areas that share telephone exchange codes with the DC-SMSA. In defining
the metropolitan area, the definition of the DC~-SMSA in the 1980 Census was
used. The areas included in that definition of the DC-SMSA are DC city;
the Maryland counties of Charles, Montgomery, and Prince George's; the
Virginia counties of Arlington, Fairfax, Loudoun, and Prince William; and
the Virginia independent cities of Alexandria, Fairfax, Falls Church,
Manassas, and Manassas Park.

The sample of residents to participate in the study was selected by
first creating a list of all telephone exchange coées used in the DC-SHSA.
This exchange code is the area'code and the first tirre digits of the seven

digit telephone number. All possible four digits were added to the DC area
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exchange codes to create a list of all telephone numbers allocated to the
DC area by the local telephone companies. Numbers were randomly selected
from each exchange code using this list. This resulted in a sample of
telephoﬁe numbers that were distributed over the entire geographic area of
the DC-SMSA. To obtain sufficiently accurate estimates for DC city, over=
sampling of DC city telephone numbers was needed since the District popula-
tion is less than one-fourth that of the entire metropolitan area and a
lower proportion of DC city telephone numbers are residenti;l numbers
(approximately 15 percent as compared to 30 percent for the suburbs).

Telephoné interviewers dialed each sample number to determine whether
the number was associated with a residence. For residential numbers, the
interviewer individually interviewed each household member who was age 14
or older, beginning first with adult members of the household. Responses
for 12 and 13 ye;r olds were obtained from their parents. At least one
completed interview was obtained from 81 percent of the telephone numbers
that were identified as working residential numbers. From these cooperat-
ing households, completed interviews were obtained from 83 percent of the
household members that were identified as 12 or over. A total of 5,542 DC

area residents completed interviews in the DCHVS portion of the study.

B. Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing

Computer assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) was used to conduct
the interview. Rather than using a printed questionnaire, the CATI inter=-
viewer read questions as they were displayed on a computer viewing screen.
After the interviewer recorded the respondent's answer, the next question
consistent with that answer and prior answers appeared on the screen and
the process was repeated. As the interview was conducted and the respon-
dent data keyed, the CATI system entered the data directly onto a computer-

readable file.
A



CATI gave greater control over the intérview process and aided in
reducing interviewer errors and survey costs. Because skip patterns were
computer-;ontrolled rather than interviewer-controlled, the incidence of
missing or inconsistent data was reduved. Editing procedures were included
in the CATI programs so that the data were checked for out of range codes
and cther invalid responses as the data were entered. The CATI system
required that invalid data be corrected while the interview was still in

progress.

C. Type of Crime Coding

Since the DC crime study used a modified crime incident form, the
study also had to develop definitions for the types of crime. The logic
used in defining the NCS type of crime variable was closely followed.
However, there are still marked differences between the definitions used by
the two studies. This section summarizez these differences. For the
interested reader, Appendix B contains the specifications in terms of data
base variables.

The type of crime variable was generally defined to correspond with
definitions used by the National Crime Survey. In decreasing order of
seriousness, the following categories were defined:

. Rape with Serious Injury: If rape occurred and either an

obviously serious injury indicated or an injury with hospitaliza-
tion for more than one night indicated.

. Rape with Minor Injury: If rape occurred and a minor injury
indicated.

. Rape with No Other Injury: 1If rape occurred but no other injury
indicated and hospitalization for more than one night not indi-
cated.

. Robberv with Serious Injury: If personal or household belongings
taken or an attempt made to take them and either an obviously
serious non-rape injury indicated or anm injury with hospitaliza-
tion for more than ome night.

=5~



Robbery with Minor Injury: If personal or household belongings
taken or an attempt made to take them and injury occurred but the
injury was not obviously serious and did not require hospitaliza-
tion for more than one night.

Robbery with No Injury: If personal or household belongings
taken or an attempt made to take them and injury was threatened
or attempted but no injury occurred.

Assault with Serious Injury: If ifjury occurred and was an
obviously serious non-rape injury or required hospitalization for
more than one night.

Assault with a Weapon: If weapons were involved and injury or an
attempt to injure occurred with no obviously serious injury and
no hospitalization for more than one night.

Sexual Assault (Excluding Rape): If injury or attempt and sexual
assault occurred but rape was not indicated.

Simple Assault with Injury: = If 4injury occurred that was not
obviously serious and did not require hospitalization for more
than one night.

Attempted Assault with No Weapon: If an attempt to injure oc-
curred but me injury and no weapons were involved,

Threats to Injure: Face to Face Contact: If a threat was made
to injure but no injury or attempt occurred and the threat was
made in person.

Threats to Injure: Other Contact: If a threat was made to
injure but no injury or attempt occurred and the threat was not
made in person.

Forcible Entry: If burglary or attempt and the burglar broke in.

Unlawful Eatry Without Force: If burglary or attempt and the
burglar entered but did not break in.

Attempted Foreible Entry: If burglary ov attempt and the burglar
tried but failed to get in.

Completed Motor Vehicle Theft: If theft or attempted theft of
household or personal belougings and a motor vehicle stolen.

Attempted Motor Vehicle Theft: If theft or attempted theft of
household or personmal belongings and an unsuccessful attempt was
made to steal a motor vehicle.

Completed Purse Smatching or Pocket Picking: If theft or at-
tempted theft of personal belongings and the victim saw the
offender or was in the same place at the same time as the of-
fender and a purse or wallet stolen.

-6~



Attempted Purse Snatching or Pocket Picking: If theft or at-
tempted theft of personal belongings and the victim saw the
offender or was in the same place at the same time as the of-
fender and an attempt was made to steal a purse or wallet.

Other Personal Larcenies With Coptact: $50 or more: If theft or
attempted theft of personal belongings and the victim saw the
offender or was in the same place at the same time as the
offender and the total value of the property taken was $50 or
more but a purse or wallet was not stolen nor was an attempt made
to steal a purse or wallet. -

Other Personmal Larcenies With Contact: Less Than $§50: If theft
or attempted theft of personal belongings and the victim saw the
offender or was in the same place at the same time as the
offender and the total value of the property taken was less than
$50 but a purse or wallet was not stolen nor was an attempt made
to steal a purse or wallet.

Other Personal Larcenies With Contarct: Amount Not Available: If
theft or attempted theft of personal belongings and the victim
saw the offender or was in the same place at the same time as the
offender and the total value of the property taken was not kmown
but a purse or wallet was not stolen nor an attempt made to steal
a purse or wallet.

Household Larceny: §50 or More: If household belongings taken
or an attempt to take and the total value of property taken was
$50 or more.

Household Larceny: Less Than $50: If household belongings taken
or an attempt to take and the total value of property taken was
less than $50.

Household Larceny: Amount Not Available: If household belong-
ings taken or an attempt to take and the value of the stolen
property was not known.

Personal Larceny Without Contact: $50 or more: If opersonal
belongings taken or an attempt to take and the victim was not in
the same vicinity as the offender and the total value of the
property taken was $50 or more.

Personal Larceny Without Contact: Less than §$50: If personal
belongings taken or an attempt to take and the victim was not in
the same vicinity as the offender and the total wvalue of the
property taken was less than $50.

Personal Larceny Without Contact: Amount Not Available: If

personal belongings taken or an attempt to take and the victim

was not in the same vicinity as the offender and the total value
of the property taken was not known.




. Vandalism: $350 or More: If intentional damage done and the
damage was $50 or more. )

. Vandalism: Less Than §50: If intentional damage done and the
damage was less than $50.

. Vandalism: Amount Not Available: If intentional damage done and
the amount of the damage was not known.

. Injury or Attempted Injury: L .ter ﬁhconfirmed: If injury or
attempt mentioned and later denied.

. Burglary: Later Unconfirmed: If burglary or attempt mentioned
and later denied.

. Vandalism: Later Unconfirmed: If intentional damage mentioned
and later denied.

. Not A Crime of Interest: 1If no crime mentioned.
When 2 crime fell intc more than one category, the crime was classified as

the most serious type.

D. Development of Analysis Weights

To make inferences from data collected in a sample survey, sample
weights must be developed that reflect the sample design. The weight of a
sample individual can be viewed as the number of individuals in the survey
population that the sample unit represents. The sample weight for the
DCHVS was calculated as the inverse of the probability of selection. Since
District of Columbia residents were sampled at a higher rate than suburban
residents, the sample weights for the two locatioms differ.

These initial sample weights were then adjusted to account for non-
response and undercoverage of nontelephone households. Within bread cate-
gories defined by age, race, sex, and location of residence, the sample
weights were adjusted so that the final analysis weights within each cate-
gory summed to the population category total as estimated by the 1980

Census, These final analysis weights serve to differentially weight the




data from sample individuals to remove the disproportionality of the final

sample relative to the population of interest.

E. Standardization for Population Differences

Much of the analyses presented in the study reports involve compari-
sons of crime victimization between population subgroups such as DC city
residents versus DC suburban residents. The composition of these subgroups
differ along such factors as age, race, and sex and these factors are
related to the risk of victimization. A standardization approach was used
to control for the effect of such confounding variables in DC study analy-
ses. This approach adjusts the analysis weights of respondents within each
population subgroup so that the distributions within the population sub-
group after adjustment are forced to a "standard" distribution with respect
to the confounding variables. Standardizing adjustments were applied
directly ﬁo the analysis weights so that standardized estimates could be
computed directly using the adjusted weights.

This method was used to prepare two sets of standardized weights: one
set for use in comparing the victimization experiences of DC city, DC
suburb, and DC-SMSA residents and the second set for use in comparing
Capitol Hill employee victimization to that of DC area residents who are
employed. For comparisons between DC city, DC suburbs, and DC-SMSA resi-
dents, the analysis weights for each of the three sets of household respon-
dents were standardized to the age, race, and ssx distribution of the
entire DC metropolitan area as estimated from the 1980 Census. For em-
ployee level comparisons, employed DC area residents had their analysis
weights standardized to the Capitol Hill employee distribution with respect

to age, race, and sex.



When a standardization approach is used, the resultant estimates for
the population subgroups are not descriptive of the actual experience of
thq populations being studied. In many cases, the purpose of an analysis
is to describe the victimization characteristics of populatiom subgroups,
as they actually exist. In this situation, standardized data can be mis-
leading and inappropriate. The unstandardized estimate should be used when
information about the actual victimization experience of a population
subgroup is desired. The standardized estimates should be used to deter-
mine if the observed differences between population subgroups are due to

extraneous differences between the distributiorms of the subgroups.




CHAPTER 3. QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

The questiomnaire for the DC crime study was developed by the Bureau
of Social Science Research, which has been investigating alternative ques-
tionnaire approaches and data collection procedures for the National Crime
Survey (NCS) as a part of the Crime Survey ﬁédesign Consortium. The DC
crime study instrument differs from the current NCS questionnaire in that
the crime screening questions cover more types of incidents in an attempt
to promote better recall of crime events. Questions specific to the objec-
tives of the DC crime study were added to the usual questions asked by the
National Crime Survey.

As illustrated in Figure 3-1, the interviewer began by asking a set of
lead-in questions about the person and his/her participation in community
programs to combat crime. Next, the interviewer listed various types of
crimes and asked, "Right off, can you think of a time during 1982 or 1983
when any of these things happened to you?" After recording the immediate
responses, the interviewer then read a list of example crimes and example
crime locations. The respondent was instructed to stop the interviewer
whenever he/she thought of a crime that had not been previously mentioned.
Each time an example caused the respondent to think of a new crime, the
respondent's description of the incident was entered intoc the list of
events. The interviewer then probed for similar events by asking, '"Has any
other crime event that happened to you in 1982 or 1983 come to mind?" Any
additional crimes mentions were again added to the list of crimes.

The respondents were asked to list victimizatioms that had occurred to
them during the period from Jamuary 1, 1982 to the date of the interview.

Since data collection occurred from late May through August of 1983, sample
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Figure 3-1
FLOW OF INTERVIEW

DCHVS CHEVS
Screening Screening
L f
Y
Introductory
Questions
(Section A)
Listing Events/ Short Form/
Examples and Reminders Verification
{(Sections B and C) # (Section D)
, rd
\ ‘ y
ANY EVENTS LISTED? EVENT INCLUDED
IN STUDY?
NO YES ,
’ NO YES
Yy 7 -
4
LIST OF ¥
E S HAVE é LONG FORMS
® BEEN COMPLETED?
\
\
\ NO YES
N
\
\ y
Long Form
(Sections E-0)
\
AY
\ 7 Y y
. IS THIS THE LAST EVENT?
N
A
. _ NO YES
i
» Background Questions
(Section P)
DCHVS CHEVS
v \
1st INTERVIEW
IN HOUSEHOLD?
YES NO . END
Y

OBTAIN ROSTER




individuals reported victimizations for a minimum of 16% months and a
maximum of 19% months. For analysis purposes, it was decided that a common
reporting period was needed. Therefore, only those victimizations occur-
ring in the time period from May 1, 1982 tg April 30, 1983 were included in
the analysis. To obtain an accurate list of g¢rimes occurring to the re-
spondent, it was deemed necessary to ask the respondent to list all crimes
occurring in 1982 and 1983.

Having obtained a list of crimes occurring to the respondent in 1982
or 1983, the interviewer then asked questions that obtained details about
each crime that the person reported. A modified version of the NCS crime
incident form was developed for use in the survey. This incident form was
divided into several sections. The first section served a "verification"
purpose in the sense that it determined the date when the crime incident
occurred, the type of crime that occurred (including non-crime incidents),
and the person or persons involved. Only for crimes that occurred to the
respondent directly (robbery, assault, personal larceny, personal van-
dalism) or to his/her household as a whole (burglary, household larceny,
household vandalism) and that occurred within the analysis time period of
May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983 were the remaining sectioans of the incident
form completed. These sections of the crime incident form obtained infor-
mation about the characteristics of the crime incident, injury and property
losses, victim behavior, a description of the offender(s), and the crime
location and conditioms.

The interviewer closed the interview by asking general information
questions such as the respondent's age, race, and sex, and the charac-

teristics of the dwelling in which the person lived.
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Having described the structure of the interview in general, the re-
mainder of this chapter will describe each section of the questionnaire in

detail.

A. Section A: Introductory Questions

P

This section served two purposes--to introduce the respondent to the
interview situation and to collect information to set up skip patterns in
subsequent sections of the questionnaire. From each respondent, infor-
mation was collected on their living situation, participation in local
anti-crime organizations, and ownership (or sharing) of motor vehicles.
The questions in Section A require factual answers and were asked prior to
the crime questions to establish in the respondent's mind that the inter-

view requires factual information.

B. Section B: Listing Events

Section B began with short descriptions of the types of crime included
in the study. The respondent was then asked if he/she could think “right
off" of a time in 1982 or 1983 that any of these things happened to him/
her. This question gave the respondent an opportunity to tell immediately
of any event(s) that came to mind as soon as he/éhe learned the purpose of
the survey. If the answer was '"No," Section C was then began. If the
answer was "Yes," questions were asked to elicit a brief description of the
event.

The term "event" is not described for the respondent except in terms
of "a time," "another time," etc. Thus, an event may in fact be a single
time when a single crime or several crimes (e.g., break-in and robbery)
occurred, or it may be a "series" of events that the respondent is unable

to separate in his/her mind (e.g., a series of threatening phone calls).
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Whenever possible, multiple events recalled by-the respondent were sepa-
rated into single events. A set of questions was provided to assist in
correctly listing single and multiple (series) events. Since some series
events could not be split into separate events, an imdicator for each event
denotes if the event being described is a single event or a series event.

The respondent was asked to give a "few words" to describe "what oc-
curred." The interviewer then probed to obtain additional recollections.
When the respondent could think of no other event off the top of his head,

the interviewer proceeded with Section C.

c. Section C: Examples and Reminders

Section C continued the listing process with examples, reminders, and
questions to elicit events that the respondent had not yet reported. All
examples, reminders, and questions are numbered 02-66; these numbers are
prompt identifier numbers that were used in the listing process; Following
an introduction, the respondent was instructed to stop the interviewer only
if he/she thought of an event not yet mentioned. The first set of re-
minders (Set A) was skipped if the respondent did not own or share a motor
vehicle in 1982 or 1983. This information was collected in Section A.and
stored in CATI memory to direct the interviewer to the appropriate starting
place.

Section C was used as a memory jogger=--a check list of people, places,
things, and happenings to remind the respondent of all crime events that
happened to him/her in 1982 or 1983. The respondent was instructed to stop
the iﬁterviewer only when he/she thought of an event not already mentioned.

When the respondent was reminded of event not yet listed, the inter-
viewer stopped reading and listed the event (single or multiple) according

to the listing imnstructions given for Section B. The prompt identifier
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number was also noted that led to the mention. After the event was listed,
the interviewer returned to Section C and reread the last item read prior
to the listing.

When Section C was completed, the interviewer continued with Sectiom D

(if an event was listed) or went to Section P (if no events were listed).

D. Section D: Crime Event Verification

Secticn D was designed to determine which of the events that were
listed were eligible to be included in the study--that is, if the eveat
qualified as a "crime" as defined for this study and if so, if the event
occurred within the time frame of interest in this study. To make this
determination, questions were asked about each crime event listed.

Crime events that did not meet the study definition of "crime" or that
did not occur within the study time frame were excluded in this section.
Events that qualified for the study remained and the respondent was asked
additional Long Form questions (Sections E to O) about each such crime -
for a maximum of six crime events.

For each event listed, the description was first verified with the
respondent and corrected if necessary. For series events, an additional
question determined on how many occasions the event happened; a statement
then instructed the respondent to answer ques-ions for only onme of these
occasions~-~the most recent one or a typical one.

The first set of questions collected informatiom on the circumstances
of ﬁhe event and on all incidents that happened in connection with the
event. The answers to these questions determined if the event met the
study definition of a crime. Events that did not meet this definition were

excluded from the study at this point.



For "crime" events, the interviewer continued by asking about other
persons who were victims of the crime, the location of the crime, and the
month and year of the crime. Following this set of questions, the CATI
program determined if additional questions were to be asked about the
event. If so, the interviewer continued with‘;he Section E of the ques-
tionnaire; if not, CATI displayed the next listed event for verification
or, if no next event, continued with the Background Questions (Sectiom P).

Section D, also called the Short Form, was completed for all events
listed. The Long Form (Sections E-0) was completed for a maximum of six
events that qualified to remain in the study; that is, met the study defi-
nition of a crime and occurred within the study time frame. The Long Form
collected detailed information about the crime. Certain sections of the
Long Form applied to all crimes; others applied only to certain types of

crime.

E. Section E: Offender Information

This section collected information about the offender(s) involved in
the crime. Answers to questions in prior sections plus several screening
questions at the first of this section determined if the respondent had
enough information to answer specific questions about the offender(s). If
not, the interviewer skipped to the next applicable section. If the re-
spondent had the required information, the remainder of Section E was
completed.

The section contained two sets of questions--one set to be asked if
the'respondent indicated there was only one offender; the other to be asked
for more than one offender. The information collected by both sets is the
same; however, the questions were worded differently for single versus

multiple offenders. CATI displayed the correct set of questions for the
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I, Section I: Losses Due To Theft or Property Damage

This section was completed if property was actually stolen or damaged.
The questions collected information on any compensation received by the
respondent and the after-compensation total loss due to theft and/or inten-

tional property damage.

J. Section J: Injury, Attempted Injury, or Threat

Questions in this section collected information om wvarious circum-
stances and outcomes of injury, attempted inmjury, or threat to injure.
Many of the questions dealt with weapons the offender(s) had and/or used or
ﬁhreatened to use.

The first set of questionms in this section was asked if the event was
a threat only. Information was collected on how the respondent was
threatened (person, telephone, or in writing), any weapons the offender(s)
may have had, and.what the offender(s) threatened to do. No other ques-
tions in the section were asked for a threat only.

For events that involved an injury or an attempt to injure, the ques-
tions collected information on involvement (if any) of motor vehicles,
weapons the offender(s) may have had, and attacks made on the respondent.

If the respondent was injured during the event, additiomal questions
were asked regarding the type of injury, weapon(s) by which injured, medi-
cal treatment, compensation received, and out-of-pocket cost resulting from
the injury.

A final question was asked concerning the respondent's conception of

the intent of the offender(s).
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interviewer to ask, depending upon the number of offenders involved in the

event.

F. Section F: Burglary or Attempt

Crimes involving burglary (break-in) or’attempt were identified as
such in Section D. Information concerning the location (home, second home,
hotel/motel) was also collected in Section D. Section F determined if the
crime was an actual or attempted burglary and collected information on

methods of entry (if actual) or how detected (if attempted).

G. . Section G: Theft or Attempt

This section determined if an actual theft, an attempted theft, or
both occurred in connection with the event. Additional information was
collected on the items the offender(s) took or attempggg to take.

Since the DC crime study was concerned only with personai or houseébld
belongings, the first question excluded any property belonging to a busi-
ness or used for a business and focused the respondent's thoughts cn only
personal or household property. The next set of questions determined what
personal and/or househeld items were actually taken (if any), the value of
the items taken, and if the respondent recovered any of these items.
Following this set were questions to determine if attempted theft was
involved, and if so, what personal or household items the offender(s)
attempted but failed to take. Additiomal questions collected information
if the theft or attempted theft involved a motor vehicle, motor vehicle

parts, or items carried on the person.

H. Section H: Property Damage

If the respondent reported damage that was done on purpose, Section H
collected information on what property was damaged, what caused the damage,

and the cost to repair or replace the damaged property.
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K. Section K:  Victim Behavior

Questions in this section were asked only if the respondent saw,
Eommunicated with, or was in the same place as the offender(s). The ques-
tions asked about the respondent's behavior during the event in regard to
threats the respondent may have made, actions the respondent may have taken
to protect himself/herself or his/her property, and any weapon(s) the

respondent may have had.

L. Section L: Witnesses

If the event was a threat in writing or by phone, this section was
skipped. TFor all other events, the respondent was asked about any wit-
nesses to the evept--how many and if the respondent knew all or some of
them. The next section to be completed was Section N. There was no Sec~

tion M.

M. Section N: C(Crime Location and Conditions

Questions in Section N collected information on the time of day the

event happened and the location of the event.

N. Section O: Aftermath of Event

In this section, the respondent was asked about the consequences of
the event. Information was collected on any time lost from work and pay-
ment for that time, why the pelice were or were not informed of the event,

and the degree to which the respondent was affected by the event.

0. Section P: Background Information

As mentioned earlier, the Short Form (Section D) was completed for
each event listed; the Long Form (Sectioms E-Q) was completed for a maximum

of six events. All everts were covered in the order listed. After the
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last event, the interviewer continued with Sect;on P to obtain backgrﬁund
information‘on each respondent. TIf the respondent reported no events, the
interviewer skipped to this section immediately after the Examples and
Reminders (Section C).

Questions 1 and 2 of this section obtained information on the type and
location of the residence of the household. On the first interview with
the household the interviewer asked these questions; on subsequent inter-
views with members of the household, the interviewer skipped these two
questions and began this section with Question P3, the marital status of
the respondent. This was followed by questions to determine the sex, race,
and age of the respondent.

The next series of questions deals with employment during the period
from May 1, 1982 through April 30, 1983 and the job the respondent had on
April 30, 1983 or the most recent jcb prior to that time. Two of these
_questions were asked only of CHEVS individuals; the entire set was skipped
if the respondent did not work at all during the specified period of time
or was less than 16 years old.

Respondents were pext asked about the method of tramsportation used
most frequently, family income (again only once in each household), and
opinions about crime in the Washington area. The interview was then com-
plete for CHEVS respondents. For individuals in the DCHVS sample, a final
question determined if the respondent worked at any time in 1982 for the

six Congressional agencies of interest in this study.
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CHAPTER 4. TFILE ORGANIZATION AND STRUCTURE

The data base for the DCHVS contains three data files: (1) a data
file of person-level data with one record for each survey respondent, (2) a
data file of crime-level data with one record for each in-scope crime event
reported by survey respondents, and (3) a da;a file of crime-level data
with one record for each out-of-scope crime event reported by survey re-
spondents.

Three data file dictiomaries (codebooks) corresponding to the respec-
tive data files are also included in the data base. The dictionaries con=-
tain a 1label, begioning and ending position, length, and description for
each wvariable. Also, the codes used for each variable are defined with
corresponding frequencies or ranges provided.

Pata files and data dictionaries are 0§ filer provided on a standard
IBM labeled tape (RAS5538) recorded at 6250 bpi. The corresponding tape
file numbers and data set names are as follows:

DCHVS .PERSCN.CDBK
DCHVS.PERSON.DATA
DCHVS.INSCOPE.CDBK
DCHVS.INSCOPE.DATA

DCHVS .OUTSCOPE .CDBK
DCHVS .OUTSCOPE .DATA

U WN e

Data base documentation, a tape file contents directory, and data file

dictionaries are provided by Allen and Burt, 1985.

A. Definition of In Scope Crimes

The tima period of interest for the study was the twelve month period
from May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983. Having obtained a list of all crimes
that had occurred to the respondent, the interviewer determined for each

crime, using Section D of the questionnaire, whether (1) it occurred in the
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analysis time period and (2) it was a crime of interest to the study.
Crimes that satisfied these two requirements are referred to as "in scope
crimes". These crimes had Sections D through O complated to describe the
crimes; the information is given in the In Scope Crimes File. These are
the crime level records that should be used in analysis.

Crimes not meeting both of these requiééments only had Section D of
the Questionnaire completed for them. The Section D data for these crimes
are given in the Out of Scope Crimes File. These data are provided for use

in methodological investigations only and should not be used for analyzing

the characteristics of crime victimization in the District.

B. Data Base Conventions

Certain conventions have been used in naming the variables and placing
themrin the data base. Generally, each data file begins with identifiers
that are used for record linkage and data analysis. Then the relevant
questionnaire data are given, followed by recodes and other variables
constructed for use in analysis. The data for Sections A and P of the
questionnaire are found in the Person Level Data File. The In Scope Crimes
File contains the data obtained for each in scope crime using Sections D
through O of the questionnaire. |

A naming convention was used to record the data obtained using the
questionnaire. The wvariable name is composed of the section letter plus
the question number. Thus, variable A1lC contains the response to question
1, part C of section A. Appendix A contains a copy of the questionmaire
used in the study.

For almost all data items, "DK" for "Don't Know" and "RE" for "Re=-
fused" were possible responses that could be keyed by the CATI interviewer.

The CATI program translated these "DK" and "RE" entries to a numerical
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value of all 9's ending with an 8 for the DK entry and all 9's for the "RE"
entry.

The CATI program was designed to skip over questions that would be in-
appropriate to ask based upon the responses previously made by the person
being interviewed (e.g. a respondent who stated that he lived in Virginia
would not be asked what section of DC he liveé inj. These skip pattermns
are indicated in the questionnaire given in Appendix A. Questions that
were skipped over by the CATI program had blank responses. Users of the
data should be aware that these blank responses were recoded to dots (".")
as a result of post-précessing with Statistical Analysis System (SAS)

software.

Use of CATI insured that, as long as the interviewer used the program

as instructed, the skip patterns would be correctly followed. Inappro-
priate questions would not be displayed and hence no data would be re-
quested or entered for these questions. In processing the data, a few
instances have been found in which the interviewer did not use the program
as instructed and contradictory data were collected (e.g., a response of
"DC" for state of residence and a response of "Alexandria" to the question
that should not be asked of DC residents). Such contradictory data occur
with low frequency and should not have a detrimental effect on data anmaly-
ses.

The first variable in all files is labeled "TYPE." The variable was
originally assigned a2 unique value for each data file. This remains true
for the Person Level Data File. A CATI program limitation was implemented
that allowed recording of long forms for a maximum of six victimizations.
As a result there were a few in scope crimes with short forms only for

which a2 long form should have been completed. A hot deck imputation was
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implemented to replace missing;lbug form data. The records were assigoed
to the in scope crime file and the origimal "TYPE" code was retained. A
few long form records were identified as being noncrimes or crimes outside
the analysis time period. Such records were reassigned to the Out of Scope
Crime File and the originai "TYPE" code was retained.

The iptrervisw result code (RESULT) is the second variable on each
file. Code "80" is the only value present and designates that the record
is associated with a completed interview. Also included on each data file
is the variable LISTSMP which indicates the sample in which the respondent
was selected. Code "2" is the only value present and indicates the record
is associated with a DCHVS respondent.

The deliverable data do not contain data items that were considered as
potentially providing a means for identifying an individual or the agency
at .which he/she was employed. Each person-level record has a varying
number of out of scope crimes reported (short form only) as well as in
scope crimes (short form plus long form). The person identifier (CATINUM)
is an encrypted value that provides the means for linking all data associ-
ated with a given respondent. The only other encrypted value is the hous-

ing unit identifier (HUID) which appears on the Person Level Data File.

C. Person Level Data File

The Person Level Data File contains 5,542 records, ome record for each
of the 5,542 respondents to the DCHVS. The data record begins with the
TYPE, RESULT, CATINUM, FIRSTPR, HUID, and LISTSMP variables. The TYPE
(record type), RESULT (interview result code), aad LISTSMP (sample indi-
cator for DCHVS versus CHEVS) variables were used to comstruct the data

file. These variables will not be used in data anmalyses.



Each record is uniquely identified by the variable CATINUM, which is
an encrypted version of the identifying person number used by the CATI data
collection software. CATINUM provides the means for linking data associ-
ated with a given individual (e.g., victimization data in the crime-level
files to person-level data).

Another identifying variables is HUID, the household identifier. HUID
was included in the data file for those researchers interested in methodo-
logical questions requiring knowledge of exactly which persons belong to
the same household. In addition, HUID is also needed to define the first
stage sampling units within each stratum.

It is a feature of the DCHVS that all respondents were not asked to
report household demographic data. Instead, only the first household
respondent was asked to provide these data and for subsequent household
respondents these questions were skipped over. The first household respon-
dent, as identified by the interviewer, is indicated by the variable
FIRSTPR. Due to interviewer error, there are some households with none or
more than one respondent identified as the first person.

Following these identifying-type variables on the person-level data
file are the variables containing responses to Section A questions (AlA
through A8). The variable BVICTIM then follows. BVICTIM contaimns the
response to the first question asked in Section B, "Right off, can you
think of a time during 1982 or 1983 that any of these things happened to
you?" The variable SELECT contains the respomse to the last question asked
in Section B, "Has any otker crime event that happened to you in 1982 or
1983 come to mind?" These two variables were included since they may be

useful for methodological investigatioms.
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Section P of the questiomnnaire obtained data onm the characteristics of
the person and his/her household. These data are provided by variables P1A
through P23. Section P questions 1, 2, and 16 were only asked of the first
respondent within the household (FIRSTPR=1), since these are household-
level questions that would not change for each person (i.e., the charac-
teristics of the dwelling and the family income). The responses for per-
sons other than the first person are blank for these variables since the
questions were skipped.

Following the Section P questions are the recodes and other variables
created for use in analysis. The first set of variables are revised ver-
sions of the variables recording family-level data. For every respondent
REV_P1A to REVP16F gives the response that the first person within the
respondent's household gave to Section P questions 1, 2, and 16. If the
record is associated with the first person responding within the household,
the response to these variables will be the same as to the previous ques-
tions. For convenient use in analysis, the responses to income questions
REVP16A to REVP16F were combined to create the income range variable INCOME.

The next eight variables, INT1 through SESS2, provide réster informa-~
tion about the interview and will not be used in most data analyses. The
tw$ date variables have a DD-MMM-YY format (e.g., 05-AUG-83); the time of
day variables have a HH:MM AM/PM format (e.g. 07:15 BM). The session
variables have five digits and measure interview length in minutes. For
the telephone call in which the interview was vompleted, INT1, DATEl,
TIME1l, and SESS1 give the interviewer identification, the date, time of
day, and the total time for the call. If the interview was completed in
one session, the value of these variables will be representative of the

total interview. If a previous breakoff interview occurred, the value of
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these variables will be representative of the interview session required te
complete the interview.. When an earlier telephone call resulted in a
breakoff, INT2, DATE2, TIME2, and SESS2 give similar information for the
first breakoff call. If no breakoff call occurred, these variables will be
blank. These eight control system variables were provided since they may
be useful in methodological inVestigations. The analyst using these vari-
ables is warned that the two session time variables - SESS1 and SESS2 - are
subject to error since some backup and forward moves within the CATI pro-
gram can trip the counter in inappropriate ways (e.g., reset the starting
time, etc.).

Imputation was needed to replace missing data for the location, age,
race, and sex variables used in sample weighting. These variables may also
be used for data analyses. The relevant variables are STATE, AGE, RACE,
and SEX; imputation indicator variables associated with these items are
STATEII, AGEII, RACEII, and SEXII. The procedures used in developing these
imputation-revised variables are given in Appendix B.

Other variables constructed for use in analysis and weighting include
RACEA, RACERHH, FRSTPR2, PLACER, STRATUM and WAVE. RACEA is the collapsed
race variable used in DC crime study analyses. RACERHH indicates the race
of the first household respondent. This variable was used for post-strati-
fication adjustment to. create the household~level unstandardized weights
and for standardization classification as well.

FRSTPR2 was constructed for use in household-level analyses and is a
cleaned, edited version of FIRSTPER. It is a feature of the DCHVS that all
respondents were asked to report household crimes. Hence, the crime file
may contain multiple records for the same household crime, depending upon

the number of persons in the household. In forming estimates of household
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crimes, the approach used by the DC crime study was to include only those
household crimes reported by the first respondent within the household.
For use in amalysis, the first household respondent is identified by
FRSTPR2, with one and only one respondent identified as the first person
for each of the 3,033 households included in the DCHVS.

PLACER is the place of residence variable used in weighting and data
analysis by the D.C. crime study. Survey respondents were classified into
six categories based upon their location of residence and area code. For
data analysis, the DC study considered as the "DC suburbs™ all locations in
Virginia or Maryland regardless of whether or not they were within the
Cenéus-defined DC-SMSA boundaries. "DC city" was defined as the DC part of
the DC-SMSA and locations other than Virginia and Maryland with a 202 area
code.

The DCHVS can be treated as a stratified random sample in data analy-
sis. The variable STRATUM identifies the stratum to which the respondent
belongs and HUID identifies the primary sampling unit.

WAVE records the wave of data collection in which the respondent was
sampled. WAVE is included in the data base since it may be of method-
ological interest to some researchers.

Beginning with the variable WII1 and continuing to the end of the data
file are the variables directly associated with the weighting process. The
remainder of this section will explain which weight to use in particular
analyses.

For household-level analyses (unstandardized), the analysis weight to
use is WII1A. As explained earlier, onmly records associated with the first
household respondent (FRSTPR2=1) should be included in the analysis. WIIlA
was created through a household-level post-stratification adjustment of the
initial sampling weight (WTI14 = WTI1*PSHADJ).
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WIPRSN is the analysis weight to use for person-level analyses.(un-
standardized). WIPRSN was created through a person-level post-stratifica-
tion adjustment of the household amalysis weight (WTPRSN = WII1A*PPSADJ).

For both h¢usehold and person analyses, the DC crime study constructed
standardized estimates for comparing the city and suburbs to each other and
to the entire DC-SMSA. The analysis weights for each of the three loca-
tions - DC city (PLACER=1 or 6), DC Suburbs (PLACER=2,3,4, or 5), and the
entire DC-SMSA (all DCHVS respondents) - were standardized to the 1980
Census distribution for the DC-SMSA. It should be noted that standardized
weights were needed to construct the DC-SMSA "estimates since the DCHVS
sample contains residents with 202, 301, and 703 area codes who live out-
side the DC-SMSA Census boundaries and hence the population distribution
will differ somewhat from the 1980 Census distribution.

For household analyses, the weights were standardized to the DC-3SMSA
black/nonblack household distribution of the 1980 Census. WIHSTD should be
used when separate standardized estimates for DC city and DC suburbs are
desired. WTHSTD was constructed via a standardization adjustment of the
household~level analysis weight (WITHSTD = WII1A*HSTADJ). WIHSTD2 should be
used when estimates are desired for the entire DC-SMSA that are standard-
ized to the 1980 Census distribution. WIHSTD2 was also constructed via a
separate standardization adjustment of the household-level analysis weight
(WTHSTD2 = WTI1A%*HSTADJ2). In performing these analyses, only the victimi-
zation data for the first household respondent (FRSTPR2=1) should be used.

For person-level analyses, the weights were standardized to the age/
race/sex distribution of the 1980 Census. For constructing standardized
person~level estimates for DC city or DC suburbs, WISMS should be used.

WTSMS2 should be used to construct standardized estimates for the entire
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DC-SMSA. These weights were constructed via a standardization édjustment
of the person-level analysis weight (WTSMS = WIPRSN#SMSADJF,
WISMS2 = WIPRSN* SMSADJ2).

D. In Scope Crimes File

The In Scope Crimes File contains 1,950 ‘records, exactly one record
for each crime victimization reported by a DCHVS respondent. A victimiza-
tion was defined to be in scope when (1) it fell within the analysis time
period of May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983 and (2) it was a crime of interest
for the study. The file bégins with the TYPE (record type) and RESULT
(interview result code) variables used tc construct the file. Again these
variables will not be used im data analyses.

Each record is uniquely identified by the variables CATINUM and EVENT.
CATINUM (the person identifier) provides the means for linking the person-
level data to the crime victimization data in the In Scope Crimes File.
EVENT (at the 2nd of the record) is the record number within data collec~
tion wave. To uniquely identify each crime record in the file, EVENT
should be used in conjunction with CATINUM.

The questionnaire data begins with SERIES1 which records whether the
event being described is ome victimization event or a series of events that
cannot be separated. The series designation of the event was determined
when the event was being listed.

VAR] records the cue that led to the event being reported. A response
of "01" is given for VARl when the respondent reported the event as the
result of being asked the Section B question, '"Right off, can you think of
a time during 1982 or 1983 that any of these things happened to you?" The
VARl responses of 02 through 66 indicate which cue in Section C was read

prior to the respondent'stopping the interviewer to report a new crime.
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The Section D data begins with TIMES1 which records the number of
events in a series of crimes that the respondent could not separate. For a
series of crimes, the respondent was instructed to think of the most recent
event or a typical event in responding to subsequent questions about the
crimes.

D1A through D2P contain tie responses éo the questions designed to
determine if the event was a crime and if so what type of crime. The CATI
program used these responses to verify the crimigdal aspects of the event
(if any) in the "Verify Table." DVTAl through DVIDE contain the results of
this crime verification process.

Following this set of variables are D3 to D6B, which determined how
m:7y persons were involved, and D7 to D8F, which determined where the event
occurred. Section D concludes with variables D9 through D13B2, which
ascertained the date of the event.-

The following data items are reasonably self explanétory and contain
the responses for the various questionnaire items in Sections E through O
as indicated by the wvariable label. Questions E&4, E22, F2, G2c¢, G5b, HI1,
H2, J3, J4b, J7b, J11, Ji3, J14, J16b, K4b, K5b, 05, and O6b allowed multi-
ple responses. For these questions, a yes-no indicator variable was cre-
ated for each answer category.

At the end of the data file are variables created for use in analysis
and data editing and cleaning. Using the responses to D9 through D13BZ,
the recode variable ANTMPER was constructed to indicate whether the event
fell within the analysis time period of May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983.
Using a priority ordering scheme and the responses to D1A through D2P,
CRM_CAT classified the crime into one of seven crime categories or as a

non-crime (category 8). The variable ANALIND combines the two items to
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classify the event into one of three categories: (1) a crime occurring
within the analysis time period, (2) a crime occurring outside of the
analysig time period, and (3) not a crime of interest. Only crimes falling
within the time period of interest are included in the In Scope Crimes
File.

TOC contains the type of crime classification. Appendix B provides
the exact specifications for developing this variable. In reporting, the
DC crime study used a collapsed version of this variable.

Due to CATI space limitations only six crimes per person could have
the Long Form (Questionnaire Sections E through 0) completed for them. A
total of 16 in scope crimes did not have a Long Form cempleted. For these
events; the missing data was imputed as described in Appendix B. LFORMII
indicates the crime event records with imputed Long Form data.

The data file concludes with LISTSMP, which indicates the sample in
which the respondent belonged; EVENT, which uniquely identifies each crime

event; and CRIME, which contains the verbal description given by the re-

spondent in listing the crime. Only data for DCHVS sample individuals are

" included in the deliverable data files.

E. OQut of Scope Crimes File

The Out of Scope Crimes File contains 2,525 records, one record for
each out-of-scope crime event reported by the respondent. A victimization
was defined to be out of scope when (1) it was outside the analysis time
period of May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983 or (2) it was not a crime of inte-
rest for the study.

Again each record is uniquely identified by the variable EVENT and can
be linked to the person-level data using the person identifier CATINUM.

The data variables are the same as those described for the In Scope Crimes

“
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File except that no Sections E through O variables are given since these
questionnaire sections were ﬁot administered for out of scope events.

Since only in scope crimes were of analytical interest to the DC crime
study, the Out of Scope Crimes File has not been cleaned or edite&. These
data are provided solely for use in methodological investigations. The
researcher who uses the Out of Scope Crimes F;le is cautioned to examine
the data base prior to tabulating the data. A number of circumstances led
to out of scope events being listed and a record being included in the Qut
of Scope Crimes File. TFirst, the respondent may have reported an event
during crime listing that (1) was not a crime of interest to the study, or
(2) did not occur to the respondent or his household, or (3) did not occur
during the analysis time period. Second, the respondent may have reported
the same event more than once during crime listing or the interviewer may
have accidently created a crime listing. When an event listing occurred in
error, the CATI program did not include a mechanism for erasing the erron-
eous listing. Instead, such listings had a crime description of "NONE" and

otherwise very little data recorded for them.
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CHAPTER 5. FILE BUILDING AND ESTIMATION

The data files from the DCHVS were constructed in their present form
to conserve as much information as possible for analytiéal and methodologi-
cal investigations. Each data file is stored in a rectangular format with
fixed record lengths and contains the identification variables needed for
data linkage. Prior to data analysis, researchers will need to build
working files that contain the person and crime 1level data needed for
his/her analyses. The types of file and recodes and other Jata needed will
vary depending upon the research objectives of the analysts. However, many
will focus upon person level or crime level analyses. To aid ia setting up
analysis files and using these files appropriately, the file building and
analysis procedures used in producing the Report to Congress will be de-

scribed in this section.

A. Construction of a Person-Level Analysis File

Many of the victimization rate analyses of DCHVS data were at the
person level and required a person-level working file. A base file was
constructed by abstracting the person identification variable, CATINUYM, and
the required person descriptors (e.g., INCOME, AGE, RACE, SEX, PLACER,
etc.), analysis weights (WITPRSN, WISMS, and WTSMS2), and sample design
deseriptors (STRATUM and HUID) from the Person Level Data File. Next, the
analyst used the In Scope Crimes File to count the number of victimizations

each person by type of crime. Eight person-level count variables were
created, ome variable for each of the following types of crimes analyzed in
the study: (1) crimes of violence, (2) robbery, (3) assault, (4) threat to

injure, (5) crimes of theft or damage, (6) perscral larceny with contact,



(7) personmal larceny without contact, and (8) personal vandalism. (The
type of crime variable TOC was collapsed prior to making the tabulations.)
These eight person-level count variables were merged to the person-level
analysis file using the unique person-identifier variable CATINUM. This
last step resulted in a person-level analysis file that contained one
record for each sample respondent with all variables needed for data ana-

lysis.,

B. Construction of a Household-Level Analysis File

The estimation of burglary rates occcurred at the household level since
this crime affects all residents of the household. In addition, larcenies
and vandalisms were classified as household crimes when property belonging
to the entire household was taken or damaged. To construct a household-
level working file for use in analysis, only the first household respondent
data were included (FRSTPR2=1) for the reasons described earlier. The
Personal Level Data File was subsetted by FRSTPER = 1 and family-level data
(e.g., INCOME, PLACER, etc.) abstracted for these records. In addition,
the required identifiers (CATINUM and HUID), design descriptors (STRATUM
aand again HUID), and weights (WTI1A, WTHSTD, WIHSTD2) were also abstracted.
The abstracted records from the Person Level Data File with FRSTPER=1
constituted the base file.

Next the analyst used the In Scope Crimes File to count the oumber of
victimizations occurring to each household by type of crime. To prevent
duplication, only the household crimes reported by the first household
respondent (FRSTPR2=1) were counted. Three household-level count variables
were created, one variable for each of the three following types of house-
hold crimes: (1) burglary, (2) household larceny, and (3) household van-

dalism. These three recodes were merged to the household-level base file
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using the unique identifier CATINUM. (HUID could also have been used.)
This last step produced a household-level analysis file with one record for

each responding household and all the data required for analysis.

C. Construction of Crime-Level Analysis Files

Construction of the Personal Crimes Analysis File began with the
abstraction of required data (CATINUM and crime descriptions needed) for
personal crimes only from the In Scope Crimes File to form the base file
for the Personal Crimes Analysis File. Then, the analyst abstracted
weights variables (WIPRSN, WISMS, WISMS2) and other needed variables (e.g.,
PLACER, STRATUM, HUID) from the Person-Level Data File and merged them to
the base file (using CATINUM) to create the required file for amalyses of
the characteristics of personal crimes.

Construction of the Household Crimes Amalysis File was similar except
that (1) only records associated with household crimes reported by the
first household respondent (FRSTPER=1) was used, and (2) the weights used
in analysis were WII1A, WIHSTD, and WTHSTD2.

D. Estimation Using These Analysis Files

Most software packages, including SAS and SPSS, assume that the indi-
viduals included in the sample have been selected by simple random sampling
(SRS). As noted in Chapter 2, however, the DCHVS sample used unequal
probabilities of selection (DC city residents were oversampled), stratifi-
cation (telephone exchange codes were grouped by location), and clustering
(all persons age 12 and over were interviewed when their residential tele-
phone number was selected). Since a complex survey design was used for the
DCHVS, the SRS methods of variance estimation, construction of confidence

intervals, and hypothesis testing used by standard software packages are no
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longer appropriate. When SRS methods are used with complex survey data,
the true variance of survey estimates is usually understated.

Several methods have been developed to approximate the variance of
complex survey estimates. Most commonly used are: (1) balanced repeated
replication (McCarthy, 1966), (2) the jack-knife method (Jomes, 1974), and
(3) Taylor Series linearization (Woodruff, 1971). Each of these methods
assumes a multi-stage stratified sample design with two or more primary
sampling units per stratum. For the DCHVS, the strata-are identified by
the variable STRATUM and the primary sampling units by the variable HUID.

These variance estimation algorithms are available in a number of
software packages (Coben, 1983). OSIRIS IV contains procedures that imple-
ment each of these common variance-estimation procedures (Van Eck, 1979).
The balanced repeated replication method is used for estmating the variance
of means, proportions, totals, and rate in the Health Examination Survey
Variance and Cross Tabulation Program (Jomes, 1977). Finally, RTI has
developed general purpose software procedures that use the Taylor Series
linearization approach for variance estimation. Two procedures were used
in this studyf RATIO2 was used to calculate the rates and their standard
errors (Wheeless and Shah, 1982). RTIFREQS was‘used to calculate percents
and their standard errors (Shahk, 1982). These procedures and other RTI

variance estimaton procedures have been released for general use.
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CORE QUESTIONNAIRE
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Section A
Introductory questions

Section B
Listing events

SO that | can ask questions that iR your living situa-

ion, I'l start by asiung a few facts about that:

1a How long have you lived at your cumment resi
aance?
1« Less than 1 yesr
2-1-2 years
3-2-Sysann > GO TO 2.
4 - More than § years —» GO TO 2.
OK - Don't know —e GQ TQ ¢

15, What month and year did you move in?
MONTH: YEAR:

1¢. How iong have you lived in the Washington
aroa?

1« .82y than { yeur
2- 1102 yoars
3-21035 years
4 - Morg than S yoars

2 How many pecpls wiho are 12 or cider live in
your house or apartment. including yourseit?
ENTER NUMBER:

3. Inyour areq. is thare & Neighborhood Watch
or citizens’ group that patrcis the community
fo prevent cnme?
1-Yes
2-No-=> GO TOS.
0K - Dant knaw - GO TO 5.

4. Do you take part in it?
1.Yas
2-No

5. Qo you basiong to any other local organizaten
thet has an anti-crime prigram?
t-Yes
2-No

8. During 1982 or 83, did you own 3 car. van,
mMOICYels of Other motar venkle?
1-Yes
2-No

7. Did you share the usg of any (other) vehicles
owned by people you lived with in 1982 or
19837

1-Yes
2-No

8. (IF OWNS OR SHARES MOTOR VEHICLE: Q.

6-7) Oid you have 2 place at homa 10 parx
your venicig of veincles oft the street?
1-Yes

2-No

Next we need to list each cnme event that hap-
pened to you dunng 1982 or 1983, Wa want to
cover tha laliawing kinds of crimes:

Any physical artack against you. personaily
Break-in ot iHegal amtry of yout home of lodgings
Theft of your personal or househoid belongings

Deiiberate damage or seaing fire 10 your
home or beiongings. -

Attermots of threats to co any of these things
are aiso included.

Right off, can you think of a time dunng 1982 or
1983 Niat any of thess
things happenad o you?

1-Yes

2-No—== GO TO SECTIONC.

3« Unsure of when

2. What sonrt of thing happensd? Give me a lew
werds 1 describe what occurred. IF UNCLEAR
WHETHER SINGLE OR MULTIPLE EVENT,
ASK: Did this happen one time or several
timea?

1 - R mentions single event —= ENTER
OESCRIPTION AND GO TO .
2 - R indicates muitipie events or times

b, 13 thera any paracular tima that ig clear in your
ming? The mast recent event for instance?
1-Yea
2-No-=» GOTOL

¢ Give ma 3 fow words about what happened.
ENTER DESCRIPTION AND CONTINUE.

d. I3 there any other timo that is clesar in your
ming?

1-Yes — RETURN TO c.
2-No

0. Have you descnbed all the ovents you were
thinking at?

1-Yes~— GO TOIL
2-No

f. Wera any of the times related somehow to
sach omner—ingy happensd in the same piacs,
invotved e same person, or wara similar
cmes?

1-Yes
2+No-—= GO TOh.

g. Give me a few words 10 descnbe what hap-
penad. ,
ENTER DESCRIPTION, DESIGNATE AS
"SERIES” IF MORE THAN ONE EVENT. GO
TO

h

| newd to make an entry tn dascnbe each type
of cnme. Give ma a faw wrdd G descnbe

thess types of cnmes segarately or 38 a group.

FOR EACH TYPE MENTIONED, ENTER
DESCRIPTION. DESIGNATE AS "SERIES”
IF MORE THAN ONE EVENT. CONTINUE
WITH i,

Has any other cnme svent that happenad to
you in 1982 or 1983 come to ming?

1+ Yes = RETURN TO a.
2 - No —» GO TO SECTION C.
3. Unsure of when ~— RETURN TO a.

List of events since January 1, 1982

Event

numoer
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Section C
Examples and reminders

| am going (0 read sorn@ exsmples that give

of an idea of crime gvents wa want (0 laarmn
about. As | read them. be thinking of whether
something like thst happensd 0 you dunng 1982 or
83.

(IF R HAS ALREADY MENTIONED ONE EVENT
OR MORE) You only have 1o stop me when you
thurti of 30Me svent you didn't mention alreacy.

{IF R HAS NOT MENTIONED AN EVENT) You
only have to $t00 Me when you are raminded of
omething you thinik should be mentoned.

CHECK ITEM A: DOES R OWN Off SHARE USE
OF & MOTOR VEHICLE? (Q. A6 OR A7 = YES)

1+ YES — CONTINUE.
2-NO— GOTO 2

1. Firs: are examples of things that might have
hsppened dunng 1982-83 10 a car, truck, MOtor-
Cyci@. of othar motor vehicle that you owned or
shared with pseple living with you:

02 - was a vehicle siien?

03 - broken into o taMpered with?

04 - gas or ol stolen?

05 - damaged on purpose——ior instance:
antenna or window broken, tre siashed?

08 - parts stolten: for instance, tre, tape deck,
hubcap or battery?

2 (FirsyNext) think of whathar any of the foliowing
things happaned 0 you invoiving anyone's
vehicle.

- something of yours stolen from a vehicle,
SUCh as grocures, clothing, a bnsicase?
08 - being forced to get in or stay in a vehicls?
09 - & gniver rying o run INtO you or INto your
vehicle?
10 - a criver trying $o force you off the road
or int0 a cragh?

PROBE: Am | going too fast or too siow?

As soon as you think of some crme (that you
haven t yet mentionsd), please stop me even if it
doesn't fit an exampie | have just read.

3. Next think of whether you were attacked of
reataned in any of these ways:

11 - attacked with bare hands: punching,
choking, scratching, lucking, biting?

12 - with any weapon: {or instancs. gun,
krife, scrssore?

13 - with a stick. balibst, frypan?

14 - by somatiung thrown, Such as a rock. bottle,
cen?

15 - & bombing or bomb scare? fira bomb?

16 - by drug or poison? buming of scaiding?

17 - by somsone sicaing & cog on you?

18 - grabbed. held, manhandied?

19 - a sexual aftack?

20 - a threatening phone call? threet notes
or lotters?

21 - threats face-to-face?

22 - robbery or shake-down?

4. The next examples may remind you of a time
that something of yours was stolen or damaged.
Such ag—-

23 - bicycie

24 - bnefcase or juggage, book, records

25 - personal beiongings like money, wallet, 1D,
credit card, purse

28 - sports equipment

27 - clothing

28 - joweiry, watch, fur

29 - househoig belongings. such as TV or

Stere0, silverware, nugs -

30 - tpols, equipment, buiiding material
31 -gun

32 - groceries

33 - pet of animal

5. Was thare any pilfering—gatting at such thengs as
fusl oif or firewodd, your food or tiquor supply,
fruit or vegatabies you grow?

34 - Yes — IF R NAMES NEW EVENT, DE-
SCRIBE IN LIST OF EVENTS.
No

8. Was any (other) personal or household prop-
orty taken during 1982 or 19837

35 - Yes — IF R NAMES NEW EVENT, DE-
SCRIBE IN LIST OF EVENTS.
No

7. As fer as you know, did anyone try to steal

anything?

36 - Yes — IF R NAMES NEW EVENT,
DESCRIBE IN LIST OF EVENTS.
No

IF R HAS NOT RESPONDED TO ANY RE-
MINDERS, PROBE: Remember to stop me any-
time you think of somathing (you haven't men-
tioned yet).

8. Think now about whether any ntruger broke in or
trigd to get into your home:

37 - by forcing a door? through a window?

38 - by trickery? just walking in?

38 - gat in or tried to g™ in the garags, shed,
storage room?

40 - in g vacaton hoiMe you own Of wera
renting?

41 - g break-in of 2 hotel or motel room you
were staying in?

9. Vandelism cr detiberate demage to your property:

42 - winOOws broken, lock damaged

43 - walls defaced, grafith

44 - mgilbox broken

45 - plantings destroyed or damage in your yard
48 - your property sat on fire

10. Thinking about places can remind you of
events that heppenad there. Here are re-
minders of places crimes can happen.

47 - at work?

48 - at scheol?

49 - g restroom, waiting room, waiting lina?

50 - street, alley, a parking lot or garage?

§1 - store, shopping malil, laundromat, gas
station?

52 - restaurant or bar?

53 - @ hospital o clinic?

54 - rgcreaton place, such as a stadium,
theater, gym, bowling alley, game
arcade?

55 - a park, beach, or pool?

56 - a gathenng such as a pany, funeral, or
wedding?

57 - a paradie, rally, or mesting?

58 - on a bus, Metro, taxi?

59 - while travelling? plane? tran? bus?

60 - a hotsi or motei?

11. How sbout places you keep thirgs, such as

61 - & desk or locker?
62 - porch, yard, garden?

12, Finally, we want to be sure to include things
done by peopls you know, such as:

63 - a co-worker, customer, Or empioyea
84 - & newghbor or friend
&5 - ralative or family memoer

13. Can you think of say (other) crimas in 1982 or
1983 that we should (add to the) list?

68 - Yes — IF R NAMES NEW EVENT,
DESCRIBE IN LIST OF EVENTS.
No

IF NO EVENTS ARE LISTED: GO TO SECTION
P.

iIF ANY EVENTS ARE LISTED: BEGIN SECTION
D VERIFICATION, STARTING WITH EVENT
NO. 1 AND FILLING REPORTS FOR ALL EVENTS
IN ORDER LISTED.

interviewer instructions for
examples and reminders

READ ITEMS SLOWLY AND DISTINCTLY AND
GIVE R TIME TO THINK.

IF R SAYS THAT A PREVIOUSLY MENTIONED
EVENT FITS AN EXAMPLE JUST REAC. SAY:
Diferent exampies | am ragding can fit the same
event. For now, we just want to liat each sspsrate
event that happened. Once you've mentionad

an event o me, try to think of any other times in
1982 or 1983 that there was a crime against
you.

IF R REPORTS AN EVENT:

8. What sort of thing happened? Give me a few
words 10 aescribe what ccourred. IF UNCLEAR
WHETHER SINGLE OR MULTIPLE EVENT,
ASK: Did this happen one time Or several
tmes?

1 - R mentions single avent ENTER DESCRIP-
TION AND GO TO i.
2 - R indicates multiple events o7 times

b. is there any panicular time thal 13 clear in your
mind? The most recent event, for instanca?
1«Yes
2-No=— GO TOL.

¢. Give ms a few words about what hagpaned.
ENTER DESCRIPTION AND CONTINUE.

d. g thera any other time that is clear n your
mind?
1-Yes- RETURN TO c.
2-No



Section D
Crime event verification

. Have you descnbad ail the events you were
thinking of?

1-Yas—e GOTOQI
2-Ne

Were any of the times rel2ted somenow to each
other — they ruippened in the same placs,
involved the Samg person, or were similar
cnmes?

1-Yes
2-Now=e GOTON.

. Give me a few words to descnbe what hao-
cened.

ENTER DESCRIPTION. DESIGNATE AS
g%ﬂ.:’EcS IF MORE THAN ONE EVENT.
i

. 1 need to make an entry to describa each type
of cime, Give me a few words 10 descnbe
these types of crimes separatety or as & group.

FOR EACH TYPE MENTIONED, ENTER DE.
SCRIPTION. DESIGNATE AS SERIES IF
MORE THAN ONE EVENT. CONTINUE WITH
i

Ckay. Here are some more exampies. You
onty have (0 ston me when you think of an
svent you havent already totd ms about.

gESUME READING CUES WHERE LEFT
FF,

You mentoned that (READ DESCRIPTION), is that
right?

Yes

No > CORRECT DESCRIFTION.

IF SERIES OF CRIMES. ASK: How many events
are you descnbing?
ENTER NUMBER:
THEN SAY: I'm going tq ask you soma questions
about this seriee of everts. Think about the

most recent one of these, or a fypical one, and
answer the qusstions for that ane tme.

1. Let's call whoevar did this the offendaers. While
the cnme was gong on:

YES NO
2. did you see an offender? 1 2

b. were you and anoffenderboth 1 2
at the same place at the same

tmae?

c. was thene any COMMuUMCAton 1 2
between 2n ofendsr and you?

2. To ba sure ! get the whole picture. | want to
know ad of the things that happened in con-
nection with s cnma. In descnbing wnat
happened, you may have to repeat informa-
tion you hava already given me. First,

a  Was them burglary, illegal entry, or attemotes
break-n? IF BREAK-IN ONLY TO CAR,
BOAT, OFFICE. OR BUSINESS, CODE "NO".

1-Yes
2-No—GO TOI.
DK - Don't kingw —= GO TO i,

L. Was thet at your home, 2 vacation home or
secong home, of somewnere ¢isa?

1 - Home ==» GO TO 1,

2 - Vacabon of second home

3 - Somewhsre eize — GO TO h.
DK - Oon't know ~~» GO TO i,

¢ Were you renting it for your own uss, did you
own it, or ware you just visiting? .

1 - Renting —=» GO TO 1.
2-0wn

3 - Vistting —~» GO TQ .

DK < Dontknow —» GO TQ .

d. Was it remted out to someone else at the tima?

1-Yes—> GO TOI.
2-No
DK - Don't know —= GO TO i,

Q. Was it vacant at the tme?

1:Yeg ~>» GO TOI.
2-No
DK - Don't know == GO TO i,

f.  Did someona get in of try 10 gt in your actual
living quarners?

1Yo
2-No

g. Did thay get n or iry. to gat into 3 garage.
$nhed, or other structure used just by your
“houssroid?

1. Yos
2-No

} GQTOw
DK - Dont xnow

h. Did someone gat in of ry to get in a hotel or
matel room you were staying in?
1-Yes
2-No

i. During this event. did anyons take of try to
take anythung that beionged to you perscnally?
1-Yes
2-No

j. Did they take or try to take property that
telonged o your sntire housshoid, such as
furmture or applisnces?
1-Yas
2-N

. Wag there any damage o anything that be:ongs
to you personaily?
1-Yss
2-No

1. Was there damage to property that belongs o
yout entre housghold?

1.Yes
2-No

CHECK ITEM B:.
WAS THERE DAMAGE? (Q. D2k or | = YES)

1~ YES = CONTINUE.
2-NQ - GO TON,

m. Was any of the damage dona on purpose?

1-Yes
2-No

n. Dunng the event, did anyong injure you. atamot
0 imure you, of thraatan to injure you?
1. Yes
2 - Ne —» GO TO VERIFY TABLE
DK - Don't know —s GO TO VERIFY TABLE.
0. Were you inurea?
1. Yos -= GO TO VERIFY TABLE.
2-No
p. Was an atempt made to injure you?

{-Yes
2-Mo

VERIFY TABLE
. YESNO
A. BURGLARY OR ATTEMPT:
1. QWNERORRENTERQCCUPIED

(Q.02A0rg = YES) 12
2. VACANT DWELLING
(Q, D2¢ = YES) 12
3. HOTEL OR MOTEL ROOM
(Q. 02h = YES) 12
8. THEFT OR ATTEMPT |
(Q. Q2 or| = YES) 1 2
C. INTENTIONAL DAMAGE
Q. D2m = YES) 12
D. INJURY, ATTEMPT, OR THREAT
TQ INJURE
Q. D2n = YES) 1 2




CK ITEM C:

IF VERIFY [TEM A1 = YES —» GO TC 3.

IF VERIFY [TEM A2 = YES —» GO TO 8a
IF.VERIFY [TEM A3 = YES « GO TO 4.

IF VERIFY TEMBORC = YES — GO TO 5.
IF VERIFY ITEM D = YES -« GO TO 6.

OTHERWISE.GOTONEXTEVENTORSECTIONP.

3. (BURGLARY OR ATTEMPT: OWNER OR
RENTER OCCUPIED) At tha time of the
break-in or attempted break-in, how many
peopie 12 years oid or okder were living
there, including yourself?

ENTER NUMBER: . GO TO 6b.

. (BURGLARY OR ATTEMPT: HOTEL OR
MOTEL ROOM) At the time of the break-in or
stemnpiod break-in, how many people 12 ysars
O Clde! were SLEying in your room or suite?

ENTER NUMBER: . GO TO 6b.

o

5. (THEFT OR ATTEMPT, INTENTIONAL DAM-
AGE) Including yourself, how mary peopie 12
yesrs oid ¢r cider were vichms of thig event
in e sense that somecne ock, tried to take, of
damaged something betonging to them?
ENTER NUMBER: . GO TO 6b.

6a (INJURY¥ OR ATTEMPT, THREAT) Including
yoursel!, how many peopie 12 years oid or
cider were victims of this event in the sense
hat someone miured, thed to infurs, o threat-
ened to injure them?

ENTER NUMBER:

€. How many of these people are membery of
your current housshoid?

ENTER NUMBER:

IF BURGLARY OR ATTEMPT OF HOTEL OR
HOTEL ROOM (Q. 2h = YES), GO TO 8a.

7. Did this event happen &t your current homa?

1-Yes—> GO TO 9.
2-No

8a. Was itin D.C., Maryland, Virginia. or eisewhera?

1-0C.

2 - Maryland — GO TO 8.

3 - Virginia = GO TO 8e.

4 - Elsewhera — GO TO 8f.
DK - Don't know —e GO TO 9.

8n. (IN D.C.) Did it happen in the Northeast,
Nortrwest, Southaast of secton?

1 - NE
2-NW
3-SE
4-SW

Be. Did it happan in the Capito! Hill area?

1-Yes
2-No GO TODO9.
DK - Don't know

8a. (IN MARYLAND) In what county?

1 - Pnnce Georges County
2 - Momgomary County

3 - Chartes County

4 - Elsewhere in Maryland
OK - Don't know

} GO TO 5.

8e. (IN VIRGINIA) Was it in an independent city or
in & county?

1 - City of Alexandna

2 - City ot Falls Church

3 - Fairfax City

4 - City of Manassas or
Mangssas Park

5 - Fairfax County

6 - Ardington County

7 - Loudoun County

8 - Prince William County

GO TOS.

9 - Elsewhere in Virginia -

DK - Don't know

8. Waa it in the 50 States or eisawhere?

1 - in the 50 States
2 - U.S. temitory or posseasion
3 - Qutside the U.S.

9. Did this event happen before 1982, m 1982, or
was tt in 19837 IF R IS UNSURE OF TIME,
ASK; Which is more likaly: that this eévent hap-
pened in 1981 or 1982 or that it happened in
1982 or 18837

1 - Before 1982 —= GO TO NEXT EVENT
OR SECTION P.

2-1982

3-1983

4 - Could have been 81 or 82 —» GO TO
11.

5 - Could have been 82 or 83 —» GO TO
12

DK « Don't know —» GO TO NEXT EVENT

OR SECTION P.

10a. What month was that?
ENTER 2 DIGITS FOR MONTH:

IF "NOT SURE.” ENTER DK AND CON-
TINUE.

IF BEFORE MAY 1, 1962 OR AFTER APRIL
30, 1983 (Q. 9 AND Q. 10a ), GO TO
NEXT EVENT OR SECTION P

IF BETWEEN MAY 1, 1982 AND APRIL 30.
1883, GO TO SELECTION TABLE.

. Was it in the coidsst winter months -
December, January, F was it in the
spring, summer (1982: or fail)?

1 - Winter: Dec., Jan., Feb.

2. Spring: Mar, Aor, May — GO TO
10d.

3 . Summer: June, July, Aug. —» IF 1983
Q.9 = 3), GO TO NEXT
EVENT OR SECTION P
OTHERWISE GO TO 13b.

4 - Fail: Sept., Oct., Nov, —» GO TO
13b.

DK - Don't know — GO TO NEXT EVENT

OR SECTION P.

10c. Was it this past winter or the one before
that?

1 - This past winter (82-83) —+ GO TO
13b.
2 - Last winter (81-82) — GO TO NEXT
EVENT OR SECTION P.
DK - Don't know —~ GO TO NEXT
EVENT OR SECTION P

10d. Was it befors or after May 17

1 - Balore — [IF 1882 (Q. 9}, GO TO NEXT

EVENT OR SECTION P. OTHERWISE
GO TO 13b.

2 - After — IF 1983 (Q. 9), GO TO NEXT
EVENT OR SECTION P OTHERWISE
GO TO 13b.

DK - Don't know — GO TO NEXT EVENT

OR SECTION P

112, Was it before or after Chnstmas 19817
1 - Before —s GO TO NEXT EVENT OR
SECTION P.
2 - After

11b. Was it before or after May i, 19827

1 - Before —~ GO TO NEXT EVENT OR
SECTION P.
2 - After — GO TO 13a.
DK - Don't know — GO TO NEXT
EVENT OR SECTION P.

122 Was it befors or aftar Christmas 19827
1 - Before
2 - After —» GO TO 12d.
DK - Don't know —+ GO TO 12d.

12h. Was it before or after Labor Day 19827

1 - Before
2 - After == GO TO 13a.
DK - Don't know

. Was it bafore or after May 1, 19827

1 - Betore —» GO TO NEXT EVENT OR
SECTION P.
2 - Aftgr ~» GO TO 13a.
DK - Don't kinow =—» GO TO NEXT EVENT
OR SECTION P.

12d. Was it before or after May 1, 19837

1 - Bafore
2 - After ~~» GO TO NEXT EVENT OR
SECTION P,
DK - Don't know > GO TO MEXT
EVENT OR SECTION P.

132 Have you thought of the yaar it happened? IF
R IS UNSURE OF TIME. ASK: Which is
more likely: that this evant happened in 1982
or that it happened in 19837

1 - Bafors 1982 —— GO TO NEXT EVENT OR
SECTION P.

21982

3-1983

DK - Don't know — GO TO NEXT EVENT

OR SECTION P.

13b. Have you thought of the month it happened?
IF R CANNOT GIVE EXACT MONTH, ASK:
Can you give me a range of months in
which it happenad?

1 - R gives axact month;
2 - R gives range of months: o

DK - Stil cant say

IF BETWEEN MAY 1, 1982 AND APRIL 30, 1983
{Q. 9, Q. 13a. AND Q. 13b), CONTINUE. OTH-
ERWISE GO TO NEXT EVENT OR SECTION P.

SELECTION TABLE

HAVE SECTIONS £-O BEEN COMPLETED FOR
SiX CRIMES?

1- YES ~= GO TO NEXT EVENT OR SECTION
2- NO —» GO TO SECTION E.



Section E
QOftender information

I'q like to ask you about the offender or offendsers
wno wefe Invoived,

1.

Do you know if there was one offender or mors
than one?

1 - One —= GO TO CHECK ITEM D.
2 - More than orie — GO TO CHECK ITEM

D.
DK - Don't know

2 Do you think it was one or more than one?

1-0ne
2 - Mors than one

CHECK ITEM 0. OID R SEE THE OFFENDER? (Q.

D1a = YES)

YES —» GO TO CHECK [TEM E.
NO —+ CONTINUE.

4,

. Did you leem who did it, or anything about who

did it - for instanca, whethiar young or oid,
black or white, mais oz female?

1-Yes

2- Na—=» GO TQ SECTION F.

OK - Dont know or not sure —- GO 7O
SECTION F.

How did you leam about who (posaibiy) did
it? MARK ALL THAT APPLY.

1-Omogmmboro!houuhddmwm

eyewilness
2 - From other eyewitnesses
3 - Oftencer(s) admitted it
4 - From poiice
5 - Offander{s) hag threstened to g it
8 - Figured it out: by who had motive,
opporturaty, or had done it before
7 - Other

CHECK ITEM E:

if Q. E1 OR E2 = 1, CONTINUE WITH S.
Q. E1CRE2 = 2,GQ TO 15,
OTHERWISE. GO TO SECTICN F.

IF ONE OFFENDER:

s.

Was this parson male or femala?

1 - Mal®
2 - Female

. Wouid you say tha person was a child, 1eenager,

young adult. or an oider person?
1 - Child

2 - Teensger

3 - Young aduit

4 - Qlder person

. What was the race of thig porson?

1 - White

2- 8lack

3 - Hispanic
4 - Asian

5 - Other race

8. (IF B SAW OR COMMUNICATED WITH
OFFENDER: Q. 012 OR D1c = YES)
Oid (hevsne) act normal, or did (he/shg) seem
drunk, drugged. or insane?

1 - Nomal

2 - Orunk or arugged

3 - Insane

4 - Nat normal, couldn't tett whether drunk,
drugged. insane

9. W33 the person someone you kniw or had
sean before?

1 - Yes, knaw or had seen beiore

2 - No. strangar — GO TO SECTION F.-

DK - Don't kngw — GQ T4 SECTION
F.

-

10. How weli did you know the parson - by sight
only, casual acquamtance of weil known?

1 - Wedlt known

2 - Casusl acquaintancs

3 - Sight only == GQ TO SECTION F.
DK - Don't know —e GO TO SECTION F.

11. How dld you know this parson? Was the
parson a riend, relative, co-worker, or whax?

1 - Spouse

2 - Ex-spouse

3 - Parent or step-parent

4 - Own chud or step-chid

5 - Brothsr/ sister

§ - Qther reiative

7 - Boy or gutiriend, ex-boy or guifriond

8 - Friend or ex-inend

9 - Co-worker, business contact, cug-
tomer, empioyee

10 - Schooimate

11 - Neighboe

12 - Other non-relative

12, Was this the only time this person commutted a

crima agaunst you or your househoid?
1+ Yes — GO TO SECTION F.

2 - No, dong befors
DK - Den't know —» GO TO SECTION F.

13. How many timas before?

1 - Once before
2 - 2or 3 timas before
3 - Mora than 3 (or oftan, many timas, ets.)

14, Qid (hesshe) do somathing else to you or
your household dunng 1982 or 19837

1«Yos
2-No
DK - Cen't know

IF MORE THAN ONE OFFENDER:
15, Were they maie or femaie?

1 » All male
2 ~ All tamale
3 - Both male and female

18. Was the youngest a child, a teenager, young
adult. or an oider psrson?

1 - Child

2 - Teenagar

3 - Young aquit
4 - Qlder person

} GO TO SECTION F.

7.

21

23

24,

In which age group was the oldeat?

1 - Child

2 - Teenager

3 - Young adult
4 - Qldar parson

. What was the racs of ihaso parsons?

1 - White

2 - Black

3 - Hispapic

4 - Asign

§ - Mix of races
8 - Othar race

. (IF R SAW QR COMMUNICATED WITH OF-

FENDERS: Q. D1a OR D1c = YES)
Oid all the offendsrs act normal. or did any
of them scem drunk, drugged. or insane?

1 + Al normad

2 - Some o 3l drunk or drugged

3 - Some or all insane

4 - Soine or all not normal, couldn't teYl whather
drunk, drugged. insane

. Were some or all of them peipie you knew

or had seen bafore?

1 - Yes, some or all known of 3aen befors
2 - No. all strangers — GO TO SECTION

F.
OK - Don't know —» GO TQ SECTION F.

How well did you know the oftendsrs - by sight
only, casual acquastanca or well known?
CODE FOR BEST-KNOWN QOFFENDER.

1 - Weill known

2 . Casual acquaintance

3 - Sight enty — GO TO SECTION F.
DK - Den't know —» GO TO SECTICN F.

How aid you know them? Were they frisnds,
relatives. co-worxers, or what? MARK ALL
THAT APPLY.

1 - Spouss
2 - Ex-spouse
3 - Parant or step-parent
4 - Ovn child or step-chiid
5 - Brothersister
8 - Other reiative
7 - Boy or girtiriend, sx-boy of girlfriend
8 - Friend or ex-friend
9 - Co-worker, business Contact, customer,
smpioyee
10 - Schooimats
11 - Neighbor
12 - Other ron-relative

Wag this the first ime any of thess persons
committad a cnma against you of your house-
hoid?

1+ Yes == GO TO SECTION F.
2 - Na, done before
DK - Don't know —=—» GO TO SECTION F.

How many times bafore?

1 - Once befors
2-2103times
3 - Mora than 3 (or often, many times, otc.)

. Did any of tham do samething else to you or

your housenold dunng 1982 or 19837

1-Yes
2-No



Sectlon F
Burglary or attempt

Section G
Thett or attempt

WCK ITEM F:
DOES VERIFY [TEM A1, 2 OR 3 = YES?

1+ YES =+ CONTINUE.
2 - NO ~=+ GO TO SECTION G.

.

CHECK ITEM G:
DOES VERIFY [TEM B = YES?

1+ YES - CONTINUE.
2 - NO —» GO TO SECTION H.

1. You mentioned & break-in. Did the offender(s)
axually get in or just try to get in?

1 - Actusify got in =+ GO TO 3.

2 - Just tried

3 - There was no break-in = GO TO SEC-
TION G.

2. How do you know someone thed to gat in?
MARK ALL THAT APPLY.

1 - Window, door, etc.
opened or had marks
showing tamperning

2 - R saw or heard
atempt (o enter

3 - Others saw or heard
attempt to enter

4 - Other knowiecge or

SUSPISOT
DK - Don't know

GO TO
SECTION G.

3. How did the offender(s) get in?

1 - Broke in: proksd lock, forcing or breaking
Of TBMOUVING WINGowW, door. other opening

2-Letin

3 - By tnekery or deception

4 - Pughing past somesone

5 - Through open or uniockad door, window. Of
cpening
Had key
Other

1. In this event, did the offenciar(s) taks or try to

take property belonging to 2 businass or used
for a business?

1+ Yes
2-No—> GO TO 2b.
DK - Rea't know —» GO TO 2b.

-

2a. Not counting that businsss property, did the
oftengar(s) actually taks property that was
for your personal use of the usa of your
housshoid?

1-Yes -+ GO TO 2c.
2-No=— GO TO S2.
DK - Don't know —+» GO TO Sa.

2b. Did the offender(s) actually take your per-
sonal belongings or thase of your household?

1-Yes
2+« No=- GO TO 5a
OK - Don't know —» GO TO Sa.

2. What kind of things were taken? PROBE: Any-
thing eise? IF NOT SPECIFICALLY MEN-
TIONED: Any cash taken? MARK ALL [TEMS
MENTIONED IN COLUMN 1 OF STOLEN
GOODS TABLE.

3. What was the toial value of the personal or
houssnoid property that was taken? (READ IF
CAT. 6 MARKED: include any loss you had
because checks were cashed or credit cards
were siolen.) If you're not sure, just give me
your best esimate.

1 - Lass than $10

2-510-849

3 - 350~399

4 - S100-8489

5 - $500~ 3999

6 - $1,000-54.999

7 - 85,000 or more

§ - Can't put doflar value on loss
DK - Don't know and cant sstimata

4. Did you get any of the property back not
counting compensation from insurance or other
sources?

1-Yes
2-No

5a. Was there any (other) personal proparty of
yours or your housenoid that the offender(s)
tned to take but faleda?

1~ Yes

2 - No -~ GO TO CHECK ITEM H,

DK - Don't know —» GO TO CHECK ITEM
H.

Sh. What did they try to take? PROBE: Anything
sisa? IF NOT SPECIFICALLY MENTIONED:
Any cash? MARK ALL ITEMS MENTICNED
IN COLUMN 2 OF TABLE.

CHECK ITEM H:
ARE THERE ANY MARKS IN COLUMN 17
YES — GO TOQ. 6.
NO ~—» CONTINUE.
ARE THERE ANY MARKS IN COLUMN 2, CATE-
GORIES 1-77
YES — GO TO Q. 6.
NO = GO TO SECTION H.

6. (IF CAT. 1 MARKED IN COL. 1-2) You said
there was (attempted) theft of your motor
vehicie. How many peopie in your household
owned or sharad the use of that vehicle, inciud-
ing yourssti?

ENTER NUMBER:

7. (IF CAT. 2 MARKED IN COL. 1~2) Did the
oflender(s) (try to) take the vehicie parts from
the vehicie itsail?
1-Yes
2- No

8. (IF CAT. 4-7 MARKED IN COL 1-2 AND
Q. D1b = YES) Was any of tha property on
your psrson at the time; for instance, in
& pockst of being wom or camiad?

1- Yes
2-No

Stolen goods table

{1} 2)
Type R's Aftempt
of Propofty to
proporty taken  take

1. Motor vehicle:
Car
Truck, van,
Other 4 + whssled vehicie
Motorcycie
Moped or other
Ofi-the-road vehicle

2 Motor vetucie parts:
Banery

Tire
Tape deck. radio, Etc.
Hubcap or omament
Mecnhanicai pans
Other

. Gasaline or ol stolen

. . Purse or wallet
.- Cash or food starnps
Cregitcard -
Checks or checkbook

Other negotiablas
(Stocxs, bonds. etc.)

[ T R N X

7. Other parsonal valuables:
Jeweiry
Watch
Bnefcase
Camera
Personal stereo
Clothing, turs
Kays
Dnver's license. 10
Cther



Section H
Property damage

Section |
Lossss due to theft
or property damage

Stolen goods table (cont.)

Type
of

Mm@
R's Altempt
propenty o
taken take

CHECK ITEM I:
DOES VERIFY ITEM C = YES?

1- YES —= CONTINUE.
2-NQ —> GO TO SECTION L.

1. You toid me that something was damaged. What
personal or househoid property of yours was
actually damaged? Amything eise? MARK ALL
THAT APPLY.

1 - Vehicle or past

2 - Building or part of it

3 - Fumiture or househoid fumishings

4 . Clotiving or othur parsonal bsiongings

5 - Piantings, fence, othar objects in yard or
grounds

6 - Pet, animal

7 - {thet property

8 - No aamage —» GO TO SECTION 1.

2 What wiis done t0 cause the damega? MARK
ALL THAT APPLY.

1 - With a vehcla

2 - Bomb or arson

3 - Rock, bnek, other object

4 - By bodily force

5 - Something to defacy or dirty
8§ - Anothar way

7 « Unknown

3. How much did it or would it cost to repair
what was damaged or repiace wnat could not
te repawed? If you're not sure, just give me your
best estmats.

1 - Less than $10

2-810-%49

3 - $50-399

4 - $100~5499

§ - 8500-~5939

B - §1.000-54.993

7 - $5,000 or more

8 - Cant put doilar value on loss
DK - Don't know and can't esumate

CHECK ITEM J:

WAS ANYTHING ACTWALLY STOLEN
(Q. G2a = 1 0r Q. G2b = 1) OR DAMAGED
(VERIFY ITEM C = YES)?

1+ YES —» CONTINUE.
2 NO =+ GO TQ SECTION J.

1. Was the thefvdamege reported to an insur-
ance company?
1-Yes—» GO TO 3.
2-No

2. Was the theivdamage reported 10 anyone
aise in ordar for you 10 recerve compense-
ton for the ioss?

1-Yes
2 - No ~= GO TO 4.
OK - Don't know —» GQ TQ 4.

3. Did you or do you expect to gat any compense-
tion to cover all or part of your 10ss(69)?

1-Yes

2 - Claim stili pending or not yat fileg
3 - No compensanci

DK - Dun't know

4. (Aker you (gevgat) that comoensation), what
{wil berwas) your total loss dus 10 thatt or
damage 0 your progerty? Count losses
from credit cards that were used or checks
that were casned (if they weig not cov-
ered by the compensaton).

1 - Lasy than $10

2-810~549

3 - $50-599

4 - 51005499

S - 35005999

8 - 51000545993

7 - S5000 or more

8 - Can't put dollar value on loss
OK - Don't know angd cant esnmate



Section J
Injury, attempted injury, or threat

LK ITEM K:

THIS EVENT A THREAT ONLY? (Q. D2n
= YES AND Q. D20 = NO AND Q. D2p =
NO}

1- YES —» CONTINUE.
2+ NO = GO TO CHECK ITEM L.

-

. You saxd you wars threatensd. Ware you thrast-
ened in person, by talephone, or in writing?
IF MORE THAN ONE, CODE LOWEST NUM-
BER.

1 - In person ~» CONTINUE.
2 - By telephone

3 - in writing

4 - Some other way

DK - Don't know

2a. Did the cfiender(s) have & weapon of some-
thing they were using as & wegpon?
1-Yes
2-No— GO TOS.
DK - Don't know —» GO TO 3.

2b. What weapon did the offender(s) have?
PROBE: Anything eise? MARK ALL THAT
APPLY.

1 - Hanagusi
2 - Long gun: rifie, shotgun
3 - Other gun or unknown gun type
4 - Stabbing instrument: knife, sciSsors
5 - Biunt object: charr, bat, frypan, stone
& - Motor vehicle
7 - Explosive device
- Firg
- Other wezoon

t did the ofiender(s) thraaten to do to you?
PROBE: Anything eisa? MARK ALL THAT
APPLY. THEN GO TO SECTION K.

1 -To kiil R

2-Torape R

3-To beat Rup

4 - To injure R severeiy

5 - Lessar or unspecific threat of physical
harm to R

6 - Vagua. rot clearly viclant threat to R

7 - Bomp threat

8 - Arson thraat

9 - Other threat

GO TO 3.

CHECK ITEM L: WAS THERE INJURY OR
ATTEMPT? (Q. D20 = YES or Q. D2p = YES)

1+ YES —» CONTINUE.
2+ NO ~s GO TO SECTION K.

You sawd that...
you wers inyured (IF Q. D20 = YES)
thare was an attempt 1o injure you
{IFQ.D2p = YES)

4a. Was a motor vehicia involved in the offend-
ers (imunng rying to injure) you?
1-Yes
2 - No motor vehicle nvolved —e GO TO 5.
3 » No one mjured of tned 10 injure the re-
spondent —= GO TO SECTION K.
DK - Dont know «== GO TO 5.

4b. In what way? PROBE: Any other way? MARK
ALL THAT APPLY.

1 - Otiender delibgrately drove vahicie at R
or nad to causs crash

2 - By violent maneuver of car both R and
offender were nding 1n

3 - Missile thrown at R or Rg vehicle

4 - Gun fired at Rs vehicle

5 - Altercation arising from traffic incdent

6 - R assaulted in vehicle; ejected from moving
vehicle: or attampt

7 « A abducted in or forced to get into a
vehicle

8 - Cthar

9 - Unspecified

§. Were you attacked by bodily force — hit,
punched, choked, stc.?

1- Yes
2-No

8a. Were you sexually attacked?

1-Yos

2-No—» GO TO 7a.

DK - Don't know

RE - Retused — GO TO 7a.

6b. Were you raped?

1-Yes
2-No

7a. INTERVIEWER CHECKPOINT: IS THERE
MENTION OF A WEAPON OR A WEAPON-
RELATED INJURY IN THE CRIME DESCRIP-
TION?

1-YES
2-NQ - GO TO 7¢.

7b. INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTIONS: FOR EACH
WEAPON MENTIONED IN THE DESCRIP-
TION ABOVE, ENTER IN COLUMN 1 OF
WEAPONS TABLE. (IF MENTION OF A GUN
OR BEING SHOT ASK: What type of gun
did they have?) AFTER ENTERING WEAPQN,
GO TO 8.

7¢. Did the offender(s) have a wsapon or some-
thing thay were using as a weapon?

1-Yes—» GO TOO.

2 - No weapon ~- GO TO CHECK ITEM M.

DK « Don't know ~=» GO TO CHECK ITEM
M.

8. You said thig event involved (WEAPON
MARKED). Did the otfender(s) have another
Weapon Of something eiss they were using as
a weapon?
1-~Yes
2-No~—s GO TO 10.

DK - Don't know —e GO TO 10,

9. What was it? PROBE: Anything else? MARK
ALL WEAPONS MENTIONED IN WEAPONS
TABLE. COL. 1.

10, Weres you attacked with any (of thess)
waapon(s)?
1. Yes
2 - No—> (GO TO CHECK [TEM M,
DK - Den't know —= GQ TO CHECK ITEM
M.

11. What weapons were used to attack you?
PROBE: Anything else? MARK ALL WEAP.
ONS IN COL. 2 OF TABLE.

“12. (IF CATEGORY 1.2, or 3 MARKED IN COL-

UMN 2 OF TABLE) Were you fired at?

1-Yes
2-No

CHECK ITEM M: Was thers injury? (Q. D20 =
YES)

1 - YES —» CONTINUE.
2-NO -~ GO TO 20.

Weapons table

1 (2) )
Weapons Attacked Injured
offenders  with with
Weapons had

1. Hanagun:

2. Long gun: Rifle,
shotgun
3. Othar gun or
unknown gun
fype

4. Cutting of
stabbing:
Knife. scisscrs
5. Blunt object:
Beating or
clubbing
Waapon or
missile
Chaur, bat,
frypan. stone

. Motor venicie
Expiosive
Fire

. Other weapon

© ®» N o>

13. You toid me you wers injured. What ware your
irjuries? PROBE: Any othera? MARK ALL
THAT APPLY.

1 - Gunshot wound

2 - Krufe or stab wound

3 - Broken bones

4 - Internal injuries

5 - Raped

6 - Knocked unconscious

7 - Black eye. bruised, cut. scratched. testh
chipped, or knocked cut

8 - Other

IF GUN OR KNIFE WOUND. MARK APPROPRIATE
WEAPON IN COL. 3 AND GO TO 15a.

IF OFFENDER HAD A WEAPON (Q. 7aor Q. 7¢c =
YES), CONTINUE. OTHERWISE GO TO 16a.

14, What weapons were you injuréd by? MARK
ALL WEAPONS IN COL. 3.

15a. Were you hurt by any other weapons?

1-Yes
2-No~+ GO TO 16a.
DK - Don't know -— GO TO 16a.



Section K Section L
Yietim behavior Witnesses
15b. What other weapons? MARK ALL WEAR- ‘
ONS MENTIONED IN COL. 3. CHECK ITEM N: WAS R IN THE SAME PLACE, CHECK ITEM O.

16

160,

16¢.

17.

18.

Did you receive any medical care for your
inqury?

1-Yes

2-No—~= GOTO 20.

DK - Don't know == GO TO 20.

Whera werg you treated? MARK ALL THAT
APRLY.

1 - At the scens

2+ At R's, neighbor's, friend’s home
3 - Hesith untt, first aid stabon

4 - Doctor's office or clime

§ - Emergancy room at hospital

8 - Hosprtal

7 - Qther

{IF HOSPITAL: Q. 16b) How long dd
you stay in the hospual?

1 - Less than 24 houry

2 « Quemigitt

3 - Mors than a night but less than 2 week
4 - A week o more

Was an insurance claim filed to get your medi-
cal gxpenses pad?

1« Yes. claim filed
2 - Na. claim not fited
3 - No insurance coverage

Did you recswe or do you expact any compen-
saticn from any company or agency 10 cover
medical costs? Include private insurance
plans, Medicax]. Medicare, Champus, V.A., and
public weifare.

1-Yes
2-No

. Mow much did you or wifl you o7 your housg-

hoid heve 10 pay that was not coverad by insur-
ance or other compensanon?

1 - Less than 310

2-810~-599

3 - $100-3439

4 - $500-5999

3 - $1000-$4939

6 - $5000 or more

7 - Compensation not yat received

. Do you hedieve the offendan(s) intended ta injure

you savarely, of stightly, or did (hevsherthay)
not really atternpt to hust you?

1 - Intended to kill

2 - Severaty

3 - Stightty

4 - Did not really intend to hurt

§ - Other

OR DID R SEE OR COMMUNICATE WITH
OFFENDER(S)? (Q. D1a, b, OR ¢ = YES)

YES —e CONTINUE.
NO —s GO TO SECTION L.

4a.

40.

. During the evant. did you thraatsn or try o

hurt (aity of) the offendar(s)?

1-Yes

2-No == GO TO 4a.

3 < No, not aware crime was going oa == GO
TO SECTION L

OK - Don't know == GO TO 4a.

(IF R WAS ATTACKED QR THREATENED: Q,
D2p OR VERIFY ITEM E = YES) Was this
beiors or after you were attacked or threataned?

1 - Before
2+ After
3 - Same tme

P

. (IF R WAS INJURED: Q. 020 = YES) Was

this before or after you werg inpured?

1 - Balors
2. After
3 - Same tims

Did you do anything (eisa) to protect your-
st or your property dunng this event?

1-Yes
2+ No— GO TQ 5a.
DK - Don't know =GO TO Sa.

VWhat did you do? MARK ALL THAT APPLY.

1 - Argued. pleaded, reasoned with offenciers

2 - Stallad, pretendcied to cooperats

3 - Heid onig propernty or rafused to give it up

4 - Tried {0 evade or g3cape offander
(hide, run away)

5 - Tried to get help, attract attantion

8 - Chased ofiender, ned to detain or
appranend

7 - Qther resistance

8 - Cther action

(IF VERIFY TEM D OR € = YES) Was this .
befors or after (you were injurec/the atten'pt
wiS made 10 injure yowyou were threatened)?
1 - Befors

2- Ater

3 - Both bsfore and after,

Sa. Did you have 3 wespon of something you

sa.

could have used as a waapon with you?

1-Yes

2- No—> GQ TO SECTION L.

OK - Don't know -~ GO TO SECTION
L

What was it? PROBE: Anything eise? MARK
ALL THAT APPLY.,

1-Gun

2 - Knifo

3 - Other curtting or stabbing instrument
4 - Blunt instrument

5 - Other

IS THIS EVENT ONLY A THREAT IN WRITING
CR BY PHONE?
(VERIFY ITEM E = YES AND Q. J1 = 1)

1 - YES — GO TO SECTIONN,
2 - NO —» CONTINUE.

1. During this event, ware there any bystanders
of witnesses present (N0t counting you of any
victims)?

1- Yoz
2 - No—=s GO TO SECTION N.
DK - Don't know — GO TO SECTION N.

2. Did you know any of them or were they ail
strangers?
1 - (AH) stranger(s)
2 - Somae strangers, some known
3 - (Al) known

3. Mo many other people ware prasent?
1 - Onea other parson pressnt
2 - Small group (29 other peopie)
3 - Large group (10~25)
4 - Crowd (Over 25)
5 - Cther




Section N
Crime location and conditions

Section O
Aftermiath of event

at time of day did it happen? IF R INDI- 1. | nesd t0 ask about the consaquences ¢f this

7. Did it haopen outdoors, indoors, or insids a

TES THAT THE CRIME WAS QF EXTENDED
DURATION, ASK: What time of day did the
crime begin?

DAYTIME

1 -6 am. to noon

2 - After ncon to 6 p.m.

3 - Unknown daytirhe. hour

NIGHT-TIME

4 - After 6 p.m. to 12 midnight

5 - After midnight to 6 a.m.

6 - Unknown nignt-time hour

DK - Don't know whether day or mght

CHECK ITEM Q:

DOES THIS EVENT INVOLVE BURGLARY OR
ATTEMPT? (VERIFY [TEM A = YES)

1-YES — GO TO SECTION 0.
2 - NO —> CONTINUE.

2 Did it haopen &t home, at work or achool. or
some other place? IF R INDICATES MULTI-
PLE LOCATIONS, ASK: in what location did
the crime begin?

1+ At homs s GO TO 6.

2 - Vacation home —- GO TO 6.

3 + At school =+ GO TQ 6.

4 - At work .,

5 - Somevlace sise

DK - No ides where it happened =

GO TO SECTION O.

at kind of place was that? (IF PUBLIC

ANSPORTATION AND NOT CLEAR

ETHER LOCAL OR NOT, ASK: Was
that local or intercity?)

1 - Someone s home
2 - Eating, onnking or entertainment place
3 - Stors, bank, shopping mall, or dther

8 - Factory or warenouss
9 - Hotel, mote! or lcoging place
10 - Parking garage
11 - Local public transportation vehicie of station:
taxi, subway, metrobus
12 - intercity public transportation vehicle or
stabon: airplane. intsrcity bus of train
13 - Another placs (SPECIFY)

. How far away from home did it happsn?
Was it:
1 - next door or adjacant 10 your dwelling?
2 - within 1 or 2 blocks ot your dwelling?
3 - within 2 mde?
4 - or mora than a mile away?

. Wers you on your way to or from work?
1. Yes
2-No

5. Was it in an area open 1o the public?

1-Yes
2-No

venicle? IF MORE THAN ONE LOCATION,
ASK: In what locaton did the cnme begin?
1 - Qutdoors

2 - Indoors — GO TO 8.

3 - inside a vehicle — GO TO 10.

. Was it on a strest, sidewalk, or what?

1 - Yard o grounds
2 - Stret, highway, alisy

o sidewalk .

3 - Parking iot or araa,
driveway

4 - Open unpaved arsa— GO TO
park, fieid, SECTION O.
woods, beach, etc.

5 - Other outdoor placs

OK - Don't know

. {IF CRIME LOCATION IS OTHER THAN HOME,

VACATION HOME., OR SCHROOL: Q. 2 = 1,
2. or 3) Did it happsn in a Federal Govemnment
office buiiding?

1-Yss
2-No } GO TO SECTION 0.
DK - Don’t know

10. What kind of vehicie?
1-Car
2 - Truck
3. Van
4 - Motorcycle
5-Bus
6 - Tran or Metro Rail
7 - Taxi, Limo
8 - Plane
9 « Boat or Ship

incident. Just to gat the facts straight, did
you have a job at the time cf the event?

1-Yes
2 - NO == GO TO &,
DK - Don't know —= GO TO 4.

2. Wers you on tha job or on duty whan the event
happsned?

1-Yes
2-No

3a. Did you lose any tima from work bacsuss of
tvis event?
1-Yes
2+ No -+ GO TO 4.
DK - Don't know — GO TO 4.

3b. How much time did you lose?
ENTER NUMBER QOF DAYS:

0 - LESS THAN A DAY
DK - Don't know —+ GO TO 4.

3c. Were you paxd for the tms you fost?
1-Yes
2-No
3 - Cther

4. ‘Were the police informed or did thoy find out
about this event n any way?

1- Yes - GO TO 6a.
2-No
OK - Don't know —= GO TO 7.

5. What was the rogson you didn't report it to the
police? PROBE: Any other reason? MARK
ALL THAT APPLY. THEN GO TO 7.

1 - Raported to semaona §iss
2 - No need to call

Object racovered or offender unsuccesstul

Not important or not worth it

Private or personal mattsr ot ook care of it
mysell

3 - Police couldn't do anything

Didn’t find out until later, too late 10 report

Property difficult to recover due (0 lack of

serigl or 10 number

Lack of proof, no way to findvidentity offencer

4 - Police woulkdn't do anything

Polica wouldn't think it was imponant endugh,
thery wouldn't want to be botherad

Police would ba inefficient. neffective, ingens-
tive (they'd arive late. woulkdn't pursus case
property, would harass:insuit respondent. etc.)

§ - Avodd inConvenisnce. NeYaLve CoNSEFqUENces
of reporting
Afrzid of repnsal by offender or Tus.her familys

friends
Did not want to take time - too mTonveniant

6 - Giher
8a. Did you personalty report the cnma to tha police
of 2 government sgcunty guard?

1+ Yes
2+ No —= GO TO 6¢.
DK < Don't know —e GO TO 6c.



Section P
Background information

. People have citierent rassons for reporting
cnmes to police. What was your reason f(or
raporting this event to police? Any other
reason? MARK ALL THAT APPLY. THEN GO
TO7.

1 - Stop a threatened cnime oF  Crim stid
going on
2 - To gat e for injury of 1o deal with

damage
3 - To purxsh or catch otfender
4 - To collect insurance
5 « To recover property
€ - Thought it was my duty
7 - To give svicence or proo!
8 - Was afraid, or wanted protecton
3 . Soma other rexson

Was the cnms repartsd o the palice by some-
one eisa?

1-Yes
2-No

7. To gai an Wdes of Pow paopla are atfectsd by

different cnimes, wa'd like 10 know how upsat-
ting thig event was for you. Would you

say that it was temnbly upssting—-that is, one
ot the most termdle things that has ever
happened to you——of was it very upssting,
slightlty upsetting, or not upsetting at ail?

1 - Tembly upsetting
2 - Very upserting

3 - Slightty upsatting
4 - Not upsatting az ai
5 - Othsr

GQ TO NEXT EVENT OR SECTION P,

CHECK BOX R: IS THIS THE FIRST INTERVIEW
WITH THE HOUSEHOLD?

1-YES — CONTINUE.
2-NO— GOTOS.

Now here ars a few background quastons about
YOUr CUITB r8SKIENce:

ta. Qa you live in a housa, apartmert. townhouse,

1.

e

mobile home or what?

1 - Houss

2 - Townhousae or row houss

3 - Apartment or duplex, CONTOMIMUM w=o
GO 7O 16

4 - Mobite home —» GO TO 1d.

5 - Hotel or motal —e GO TO 2

8 - Rooming house —> GO TQ 2

7 - Other —= GO TO 2.

') that a one family house?
1.Yes=—+ GO TO 1d.
2-Neo

How many living unis are there in the buikding?

1 - Ong

2-23
3-4.10

4 - Morg than 10

. Do you own your (houserunit), pay rent, of do

you live thoro rem-free?

1 - Own o7 co-own
2 - Rent
3 - Ocqupy rent-free

Is your current residencs in 0.C., Maryland,
Virgima, or sisswhare?

1-0.C

2 « Maryland —» GO TQ 2d.

3 - Virginia ——e GO TO 2.

4 - Elsewhers —» GO TO 2t
DK - Dont know — GO TO 3.

. (IN D.C.) I it in the Northeast, Northwast,

Southeast, or Scuthwest sgction?

1. NE
2+ NW
3-8
4 - 5W

is that in the Capitcl Mill area?

1-Yes
2-No
OK - Don't know

(IN MARYLAND) In what county?

1 « Prince Georges County
2 - Montgomery County

3 - Charies County

4 - Elsswhers in Maryland
DK - Oon't know

} GO TO3.

GO TO3

20. (IN VIRGINIA) in what indepsndent city o

county ¢s you live?

1 - City of Alexandria

2 - Gity of Falls Church

3 - Fairfax City

4 - City of Manassas or
Manassas Park

5 - Fairfax County

8§ - Aringron County

7 - Lovgoun County

8 - Prince William County

9 - Elsgwhars in Virginia

OK - Dort't knaw

. 18 it in the 50 States or elsewnera?

1 - In tha 50 States
2 - U.S. terntory or posaession
3 - Quiside the U.S.

| nsed to know a litte bit about you. Are you
married, widowed, divorcad. ssparated, or
have you never beon marmied?

1 - Mamied

2 - Widowed

3 - Divorced

4 - Seperated

5 - Nevar mamed

. What ig the highest grade (cor your) of reguiar

schoot of coilege you compieted?
ENTER EXACT NUMBER OF YEARS: _____

00 Naver attendad or kindergarten
0108 Elementary

0212 High scheol

13-15 1-3 years of college

18 Collsge graduate

17 Graduate or professional training

. ASK IF NOT QBVIOUS: Are you male or

female?

1 - Male
2. - Female

. What is your racs? Whits? Black? Amesican

Indian, Aleut, or Eskimo? Asian or Pacific
Isiander?

1 - White

2 - Black

3 - American Indian, Aleut. Esiimo

4 - Agien or Pacific Islander

5 - Hispame

6§ - Cther

. And your age on your last birthday?

ENTER NUMBER:
IF AGE < 18, GO TO 185,

8a. Now think back o the period from May 1,

1982 of last year to Aoni 30, 1983 of this
year. Dunng that time. were you mostly
working, looking. for work, keaping houss, in
school, or what?

1 - Working

2 - Looking for wark
3 - Kesping houss
4 - In school

§ - Unaole to work
§ - Ratirea

7+ Cther

GO TOA.



r how many months fromn May 1, 1982 to

il 30, 1983 did you have a job? COUNT
PARTIAL MONTHS AS FULL MONTHS. IF
“WORKING" NOT GIVEN AS MAIM AC-
TIVITY, PROBE MAY BE ADDED: Were you
empioyed at any sme dunng this penoa? IF
“NC", ENTER “0". IF "Yes", REPEAT QUES-
TION.

ENTER NUMBER:

ENTIRE PERIOD — ENTER 12 AND GO TO
CHECK BOX S.

NONE OF PERIOD —» ENTER 0 AND GO TO
8d

DON'T KNOW — ENTER DK AND GO TO
CHECK BOX S.

8c. Which months did you work dunng that tms?

MARK ALL THAT APPLY.
1982 1982 1983
1 - May $ « September 9 - January
2-June 8 - Qctober 10 - February
3 - July 7 - November 11 - March
4 - August 8 - Decomber 12 - April

8d. (IF ANY MONTHS NOT WORKED: Q. 8b
= 12) During the manths you wera not
working from May 1, 1962 to April 30, 1983,
were you looking for work?
1-Yas
2-No
IF NO MONTHS WORKED (Q. 8b = 0), GO
TO 18,

BOX S: WHICH SAMPLE IS INDIVIDUAL

1 - CHEVS ~— COMTINUE.
2 - DCHVS —» GO TO %2
3 - BOTH CHEVS AND DCHVS ——» CONTINUE.

8s. (IF CHEVS) When you worked during this
penod, did you work on Gapitol Hill all of
this time?
1-Yes=— GO TO 10.
2-No
DK - Don't know == GO TO 10.

8. Which months from May 1982 to April 1983 did
you work on Cagitol Hill? MARK ALL THAT
APPLY.

1982 1982 1983

1 - May 5 - September 9 - January
2-June 8 - October 10 - February
3-July 7 - November 11 - March
4 - August 8 - Decomber 12 - Apnil

Sa. Thase quostions are about the job you had
on April 30 of this year or the most recent
jobs you had prior to April 30th. If you
had more than ona job at that time, answsr
for the job you worked the most hours.

Cn that job, were you—

1 - 2 govemment employee?

2 - a pad employes working for a private
company, business, or incividual? —»
GO 7O 10.

3 - saff-emoicyed in your own business

or practice? — GO TO 10.
4 - 07, working without pay in a family
business? = GO TO 10.
UNABLE TO CATEGORIZE — GO TO
10.

Sb. Is that Federal, State. or iocal?

1 - Feceral
2 - State ==~ GO TO 10.
3 - Local — GO TO 10.

9¢. Did you work on Capitol Hill?
1-Yes
2+ No
10. Which of the foliowing best describes your job ?—

1. professional or administrative,
2. clerk or salesparson,

3. crafts or skillea trade.

4. SBIVICE worker,

11. Were any of the following an important part
of your job?
YES NO
1. delivering passengers of
goods?
2. travailing out of town? 1 2

3. dealing face-to-faca with
customars, clients,

students, or patients? 1 2
128. Did you have regular working hours on your
main job?
1-Yes

2 No -~ GO TO 13.

12b. What hours did you usually work?
— 2amvpm to amvpm

13. Now [ have just a few more Questions about the
job you had on Apni 30th of this yeer or the
Iast job you hag prior to Apnl 30th. In what year
did you start working for that company or
organizaton?

ENTER YEAR:
IF 1982 or 1883, GO TO 15.

14. | have asked about crirnes that occurred
to you in 1962 and 1983. Now I'd like to
detsrmine it any crimes’ happenad to you pnior
0 this time while you were employed at the
job we have been discussing. | will not need
detzils about any crimas you mention. From
the time you bagan the job in (YEAR) until the
ond of 1981, did any of the following cnmes
happan to you?

. YES NO
2 & physical attack or physical
threat against you
personaily? 1 2
b. break-in, attempted break-in,
or illegal entry of
your home of lodgings? 1 2

¢ theft or attempted theft of

property beionging to

you personally or your

entire househoid? 1 2
d. delibsrate damage or setting

fire to your home or

belongings : 17 2

15. How do you usually gét to and from work,
school. or the places you requiarly go? IF
MORE THAN ONE. ASK: What mode do you
consiger the main one?

1 « By carpool/vanpool

2 - Carvan

3 - Public transportation: bus, subway, train,
taxi

4 - Ciher weys: bicycle, motorcycle or motor
scooter

5 - On foot

6 - Cther way

7 - No usual way

8 - Don't go anywhers regularty

CHECK BOX T: IS THIS THE FIRST INTERVIEW
WITH THE HOUSEHOLD?

1 YES —» CONTINUE.
2 - NO —» GO TO 17.

16. What was your family income in 1982 -
counting money you and everyona in your
househoid eamad from a job or businaess and
money from pensons, dividends, social secu-
nty and all gther sourcas:

2. Was it $25,000 or more?

1-Yes

2-No—-—+ GO TO d.

DK - Don't know

RE - Refusal —+ GO TO 17.

b. Was it $30.000 or above?

1-Yas

2-No—= GO TO 17.

OK - Don't know

RE - Rafusal —» GO TO 17.

c. Was it $50.000 or above?

1-Yes

2-No

DK - Don't know
RE - Rafusai

o

Was it $5,000 or above?

1-Yes

2-No—» GO TO 17,

DK - Don't know

RE - Refusal = GO TO 17.

6. Was it 310,000 or above?

1-Yes
2« No == GO TO 17. DK - Dont know
RE - Refusal —» GO TO 17.

. Was it $15.000 or above?

1+ Yes
2-Mo

17. Finally, I'd like to ask 3 faw generai gues-
tions on cnmae.

Within tha past ysar or two, co you think that
crime n the Washington. D.C. area has in-
creased, decraased or remained about the
same?

1 - Increased

2 - Decreased

3 - Same

4 - No opinion

} GO TO 17.



18. Do you think tha crime rats in the 0.C, area is
higher, !ower, or about average compared
with other urban areas of similse size?

1 - Higher
2 - Lower

3 - About sverage
4 « N opinon

19. Within the past year or twd do you think that
crime in yowr neighbormood has increased,
decreased or remainad about the same?

1 - Incressed
2 - Dacrossed
3- Same

4 - No opimon

CHECK ITEM U: WAS R EMPLOYED DURING
TIME FRAME? (Q. PS8 NCT 0)

1 - YES —» CONTINUE.
2+ NQ =~ GO TQ CHECK ITEM V.

20. Wiitin the past ysar or two do you thini thet
e in the ares or aress where you
worked has incressed. decreassd of rermamned
about the same?

1 « incrozsed
2 - Decreased
3-Same

4 - No cpimon

21. From the standpomnt of safsty from crime
would you rate your jo0 as safer than aver-
aqge, 2baut average, of lese KAfg than aversga?

1 - Sater
2 - About average
3 - Lass safe

2. Were there hours you avoided working be-
cauze they were not safe from crme?

1-Yes
2-No
3 - Other

3. Were there placss you avoided going on tho
job becausse thay wero not safe from cnma?

1-Yess
2-No
3 - Othar

CHECK ITEM V:

iS THIS CASE IN THE HOUSEHOLD OR EM-
PLOYEE SAMPLE?

1 - HOUSEMOLD ~» CONTINUE.
2 - EMPLOYEE —~» THANK RESPONDENT AND
END CONTACT,

24, in addition 19 intarviewing a random sample of
the pecple in the Washington area, we ara
intervievang a sample of employess who workea
on Caprot Mill. To compare e resuits of
the wo surveys, | need to know if you worked

- for any of the following agenciss at any time
quring 1982 Dunng 1982, did you veurk for

YES NO
the Library of Congress? 1 2.

d. the Architect of the
Capitoi? 1
&, the Qffice of Technology

Asssssment? 1
f. the Congressional Budget
Ctfice?

NN N Ne

1
GO TO CONCLUSION AND ROSTER.



SCREENING FORMS



G. _SCREENING QUESTIONS

We are calling randomly selected telephone numbers in connection with a study for the
U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics under Title 42 of the U.S. Code. Does this gumber
serve a residence, a business, or something else?

1 « Residence -+ GO TO CHECK ITEM A.
2 = Busipness/Institution
3 - Public Pay Phone -+ THANK INFORMANT AND END CONTACT.

2. Does anyone live there on the premises?

1 - Yes
2 - No - THANK INFORMANT AND END CONTACT.

3. Ts this the number they use as their home phone?

1 « Yes
2 = No -+ THANK INTORMANT AND END CONTACT.

CHECK ITEM A:

IS THIS A DORMITORY OR OTHER GROUP QUARTERS?

1 - YES
2 -NO =+ GO TOQ. 5.
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4. How many people living in this residence are served by this telephone?
ENTER NUMBER:

ENTER TYPE OF GROUP QUARTERS:
. IF MORE THAN 10, THANK RESPONDENT AND DISCUSS CASE WITH YOUR SUPERVISOR.

Do you live at this address?

1 =-Yes > GO TO Q. 6.
2 - No

ASK TO SPEAK TO A RESIDENT WHO IS 18 OR OLDER.
IF AVAILABLE, REPEAT INTRO AND G2 TO Q. 6.
IF NOT AVAILABLE, DETERMINE NAME AND BEST TIME TO CALL BACK. RECORD IN PART C.

6. Are you 18 years old or older?

l1-Ys =+ GO TOQ. 7.
2 - No

ASEK TO SPEAK TO A RESIDENT WHO IS 18 OR OLDER.
IF AVAILABLE, REPEAT INTRO AND CONTINUE.
IF NOT AVAILABLE, DETERMINE NAME AND BEST TIME TO CALL BACK. RECORD IN PART C.

7. The purpose of this study is to find out how people have been affected by c¢crime. The
interview is voluntary and your answers are confidential by law.

I'd like to begin the interview now if it's convenient?

1 - Yes + GO TO CATI CORE QUESTIONNAIRE.
2 - No - DETERMINE NAME AND MAKE APPOINTMENT. RECORD IN PART C.

Thank you for your time. I will call you again omn (READ APPOINTMENT DAY AND

‘ TIME). Goodbye.




DCHVS TELEPHONE NUMBER SCREENING FORM
AND CASE RECORD (DCSF)

RTI Project No. 2634-~5

OMB No. 1121-0101

A. SAMPLE TELEPHONE NO./CASE ID:

INTRODUCTION

(LABEL)

Hello, I'm (NAME), calling from zhe Research Triangle
Institute. ls this (READ SAMPLE TELEPHONE NO. FROM
LABEL.) )

1 = YES +.CO TO SCREENING Q. 1, SELTION G.

2 = NO -~ ENTER NO. REACHED:

END CONTACT. REDIAL SaMPLE NO.
IF SAME WRONG NO. IS REACHED,
TERMINATE CASE AND CODE 13.

C. RECORD OF CALLS/RESULTS (USE CONTINUATION SHEET IF NECESSARY)

Inter.

Initials Date Time To

Phone No. Result

Result

Call 1 by

Call 2 by

Call 3 by

Call

E S

by

Call 5 by

Call 6 by

Call 7 by

Call 8 by

D. RESULT CODES

Screesing Results (CIRCLE FI&AL):

Iaterview Code (ENTER FINAL TN RESIDENT RECORD)

residentia} unit or undetermined : -
15 No pesult from dial [AFTER § CALLS,

CODE FINAL] '
16 Fast busy signal [AFTER S CALLS, CODE
: FINAL)
17 Ring, no answer [AFTER 8 CALLS, CODE
FINAL]

18 Public pay phone

Eligible Numbers:
2) WYorking residential

Indeterminate :

31 Retfusal before eligibility establishaed
(Qs. 1=3 NOT ANSWERED)

32 Vrong aumbez (TEMPCRARY CODE ONLY)

33 Regular busy signmal (TEMPORARY CODE '
ONLY)

40 Other (SPECIFY)

Ineligible Numbers 2? g:g:i::e:usy signal 60 Decezsed
1 e T i hen s Eitee) 52 ot available/esllback scheduled §2 Alresdy interviewed for DCHVS
emyoéogé ;luzg)o: e ' $3 Not available/mo callback scheduled 70 Breakoff/partial data
; ; S4 Breakoff/partial data 71 Refusal
13 Double wreng connection S - : <
14 Busipness or ingtitution without . 55 Other (Explain in Notes) 72 Yot available during survey

80 Interview completed

61 Physically/mantally incapable

E. RESIDENT RECORD
R CATI
No. Name Code ¥o. Notes
1
2
3
&
5
6
F. RESIDENCE STATUS (CHECK)

013 0O MULTI-HH

O GROUP QUARTERS

NOTES:

(Supv. Ipitials)

(Date)

[




DCHVS CONTROL FORM (DCCF) ENTER CASE ID #:
PROJECT NO. 2634

CONCLUSION AND ROSTER

‘I'ch ITEM A:

IS THIS THE FIRST INTERVIEW FOR THE SAMPLE NUMBER?

1 - TES -+ CONTINUE.
2 -NO =+ GO TO CHECK ITEM D.

That concludes the main part of the interview. Before we finish, I have a few
more questions about your household/residence. -+, GROUP QUARTERS GO TO Q. 2.

1. Is this telephone number just for your household or does it als~ serve as the
home telephone number for other households in the building?

1 = Serves one household <+ GO TO Q. 2.
2 = Serves more than one household '+ COMPLETE HH TABLE, THEN GO TO 2.

EH TABLE
ASK FOR AND ENTER NAME OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD OF EACH HOUSEHOLD SERVED BY THIS
NUMBER. ENTER THE NAME OF THE HEAD OF THE RESPONDENT'S HOUSEHOLD ON LINE 1.
1. 6.
2. . 7.
3. 8. =

® " ;
5. 10.

2. Is there a telephone with a different number in your home/residence on which
you could also be reached?

1 - Yes
2 = No =+ GO TO CHECK ITEM B.

IF R ASKS WHY: Because if you have two telephone numbers you have twice the
chance of being called for this study as someone whe has only one number.
This is very important for getting an accurate sample of the residents in the
D.C. area.

3. How many different telephone numbers are there for your bhome/residence?

CHECK ITEM B.
IS THIS A ONE-PERSON HOUSEHOLD (Q. A2 OF CORE QUESTIONNAIRE)?

1 - YES < THANK RESPONDENT AND END CONTACT.
2 - RO -+ CONTINUE.

D D G S D D e e O W R R A KE D AE G PGB G5 O M I D e R D S W D M G R W A AR G N D D A W R R SN TS M D WD G G R R O B A TR R SD SR D D W TR N B e Wi S D O R A D G e A e




ba.

Now a few questions to determine who else we should interview in your house-
hold/residence. To make the survey results complete, we need reports for

everyone 12 years old or older.

Beginning with yourself, what are the first

names of the people in your household/residence who are 12 or older?
ENTER NAME(S) IN COLUMN 2 OF ROSTER.

1.'

ROSTER
(1) (2) (3) [ (4) (5)
12 b. I have listed (READ NAMES). Does
Resident HHE Jor anyone else who is 12 or older
No. First Name Head j13? jParent live in the household/residence,
01 ineluding friends, relatives, or
roomers?
02 IF "YES;" ADD TO ROSTER.
03 CHECK ITEM C:
04 IS THIS GROUP QUARTERS?
05 1 -YES » GO TO e.
2 ~-X -+ CONTINUE.
06 T T AT
c. Do any of these people have a
07 permanent residence somewhere
else?
08 IF "YES," DETERMINE WHICH PER-
09 SQN(S) AND DELETE FROM ROSTER,
THEN CONTINUE.
10 d. IF HEAD WAS IDENTIFIED IN 1
11 DESIGNATE HEAD WITH X IN COLUMN
3 ON ROSTER ELSE ASK:
12 Which person is the head of the
household?
13 DESIGNATE PERSON NAMED 1IN
14 COLUMN 3. 1IF NO HEAD, DESIGNATE
RESPONDENT AS HEAD. IF CO~-HEADS
1s DESIGNATE BOQTH.
16 e. . Are any of the persons I listed
12 or 13 years old?
17 1 - Yes -+ DETERMINE WHICH PER-
SON(S). EXNTER AGE
18 ON APPROPRIATE LINE
IN COLUMN &, THEN
19 CONTINUE.
2 - No + GO TO CHECK ITEM D.
20

Instead of interviewing anyone who is 12 or 13, we are asking the parent or
guardian to answer for them.
OF PERSON(S) 12 OR 13)?

1 - Yes - ATTEMPT TO OBTAIN INTERVIEW(S) FOR 12 AND 13 YEAR OLDS.
2 - No -+ DETERMINE AND ENTER RESIDENT NUMBER OF PARENT/GUARDIAN IN
COLUMN 5 FOR EACH 12 OR 13 YEAR OLD. ASK TO SPEAK TO PARENT/

GUARDIAN.

Are you the parent or guardian of (READ NAME(S)

IF NOT AVAILABLE, DETERMINE BEST TIME TO CALL BACK.

e




CHECK ITEM D:
IS THIS THE LAST INTERVIEW IN THE HOUSEHOLD/RESIDENCE?
" 1 - YES =+ THANK RESPONDENT AND END CONTACT. .
‘ 2 - NO = ASK TO SPEAK TO OTHER ELIGIBLE PERSON. IF NO ONE AVAILABLE, DETERMINE
BEST TIME TO CALL BACK.
NAME:
DAY DATE: TIME
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
ELIGIBIE 1 CATI NO. ELIGIBLE 2 CATI NO.
FIRST NAME: FIRST NAME:
APPT. 1: APPT. 1:
TIME DAY TIME DAY
APPT. 2: APPT. 2:
TIME DAY TIME DAY
APPT. 3: APPT. 3:
TIME DAY TIME DAY
COMMENTS : COMMENTS:
Q RESULT CODE: RESULT CODE:
ELIGIBLE 3 CATI NO. ELIGIBLE 4 CATI NO.
FIRST NAME: FIRST NAME:
APPT. 1: APPT. 1:
TIME DAY TIME DAY
APPT. 2: APPT. 2:
TIME DAY TIME DAY
APPT. 3: APPT. 3:
TIME DAY TIME DAY
COMMENTS : COMMENTS :
RESULT CODE: RESULT CODE:




ELIGIBLE 5 CATI NO. ELIGIBIE 6 CATI NO.
FIRST NAME: FIRST NAME:
APPT. 1: APPT. 1:
TIME DAY TIME DAY
APPT. 2: APPT. 2:
TIME DAY TIME DAY
APPT. 3: APPT. 3:
TIME DAY TIME DAY
COMMENTS : COMMENTS :
RESULT CODE: RESULT CODE:
ELIGIBLE 7 CATI NO.  ELIGIBLE 8 CATI NO.
FIRST NAME: FIRST NAME:
APPT. 1: APPT. 1:
TIME DAY TIME DAY
APRT. 2: APPT. 2:
. TIME DAY TIME DAY
APPT. 3: APPT. 3:
TIME DAY TIME DAY
COMMENTS : COMMENTS :
RESULT CODE: RESULT C%.2:
ELIGIBLE 9 CATI NO. ELIGIBLE 10 CATI NO.
FIRST NAME: FIRST NAME:
APPT. 1: APPT. 1:
TIME DAY TIME DAY
APPT. 2: APPT. 2:
TIME DAY TIME DAY
APPT. 3: APPT. 3:
TIME DAY TIME DAY
COMMENTS : COMMENTS :
RESULT CODE: RESULT CODE:




APPENDIX B

SPECIFICATIONS USED IN SAMPLING, DATA PROCESSING, AND ANALYSIS TASKS
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The imputation revised sex will be labeled SEX and will take on values
1 = MALE and 2 = FEMALE. A sex imputation indicator SEXII will be created
which is defined to be 0" for real data and "1" for imputed data.

The residence of a sample household is obtained by Items 2a-2f of
Section P. For use in sample weighting and analysis, the following impu-
tation-revised recode variables will need to be created.

The first variable is the imputation-revised state of residence or
STATE which will be defined using Item 2a with levels 1 = D.C., 2 = Mary-
land, 3 = Virginia, aad 4 = elsewhere. An imputation indicator for state
or STATEII will also need to be created with 0 = real and 1 = imputed.

The next variable will be D.C. sector or SECTOR which will be defined
using Item 2b with levels 1 = NE, 2 = NW, 3 = SE, 4 = SW, and 5 = Not in
D.C. The imputation indicator for SECTOR will be SECTORII with 0 = real
and 1 = imputed.

The next variable is the imputation-revised Capitol Hill location or
CHLOC defined using Item 2c¢ with 1 = Capitol Hill, 2 = Elsewhere in D.C.,
and 3 = Not in D.C. The associated imputation indicator will be 0 = real
and 1 = imputed and will be labeled CHLOCII. :

To define Virginia residences, VALOC will be created based upon
Item 2c with levels

City of Alexandria

City of Falls Church

Fairfax City

City of Manassas or Manassas Park
Fairfax County

Arlington County

Loudoun County

Prince William County

Elsewhere in Virginia

Not in Virginia.

QWO U WM

-

An associated imputation indicator VALOCII will also bz created with levels
0 = real and 1 = imputed.

To define Maryland residences, MDLOC will be created based upon Item
2d with levels

Prince Georges County
Montgomery County
Charles County
Elsewhere in Maryland
Not in Maryland.

N -
wouuEn

The associated imputation indicator will be labeled MDLOCII with levels
0 = real and 1 = imputed.



RESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE

Center for Survey Statistics

September 21, 1983

MEMORANDUM -
TO: Wendell Refior
FROM: Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Imputation of Age, Race, Sex, and Residence for Use in Analysis
and Weight Development

For use in weight development, the variables defining age, race, sex,
and residence must have no missing values. This memorandum defines the
procedure to be used to replace missing values for these variables to
create imputation revised variables.

The age of each person was obtained by Item 7 of Section P and is
recorded as variable P7. P7 has values from 12 to 90. Individuals greater
than 90 are assigned "90" as their age. In addition, "don't knows" were .
classified as "98" and "refusals" as "99."

The imputation-revised age will be labeled AGE and will take on only
the values from 12 to 90. An age imputation indicator AGEII will be cre-
ated which is defined to be "O" for real data and "1" for imputed data.

The race of each person was obtained by Item 6 of Section P and is
recorded as variable P6. The variable P6 is defined as follows:

1 = White 5 = Hispanic

2 = Black 6 = Other

3 = American Indian, Aleut, Eskimo 8 = Don't Know
4 = Asian or Pacific Islander 9 = Refusal,.

The imputation-revised race will be labeled RACE and will take on
values only from 1 to 6. The levels will be defined the same as P6 other-
wise. A race imputation indicator RACEII will be created whzch is defined
to be "0" for real data and "1" for imputed data.

The sex of each person was obtained by Item 5 of Section P and is
recorded as variable PS5. P5 has values 1 = MALE, 2 = FEMALE, 8 = DON'T
KNOW, and 9 = REFUSAL.

‘ |

Post Office Box 12194 Research Triangle Park,North Carolina 27709 Telephone: 919 541-6000
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To construct these variables, sort the data file by sample type (DCHVS
versus CHEVS), by telephone number, and then by household (HUID). A simple
hot deck procedure will be used to replace missing values. In order to
implement this process you will need "seed" values for the hot deck vari-
ables. The seed values will be defined based upon the values expected for
the first record in the sorted data file for each sample type. Two imputa-
tion classes will be used to separate the two samples and imputation will
be independently implemented within the classes.

As an example, the age variable is created for each record as follows.
If P7 is between 12 and 90, then AGE = P7 and AGEII = 0 and the value for
P7 is used to update the hot deck register for P7, that is HDAGE = P7. If
P7 is missing (P7 = 98 or 99), then the value in the hot deck register is
imputed for the age or AGE = HDAGE and AGEII = 1. Similar processes are
used for race and sex.

For the residence variables, STATE is imputed first in a manner simi-
lar to AGE with the associated imputation indicator defined. If STATE =1
after imputation, then VALOC = 10 and VALOCII = STATEII, MDLOC = 5 and
MDLOCII = STATEII. If STATE = 2 after imputation, them SECTOR = 5 and
SECTORII = STATEII, CHLOC = 3 and CHLOCII = STATEII, and VALOC = 10 and
VALOCII = STATEII. If STATE = 3 after imputation, then SECTOR = 5,
CHLOC = 3, and MDLOC = 5, further SECTORII, CHLOCII and MDLOCII are all set
equal to STATEII. If STATE = 4 after imputation, then SECTOR = 5,
CHLOC = 3, VALOC = 10, MDLOC = 5, ard the associated imputation indicators
are set equal to STATEII.

If STATE = 1, then SECTOR and CHLOC need to be defined. 1If P2b =
1,2,3, or 4, then SECTOR = P2b and SECTORII = 0 and the hot deck is up~
dated, e.g. HOTSECT = P2b. If P2b # 1,2,3, or &, then SECTOR = HOTSECT and
SECTORII = 1. The variable CHLOC is defined in a similar manner. Note
that HOTSECT can only take on values 1-4 just as HOTCHLOC will omnly take om
values 1 or 2.

If STATE = 2, then MDLOC needs to be defined. If P24 = 1,2,3, or 4,
then MDLOC = P2d, MDLOCII = 0, and the hot deck is updated HOTMDLOC = P2d.
If P2d # 1,2,3, or 4, then MDLOC = HOTMDLOC and MDLOCII = 1.

If STATE = 3, then VALOC needs to be defined. The procedure is simi-
lar to that for Maryland.

bkp
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Danny Allen
FROM: Brenda Cox

Post Office Box 12194 Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27709 Telephone: 919 541-6000

SUBJECT: Additional Recoding and Editing Needed for the Analysis Files

An examination of the sample data for the District of Columbia Crime
Victimization Study indicates that additional editing and recoding is
needed to construct the analysis data files. This memorandum outlines the
additional work that needs to be done.

Based upon discussions of the number of persons for whom more than six
long forms were needed, it hac become apparent that we will need to impute
for missing long forms. In order to do this, we will need to have two
recodes defined. Both recode varibles will be defined for all crimes in
the short form only file and the short form/long form file.

The first variable is crime category or CRM_CAT and is defined as
follows:

- Robbery or Attempt

= Injury or Attempt

- Threat to Injure

- Burglary or Attempt

Personal Larceny or Attempt
- Household Larceny or Attempt
- Intentional Damage

- Not a Crime of Interest

0O ~I OV W RN
]

CRM_CAT will be a hierarchal variable with code 1 having the most priority
and code 8 the least. The levels are defined as follows:

a, CRM_CAT = 1. Robbery or Attempt. If D2n = 1 and either D2i
or D2j = 1.

1

b. CRM_CAT = 2. Injury or Attempt. If D20 =1 or D2p = 1.

(2}

CRM_CAT = 3. Threat to Injure. If D2n = 1 and D20 # 1 and
D2p # 1.
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d. CRM CAT = 4. Burglary or Attempt. If D2e = 1 or D2f = 1 or
D2g = 1 or D2h = 1.

e. CRM CAT = 5. Personal Larceny. If D2i = 1.

f. CRM CAT = 6. Household Larcemy. If D2j = 1.

g. CRM_CAT

7. Intentional Damage. Ef D2m = 1.

h. CRM_CAT = 8. Not a Crime of Interest. If D2e # 1, D2f # 1,
D2g #1, D2h # 1, D21 # 1, D2j # 1, D2m # 1, D2n # 1, D20 # 1,
and D2p # 1.

Print out all records that are unclassified under the rules. Also print
out 15 records for each category of CRM _CAT. Note that no record in the
short/long form file should be classified as CRM_CAT = 8, by definition.
Print out any records that you encounter of this sort.

The other wvariable is an Analysis Time Period Indicator or ANALIND
that will tell whether or not a crime occurred within the analysis time
period. ANALIND will be defined as

1 - Crime Within Analysis Period
2 - Crime Qutside Analysis Period
3 - Not a Crime of Interest

The variable levels are defined as follows:

ANALIND = 1 if CRM CAT # 8 and the crime falls within the analysis
time pericd

ANALIND = 2 if CRM _CAT # 8 and the crime does not fall within the
analysis time period

ANALIND = 3 if CRM CAT = 8.

A crime is defined to fall within the analysis time period if it occurs
between May 1, 1982 and April 30, 1983. If any of the following is true,
then the event falls within the analysis time period:

a) D9 = 2 and D10a = 5-12
b) D9 = 3 and D10a = 1-4
¢) (D9 =2 or Di3a = 2) and D13b = 1 and D13bl = 5-12
d) (D9 = 3 or D13a = 3) and D13b = 1 and D13bl = 1-4

e) (D9 = 2 or D13a = 2) and D13b = 2 and (D13bl and D13b2 are not
. legitimate skip, DK, RE, or other missing codes) and
(D13bi < D13b2) and D13b2 > 4
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£) (D9 = 3 or Di13a = 3) and D13b = 2 and (D13bl and D13b2 are not
legitimate skip, DK, RE, or other missing codes) and
(D13b1 < D13b2) and D13b1l < 5.

Otherwise, the event falls outside the analysis time period.

Note that the following should be true. All records within the short/
long form file should have ANALIND = 1. Print out all records that don't.
Also print out 50 records from the short form only file and 50 from the
short/long form file for the purpose of verification.

Please let me know of any difficulties that you encounter in imple-
menting these specificatiocns.

bkp
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MEMORANDUM ’
| TO: Danny Allen

‘ FROM: Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Completing Missing Long Forms for Eligible Crimes

The instrument for the District of Columbia Crime Victimization Study
included space for 20 victimizations to be listed and classified and dated
via the short incident form (Section D of the Core Questionnaire). To
avoid burdening the respondent, provisions were made for long incident
forms (Sections E-0 of the Core Questiomnaire) to be completed for no more
than cix victimizations that fell within the analysis time period. There-
fore, there will be some short forms for which a long form should have been

Q ® filled out but wasn't. The long form data are required in order to include
the victimization in the analysis. These victimizations must be included
in order to avoid an undercount of the rate of crime victimization. Cre-~
ating a crime-level weight was considered but rejected since we cannot
simultaneously control for type of crime and for all the analysis variables
of interest. 1Instead a hot deck imputation will be implemented to replace
the missing long form data. This memorandum provides specifications for
that hot deck imputation.

A victimization was eligible to have a long form completed for it when
the short form indicated that it was a crime of interest and that it
occurred within the analysis time period of May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983.
In terms of my memorandum entitled, "Additiomal Recoding and Editing Needed
for the Analysis Files," a short form is eligible for a long form when
CRM_CAT = 1-7 and ANALIND = 1. 1If CRM_CAT # 1-7 or ANALIND # 1, then no
long form is needed.

Extract from the short form only file all records with CRM_CAT = 1-7
| and ANALIND = 1. Add these records to the short/long form file. Separate
‘ out all short/long form combinations that have CRM_CAT#1-7 or ANALIND#1.
Do not include these records in the remaining operations. Class the re-
maining records by CRM_CAT and sort them by sample type, thenm by sex, then
by race, and then by age. The sample type is CHEVS, D.C. proper, and D.C.
suburbs.

Post Office Box 12194 Research Triangle Park,North Carolina 27709 Telephone: 912 541-6000
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Within each class defined by CRM_CAT, a sequential hot deck imputation
procedure will be used to replace the missing long form data. A long form
imputatior indicator (LFORMII) will be created that is "0" for real data
and "1" for imputed data. The imputation will be implemented independently
within each imputation class defined by CRM_CAT. Initial long form values
are determined for each class in the hot deck based upon the data for the
first record encountered with a long form completed. As new records are
processed, the imputationm class to which each record belongs is determined.
If the record being processed has long form data, then that individual's
long form data replace the responses stored in the relevant class of the
hot deck. Thus, new long form responses are supplied for each cell of the
hot deck as they appear in the data file. When a record is encountered
with missing long form data, the long form data in the same class of the
hot deck is imputed for the missing leng form data.

When the imputation is completed, the type of crime variable (TOC)
will need to be defined for the imputation-revised records.

bkp
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MEMORANDUM -
TO: The Record
FROM: Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Type of Crime (TOC) Specifications

. Specifications for a type of crime classification were developed and
sent to the government in August. The memorandum provides detailed com-
puter specifications for the type of crime variable (TOC) that was created
as a result of those specifications. TOC is a hierarchal variable with
level 1 having the most priority and level 36 the least priority. As an
example, if a crime could be classified as level 1 or level 4 then the
lower number had priority; that is, the crime would be classified as
TOC = 1. The TOC variable was only created for completed interviews and

Q only for records with an associated long form.

TOC = 1. Rape with Serious Injury. If injury occurred (D20 = 1) and rape
indicated (J6b = 1 or J13 = 5) and either an obviously serious injury indi-
cated (J13 =1, 2, 3, 4, or 6) or an injury with hospitalization for more
than one night indicated (J16c = 3 or 4).

TOC = 2. Rape with Minor Injury. If injury occurred (D20 = 1) and rape
indicated (J6b = 1 or J13 = 5) and a minor injury occurred (J13 =7 or 8
and J16c # 3 or 4).

TOC = 3. Rape with No Other Injury. If injury or attempt (D20 =1 or
D2p = 1) and rape indicated (J6b = 1 or J13 = 5) but no other injury indi-
cated (J13 #1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, or 8) and hospitalization for more than one
night not indicated (J16c # 3 or 4).

TOC = 4. Robbery with Serious Injury. If personal or household belongings
taken or an attempt made to take them (D2i =1 or D2j = 1) and injury
occurred (D20 = 1) and either an obviously serious non-rape injury indi-

. cated (J13 =1, 2, 3, 4, or 6) or an injury with hospitalization for more
than one night indicated (J16c = 3 or 4).

TOC = 5. Robbery with Minor Injury. If personal or household belongings
taken or an attempt made to take them (D2i =1 or D2j = 1) and injury
occurred (D2c = 1 and J4a # 3) but the injury was not obviously serious and
did not require hospitalization for more than ome night [(J13 # 1, 2, 3, 4,

‘ 5, or 6) and (Ji6c # 3 or 4)].

Post Otfice Box 12194 Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27709 Telephone: 919 541-6000
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TOC = 6. Robbery with No Injury. If personal or household belongings
taken or an attempt to take them (D2i = 1 or D2j = 1) and injury was threat-
ened or attempted but no injury occurred (D2n = 1 and D20 # 1 and J4a # 3).

TOC = 7. Assault with Serious Injury. If injury eccurred (D20 = 1) and
was an obviously serious non-rape injury (J13 =1, 2, 3, 4, or 6) or re-
quired hospitalization for more than one night (J16c = 3 or 4).

TOC = 8. Assault with a Weapon. If weapons were involved (J4b = 1, 2, or
4 or J7a =1 or Jic = 1) and injury or an attempt to injure occurred
[(D20 =1 or D2p = 1) and (Jéa # 3)] with no obviously serious injury and
* no hospitalization for more than one night [(J13 # 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6) and
(J16c # 3 or 4)].

TOC = 9. Sexual Assault (Excluding Rape). If injury or attempt (D20 =1
or D2p = 1) and sexual assault occurred (J6a = 1) but rape did not occur
(J6b # 1 and J13 # 5).

TOC = 10. Simple Assault witb Injury. If injury occurred (D20 =1 and
J4a # 3) that was not obviously serious and did not require hospitalization
for more than oune night [(J13 # 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6) and (Jl6c # 3 or 4)].

TOC = 11. Attempted Assault with No Weapon. If an attempt to injure oc-
curred but no injury (D20 # 1 and D2p = 1 and J4a # 3) and no weapon was
involved (J4b # 1, 2, or 4 and J7a # 1 and J7¢ # 1). .

TOC = 12, Threats to Injure: Face to Face Contact. If a threat was made
to injure but no injury or attempt occurred (D2n =1 and D20 # 1 ard
D2p # 1) and the threat was made in persom (J1 = 1).

T0C = 13. Threats to Injure: Other Contact. If a threat was made to
injure but no injury or attempt occurred (D2n = 1 and D20 # 1 and LZp # 1)
and the threat was not made in person (J1 # 1).

ToC
D2g

14. Forcible Entry. If burglary or attempt (D2e = 1 or D2f = 1 or
1 or D2h = 1) and the burglar broke in (F1 = 1 and F3 = 1).

TOC = 15. Unlawful Entry Without Force. If burglary or attempt (D2e =1
or D2£ = 1 or D2g = 1 or D2h = 1) and the burglar did mot break in but did
enter (F1 =1 and F3 # 1).

TOC = 16. Attempted Forcible Entry. If burglary or attempt (D2e =1 or
D2f = 1 or D2g = 1 or D2h = 1) and the burglar tried but failed to get in
(F1 # 1 or 3).

TOC = 17. Completed Motor Vehicle Theft. If theft or attempted theft of
household or personal belongings (D2i = 1 or D2j = 1) and a motor vehicle
stolen (G2¢c = 1).
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TOC = 18. Attempted Motor Vehicle Theft. If theft or attempted theft of
household or personal belongings (D2i = 1 or D2j = 1) and a motor vehicle
was not stolen but an attempt was made (G5b = 1 and G2c # 1).

TOC = 19. Completed Purse Snatching or Pocket Picking. If theft or
attempted theft of personmal belongings (D2i = 1) and the victim saw the
offender or was in the same place at the same time as the offender (Dla =1
or Dl1b = 1) and a purse or wallet stolen (G2c = 4).

TOC = 20. Attempted Purse Snatching or Pocket Picking. If theft or
attempted theft of personal belongings (D2i = 1) and the victim saw the
offender or was in the same place at the same time as the offender (Dla = 1
or D1b4)= 1) and an attempt made to steal a purse or wallet (G2¢ # 4 and
G5b = 4).

TOC = 21. Other Personal Larcenies With Contact: $50 or more. If perso-
nal belongings taken or an attempt to take (D2i = 1) and the victim saw the
offender or was in the same place at the same time as the offender (Dla =1
or DIb = 1) and a purse or wallet was not stolen nor was an attempt made to
steal a purse or wallet (G2c # 4 and GS5b # 4) and the total value of the
property taken was $50 or more (G3 = 3,4,5,6, or 7).

TOC = 22. Other Personal Larcenies With Contact: Less Than $50. If

personal belongings taken or an attempt to take (D2i = 1) and the victim

saw the offeader or was in the same place at the same time as the offender

(Dla = 1 or D1b = 1) and a purse or wallet was not stolen nor was an attempt
made to steal a purse or wallet (G2¢c # 4 and GS5b # &) and the total value

of the property taken was less than $50 (G3 = 1 or 2).

TOC = 23. Other Personal Larcepnies With Contact: Amount Not Available.
If personal belongings taken or an attempt to take (D2i = 1) and the victim
saw the offender or was in the same place at tize same time as the offender
(Dla =1 or D1b = 1) and a2 purse or wallet was not stolen nor an attempt
made to steal a purse or wallet (G2c # 4 and G5b # 4) and the total value
of the property taken was not known (G3 # 1,2,3,4,5,6, or 7).

TOC = 24. Household Larceny: 850 or More. If household belongings taken
or an attempt to take (D2j = 1) and the total value of property taken was
$50 or more (G3 = 3,4,5,6, or 7).

TOC = 25. Household Larceny: Less Than $50. If housekold belongings
taken or an attempt to take (D2j = 1) and the total value of property taken
was less than $50 (G3 = 1 or 2).

TOC = 26. Household Larceny: Amount Not Available. If household be-
longings taken or an attempt to take (D2j = 1) and the value of the stolen
property was not knmown (G3 # 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7).

TOC = 27. Personal Larceny Without Contact: $50 or more. If person§l
belongings taken or an attempt to take (D2i = 1) and the victim was not in
the same vicinity as the offender (Dla # 1 and D1b # 1) and the total value
of the property taken was $50 or more (G3 = 3,4,5,6, or 7).
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TOC = 28. Personal Larceny Without Contact: Less than $50. If personmal
belongings taken or an attempt to take (D2i = 1) and the victim was not in
the same vicinity as the offender (Dla # 1 and Dib # 1) and the total value
of the property taken was less than $50 (G3 =1 or 2).

TOC = 29. Personal Larceny Without Contact: Amount Not Available. If
personal belongings taken or an attempt to take (D2i = 1) and the victim
was not in the same vicinity as the offender (Dla # 1 and D1b # 1) and the
total value of the property taken was not known (G3 # 1,2,3,4,5,6, or 7).

TOC = 30. Vandalism: §50 or More. If intentional damage dome (D2m = 1
and H1 # 8) and the damage was 350 or more (H3 = 3,4,5,6, or 7).

.TOC = 31. Vandalism: Less Than $50. If intentional damage done (D2m = 1
and Hl # 8) and the damage was less than 350 (H3 =1 or 2).

T0C = 32. Vandalism: Amount Not Available. If intentional damage done
(D2m = 1 and H1 # 8) and the amount of the damage was not known (H3 # 1, 2,
3, 4,5, 6, 0r 7).

TOC = 33. Injury or Attempted Injury: Later Unconfirmed. . If injury or
attempt mentioned (D20 = 1 or D2p = 1) and later denied (J4a = 3).

TOC = 34. Burglary: Later Unconfirmed. 1If burglary or attempt mentioned
(D2e =1 or D2f =1 or D2g = 1 or D2h = 1) and later denied (F1 = 3).

TOC = 35. Vandalism: ULater Unconfirmed. If intentional damage mentioned
(D2m = 1) and later denied (H1 = 8).

TOC = 36. Not A Crime of Interest. If no c¢rime mentioned (D2e # 1,
D2f #1, D2g # 1, D2b F 1, D21 # 1, D2j # 1, D2m # 1, D2n # 1, D20 # 1, and
D2p # 1).

After the TOC variable was defined, we checked to verify that a value
bad been defined for each crime record. Fifteen records from each type
were printed out and examined to verify the correctmess of the TOC defini-
tion.

blkp
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Center for Survey Statistics

November 14, 1983
MEMORANDUM

TO: Wendell Refior
FROM: Brenda Cox
SUBJECT: Type of Crime Recode Needed for Analyzing Crime Data
For use in all analyses of the D.C. Crime Victimization Study data,
the following crime recode needs to be created.
RTOC=1. Robbery. If TOC=4,5, or 6.
RTOC=2. Assault. If TOC=1,2,3,7,8,9,10, or 11.
RTOC=3. Threat to Injure. If TOC=12 or 13.

RTOC=4. Personal Larceny With Contact. If TO0C=19,20,21,22, or 23 or
[D2i=1 and (Dla=1 or D1b=1) and (TOC=17 or 18)].

RTOC=5. Personal Larceny Without Contact. If TOC=27,28, or 29 or [D2i=1
and D2j#1 and Dla#l and D1b#1 and (TOC=17 or 18)].

R7T0C=6. Personal Vandalism. If TOC=30,31, or 32 and D2k=1 and D2£#1.
RTOC=7. Burglary. If TOC=14,15, or 16.

RTOC=8. Household Larceny. If TOC=24,25, or 26 cr [D2j=1 and (TOC=17 or
18)].

RTOC=9. Household Vandalism. If TOC=30, 31, or 32 and D22=1.

It is important to note that RTOC=4 takes precedent over RTOC=§.
Note the following definitions for use in table generation.

Personal Crimes: RTOC=1-6

Crimes of Violence: RTOC=1-3

Crimes of Theft and Damage: RTOC=4-6
Household Crimes: RTOC=7-9

bkp
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November 17, 1983

TO: Brenda Cox
FROM: Danny Allen -
SUBJECT: DC Crime - Multiple Response Questions

CATI structuring for multiple response questions was defined for a fixed
number of entry fields that often did not correspond to the number of possible
codes. Codes were keyed and recorded in any order as specific values correspond-
ing to question segments. Unused positions were coded as zeros or blanks depend-
ing upon CATI programming and/or interviewer techniques. "Refusal" and "Don't
Know" codes were keyed in the first entry position only. Skipped questions
(L.e., legitimate skips) were defined with all blank entries.

Sofrware for restructuring was developed based on the criteria defined
above. In some cases this involved expanding the number of fields. "Don't
Know" or "Refusal" responses were recoded throughout the entire question.

The entire question was recoded to blank when the first response was blank.
Otherwise the entire question was initialized to zeros and valid responses were
assigned specific output positions. Positive responses were then assignad the
code of "1."

Various checks were implemented in order to check the validity of recoding.
Verificaticn of the procedure included a separate computer comparison and manual
review of input data versus the recoded output. The verificaticn process re-
vealed (1) duplicate responses for the same quesion and (2) a limited number of
responses that were not recorded as defined in the criteria for recoding.

The recoding process resulted in dropping duplicate responses. An edit/
update process was lmplemented to correct other responses.

Specific questions.affec:ed by the multiple response edit/recode process
include the following:

Section Questions
E 4, 22
F 2
G 2¢, 5b
H 1, 2

73
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November 11, 1983

TO: . Brenda Cox
FROM: Danny Allen

SUBJECT: D. C. Crime - Person 1 Data and Income Coding

= L5 SR

The CATI program was designed to request certsin information only from
the first respondent in the HUID. Questions included were "la-2f" and
"l16a-16f" in Section "P.'" Situations were encountered whereby:

1. more than one respondent was indicated as a first person interview,

2. there were a0 respondents indicated as first person interviews;
however, there were subsequent interviews witin the same HUID,

=

3. first person interviews were not completed and data was not col-

. lected for the given questions; however, subsequent interviews
within the same HUID were made; and,

4. first person interviews were not completed but data was collected
for the given questions.

Computer listings for all interviews wji:hin HUID's that do not have
"FIRSTPER=1" are available. Interviewer error for HUID's could have con~
tributed to discrepancies.

- 90
l\lsgj

A
.

Assignment of lst person data to subsequent persons within the EUID and
income coding was implemented based on the following:

1. This applied to the random sample only. The random sample can be
determined by "v2" = "2."

2. The housing unit identifier ("V4") is unique for each household,

",
™
i

3. "V8" is a first person identifier whereby "1" indicates '"yes"
and "2" indicates '"mo."

4. Processing was restricted to completed interviews (i.e., result
code=80) .

[

5. Applicable data for the first person was inserted into subsequent
person records for a given HUID.

3

70
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6.

10.

DA/ah

If there was more than 1 first person indicated for a HUID, the
lowest CATI ID with result code '80' was used as the determining
factor for establishing a first person. )

If there were no first persons indicated, the lowest CATI ID with
result code '80' was used as the determining factor for assiguning

a first person. This usually resulted in missing dara for questions
that were copied and inserted. 1In this case, missing data was coded
with missing data codes.

Income recoding and assignment to all records within a given HUID
was based on the attached flow chart.

The income variable and all copied fields were appended to person
records as new varlables.

Recoding was complicated as a result of lost data.



Income Recoding

Plb6a N=2

> 25,000
%1% " N=2 \l/
> 30,000 )
//////// . Income=1
\ Income=5 (0~4,999)
=1 (25,000 -
29.999)
4
N Income=2
(5,000 —
% ¥=1 9,999)
Pl6\c\ N=2 :
| > 50,000 v :
P16f N=2
' 40 Income=6 > 15,000 3
- (30,000 - /
/ 49,999) Y‘l \/
Income=}
DK=8 (> 50,000) Income=4 Income=3
RE=9 (15,000 - (10,000 -
Missing 24,999) 14,999)




iESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE

Center for Survey Statistics
October 31, 1984
MEMORANDUM
TO: Danny Allen
FROHM: Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Variables to Be Created in Phase III of the District of Columbia
' Crime Victimization Study

As a result ¢y cur meeting with Jan Whelan on October 26 and my subse-
quent telephone conversation with Betsy Martin of BSSR, an agreement has
been reached as to the variables that will be created and delivered in
Phase III of the District of Columbia Crime Victimization Study. This
menmorandum summaries these discussions and special comsiderations with
respect to implementing the task.

Q First, we will only deliver data for these sample individuals who were
included in the file delivered under Phase II of the study. That is, we
will develop the required data base variables only for (1) persons who
complete an interview who (2) are members of the DCHVS sample. The con-
tract under which we gathered the data precludes us from delivering data
for the CHEVS respondents. For persons in the DCHVS who did not complete
the interview, we do not have data available and hence, the individuals
cannot be included.

Another restriction made by the previous contract is that we cannot
deliver confidential data. What this implies for your task is that we will
not be able to deliver the name, address, telephone number, and place of
residence variables that BSSR originally requested. In addition, we will
have to edit the crime descriptions to remove confidential data found in
some descriptions. The edited crime descriptions, with confidential data
removed, will be delivered rather than the unedited variable. My memoran-
dum to Marci Wheeler specifies how this editing will be done.

With the exception of the crime description, all variables to be
created will be person level. For the call resulting in a completed inter-
view (the first call with a result code of 80), the following variables
will be abstracted and delivered:

1) I.D. of interviewer making the call,

Post Office Box 12194 Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27709 Telephone: 919 541-6000
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2y date of the call,
3) time of day the call began, and
4)  session time for the call.

In some circumstrances, interviewer actions resulted in the timer being
reset and hence erroneous results for the session times (negative values
may be encountered, for instance). The session time will be set to missing
in these instances. You may need to check the other variables for invalid
responses too.

Some of the completed interviews will have had earlier calls that were
broken off. For the call resulting in a break off (the first call with one
of the breakoff result codes), the same variables will be abstracted and
delivered: That is,

1) I.D. of interviewer having the breakoff,
2) date of the call,

3) time of day the call began, and

4) session time of call.

For persons that do not have a breakoff interview, you will need to assign
consistency codes for these variables. :

We will not deliver a variable describing the number of calls needed
to complete the interview. These data are not available on our CATI data
files.

Although our CATI data files contain a variable recording "Cumuliative
Time", we will not deliver the variable since it contains the time editors
spent examining the data as well as time spent in interviewing. A cumula-
tive time for the interview canm be constructed using the sum of the session
time for the breakoff interview - presuming a breakoff occurred - plus the
session time for the call in which the interview was completed.

Let me know if you have questions or comments about these specifica-
tions. .

/pp
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&nter for Survey Statistics

October 26, 1984

MEMORANDUM -
TO: Marci Wheeler
FROM: Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Specifications for Editing Crime Descriptions

As a part of the redelivery of files for the D.C. Crime Victimization
Study, the 68 character crime description will be edited and added to the
data records previously delivered under Phase II of the study. This memo-~
randum provides specifications for the editing that you will need to do for
the crime descriptors recorded .by the CATI interviewers to produce the
deliverable version.

The most important part of the editing process will be scanning the

Q individual descriptions and editing out confidential data that might lead
to the identification of the individual, his family, and the agency em-
ploying the respondent. I would like you to use a consistent strategy as
outlined below in implementing this task:

1) If a person's name is given (e.g., "Jane was attacked on the way
to the store'"), replace the name with "NAME" (e.g. "NAME was
attacked on the way to the store.")

2) If the location a person works or lives is given (e.g., "Wallet
stolen from office at the Pentagon'), replace the location name
with "LOCATION." (e.g., "Wallet stolen from office at the
LOCATION.")

3) If the employer is given (eg., "Purse stolen when I worked for
Macy's") replace the employer name by "EMPLOYER" (e.g., "Purse
stolen when I worked for EMPLOYER.")

Without examining all the entries myself, I cannot develop all the rules
that you will need to adopt. I would like you to adapt the gemeral ap-
proach above to other situatiens you encounter. Keep notes on the new
rules that you develop so that I can document the procedures used to edit
the description.

Post Office Box 12194 Research Triangle Park,North Carolina 27709 Telephone: 919 541-6000
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In addition to confidential information in some crime descriptioms,
you may also find some extraneous characters that were introduced by inter-

view actions (e.g., when the interviewer tabbed over something). These °
8 4

should be removed. You do not have to correct grammatical or typographical
errors made by the interviewer in recording the description.

Some descriptions may be unreadable or otherwise bad data. Replace
these descriptions with "BD."

’

Similarly some descriptions may be totally blank. You may lezve these
descriptions as is.

Please advise me of any problems or questioas that arise as you are
implementing these specifications.

bkp
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RESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE

Center for Survey Statistics
MEMORANDUM August 24, 1983
. Revised 11/15/83
TO: Brenda Cox
FROM: Jane Bergsten

SUBJECT: Description of the DCHVS and CHEVS Sample Designs

I. The DCHVS Sample -

The DCHVS sample is a random digit dialing (RDD) sample of tele-
phone numbers serving the District of Columbia Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area (DC-SMSA). A sampling frame was constructed using the
April 1983 AT&T computer tape containing all working telephone exchanges:
in the nmation, as well as the rate-center city and vertical and horizon-
tal coordinates associated with each exchange. Those telephone e2x-
changes serving the DC-SMSA were extracted from the tape, using the
rate-center city and the coordinate information to determine the loca-

g tion, and thus the survey eligibility, of the exchange. Those telzphone
exchanges known to be entirely nonresidential (usually governmental)
were eliminated from the frame. Checking by telephone with the tele-
phone companies involved revealed that no new exchanges had been added
since the tape had been prepared.

Taking into consideration the desired oversampling of DC City
residents, as specified in the DC Crime Victimization Study Design
report, the sampling rate for DC City residents was set at 2 1/3 times
the rate for Virginia or Maryland suburbs. These rates, after allowing
for the fact that a smaller proportion of DC City telephone members are
working residential numbers, yield a DCHVS sample with an expected
distribution of 40 percent DC City cases and 60 percepnt DC suburb cases,
as specified in the design report.

Table 1 shows the structure of the DCHVS sample design. A simple
random sample sufficient for 5 waves was selected from each exchange,
resulting in the selection of 105 telephone numbers per exchange in DC
City and 45 telephone numbers per exchange in the suburbs. The selec-
tions within each exchange were then randomly partitioned into 5 equal
size subsamples, one for each of 5 waves of interviewing. Data collec-
tion costs would determine the number of waves that would be used.

Waves 1 and 2 were processed in their entirety and cost projections
indicated that Wave 3 could also be implemented in its entirety. Midway

Post Office Box 12194 Research Triangle Park,North Carolina 27709 Telephone: 919 541-6000
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Page 2
Table 1. Structure of the Sample Design for the Random Digit
Dialing Telephone Survey for DCHVS
No. of Random
Telephone No. of Selected

No. of Exchanges Selections Telephone

(Each Exchange is Per Wave Per Numbers
Location | a Stratum) Exchange Per Wave
DC City 160 21 3,360
DC SMSA - 162 9 1,458
MD Suburbs
DC SMSA- 141 9 1,269
VA Suburbs

Total 6,087
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into Wave 3, however, unexpected costs made it desirable to cut the
sample size. This was done by randomly subsampling one fifth of the
DCHVS cases for which no final classification of the telephone number
had been made. This subsampling involved 272 of the 6,087 Wave 3 cases,
of which one fifth or 55 were retained in the sample and 217 were elimi-
nated. This method of subsampling resulted in a wvalid probability
sample but one for which the overall probability of selection is un-
known. In order to obtain a sample for which the probability of selec-
tion was known, completed Wave 3 interviews would have had to be thrown
out. Because of the inherent waste involved, (most of the sample had
already been at least partially worked), we chose this approach instead.
A later memoranda describes the approach used to construct sample
weights. Although an unbiased weighting procedure was possible, an
alternative weighting approach was chosen that has a smaller mean square
error. :

II. The CHEVS Sample

The CHEVS sample was selected from computer files and hard copy
lists of Capitol HI1ll employess.

The target populations for the survey comsist of all employees who
worked on Capitol Hill or its immediate wvacirity at some time during
1982 for any of the following governmental org. :ztioms:

Congressional Budget Office (CBO)

House of Representatives (H) excluding elected officials
Senate (S)

Architect of the Capitecl (AC)

Library of Congress (LC)

Office of Technology Assessment (OTA)

Some employees of the above organizations did not work om Capitel
Hill and were consequently eliminated from the sampling frames where
possible (LC), were eliminated after selection but before screening (H),
or were eliminated during the telephone screeming (principally H and S).
The eliminations consisted primarily of people working in the home
district office of a Senator or Representative or were Library of Con-
gress employees based at any of the following locations:

Navy Yard Annex
Landover Center Annex
Taylor Street Annex
Pickett Street Annex.

Table 2 shows the structure of the CHEVS sample. Additiomal infor-
mation on the sample selection procedures follows.

The basic sampling procedure involved 1) the formation of strata,
2) the selection of a simple random sample of ome~fifth of the persons
within each stratum, 3) random partitioning of selections within each
stratum into five equal subsamples, one for each of the five potential
waves of interviewing.



Table 2. Structure of the Simople Deaign for the Telephogs Survey for CHEVS

Nuasber Nusber of
Humber of Selections Totat Nuaber of
Organization Sampling Frame on Frame Strata Per Strotun Szlections Per Wave
- Per Wavek Selected® Yo Be Screeaed
' Cougressionai Hard copy liasting sent Harch 3, i983 {rom CRO 207 ] 3 g 8
Budget Office
House of Clevk of the House July 1, 1962 ~ Septesber 30, 1982 13,397 43 12
Representatfves Directory as frame; U.85. liouse of Represcutatives |} i0 ~5:65(535) ~617
Speing 1832 Teicphoue Divectory for telephone numbers 1 ~10(3)
Senate Februsey 16, 1283 computer ;. intout as frame ' 6,963 kk] 8 ~279(218) ~279
. } ~15(14)
Architact of Computer file 2,498 11 8 100 100
the Capitol ¥ 12
Library of Computer file 5,822 24 8 ~2714(2 —
Congress 1 ~5(8) 233(232) 233
0ffiic of Vechuology Computer file 297 1 ~12(11} ~12{11) ~12
Arnersment -
Total nusher of selections ~1168
Total number of selections for ecresaing ~1049

(2fter eliminating non-Capitol~ilil} employeecs)

*Hunbere in parcolheses indicate semple gize for one or twe of the five waves,
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For the Congressional Budget Office, House of Representatives and
Senate, hard copy lists were used as sampling frames. For the House of
Representatives, strata were formed using an alphabetized listing of
employees. Selections were checked against a House telephone directory
listing, and employees located outside of Washington D.C. were elimi-
nated prior to telephone screening. For the Senmate, strata were formed
using a listing ordered by office. For CBO and Senate employees, no
elimination-before-screening was carried out.

Samples for the Architect of the Capitol, Library of Congress, and
Qffice of Technology Assessment were selected from computer files. The
computer files used as sampling frames were first cleaned of 1) persons
hired in 1983 2) duplicate listings where a name and Social Security
Number match was found, and 3) Library of Congress employees based away
from Capitol Hill. Within each of the three organizations, Architect of
the Capitol, Library of Comgress, and Office of Technology Assessment,
the records were alphabetized before forming strata. For the Library of
Congress, records were first sorted by sex (judged from title, Mr.,
Mrs., Ms. or Miss) and then were alphabetized within sex groups, prior
to forming strata. No elimination-before-screening was carried out.

Waves 1 and 2 were processed in their entirety. After data collec-
tion for Wave 3 had started, a random elimination of 90 percent of the
Wave 3 cases that had not yet been contacted also had to be made. This
‘was carried out by separating the unworked case screening forms into
piles by organization, combining piles, and systemmatically assigning a
digit 0 through 9 to the forms. A random number, 6, was picked and all
forms bearing this digit were activated. All other forms, bearing
digits 0-5 or 7-9, were eliminated from further screening. This re-
sulted in similar problems with respect to defining the probability of
selection as that described for the DCHVS.



dESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE

Center for Survey Statistics
September 22, 1983
MEMORANDUM Revised 11/8/83
TO: Wendell Refior
FROM: Jane Bergsten

Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Computing Sample Weights for the DCHVS and the CHEVS

The assignment of sample weights for DCHVS will be of two sorts:

1. Individual weights for the DCHVS sample
2. Household weights for the DCHVS sample

The CHEVS will only have an individual-level weight. This memorandum
outlines the weighting procedure for both samples and describes the forma-
tion of a stratum identifier for use in analysis.

g Household and Individual Weights for the DCHVS Sample
1. The procedure for calculating weights will include:
a, Computation of an initial sample weight for working residential

telephone numbers.

b.  Households within telephone numbers and persons within household
selection probabilities are 1.

c. No nonresponse adjustments will be used.

d. Post-stratification adjustments will be made using 1980 DC-SMSA
Census population counts.

2. The information needed in order to compute the sample weights is, for
each interview:

a. The CATI ID number - on CATI file
b. The CAC ID number - on CAC file and CATI file
c. The SRDC ID number - on CAC file and SRDC file

d. The househecld ID number - on CATI file

Post Office Box 12194 Research Triangle Park,North Carolinz 27709 Telephone: 919 541-6000
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e. Location of household. Recode to classify as PLACE recode

(1) MD suburb: code 1,2 or 3 for MDLOC

(2) DC city; code 1 for STATE

(3) VA suburb: cede 1,2,3,4,5,6,7, or 8 for VALOC
(4) MD outside DC-SMSA: code 4 for MDLOC

(5) VA outside DC-SMSA: code 9 for VALOC

(6) Not im DC, MD, or VA: code 4 for STATE.

f. Sex: Get from answer to SEX variable.
g. Race: Get from answers to RACE variable to calculate RACER as:

(1) Nonblack: code 1, 3, 4, 5 or 6 for RACE
(2) Black: code 2 for RACE

h. Race of householder. The householder will be defined as the
oldest (AGE) person in the household (HUID). Recode as 1 =
nonblack and 2 = black.

i. Age: use AGE variable. Recode as:

Age Recode #1 Recode #2
12-14
15-19 1 1
20-24 21 21
25-29
30-34 31 31
35-39
40-44
45-49 41 41
50-54
55-59 o1

52
60-64
65+ 61

Recode #2 will be used only if collapsing is needed.
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J- 1980 Census population counts from Gemeral Population Characteris-
tics: key {from table 25, '"Age by Race, Spanish Origin, and Sex,
for Areas and Places: 1980" Washington D.C. - MD.-VA. SMSA.

Also key from Table 27, "Household Relationship of Persons by
Race and Spanish Origin for Areas and Places: 1980" the required
information.

3. Calculation steps for household weights

a. Calculate the initial sample weight for working residential
telephone numbers as follows:

(1) Separately for DC ‘City and the DC suburbs, estimate the
population total working residential numbers as

-~ ~

Mg = ¥ Pyr
where
N 1is the total number of possible residential telephone
*
. numbers for the area, and
Pur is the estimated proportion of telephone numbers in the

area that are working residential numbers.

(2) The proportion of working residential numbers within an area
will be estimated as

P = [mg(D) + 2 (]/[ngg (1) + ngg ()]

where

nWR(i) is the total sample numbers in the i-th wave that
were identified in screening to be working residential
numbers, and

nsc(i) is the total sample numbers in the i-th wave for
which screening was completed.

The sample counts are provided in the memorandum to the record entitled,
"Actual Versus Projected Response and Eligibility Rates for the District of
Columbia Crime Victimization Study." Screening is defined to be complete
when the telephone number can be classified as eligible or ineligible. By
definition an eligible telephone number is classified as working residen-

* .

Some exchanges known to be entirely business were eliminated from the
frame. "Possible residential telephone numbers" are the remaining tele-
phone exchange numbers with all possible four digits added.
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.
tial. An ipeligible number can be nonworking, temporarily nonworking, '
double wrong connection, business or institution, no result from dial, fast

busy, or public pay phone.

(3) Using the estimates derived for the area (i.e., DC City or
DC suburbs), each identified working residential number from
an area will be assigned as its initial sample weight:

~ 3
Nr / [_4_"2 ()]
i=1

where nWR{i) is the sample count of screened working resi-
dential numbers in Wave i.

b. Sort by PLACE recode: from 2e above into six groups.

c. For PLACE 1, MD suburbs,
PLACE 2, DC city and
PLACE 3, VA suburbs,

separately, compute post-stratification ratio adjustment
factors as follows:

(1) Sort by race of householder.

(2) If any cell has fewer than 20 interviewed households, com= @
bine race groups only as necessary to make each cell at
least 20 cases. We will need to look at them at this stage.

(3) We will fix the race post-strata for each of the three
places.

(4) For the fixed post-strata, aggregate the 1980 census figures
from 2j above, separately for each place. Note that "non-
black" figures are obtained by:

Total - black = nonblack

(5) Tor each post-stratum in each of the three places, calculate
the ratic of the census number in (4) above to the sum of
the sample weights for each interviewed household in the
post-stratum. This is the post-stratification adjustment.

(6) Record the post-stratificaticn adjustment factor on your
file and print out, for each post-stratum:

(a) the description of the post-stratum, that is, place and
race of householder,

(b) the post-stratification adjustment factor,

(¢) the Census total population for that post-stratum,
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(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(d) the sum of the sample weights for that post-stratum,
and

(e) the number of records (interviewed households) for that
post-stratum.

We will review the post-stratification adjustment factors to
see if any smoothing is necessary. Factors of 2 and perhaps
those between 2 and 3 will be acceptable. Larger factors,
in certain circumstances, may also be accepted.

We will carry out any necessary smoothing operations, docu-
menting all decisions made and procedures used.

The final nosst-stratification adjustment factor will then be
added to :ach record, for places 1,2 and 3. In addition, it
should be added to all records in places 4 and 5, as fol-
lows:

(a) ZLink places 1 and 4 as MD suburbs and 3 and 5 as VA
suburbs.

(b) For each place 4 record, determine which place 1 post=-
stratum it fits into and assign that final post-<strati~
fication adjustment factor to it.

(c) For each place 5 record, determine which place 3 post-
stratum it f£its into, and assign that final post-
stratification adjustment factor to it.

(d) Every record having a place recode of 1,2,3,4, or 5
should now have both a sample weight and a final post-
stratification adjustment factor. All other records
will be assigned a post-stratification factor of one.

Compute the final household weight for each record as the
proeduct of the sample weight and the final post-stratifica-~
tion adjustment factor. Record this on each record.

Sum the fipnal household weights for each post-stratum for
each place, and print this sum together with the Census
total and the ratio of the latter to the former for each
post-stratum in each place. Theoretically, the sum of
weights and the Census totals should be the same and the
ratios should be about 1.

4, Calculation steps for person weights:

a. Begin with the post-stratified adjiusted household weight. Attach
to each person.

b. Sort by PLACE recode: from 2e above into six groups.
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c. For PLACE 1, MD suburbs, I
PLACE 2, DC city and
PLACE 3, VA suburbs,

separately, compute post-stratification ratio adjustment
factors as follows:

(1) Sort by sex, race reccde, and dge recode #1.

(2) If any cell has fewer than 20 interviewed cases, combine age
groups only as necessary to make each cell at least 20 cases
using age recode #2.

(3) We will fix the age by sex by race post-strata for each of
the three places.

(4) TFor the fixed post-strata, aggregate the 1980 Census figures
from 2j above, separately for each place. Note that "non-
black' figures are obtained by:

Total - black = nonblack.

(5) For each post-stratum in each of the three places, calculate
the ratio of the Census count in (4) above to the sum of the
sample weights for each interviewed person in the post-
stratum. (Use the post-stratified household weight for each
sample person responding.) This ratio is the post-stratifi- ’
cation adjustment.

(6) Recerd the post-stratification adjustment factor om your
file and print out, for each post=-stratum:

(a) the description of the post-stratum, that is, place,
aga, sex and race recodes,

(b) the post-stratification adjustment factor,

(c¢) the Census total population for that post-stratum,

(d) the sum of the sample weights for that post-stratum
(Use the post-stratified household weight for each
sample person responding.)

(e) the number of records (interviewed persons) for that
post-ztratum.

(7) We will review the post-stratification adjustment factors to
see if any smoothing is necessary. Factors of 2 and perhaps
those between 2 and 3 will be acceptable. Larger factors
may also be accepted.

(8) We will carry out any necessary smoothing operatioas, docu-
menting all decisions made and procedures used.

(9) The final person post-stratification adjustment factor will
then be added to each record, for places 1,2 and 3. In
addition, it should be added to all records in places & and ‘
5, as follows:
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(10)

(11)

983

(a) Link places 1 and 4 as MD suburbs and 3 and 5 as VA
suburbs.

(b) For each place 4 record, determine which place 1 post-
stratum it fits into and assign that final post-strati-
fication adjustment factor to it.

(c) For each place 5 record, determine which place 3 post-
stratum it fits into, and.assign that fimnal post-strat-
ification adjustment factor to it.

(d) Every record having s place recode of 1,2,3,4, or §
should nmow bave both a sample weight and a final post-
stratification adjustment factor. All other records

will be assigned a post-stratification factor of one.

(i.e., those with PLACE = 6).

Compute the final person weight for each record as the
product of the sample weight, the household post-stratifica-~
tion adjustment factor, and the person post-stratification
adjustment factor.

Sum the final person weights for each post-stratum for each
place, and print this sum together with the Census total,
and the ratio of the latter to the former for each post-
stratum in each place. Theoretically, the sum of weights
and the Census totals should again be the same and the
ratios should be about 1.

Employee Weights for the CHEVS Sample

For the CHEVS, an employee level weight is needed. TFollow this proce-
dure to calculate the weight. All computations are within agency. (You
probably will have to collapse the CBO and OTA together because of their

size.) Each el
a weight of

where

A

igible responding employee within an agency will be assigne’

N/ ngp ()]

N.. is the estimated population count of eligible employees

in the agency and

nER(+) is the total number of eligible responding agency

The population

where

employzes swmmed over 211 three waves of the sample.

total eligible employees is estimated as

- -~

NE =N Py
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N is the total number of persons on the agency frame,
and

Prp is the estimated proportion of the frame listings
“ for the agency that are eligible for the study.

For the House of Representatives and Senate, N will be an estimate obtained
as the count of the number of selected employees times the selection inter-
val. This will be a2fter we removed obvious non-DC employees. For the
House, we selected, eliminated obvicus ipneligibles, and then phoned to
screen. The proportion eligible employees is estimated from Wave 1 and
Wave 2 data as

Pp =i§1 [uER(i) + nEN(i.)]/i§1 {nER(i) + nEN(i) + nI(i)]
where

nER(i) is the total number of agency employees in the Wave i
sample who are eligible and respond

nEN(i) is the total number of agency employees in the Wave i
sample who are eligible and nonresponding (i.e., complete
the screening interview so that their eligibility can be
established but not the core questionnaire).

nI(i) is the total number of agency employezs in the Wave i
sample who are identified as ineligible by screening.

For checking purposes, print out all components of the weights. Also print
out 2 cross tab of agency by response status imdicator.

Stratum Identifiers

Both the DCHVS and the CHEVS were selected as stratified random sam-
ples. The DCHVS was deeply stratified based upon exchange code. Because
of the large number of strata (exchange codes) and the small sample within
many of these (several have only one observation), the strata need to be
collapsed. Order the exchange codes within each area code and collapse
downward when needed so that each stratum has at least temn respondents.
The CHEVS strata had somewhat larger sample sizes and therefore should not
need collapsing although you will need to construct a stratum identifier.

/pp




Table 1. Classes Used in Computing Household-Level
Post-Stratification Adjustment Factors

PLACER RACERHH
Code Definition Code Defimition 1980 Census Ccunt
1 M 1 Nonblack ~ " 353,000
1 MD 2 Black 100,312
2 DC 1 Nomblack 91,182
2 bc 2 Black 161,961
3 VA L 1 Nonblack v 376,411

3 VA . 2 Black 29,854




Table 2. Classes Used in Computing Person-Level Post-Stratification
Adjustment Factors

PLACER RACE SEX AGE- 1980 Census Count
Code Definition Code Definition
1 MD Nonblack 1 Male 12-19 73,870
1 MD Nonblack 1 Male 20-24 47,978
1 MD Nonblack 1 Male 25-34 86,182
1 MD Nonblack 1 Male 35-49 94,788
1 MD All 1 Male 50-64 86,674
1 MD All 1 Male 65+ 35,002
1 MD Nonblack 2 Female 12-19 71,185
1 MD Nonblack 2 Female 20-24 47,257
1 MD Nonblack 2 Female 25-34 88,029
1 MD Nonblack 2 Female 35-49 98,693
1 MD All 2 Female 50~64 93,289
1 MD All 2 Female 65+ 56,416
1 MD Black 1 HMale 12-19 26,569
1 MD Black 1 Male 20=24 13,610
1 MD Black 1 Male 25-34 29,818
1 MD Black 1 Male 35-49 ‘ 28,763
1 MD Black 2 Female 12-19 27,210
1 MD Black 2 Female 20-24 16,951
1 MD Black 2 Female 25-34 38,351 ‘
1 MD Black 2 Female 35-49 30,885
2 DC Nonblack 1 Male 12-19 7,254
2 DC Nonblack 1 Male 20-24 11,013
2 DC Nonblack 1 Male 25-34 23,268
2 DC Nomblack 1 Male 35-49 17,085
2 DC Nonblack 1 Male 50-64 12,375
2 DC Nomblack 1 Male 65+ 10,705
2 DC Nomblack 2 Female  12-19 7,427
2 DC Nonblack 2 Female 20-24 12,139
p DC Nonblack 2 Female 25-34 23,720
2 DC Nonblack 2 Female 35-49 15,505
2 DC Nonblack 2 Female 50-64 14,749
2 1] Nonmblack 2 Female 65+ 20,817
2 DC Black 1 Male 12-19 33,578
2 DC Black 1 Male 20-24 21,265
2 DC Black 1 Male 25-34 34,742
2 DC Black 1 Male 35-49 32,732
2 DC Black 1 Male 50~64 30,633
2 DC Black 1 Male 65+ 16,526
2 DC Black 2 Female 12-19 35,093
2 DC Black 2 Female 20-24 25,146
2 DC Black 2 Female 25=34 40,822
2 DC Black 2 Female 35-49 39,147
2 DC Black 2 Female 50-64 38,965
2 DC Black 2

Female 65+ 26,239 ‘




Table 2.

Classes Used in Computing Person-Level Post-Stratification
Adjustment Factors (cont.)

PLACER RACE SEX AGE 1980 Census Count
Code Definition Code Definition
3 VA A11 1 Male - 12-19 74,505
3 VA All 1 Male 20-24 47,458
3 \'Z: All 1 Male 25-34 111,080
3 VA All 1 Male 35-49 117,661
3 VA All 1 Male 50=-64 70,366
3 VA All 1 Male 65+ 24,495
3 VA All 2 Female 12-19 72,927
3 VA All 2 Female 20-24 50,151
3 VA . All 2 Female 25-34 118,103
3 VA All 2 Female 35-49 113,991
3 VA All 2 Female 50-64 74,316
3 VA All 2 Female 65+ 40,512




'RESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE

Center for Survey Statistics

September 28, 1983

MEMORANDUM

TO: Brenda Cox
FROM: Jane Bergsten

SUBJECT: Weight adjustments for multiple telephone numbers at the sample
dwelling: DC Crime, Project No. 2634.

A dwelling with more than one residential telephome number has a
larger probability of selection in a RDD survey. One typically applies to
the sample weight a weight adjustment factor equal to the inverse of the
number of different telephone numbers linked to the sample dwelling. We
will not make such an adjustment in the DC Crime Survey sample weights, for
reasons detailed below.

For the 1,020 cases for which a control form was completed on Wave I
9 of DCHVS, the answers to Q2 "Is there a telephone with a different number
in your home/residence on which you could also be reached?" were distri-

buted as follows.

Frequency Percent
Yes 151 15
Ro 836 82
Refused 12 1
Not answered 21 _2
Total 1,020 100%

The ‘15 percent of households with more than one telephone number is many
times the 1 to 2 percent we had expected. The answers to Q3. "How many
different telschone numbers are there for your home/residence?" were distri-
buted as follows

Site: DC MD VA DK TOTAL
Number of
Phone Numbers
1 5 2 2 - 9
2 51 48 14 - 113
3 3 2 - - 5
4 - 1 1 - 2
5 1 - - - 1
Refused - - - 2 2
Not amswered - = - 19 19
3 17 21 151

. Total 60 5

. Post Office Box 12194 Research Triangle Park,North Carelina 27709 Telephone: 918 541-6000
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The results from these hand tallies made from the Wave I control forms
suggested that the questions had possibly been answered about extension
telephones rather than different telephone numbers.

A check of about 1,500 residential telephone listings was made for
each of DC, Maryland suburbs and Virginia subburbs using May 1982, October
1982 and January 1983 directories, respectively.

Muliple phone numbers discovered were

Frequency Percent Site
2 2_=0.1% DC
1500 — ¢
17
17 1500 = 1% Maryland
11 _ .o ...
11 1560 = 1% Virginia

The results of our checking convinced us that the response to Q2 and
Q3 on the control from were undoubtedly referring to telephone instruments
rather than mulitiple telephone numbers. Any adjustment using these data
would, therefore, introduce much more bias than would result from making no
adjustment at all. The latter course of actiom is, therefore, being taken.

/pp



RESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE

Center for Survey Statistics
October 25, 1983
Revised 11/14/83
MEMORANDUM
TO: Wendell Refior
FROM: Jane Bergsten
Brenda Cox
SUBJECT: Standardization for the DC Crime Victimizatiom Study

A. Standardizing DC City and DC Suburbs to DC-8MSA Characterlstlcs for
the Resident-Level Analyses:

1.

2.

3.
Post Office Box 12194

1980 Census population estimates are available for the DC-SMSA by
location (DC City, DC Suburbs) by age by sex by race (black,
nonblack). This will be the basis for deétermining standardizing
weights. We will develop two standardized weights, one for DC
City and one for the DC Suburbs. Fringe areas will be included
and linked to city versus suburb location by state of residence
and area code. This is the same approach that we followed in
developing the unstandardized weight.

Create for each of the two locations separately, age by sex by
race (black, nomblack) groups. Collapse age groups, if neces=-
sary, to assure at least 20 interviews in a cell. (See the
September 22 memo for forming and collapsing age groups.)

For each of the two locations separately, compute a (LOCATION)
resident standardizing adjustment factor for each cell as

(adjustment factor for cell i) = [C(i)/C(+)] + [WS(i)/WS(+)]
where C(i) = 1980 Census population count for cell i of the
DC-SMSA,
C(+) = 1980 Census population count for the total DC-SMSA,
WS(i) = sum of the final person weights for all persons
in cell i for (LOCATION), and
WS(+) = sum of the final person weights over all cells for

(LOCATION).

Research Triangle Park,North Carolina 27709 Telephone: 919 541-6000
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Record the (LOCATION) resident standardizing adjustmeat factor on
each record falling into (LOCATION).

Compute the resident standardizing weight for (LOCATION) as the
product of the final person weight and the (LOCATION) resident
standardizing adjustment factor.

Give CHEVS records a resident standardizing weight of zero and a
resident standardizing adjustment factor of zero.

Check: the sum of the resident standardizing weight for each of
the two locations should equal the sum of the final person
weights for the same location.

Check: for each location, the percentage falling into each age x
sex x race c¢ell using the resident standardized weights should be
identical to the percentage falling into the same cell for the
1980 DC~SMSA Census population counts.

Standardizing DC~SMSA employees to characteristics of CHEVS employees
for the Employee Level Analyses.

1.

All CHEVS interviews will be considered employees. Use the final
person weights. Age, sex, and race groups will be defined as in
the September 22 memorandum. Collapse across age groups where
necessary to insure a minimum of 20 interviews per cell. Form
age by sex by race cells for CHEVS employees keeping track of the
number of interviews and tke sum of the final person weights for
each cell.

DCHVS interviews will be classified as employees if they were
employed at least one month during the survey reference period.
(P8a =1 or code 1,2,3,...,11, or 12 for P8b). VUsing final
person weights, form age by sex by race groups, keeping track of
the number of interviews and the sum of the final person weights
for each cell. Collapse to keep minimum of 20 interviews in a
cell.

Collapse CHEVS employee cells or DC-SMSA employee cells further,
if necessary, so that the partitioning for each group is based
upor identical divisions.

Note that we are including ‘DC-SMSA interviews that were fringe
cases on location classification.

Form an employee standardizing adjustment factor for each cell i
as

(adjustment factor for cell i) = [CH(i)/CH(+)] + [WS(i)/WS(+)]
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

where
CH(i) = sum of the final person weights for cell i of the CHEVS
sample,
CH(+) = sum of the final person weights over all cells of the
CHEVS sample,
WS(i) = sum of the final person weights for cell i of the DCHVS

sample, and

WS(+) = sum of the final person weights over all cells of the
DCHVS sample.

Put this employee standardized adjustment factor on each DCHVS
employee record in the cell.

Compute for each DCHVS employee: Employee standardizing weight =
(final person weight) * (employee standardizing adjustment
factor).

Record the employee standardizinmg weight on each DCHVS employee
record.

CHEVS - employees receive an employee standardizipg adjustment
factor of one and an employee standardizing weight equal to their
final person weight.

DCHVS . non-employees get an employee standardizing adjustment
factor of zero and a employee standardizing weight of zero.

Check: for DC-SMSA employees the sum of the final person weights
over all DCHVS employees in cell i is equal to the sum of the
employee standardizing weight over all DCHVS employees in cell i.

Check: the percentage falling into each age by sex by race cell
using the employee standardized weight for DCHVS employees should
be identical to the perceatage falling into these same cells
using the final person weight for CHEVS employees.

We need to look at distributions of final standardizing weights
so we will need a PROC FREQ or PROC MEANS run. We may need to do
some smoothing, but this is doubtful.

In doing the standardizing:

a) DCHVS persons living outside of VA, MD or DC city will be
included.
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b) CHEVS employees currently” living outside Virginia or Mary-
land will be included.

bkp



Table 1.

Classes Used

in Computing Household Standardization
. Adjustment Factors

RACERHH 1980 Census Count
Code Definition
1 Nonblack . 820,643
2 Black 292,127




Table 2. Classes Used in Computing Person-Level Standardization
Adjustment Factors

SEX 1980 DC-SMSA

RACER Code Definition AGE Census Count
Nonblack 1 Male 12-19 149,742
Nonblack 1 Male 20-24 100,984
Nonblack 1 Male 25=34 210,187
Nonblack 1 Hale 35-49 221,741
Nonblack 1 Male 50-64 156,793
Nonblack 1 Male 65+ 65,021
Nonblack 2 Female 12-19 144,764
Nonblack 2 Female 20-24 104,193
Nonblack 2 Female 25-34 219,386
Nonblack 2 Female 35-49 221,060
Nonblack 2 Female 50-64 166,735
Nonblack 2 Female 65+ 110,233
Black 1 Male 12-19 56,934
Black 1 Male 20=-24 40,340
Black 1 Male 25-34 74,903
Black 1 Male 35-49 69,288
Black 1 Male 50+ 66,962
Black 2 Female 12-19 69,078
Black 2 Female 20-24 47,451
Black 2 Female 25-34 89,639
.Black 2 Female 35-49 77,161
Black 2 Female 50+ 88,335

r



RESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE

Center for Survey Statistics

MEMORANDUM October 29, 1984

TO: Chuck Benrud
FROM: Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Creation of a DC-SMSA Standardized Weight for Use in Resident-
Level Analyses

For the residental level analyses (Tables 15-26), results must be
presented for the entire DC-SMSA as well as for DC City and DC Suburbs.
In order to do this, a new weight needs to be developed that standard-
izes the distribution of the entire sample of DCHVS residents to that of
the Census DC-SMSA distribution. This memorandum specifies how the
weight will be cemstructed.

The post-strata that will be used for the standardization are the

same as those used in standardizing the DC City and DC Suburbs sample to
Q DC-SMSA characteristics for the resident level analyses. Both household-
level and person-level DC-SMSA standardized weights must be created.

For post-stratum i, compute the DC~SMSA standardizing adjustment
factor as

(adjustment factor for post-stratum i) = [C(i)/C(+)] + [WS(i)/WS(+)]

where
C(i) = 1980 Census population count for post-stratum i of the
DC-SMSA,
C(+) = 1980 Census population count for the entire DC-SMSA,
WS(i) = sum of the final analysis weights (unstandardized) for all

sample members in post-stratum i of the DC-SMSA, and

WS(+) = sum of the final analysis weights (unstandardized) for all
sample members in the entire DC~SMSA sample.

Compute the DC-SMSA standardizing weight for sample member j from post-

stratum i as the product of the DC-SMSA standardizing adjustment factor
and the final analysis weight.

Post Office Box 12194 Research Triangle Park,North Carolina 27709 Telephone: 918 541-6000
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For the household-level post-stratificatiom, refer to the adjust-
ment factor as HSTADJ2 or "Household Standardization Adjustment Factor,
DC-SMSA." The standardized weight will be referred to as WTHSTD2 for
"Standardized Weight for Household Analysis, DC-SMSA." WTHSTD2 will be
calculated as

WIHSTD2 = WIIlA * HSTADJ2. -

For the person-level post=-stratification, refer to the adjustment
factor as SMSADJ2 or "Resident Standardization Adjustment Factor, DC-
SMSA." The standardized weight will be referred to as WISMS2 or "Resi-
dent Standardized Weight, DC-SMSA." The weight will be calculated as

WISMS2 = SMSADJ2 * WIPRSN.

Complete the usual RTI weight checks. In addition, compute using
the standardized weight the proportion of households/persons falling
into each post-stratum. Verify that this proportiom is identical to the
proportion as calculated from Census data.

Having verified the accuracy of the weights, merge the four vari-
ables that you created to the files to be passed to Danny Allen.

/mc
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ABSTRACT

The 1982 Supplemental Appropriations Bill allocated funds for a crime
victimization study in the District of Columbia. The primary objective of
the study was the measurement of the extent of crime in the District of
Columbia and the impact of crime on the quality of life in the District.
Of secondary interest was the degree to which Congressional employees
working in the Capitol Hill area are subject to victimization and the
extent to which victimization and the fear of victimization have decreased
their work productivity. The District of Columbia Crime Victimization
Study was conducted by the Research Triangle Institute under a contract
from the Bureau of Justice Statistics. This final report summarizes the
results of Phase II of the study. Phase I involved the design of survey
procedures and instruments and the specification of methods for sample
selection, data collection, data processing, and statistical analysis for
the study. These specifications were implemented in Phase II. The data
collected in the study were used to prepare a Report to Congress and the

District of Columbia Government on crime victimization in the District of

AColumbia.
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®

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 1982 Supplemental Appropriations Bill allocated funds for a crime
victimization study in the District of Columbia. Under contract to the
Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS), the Research Triangle Institute (RTI)
designed and implemented the District of Columbia Crime Victimization
Study. The primary objective of the study was to determine the extent of
crime in the District of Columbia Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area
(DC-SMSA) and the impact of crime on the quality of life in the District.
A secondary objective was to determine the degree to which Capitol Hill
employees are subjected to victimization and the extent to which victimiza-
tion and the fear of victimization have decreased work productivity. A
major focus of both objectives was the measurement of crime victimization
in the work place and in travel to and from work.

To implement these objectives, RTI conducted two surveys: the Dis-
trict of Columbia Household Victimization Survey (DCHVS), which measured
crime victimization occurring to resideats of the DC-SMSA, and the Capitol
Hill Employees Victimization Survey (CHEVS), which measured crime victimi-
zation occurring to Capitol Hill employees. The relevant information about

how RTI conducted these surveys includes:

. From what groups were the samples selected?

. What questions were asked in the interview?

. How was the interview conducted? "
. What information resulted from the study? and

. How are the data being reported?

Before answering these questions, it is important to note that telephone

interviewing was used in both surveys.
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The sample of households to participate in the DCHVS was selected by

first creating a list of all telephone exchange codes used in the DC-SMSA.

This exchange code is the area code and the first three digits of the seven

digit telephone number. All possible four digits were added to these
exchange codes to create a list of all telephone numbers allocated to the
DC-SMSA by the local telephone companies. A" sample of numbers from this
list was randomly selected and telephone interviewers dialed theses numbers
and determined whether the number was associated with a residence or not.
For residential telephones, the interviewer individually surveyed each
household member who was 14 or older, beginning first with adult members of
the household. Responses for 12 and 13 year olds were obtained from their
parents. This procedure is similar to that used by the National Crime
Survey, from which RTI borrowed many procedurés for this study.

Using the random digit dialing procedure, all households with tele-
phones had an opportunity for inclusion in the study. Unavoidably, the
DCHVS is subject to undercoverage of nontelephone homes. Survey resources
precluded the use of personal interviews for nontelephone households which
would have been the only way to obtain their response. However, census
&ata were used in the estimation process to compensate for these "lost"
households by weighting the data prior to analysis. The distribution of
the weighted data was made similar to that of the general population for
factors such as age, race, and sex, which are correlated with telephone
ownership and with crime victimization as well.

The sample of Capitol Hill employees was selected ffom employee lists
of the Senate, the House of Representatives, the Library of Congress, the
Congressional Budget Office, the Office of Technology Assessment, and the

Architect of the Capitol. Prior to the interview, RTI mailed each sample

iv




employee a letter describing the survey and included a postcard which the
employee was asked to mark with the most convenient time to call.

Both surveys used the same questionnaire. The interviewer began by
asking a set of lead-in questions about crime and participation in commun-

L

ity programs to combat crime. Next the individual was asked to report
crimes that had occurred to khim/her since Janu;ry 1982. Example crimes and
example crime locations were read by the interviewer to jog the memory of
the respondent. Next, the interviewer obtained details about each crime
that the respondent mentioned. The interviewer closed by asking general
information questions such as age, race, and sex, and the characteristics
of the dwelling in which the respondent lived.

The interview was conducted using a computer assisted telephone inter-
view procedure. Rather than using a printed questionnaire, the interviewer
read the questions as they were displayed on a computer viewing screen and
simultaneously recorded the respondent's answers. This process gives
greater control over the interview and reduces the length of time required
to complete the interview.

The sample data were analyzed to describe the characteristics of
victims and the effect of victimization on their lives. The impact of

crime was evaluated for the various types of crimes as well. Examples of

the kinds of questions for which answers were sought include:

. What types of individuals tend to be victimized?

. What percent of crime victimizations result in injury?

. To what extent do economic losses result from crime victimiza-
tion?

. How frequently do work place victimizations occur? and

. Are certain categories of employees (such as women for instance)

more likely to experience work-related victimizations?



To answer questions such as these, data analysts examined tabular summaries
of the data. These tables were created for population aggregations of
sufficient size so that the information could not be linked to particular .
individuals. Comparisons were made between Capitol Hill employees' victimi~-
zation and that of the DC-SMSA population. In addition, the victimization
experience for DC-SMSA residents was compared to that of the entire nation.
This later comparison was made using data collected as a part of the
National Crime Survey.

RTI prepared a report to (ongress and the District of Columbia Govern-
ment describing the results of these analyses. In addition, a public use
data file was developed for the DCHVS data. To preserve the confiden-
tiality of the respondent data, all identifying information was removed or

encrypted prior to delivery of the data.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

The 1982 Supplemental Appropriations Bill allocated funds for a crime
victimization study in the District of Columbia. Of primary concern was
the extent of crime in the District of Columbia and the impact of crime on
the quality of life in the District. A secondary concern was the degree to
which Congressional employees working in the Capitol Hill area are subject
to victimization and the extent to which victimization and the fear of
victimization decrease their work productivity. The legislation specified
that the study would be conducted by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS)
in conjunction with the Bureau of the Census and in consultation with
Congress. Under contract to BJS, the Research Triangle Inétitute (RTI)
designed and implemented the District of Columbia Crime Victimization
Study. The instrument for the study was developed by the Bureau of Social
Science Research (BSSR). As a part of the Crime Survey Redesign comsor-
tium, BSSR has been investigating alternative instrument designs and data
collection procedures.

The District of Columbia Crime Victimization Study had two phases.
Phase I involved the design of survey procedures and instruments for use in
the study, which included determining the study goals, developing the
survey instrument, and specifying methods for sample selection, data col-
lection, data processing, and data analysis for the study. These specifi-
cations were implemented in Phase II of the study. The data collected in
the study were used to prepare a Report to Congress and the District of
Columbia Government on crime victimization.

The District of Columbia Crime Victimization Study contained two
survey components: the District of Columbia Household Victimization Survey

(DCHVS), which measured crime victimization for residenmts of the District



of Columbia Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (DC-SMSA), and the
Capitol Hill Employees Victimization Survey (CHEVS), which measured crime
victimization for Capitol Hill employees. The objectives of the study were
to measure crime victimization for the DC-SMSA and for Capitol Hill em-
ployees and to make comparisons between the two groups. Within the DC-
SMSA, separate estimation was required for the District proper and the
outlying suburbs. Because of differences in the instruments and the survey
design procedures used in obtaining victimization data, it should be empha-

sized that comparisons of DCHVS or CHEVS crime victimization rates with

national rates are not appropriate.

The target population for the DCHVS was the civilian, noninstitution-
alized residents age 12 and older of the DC-SMSA and those residents of
adjacent areas that share telephone exchange codes with the DC-SMSA. The
1980 Census definition of the DC-SMSA was used in the study. Under this
definition, the DC-SMSA includes the District of Columbia; Charles County,
Montgomery County, and Prince George's County in Maryland; Arlington
County, Fairfax County, Loudoun County, and Prince William County in
Virginia; and the independent cities of Alexandria, Fairfax, Falls Church,
Manassas, and Manassas Park in Virginia.

The target population of the CHEVS was the employees of the Congress,
specifically employees of the Senate, the House of Representatives, the
Architect of the Capitol, the Library of Congress, the Congressional Budget
Office (CBO), and the Office of Technology Assessment (0TA). Elected
members of Congress were not included in the CHEVS.

In both surveys, the respondents were asked to report victimizations
that happened to them during the period from January 1, 1982 to the date of
the interview. Since data collection occurred from May through August of
1983, sample individuals reported victimization data for a minimum of 16
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months and a maximum of 19% months. For analysis purposes, a common time
period was needed. Therefore, it was decided that only wvictimizations
occurring in the fixed time period from May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983 would
be included. Victimization data were ijincluded or excluded from the ana-
lysis based upon the date of occurrence; hence, it was important to obtain
the month in which victimizations occurred. .

The early 1982 months were included in the reference period since
May 1 has few salient features as a reference point. A second reason for
including January to April 1982 was the presumption that telescoping into
the reference period might occur; including these four months for data
collection but excluding these data from analysis would remove some of this
telescoping bias.

The end of the reference period was set at the interview date since it
was thought intuitively appealing to allow respondents to discuss their
more recent experiences. It should be noted that forward telescoping of
events from the analysis time period into months after April 1983 may have
occurred for respondents who were interviewed during the latter part of the
data collection period. Although such forward telescoping would result in
underestimation of crime during the analysis time period, it should not
affect the comparisons between population subgroups since the sample was
evenly distributed over the data collection period.

Except for screening questions needed for data collection purposes,
the DCHVS and the CHEVS used the same data collection instrument. This
instrument was a streamlined version of an experimental instrument that was
developed and tested in a pilot study in Peoria, Illinois by the Crime
Survey Redesign consortium. This experimental instrument differs from that
used in the Natiomal Crime Survey (to which it was compared in the pilot
study) in that the screener questions cover more types of incidents and all
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respondents within the household are screened for household crimes. The
additional screemer questions are intended to jog the respondent's memory
about the NCS crime types while discussing the new crime types. Since
household crimes may have differing degrees of saliency for household
members, asking household screening questions of all respondents should
improve reporting but at the expense of duplicite reporting. In the Peoria
Study, the effect of this duplication was removed by weighting the incident
data based upon the number of reports of the incident.

The questionnaire used for the District of Columbia Crime Victimiza-
tion Study had similar features, as well as a cueing approach to obtain
victimization reports. Originally developed for use with a mail question-
naire, this cueing approach first lists various types of crimes and asks
the respondent, "Right off, can you think of a time during 1982 or 1983
when any of these things happened to you?" After recording the immediate
responses, the interviewer then reads a list of example crimes and example
crime locations. The resizaindent is instructed to stop the interviewer
whenever he/she thinks of a crime that has not been previously mentioned.
Each time a cue provokes a response, the respondent's description of the
incident is entered into the list of events. The interviewer then probes
for other similar events. From initial pretests, this cueing approach
appears to elicit more reports of criminal incidents than the NCS screener.

A modified version of the NCS incident form was also developed for use
in this study. The modified incident form is divided into several sec-
tions. The first section serves a '"verification" purpose in the sense that
it determines the date of the incident, the type of crime that occurred
(including non-crimes), and the person or persons involved. Only for

crimes that occurred within the analysis time period of May 1, 1982 to




April 30, 1983 were the remaining sections of the incident form completed.
These sections obtained information about the characteristics of the crimi-
nal incident and the associated offenders.

Data collection for both surveys was by telephone using computer
assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) procedures. RTI developed CATI
versions of the instruments that BSSR providéﬁ and developed the household
roster and screening portion of the instrument. The DCHVS data collection
procedures were similar to the National Crime Survey except that it was
conducted via a random digit dialed telephone survey. That is, victimi~
zations were obtained for all individuals 12 years old and older within
sample householas, with the data for 12 and 13 year olds obtained by proxy
and 14 year olds and up interviewed individually to obtain their victimiza-
tion data. In the CHEVS, only the sampled employees were interviewed.

Much of the analysis focused on simple descriptive statistics, such as
the victimization rates per population subgroup. Results for the two
surveys were compared and tested. In addition, substantive issues were
investigated regarding the differential effect of victimization for D.C.
¢tity residents versus D.C. suburban residents and DC-SMSA employees versus
Capitol Hill employees. These analyses required the production of a type-
of-crime recode and the determination of whether or not each reported
incident fell within the analysis period of May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983.
Comparisons of the DC=-SMSA to the nation were made using NCS data. The
results of these analyses of D.C. crimé data and NCS national comparison
data formed the basis for the Report to Congress and the District of

Columbia Government.



CHAPTER 2. SAMPLE DESIGN FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
CRIME SURVEYS

The sample designs for the two survey components of the District of
Columbia Crime Victimization Study were straight forward applications of
standard sampling methodology. The most difffcult aspect of the design was
obtaining estimates for the parameters that affected data collection costs.
An example of such a parameter is the expected number of victimizations per
1,000 persons that would be reported in the study. In deriving sample
sizes for the surveys, values were estimated for these parameters. The
number of assumptions needed to produce these estimates introduced uncer-
tainty into the expected yield of completed interviews and victimization
reports that would be obtained for the two surveys. For this reason, the
sampling was set up in three waves so that early results could be used to
obtain survey estimates for the parameters that pertained to yields. Using
these estimates, the sample size specifications were reevaluated and the
proposed sample sizes for the two surveys revised downward to reflect
increased survey costs. Specific details of the sampling and weighting are
provided by memoranda contained in Appendix A. The remainder of this
chapter summarizes the general features of the selection and weighting
plan.
A. The DCHVS Sample Design

The District of Columbia Household Victimization Survey (DCHVS) mea-
sured crime victimization for residents of the DC-SMSA. Separate esti-
mation capability was desired for the District of Columbia proper and the
suburban areas. Initially, the target population of the DCHVS was defined

to be civilian, noninstitutionalized residents of the DC-SMSA age 12 and



older. In addition to the DC~-SMSA household population, residernts of
noninstitutional, civilian group quarters are included under this defini-
tion. Based upon the 1980 Census of Population, this initial target popu-
lation definition would include approximately 3.1 million persons of which
2.6 million will be 12 years or older. Since the DCHVS was to be a tele-
phone survey, two problems existed with this target population definition.
These problems resulted in a revised definitien of the target population.

The first problem related to the fact that telephone exchanges fre-
quently crcss county boundaries. Hence, a sémple of telephone numbers
would reach households that lived on the border of the DC-SMSA and share
exchange codes with the DC-SMSA. One solution to this problem would be to
consider these individuals as ineligible and screen them out of the sample
early in the interview by determining county of residence. Another solu~
tion is to redefine the geographical basis of the target population to be’
the geographical areas served by the DC-SMSA telephone exchanges. The
latter solution was chosen since (1) the DC-SMSA wvictimizations were to be
used to make comparisons with the Capitol Hill employees and (2) the victi-
mization experience of individuals who lived across county boundaries but
were served by DC-SMSA telephone exchanges should be similar to individuals
inside the boundaries. Since the area outside of the DC-SMSA served by
DC-SMSA telephone exchanges is minimal, the target population was definmed
to be the civilian, noninstitutionalized residents age 12 and older of the
DC-SMSA and those adjacent areas that are served by DC-SMSA telephone
exchanges.

The second telephone survey related problem was that 2.6 percent of

the occupied housing units in the DC-SMSA do not have telephone service.*

*
U.S. Bureau of the Census (1982). Provisional Estimates of Social, Eco~
nomic and Housing Characteristics (PHC 80-S1-1), Table Hl1, page 79.
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Non-telephone residences could not be surveyed and hence are a source of
frame undercoverage. The target population definition could have been
revised to exclude these non-telephone residences. However, we chose not
to do so. The reasoning behind this decision was that survey data users
will tend to ignore the non-telephone exclusion clause and use the data as
though they represent the entire DC-SMSA. Por this reason, instead of
revising the target population definition to exclude non-telephone resi-
dences, a post-stratification adjustment was made to the sample weights to
reduce the undercoverage bias in survey estimates.

An unclustered random digit dialing approach was used in interviewing
DC-SMSA residents. Separate samples of telephone numbers were selected for
the District and the Virginia and Maryland suburbs. For the District, the
frame of telephone numbers was sorted by exchanges. For the Virginia and
Maryland suburbs, the frame was sorted by State, rate center city, and
within rate center city by exchange code. This resulted in a frame ordered
essentially by geographic area. To obtain sufficiently accurate estimates
for the District, oversampling was needed since the District population is
less than % that of the entire SMSA. The sample design can be briefly
described as a stratified random sample where exchange codes form the
strata. A total of 5,542 D.C. area residents age 12 and older completed
interviews.

B. The CHEVS Sample Design

The target population of the CHEVS was the employees of the House of
Representatives and the Senate and related Congressional offices, excluding
the elected members of Congress themselves. The offices and organizations
included were the Senate, the House of Representatives, the Library of

Congress, the Architect of the Capitol, the Office of Technology Assess-




ment, and the Congressional Budget Office. The target populétion included
all persons who were employed by these Congressional Offices at any time
during 1982. This population is estimated to contain approximately 25,000
persons.

The sampling frame for CHEVS was constructed using lists provided by
the Capitol Hill agencies for 1982 employees.- RTI obtained machine read-
able files from the Library of Congress and the Office of Technology Assess-
ment that contained the following information for each individual employed
by the agency during i982: (1) name, (2) Social Security Number, (3) work
address, (4) work phone number, (5) home address, (6) home phone number,
and (7) dates of employment. In addition, characteristics of the employee
and his/her agency position were available for the Library of Congress;
this information was used to improve the efficiency of the sample design.
The Architect of the Capitol provided a machine readable file with name,
Social Security Number, and home address for their 1982 employees. The
Congressional Budget Office, the House of Representatives, and the Senate
were unable to provide machine readable files for their 1982 employees.
Instead, they provided printouts of employees as of late 1982 with their
name and office. For these three agencies, the frame was subject to under-
coverage of an unknown extent. In addition, since Social Security numbers
were not available for all eﬁployees, the frame may contain multiple en-
tries for the same employee. Employees who were listed on the frame more
than once had more than one chance of selection. This event was accounted
for by removing the duplicate listings whenever possible. The frame was
sorted by agency and person characteristics when available and a stratified
random sample selected where the agency groupings defined the strata. A

total of 1,889 Capitol Hill employees completed interviews.



C. Construction of Sample Weights

To make inferences about the target population, sample weights wer
constructed that reflect the sample design. The weight of a sample unit
can be viewed as the number of units in the survey population that the unit
represents. Since sampling for each survey was without replacement, the
initial sample weight was computed as the inverse of the selection prob-
ability of the sample unit. In some cases sample units had multiple oppor-
tunities for selection into the sample and the frame multiplicity of the
sample unit were unknown. For instance, the fact that more than one tele-
phone number can ﬁe associated with a sample residence introduces multipli-
city for the DCHVS sample. As described in Appendix A, an unsuccessful
attempt was made to identify these multiple-telephone-households. If
Social Security numbers had been known for all Capitol Hill employees, the
CHEVS sample frame could have been comstructed so that employvees who worked
for more than one agency would have only one chance of selection. When
Social Security Numbers were available for Capitol Hill employees, multiple
listings were removed from the frame. Because of lack of complete data on
frame multiplicity, both samples can be expected to contain a few selec-
tions that had multiple opportunities for selection. This frame multipli-
city could not be removed by sample weighting since the umits subject to
multiple chances of selection could not be accurately identified.

These initial sampling weights were adjusted to account for nonre-
sponse and undercoverage. Post-stratification adjustments were made to
1980 Census data for the DCHVS and to frame totals for the CHEVS. The
final sample weights serve to differentially weight the sample data from
individuals to reflect the level of disproportionality in the final sample
relative to the population of interest. Both household level and person
level weights were constructed for the DCHVS.

10



CHAPTER 3. DATA COLLECTION

. Two computer assisted telephone interview (CATI) surveys were con-
ducted as part of the District of Columbia Crime Victimizatiom Study. For
both surveys, the District of Columbia Household Victim%zation Survey
(DCHVS) and the Capitol Hill Employees Victimization Survey (CHEVS), the
same data collection instrument was used. This instrument was modeled
after the experimental version of the National Crime Survey instrument
tested in the Peoria Pilot Study. However, the contact and screening
procedures employed for .each survey varied because of the different sam-
pling procedures used to identify the target populations. Random digit
dialing was used to identify eligibles for the DCHVS; the sample for the
CHEVS was selected from lists of Capitol Hill employees. Data collection
began in mid-May and continued through the end of August. During that

9 time, a team of approximately 27 interviewers working over three shifts
conducted interviews for both surveys.

A. The CATI System

1. System Description. In computer assisted telephone interviewing

(CATI), the survey instrument is stored within the computer, and questions
or items aréfﬂisplayed for the interviewers in program-controlled sequenceé
on cathode ray tube (CRT) terminals. The telephone interviewers read ques-
tions as they are relayed from the computer to the viewing screen; as the
respondent answers, the interviewers record the answer and enter it as data
into the computer by depressing keys on the connecting terminal keyboard.
The use of the computer in questionnaire administration offers the
capability for coilecting high quality data in an efficient manner. Because
skip patterns are computer-controlled rather than interviewer-controlled,

e N
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the incidence of missing or inconsistent data is greatly reduced under
CATI. Since interviewers are freed from time lapses caused by turning
pages and monitoring skip patterns, the time required for questionnaire
administration is reduced. Moreover, by entering responses directly into
the computer as the questions are answered, the data entry step is elimi-
nated. -

2. CATI Programming. RTI's CATI system, installed onto a VAX 750

minicomputer, requires no special programming language to develop the CATI
version of a questionnaire. Instead, once the user indicates the task to
be performed (e.g., quéstionnaire development), the system provides a
series of prompts to follow in completing the task. Survey specialists,
experienced in both survey adminstration and CATI programming, were respon-
sible for programming the instrument for the study. With the exception of
the eligibility screening questions for the two surveys, all victimization
screening and incident data were collected using the CATI system.

The programming of the questionnaire involved the development of a set
of logically linked screens, which were displayed to the interviewer on a
CRT during the course of the interview and which usually contained one or
more questions. Each screen was constructed by completing the following
activities:

. defining such screen attributes as the screen name, the number of

distinct responses that would be entered on the data file, and
the normal sequence of screen display,

. entering the text of the questions and any necessary interviewer
prompts,
. identifying the variables that are to be used in questions (i.e.,

names, promouns, etc.),

. defining the input variable attributes, including the type of
data (i.e., alpha, numeric), the variable identification and a
short descriptive name, the format of the input and the output,
and the acceptable values of the input, and

12



. defining any special skip logic or consistency checks - (this
activity does not necessarily apply to the construction of every
screen).

Once the CATI program was complete and had been accessed, the inter-
viewer read the questions as they appeared and entered the respondent's
answers. Editing procedures were included as a part of the CATI program so
that the survey data were edited as they were.entered. The computer imme-
diately performed programmed checks for valid codes, consistency, and com-
pleteness, and the system required that invalid and inconsistent entries be
corrected by the interviewer while the interview was still in progress.
The program had control functions that allowed the interviewer to override
ihe program logic and move forward or backward to selected screens in order

to make necessary corrections.

3. The Data File and Data Collection Management. As the interview

was conducted and the respondent's answers keyed, the CATI system entered
the data directly onto a computer-readable data file which included
numeric, alpha, and alpha-numeric data. Because CATI created this data
file as an on-going operation, the file could be accessed and analyzed
during the course of the survey. As part of the CATI program, a current
status code was incorporated as an item of data to be entered for each
sample case. This status code identified the action taken on each case and
the result of that action. These codes identified coumpleted interviews,
refusals, no answers, busy signals, etc. Routine tabulations of these
codes were made to allow project management to monitor data collection
activities and to make necessary procedure or scheduling adjustments.
B. OMB Clearance

A clearance package was prepared and submitted to the Office of Manage-

ment and Budget through the appropriate clearance process. Copies of the
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survey instruments, a project justification statement, a work plan, time
schedule, publication plans, an estimation of respondent reporting burden,
and other materials necessary for clearance were submitted by BJS for
review and approval by OMB. Approval was obtained cn May 19 and extended
through August 31.

C. CATI Interviewers

1. Interviewer Manual. It was essential that all data collection

procedures be specified and adhered to in order to obtain consistent,
high-quality data from respondents. Toward this end, project staff pre-
pared a Telephone Interviewer's Manual to serve as both a training manual
and an interview procedures guide. This manual included comprehensive
coverage of such topics as:

. purpose, sponsorship, and impoertance of the survey,

. the interviewer's responsibilities,

. confidentiality of data collected,

. CATI operationms,

. contacting sample members,

. explaining the study and overcoming respondent objectionms,

d procedures for conducting interviews and keying responses,

. question-by-question specifications for administering the survey

ingtruments,
. scheduling work, and
. completing project forms and records.

2. Interviewer Training. A training session was conducted by project

staff to teach the telephone interviewers and supervisors before inter-
viewing began. During training, the Telephone Interviewer's Manual was
thoroughly reviewed with particular emphasis placed on familiarizing the

staff with the questionnaire and item-by-item specifications, as well as
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with procedures and techniques to be used in contacting sample members.
Telephone interviewers were given background information on the survey
objectives and other possible concerns of the respondents and were trained
in confidentiality and privacy requirements for the study. They learned
answers to anticipated respondent questions, such as questions concerning
the sponsorship of the survey, its purpose, -sample member selection, and
authenticity of the survey. Interviewers were also trained to handle prob-
lems such as refusals and postponements. The principal imnstructor, after
covering the above topics in lecture fashion, demonstrated how an interview
for the study should be conducted. Finally, a major component of the
training session was simulated practice interviews in which the inter-
viewers conducted computer assisted telephone interviews following a pre-
pared script designed to give the interviewer experience in dealing with
problems that" were likely to arise during actual interviewing.

As a supplement to this interviewer training session, a half-day
debriefing/retraining session was held approximately two weeks into the
data collection period. The purpose of this session was to discuss in a
group setting those problems that have been most common during the first
week of data collection and to present standardized solutions to them. An
additional half-day session was held approximately five weeks into the data
collection period to review procedures to minimize survey nonresponse and’
to convert respondents who were reluctant to participate.

D. The District of Columbia Household Victimization Survey

1. Identifying Eligible Housing Units. For each random telephone

number selected for the DCHVS, interviewers received a Random Telephone
Number Screening Form that included the telephone number, a case identi-

fication pumber, screening questions, and a space for recording and coding
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calls. This screening form identified residential units eligible for

participation in the DCHVS by questions designed to elicit the following

information:
. the telphone number reached and
. the type of place the number served (i.e. residence, business or

institution, or pay phone).
If the number was dialed correctly and served a residence (or a business or
institution that included resident quarters served by the same number), the
interviewer asked to speak with someone 18 years of age or older and began
the interview. If no one of this age was available, the interviewer sche-
duled a time to call back.

The majority of these screening calls resulted in ineligible telephone
numbers. Codes were assigned to these numbers and established procedures
followed regarding the number of call backs required before considering the
number as definitely ineligible. Listed below are the definitions for

telephone screening calls and the minimum call-back procedures required

before coding them as final:

. nonworking number (recorded intercept)- after 2 calls, code final
ineligible,
. temporarily nonworking number (recorded intercept) - after 5

calls, code final ineligible,

. wrong connection (another number reached) - after 2 calls, code
final ineligible,

. no result from dial (no comnection) - after 5 calls, code final
ineligible,
. fast busy signal (accelerated busy signal) - after 5 calls, code

final ineligible, and

. ring, no answer (normal ring with no response) - after 8 calls,
code final indeterminate.

Numbers verified as serving a business or institution with no resident

quarters or serving a public pay phone were also coded as final ipeligibles.
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In the event a single phone number was found to serve more than one resi-
dence, all residence(s) were included in the survey and each residence was
assigned a unique housing unit identification code.

2. Conducting the Interview. Victimization data were collected for

all 12-year and older members of sample residences in the DCHVS. The first
interview was conducted with someone 18 years.or older. At the conclusion
of this interview, a roster was completed and the interviewer requested to
speak with other eligibles. TFor 12- and 13-year-olds, the interview was
conducted with a parent as proxy; all other interviews were conducted with
the eligibles themselves.

In the event that all interviews for a residence could not be com-
pleted during the initial contact, the interviewer identified convenient
times to call back. The interviewer was responsible for maintaining a
record of such appointments and for making timely call-backs. In instances
when an eligible was identified and four call-backs had been made without
success, the telephone task supervisor reviewed the recorded information
and discussed the case with the interviewer. The supervisor then decided
to continue the case or to terminate action on the case. If the decision
was to continue, the supervisor advised the interviewer as to the plan’of
action, which might have involved assigning the case to another inter-
viewer, suggesting alternative times to call, or some other action. The
decision to terminate action on a case was only made by the supervisor.
E. The Capitol Hill Employees Victimization Survey

1. Lead Letters. A lead letter announcing the study, explaining its

importance, requesting participation, and alerting the individual to the
RTI telephone contact was sent to each sample member about one week before
the CHEVS data collection began. The letter, which was on Congressional
stationer§ and signed by Congressional representatives, stressed that all
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interview data would be treated in a confidential manner and that partici-
pating sample members would remain anonymous.

A return postal card, addressed to RTI, was included with each lead
letter. Sample members were requested to complete the card, providing
their home and office telephone numbers and indicating a time when they
would prefer to be called. Information from returned cards aided in sche-
duling the telephone interviews efficiently and at the convenience of the
sample members. Approximately 25 percent of the sampled employees returned
the postal card with the requested information.

2. Conducting the Interview. In addition to sample members' names,

the sample listing of Capitol Hill employees selected for participation in
the CHEVS contained addresses and work and home phone numbers when such
information was available. Sample members who returned postal cards were
contacted at the time they indicated as preferable. Initial attempts to
contact others were made at their work telephone numbe: if that number was
available. The purpose of these calls was to establish when and where the
employee wished to be interviewed. Interviews were completed during the
initial call if the sample member desired; otherwise, the interviewer
called back to complete the interview at the time and place designated by
the respondent. If the employee could not be contacted at work, an inter-
viewer called the individual at home during night or weekend hours.

Since a list sample was used to identify the target population for the
CHEVS, the telephone screening process was much simpler than that used for
the DCHVS. The interviewer determined if the correct number had been
reached and the Capitol Hill employee was still available at that number.

Tracing was needed to locate sample employees who had moved.
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F. Telephone Interviewing

. Telephone survey efforts were scheduled to obtain optimal results at
minimal cost based upon consideration of such factors as volume of work,
appropriate contact times, at-home probabilities, shift differential costs,
and staffing implications. Interview assignments were made by the tele-
phone supervisors under the direction of the data collection task leader.
Supervisors were present during all working hours to observe and monitor
interviewing activities, and any problems were reported to the data collec-
tion task leader for resolution.

Interviewers were trained to meet objections to participation raised
by sample household members. Respondents who continued to express doubts
as to the authenticity of the study were provided with the telephone number
of a government official who were prepared to provide information about the
studf‘and its goals. DCHVS respondents were given a telephone number in

’ the Bureau of Justice Statistics. CHEVS respondents were given a telephone

number in the Congressional Research Service. The Bureau of Justice Statis-
tics received approximately 50 calls from D.C. area residents; the Congres-

sional Research Service received approximately 20 calls from Capitol Hill

employees.

Interviewers did not unduly pressure any individuals to respond. Each
case where a designated respondent was reluctant to be interviewed was set
aside by the interviewer and discussed with the supervisor. Depending upon
the circumstances, the supervisor might attempt to contact the sample
member in an effort to obtain cooperatiom, direct t. . interviewer to make
another attempt using a different approach, assign the case to a different
interviewer, or determine that no further action is reasonable and termi-

nate work on the case.
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Performance standards were established for telephone interviewers.
Initial interviews completed by each interviewer were monitored and cri-
tiqued by a supervisor. Should any problems be identified in an indi-
vidual's work, retraining was conducted and observations continued until
the interviewer's work met the prescribed standards. When quality control
measures indicated that standards were being met, the supervisors continued
to check the performance of interviewers by monitoring tem percent of each

interviewer's calls using "silent" telephone monitoring equipment.
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CHAPTER 4. DATA PROCESSING

The Office of Technology Assessment (OTA), the Architect of the Capi-
tol, and the Library of Congress provided RTI with a data tape containing a
roster of persons who were employed by their agency in 1982. The roster
included the following information (not all of which are available for the
Architect of the Capitol): mname, home and work addresses, home and office
telephone numbers, Social Security number, and person characteristics.
Documentation accompanied each tape providing the record layout, a descrip-
tion of each variable, a definition of the values used for each variable
including missing values and consistency codes, and the tape specifica-
tions. The data files were compared with the documentation to imsure that
the data were complete and consistent and that the documentation was accu-
rate. Any differences between the data files and the documentation or any
discrepancies in the data were resolved as the differences were located.

The next step was to convert the data on each tape to a uniform for-
mat. Depending upon the data received, RTI recoded, reformatted, and
collapsed variables. The reformatted data from each agency was then merged
and this merged file was checked to determine whether there were duplicate
names on the file, that is, persons employed by more than one of the agen-
cies listed during 1982. Duplicate records were removed from the file.
The resultant file was the sampling frame from which the automated portion
of the CHEVS sample was selected.

The House, Senate, and CBO provided RTI with a hard copy listing of
persons who were employed by their agency during certain time periods in
1982. Using these listings as a sampling frame, the balance of the CHEVS

sample was selected as discussed previously. Using the data provided in
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the listings and the record format already established for the machine
readable files, a file was constructed for sampled employees of the House,
Senate, and CBO. These data were merged with data for sampled employees of
OTA, Architect of the Capitol, and Library of Congress and the merged file
to constitute the CHEVS sample.

Because the data for the CHEVS sample were from two media, the merged
file was scanned to determine whether there are duplicate listings on the
file. When duplicate listings were found, one of the records was kept and
one deleted. Next, a tape containing a sequence number, name, street
address, city, state, zip code, home and office telephone numbers, person
characteristics, and sampling information including the sample type (CHEVS)
was prepared. The sequence number was the only required item on each
record; it was necessary for CATI record access.

After the DCHVS sample telephone numbers were selected, a tape con-
taining the sequence number, telephone number, and sampling information
including the sample type (DCHVS) was prepared in accordance with specifi-
cations provided by RTI's CATI programming staff. The data recorded on the
DCHVS sample tape had a format similar to the CHEVS sample tape} data items
that were not available from the DCHVS sample were left blank.

Extensive edits were performed by the CATI computer program at the
time of data collection. Therefore, machine edits that were performed
after data collection was completed were cursory. After reformatting the
data, type of crime recodes were developed. The specifications for the
type of crime recode were modeled after that used by tﬁe National Crime
Survey for coding crime type. RTI then developed software to assign a type
of crime recode to each victimization. The victimizatiens that could not

be categorized using the computer software were reviewed and coded manually.
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Detailed specifications that were used in developing the type of crime
recode and other data recodes are included in Appendix A.

A tape for delivery to BJS was prepared after the sampling weights
were computed and added to each respondent's data record. Only data col-
lected as a part of the DCHVS were delivered to the government. Frequen-
cies were run on all discrete data items and’means on all continuous data
items. The file contains no information that will permit an individual or
the agency at which he/she is employed to be identified.

The documentation includes the name of the data item, a description of
the data item, frequencies of the possible values including consistency
codes and missing values, a description of the values, the position of the
data item in the record, and the format of the data item.

The tape specifications include information on the number cf files,
the record lengths, the block sizes, the recording density, and the number

of records on each file. The tapes have IBM standard 0S labels and the

file names included in the tape specificationms.
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CHAPTER 5. GENERAL ANALYSIS APPROACH

Since the inception of the National Crime Survey (NCS), questions have
been raised as to the validity of data collected in victimization surveys.
Many methodological studies have addressed measurement issues in the past
or are presently in progress as a part of th; NCS redesign effort. Ini-
tially, questions were raised concerning whether respondents would discuss
their victimization experiences and how well they could recall victimiza-
tion episodes. Record check studies using known victims revealed that
victimization data could indeed be obtained in a household survey but that
the design of the instrument, reference period length, and data collection
procedures can seriously affect the quality of the resultant data. For
this reason, D.C. crime survey procedures were modeled after those in
current use or planned for use by the National Crime Survey. Financial
constraints prevented the use of certain procedures such as clustered area
sampling and persomal interviewing. The questionnaire used by the D.C.
crime study is a modified version of the standard NCS instrument; the
questionnaire was developed by the Crime Survey Redesign Consortium as a
prototype for the future NCS data collection approach. Because of the
similarity between the two studies, the analysis plan for the D.C. Crime
Victimization Study was modeled after that of the National Crime Survey.
The remainder of this chapter outlines the general features of the apalysis
plan and comments on gquestions that had to be resolved in order to complete
the analysis.

A. “Comparison of the NCS and the D.C. Crime Study
In order to compare the D.C. Crime Victimization Study to the NCS, the

characteristics of the National Crime Survey need to be described. The NCS
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sample design can be described as a stratified, multistage, cluster éample
of approximately 73,000 housing units. The entire sample is divided int;
seven rotation groups of approximately 10,000 dwelling units each. Each
rotation group is in the sample for 3 years with the rotation groups at any
point in time differing in their length of stay in the survey. Every six
months, a new rotation group is selected and the oldest rotation group
leaves. Each rotation group is divided in six panels, each panel assigned
to a particular interviewing month within the six month period. This
division of the sample into rotation groups and panels yields a design in
which each dwelling unit is visited seven times at six month intervals.
Each respondent is asked to report victimizations that occurred in the six
months previous to the month in which the interview occurs.

Retrospective reporting is subject to errors due to forward tele-
scoping - the reporting of events as happening in a certain time period
when they actually occurred during an earlier time period. In the NCS the
effect of forward telescoping is minimized by bounding. In every interview
after the first, the interviewer is supplied with a control card summary of
the previous interview. If an event similar to one described on the con-
trol card is reported, the respondent is queried as to whether the event is
actually the same one that was reported earlier. The first set of inter-
views conducted for an incoming rotation group is used strictly for bound-
ing purposes and is not used for computing NCS study estimates.

It is important to note that the D.C. crime study, by necessity,
collects unbounded data. Another difference between the D.C. crime study
design and the NCS is in the length of the reference period. The reference

period for the D.C. study is from January 1, 1982 to the date of interview
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with an average length of 18 months. For analysis purposes, only the
victimization data for May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983 were used; the earlier
and later data are for pseudo-bounding purposes. To the extent to which
forward telescoping occurs, the interviews completed late in the data
collection period will tend to under represent the victimization experi-
ence. This will result in yet another difference between the NCS and the
DC criﬁe study. In contrast, the NCS is based upon a six month recall
period and the interviews are bounded after the first interview.

Even more important interview mode treatment differences exist between
the D.C. study and the National Crime Survey. The NCS uses personal inter-
views for first contacts and a mixture of personal and telephone interviews
thereafter. Since the D.C. study was all telephone, it may be subject to
increased levels of undercoverage bias (due to loss of nontelephone house-
holds) and nonrespense bias (die to the higher refusal rates encounte;ed in
telephone surveys). Post-stratification adjustments were used in the b.C.
study to reduce this bias but the extent to which differential levels of
bias exist for the two studies is unknown. Because of these unknown fac-
tors, no direct comparisons should be made between D.C. Crime data and NCS
data.

In spite of thuse differences, the two surveys have many similar
features as well. Respondents are asked to report incidents of criminal
victimization that happened to them and the information collected about the
victimizations is very similar in the NCS and D.C. surveys. The presence
of injury and weapons and other details about the victim-offender encounter
including offender characteristics are gathered; information about property
loss and the aftermath of victimization is also collected. Because there

are fundamental similarities between the NCS and the D.C. surveys and
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because the NCS has a well developed plan for describing NCS findings, the
D.C. analysis was designed in a similar manner as the NCS. The classi-
fication of crimes was comparable and the choices of variables for amalytic
emphasis took direction from these same choices in NCS analyses.

NCS classifies crimes into two broad categories--crimes of violence
(rape, robbery, and assault) and crimes of theft (personal and household
larceny, burglary, and motor vehicle theft). For amalyses of the D.C. and
Capitol Hill survey data, similar type of crime (TOC) classifications were
used as are used in NCS. Because' of differences between the surveys, the
offense categories could not be exactly the same, but TOC definitions were
matched as closely as possible. The D.C. study also gathered data about
crime types that are not included in NCS--most notably threats and van-
dalism. Findings for these victimization types were included in the ana-
lyses of the D.C. and Capitol Hill findings.

In summary, a basic goal of the D.C. analysis was to analyze the data
and present findings in a way that conformed with the established NCS
approach. Design and methodological differences prevented direct compari-
sons but fundamental similarities provided a basis for discussions of the
findings from the two studies. Special features of the D.C. surveys, such
as inclusion of a broader range of crimes, were exploited in the D.C.
analyses.

B. The Comparative Approach

A general feature of the analyses of the D.C. study data was the
comparison of victimizaticn rates and other victimization aspects for the
different population groups. Most of the analyses categorized the data
into two groups and compared the results for these groups; D.C. city resi-

dents versus D.C. suburban residents was one grouping and DC-SMSA employees
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versus Capitel Hill employees was another grouping. Thus, victimization
rates or the percentage of victimizations that involve injury to the victim
were compared for D.C. residents versus D.C. suburban residents and for
Capitol Hill employees versus DC-SMSA employees. The rationale for this
approach was that the victimization experiences of individuals are most
meaningful in comparison to others who are siﬁilarly situated.

It was decided during the design phase of the D.C. victimization study
that it would be important to set the victimization experiences of indi-
viduals in and around D.C. in a national context. Since it was not pos-
sible to include a national sample in the D.C. study, the decision was made
to use NCS data to make these national comparisons. Due to the design and
methodological differences described above, direct comparisons of D.C. and
national NCS data are not valid. For this reason it was decided to use NCS
data only in making Eomparisons between the DC-SMSA, other urban areas, and
the nation as a whole.

The details of this analysis are described in the next chapter of this
report. To summarize, the approach was similar to that which was used in
the analyses of the DC area/Capitol Hill survey data. Victimization rates
and other aspects of victimization were compared for: (1) households and
individuals in the DC-SMSA, (2) households and individuals in other urban
areas of a similar population size, and (3) households and individuals in
the nation as a whole. Just as the comparison of victimization findings
for the three population groups in the D.C. area survey assist .in under-
standing victimization within the DC-SMSA, the comparison of NCS findings
for the DC-SMSA, other urban areas, and the nation made it possible to view

the victimization experience of DC-SMSA residents in a larger context.
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There are two additional analysis issues that need further discussion.
These are the unduplication of reported victimizations and standardization
of victimization rates for demographic subgroups. Strategies for unduplica-
tion and standardization were developed in conjunction with other data
processing procedures. The issues are discussed in the remainder of this
section. -

C. Unduplication of Incidents

In reporting the results from victimization surveys, a distinction
needs to be made between incidents and victimizations. To illustrate the
distinction, consider a hypothetical event where two persons on an evening
out are accosted and robbed of their belongings. The event involves one
criminal incident but two victimizations. The two victims may or may not
be from the same household. Depending upon the analysis in question, this
event may contain a potential for duplicate reporting. If victimizations
are being described, a separate report from each victim of the incident is
desirable. If incidents are being counted, the fact that more than one
person can report the event needs to be accounted for, either as a part of
the data collection effort or in after-the-fact data processing. Not all
duplicate reporting can be identified during data collection. When the
victims of an incident reside in different households, it is not feasible
to resolve duplicate reports in the data collection stage. The methods
that were available for use in this study to account for duplicate re-
porting will be discussed after noting the procedures used by previous
victimizaticn surveys.

The National Crime Survey approach to this problem is to use victimi-
zations as the principal analysis uait rather than incidents in most ana-

lyses. The exception is for household crimes such as burglaries, housshold
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larcenies, and motor vehicle thefts which are reported as incidents. The
NCS approach in data collection is to ask household crime screening ques-
tions of a single respondent within the household. Should someone other
than the household respondent mention a household crime, the interviewer
determines if the event was already described by the household respondent;
if not already described, an incident report 4s completed. This approach
reduces the extent of duplicate reporting of household crimes. However, if
the household respondent is not knowledgeable about all household crimes
occurring during the reference period, some undercounting of household
crimes may occur. For personal crimes, victimizations rather than inci-
dents are usually analyzed. Common estimators are the victimization rate
per 1,000 persons (e.g. the number of assaults per 1,000 persons) and the
percent of the victimizations of a particular type that have a particular
characteristic (e.g., percent of assaults where the offender was a stran-
ger). Two types of incident-level victimizations are reported, however:
the ratio of incidents to victimizations and the percent distribution of
incidents. To convert victimization reports to incidents, the NCS uses
questions that determine how many other persons were victimized in the
incident that the respondent described.

The National Crime Survey collects data using hard copy methods even
when the interview is completed by telephone. Besides the present D.C.
study, the only other CATI survey of crime victimization was the Peoria
Pilot Study conducted by the Survey Research Center of the University of
Michigan as a part of the Crime Survey Redesign effort. The Peoria Pilot
Study was a methodological investigation that contrasted the results from a
police sample and a random digit dialed sample when the standard National

Crime Survey instrument was used versus when a modified version was used




that incorporated a different approach to crime screening. For methodologi-
cal reasons, no attempt was made to prevent duplicate reporting at the data

collection stage, including within person duplicate reporting. The latter

type of duplicate reporting of crimes was not common. More common was

duplicate reporting among household members. Across person duplication of

an incident report was identified by a computér match of the summary crime

description, the date and location of the crime, and the type of crime

recode. In developing incident estimates, the incidents were weighted

based upon the number of reported mentions.

With respect to the treatment of duplicate reporting, the D.C. study
used the most feasible of the two approaches outlined above. During inter-
views for the DCHVS, each resident of a household was asked to report both
personal and household victimizations.. In households where more than one
person was interviewed, it was possible that more than one respondent
reported the same crime, particularly burglaries and household larcenies.¥®
The interviewer was instructed to remove duplicate mentions of crimes by
the survey respondent, but no attempt was made during the interview to
determine whether duplicate reports were being made across household mem-
bers. In analyzing the data, victimizations were focused on in describing
rates of personal crimes. For household crimes, the crime reports of the
first person responding were used. This approach was used since survey
resources precluded the manual or computer matching of crime reports of
household membefs.

D. Adjustment and Standardization

Many of the analyses done for the D.C. study involved comparisons

between the population groups of D.C. residents, suburban residents of the

DC-SMSA, and Capitol Hill employees. There also are characteristics of
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these population groups such as the age, race, and sex distribution that
are highly related to the risk of victimization; these differences had to
be considered in comparing the population groups with respect to crime
victimization. As an example, the Capitol Hill employee population is
distributed quite differently with respect to age than the general DC-SMSA
population. Crime victimization also differs -by age with the young being
victimized more often and the old less often than the population as a
whole. Inferences made by a simple comparison of Capitol Hill victimiza-
tion rates to DC-SMSA rates could be misleading because of the differential
age distribution between the two groups. In apalyzing the effect of ob-
served differences between the victimization rates for population sub-
groups, the effect of population characteristics that are not directly
involved in the comparison must be accounted for or removed to avoid con-
founding the comparison.

These population characteristics that are extraneous to the comparison
of interest but can confound the comparison may be referred to as '"ex-
traneous variables." The first step in adjusting for extraneous variables
was to identify population characteristics that affect victimization risk.
Historical data from the National Crime Survey were used in identifying
these characteristics. For the variables that were identified, the next
stép was to determine if there were differences in the distribution of the
extraneous variables between the population groups being compared. Vari-
ables that relate to the risk of wvictimization and are differentially
distributed across the population subgroups need to be accounted for in
order to avoid confounding these characteristics with risk factors of

interest, such as Capitol Hill employment, for imstance.

*Duplicate reporting was not a problem for the Capitol Hill survey since
only the employee is interviewed and not other household members.

32



One approach to remove the effect of an extraneous variable on survey
:o.isons is to compute victimization rates within levels of the “con-

y
‘ounding variable. = Thus, the victimization rates for Capitol Hill em-
loyees might be compared to the victimization rates for DC-SMSA employees,
- 'ithin age categories related to differential victimization risk. When
here are several extraneous variables associated with a comparison, this
pproach may not be feasible since the sample may be partitioned into a
arge number of cells with a small sample for many of the cells. A large
umber of category-specific victimization rates may also result from the
mlti-way cross of all the confounding variables, making overall compari-
ons difficult.

In this situation, a reasonably simple standardization approach is
vailable to control for the effect of extraneous variables. This approach
ses a post-stratification adjustment in which the distributions within the
o’tion subgroups are forced to a '"standard" distribution with respect
o the extraneous variables. A major advantage of this approach is the
elative ease of computation. Standardizing post-stratification adjust-
lents can be applied to the sample weights. Then standardized estimates
an_be computed directly using these adjusted weights.

This later method was used when the victimization experience of dif-
‘erent population groups was compared for significant differences. In
hese situations, it was important to know whether observed differences
:ould be explained by the characteristics of those in the subgroups. For
omparison of D.C. city residents to D.C. suburban residents, each of the
wo sets ‘of household respondents were standardized to the DC-SMSA age,
:ace, and sex distribution. For employee level comparisons, the DC-SMSA
3m;‘ees were standardized to the CHEVS distribution by age, race, and
iex.
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E. Overview of the Analysis Strategy

When a standardization approach is used, the resultant estimates of
differences between the population groups are not descriptive of the popu-
lations being studied. In many cases, the purpose of an analysis is to
describe the victimization characteristics oﬁ.the subgroup, as they actu-
ally exist. In this situation, a standardization approach may be mis-
leading and inappropriate. In many cases, this was true for the analyses
planned for the D.C. crime study. The approach that was used in analyzing
the data was to perform a thorough descriptive analysis of the data. As
described in the next chapter, this descriptive apalysis presented esti-
mates for each subpopulations of interest. Then comparative analyses
employing standardization methods were implemented. The subjects that were
investigated revolve around comparisons of the victimization experience for
DC City residents versus DC suburban residents and DC-SMSA employees versus
Capitol Hill employees. These results of these analyses were described in

the Report to Congress and the District of Columbia Government.
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CHAPTER 6. NATIONAL COMPARISONS

The analyses described in the previous chapter involve the description
of the victimization experience of D.C. residents and Capitol Hill employees
and internal comparisons within the DC-SMSA. Te put this D.C. victimization
experience into perspective, comparisons were needed of victimization for
the DC-SMSA and the nation. These comparisons were made using recent data
from the National Crime Survey (NCS). Data from the D.C. crime study could
not be used in making these comparisons due to the many methodological
differences between the two studies. Instead, NCS-based estimates for the
DC-SMSA were compared directly with NCS-based estimates for major metropoli-
tan areas and the nation as a whole.

National comparisons using NCS data were possible since the DC-SMSA
contributes several primary sampling units (PSUs) to the NCS. From the
entire DC-SMSA, approximately 1,100 respondents are interviewed every six
months. For annual statistics, this sample size is relatively small,
particularly when data from the incoming rotation group cannot be used. As
a rule of thumb, the Census Bureau requires ten incident reports in a cell
in order to report a statistic for that cell. In 1979, 62 burglary reports
and 69 violent crime reports were obtained for the DC-SMSA; of the violent
crimes, 5 were rapes, 14 were robberies, and 50 were assaults. However, by
aggregating victimization data over the five year period from 1977 to 1981,
sufficient victimizations were obtained to allow comparisons of the DC-SMSA
to the nation and to metropolitan areas. The unbounded first interview
data was not used in making these comparisons.

The Bureau of the Census (BOC) provided tables that served as the

basis for comparing the victimization of DC-SMSA residents with that of

35



residents of major metropolitan areas and the nation. To ensure timely
production, these tables were formulated assuming standard NCS definitioms
and procedures would be used. Comparisons of victimizatidn rates were
based upon the major analysis variables of victim gender, age, and race and
for selected victimization event characteristics such as victim injury, use
of weapons, offender relationship to victim, ‘and amount of ecomomic loss.
In addition to these tabulations, BOC also provided f: mulas that allowed
us to determine sampling errors for these tables.

The national comparison data were discussed in a separaﬁe section of
the Report to Congress and the District of Columbia Government. It empha-
sized that the findings had not been derived from the D.C. victimization
surveys. Differences in the data collection instrument and interviewing
mode that preclude valid cemparison of the D.C. Crime Study and NCS results
were discussed.

The NCS based comparisons provide a useful basis for making compara-
tive statements about how the quality of life on an important dimension
(victimization) couwpares for D.C. and other parts of the nation. Political
leadership prefers and political constituencies expect to consider issues
like the risk of victimization in a comparative framework. Because the
DCHVS and CHEVS could not be used directl!y in national comparisons, the use
of NCS data to compare the DC-SMSA to the nation served an important public

information function.
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APPENDIX A

SPECIFICATIONS USED IN IMPLEMENTING SAMPLING, DATA PROCESSING,
AND ANALYSIS TASKS



RESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE R
POST OFFICE BOX 121954 4/\1"

RESEARCGCH TRIANGLULE PARK, NORTH CAROLIRNA 277009

MEMORANDUM August 24, 1983
Revised 11/15/83

TO: Brenda Cox i

FROM: Jane Bergsten

SUBJECT: Description of the DCHVS and CHEVS Sample Designs

I. The DCHVS Sample

The DCHVS sample is a random digit dialing (RDD) sample of tele-
‘phone numbers serving the District of Columbia Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area (DC-SMSA). A sampling frame was constructed using the
April 1983 AT&T computer tape containing all working telephone exchanges
in the nation, as well as the rate-center city and vertical and horizon-
tal coordinates associated with each exchange. Those telephone ex-
changes serving the DC-SMSA were extracted from the tape, using the
rate-center city and the coordinate information to determine the loca-
tion, and thus the survey eligibility, of the exchange. Those telephone
exchanges known to be entirely nonresidential (usually governmental) ‘
were eliminated from the frame. Checking by telephone with the tele-
phone companies involved revzaled that no new exchanges had been added
since the tape had been prepared.

Taking inte consideration the desired oversampling of DC City
residents, as specified in the DC Crime Victimization Study Design
report, the sampling rate for DC City residents was set at 2 1/3 times
the rate for Virginia or Maryland suburbs. -These rates, after allowing
for the fact that a smaller proportion of DC City telephone members are
working residential numbers, yield a DCHVS sample with an expected
distribution of 40 percent DC City cases and 60 percent DC suburb cases,
as specified in the design report.

Table 1 shows the structure of the DCHVS sample design. A simple
random sample sufficient for 5 waves was selected from each exchange,
resulting in the selection of 105 telephone numbers per exchange in DC
City and 45 telephone numbers per exchange in the suburbs. The selec-
tions within each exchange were then randomly partitiomed inte 5 equal
size subsamples, one for each of 5 waves of interviewing. Data collec-
tion costs would determine the number of waves that would be used.

Waves 1 and 2 were processed in their entirety and cost projections
indicated that Wave 3 could also be implemented in its entirety. Midway
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Table 1. Structure of the Sample Design for the Random Digit
Dialing Telephone Survey for DCHVS
No. of Random
Telephone No. of Selected
No. of Exchanges Selections Telephone
(Each Exchange is Per Wave Per Numbers
Location a Stratum) Exchange Per Wawve
DC City 160 21 3,360
DC SMSA - 162 9 1,458
MD Suburbs )
DC SMSA- 141 9 1,269
VA Suburbs
Total 6,087
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into Wave 3, however, unexpected costs made it desirable to cut the
sample size. This was done by randomly subsampling omne fifth of the
DCHVS cases for which no final classification of the telephone number
had been made. This subsampling involved 272 of the 6,087 Wave 3 cases,
of which one fifth or 55 were retained in the sample and 217 were elimi-
nated. This method of subsampling resulted in a valid probability
sample but one for which the overall probability of selection is un-
known. In order to obtain a sample for which the probability of selec-
tion was known, completed Wave 3 interviews would have had to be thrown
out. Because of the inherent waste involved, (most of the sample had
already been at least partially worked), we chose this approach instead.
A later memoranda describes the approach used to construct sample
weights. Although an unbiased weighting procedure was possible, an
alternative welghtlng approach was chosen that has a smaller mean square
error.

ITI. The CHEVS Sample

The CHEVS sample was selected from computer files and hard copy
lists of Capitol HIll employees.

The target populations for the survey consist of all employees who
worked on Capitol Hill or its immediate vacinity at some time during
1982 for any of the following governmental organizations:

Congressional Budget Office (CBO)

House of Representatives (H) { excluding elected officials
Senate (S)

Architect of the Capitol (AC)

Library of Congress (LC)

Office of Technology Assessment (OTA)

Some employees of the above organizaticns did not work on Capitol
Hill and were consequently eliminated from the sampling frames where
possible (LC), were eliminated after selection but before screening (H),
or were eliminated during the telephone screening (principally H and S).
The eliminations consisted primarily of people working in the home
district office of a Senator or Representative or were Library of Con-
gress employees based at any of the following locationms:

Navy Yard Annex
Landover Center Annex
Taylor Street Annex
Pickett Street Annex.

Table 2 shows the structure of the CHEVS sample. Additional infor-
mation on the sample selection procedures follows.

The basic sampling procedure involved 1) the formation of strata,
2) the selection of a simple random sample of one-fifth of the persons
within each stratum, 3) random partitioning of selections within each
stratum into five equal subsamples, one for each of the five potential
waves of interviewing.
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Table 2. Structure of the Sample Design for the Telephone Survey for CHEVS
L}

4 .

Numbey Number of

1%/

Number of Selections Total Number of
Organization Sampling Frame on Frame Strata Per Stratum Selections Per Wave
Per Wave* Selected™ To Be Screened
Congressional Hard copy listing sent March 3, 1983 from CBO 207 1 8 8 8
Budget Office
House of Clerk of the House July 1, 1982 - September 30, 1982 13,397 43 12
Representatives Directory as frame; U.S, House of Representatives 1 10 ~536(535) ~411
Spring 1982 Telephone Directory for telephone numbers 1 ~10(9)
Senate February 16, 1983 computer printout as frame 6,963 33 - 8 ~279(278) ~279
1 ~15(14)
Architect of Computer file 2,498 11 8 100 100
the Capitol 1 12
Library of Computer file 5,822 28 8 . "
Congress ' 1 ~9(8) 233(232) 233
Office of Technology Computer file 297 1 ~12(11) ~12(11) ~12
Assessment
Total number of selections ~1168
Totsl number of selections for screening ~1049

(after elimirating non-Capitoi-Hill employees)

*Numbers in parentheses indicate sample size for one or two of the five waves.
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For the Congressional Budget Office, House of Representatives and
Senate, hard copy lists were used as sampling frames. For the House of
Representatives, strata were formed using an alphabetized listing of
employees. Selections were checked against a House telephone directory
listing, and employees located outside of Washington D.C. were elimi-
nated prior to telephone screening. For the Senate, strata were formed
using a listing ordered by office. For CBQO and Senate employees, no
elimination-before~screening was carried out.

Samples for the Architect of the Capitol, Library of Congress, and
Office of Technology Assessment were selected from computer files. The
computer files used as sampling frames were first cleaned of 1) persons
hired in 1983 2) duplicate listings where a name and Social Security
Number match was found, and 3) Library of Congress employees based away
from Capitol Hill. Within each of the three organizations, Architect of
the Capitol, Library of Congress, and Office of Technology Assessment,
the records were alphabetized before forming strata. For the Library of
Congress, records were first sorted by sex (judged from title, Mr.,
Mrs., Ms. or Miss) and then were alphabetized within sex groups, prior
to forming strata. No elimination-before-screening was carried out.

Waves 1 and 2 were processed in their entirety. After data collec-
tion for Wave 3 had started, a random elimination of 90 percent of the
Wave 3 cases that had not yet been contacted also had to be made. This
was carried out by separating the unworked case screening forms into
piles by organization, combining piles, and systemmatically assigning a
digit 0 through 9 to the forms. A random number, 6, was picked and all
forms bearing this digit were activated. All other forms, bearing
digits 0-5 or 7-9, were eliminated from further screening. This re-
sulted in similar problems with respect to defining the probability of
selection as that described for the DCHVS.
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MEMORANDUM Revised 11/8/83
TO; Wendell Refior
.. FROM: Jane Bergsten
Brenda Cox
SUBJECT: Computing Sample Weights for the DCHVS and the CHEVS

The assignment of sample weights for DCHVS will be of two sorts:

1.
2.

The CHEVS will only have an individual-level weight.

Individual weights for the DCHVS sample
Household weights for the DCHVS sample

This memorandum

outlines the weighting procedure for both samples and describes the forma-
tion of a stratum identifier for use in amalysis.

Household and Individual Weights for the DCHVS Sample

1. The procedure for calculating weights will include:
a. Computation of an initial sample weight for working residential
telephone numbers.
b. Households within telephone numbers and persons within household
selection probabilities are 1.
c.  No nonresponse adjustments will be used.
d. Post-stratification adjustments will be made u51ng 1980 DC-SMSA
Census population counts.
2. The information needed in order to compute the sample weights is, for

each interview:

a.

b.

The CATI ID number - on CATI rfile
The CAC ID number - on CAC file and CATI file
The SRDC ID number - on CAC file and SRDC file

The household ID number -~ on CATI file
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Location of household. Recode to classify as PLACE recode

(1) MD suburb: code 1,2 or 3 for MDLOC

(2) DC city; code 1 for STATE

(3) VA suburb: code 1,2,3,4,5,6,7, or 8 for VALOC
(4) MD outside DC-SMSA: code 4 for MDLOC

(5) VA outside DC-SMSA: <code 9 for VALOC

(6) Not in DC, MD, or VA: code 4 for STATE.

Sex: Get from answer to SEX wvariable.
Race: Get from answers to RACE variable to calculate RACER as:

(1) Nomblack: code 1, 3, 4, 5 or 6 for RACE
(2) Black: code 2 for RACE

Race of householder. The householder will be defined as the
oldest (AGE) person in the household (HUID). Recode as 1 =
nonblack and 2 = black.

Age: use AGE variable. Recode as:

Age Recode #1 Recode #2
12-14
15-19 = n
20-24 21 21
25-29
30-34 31 31
35-39 -
40-44
LR 41 41
50-54
55-59 >1

52
60-64
65+ 61

Recode #2 will be used only if collapsing is needed.
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1980 Census population counts from General Population Characteris-
tics: key from table 25, '"Age by Race, Spanish Origin, and Sex,
for Areas and Places: 1980" Washington D.C. - MD.-VA. SMSA.

Also key from Table 27, 'Household Relationship of Persomns by
Race and Spanish Origin for Areas and Places: 1980" the required
information.

3. Calculation steps for household weights -

a.

Calculate the initial sample weight for working residential
telephone numbers as follows:

(1) Separately for DC City and the DC suburbs, estimate the
population total working residential numbers as

-~ ~

NWR =N PuR

where

N is the total number of possible residential telephone

.,

numbers for the area, and

A

PuR is the estimated proportion of telephone numbers in the

area that are working residential numbers.

(2) The proportion of working residential numbers within an area
will be estimated as

~

P = (1) + 0 (2)1/[nge (1) + gy (2)]

where

nWR(i) is the total sample numbers in the i-th wave that
were identified in screening to be working residential
numbers, and

nsc(i) is the total sample numbers in the i-th wave for
which screening was completed.

The sample counts are provided in the memorandum to the record entitled,
"Actual Versus Projected Response and Eligibility Rates for the District of
Columbia Crime Victimization Study." Screening is defined to be complete
when the telephone number can be classified as eligible or ineligible. By
definition an eligible telephone number is classified as working residen-

oo

Some exchanges knmown to be entirely business were eliminated from the

frame.

"Possible residential telephone numbers" are the remaining tele-

phone exchange numbers with all possible four digits added.

45



MEMORANDUM

Page 4

September 22, 1983
Revised 11/8/83

tial. An ineligible number can be nonworking, temporarily nonworking,
double wrong connection, business or institution, no result from dial, fast .
busy, or public pay phone.

(3) Using the estimates derived for the areas (i.e., DC City or
DC suburbs), each identified working residential number from
an area will be assigned as its initial sample weight:

-

~ 3
Ng /L2 op@)]
i=1

where nWR(i) is the sample count of screened working resi-
dential numbers in Wave i.

b. Sort by PLACE recode: from 2e above into six groups.

c. For PLACE 1, MD suburbs,
PLACE 2, DC city and
PLACE 3, VA suburbs,

separately, compute post-stratification ratio adjustment
factors as follows:

(1) Sort by race of householder.

(2) If any cell has fewer than 20 interviewed households, com- .
bine race groups only as necessary to make each cell at
least 20 cases. Ve will need to look at them at this stage.

(3) We will f£fix the race post-strata for each of the three
places.

(4) TFor the fixed post-strata, aggregate the 1980 census figures
from 2j above, separately for each place. Note that "non-
black” figures are obtained by: .

Total - black = nonblack

(5) For each post-stratum in each of the three places, calculate
the ratio of the censys number in (4) above to the sum of
the sample weights for each interviewed household in the
post-stratum. This is the post-stratification adjustment.

(6) Record the post-stratification adjustment facter on your
file and print out, for each post-stratum:

(a) the description of the post-stratum, that is, place and
race of householder,

(b) the post-stratification adjustment factor,

(¢) the Census total population for that post-stratum,
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(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

983

(d) the sum of the sample weights for that post-stratum,
and

(e) the number of records (interviewed households) for that
post-stratum.

We will review the post-stratification adjustment factors to
see if any smoothing is necessary. Factors of 2 and perhaps
those between 2 and 3 will be acceptable. Larger factors,
in certain circumstances, may also be accepted.

We will carry out any necessary smoothing operations, docu-
menting all decisions made and procedures used.

The final post-stratification adjustment factor will then be
added to each record, for places 1,2 and 3. In additionm, it
should be added to all records in places 4 and 5, as fol-
lows:

(a) Link places 1 and 4 as MD suburbs and 3 and 5 as VA
suburbs.

(b) For each place 4 record, determine which place 1 post-
stratum it fits into and assign that finmal post-strati-
fication adjustment factor to it.

(c) For each place 5 record, determine which place 3 post-
stratum it fits dinto, and assign that final post-
stratification adjustment factor to it.

(d) Every record having a place recode of 1,2,3,4, or 5
should now have both a sample weight and a final post-
stratification adjustment factor. All other records
will be assigned a post-stratification factor of one.

Compute the final household weight for each record as the
product of the sample weight and the final post-stratifica-
tion adjustment factor. Record this on each record.

-

Sum the final household weights for each post-stratum for
each place, and print this sum together with the Census
total and the ratio of the latter to the former for each
post-stratum in each place. Theoretically, the sum of
weights and the Census tctals should be the same and the
ratios should be about 1.

4. Calculation steps for person weights:

a. Begin with the post-stratified adjusted household weight. Attach

to ea

b. Sort

ch person.

by PLACE recode: from 2e above into six groups.
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c. For PLACE 1, MD suburbs,
PLACE 2, DC city and
PLACE 3, VA suburbs,

separately, compute post-stratification ratio adjustment
factors as follows:

(1) Sort by sex, race recode, and age recode #1.

(2) 1If any cell has fewer than 20 interviewed cases, combine age
groups only as necessary to make each cell at least 20 cases
using age recode #2.

(3) We will fix the age by sex by race post-strata for each of
the- three places.

(4) For the fixed post-strata, aggregate the 1980 Census figures
from 2j above, separately for each place. Note that '"non-
black" figures are obtained by:

Total - black = nonblack.

(5) For each post-stratum in each of the three places, calculate ;
the ratio of the Census count in (4) above to the sum of the '
sample weights for each interviewed person in the post-
stratum. (Use the post-stratified household weight for each
sample person responding.) This ratio is the post-stratifi-
cation adjustment.

(6) Record the post-stratification adjustment factor omn your .
' file and print out, for each post-stratum:

(a) the description of the post-stratum, that is, place,
age, sex and race recodes, )

(b) the post-stratification adjustment factor, .

(c) the Census total population for that post-stratum,

(d) the sum of the sample weights for that post-stratum
(Use the post-stratified household weight for each~
sample person responding.)

(e) the number of records (interviewed persons) for that
post-stratum.

(7) We will review the post-stratification adjustment factors to
see if any smoothing is necessary. Factors of 2 and perhaps
those between 2 and 3 will be acceptable. Larger factors
may also be accepted.

(8) We will carry out any necessary smoothing operatioms, docu-
menting all decisions made and procedures used.

(9) The final person post-stratification adjustment factor will
then be added to each record, for places 1,2 and 3. 1In
addition, it should be added to all records in places 4 and
5, as follows:
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(10)

(11)

Employee Weight

983

(a) Liok places 1 and 4 as MD suburbs and 3 and 5 as VA
suburbs.

(b) For each place 4 record, determine which place 1 post-
stratum it fits into and assign that final post-strati-
fication adjustment factor to it.

(c) For each place 5 record, determine which place 3 post-
stratum it fits into, and assign that final post-strat-
ification adjustment factor to it.

(d) Every record having a place recode of 1,2,3,4, or 5
should now have both a sample weight and a final post-
stratification adjustment factor. All other records
will be assigned a post-stratification factor of one
(i.e., those with PLACE = 6).

Compute the final person weight for each record as the
product of the sample weight, the household post-stratifica-
tion adjustment factor, and the person post-stratification
adjustment factor.

Sum the final person weights for each post-stratum for each
place, and print this sum together with the Census total,
and the ratio of the latter to the former for each post-
stratum in each place. Theoretically, the sum of weights
and the Census totals should again be the same and the
ratios should be about 1.

s for the CHEVS Sample

For the CHEVS, an employee level weight is needed. Follow this proce-
dure to calculate the weight. All computations are within agency. (You
probably will have to collapse the CBO and OTA together because of their

size.) Each el
a weight of

where

A

igible responding employee within an agency will be assigned

~

Np/[ngp(+)]

N. is the estimated population count of eligible employees

The population

where

in the agency and

(+) is the total number of eligible responding agency
employees summed over all thre= waves of the sample.

total eligible employees is estimated as

~ ~

Ng = Npg
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N is the total number of persons on the agency frame,
and

Pp is the estimated proportion of the frame listings

for the agency that are eligible for the study.

For the House of Representatives and Senate, N will be an estimate obtained
as the count of the number of selected employees times the selection inter-
val. This will be after we removed obvious non-DC employees. For the
House, we selected, eliminated obvious ineligibles, and then phoned to
. screen. The proportion eligible employees is estimated from Wave 1 and
Wave 2 data as

"2 2
P = I lngg(i) + ogy(D))/ T lagp(@) + mpy(d) + ()]

where

nER(i) is the total number of agency employees in the Wave i
sample who are eligible and respond

nEN(i) is the total number of agency employees in the Wave i
sample who are eligible and nonresponding (i.e., complete
the screening interview so that their eligibility can be
established but not the core questionnaire).

nI(i) is the total number of agency employees in the Wave i
sample who are identified as ineligible by screening.

For checking purposes, print out all components of the weights. Also print
out a cross tab of agency by respomse status indicator.

Stratum Identifiers

-

Both the DCHVS and the CHEVS were selected as stratified random sam-
ples. The DCHVS was deeply stratified based upon exchange code. Because
of the large number of strata (exchange codes) and the small sample within
many of these (several have only one observation), the strata need to be
collapsed. Order the exchange codes within each area code and collapse
downward when needed so that each stratum has at least ten respondents.
The CHEVS strata had somewhat larger sample sizes and therefore shoul not
need collapsing although you will to comstruct a stratum identifier.

/pp
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MEMORANDUM -
.. TO: Brenda Cox
FROM: Jane Bergsten

SUBJECT: Weight adjustments for multiple telephone numbers at the sample
dwelling: DC Crime, Project No. 2634.

A dwelling with more than one residential telephone number has a
larger probability of selection in a RDD survey. One typically applies to
the sample weight a weight adjustment factor equal to the inverse of the
number of different telephone numbers linked to the sample dwelling. We
will not make such an adjustment in the DC Crime Survey sample weights, for
reasons detailed below.

For the 1,020 cases for which a control form was completed on Wave I
of DCHVS, the answers to Q2 "Is there a telephone with a different number
in your home/residence on which you could also be reached?" were distri-
buted as follows.

Frequency Percent
Yes 151 15
No 836 82
Refused 12 1
Not answered - 21 2
Total 1,020 100% -

The 15 percent of households with more than one telephone number is many
times the 1 to 2 percent we had expected. The answers to Q3. '"How many
different telephone numbers are there for your home/residence?" were distri-
buted as follows

Site: DC MD VA DK TOTAL
Number of
Phone Numbers
1 5 2 2 - 9
2 51 48 14 - 113
3 3 2 - - 5
4 - 1 1 - 2
5 1 - - 1
Refused - - - 2 2
Not answered - - - 19 _19
Total 60 53 17 21 151
51
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The results from these hand tallies made from the Wave I control forms
suggested that the questions had possibly been answered about extension
telephones rather than different telephone numbers.

A check of about 1,500 residential telephone listings was made for
each of DC, Maryland suburbs and Virginia subburbs using May 1982, October
1982 and January 1983 directories, respectively.

Muliple phone numbers discovered were -
Frequency Percent Site

2 2 _=0.19 DC
1500 :

li Ao 1% Maryland
1500 °

1 AL - g Virginia
1500 °

The results of our checking convinced us that the response to Q2 and
Q3 on the control from were undoubtedly referring to telephone instruments
rather than mulitiple telephone numbers. Any adjustment using these data
would, therefore, introduce much more bias than would result from making no
adjustment at all. The latter course of action is, therefore, being taken.

/pp

52



RESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE R’\
s

<
N
POSYT OFFICE BOX 1216924
\T\ S\
RESEARCH TRIANGLE PARX, NORTH CAROLINA 277009

October 25, 1983
Revised 11/14/83

-

MEMORANDUM
" T0: Wendell Refior
¥ROM: Jane Bergsten

Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Standardization for the DC Crime Victimization Study

A. Standardizing DC City and DC Suburbs to DC-SMSA Characteristics for
the Resident-Level Analyses:

1. 1980 Census population estimates are available for the DC-SMSA by
location (DC City, DC Suburbs) by age by sex by race (black,
nonblack). This will be the basis for determining standardizing
weights. We will develop two standardized weights, one for DC
City and ome for the DC Suburbs. Fringe areas will be included
and linked to city versus suburb location by state of residence
and area code. This is the same approach that we followed in
developing the unstardardized weight.

2. Create for each of the two locations separately, age by sex by

- race (black, nomblack) groups. Collapse age groups, if neces-

sary, to assure at least 20 interviews in a cell. (See the
September 22 memo for forming and collapsing age groups.)

3. For each of the two locations separately, compute a (LOCATION)
resident standardizing adjustment factor for each cell as

(adjustment factor for cell i) = [C(i)/C(+)] + [WS(i)/WS(+)]

where C(i) = 1980 Census population count for cell i of the
DC-8M54,

C(+) = 1980 Census population count for the total DC-SMSA,

WS(i) = sum of the final person weights for all persons
in cell i for (LOCATION), and
WS(+) = sum of the final person weights over all cells for
(LOCATION).
53
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Record the (LOCATION) resident standardizing adjustment factor on
each record falling into (LOCATION).

Compute the resident standardizing weight for (LOCATION) as the
product of the final person weight and the (LOCATION) resident
standardizing adjustment factor.

Give CHEVS records a resident standardizing weight of zero and a
resident standardizing adjustment factor of zero.

Check: the sum of the resident standardizing weight for each of
the two locations should equal the sum of the final person
weights for the same location.

Check: for each location, the percentage falling into each age x
sex x race cell using the resident standardized weights should be
identical to the percentage falling into the same cell for the
1980 DC-SMSA Census populztion counts.

Standardizing DI)C-SMSA employees to characteristics of CHEVS employees

for the Employee Level Analyses.

1.

All CHEVS interviews will be considered employees. Use the final
person weights. Age, sex, and race groups will be defined as in
the September 22 memorandum. Collapse across age groups where
necessary to insure a minimum of 20 interviews per cell. Form
age by sex by race cells for CHEVS employees keeping track of the
number of interviews and the sum of the final person weights for
each cell.

DCHVS interviews will be classified as employees if they were
employed at least one month during the survey reference period.
(PBa =1 or code 1,2,3,...,11, or 12 for P8b). Using final
person weights, form age by sex by race groups, keeping track of_
the number of interviews and the sum of the final person weights
for each cell. Collapse to keep minimum of 20 interviews in a
cell.

Collapse CHEVS employee cells or DC-SMSA employee cells further,
if necessary, so that the partitioning for each group is based
upon identical divisions.

Note that we are including DC-SMSA interviews that were fringe
cases on location classification.

Form an employee standardizing adjustment factor for each cell i
&s

(adjustment factor for cell i) = [CH(i)/CH(+)] + [WS(i)/WS(+)]
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

where
CH(i) = sum of the final person weights for cell i of the CHEVS
sample,
CH(+) = sum of the final person weights over all cells of the
CHEVS sample,
WS(i) = sum of the final person weights for cell i of the DCHVS
sample, and
WS(+) = sum of the final person weights over all cells of the

DCHVS sample.

Put this employee standardized adjustment factor on each DCHVS
employee record in the cell.

Compute for each DCHVS employee: Employee standardizing weighv =
(final person weight) * (employee standardizing adjustment
factor).

Record the employee standardizing weight on each DCHVS employee
record.

CHEVS employees receive an employee standardizing adjustment
factor of one and an employee standardizing weight equal to their
final person weight.

DCHVS non-employees get an employee standardizing adjustment
factor of zero and a employee standardizing weight of zero.

Check: for DC-SMSA employe=s the sum of the final person weights
over all DCHVS employees in cell i is equal to the sum of the
employee standardizing weight over all DCHVS employees in cell i.

Check: the percentage falling into each age by sex by race cell
using the employee standardized weight for DCHVS employees should
be identical to the percentage falling into these same cells
using the final person weight for CHEVS employees.

We need to look at distributions of final standardizing weights
so we will need a PROC FREQ or PROC MEANS run. We may need to do
some smoothing, but this is doubtful.

In doing the standardizing:

a) DCHVS persons living outside of VA, MD or DC city will be
included.
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To construct these variables, sort the data file by sample type (DCHVS
versus CHEVS), by telephone number, and then by household (HUID). A simple
hot deck procedure will be used to replace missing values. In order to
implement this process you will need "seed" values for the hot deck vari-
ables. The seed values will be defined based upon the values expected for
the first record in the sorted data file for each sample type. Two imputa-
tion classes will be used to separate the two samples and imputation will
be independently implemented within the classes.

As an example, the age variable is created for each record as follows.
If P7 is between 12 and 90, then AGE = P7 and AGEII = 0 and the value for
_P7 is used to update the hot deck register for P7, that is HDAGE = P7. If
P7 is missing (P7 = 98 or 99), then the value in the hot deck register is
imputed for the age or AGE = HDAGE and AGEII = 1. Similar processes are
used for race and sex.

For the residence variables, STATE is imputed first in a manne: simi-
lar to AGE with the associated imputation indicator defined. If STAIE =1
after imputation, then VALOC = 10 and VALOCII = STATEII, MDLOC =5 and
MDLOCII = STATEII. If STATE = 2 after imputation, then SECTOR =35 and
SECTORII = STATEII, CHLOC = 3 and CHLOCII = STATEII, and VALOC = 10 and
VALOCII = STATEII. If STATE = 3 after imputation, then SECTOR = 5,
CHLOC = 3, and MDLOC = 5, further SECTORII, CHLOCII and MDLOCII are all set
equal to STATEII. If STATE = 4 after imputation, then SECTOR = 5,
CHLOC = 3, VALOC = 10, MDLOC = 5, and the associated imputation indicators
are set equal to STATEII.

If STATE = 1, then SECTOR and CHLOC need to be defined. If P2b =
1,2,3, or 4, then SECTOR = P2b and SECTORII = 0 and the hot deck is up-
dated, e.g. HOTSECT = P2b. If P2b # 1,2,3, or 4, then SECTOR = HOTSECT and
SECTORII = 1. The variable CHLOC is defined in a similar manner. Note
that HOTSECT can only take om values 1-4 just as HOTCHLOC will only take cn
values 1 or 2.

If STATE = 2, then MDLOC needs to be defined. If P2d = 1,2,3, or 4,
then MDLOC = P2d, MDLOCII = 0, and the hot deck is updated HOTMDLOC = P2d.
If P2d # 1,2,3, or 4, then MDLOC = HOTMDLOC and MDLOCII = 1.

If STATE = 3, then VALOC needs to be defined. The procedure is simi-
lar to that for Maryland.

bkp
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Danny Allen
FROM: Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Additional Recoding and Editing Needed for the Analysis Files

An examination of the sample data for the District of Columbia Crime
Victimization Study indicates that additional editing and recoding is
needed to construct the analysis data files. This memorandum outlines the
additional work that needs to be done.

Based upon discussions of the number of persomns for whom more than six
long forms were needed, it has become apparent that we will need to impute
for missing long forms. In order to do this, we will need to have two

e recodes defined. Both recode varibles will be defined for all crimes in
the short form only file and the short form/long form file.

The first variable is crime category or CRM_CAT and is defined as
follows:

- Robbery or Attempt

= Injury or Attempt

- Threat to Injure

- Burzlary or Attempt

Personal Larceny or Attempt
~ Household Larceny or Attempt
- Intentional Damage

- Not a Crime of Interest

0O~ OV ™ L0 N
$

CRM_CAT will be a hierarchal variable with code 1 having the most priority
and code 8 the least. The levels are defined as follows:

a. CRM CAT = 1. Robbery or Attempt. If D2n = 1 and either D2i =1
or D2j = 1. ’

b. CRM CAT = 2. Injury or Attempt. If D20 = 1 or D2p = 1.

c. CRM CAT = 3. Threat to Injure. If D2n = 1 and D20 # 1 and

‘ D2p # 1.
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d. CRM CAT = 4. Burglary or Attempt. If D2e = 1 or D2f =1 or
D2g = 1 or D2h = 1.

e. CRM CAT = 5. Personal Larcery. If D2i = 1.
£. CRM CAT = 6. Household Larceny. If D2j = 1.
g- CRM CAT = 7. Intentional Damage. If D2m = 1.

h. CRM CAT = 8. Not a Crime of Interest. If D2e # 1, D2f # 1,
D2g # 1, D2h # 1, D2i # 1, D2j # 1, D2m # 1, D2n #'1, D20 # 1,
and D2p # 1.

Print out all records that are unclassified under the rules. Also print
out 15 records for each category of CRM CAT. Note that no record in the
short/long form file snould be classified as CRM _CAT = 8, by definition.
Print out any records that you encounter of this sort.

The other swariable is an Analysis Time Period Indicator or ANALIND
that will teii whether or not a2 crime occurred within the analysis time
period. ANALIND will be defined as

1 - Crime Within Analysis Period
2 - Crime Outside Analysis Period
3 - Not a Crime of Interest

The variable levels are defined as follows:

ANALIND = 1 if CRM_CAT # 8 and the crime falls within the analysis
time period

ANALIND = 2 if CRM CAT # 8 and the crime does not fall within the
analysis time period
ANALIND = 3 if CRM CAT = 8, .

A crime is defined to fall within the analysis time period if it occurs
between May 1, 1982 and April 30, 1983. 1If any of the following is true,
then the event falls within the analysis time period:

a) D9 = 2 and D102 = 5-12

b) D9 = 3 and D10a = 1-4

¢) (D9 =2 or D13a = 2) and D13b = 1 and D13b1l = 5-12

d) (D9 = 3 or D13a = 3) and DI13b = 1 and D13b1 = 1-4

e) (D9 =2 or D13a = 2) and D13b = 2 and (D13bl and D13b2 are not

legitimate skip, DK, RE, or other missing codes) and
-(D13bl < D13b2) and D13b2 > 4
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f) (D9 = 3 or D13a = 3) and D13b = 2 and (D13bl and D13b2 are not
legitimate skip, DK, RE, or other missing codes) and
(D13b1 < D13b2) and D13bl < 5.

Otherwise, the event falls outside the analysis time period.

Note that the following should be true. All records within the short/
long form file should have ANALIND = 1. Print out all records that don't.
Also print out 50 records from the short form only file and 50 from the
short/long form file for the purpose of verification.

Please let me know of any difficulties that you encounter in imple-
menting these specifications.

bkp
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P

MEMORANDUM
TO: Danny Allen
FROM: Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Completing Missing Long Forms for Eligible Crimes

The instrument for the District of Columbia Crime Victimization Study
included space for 20 victimizations to be listed and classified and dated
via the short incident form (Section D of the Core Questionnaire). To
avoid burdening the respondent, provisions were made for long incident
forms (Sections E-0 of the Core Questionnaire) to be completed for no more
than six victimizations that fell within the analysis time period. There-
fore, there will be some short forms for which a long form should have been
filled out but wasn't. The long form data are required in order to include .
the victimization in the analysis. These victimizations must be included
in order to avoid an undercount of the rate of crime victimization. Cre-
ating a crime-level weight was considered but rejected since we cannot
simultaneously control for type of crime and for all the analysis variables
of interest. Instead a hot deck imputation will be implemented to replace
the missing long form data. This memorandum provides specifications for
that hot deck imputation.

A victimization was eligible to have a long form completed for it when
the short form indicated that it was a crime of interest and that it
occurred within the analysis time period of May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983.
In terms of my memorandum entitled, "Additionmal Recoding and Editing Needed
for the Analysis Files," a short form is eligible for a long form when
CRM_CAT = 1-7 and ANALIND = 1. If CRM_CAT # 1-7 or ANALIND # 1, then no
long form is needed.

Extract from the short form only file all records with CRM CAT = 1-7
and ANALIND = 1. Add these records to the short/long form file. Separate
out all short/long form combinations that have CRM CAT#1-7 or ANALIND#1.
Do not include these records in the remaining operatioms. Class the re-
maining records by CRM CAT and sort them by sample type, then by sex, then
by race, and then by age. The sample type is CHEVS, D.C. proper, and D.C.
suburbs.
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Within each class defined by CRM CAT, a sequential hot deck imputation
procedure will be used to replace the missing long form data. A long form
imputation indicator (LFORMII) will be created that is "0" for real data
and "1" for imputed data. The imputation will be implemented independently
within each imputation class defined by CRM CAT. Initial long form values
are determined for each class in the hot deck based upon the data for the
first record encountered with a long form complieted. As new records are
processed, the imputation class to which each record belongs is determined.
If the record being processed has long form data, then that individual's
long form data replace the responses stored in the relevant class of the
hot deck. Thus, new long form responses are supplied for each cell of the

.. hot deck as they appear in the data file. When a record is encountered

with missing long form data, the long form data in the same class of the
hot deck is imputed for the missing long form data.

When the imputation is completed, the type of crime variable (TOC)
will need to be defined for the imputation-revised records.

bkp
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MEMORANDUM
TO: The Record
. . FROM: Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Type of Crime (TOC) Specificatioms

Specifications for a type of crime classification were developed and
sent to the government in August. The memorandum provides detailed com-
puter specifications for the type of crime variable (TOC) that was created
as a result of those specifications. TOC is a hierarchal variable with
level 1 having the most priority and level 36 the least priority. As an
example, if a crime could be classified as level 1 or level 4 then the
lower number had priority; that is, the crime would be classified as
TOC = 1. The TOC variable was only created for completed interviews and
only for records with an associated long form.

TOC = 1. Rape with Serious Injury. If injury occurred (D20 = 1) and rape
indicated (J6b = 1 or J13 = 5) and either an obviously serious injury indi-
cated (J13 =1, 2, 3, 4, or 6) or an injury with hospitalization for more
than ope night indicated (Jil6c = 3 or 4).

TOC = 2.  Rape with Minor Injury. If injury ecccurred (D20 = 1) and rape
indicated (J6b = 1 or J13 = 5) and a minor injury occurred (J13 = 7 or 8
and J16c # 3 or 4).

TOC = 3. Rape with No Other Injury. If injury or attempt (D20 =1 orf
D2p = 1) and rape indicated (J6b = 1 or J13 = 5) but no other injury indi-
cated (J13 #1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, or 8) and hospitalization for more than one
night not indicated (J16c # 3 or 4).

TOC = 4. Robbery with Serious Injury. If personal or household belongings
taken or an attempt made to take them (D2i =1 or D2j = 1) and injury
occurred (D20 = 1) and either an obviously serious non-rape injury indi-
cated (J13 =1, 2, 3, 4, or 6) or an injury with hospitalization for more
than one night indicated (J16c = 3 or 4).

TOC = 5. Robbery with Minor Injury. If personal or household belongings
taken or an attempt made to take them (D2i = 1 or D2j = 1) and injury
occurred (D20 = 1 and J4a # 3) but the injury was not obviously serious and
did not require hospitalization for more than one might [(J13 # 1, 2, 3, 4,
5, or 6) and (J16c # 3 or 4)].
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TOC = 6.  Robbery with No Injury. If personal or household belongings
taken or an attempt to take them (D2i = 1 or D2j = 1) and injury is
threatened or attempted but no injury occurs (D2n =1 and D20 # 1 and
Jta # 3).

TOC = 7. Assault with Serious Injury. If injury occurred (D20 = 1) and
was an obviously serious non-rape injury (J13 =1, 2, 3, 4, or 6) or re-
quired hospitalization for more than one night (J16c = 3 or 4).

TOC = 8. Assault with a Weapon. If weapons are involved (J4b = 1, 2, or 4
or J7a =1 or Jic =1) and injury or an attempt to injure occurred

.. [(D20 =1 or D2p = 1) and (J4a # 3)] with no obviously serious injury and

no hospitalization for more than one night [(J13 # 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6) and
(J16c # 3 or 4)].

TOC = 9. Sexual Assault (Excluding Rape). If injury or attempt (D20 = 1
or D2p = 1) and 'sexual assault occurred (J6éa = 1) but rape did not occur
(Jéb # 1 and J13 # 5).

TOC = 10. Simple Assault with Injury. If injury occurred (D20 = 1 and
J4ta # 3) that was not obviously serious and did nmot require hospitalization
for more than one night [(J13 # 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6) and (Jlé6c # 3 or 4)].

TOC = 11. Attempted Assault with No Weapon. If an attempt to injure oc-
curred but no injury (D20 # 1 and D2p = 1 and Jb4a # 3) and no weapon was
involved (J4b # 1, 2, or 4 and J7a # 1 and J7c # 1).

TOC = 12. Threats to Injure: Face to Face Contact. If a threat was made
to injure but no injury or attempt occurred (D2n = 1 and D20 # 1 and
D2p # 1) and the threat was made in person (J1 = 1).

T0C = 13. Threats to Injure: Other Contact. If a threat was made to
injure but no injury or attempt occurred (D2n = 1 and D20 # 1 and D2p # 1)
and the threat was not made in person (J1 # 1).

14. Forcible Entry. If burglary or attempt (D2e = 1 or D2f =1 or
1 or D2h = 1) and the burglar broke in (F1 = 1 and F3 = 1).

TOC
D2g

TOC = 15. Unlawful Entry Without Force. If burglary or attempt (D2e =1
or D2f = 1 or D2g = 1 or D2h = 1) and the burglar did not break in but did
enter (F1 =1 and F3 # 1).

TOC = 16. Attempted Forcible Entry. If burglary or attempt (D2e =1 or
D2f =1 or D2g = 1 or D2h = 1) and the burglar tried but failed to get in
(F1 # 1 or 3).

TOC = 17. Completed Motor Vehicle Theft. If theft or attempted theft of
household or personal belongiugs (D2i - 1 or D2j = 1) and a motor vehicle
stolen (G2c = 1).
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TOC = 18. Attempted Motor Vehicle Theft. If theft or attempted theft of
household or personal belongings (D2i = 1 or D2j = 1) and a motor vehicle
was aot stolen but an attempt was made (G5b = 1 and G2c # 1).

TOC = 19. Completed Purse Snatching or Pocket Picking. If  theft or
attempted theft of personal belongings (D2i = 1) and the victim saw the
offender or was in the same place at the same time as the offender (Dla = 1
or D1Ib = 1) and a purse or wallet stolen (G2c = 4).

TOC = 20. Attempted Purse Snatching or Pocket Picking. If  theft or
attempted theft of personal belongings (D2i = 1) and the victim saw the

.. offender or was in the same place at the same time as the offender (Dla = 1

or Dlb = 1) and an attempt made to steal a purse or wallet (G2c # 4 and
G5b = 4).

TOC = 21. Other Personal Larcenies With Contact: §$50 or more. If perso-
nal belongings taken or an attempt to take (D2i = 1) and the victim saw the
offender or was in the same place at the same time as the offender (Dla = 1
or D1b = 1) and a purse or wallet was not stolen nor was an attempt made to
steal a purse or wallet (G2c # 4 and G5b # 4) and the total value of the
property taken was $50 or more (G3 = 3,4,5,6, or 7).

TOC = 22. Other Personal Larcenies With Contact: Less Than $50. If
personal belongings taken or an attempt *o take (D21 = 1) and the victim
saw the offender or was in the same plac. :- the same time as the offender
(Dla =1 or Dlb = 1) and a purse or wa .-t was not stolen nor was an
attempt made to steal a purse or wallet (G2c # 4 and G5b # 4) and the total
value of the property taken was less than $50 (G3 = 1 or 2).

T0C = 23. Other Personal lLarcenies With Contact: Amount Not Available.
If personal belongings taken or an attempt to take (D2i = 1) and the victim
saw the offender or was in the same place at the same time as the offender
(Dila = 1 or D1b = 1) and a purse or wallet was not stolen nor an attempt
made to steal a purse or wallet (G2c # 4 and G5b # 4) and the total value
of the property taken is not kmown (G3 # 1,2,3,4,5,6, or 7). -

TOC = 24. Household Larceny: $50 or More. If household belongings taken
or an attempt to take (D2j = 1) and the total value of property taken was
$50 or more (G3 = 3,4,5,6, or 7).

TOC = 25. Household Larceny: Less Than $50. If household belongings
taken or an attempt to take (D2j = 1) and the total value of property taken
was less than $50 (G3 = 1 or 2).

TOC = 26. Household Larceny: Amount Not Available. If household be-
longings taken or an attempt to take (D2j = 1) and the value of the stolen
property is not known (G3 # 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7).

TOC = 27. Personal Larceny Without Comtact:  §$50 or more. If personal
belongings taken or an attempt to take (D2i = 1) and the victim was not in
the same vicinity as the offender (Dla # 1 and D1b # 1) and the total value
of the property taken was $50 or more (G3 = 3,4,5,6, or 7).
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TOC = 28. Personal Larceny Without Contact: Less than $§50. If persomal
belongings taken or an attempt to take (D2i = 1) and the victim was not in
the same vicinity as the offender (Dla # 1 and D1t # 1) and the total value
of the property taken was less than $50 (G3 = 1 or 2).

TOC = 29. Personal Larceny Without Contact: Amount Not Available. If
personal belongings taken or an attempt to take (D2i = 1) and the victim
was not in the same vicinity as the offender (Dla # 1 and D1b # 1) and the
total value of the property taken was not known (G3 # 1,2,3,4,5,6, or 7).

TOC = 30. Vandalism: $§50 or More. If intentional damage done (D2m = 1
.and H1 # 8) and the damage was $50 or more (H3 = 3,4,5,6, or 7).
TOC = 31. Vandalism: Less Than $50. If intentional damage done (D2m = 1

and Hl # 8) and the damage was less than $50 (H3 = 1 or 2).

TOC = 32. Vandalism: Amount Not Available. If intentional damage done
(D2m = 1 and H1l # 8) and the amount of the damage is not known (H3 # 1, 2,
3, 4, 5, 6, or 7).

TOC = 33. Injury or Attempted Injury: Later Unconfirmed. If injury or
attempt mentioned (D20 = 1 or D2p = 1) and later denied (J4a = 3).

TOC = 34. Burglary: Later Unconfirmed. If burglary or attempt mentioned
(D2e =1 or D2f =1 or D2g =1 or D2h = 1) and later denied (F1l = 3).

TOC = 35. Vandalism: Later Unconfirmed. If intentional damage mentioned
(D2m = 1) and later denied (HI = 8).

TOC = 36. Not A Crime of Interest. If no crime mentioned (D2e # 1,
D2f # 1, D2g # 1, D2h # 1, D°1 # 1, D2j # 1, D2m # 1, D2n # 1, D20 # 1, and
D2p # 1).

After the TOC variable was defined, we checked to verify that a value
had been defined for each crime record. Fifteen records from each type
were printed out and examined to verify the correctness of the TOC defini--
tion.

bkp
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Wendell Refior
- . FROM: Brenda Cox

SUBJECT:

Type of Crime Recode Needed for Analyzing Crime Data

For use in all analyses of the D.C. Crime Victimization Study data,
the following crime recode needs to be created.

RTOC=1.
RTOC=2.
RTOC=3.
RTOC=4.

RTOC=5.

RTOC=6.
RTOC=7.

RTOC=8.

RTOC=9.

Robbery. If TOC=4,5, or 6.
Assault. If TOC=1,2,3,7,8,9,10, or 11.
Threat to Injure. If TOC=12 or 13.

Personal Larceny With Contact. If T0C=19,20,21,22,
[D2i=1 and (Dla=1 or D1b=1) and (TOC=17 or 18)].

or 23 or .

Personal Larceny Without Contact. If T0C=27,28, or 29 or [D2i=1

and D2j#1 and Dla#l and D1b#1 and (TOC=17 or 18)].

Personal Vandalism. If TOC=30,31, or 32 and D2k=1 and D22#1.

Burglary. If TOC=14,15, or 16.

Household Larceny. If TOC=24,25, or 26 or [D2j=1 and (TOC=17 or

18)].

Household Vandalism. If TOC=30, 31, or 32 and D22=1.

It is important to note that RTOC=4 takes precedent over RTOC=8.

Note the following definitions for use in table generation.

Personal Crimes: RTOC=1-6

Crimes of Violence: RTOC=1-3

Crimes of Theft and Damage: RTOC=4-6
Household Crimes: RTOC=7-9

bkp

69

{319) 541-6000 FROM RALEIGH. DURKYAM AND CHAPEL

HitLL



RESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE

COMPUTER APPLICATIONS CENTER

TO:

FROM:

November 11, 1983

Brenda Cox -

Danny Allen

SUBJECT: D. C. Crime - Person 1 Data and Income Coding

The CATI program was designed to request certain information only from
the first respondent in the HUID. Questions included were "la-2f" and
"16a-16f" in Section "P." Situations were encountered whereby:

l‘

2.

3.

4.

more than one respondent was indicated as a first person interview,

there were no respondents indicated as first person interviews;
however, there were subsequent interviews witin the same HUID,

first person interviews were not completed and data was not col-
lected for the given questions; however, subsequent interviews
within the same HUID were made, and,

first person interviews were not completed but data was collected
for the given questions.

Computer listings for all interviews within HUID's that do not have
"FIRSTPER=1" are available. Interviewer error for HUID's could have con-
tributed to discrepancies.

Assignment of lst person data to subsequent persons within the HUID and
income coding was implemented based on the following:

1.

2.

This applied to the random sample only. The random sample can be
determined by "'V2" = "2."

The housing unit identifier (''V4'") is unique for each household.

"y8'" is a first person identifier whereby "1'" indicates '"yes"

and "2" indicates 'mo."

Processing was restricted to completed interviews (i.e., result
code=80).

Applicable data for the first person was inserted into subsequent
person records for a given HUID.
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6.

10.

DA/ah

If there was more than 1 first person indicated for a HUID, the
lowest CATI ID with result cede '80' was used as the determining
factor for establishing a first person.

If there were no first persons indicated, the lowest CATI ID with
result code '80' was used as the determining factor for assigning

a first person. This usually resulted in missing data for questions
that were copied and inserted. In this case, missing data was coded
with missing data codes.

Income recoding and assignment to all records within a given HUID
was based on the attached flow chart.

The income variable and all copied fields were appended to person
records as new variables.

Recoding was complicated as a result of lost data.
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COMPUTER APPLICATIONS CENTER

November 17, 1983

TO: Brenda Cox
FROM: Danny Allen
SUBJECT: DC Crime - Multiple Response Questions

CATI structuring for multiple response questions was defined for a fixed
number of entry fields that often did not correspond to the number of possible
codes. Codes were keyed and recorded in any order as specific values correspond-
ing to question segments. Unused positions were coded as zeros or blanks depend-
ing upon CATI programming and/or interviewer techniques. "Refusal' and '"Don’t -
Know" codes were keyed in the first entry position only. Skipped questions
(i.e., legitimate skips) were defined with all blank entries.

Software for restructuring was developed based on the criteria defined
above. In some cases this involved expanding the number of fields. '"Don't
Know" or "Refusal' responses were recoded throughout the entire question.
The entire question was recoded to blank when the first response was blank. .
Otherwise the entire question was initialized to zeros and valid responses were
assigned specific output positions. Positive responses were then assigned the
code of "1."

Various checks were implemented in order to check the validity of recoding.
Verification of the procedure included a separate computer comparison and manual
review of input data versus the recoded output. The verification process re-=
vealed (1) duplicate responses for the same quesion and (2) a limited number &%
responses that were not recorded as defined in the criteria for recoding.

The recoding process resulted in dropping duplicate respomses. An edit/
update process was implemented to correct other responses.

Specific questions affected by the multiple response edit/recode process
include the following:

Section Questions
E 4, 22
F 2
G 2c, 5b
H 1, 2

73



TO: Brenda Cox
Page 2

' Section Questions

2b, 3, 4b, 9, 11, 13, 14, 16b
4b, 5b

5, 6b

8c, 8f _

b O RO

BA/ah
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May 27, 1983

MEMORANDUM
TO: D.C. Crime Study TSU Staff .
FROM: Dale DeWitt

SUBJECT: Additional Interviewing Instructions

During the early days of interviewing, a number of procedural questions

have arisen. Please review the following information and follow the instruc-
tions given when applicabie.

1.

Explanation of source of sample member's name for CHEVS. If asked how we
got a sample member's name, state:

"Your name and work affiliation were obtained from public documents." If
appropriate, vou may also say: '"We did not have access to confidential
information."

Why we need information about crime events that did not occur on Capitol
Hill or in the DC-SMSA:

"For purposes of analysis, we need to obtain crime event data for the
full-time period from January 1, 1982 until today regardless of where the
events occurred."

Use of "Section C -~ Examples and Reminders":

Interviewers are to make all reasonable efforts to read the complete list
of examples and reminders. If a respondent raises objections, explain
that --

"Thare are particular events of interest to the study and I'm reading
these examples to help you remember events that may have occurred.”

If a respondent becomes agitated or refuses to continue the interview if
the examples are continued, stop reading them and proceed with the inter-
view. Indicate in the notes section of the screening form the approximate
point where you sujpped reading the list.

DCHVS contacts with embassies or other facilities serving foreign govern-
ments:

Citizens of foreign countries who live in an embassy structure or compound
and are served by a sample number are ineligible for the survey. The
number should be given a final screening Code 14 (Business/Institution).

If American citizens working for the facility live there and their resi-
dential unit is served by the sample number, they are eligible and the
number should be treated as a Code 21 (Working residential).
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10.

- DCHVS number serving a teenager in a household also served by a household

telephone number:

The entire household is eligible for the survey and all members should be
interviewed. The teenager's phone is to be counted in the number of
telephones serving the household in Question 2 of the DCCF.

»

Roomers served by their own telephones:

When a sample number is a private number for persons living in a room or
living unit of a rooming house or dormitory, only the persons served by
the sample number are considered members of the residential unit to be
interviewed. (If, however, the sample number is a general number serving
a number of residents in different rooms or units, they are all to be
interviewed, or treated .as a group quarters if more than ten are served.)

DCHVS numbers serving government offices or cther businesses/institutions:

When an assignment batch is received with all or many sample numbers in
the same exchange, the first number called is identified as a government
agency office or office within a business or institution, and subsequent
numbers appear to be associated (e.g., 252-8000, 252-8001, 252-8002,
etc.), time may be saved by obtaining the number for the agency or other
organization's central switchboard operator. The remaining numbers may
then be considered complete if the operator verifies that they serve
business/institutional offices only.

Questions about length of interview:

If a respondent questions you about the time it will take to complete the
interview, advise that:

"The average time is about 30 minutes but it does vary from interview to
interview."

Referrals to Ms. Taylor or Dr. Langan:

Page II-1 of the project interviewer manual provides instructions for
referring questions about the authenticity of the survey to government
contacts. These referrals should be made only when your best efforts to
explain the survey have been unsuccessful. They are not to be made
routinely.

CHEVS postal card name changes:

Some CHEVS postal cards have been returned with the sample member's name
crossed through and another person's name written on the card. The
originally named person is the sample member who is to be interviewed. “We
are not to interview substitutes or replacements.
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11.

CHEVS sample members who did not receive the lead letter:

The CHEVS lead letter may not have been forwarded to sample members who
have moved. If, when introducing the study, it appears that the person
may not have received advance notice, ask:

"Did you receive the letter from Senator Baker and Representative O'Neill
explaining the survey and its importance?"

If the letter was not received, explain that such a letter was sent but
apparently was not forwarded to them. Relate the information about the
study contained in the letter as necessary to answer the sample member's
concerns (Summarize points as needed; DO NOT READ THE ENTIRE LETTER.)

If the sample member's questions cannct be satisfied, advise that we will
remail the letter if he/she will give you a current mailing address. Note
the information on the screening form, call your supervisor's attention to
the need for a mailing, and schedule a call-back ten days later.

Db/sf
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June 6, 1983

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

D.C. Crime Victimization Study TSU Staff

Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Additional Interviewing Instructions: Number 2

During the first retraining discussion with TSU staff, several pro-

cedural questions were raised. Please review the following information and
follow the instructions given when they are applicable.

1.

How to read Section C Examples and Reminders. The Section C examples
and reminders should not be read as fast as possible. Timing and tone
of voice should be used that create the impression that a check list
is being read rather than questions that have to be answered "yes" ox
"no." The respondent needs to think about each reminder so you should
not read them toc fast. If you read them too slowly, the respondent
may become impatient, however. 1 suggest that you read the examples
at a somewhat faster pace than you read the questions in the later
sections of the questionnaire. If you sense that the respondent may
need more time to think about an example, use the probe: "Am I going
too fast?"

The examples and reminders are too long. This is our problem more
than it is the respondent's. As interviewers, you will get to read
the list many times. The respondent hears it only once. Be aware of
the fact that this section is not as interesting to you, the inter-
viewer, because the respondent usually does not give you verbal feed-
back (answers) as you read the individual reminders. If you convey
the impression to the respondent that the list is boring, the respon-
dent is likely to react in a negative manner. Therefore, I suggest
that you train yourself to think positively about the list and your
positive reaction will be conveyed to the respondent.

The examples related to "things done by pecple you know'" are confusing
the respondents. Several interviewers reported that the respondents
were confused by this question and thought we were interested in
things done to people they know. To avoid this problem, I suggest

‘that you read the statement clearly and distinctly and accent the word

"by . "
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4.

Explain Question 1 in Sectica D. The question first asks "Did you see
the offender?" 1If R saw the offender, R may be able to provide infor-
mation to the police about characteristics of the offender. The
second question asks, '"Were you and an offender both at the same place
at the same time?" If R and the offender were in the same place at
the same time, then R was potentially in danger. This does not repli-
cate the information provided in the first question. R could have
seen the offender stealing his car from a distance and not been in the
same place or in any danger. Similarly, R could have returned home
and heard an intruder in the house who fled when the intruder heard R
arrive. In this case, R did not see the. intruder but R was in the
same place at the same time and was in potential danger. The last
question asks, '"Was there any communication between an offender and
you?" R may never have seen the offender but he may have received
threatening phone calls from him. Written communication is not in-
cluded since we are interested in two-way communication between R and
the offender.-

Distinguish between "burglary, illegal entry, and attempted break-in".

For this study, a "burglary" will be defined tc be the act of il-
legally entering the dwelling place of another to commit a felony or
theft. An '"illegal entry" is entering the dwelling place of another
without their permission. An '"attempted break-in" is the act of
attempting to illegally =uter the dwelling place of amother. An event
involving a stranger entering R's residence or trying to enter without
his permission would be considered a burglary, illegal entry, or an
attempted break-in. An event involving a friend of R's child who
stole something while visiting the child at home would not be com-
sidered to be a burglary, illegal entry, or attempted break-in since
the friend was not in the residence illegally. The event does count
as a theft when answering the questions, "During this event, did
anyone take or try to take anything belonging to you personally?" and
"Did they take or try to take property that belonged to your ertire
household, such as furniture or appliances?"

Should break-ins involving cars, boats, or offices be included when
responding to ''"Was there burglary, illegal entry, or attempted break-

in?" If only a car or an office is involved, the answer is "mo". If.
a boat is involved, the answer is "yes" only if people live on the

boat (weekend use is included). If the respondent answers '"yes" and

you feel that they are referring to an event that involves a car,

boat, or an office only, you may probe: 'Did this event involve

illegal entry or attempted entry into a residence where people live or

have lived in the past?"

Question P6 about race is causing a problem. Question P6 may be read
in this manner, '"What is your race? White? Black? American Indian,
Aleut, or Eskimo? Asian or Pacific Islander?" It is better not to
read the "Hispanic" or "other" response. The first four categories
include all races. The "Hispanic" and "other" categories are to be
used for responses that do not fit into the four categories.
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8. Reluctance to answer the Income Items (P16). If R appears reluctant
to answer the income items or seems suspicious, you may state: "These

questions are to determine the range into which your family income
falls and not the specific amount of your income." ‘

9. Questions that don't make sense or seem to have words missing. Since
we allowed for 20 sets of short forms and six long forms, many screens
had to be copied. In copying them an error could have been made. If

you think a question is not phrased correctly, note the screen number
and discuss it with your supervisor. If you don't understand a ques-
tion or why it is being asked, make a point of discussing the question
with your supervisor. Questions should be read as written even if
they seem repetitive or illogical. Interviewers are not to make
Judgments about skipping questions or rephrasing questions. The
probes may be modified if required but not the question. Bring all
questions to your supervisor's attention.

10. Visitors to home have items taken. An interviewer noted that one
respondent reported that guests who were visiting him had items
stolen. Unless belongings of the respondent or his household are
taken, this event is not to be listed. If needed, you may use the
probe: '"Were belongings of yours or your household stolen or damaged
in this event?" If the answer is '"mo," do not list this event.

11. Treatment of deaf or otherwise mentally or physically incapable respon-
dents. For the J{HEVS, complete the screening interview by proxy if
possible. Then complete the control card giving "30" for "Screening
Coumpleted" as the Screening Result Code and "61" for "Physically/
mentally incapable' as the Interview Result Code. For the DCHVS, you .
may complete the entire interview by proxy under this stipulation:
the proxy must have already completed the interview or the proxy is
inelgible for interview.

bkp
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MEMORANDUM June 8, 1983
TO: | D.C. Crime Victimization Study TSU Staff

.. FROM:

Brenda Cox
Dale DeWitt

SUBJECT: Additional Interviewing Imstructions: Number 3

1.
2.
3.
|
i
{919}

Some additional questions need to be discussed that arose out of the

first retraining discussions. Please review the following information and
follow the instructions when they are applicable.

Some respondents are beccming irritated when we ask Question P&b.

"For how many months from May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983 did you have a
job?" is asked after we determine that the individual was mainly
looking for work, keeping house, in school, unable to work, or re-
tired. The individual may have worked at some timé during this period
so we cannot skip the question. To get around this problem, a probe
may be asked when needed. The probe will be: '"Were you employed at
any time during this period?" If the answer is no, then "0" should be
entered. If the answer is 'yes', the original question should be
repeated. -

Should business crimes be listed. Crimes that involve a business only
are not included in the survey. However, if personal or household
property of the respondent is taken or if the respondent is injured or
attempts or threats are made to injure the respondent, then the crime
is included. You usually will not know that a crime is business only
at the listing stage and whether theft or physical danger was in-
volved. For this reason, the crime should be listed.

How are business crimes handled in answering Section D questionms. In
answering Question D2a, "Was there burglary, illegal entry, or
attempted break-in?'", a break-in to a store or business is not con-
sidered to be a burglary or break-in so the answer is "

no". This
question applies to structures for residential use and associated
property such as garages, yards, or sheds. If the respondent answers
"yes" and you feel that they are referring to a business break-in
only, use the probe: "Did this event involve illegal entry or
attempted entry into residential property?" Question D2i to D2m will
determine if persomal or household property of the respondent was
taken or damaged in the incident. In answering these questions about
theft and damage, business property is not included. If R owes a
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store that is broken into, the property that is taken should be con-
sidered to be all business property. The only exception that should
be made is when R has a residence attached to his business and this
residence was also involved in the crime. The next set of questions
determines if R was injured or if attempts or threats were made to
injuve him in the incident. After these questions are asked, the CATI
determines if the crime is of interest to us. If the crime involves a
business only, it will not be classified as a burglary or attempt
(Q. D2a = No). Also it will not be classified as theft or attempt or
intentional damage unless personal or household property of R was
involved. Usually busirass crimes will not be classified as a burg-
lary since there will not be an attached residence, they will not
involve theft or damage, and R wili not be injured or have attempts or
threats made to injure him. Under this circumstance, the crime is not
eligible for-the study, and the CATI program will go to the next
listed crime. ' i

4.  Should the interviewer probe if they feel that household crimes such
as burglary are not being reported by all respondents within the
household. No probe should be used. However, we do want the respond-
ents to report all crimes that come to mind. If R mentions a crime
and then says, "But my wife already told you about that," you are to
respond, "Different people can give us a different description of an
event. We would like to get a description from you as well." Unless
R clearly indicates that he will not provide a description, the event
should be listed.

5. Distinguish between household and personal property. This needs to be
put in context. In. answering Q. D2i and D2k, "During this event, did
anyone take or try to take anything that belonged to you persomally”
or "Was there damage to. anything that belonged to you personally?",
personal property is that property that can be considered to belong to
the respondent as an individual rather than the common property of the
household. The household property referred to in Q. D2j and D2& is
that property that can be considered to belong to the household as a_
whole rather than to individuals (e.g., the refrigerator, stove,
living room sofa). Roommates living together do not constitute a
household for these questions. If one of several roommates has his
television stolen, the roommate it belongs to is the only omne who
should report. TFor the other roommates, it is not considered their
personal property or property that belongs to the household as a
whole.

In completing the Stolen Goods Table, two entires are "Other Personal
Valuables" and "Household Furnishings." In this case, "Other Persomal
Valuables," are items that are typically carried on the person. The
"personal stereo' referred to in the listing is the Walk-Man variety.
The "Household Furnishings" are items that are generally used in the
home.

6. Call-backs to follow-up on broken appointments. When an eligible
fails to keep an appointment for interview, but has not refused up to
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five (5) additional attempts to reach and interview the individual are
required before terminating work on the case. The Final Code to be
assigned if no interview is obtained is 71, since this is, in effect,
an implied refusal.

Hard-to-contact CHEVS cases. Unless definitive intormation is ob-
tained indicating that a CHEVS sample member will be unavailable
during the survey period, efforts to contact individuals who are not
in their office, in meetings, etc. should be continued at reasonable
intervals throughout each data collection wave. Interviewers should,
of course, attempt to learn the best times to call, obtain the sample
member's home phone number for evening/weekend calls, etc. All such
cases in active status at the end of a wave will be reviewed and
decisions made about additional action or assignment of a fimal code.

Answering machines for businesses. If eight (8) calls made at appro-
priate intervals all result in contact with an answering machine that
clearly identifies a business, Final Code 14 is to be assigned.
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MEMORANDUM -
.. TO: D.C. Crime Study TSU Staff

FROM: Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Additional Interviewing Instructions: Number 4

We are encountering problems in the Capitol Hill survey with respect
to offices that we call frequently. This memorandum discusses this problem
and procedural details associated with both surveys. Please review the
following information and implement the instructions when they are appli-
cable.

1. Calls to the Doorkeeper's Office. The Doorkeeper's Office of the
House of Representatives has been upset by our frequent calls to their
office. The Doorkeeper's Office had a number of temporary staff who
are now gone (pages) and nonoffice staff (elevator operators) who do
not work within the office. We have discussed the situation and
worked out the following compromise. Wave 1 individuals will not be
traced by calling the Doorkeeper's Office. Those that we have not
contacted to date will be traced using Metropolitan Directory Assis-
tance. If no number can be found for them, they are to have the final
status code of "Unable to Locate'" assigned and the case closed out.
For Wave 2 and thereafter, we are to follow these procedures. First,
check the latest directory for the House of Representatives. (I have
sent one over to the TSU Unit marked "Latest Directory.'") If the
individual is listed in the latest directory, you may call the indi-
cated number even if it is the Doorkeeper's Office. If you are told
that the individual no longer works in the office or otherwise cannot
be reached at the number, do not ask for an alternate number at which
they may be reached. Instead, thank the individual you are speaking
to and close the conversation. Except under the above mentioned
circumstances, you are not to call the Doorkeeper's Office. Instead,
the Metropolitan Directory Assistance will be used for tracing. The
Doorkeeper's Office has agreed to provide location information for up
to 10 of the difficult to locate cases. I will request this infor-
matinn for the cases we cannot locate.

2. Calls to the Clerk of the House.. I received a call from the Assistant
to the Clerk of the House about the disruption caused by our letters
and calls to staff of the Clerk's Office. Apparently when they re~
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ceived the letters and/or got a call, the Clerk's staff verified the
authenticity with him, etc. It was not our calls per se but their
verification calls to him that was the problem as they took a lot of
his time. Together, the Assistant to the Clerk and I figured out a
solution to his problem whereby he would notify them that they would
receive a call and tell them what to expect. The Assistant does not
have any objections to our calling the Clerk's Ofice so we may con-
tinue to do so.

Calls to the Architect of the Capitol. The personnel officer of the
Architect of the Capitol indicated to me that the bulk of his staff
were janitors and hence cannot be reached at the Architect's number.
The Senate Superintendent Office from the Architect's Office has now
requested that we no longer call his office for this reason. To
prevent burden on the Architect's Office, we will try to locate these
employees wusing the Metropolitan Directory Assistance first. The
Architect's Office has indicated that they will help us with those
that we are unable to locate. To prevent burdening them, I will send
lists for future waves to them after we have made our best attempt to
locate the employees.

OTA and Library of Congress Employee Tracing. If we have difficulty
contacting an OTA or Library of Congress employee, let me know. I
have sources within the agency who have agreed to provide location
information for those that we are unable to locate.

Frequent Calls to zn Office. We are wearing out our welcome with some
of the Congressional agencies. We will try to reduce this-problem in
Wave 2 by grouping the telephone numbers. However, if you call an
office and encounter resistance or outright refusal from the recep-
tionist who answers the telephone, advise your supervisor of the
problem. The supervisors in turn will discuss the matter with either
Dale DeWitt or me.

Responent's Reluctantance To Listen to the Examples and Reminders.
Betsy Martin, one of the staff who developed the Core Questionnaire, -
provided this example of how the interviewer may explain the reasons
for going through the list of examples and reminders:

Survey statistics show that 60% more crimes are remembered
when examples like these are used. People we interview are
often surprised at the things that don't come to mind until
specific reminders are given.

These examples will also let you know better the kinds of
events this survey covers.

Please bear with me while I go through the list.
Overall Comments. Thus far we have been satisfied with the survey

results with the exception of the response rate for the DCHVS which is
somewhat low. We are now investigating the problem. You should
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expect to be advised of steps that you can take to minimize the extent
of refusals. In the meanwhile, be aware of this problem and carefully
describe the circumstances that led to refusal and the characteristics
of the nonrespondent, e.g. the age, sex, and race if discernable.
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October 19, 1983

MEMORANDUM -
.. To: The Record

FROM: Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: The District of Columbia Crime Victimization Study: Project
Summary and Evaluation

The District of Columbia Crime Victimization Study is only the second
application of computer assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) to obtain
crime victimization data.* It is the largest application to date with
approximately 7,500 completed interviews. The study used an experimental
version of the National Crime Survey (NCS) instrument which had been deve-
loped as a prototype for future use in the MCS. This instrument was de-
signed as an improvement on the NCS instrument and the instrument tested in
the Peoria Pilot Study and differed substantially from both instruments. .

In the process of implemeanting the study, we have encountered un-
expected problems, particularly with CATI and the new instrument. As
problems have been encountered that resulted in increased costs, correc-
tions have been made in study plans to avoid cost overruns. However,
several tasks have recently encountered problems that cannot be totally
resolved within the budget. This memorandum reviews all of the unantici-
pated problems and the measures that were instituted to solve these prob-
lems. Since this memorandum reflects my observations as project director,
if focuses on time and money considerations.

The District of Columbia Crime Victimization Study has two phases.
Phase I involved the design of sampling, data collection, data processing,
and data analysis procedures for the study. These procedures were to be
implemented in Phase II of the study. After Phase I was essentially com-
plete, two activities had to be added to the contract specifications for
Phase I in order to satisfactorily complete Phase I of the contract.

*The first application was the Peoria Pilot Study conducted by the Crime
Redesign Consortium, which interviewed approximately 2,000 Peoria resi-
dents, approximately 1/3 of which were identified via randomly selected
telephone numbers and 2/3 from police records. .
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The major added activity was revising the design described in the
Phase I Draft Final Report to allow for a redefinition of the objectives of
the survey. This change was needed as the result of a decision made by the
Congressional advisory panel that the study must compare the victimization
experience of District of Columbia residents to that of the nation as a
whole and other comparable metropolitan areas.

The second change in the scope of work was relatively minor and associ-
ated with instrument development for the study. Originally, a modified
version of the present NCS instrument was to be used in the study. This
instrument had been used in Peoria Pilot Study CATI application. In Decem-
ber, the decision was made to use the "uniform" instrument being developed
for future NCS use since this instrument was expected to be more productive
. in the sense of stimulating victimization recall. Since the uniform instru-
ment had not been programmed for CATI, RTI had to provide advice to BSSR,
which was developing the instrument under another 0OJARS contract, as to
(1) the suitability of the questionnaire for CATI implementation, (2) the
factors that would adversely affect interview response time, and (3) the
sampling, data processing, and analysis implications of the instrumentation
approach.

These changes in the Phase I scope of work added te the costs for
Phase I reducing the funds available for Phase II implementation. In
addition, these additional activities delayed the start of Phase II. Since
victimization data were to be collected for the time period from January 1,
1982 to the interview date, this implied that vicimitzation data would be
collected for 17% months rather than 15% months, which would increase the
costs per completed interview in a proportional manner.

The cost implications of the additional work and the time required to
complete the work was recognized in revising the draft report to produce
the Phase I Final Report. New projections of the cost per completed inter-
view were prepared for the two surveys and the sample sizes for the surveys
reduced so that Phase II projcted costs would be within the targeted amount. -

, In actually implementing Phase II, unanticipated problems were en-
countered, most of which were due to the fact that there was little priom
information as tu situations that could be expected to arise from the use
of CATI methods or the use of the "uniform" questionnaire. To the extent
possible, modifications were made in project activities to adjust for these
problems and the increased costs that resulted.

As a part of Phase I, the "uniform" NCS questionnaire was reviewed and
revisions proposed in the instrument. Since extensive changes had to be
made in the draft instrument as a result of this review, a second- full
scale review of the revised instrument was required to verify its accuracy
and completeness. The questionnaire was examined by instrument specialists
for format, accuracy, and ease of administration by CATI after it was
received in early April. The revised instrument was sent to BJS, CRS, and
BSSR on April 18th for comments. Comments from BJS and CRS were received
by April 22 and BSSR comments on April 29. As these comments.were re-
ceived, the instrument was revised. In making these changes, we again had
to review the entire instrument for accuracy, with particular attention
paid to the accuracy of skip patterns and the logical flow of the ques-
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tions. The final version of the instrument was not completed until the
week of May 16. Errors were still being detected and resolved up to the
time data collection began on May 22.

In terms of calendar time and person time, the review and revision of
the instrument took four times longer than anticipated. This increased
time as the result of the newness of the "uniform" approach to data collec-
tion; this approach promised to be more productive with respect to victim
recall but had not been field tested.

Data collection had been scheduled to begin on May 4. Because of the
delay in fipalizing the instrument, data collection did not actually begin
until May 22. In order to begin on this date, we had to start programming

.. the CATI version of the instrument before the instrument had been final-

ized. When the BSSR instrument was received in early April, instrument
specialists reviewed and revised the instrument a section at a time. As
the sections were revised, they were given to the CATI programmers to begin
programming. After all sections had been revised, the instrument was
reviewed as a unit. This review identified modifications that had to be
made in the sections already given to the CATI programmers. A revised
version of the entire instrument was given to the CATI programmers in the
third week of April. Since the CATI programmers were well into programming
the instrument, these changes resulted in additional programming effort.
Later changes requested by the government requied additional changes in the
CATI program.

It should be noted that we had no choice but to begin CATI programming
prior to fipalizing the instrument. If we had waited till the instrument
had been finalized, data collection would have been delayed by almost two
months. This time delay would have made it impossible to c¢cliver the
Report to -Congress on schedule.

However, the successive changes to the CATI program built in a poten-
tial for programming errors. Since CATI data collection is all by computer
with no hard copy records, programming errors can result in serious data
losses. To prevent such errors, the CATI program was subjected to an
extensive review and correction process extending over a two week time
period. The debugging process was complicated by the large number of
computer screens involved (1,136 screems in all) and the large number of
variables in the CATI data base (2,895 variables in the data record).

Hence, the extensive revisions of the instrument had implications
beyond the increased persomnel time required for instrument specialists to
make the corrections. Because the time schedule for report delivery was
fixed, CATI programming could not wait till the questionnaire was approved.
The changes made to the instrument in turn resulted in additional time
required for revising and debugging the CATI program.

Frame development and sample selection began in April and was com-
pleted in early May. Unlike the instrument revision and CATI programming
task, there was an adequate amount of time in which to draw the sample,
print labels, and otherwise have the sample ready for data collection @.:
May 22. However, the CHEVS sample selection was more complicated and time
consuming than we had projected. The difficulty centered around sampling
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from the hard copy lists that the Senate and the House of Representatives
had provided. Instead of employee records, the Senate and House had pro-
vided a list of disbursements. Additional time was required to construct
the sample since multiple documents had to be searched to obtain address
and telephone numbers for each sample listing from the disbursements. This
information then had to be transcribed onto coding sheets, keyed, and
verified in order to produce a data file for use in generating mailing
labels and in setting up the CATI data files. These efforts required
increased clerical time above that needed for the simple procedures assumed
in costing Phase II.

As data collection progressed in June, problems developed that were
the result of frame inaccuracies. From each agency, we had requested the
. most current home and office addresses and telephone numbers. Only the
Library of Congress and the Office of Technology Assessment were able to
supply this information. The Architect of the Capitol could only provide
home address and no telephone numbers at all. The House and the Senate
provided the address and telephone number of the office to which the em-
ployee was assigned at the time that the payment records were compiled,
which meant the information waz about a year out of date.

To obtain telephone numbers and encourage response, a lead letter was
sent out to each sample employee prior to interviewing with a post card
attached for the employee to complete with the telepone number and time
where he/she could be reached. In most cases, only the work address was
available for sample employees so the letter was sent there. Only ten
percent of the sample employees returned the zostcards. In costing Phase
II, we had assumed that 50 percent of the employees would return the post-
cards and provide telephone numbers.

Because of this inaccurate and unavailable information, tracing and
locating were needed for about three times more employees than we had
projected. This additional effort substantially increased the interviewer
time spent to complete each sample case and the associated telephone
charges. Data collection costs per completed CHEVS interview were 28
percent higher than we had projected.

In late June, we became aware that we were encountering unusual levels™
of nonresponse for the DCHVS. For the Wave 1 sample at that time, 28
percent of the working residential numbers had been finalized as nonrespon-
dents and a potential existed for as much as 40 percent nonresponse de-
pending upon how the pending cases were resolved. The reasons for the
unusual level of resistance to the survey were unclear. We hypothesized
that the residents of D.C. were a more difficult population to interview to
begin with and that there might be instrument or interview design problems
that were exacerbating the situation.*

*The results of the Peoria Pilot Study indicate that the instrument can
have an important influence on response. In the random digit dialed compo-
nent of that study, a household-level response rate of 85 percent was
obtained for the National Crime Survey instrument as compared to 80 percent
for the experimental instrument. At the person-level, a response rate of
80 percent was achieved for the NCS instrument as compared to 70 percent
for the experimental instrument.
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To deal with the problem of nonresponse, the decision was made to
focus the second interview retraining on nonresponse conversion. (The
first retraining had centered on instrumentation problems and the use of
CATI.) Training in nonresponse conversion occurred in early July. Wave 1
nonrespondents were then recontacted and many of these were converted.

The training in how to deal with nonresponse paid off in substantially
increased response rates to the survey. At the conclusion of the survey,
completed interviews had been obtained with 82 percent of the identified
working residential numbers with 83 percent of the identified eligible
persons within these responding households completing an interview. How-
ever, much more interviewer effort had to be spent in obtaining cooperation
than we had projected. This additional effort increased the cost of a
. completed interview. It also made it unlikely that we could finish data
collection on schedule. To insure that data collection was completed on
schedule, additional interviewers had to be hired and trained. This re-
sulted in additiomal costs for project staff to train them as well as the
additional interviewer training costs.

At the time that the Phase II costs were prepared, it'was recognized
that CATI interviewing was new enough, particularly with the use of "uni-
form" instrument, that completely accurate predictions of data collection
costs were pot possible. For this reason, data collection was set up in
waves so that the early results could be used to project survey costs. In
mid-July, we assessed the status of survey costs and projected that we
would be able to include 18,261 telephone numbers in the DCHVS and 3,147
sample employees in the CHEVS. At that time, charges were only complete
through the end of May. These sample cases were released and telephone
surveying began.

In early August, complete data collection charges through the end of
June were available. In reexamining the data collection costs, it was
estimated that unless the sample was cut, data collection costs (Tasks 4-6)
would overrun by a substantial amount. In consultation with BJS, the
decision was made to subsample unworked Wave III cases at a 20 percent rate
for the DCHVS and at a 10 percent rate for the CHEVS. Only unworked cases
that were subsampled had data collected for them. -

Even with this reduction, the data collection tasks were projected to
exceed the amount budgeted for these tasks by approximately §$5,000. In
addition to the factors described earlier, there was one additional problem
that led to increased data collection costs. For both surveys, the yield
of completed interviews per sample case was much lower than we had pro-
jected. Based upon previous RTI surveys in the D.C. area, we estimated
that 28 percent of the telephone numbers would be working residential
numbers Instead, we found that only 21 percent were working residential
numbers. (This lower yield apparently resulted from the fact that we
oversampled D.C. city numbers in order to insure separate estimation capa-
bility for the city.) In order to obtain the required number of house-
holds, we had to dial many more telephone numbers than anticipated. Even
after the Wave III cut back, 13 percent more sample numbers were surveyed
than we had projected in the Phase I report. A related event occurred for
the CHEVS as well. The hard copy lists used in sample selection were not
accurate, including both non-Capitol Hill employees as well as location
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information that was out of date. Hence the yield of locatable, eligible
employees per sample listing was much lower than we anticipated.

Processing the CATI data began in July by using RTI general purpose
software to develop a machine readable codebook and supporting documenta-
tion directly from the CATI program. Actual processing of the CATI data
began in late August with test programs ran on the Wave I data set. As a
result of these operations, we discovered that the data file produced by
CATI was not as clean as we had assumed in costing Phase II.

An assumption made in costing the study was that CATI would produce a
file that was essentially ready for production applications. This was not
the case. Situations contributing to this included CATI software restric-
tions, variation in programming techniques between programmers, and the
" instrument changes described previously. In addition, the interviewers
indnced errors into the data set when they failed to follow program instruc-
tions. As an example, identification numbers were erased from a few re-
cords when the interviewer backed up over them contrary to instructioms.
Thus, wvarious post-CATI. processing steps have had to be implemented in
order to create a data file that could be used for analysis.

Additional data processing was also needed to replace missing data.
When we prepared the Phase I design, we assumed that only in a very few
cases would an individual have been victimized more than six times during
the analysis time period. Hence the CATI program, for space saving
reasons, only allowed six long forms to be completed (Section E-0 of the
Core Questionnaire). The assumption was made that so few victimizations
would be missed with this restriction that the lost reports could be ig-
nored. (BSSR had allowed for only four long forms in designing the instru-
ment.) This was not the case. For this reason, we have had to develop an
imputation procedure to replace the missing long form data. In addition,
we have also had to develop procedures to replace missing age, race, sex,
and residence data so that these variables can be used in sample weighting.

All of the above activities wrnt far beyond the limited personnel and
computer time that had been allocated to produce analysis files from what
we thought would be a clean CATI data base. Some of the problems that we
encountered might have been avoided if more time had been available t¢
develop the CATI program and to pilot test it. Other problems are typical
of conventional data entry situations and suggest that CATI data, although
cleaner than other forms of survey data, still require editing in order to
produce a data set of the quality that is needed for analysis.

bkp
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MEMORANDUM -
T0: The Record
FROM: Dale DeWitt

SUBJECT: D.C. Crime Study Data Collection Observations

1. Instrument Development Activities

A factor that had major impact on the preparations for data collection
and early data collection activities was the amount of unanticipated develop-
mental work required to prepare the instrument for use. This work impacted on
the data collection budget and infringed upon a preparations schedule that was
already too limited. The time required to prepare the instrument created
difficulties for CATI programming and preparations for interviewer training.
Also, some problems remaining in the instrument at start-up required addi-
tional CATI programmer time and caused problems for interviewers in the early
stages of data collection.

2. Complexity of the Instrument

The instrument, as designed, was an extremely complex interview schedule
for CATI programming. It required considerably more programming time than had
been anticipated and also required more computer capacity than was originally
expected. The programming time requirement had a major impact upon the data
collection budget, which eventually (combined with some other cost factors),
required reduction of sample size. The computer space requirements also had
significant effects. To minimize the load on the computers and to prevent
jeopardizing other activities to which the computers were committed during the
D.C. Crime Study data collection period, certain activities (e.g., telephone
number screening, CHEVS sample member screening, DCHVS household rostering,
etc.) were done manually rather than on CATI. This resulted in additional
work for the Telephone Survey Unit staff, difficulties in maintenance of
Pprogress reports, etc.

3. Constraints on Data Collection Preparation Activities

The schedule provided minimal time for the activities required to prepare
for data collection. Given the schedule constraints and the effects of the
problems already discussed, there was insufficient time to develop data col-
lection procedures and to refine the Interviewer Manual, training plan, etc.
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While we believe an adequate job was done under the circumstances, additional
time would have allowed for refinements that would have enhanced the efficien-
cy of the data collection operations, provided for improved management con-
trol, and reduced the nonresponse problems encountered.

4, The DCHVS Screening Form .

The screening form used for the DCHVS could have been improved in ways
that might have enhanced the. response rate. The imitial activities required
to screen the telephone number did not require the amount of explanation and
reference to the U.S. Code, for example. The explanation of the study should
have been placed after identification of an eligible and should have been
worded in such a manner that the respondent could readily sense the potential
importance of the outcome to his/her safety and lifestyle.

5. Length of Interview

For respondents who had crime events to report, the interview was quite
lengthy. While the interviewing staff was able to minimize breakoffs, they
did occur. A relatively large number of complaints about the length of the
interview were reported, and some nonresponse in multi-eligible households
resulted because other members were aware of the time it had taken for the
initial respondent to complete the interview.

6. Examples and Reminders

The long list of examples and reminders caused some difficulty. Particu-
larly in the early stages of interviewing, the interviewers were uncomfortable
with this section because they perceived that it could be annoying to respon-
dents and feared that they might breakoff. With experience, the interviewers
generally overcame this problem, but some respondent complaints about this
section were reported throughout the data collection period. -

7. Response Problems

For CHEVS, the major response problems resulited from certain agencies
that were either reluctant to have their staff participate or who could not
provide the time to aid in locating and contacting sample members for whom
telephone numbers and addresses were not made available to RTI. Another
factor that contributed to nonresponse was the inclusion of interns and other
temporary employees in the sampling frame. These people required more tracing
and locating than anticipated and a number of them could not be located. It
should also be noted that the decision was made with government project staff
that refusal conversion activities would mot be undertaken with CHEVS sample
members.

The DCHVS presented all of the response problems inherent in random-

digit-dial telephone surveys as well as some that were related to the nature
of the study (e.g., length of interview, need to interview all residents
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served by the sample number who were 12 years of age or older, reluctance of
some respondents to answer questions about crime, etc.). To counter such
problems, selected interviewers were specially trained (mot at project ex-
pense) to deal with DCHVS refusals, and the other interviewers were also given
additional instruction. While multi-eligible households generally appear to
have been less of a response problem than anticipated, difficulties were en-
countered when an adult (parent or guardian) refused for younger members of a
household. Also, individuals who refused to complete the initial telephone
screening usually continued to refuse when recalled. ' Another nonresponse
category of concern included those who were away for the summer, which appears
to have occurred most often with younger members of multi-eligible households.

8. Telephone Strike

In the final weeks of the study, the nationwide telephone strike caused
concern and inefficiency. For example, one entire day was lost because of
sabotage of a major carrier line. Sporadic interruptions of service, up to
two hours in length, occurred throughout the strike period.

DDeW/1sm
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September 30, 1983

MEMORANDUM .
. TO: The Record
FROM: Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Nonresponse Types and Conversion Approaches for the District of
Columbia Crime Victimization Study

To train project staff in nonresponse conversion, the Telephone Survey
Unit brought in Ms. Dorothy Grossman, the RTI field supervsor in St. Louis.
Ms. Grossman spent several days here monitering our progress, converting
nonrespondents, and training staff in methods that she had found most
successful in the past. After she completed her stay here, I discussed
with her the aspects of instrument, survey design, and interview design
that she felt affected response for the D.C. study and the procedures that
she recommended for nonresponse conversion. This memorandum summarizes her
observations and comments.

The first type of nonrespomnse that we encountered was nonresponse at
screening. The screener determined whether or not a telephone number was a
working residential number and hence eligible for inclusion in the study.

To prevent this type of nonresponse, Ms. Grossman recommended that the
introduction be read in a slow, deliberate, sincere manner. The person
answering the phone naturally anticipates that the call will be from some-
one with whom he/she is familiar. That person needs time to assimilate who
is calling and why they are calling. If the introduction is rushed, then
the person may become suspicious or may attach little importance to coop-
erating.

The wording of the introduction may have lead to screening refusals,
too. Ms. Grossman suggested a slightly longer introduction (a short para-
graph) that would provide a nontechnical description of the survey and
hence establish our credibility and allay suspicions. Also, she noted that
the first screening questions could be rephrased to make them less sensi-
tive. Finally, there may have been a tendency for the interviewers to be
over polite and too willing to acwept a putoff. For instance, some inter-
viewers were adding the phrase, '"Would you have time to Lelp us out?" to
their prepared script. Interviewers need to be assertive in their efforts
to get an interview once they find someone at home.
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With respect to converting screening nonrespondents, Ms. Grossman
suggested that these cases can be the easiest to convert. By calling at
different times, you may get another household member who will respond. 1In
other cases, the original respondent may have been in a hurry or have not
understood the introduction. Some people are seldom at home. ' When you get
them, complete the interview. Ms. Grossman related a case where a number
was dialed a large number of times with no result. When she reached him,
he was just getting ready to leave. She explained how many times we had
tried to reach him and said, "Now that I've finally got up with you, won't
you finish the interview. I may not reach you again." The man laughed and
explained that he had two jobs and didn't stay home when he was not work-
ing. He completed the interview.

The next type of nonresponse was individuals who refused to complete
an interview after they or someone else within their family had provided
screening information. Ms. Grossman indicated that after the screening was
completed, the interviewer had a difficult time period to bridge in which
they had to key in a number of data items before they could bring up the
CATI program. (The screening was done from hard copy.) Many of the inter~
.viewers adlibed to fill this time with remarks such as "I am going to ask
you a series of questions. If there are any that you would rather not
answer, please let me know and I'll go on to the next question." Ms.
Grossman suggested that only as a last resort should interviewers or con-
verters tell respondents that they can refuse to answer any questions they
would rather not answer. This approach causes the respondent to imme-
diately become suspicous and to be apprehensive about the nature of the
interview. ' This introduces unnecessary probems and can result in the loss
of an interview or at least the loss of valuable information. The pause
before the CATI program was ready could better be filled by factual state-
ments such as, "We are conducting the interview using a computer terminal
so that it will take less of your time. Let me set it up. This will take
Jjust a few seconds. 1 am now entering some data and then we will be ready
to go." TFor future studies, the time delay should be eliminated altogeth-
er, in Ms. Grossman's opinion, because of its deleterious effect on re-
sponse and the difficulties that it presented for the interviewer.

The other reasons for interview nonresponse after screening completion
were unrelated to CATI use and instead reflected the respondent's charac®
teristics and attitude to being interviewed.

Some respondents tend to be suspicious, particularly of strangers
calling them on the telephone. Once they hear the questions, they will
understand the survey is for real. For these cases, the interviewer should
say briskly and with confidence "Let's do the interview now" or '"Let me
start and you can see what the questions are like." or "Let's just start."

Other individuals are simply busy with little time to spare. For
these busy people, the interviewer should say, "Depending upon your re-
sponses, this interview may not last longer than 15 minutes" and then start
the interview.

Another nonresponse type is those who feel the survey is not relevant
to them, e.g., those who say mno crimes occurred to them. Ms. Grossman's
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suggestion was to say, "I'm so glad.” and then "Here's the first questiocn."
In other words, get them started and they will generally finish the inter-
view.

An even more common form of nonresponse is the "put offs" who say
"Call me back next week" or "I haven't got time to talk now." Avoid re-
scheduling the interview since appointments can easily be broken. Again
once the interview is started, it will usually be finished. If reschedu-
ling is unavoidable, the interviewer should set the time and let the re-
spondznt know that it is a firm appointment. Phrases may be used such as,
"I will set up an appointment for you at 7:00 or 8:00. Which would you
prefer? Good, I have put you down on my calendar for 8:00."

As long as they are handled right, argumentative types will almost
always give an interview. These individuals are usually young men who
actually want to be interviewed but also want to give the interviewer a
hard time first. ,(These people like to argue and make remarks such as, "I
read enough about  this in the paper." or "You should visit the police
stations if you want to know about crime." Ms. Grossman's suggestion was
to bear with them. Don't argue or try to set up an alternate appointment.
After they give you their opinions, then they will answer the questions.
As long as they keep talking, the interviewer can get an interview.

Individuals who have been vicitimized will want to participate in the
study once they understand what the study is about ard the subjects that we
are interested in. This implies that the interviewe:r must give the respon-
dent a chance to learn about the survey and to want to particpate. The
interviewer should stress the importance of the survey by words and manner.

Some nonrespondents just cannot be interviewed by telephone. These
include those with language barriers, hearing problems, the elderly, and
the physically/mentally incapable. Unless we allow proxy interviews, the
individuals are automatically respondents. It would have helped if the
D.C. study had had a Spanish speaking interviewer, however.

Finally, Ms. Grossman hypothesized that some of the people that we
were calling may be drug addicts or criminals themselves and may not be-
lieve that it is victimization that we are interested in. These will bé
almost impossible to convert.

The next form of nonresponse that was discussed was breakoff inter-
views. These people are usually busy people. The best approach is to
avoid the breakoff interview in the first place if possible. Some people
will not have the time to finish and will have to break off. Breakoffs are
easy to convert. Remarks can be used such as, "Hello, I'm . I
called you last Saturday. We didn't quite get finished then. Let me ask

these last remaining questions.” Above all, don't acknowledge if the
person refused. Use remarks instead such as, "You got busy the other day."
or "You had to leave the house." Knowing the circumstances leading to the

breakoff is important and should be documented thoroughly since these
provide the lead in to follow~up conversations.

Ms. Grossman suggested that changes in the instrument design might
reduce nonresponse. For instance, almost the first question that we ask is
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the number of persons in the household. This is a sensitive question for
individuals living alone and may <cause them to become suspicious. ' Ms.
Grossman suggested that it would be better to ask nonpersonal questions
about crime first, particularly opinion questions. This would get the
respondent interested in the survey and convince them’ that it is for real
and not a crank call or someone selling something. The respondent wants to
tell you what he thinks about the subject so give him an opportunity.
Then, the credibility of the study will be established and personal ques-
tions can be asked.

The f£fipal form of nonresponse that we encountered was roster non-
response. In the D.C. study, the roster was obtained after the first
interview. Ms. Grossman felt that this was the most difficult form of
nonresponse that we were faced with. In some cases, she felt that the
person lived alone but did not trust us enough to admit the fact. In other
cases, she suggested that after participating in a long interview the
respondent is reluctant to give informaton about other family members so
that we can bother them too. The conversion approach that worked best was
to get another family member to complete the roster and to do that first.
"Someone earlier talked to us. Now we need to complete the information for
other family members." 1In some cases, the original person provided the
roster when called back at a later time.

At this point, I discussed with Ms. Grossman the characteristics of
hard core nonrespondents - those people who refused and could never be
converted. Ms. Grossman indicated that as long as a person will talk to
the interviewer, then the interviewer has a good chance to get the required
infor:. ation. Hard core nonrespondents are those who will not talk to an
inte. siewer. These people make remarks such as, "Don't call this house
again!" or "I'm not interested.'" and then hang up immediately. Some of the
hard core nonrespondents are anti-goverment people; a very persuasive
converter =an sometimes get these to respond. In some instances, Ms.
Grossman suggested that interviews could be obtained for hard core non-
respondents from other family members if proxy interviews were allowed.

In concluding our conversation, Ms. Grossman gave some tips for inter-
viewers to use in converting nonrespondents and for supervisors to improve
response. The conversion tips for the interviewers were:

- When nonresponse occurs, document it as fully as possible with
characteristics of person (sex, age, race) and circumstances
leading to nonresponse. These provide lead ins when calling back
to convert.

- Don't speak too quickly during the introduction - the respondent
may feel you are rushing and not attach importance to your call.

- If the original interviewer was able to get the respondent's
name, use it when you call.

- Attempt to speak to the respondent rather than someone else in
the household. If one spouse refused for another, don't speak to
that spouse. If your respondent is not available, thank the

person and hang up.
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- Examine comments on call record sheet for clues as to best time
to reach respondent. If husband refused for wife - make your
call during day in hopes he won't be there and vice versa.

- Be positive in your approach - explain what you want and suggest
starting the interview now. Appointment ; are easily broken.
Work quickly when the respondent finally agrees. Remember you
are dealing with reluctant respondents!

- Work on easiest refusals first to increase production, then if
time permits work on others. -

- Be ready to counter every objection and above all don't ask them
any questions to which the respondent can answer no - and keep
talking.

- If necessary to call back - you suggest the appointment time.

- Don't let refusals on the screening forms intimidate you. Actu-
ally these are fairly easy refusals to convert. In ‘many in-
stances another household member will answer the phone and in
other cases perhaps the original respondent was in a hurry,
didn't understand the introductioen.

Her suggestions for the supervisory staff were as follows:

- Train the interviewers in how to handle nonresponse, both ini-
tially and as the study progresses. Cite examples from your
experience.

- Show <concern over refusals. Discuss specific refusals with

individual interviewers and offer suggestions on how to handle
the problem next time.

- Be positive and  supportive when interviewers are converting
nonrespondents.

- Indoctrinate the interviewers on the importance of a high re-
sponse rate and good persuasive interviewing techniques. Explain
the biasing impact on the study of low response.

- Post completion rates and production figures prominently on a
weekly basis. Have a 15 minute meeting each week to present them
:iad to boost morale.

- Make some time available to personally conduct interviews and
convert refusals so that you are aware of the problems the inter-
viewers face and so that you can demonstrate that they can be
solved.

- Monitor some portion of each interviewer's work each week so that

you are aware of the quality of the work that they are doing and
how they can improve their performance.
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Evaluate the performance of each interviewer. Those who get
excessive nonresponse should be terminated. Alternatively, above
average performers should receive recognition and a merit raise.
Interviewers who show the talent and willingness to convert
nonrespondents should be paid more.

In training interviewers to convert nonrespondents, demonstrate
first, train second, assist as interviewers convert third, and
reinforce good work. Say, "I couldn't have got him to respond

either." when true or if the interviewer used a poor. conversion
method say, "Nice try. Next time -you might want to try this
approach..." Praise the interviewer who completes the conver-
sion.

4
Give the interviewer goals to work for and recognize their good
work. Compliments are cheap but they raise everyone's morale.

If you have difficulty with monitoring and participating in the
interviewing and conversion process because of paper work, get a
clerk or administrative assistant to help with the paper work or
try to get the volume of paper work reduced.

Finally, Ms. Grossman noted that these comments were based upon her experi-
ence with personal interview surveys and list frame telephone surveys but
that they have value for random digit dialed surveys as well. She ex-
pressed doubt that a random digit dialed survey could ever achieve response
rates as high as those obtained by personal interview or list frame tele-
phone surveys but improvements are possible. Random digit dialed surveys
will always require more commitment and effort to obtain satisfactory
response rates.

bip
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MEMORANDUM
«. TO: The Record
FROM: Brenda Cox

SUBJECT: Actual Versus Projected Response and Eligibility.Rates for the
District of Columbia Crime Victimization Study

With data collection completed in August, response and eligibility
rates can now be computed for the District of Columbia Crime Victimization
Study. When the sample size determinations were made, we used the avail-~
able data from past RTI telephone surveys as well as crime victimization
studies by the Census Bureau and the University of Michigan to project the
rates that we would encounter. This memorandum summarizes that process and
compares these assumptions with our actual survey experience. By this

Q ‘ documentation, it is hoped that insight can be gained into the data collec-
tion process for the D.C. study as well as for future surveys. It should
be noted that minor discrepancies may exist in the rates cited in this
report since some are based upon field counts and others on data base
counts. '

To begin with the most complicated survey first, the District of
Columbia Household Victimization Survey (DCHVS) was a telephone survey of
- residents of the DC-SMSA. The sample was selected as a stratified random
sample from an ordered list of all telephone numbers assigned to the DC-
SMSA with 40 percent of the sample allocated to D.C. proper and the re-
maining 60 percent to the Virginia and Maryland suburbs. (Approximately 25
percent of the DC-SMSA population lives in D.C. proper.) When a telephone
number was associated with a residence, all individuals 14 and up were
interviewed beginning with adult members of the household. Responses for
12 and 13 year olds were obtained from their parents.

To estimate the distribution of telephone numbers, the experience of a

recent RTI study was used. That study included a telephone survey of

DC-SMSA residents with the sample randomly selected from all telephone

numbers associated with the DC-SMSA. Based upon that study's results, we

estimated that 46 percent of the telephone numbers would be nonworking, 20

percent would be business numbers, and 6 percent would be indeterminable

(mostly ring no answers), leaving 28 percent of the numbers working resi-

dential numbers. An examination of the control cards for that study re-

‘ vealed that nonworking numbers could be identfied in the majority of cases
by a recorded message.
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Table 1 summarizes the actual data collection experience and contrasts
it with the originally projected experience. Approximately 50 percent of
the selected numbers were identified as nonworking. These include 7,500
nonworking numbers, 457 temporarily nonworking numbers, 417 double wrong
connections, 466 no result from dial numbers, and 115 fast busy numbers.
An additional 22 percent were noneligible working numbers with 51 of these
public pay phones, 3,899 businesses and institutions, and 58 other ineligi-
bles (foreign embassies, etc.). A total of 3,728 working residential
numbers were identified or 21 percent of the total numbers dialed. Screen-
ing interviews were not completed for 7 percent of the sample numbers with
1,071 of these ring no answers, 84 regular busy, 24 language barriers, and
174 refusals. Since the screening interview determines eligibility, the
numbers for which screening was not completed were classified as indeter-

minable. The "regular busy" designation may be a misnomer. Many of these
" were not a normal busy signal nor were they a fast busy signal. These may
not all be working numbers.

Note that we selected 2,098 more npumbers than we originally antici-
pated selecting but that we still identified less working residential
numbers than we had projected. This resulted from the fact that only 21
percent of the numbers were working residential numbers instead of 28
percent as we originally projected. To determine if our oversampling of
District phone numbers was the cause of this problem, we tabulated the
results for DC proper versus the suburbs.

For D.C. proper, 50 percent of the numbers were again identified as
nonworking with 4,006 recorded-message nonworking numbers, 361 temporarily
nonworking numbers, 269 double wrong conmections, 348 no result from dial,
and 43 fast busy's. A larger percentage were noneligible working numbers,
however. Of the total D.C. proper telephone numbers selected, 27 percent
were ineligible working numbers of which 2,721 were businesses or institu-
tions, 27 were public pay phones, and 19 were other inmeligibles. A total
of 1,419 working residential numbers were identified or only 14 percent of
all numbers dialed. Finally, screening interviews were not completed for 9
percent of the sample numbers with 738 of these ring no amswer's, 54 regu-
lar busy's, 6 language barriers and 64 refusals.

For the D.C. suburbs, 49 percent of the numbers were identified as
nonworking with 3,494 recorded-message nonworking numbers, 96 temporarily
nonworking numbers, 148 double wrong connections, 118 no result from
dial's, and 72 fast busy's. O0f the 7,953 D.C. suburban numbers dialed, 15
percent were ineligible working numbers of which 1,178 were busipnesses or
institutions, 24 were public pay phones, and 23 were other imeligibles. A
total of 2,305 working residential numbers were identified or 29 percent of
all D.C. suburban numbers dialed. Finally, screening interviews could not
be completed for 6 percent of the sample numbers with 333 of these ring no
answer's, 30 regular busy's, 18 language barriers, and 110 refusals.

These tabulations do indicate that a substantially lower percentage of
the assigned telephone numbers for D.C. are working residential numbers
than for the suburbs. The patterns described above were also consistent
across all three waves of the survey. For those readers desiring more
details of the screening results, Tables 2-4 give the results by wave for
the DC-SMSA, D.C. proper, and the D.C. suburbs.
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The next step in the projections was to specify the response rate that
we would achieve in the study. The results of past RTI studies were ex-
amined to make the projection as well as the response rates that the Univer-
sity of Michigan had achieved in a similar study. Based upon these past
studies, we projected that at least one completed interview would be ob-
tained from 80 percent of the residences that completed the screening
interview. To determine the total number of completed interviews, we had
to project the average number of persons 12 or older that would be found in
these homes. Census data for 1980 was used in projecting that 1.91 eligi-
ble persons would be found on the average. Within responding households,
we then estimated how many persons would respond given that at least one
person had responded. University of Michigan results were again examined.
Their results suggested that persons after the first responded at a lower
. rate than did the first person. For this reason, we projected that subze-
quent persons would respond at a 75 percent rate. Thus with an average of
1.91 persons within responding households, we could expect to obtain re-
sponses from 1.68 persons [1 + .91 (.75)].

In actuality, we obtained at least one completed interview from 3,026
of the 3,728 identified working residential numbers resulting in a response
rate of 81 percent. However, not all of the responding residential numbers
provided a roster of household members 12 and up. Roster questions were
asked after the first completed interview. Of the 3,026 responding house-
holds, 2,922 or 97 percent provided rosters. Without rosters, we cannot
determine how many additional persons remain to be interviewed, if any. In
computing the person within responding household rate, only responding
households that provide a roster can be included. From these 2,922 house-
holds, we identified 6,637 eligible persons or 2.27 per household. Of the
6,637 perscns, we obtained interviews from 5,477 persons or 1.87 per house-
hold. This implies that our response rate from subsequent persons within
houeholds where at least one person responded and provided a roster was 69
percent. The total number of completed interviews from all responding
households (whether or not a roster was completed) was 5,581 or 1.84 per
responding household. Thus, we obtained a household response rate that was
better than anticivated but a person within-responding-household response
rate that was lower than anticipated. We also identified more eligibles
per responding household than we had predicted based upon Census data.,

At this point, it may be of interest to contrast the experience for
D.C. proper versus that for the suburbs.

Within D.C., we obtained at least one interview with 1,142 of the
1,419 identified working residential numbers for a household response rate
of 80 percent. Rosters were obtained from 1,102 of these responding house-
holds for a roster response rate of 96 percent. Within responding house-
holds completing a roster, 2,301 eligible persons were identified or 2.09
per household. We completed interviews with 1,864 of these eligible per-
sons, implying a response rate for subsequent persons within responding
households of 64 percent.

For the suburban areas, we obtained at least one interview with 1,884
of the 2,309 identified working residential numbers for a household re-
sponse rate of 82 percent. Rosters were obtained from 1,820 of these
responding households for a roster completion rate of 97 percent. Within
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responding households completing a roster, 4,336 eligible persons were
identified or 2.38 per household. We completed interviews with 3,613 of
these eligible persons, implying a subsequent persons within responding
households response rate of 71 percent.

The response rate for the suburban areas of D.C. was higher than for
the city itself but not by any appreciable amount except for the subsequent
persons within responding househeclds response rate. In all cases, the
subsequent persons rate was lower by at least ten percent from the first
person rate. This does not necessarily imply that if an eligible person
had been randomly selected from each household that the overall response
rate would be higher, however. The first interview is obtained from an
easier group than wubsequent interviews. For instance, the initial inter-
. view is conducted with the household's telephone answerer (or with the
first household member who is cooperative) who will tend to be more ver-
bally inclined and to not have a physically/mentally incapability or a
language barrier. - Secondly, if a randomly selected respondent were inter-
viewed instead of every eligible household member, then the rostering would
have to be done at the beginning rather than the end of the interview. We
rostered after the interview since we felt that asking the sensitive ros-
tering questions first would result in more nonresponse. It might be
better to ask selected survey questions first if a respondent were to be
randomly selected. For instance if it were 0.K. to obtain the household
crimes from any responsible person answering the telephone, then the house-
hold crime questions could be asked and then the roster obtained and a
random respondent selected to provide data on personal crimes.

To provide a better understanding of the person-level response rate,
Tables 5-7 summarizes the results for the 6,741 eligible persons identified
in the DCHVS. This includes the 104 first persons who completed an inter-
view but did not provide a2 roster. Interviews were completed for 83 per-
cent of the group with refusal the primary source of nonresponse (8 per-
cent). Another 5 percent of the sample could not be interviewed at all due
to physical/mental incapability, language barriers, or nomavailability (out
of town during survey period), etc. The response rate was lower for D.C.
proper at 81 percent response. Refusals accounted for 8.3 percent of the
19.1 percent nonresponse with another 5.4 percent incapable of being inter~~
viewed. A higher response rate of 83.5 was obtained for the D.C. suburbs.
The refusal rate was 7.8 percent and incapable of interview was 4.8 per-
cent.

The final item that we had to project was the number of short incident
forms and long incident forms that we would have to complete per person.
Each person was asked to report the crimes that had occurred since Janu-
ary 1, 1982. The analysis, however, will focus on crimes occurring in the
period from May 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983. The short form (Section D of
the Core Questionnaire) determined if the event was a crime of interest and
if it fell within the analysis time period. If both were true, a long form
was completed for the crime (Sections E-0O of the (ore Questionnaire). To
make these projections, National Crime Survey (NCS) data for major metro-
politan areas was used. These data were adjusted to account for under-
reporting anticipated due to the longer DCHVS reference period and for the
greater productivity that was projected for the instrument. In costing the
study, the assumption was made that the non-NCS reportable crimes of
threats and vandalism would not have a long form completed for them. We
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projected that 1.607 events would be reported per person within the refer-
ence period. Of these events, 1.123 would fall within the analysis time
period and 0.337 of these would be NCS crimes. Hence we projected that
1.607 short forms would be completed per sample person and 0.337 long
forms.*

In actuality, we obtained 0.828 events per persoa in the DCHVS. Of
these 0.352 were crimes falling within the analysis time period and 0.282
were NCS crimes. A decision was made prior to data collection to complete
long forms for non-NCS as well as NCS crimes. Therefore, short forms were
completed for 0.828 crimes per person and long forms for 0.352 per person.

Differences were also observed between the central city and the sub-

.. urbs. D.C. city residents reported 0.820 events per persom, of which 0.335

were eligible crimes falling within the analysis time period and 0.292 of
these were NCS crimes. D.C. suburban residents reported 0.832 events per
person, of which 0.360 were crimes falling within the analysis time period
and 0.277 were NCS crimes. )

Based upon the assumptions described above, we projected that the cost
per completed DCHVS interview would be $21.46. In actuality, we spent
$§18.88 per completed interview. It should be noted, however, that if the
actually sccurring rates were used with our estimated cost components, the
cost per completed interview would be estimated as $21.07.

The other survey that was done as a part of the study was the Capitol
Hill Employees Victimization Survey (CHEVS). The CHEVS was a telephone
survey of employees of the Senate, House of Representatives, Library of
Congress, Congressional Budget Office, Architect of the Capitol, and the
Office of Technology Assessment who had worked on Capitol Hill at some time
in 1982. The sample was selected as a stratified random sample from lists
provided by the six agencies.

Table 8 presents the assumptions that were made in costing the study.
We projected that 2,994 employees would be selected, of which ten percent
would need to be traced. Out of these 2,994 employees, we projected that
we would complete interviews for 85 percent, that 10 percent would refuse
and that 5 percent would not be located. From the 2,545 responding em-
ployees, we projected that we would get 4,090 crimes requiring that a short
~ form be completed and 858 that required a long form in addition. For lack
of information to the contrary, we used the projected crime rates estimated
for the DCHVS. That is, we were presuming 1.607 crimes reported per per-
son, of which 1.123 would fall within the analysis time period with 0.337
of these NCS crimes. Since we were again projecting that long incidence
forms would only be completed for NCS crimes, this implies that a total of
1.607 short forms would be completed per person and 0.337 long forms.

*In projecting NCS crimes I used 1980 NCS data for cities with a central
city of 1,000,000 or more. It would have been more appropriate to use
cities with a central city of 500,000 to 1,000,000 since this is the way
Census classifies the DC~SMSA.
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projected that 1.607 events would be reported per person within the refer-
ence period. Of these events, 1.123 would fall within the analysis time
period and 0.337 of these would be NCS crimes. Hence we projected that
1.607 short forms would be completed per sample person and 0.337 loag
forms.* ‘

.In actuality, we obtained 0.828 events per person in the DCHVS. Of
these 0.352 were crimes falling within the anaysis time period and 0.282
were NCS5 crimes. A decision was made prior to data collection to complete
long forms for non-NCS as well as NCS crimes. Therefore, short forms were
completed for 0.828 crimes per person and long forms for 0.352 per person.

Differences were also observed between the central city and the sub-
.urbs. D.C. city residents reported 0.820 events per person, of which 0.335
were eligible crimes falling within the analysis time period and 0.292 of
these were NCS crimes. D.C. suburban residents reported 0.832 events per
person, of which 0.360 were crimes falling within the analysis time period
and 0.277 were NCS crimes. )

Based upon the assumptions described above, we projected that the cost
per completed DCHVS interview would be $21.46. In actuality, we spent
$18.88 per completed interview. It should be noted, however, that if the
actually occurring rates were used with our estimated cost components, the
cost per completed interview would be estimated as $21.07.

The other survey that was done as a part of the study was the Capitol
Hill Employees Victimization Survey (CHEVS). The CHEVS was a telephone
survey of employees of the Senate, House of Representatives, Library of
Congress, Congressional Budget Office, Architect of the Capitol, and the
Office of Technology Assessment who had worked on Capitol Hill at some time
in 1982. The sample was selected as a stratified random sample from lists
provided by the six agencies.

Table 8 presents the assumptions that were made in costing the study.
We projected that 2,994 employees would be selected, of which ten percent
would need to be traced. Out of these 2,994 employees, we projected that
we would complete interviews for 85 percent, that 10 percent would refuse
and that 3 percent would not be located. From the 2,545 responding em-
ployees, we projected that we would get 4,090 crimes requiring that a short
form be completed and 858 that required a long form in addition. For lack
of information to the contrary, we used the projected crime rates estimated
for the DCHVS. That is, we were presuming 1.607 crimes reported per per-
son, of which 1.123 would fall within the analysis time period with 0.337
of these NCS crimes. Since we were again projecting that long incidence
forms would only be completed for NCS crimes, this implies that a total of
1.607 short forms would be completed per person and 0.337 long forms.

*In projecting NCS crimes I used 1980 NCS data for cities with a central
city of 1,000,000 or more. It would have been more appropriate to use
cities with a central city of 500,000 to 1,000,000 since this is the way
Census classifies the DC-SMSA.
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The lists provided to us for sampling employees of the Senate, House
of Representatives, and the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) were not
extracted from 1982 personnel records as we had hoped. Instead the CEO
sent a telephone directory and the House and Senate sent payment records.
Because of this fact the frame was incomplete to an unknown extent and also
inaccurate. Not all employees on the lists were 1982 employees and many
others did not work on Captiol Hill. This event required that we include
an eligibility screening interview prior to the actual interview and in-
duced a new stage at which sample individuals could fail to respond.
Finally, the work addresses and telephone numbers were not current, re-
sulting in a substantially increased tracing and locating effort and a
greater loss of unable to be located employees. In addition to these frame
inadequacy problems, the population as a whole was a somewhat sensitive
. group to interview. For this reason, we were instructed by the client to
forego extensive nonrespondent conversion.

A total of 2,504 employees were selected for the sample of which 1,979
were screened eligibles and 219 were screened ineligibles for a screening
completion rate of 87.8 percent. A total of 157 employees or 6.3 percent
of the sample were not screened because we were unable to contact them. An
additional 23 employees or .01 percent of the sample were not available
during the survey period, or were physically/mentally incapable of inter-
view or deceased. Of the remaining nonrespondents, 219 employees or 8.7
percent of the sample refused screening.

Of the 1,979 employees screened and identified as eligible, 1,890 com-
pleted and interview for an interview response rate of 95.5 percent. The
nonresponding employees included 3 breakoff interviews (0.2%), 59 refusals
(3.0%), 9 employees not available during the interview period (0.5%), 6
employees who were deceased or otherwise physically/mentally incapable of
being interviewed (0.3%) and 12 other nonrespondents (0.6%).

The 1,890 responding employees reported 0.968 events per person in the
CHEVS. Of these 0.447 were crimes falling within the analysis time period
and of these 0.355 were NCS crimes. Thus, short forms were completed for
0.968 crimes per person and long forms for 0.447 crimes per persom, rather
than the 1.607 short forms and 0.337 long forms that we had projected.

For the interested reader, we have attached Tables 9 and 10 providing
the screening and interview results by wave.

Based upon the assumptions described earlier, we projected that the
cost per completed CHEVS interview would be $19.68. In actuality, we spent
$25.20 per completed interview. However, we cannot project the costs using
the actually occurring rates since exact counts are not available for the
number of employees requiring tracing.

bkp
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Table 1. Projected Versus Actual Sample Sizes for the District of
Columbia Household Victimization Survey (DCHVS)

Projected Actual
Sample Sample
Size Size Sample Component
15,946 18,044 Telephone Numbers Selected
7,335 8,955 Nonworking Numbers
3,189 © 4,008 Government/Business Numbers
957 1,353 Indeterminable Numbers
4,465 3,728 Working Residential Numbers
3,572 3,026 Responding Residential Numbers
6,823 6,741 Eligible Persons Identified
6,000 5,572 Responding Persons
9,642 4,599 Victimizations Reported
6,738 1,953 - Victimization Reported for Analysis
Time Period
2,022 1,567 NCS Crimes Reported for Amalysis

Time Period
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Table 2. DCHVS Telephone Screening Results: DC-SMSA.
Wave 1 Wave 11 Wave III Total
Result Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
~Nonworking 2,630 43.2 2,456 40.3 2,414 41.1 7,500 41.6
Temporarily Nonworking 134 2.2 180 3.0 143 - 2.4 457 2.5
Double Wrong Connection 141 2.3 130 2.1 146 2.5 417 2.3
Business or Institution 1,239 20.4 1,348 22.2 1,312 22.4 3,899 21.6
No Result from Dial 163 2.7 170 2.8 133 2.3 466 2.6
Fast Busy 57 0.9 28 0.5 30 0.5 115 0.6
Ring No Answer 372 6.1 361 5.9 338 5.8 1,071 5.9
Public Pay Phone 18 0.3 15 0.2 18 0.3 51 0.3
Working Residential 1,250 20.5 1,279 21.0 1,199 20.4 3,728 20.7
Refusal 49 0.8 54 0.9 71 1.2 174 1.0
Regular Busy 12 0.2 37 0.6 35 0.6 84 0.5
Other 17 0.3 16 0.3 25 0.4 58 0.3
Language Barrier 5 0.1 13 0.2 6 0.1 24 0.1
Total 6,087 160.0 6,087 100.0 5,870 100.0 18,044 100.0
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Table 3. DCHVS Telephone Screening Results: DC City’

Wave 1 Wave 11 Wave 111 Total
Result Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Nonworking 1,419 42.2 1,278 38.1 1,309 39.0 4,006 39.8
Temporarily Nonworking 104 3.1 135 4.0 122 . 3.6 361 3.6
Double Wrong Connection 96 2.9 86 2.6 87 2.6 269 2.7
Business or Institution 828 24.6 954 28.4 939 28.0 2,721 27.0
No Result from Dial 120 3.6 125 3.7 103 3.1 348 3.5
Fast Busy 28 0.8 6 0.2 9 0.3 43 0.4
Ring No Answer 249 7.4 233 6.9 256 7.6 738 7.3
Public Pay Phone 12 0.4 8 0.2 7 0.2 27 0.3
Working Residential 471 14.0 478 14.2 470 4.0 1,419 14.1
Refusal 22 0.7 22 0.7 20 0.6 . 64 0.6
Regular Busy 3 0.1 25 0.7 26 0.8 54 0.5
Other 7 0.2 2 0.1 10 0.3 19 0.2
Language Barrier 1 0.0 4 0.1 1 0.0 6 0.1
Total 3,360 100.0 3,356 1006.0 3,359 100.0 10,075 100.0




711

Table 4. DCHVS Telephone Screening Results: DC Subuibs
. Wave I Wave II Wave III Total
Result Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Nonworking 1,211 44 .4 1,178 43, 1,105 44.2 3,494 43.9
Temporarily Nonworking 30 1.1 45 1. 21 - 0.8 96 1.2
Double Wrong Connection 45 1.7 44 1. 59 2.4 148 1.9
Business or Institution 411 15.1 394 14. 373 14.9 1,178 14.8
No Result from Dial 43 1.6 45 1. 30 1.2 118 1.5
Fast Busy 29 1.1 22 0. 21 0.8 " 72 0.9
Ring No Answer 123 4.5 128 4. 82 3.3 333 4.2
Public Pay Phone 6 0.2 7 0. 11 0.4 24 0.3
Working Residential 779 28.6 801 29. 729 29.1 2,309 29.0
Refusal 27 1.0 32 1. 51 2.0 110 1.4
Regular Busy 9 0.3 12 0. 9 0.4 30 0.4
Other 10 0.4 8 0. 5 0.2 23 0.3
Language Barrier 4 0.1 9 0. 5 0.2 18 0.2
Total 2,727 100.0 2,725 100. 2,501 100.0 7,953 100.0
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Table 5. DCHVS Person Interview Results: DC-SMSA

Wave 1 Wave II Wave II1I Total
Result Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Interview Completed 1,885 83.8 1,888 82.1 1,799 82.1 5,572 82.7
Breakoff Interview 41 1.8 14 0.6 16 . 0.7 71 1.1
Refusal 158 7.0 222 9.7 158 7.2 538 8.0
Not Available During 53 2.4 65 2.8 77 3.5 195 2.9
Survey

Language Barrier 7 0.3 ' 13 0.6 10 0.5 30 0.4
Physically/Mentally 36 1.6 42 1.8 30 1.4 108 1.6
Incapable

Deceased 1 0.0 3 0.1 0 0.0 4 0.1
Other Nonresponse 69 3.1 52 2.3 102 4.7 223 3.3
Total 2,250 100.0 2,295 100.0 2,192 100.0 6,741 | 100.0
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Table 6. DCHVS Person Interview Results: DC City

Wave 1 Wave 11 Wave III Total
Result Humber Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Interview Completed 638 81.3 607 79.6 654 82.5 1,899 81.1
Breakoff Interview 22 2.8 6 0.8 8 - 1.0 36 1.5
Refusal 66 8.4 79 10.4 49 6.2 194 8.3
Not Available During 14 1.8 27 3.5 25 3.2 66 2.8
Survey

Language Barrier 1 0.1 6 0.8 7 0.9 14 0.6
Physically/Mentally 16 2.0 15 2.0 13 1.6 44 1.9
Incapable

Deceased 1 0.1 1 0.1 0 0.0 2 0.1
Other Nonresponse 27 3.4 22 2.9 37 4.7 86 3.7

Total 785 100.0 763 100.¢ 793 100.0 2,341 100.0
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Table 7. DCHVS Person Interview Results: DC Suburbs:

Wave I Wave II Wave III Total
Result Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Interview Completed 1,247 85.1 1,281 83.4 1,145 81.8 3,673 83.5
Breakoff Interview 19 1.3 8 0.5 8 . 0.6 35 0.8
Refusal 92 6.3 143 9.3 109 7.8 344 7.8
Not Available During 39 2.7 38 2.5 52 3.7 129 2.9
Survey

Language Barrier 6 0.4 7 0.5 3 0.2 16 0.4
P&;sically/Mentally 20 1.4 27 1.8 17 1.2 64 1.5
Incapable '
Deceased 0 0.0 2 0.1 0 0.0 2 0.0
Other Nonresponse 42 2.9 30 2.0 65 4.6 v 137 3.1
Total 1,465 100.0 1,536 100.0 1,399 100.0 4,400 100.0

v




Table 8. Projected Versus Actual Rates for the Capitol Hill
Employees Victimization Survey

Projected Actual
Count Count Sample Component
2,994 2,504 Employee Listings Selected
2,844 1,979 Eligible Employees
0 219 Ineligible Employees
0 109 Screening Refusals
150 | 157 Unable to Locate Cases
0 40 Other Screening Nonresponse
2,545 1,890 . Identified Eligibles Responding
4,090 1,829 Victimizations Reported
2,858 845 Victimizations Reported for Analysis
Time Period
858 671 NCS Crimes Reported for Analysis

Time Period
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Table 9. Screening Results for the CHEVS

Wave 1 Wave 11 Wave III Total
Result Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Screened and Eligible 864 82.4 800 76.3 315 '77.4 1,979 79.0
Screened and Ineligible 81 7.7 107 10.2 31 7.6 219 8.7
Breakoff/Partial Data ‘ 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Refusal 40 3.8 56 5.4 13 3.2 109 4.4
Not Available During 3 0.3 5 0.5 10 2.5 18 0.7
Survey

Urigble to Contact 56 5.3 65 6.2 36 8.9 157 6.3
Deceased 2 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.1
Physically/Mentally 1 0.1 0 0.0 2 0.5 3 0.1
Incapable )

Other Nonresponse 2 0.2 15 1.4 0 0.0 17 0.7
Total 1,049 100.0 1,048 i00.0 407 100.0 2,504 100.0
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Table 10. Interview Results for the CHEVS

Wave I Wave II Wave 111 Total
Result Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Interview Completed 813 94.1 780 97.5 297 94.3 1,890 95.5
Breakoff Interview ) 0.1 2 0.3 0 - 0.0 3 0.2
Refusal 36 4.2 14 2.1 9 2.9 59 3.0
Not Available During 3 0.3 3 0.4 3 1.0 9 0.5
Survey

Deceased 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Phigsically/Mentally 4 0.5 0o 0.0 2 0.6 6 0.3
Incapable

Other Nonresponse 7 0.8 1 0.1 4 1.3 12 0.6

Total 864 100.0 800 100.0 315 100.0 v 1,979 100.0
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TO: The Record -
FROM: Danny Allen
SUBJECT: D. C. Crime Data Processing Activity Summary

The D. C. Crime Victimization Study has been RTI's first experience
with implementation of a lavge and complex CATI application. To a great
extent this application- has to be considered a learning experience. The
following project summary is centered around post CATI project activities.
In addition, suggestions for future CATI applications are identified.

CATI Record Structure

Each CATI observation requires a fixed lengih record corresponding to
all potential data to be collected for the given interview. For the D. C.
Crime Victimization Study, the data record had 5,616 characters, but 6,143
were used in order to end on a buffer boundary. The record contained CATI
interview control information, person data, and crime data. In order to
allow for multiple crimes, there were 20 identical sectioms for short form
crime data (Section D) and 6 identical sections for the long form crime
data (Section E-Q). Variables were established in CATI for purposes of
linking long form data with appropriate short forms.

CATI programmers had to be extremely careful when programming repeat
sections. Extensive code had to be generated (i.e., code for each repeat).
Sets of code for repeat sections had to be identical by order of variables
and widths of fields. Also, the repeating sections required new identi-
fiers, output positions, etc.

This is in contrast to direct data entry procedures where a single
definition of code is used for a given repeat. Direct data entry code is
usually recorded only once and allows considerable flexibility im the
number of repeats needed for a given instrument. The direct data eatry
structure also provides a means of considerably reducing space since 2
fixed number of repeats does not have to be defined.

Codebook Generation

The first step in data processing was to develop software to read and
generate a codebook directly from the CATI screen file code. (As a point
of emphasis a listing of the CATI screen file code was in excess of four
inches of computer printout.) The computerized codebook consisted of
variable definitions and controls used directly by CATI; however, it did
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not include logic statements. The codebook was used by essentially all
postprocessing steps.

A brief codebook review revealed that CATI output positions were
scattered. This was the result of changes made in the questionnaire after
CATI programming began. The codebook was sorted by CATI output position;
Software was developed to read the sorted codebook and check for duplica-
tion or gaps in output positions.

Output revealed several duplicate CATI output positions and one case
of duplicate output beginning position but a different number of characters
for output. After reviewing reasons for duplication of output positions
with CATI programmers, it was determined that the duplication was inten-

. tional and valid although the difference in the number of output positioms

was in error. The reasons for the duplication of output positions were
based upon questionnaire flow and programming techniques.

The next step in codebook development involved eliminating duplicate
output positions. Determination of variable definitions to keep was based
upon maintaining those that appeared to have the most logical position
withim the initial codebook. Codebook IDs of records to be flagged as
duplicates were keyed into a control file. The codebook and corresponding
control file were sorted by ID. This provided input to software that was
developed for purposes of flagging records as duplicates. The resultant
output produced a new codebook file with a single definition for all output
positions. This was verified by rerunning the software previously deve-
loped to check for duplicates in output positions or record gaps.

Review of the revised codebook revealed considerable scattering of
output positions when compared to logical questionnaire flow. Reasons for
this had to do with (1) CATI restrictions, (2) multiple CATI programmers,
and (3) instrument changes made after CATI programming began.

The next step to codebook development resulted in redefining the order
of codebook variables. The intent was to provide a mechanism for re-
ordering variables in data records so the data record structure would
correspond to the logical flow of the questionnaire. Considering the size
of the codebook and the extent of variable scattering, the approach used
was used to create a control file of variable IDs to be moved and corre-
sponding relocation position within the codebook. Software was written to
generate a new codebook with revised sequencing. Sorting the codebook on
the new sequence number provided a codebook of single definitions for each
variable and codebook variables were ordered in the desired logical ques-
tionnaire flow.

Upon completion of WAVE 1 keying, the codebook and WAVE 1 data were
copied to tape from the VAX (where CATI interviewing occurred) and trans-
ferred to TUCC for data processing and analysis. A backup file was created
of WAVE 1 data and processing of the data began.

Multiple Response Questions

The first postprocessing step of CATI data involved reformatting tpe
data to conform to the record structure defined in the codebook. This
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involved directly copying single response questions and recoding multiple
response questions which at times required field expansion. The approach
taken for CATI software development and handling of these questions varied
by programmer to some extent. However, the general approach was as fol-
lows:

1. If the number of possible responses was less than nine, the
number of entry fields allocated corresponded to the number of
possible responses. '

2. If greater than eight possible résponses, eight maximum entry
fields were provided in the sections 'E-0'. For section 'P' the
number of entry fields corresponded to the number of possitle
responses.

3. Multiple response fields permitted entry of any value in any

order. Thus, there were no designated fields for given responses.
(This permitted duplication of responses.) ’

4, A "DON'T KNOW" or "REFUSAL" code in the first field was to be the
(This was not always the case.)

5. Blanks in the first response field were to be the determining
factor for a legitimately skipped question. (This was not always
true.)

Recode Program

Software was developed for purposes of recoding and restructuring
multiple response questions. The approach taken was to assign specific
fields for each possible response. The stacked responses recorded during
the CATI operation were reassigned to designated fields in the data record.
In some cases this required expansion of the number of fields to allow for
all possible codes.

Example: A question with 12 possible codes

- CATI allowed eight fields and the values recorded were 4, 5 and 9
in the first three entry fields

- Restructuring of the record provided twelve fields with each
respense having its designated position. The result of recoding
generated response codes of 'l' in fields 4, 5 and 9 and re-
maining fields were designated as nonresponse.

Further explanation of this procedure are defined in the memo "D.C.
Crime Multiple Response Questions" in Appendix A.

Check Program

Software was developed to perform checking of the results of the
‘recode program. Original data was compared against the output of the
recode program. CATI data situations were discovered whereby (1) the first
entry position(s) were blank and data followed, (2) values were not right
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justified in entry fields, (3) and criteria for determining "DON'T KNOW,"
"REFUSAL" and nonresponse were not always reliable. Hence, corrections
were ncesssary.

Split Program

Data for all result codes was restructured into three files per wave.
File type 1 is considered the "PERSON" file. It contains all person level
data including Sections A, B, C and P. Record identifiers and CATI control
variables are also maintained within the file. File type 2 is a file of
short forms (Section D) that do not have corresponding long forms. Record
headers are available for purposes of linking to file types 1 and 3. File
type 3 contains all short forms that have a corresponding long form (Sec-
_tioms E-0).

This process makes a much more efficient use of storage space by
eliminating all blank repeat sections. It also provides a more efficient
record structure for further processing of data. Observation has revealed
that most of the CATI allocated record space was never used; however, there
were occasions when the space was not sufficient to record all needed long
form repeats.

The procedure for restructuring was as follows:

1. Person data was extracted for each record and written to the
person file.

2. The input record was scanned in sequential order for occurrences
of completed long forms.

3. Completed long forms were linked to appropriate short forms and
then written to the short/long file. If proper linkage did not
exist, error messages were printed.

4, Corresponding short form data in the input record was flagged as
"used".

5. Steps 2-4 were repeated for all possible occurrences of long
forms.

6. Next, all short form sections that were not flagged as "used" or

blank were written to the short form file.

Type of Crime (TOC) Coding

Type of crime coding was initially implemented based on specifications
that resulted in multiple classifications of some crime reports. Results
were reviewed by analysts and decisions were made to revise TOC coding
procedures to incorporate a hierarchial ordering to prevent this problem.
The new procedures were implemented. Final corrections and review has now
been completed. The TOC variable will be appended to records in file type
3 (i.e., long records with corresponding short forms).
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Weight File Extraction

Data was extracted to create a file to be used for the computation of
weights. Results revealed a need for additicnal data processing. CATI
software was defined to collect certain household data based upon responses
obtained by the first person interviewed within the housing unit. Subse-
quent persons within the housing unit were not asked the questions with the
assumption that data for the first person would be directly linked to all
others interviewed.

Copying First Person Data and Generation of an Income Variable

Software was developed to copy data collected for the "first person
. only" to subsequent person records within the HUID. Also, an income vari-

able was created to define the level of income within a housing umit (HUID).

The income variable was added to each person level record for completed
interviews. Else, the code was identified as missing. The variable was
assigned the following values based upon responses to questions "Pléa - f:"

Code Income ($)
1 0 - 4,999
2 5,000 =~ 9,999
3 10,000 - 14,999
4 15,000 - 24,999
5 25,000 - 29,999
6 30,000 - 49,999
7 50,000 and Above
8 Don't Know
9 Refusal
Problems with Person Level Records -

Unfortunately the above process of copying person level data revealed
the following data problems. (It should be remembered that the data was
being processed without post CATI edit.)

1. missing HUIDs, person identifiers and/or phone numbers,

2. miskeyed HUIDs,

3. multiple first person identifiers for a HUID,

4. no first person identified within some HUIDs,

5. more than one person interviewed within a housing unit; however,

the first person interviewed was a breakoff and thus household
data was not collected for the housing unit,
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6. phone numbers of all 9s or possibly blanks,

7. blank result codes.
Efforts were implemented to identify and correct these problems. (See memo
"D.C. Crime - Person 1 Data and Income Coding," Appendix A). One thing is
evident. Keying error and transpositions of numbers have contributed to

HUID problems.

Post CATI Edit Needs

Postprocessing of data was implemented based upon the assumption that
CATI would produce a file that was essentially ready for production appli-

... cations. This was far from the truth. Situations attributing to this

include CATI restrictions, variations in programming techniques, keyer
error, program changes etc. Thus, various post CATI processing steps had
to be implemented in order to create a desirable file for analysis and file
delivery. It is evident there is a need for established quality comntrol
procedures for all CATI applications.

Suggested Areas of Improvement and Consideration for Future CATI Applica-
tions

Post CATI programming activities have definitely demonstrated that one
cannot assume that CATI produces a clean data file ready for analysis.
However, this has been a first time effort for an application as complex as
the D. C. Crime Victimization Study. Many problems can certainly be
avoided for future applications. Based upon experience to date, needed
areas of improvement and consideration for CATI applications include:

1. a thorough understanding of the CATI application by project task
leaders,

2. a single source of documentation other than the CATI source that
identifies where program specifications deviate from the question-

naire,
3. retention of all variables that may have to be recreated,
4. record structuring within the confines of CATI that would sim-

plify postprocessing,

5. generalized CATI techniques and procedures where feasible,

6. consistent programming techniques within a given application,

7. restrictions on program changes after implementation, especially
inserts,

8. documentation and distribution of all changes to CATI software

and a mechanism for identifying all records affected by changes,

9. generalized techniques for handling multiple response questions
ment to designated positions,
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10. informing others of potential '"pitfalls" such as data problems
that can be created by various keyer actions,

11. as much control as possible to eliminate keyer generated problems
and communication with interviewers to explain proper use of
CATI,

12. strict control over keying record identifiers, linking variables,

etc. A check digit routine would prove useful. A double keying
technique might be used until a check digit routine is available,
13. realizing that applications with repeat sections are more prone
to error especially when the system requires duplication of code,

14, avoiding too tight a restriction on field widths that can create
problems and not allow for sufficient codes,

15. right justification and preferably left zero fill of all cate-
gorical variables,

16. avoiding the combination of blanks and zeros to mean legitimate
skip, :
17. utilization of previously developed codebook generation software

prior to CATI implementation for debugging purposes,

18.  establishment of consistent codes for nonresponse, don't know,
refusals, etc.,

19. improving programming efficiency and record structure require-
ments for applications with repeat sections. As an example, the
D. C. Crime Victimization Study required 20 repeats of one sec-
tion and six repeats of another. A specified number of repeat
sections was mandated based on CATI record structure require-
ments. Sets of code corresponding to each repeat was required.
This structuring (a) usually resulted in significant space that
was required but not used, (b) did not permit recording of data
that exceeded repeat restrictions, (c) provided the likelihood
for interjecting programmer error and (d) had impacts on system
requirements,

20. a definite need for established quality control procedures and
post CATI editing procedures.

Suggested Review for CATI Applications

A significant level of effort could be devoted to ascertaining reasons
for all data problems encountered. Reasons likely include specification
errors, programming techniques, keyer error, and functions not yet realized
in terms of how CATI does and does not function. It is also evident that
some problems result from limitations imposed by CATI and techniques used
to "make things work." An indepth study of various situations is not being
done on this project. Types of problems encountered and materials in-
cluding data files, are available for a thorough analysis of situations
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encountered. Also, this project is fresh on the minds of those who have
participated. In my opinion no time could be better than the present for
thoroughly reviewing the topic in order to work towards a more efficient
operation for future CATI applications.
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