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Preface

&

This report presents information on
criminal victimization in the United
States during 1979. It is the latest in the
series of annual reports prepared under
the National Crime Survey program. The
study is based on findings from a con-
tinuing survey of a representative sample
of households across the United States,
containing about 135,000 individuals,

As presently constituted, the National

Crime Suivey focuses on certain criminal *

offenses, whether completed or
attempted, that are of major concern to
the general public and law enforcement
authorities. These are the personal crimes
of rape, robbery, assault, and larceny,
and the household crimes of burglary,
farceny, and motor vehicle theft.! In this
report, as in others in the series; the
crimes are examined from the perspective
of their frequency, the characteristics of
the victims and offenders, the cir-
cumstances surrounding the offenses and
their impact, and the pattern of police
reporting,

Selected findings from the survey are
presented in the first part of this report,
A comprehensive set of data tables,
which.form the basis for the descriptive
analysis, follow in Appendix 1. Appendix
II containg facsimiles of the survey ques-
tionnaire, and Appendix Il contains
standard error tables and guidelines for
their use. The latter appendix also in-
cludes technical information concerning
sample design, dstimation procedures,
and sources of nonsampling etror. Ap-
pendix IV consists of a series of techni-
cal notes.

All statistical data in this report are esti-
mates subject to errors arising {rom the
use of informatipn obtained from a sam-
ple survey ralhex;' than a complete census
and to errors that occur in the collection
and processing of data.

!Definitions of the measured crimes do not neces-
surily conform to uny Federal or Stite statutes,
which vary considerably. They are, however, com-
patible with conventional usage and with the defini-
tions used by the Federal Bureau of Investigation in
its annual publication Crime in the United States,
Uniform Crime Reporis, Precise, short definitions of
the ¢rimes and dtherjterms used in the National,
Crime Survey reports appear in the Glossary, at the
end of this report,

With respect to sampling errors, esti-
mates of variability can be determined
and used to evaluate the data. In the
Selected Findings section of this report,
categorical statements involving compari-
sons have met statistical tests that differ-
ences are equivalent to, or greater than,
two standard errors or, in other words,
that differences of this size would be
produced by sampling variability at most
5 percent of the time; qualified state-
:ments of comparison have met-signifis
icance tests that the differences are within
‘the range of 1.6 to 2 standard errors,
‘"These conditional statements are charac-
‘terized by use of the terms ‘‘some indi-
ication,’’ and ‘‘marginally different,"’

‘Since its inception in 1972, the National
Crime Survey has been conducted for the
Bureau of Justice Statistics (formerly the
Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration) by the U.S. Bureau of the
;Census.
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Subject index to tables 2
Subject, table number :

General crime statistics

Number of victimizations, 1
Victimization rates, 2*
Ratio~victimizations to incidents, 49

Personal characteristics ,

Sex, 3*, 5%,7*, 10*, 12*, 20, 35-37, 44,
65, 67, 68, 72, 73, 88, 89

Age, 4%, 5%, 9%, 10%, 35, 42, 47, 65, 68,
72, 92, 93

Race, 6*, 7*, 9%, 10*, 15*-17*, 20, 36,
38, 41, 43, 46, 48, 65, 67-73, 76-78,
82, 86, 88, 90, 98, 101

Ethnicity, 8*

Marital status, 11*, 12*, 37

Relationship to household head, 13*

Educational attainment, 16*

Annual family income, 14*, 15*, 38, 68,
71,99 '

Employment status, 17*

Occupation, 18*

~ Locality of residence, 19*, 20*

Crime characteristics

Time of occurrence, 52-54

Place of occurrence, 55-60

Number of victims**, 50

Number of offenders**, 61

Weapon use**, 53, 56, 62, 63

Self-protection**, 64-67

Physical injury**, 68

Medical expenses**, 69, 70

Medical insurance coverage**, 71

Hospital care**, 72, 73

Value of theft loss, 60, 76, 80, 96

Economic loss (includes property damage),
74-75

Property recovery, 78, 79

Days lost from work, 81--86

Offender characteristics**

Victim-offender relationship, 34*, 35-38,
50, 51, 54, 57, 61-64, 68-70, 72, 73,
75, 83, 85, 89-90, 100

Age of single offender, 40, 42

Race of single offender, 41, 43

Sex of single offender, 39

Age of muitiple offenders, 45, 47

Race of multiple offenders, 46, 48

Sex of multiple offenders, 44

Household characteristics

Race of head, 21*, 26*~28*, 30*, 101
Ethnicity of head, 22*

Age of head, 24*

Sex of head, 13*

Family income, 25*-28*, 95, 102, 103
Number of persons in household, 29*
Tenure, 30%, 94

Number of units in stracture, 31*
Locality of residence, 32%, 33*

*Victimization rate table—all others are counts or
LY, percents.
**Personal crimes of violence only.

vi

Reporting to police
Whether reported, 87-96
Reasons not reported, 97--103

Type of crime

Personal crimes, 1-20, 3479, 81-93,"
97-100 -

Crimes of violence, 1, 2*~20*, 34*,’
35-58, 61-67, 79, 81-93, 97-100

Rape, 1, 2*-9*, 11*-19%, 34*, 35-41,
43-46, 49-52, 54, 55, 57, 58, 61-165,
74, 75, 81-84, 87, 89-92, 97, 98, 100 -

Robbery, 1, 2*-9*, 11*-20*, 34*, 35-58, .

61-66, 6870, 72-79, 81-84, 87,
89-92, 97, 98, 100 ‘

Assault, 1,2*-9%, 11*-20%, 34*, 35-58,

61-66, 6870, 7279, 81-84, 87,
89-92,.97, 98, 100

Crimes of theft, 1, 2*-20*, 49, 52, 73,
74, 76-79, 81, 82, 84, 86-92, 97-99

Personal larceny with contact, 1, 2¥=9*, |
11*-20*, 49, 52, 76, 78, 79, 81, 82,
84, 87, 89-92, 97, 98

Personal larceny without contact, 1, 2*-9*,
11*-20*, 49, 52, 59, 60, 74, 76, 719,
81, 82, 84, 87, 89-92, 97-98

Household crimes, 1, 21-33, 52, 74, 76,
78-82, 84, 86, 87, 94-97, 101-103

Burglary, 1, 2*, 21*, 22*%, 24*-26*,
29*-33*, 52, 74, 76, 78--82, 84, 86, 87,
94-97, 101, 103

Household larceny, 1, 2%, 21*, 22*, 24* -
25%, 27*, 29*-33*, 52, 59, 60, 74, 76,
78-82, 84, 86, 87, 94-97, 101, 103

Motor vehicle theft, 1, 2*, 21*-25*, "
28*-33%, 52, 74, 76, 78-82, 84, 86, 87,
94-97, 101, 103

T
s
B ‘ »
SN .
Ctr
. , e
¥ f / -
. . "
~ N

e

Selected fi.ndings'

'I‘l}e National Crime Survey (NCS) de-
tgrn}mf:d that an estimated 41.2 million
victimizations, including both completed
;mc! attempled offenses, were incurred by
individuals across the United States in
1979. Rape, personal robbery, and
assault—the most serious of the measured
qffenses because they involved confronta-
tion between victim and offender and the
threat or act of violence—made up 15 per-
cent of the crimes (table 1, Appendix 1),
& Lz_lrceny, the least serious NCS-measured
4 ; Crime, accounted for most of the total (65
= percent). The remaining 20 percent in-
& cluded motor vehicle thefts and household
. - bu_rglarips. The relative occurrence of these

crimes is gauged by the victimization rate
which is derived from estimates of the ’
number of victimizations divided by the
number of potential victims, The rates for
personal crimes are expressed as the
nu_mber of victimizations per 1,000 popu-
lation age 12 and over, and those for
h.ousehold crimes are based on victimiza-
tions per 1,000 households, For the popu-
" Iatxpn at large, table 2 displays the victimi-
zation rate for each Category of crime, as
well as for detailed subcategories. ’
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. The first section of these selected find-
ings highlights the characteristics of victims
of personal and household crimes, de-
veloped from tables 3-33, In the interest of
brevn.y, the data tables were not fully
exploited in preparing these findings, and
much of the discussion is confined to gen-
cl:al, Or summary crime categories. Indi-
v1dua1§ wishing to perform more detajled
qnalysxs on the topics covered in this sec-
tion are referred to the Technical Notes
(Appendix 1V) for guidance in the in-
terpretation of survey results,
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Selected characteristics of victims
of violent crime, 1979,

j~—Overall victimization
Age I - rate (34.5)

1 16-19 |

65+

1
Ethnicity :
Hispanic :

Non-Hispanic

Marital status
[]
Divorced/Separated

Married

]
|
|
|
|

Annual fam'ily income
]
Less than $3,000

I
$25,000 or more

Employmeht status*
Employed :

1
Unemployed

Occupatior'wal group*
]
Service workers

|
Farm workel:s and managers

|

L o ]

0 20 40 80 80 100
Rate per 1,000

Note: The differences between rates
within categorias are statistically
significant, Rate ditferences between
categories may or may not be significant.
*Limited to persons age 16 and over.

Figure 1
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Victim characteristics

w

NCS findings have shown repeatedly that
some populatxon groups are more suscepti-
ble to crime than others. Figure 1 shows
the more striking differences between rates
at which selected subpopulations were vic-
timized by violent crime in 1979,

During 1979, the incidence of personal
crimes of violence (rape, robbery, and as-
sault) was relatively higher among males,
younger persons, blacks, Hispanics, those
divorced or separated, the poor, the un-
employed and city residents, Males under
age 25 in particular had high rates for per-
sonal crimes of violence, as well as for
personal crimes of theft (lurccny with or
without contact between victim and of-
fender). Other demographic groups rela-
tively more susceptible to theft crime in-
cluded: males, persons never married, the
affluent, and students.

Vulnerability to household crime was
also more strongly associated with certain
demographic groups. The homes of
younger persons, city dwellers, renters, and
large families were affected relatively more
by property crime than were the homes of
others. Blacks had higher victimization
rates than whites for household burglary
and (less conclusively) motor vehicle theft,
but exposure for the two racial groups to

household larceny did not differ.

Sex, age, race, and ethnicity
(Tables 3-10 and 21-24)

Young males had the highest rates for rob-
bery, assault, and personal larceny,

In 1979, as in the preceding 6 years for
which NCS results are available, violent
crime rates were much higher for males
than for females. Men were robbed as well
as assaulted about twice as often as
women, and they also had a higher vic-
timization rate for personal larceny without
contact, There was no sngmf cant difference
between the sexes in the rates for personal
larceny with contact. Rape, the rarest of
the NCS-measured violent offenses, af-
fected an average of 2 women per 1,000,

As in previous years, for crimes of vio-
lence or theft, persons age 12-24 had the
highest victimization rates, and the elderly
(age 65 and over), the lowest. After age
24, both violent and theft crime rates de-
creased with each older age category. This
pattern was also evident for each of the
rates among males and females categorized

Victimization rates:
Personal crimes of violence and theft,
by age and sex, 1979

B Male Female

Crimes
of violence | Crithes of theft

All ages

65 and over

ey
25 64 years

12-24 years

lnlnln Hlu!nh
0 30 60
Hate per1000populatlon age12 and over

- Figure 2

separately by age (figure 2). Males ége
12-24 were especially vulnerable to rob-

bery, assault, or personal larceny, they had

higher rates than men or women in any
older age group.

Blacks were more vulnerable to robbery than
whites or members of other races, Hispanics
were victimized relatively more often than
non-Hispanics by violent crime as a whole.

Blacks experienced violent crime at an
overall rate higher than that for whites,
but, contrary to appearance, not sig-
nificantly higher than members of other
races (Asians, Pacific Islanders, Native
Americans, etc.); neither was there a
significant difference between the rates for
whites or members of other races. The
difference in vulnerability for whites and
blacks chiefly was the result of a high
robbery rate among blacks, a figure some
2.3 times higher than that for whites.
Contrary to NCS findings in previous
years, in which whites were found to have
‘the hlghest relative count of personal theft
crime, in 1979 there were no significant
differences among the overall theft rates for
the three racial groups. However, blacks
were more vulnerable than whites to
personal larceny with contact, whereas
whites were relatively more prone to
personal larceny without contact, Joint

Victimization rates:
Household crimes,
by race of head of household,

Household victimization rates,
by ethnicity, 1979

'VEctimIzatlon rates:
Personal crimes
of violence and theft,

100
Rate per 1,000 households

Motor vehicle theft

O v
Rate per 1,000 motor

vehicles owned

Figure 3

consideration of race and sex indicated
black males sustained the highest violent
victimization rate, followed in descending
order by white males, black females, and
white females. Persons of Hispanic
ancestry were more vuinerable to violent
crime than non-Hispanics; conversely, the
latter incurred relatively more personal
crimes of theft. -

Households headed by young persons were
more probable victims of burglary, household
larceny, and motor vehicle theft.

Turning to the residential crimes, house-
holds headed by young persons (age
12~19) clearly had the highest rates for
burglary, household larceny, and motor
vehicle theft (although the difference be-
tween the vehicle theft rates for the two
youngest age groups was marginal), In
fact, when compared with hcuseholds
headed by senior citizens, those headed by

1979 . Type of crime Hispanic  Non-Hispanic by marital status, 1979
Burglary 99 83 :
W white Household larceny 161 132 I Crimes of V'°'f°"°-ev
M Biack Motor vehicle theft 31 17 Crimes of theft
EEl other Figure 4 [TTTr[rTTT)
young persons were about 4.9 times as Widowed
likely to be burglarized, 4.5 times as apt to [ ]
be household larceny victims, and 8.6
times as likely to have motor vehicles sto-
len. The rates for burglary and household Divorced and separated
larceny decreased significantly as age of
household head increased. Although the
sample showed the same pattern for motor Married
vehicle theft rates calculated on the basis of
number of households, certain apparent rate
differences may have stemmed from sam-
pling error, However, motor vehicle theft Never married
rates based on the number of vehicles
owned did decrease significantly for each
older age group.
Black households had higher burglary rates l [ 1] L1 1 J

than white heuseholds, Hispanic houseliolds
had higher rates than their non-Hispanic
counerparts Jor each of the three reszdemial
crimes.

There were no significant differénces
among the rates at which households
headed by blacks, whites, or other minority
races were victimized by household lar-
cenies, but households headed by blacks
were relatively more likely than those
headed by whites to have sustained
burglaries, mainly because of higher rates
of completed and attempted forcible entries
(figure 3), However, the overall burglary
rate for members of other races did not
differ significantly from those for blacks or
whites.

For motor vehicle thefts calculated on
the basis of number of households, there
was some indication that households
headed by blacks had a higher rate than
those headed by whites, but not higher than
that for members of other races. However,
rates based on the number of vehicles
owned clearly showed blacks to be more

. vulnerable than whites to motor vehicle

weft, Compared with their non-Hispanic
counterparts, Hispanic households sustained
relatively more burglaries, household lar-
cenies, and motor vehicle thefts (figure 4).

Rate per 1,000 popuiation
age 12 and over

Figure 5

Marital status
(Tables 11-12)

Persons divorced or separated were the
most vulnerable to violent crimes.

Victimization rates for personal crimes
of violence or theft differed on the basis of
four marital status. groups (figure 5). For
violent crimes as a whole, divorced or
separated persons had the highest rate,
followed in order by rates for the never
married, the married, and the widowed—-a
pattern repeated by the NCS since 1973.
For personal crimes of theft, persons never
married had the highest rate, divorced or
separated individuals the second highess,
and married and widowed persons had suc-
cessively lower rates. For women, tht
rankings of the marital groups for violent
or theft crime were unchanged from those
for the population as a whole. Among
men, however, the violent crime rate for
divorced or separated persons was not sig-
nificantly different from that for males
never married; in the case of theft crimes,
the rankings were the same as for the
population as a whole, although some dif-
ferences were marginal.
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Victim characteristics

Household composition
(Table 13)

Nonrelatives in multiperson households had
high rates of victimization.

Examination of the relationship between
crime rates and living arrangements dis-
closed that in households headed by men,
persons unrelated to the household head
had the highest overall rate for the violent
crimes (figure 6) and for personal lar-
cenies. Men living alone had the second-
highest violent crime rate; wives of male
heads of households had the lowest. In
households headed by women, nonrelatives
also incurred both violent crime (figure 7)
and personal larceny at the highest overall
rates. Among households headed by
women, those who lived alone had com-
paratively low rates for violent and per-
sonal theft offenses.

Victimization rates:

Personal crimes of violence,

by living arrangements,

in households headed by males,
1979

Frr T

Living alone

Wi others

e

| e
Wife

Own child 12-17

anr?®

Cwn child 18+
S

‘1 Other relative

L1l
200
Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over

Figure 6

Educational attainment
(Table 16)

Persons with higher education were more
vulnerable to crimes of theft.

Persons age 25 and over with 1-3 years
of college were the most likely to be vic-
tims of violent crimes; college graduates
had the second highest rate. The rankings,
however, were chiefly a consequence of
variations in simple assault rates, as degree
holders and persons with some college
training reported relatively more of these
crimes than persons without such educa-
tion. For personal crimes of theft, those
persons with a college degree had the high-
est rate.

Blacks generally had higher violent
crime rates than whites at comparable edu-
cation levels, but theft rates were signifi-
cantly different for only one education
category. As compared with whites, blacks
with education ranging from: grades 8-12
were more vulnerable to violent crimes.
Also, there was some indication that blacks
with some college training had a higher
violent crime rate than their white counter-
parts. Concerning crimes of theft, the rates
for the two races at each education level
differed significantly only for college
graduates, and blacks had the higher rate.

Victimization rates:

Personal crimes of violence,

by living arrangements,

in households headed by females,
1979

CT T LT T

Living alone

N S N O
100

0 100 |
Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over

Figure 7

Annual family income
(Tables I4-15 and 25-28)

Individuals from the poorest families had
the highest rate of personal violence; the
most affluent had the highest personal lar-
ceny rate,

In 1979, as in prior years, members of
families in the lowest income bracket (less
than $3,000 per year) had the highest over-
all rate for crimes of violence, whereas
members of the wealthiest families were
relatively more vulnerable to crimes of
theft (figure 8). Moreover, these findings
aptly described the relationships between
income and violent or theft crime vulnera-
bility for both racial groups. In addition, it
was clear that persons in the two highest
income groups were less vulnerable to
crimes of violence than those in any other
income bracket, although their rates did not
differ from one another. Members of
families with annual incomes of $3,000-
$7,499 had the lowest personal theft rate
among the six income brackets.

Turning to household crimes, the pat-
terns for larceny and burglary rates cias-
sified by annual family income differed.
Households in the two lowest income
groups had the lowest residential larceny
rates (figure 9), On tlie other hand, the
poorest households experienced burglary at
a rate higher than those earning $10,000-
$24,999, and there was some indication of
a difference between rates for the lowest
and next two higher income groups as
well, Households with incomes under
$7,500 were relatively less likely than
those in most higher brackets to incur
motor vehicle theft.
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Occupational status and group
(Tables 17-18)

The unemployed were more vulnerable 1o
violent or theft victimization than employed
persons or most groups outside the labor
Jorce. .

Among persons age 16 and over in the
civilian Jabor force, the unemployed had an
overall violent crime rate that was about
twice as high as that for employed persons
(figure 10). Furthermore, they were more
probable victims of rape, robbery, or as-

sault considered separately. Each group of -

nonparticipants in the labor force had a
lower violent crime rate than the un-

employed. Among labor force nonpartici-
pants, homemakers, the retired, and those
unable to work also had rates lower than
the employed. The unemployed were rela-
tively more vulnerable to crimes of theft

_ than the employed, but students had a

higher rate than all other labor force par-
ticipant or nonparticipant groups.

Among 13 occupational groups, siunfarm
laborers were more likely to be victims of
violent crime than those in any other occu-
pational group (the difference between rates

for laborers and Armed Forces personnel

was marginal). Clearly least likely to be
violent crime victims were farm owners

Victimization rates:
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and managers, who also were relatively
less vulnerable to crimes of theft than all
but farm laborers or private household
workers, Members of the Armed Forces
were victimized by theft at a rate in excess
of any other occupational group, Because
relatively few 12- to 15-year-olds are in the
labor force, they were considered out of
scope in calculating victimization rates on
the basis of occupational variables
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Victim characteristics

Household size and tenure
(Tables 29-31)

The larger the family, the higher the house-
hold crime rate.

As in prior years, rates for household
larceny increased directly in relation to
household size (figure 11). This pattern
also appeared to hold for burglary or motor
vehicle theft, but not all increases were
statistically significant. Still, one-member
households had a lower burglary rate than
households with four or more occuparits
and also had a lower motor vehicle theft
rate than households of any other size. The
overall rate pattern for motor vehicle theft
may well be ascribed to the greater likeli-
hood of vehicle ownership in multiperson
households.

Vulnerability to household crime also
 was related to tenure. For each of the three
household offenses, persons living in
rented dwellings had higher victimization
rates than those in owner-occupied homes.
As for the past 6 years, this relationship
held for each of the three crimes only for
white households; among black households,
renters had a significantly higher rate only
for burglary.

Single-unit homes experienced burglary,
household larceny, and motor vehicle theft
at the lowest rates, compared with most of
the multi-unit residences, as well as with
‘‘other’’ housing units, such as boarding
houses. (The rates for single-unii resi-
dences were not significantly different from
the burglary rate for tri-unit dwellings, the
larceny rate for residences with 10 or more
units, and the motor vehicle theft rate for
four-unit buildings.) No single size of unit
was most susceptible to any of the three
household crimes.

Victimization rates:
Household crimes,

in household, 1979
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Locality of residence
(Tables 19-20 and 32-33)

As a group, urban residents were the most
apt to suffer crimes of violence, personal
theft, or household crimes; residents of
small towns and rural areas were the least
likely to be victimized.

For personal crimes of violence, the rate
of victimization was greatest for central
city residents, compared with persons liv-
ing in suburban areas or in nonmetropolitan
environs, i.e., rural and semirural areas
(figure 12). In turn, suburbanites had a
higher violent victimization rate than their
rural counterparts. Furthermore, the resi-
dents of central cities in three out of four
size classes examined had higher violent
crime rates than those persons living in the
respective suburban areas, and there was
some indication that central-city residents
living in the fourth size class, % to 1
million persons, also sustained violent
crimes at a higher rate than individuals in
the corresponding suburbs.

The pattern for personal theft allocated
by locality of residence differed from that
for crimes of violence. Whereas both
central city and suburban residents had
higher theft rates than rural inhabitants, the
overall rate difference between inhabitants
of central cities compared with those in
suburban areas was not significant. Exami-
nation of the four city-size classes revealed
that only among localities with populations
of 50,000 to ¥ million was there a sig-
nificant theft rate differential between cities
and suburbs, with residents of central cities
having the higher figure.

Examination of race and sex variables
with locality of residence revealed certain
interesting rate differences. Compared with
white females, white males had higher
violent or theft victimization rates whether
they lived in central cities, the suburbs, or
rural areas, but that was not the case for
blacks. While the violent crime rates for
black males living in central cities or the
suburbs exceeded those for black females,
such rates were not significantly different
for residents of rural areas. Also, black
males living in central cities were more
likely victims of personal theft than black
females, and there was some indication that
such also was the case for members of
these groups living in nonmetropolitan
areas; but, a significant theft rate difference
was not revealed for black male or female
suburban inhabitants.

The robbery rate for black men living in
rural areas did not differ significantly from
that for white males, but there ‘was some
indication that black males in suburban
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areas had higher robbery rates than white
men. The robbery rate for black males liv-
ing in central cities was clearly higher than
that for their white counterparts. On the
other hand, white male central-city resi-
dents sustained assault at a higher rate than
did black men, and there was some indica-
tion this was true as well for males in rural
areas. Noncontact larceny rates for white
men living in central city or rural areas
also surpassed those for black men.

Comparison of overall violent crime
rates among black or white females resid-
ing in central cities, the suburbs, or rural
areas revealed no significant differences.
However, white females living in central
city or rural areas experienced noncontact
personal larcenies at higher rates than black
females; conversely, there was some indi-
cation this larceny rate was higher for
black females residing in the suburbs.

The overall rate patterns for each of the
three household crimes by locality of resi-
dence were not different from those for
crimes of violence. For burglary, as for the
violent crimes, the highest overall rate was
for city residents, and the lowest for the
nonmetropolitan population, with suburban
households recording an intermediate rate.
Furthermore, households in central cities in
each of the four sizes of metropolitan areas
had higher burglary rates than those located
in their respective suburbs,

Overall, the central-city household lar-
ceny rate excegded that for the suburbs, as
well as that for rural households, and the
rate for rural households was lower than
that for suburban households. For each size
class but the largest, the household larceny
rate was higher in the central city than in
the associated suburbs. However, in met-
ropolitan areas of a million or more per-
sons, the larceny rate was actually higher
in the corresponding suburbs; in addition,
this central-city rate was lower than that for
each of the smaller central city or suburban
areas, but larger than that for nonmetro-
politan areas. '

As was true for the other two household
crimes, the overall motor vehicle theft rate
was higher for central-city households than
for those in the suburbs, a relationship that
held as well for each of the size classes.
The lowest rate for this crime also was as-
sociated with nonmetropolitan households.

With respect to the race of heads of
households, blacks living in metropolitan
areas (whether in central cities or the sur-
rounding fringes) had higher burglary rates
than whites living in those areas; con-
versely, there was some indication that
whites in central cities had a higher rate of
household larceny. (The apparent differ-
ence between the two larceny rates for
households in rural areas was not signifi-
c¢ant.) For motor vehicle theft, the seeming
difference between the rates for each race
was not significant,




Offender characteristics

Most of the measured violent crimes in
1979, as in the previous 6 years, were
committed by persons not related or known
to the victims (strangers) rather than per-
sons acquainted with or related to victims
(nonstrangers). Furthermore, the probability
‘that a crime was committed by strangers
varied with such characteristics as the vic- -
tim’s sex, race, age, marital status, and
family income. ‘
Besides being strangers, most offenders -
were male. For both single- and multiple-
offender violent crimes, the largest propor-
tions were committed by whites, but blacks
were perceived to have been responsible
for the largest share of multiple-offender
robberies. Whereas most violent crime was'
intraracial, substantial proportions (about
one-third) of single- and multiple-offender
robberies were interracial. Youths were
more likely to have been attacked by
youths, and adults by adults. A notable
difference in the age of offenders was ap- |
parent in crimes committed by lone indi-
viduals vs. multiple offenders.

_ : _ "

Strangers or nonstrangers
(Tables 34-38) '

Most victims didn’t know their offenders.

Strangers comrnitted substantially more
than half of all personal crimes of violence,
ranging from 6 out of 10 rapes to 8 in 10
robberies (figure 13). For violent crimes as
a whole, this translated into a rate of 22,2
victimizations by strangers, per 1,000 per-
sons age 12 and over, compared with 12.3
per 1,000 by acquaintances, friends, or
relatives of the victims. Higher rates of
stranger-to-stranger crime were recorded as
well for robbery or assault considered
separately.

Men were more likely than women to be
victims of strangers. Moreover, this re-
lationship held for matching age categories
of men and women, excepting the two el
dest.2 It was also true among whites and
blacks and for each of the marital status
groups except for widowed persons.
Among males of varying ages, no one
group was most likely to have been vic-
timized by strangers, but stranger-to-
stranger victimization was relatively more
common among elderly women than any
other female age group. (The difference
between proportions of stranger crime for
women age 50-64 compared with those
age 65 and over was marginal.)

Although the majority of violent victimi-
zations of whites or blacks were perpe-
trated by strangers, white victims were the
more likely of the two racial groups to en-
counter such offenders. Considering the
potential violent outcome of marital dis-
cord, it is not surprising that, of the four
marital status groups, separated or divorced
persons experienced the lowest proportion
of stranger-to-stranger crime, and, con-
versely, the highest of nonstranger crime.
Finally, the proportion of stranger-to-
stranger violent crime was higher for mem-
bers of families with annual incomes of
$25,000 or more (73 percent) than for per-
sons in'any of the five lower income
brackets.

2There also was some indication thal men age 50-64
compated with women of this age range Were more
likely victims of strangers, For persons 65 and over,
the data indicated the reverse, that women were the
more likely victims of strangers, but the difference may
be attributable to sampling error.

1979
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Figure 13
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Sex, age, and race
(Tables 39-48)

Most crimes were intraracial, Most offend-
ers were male and attacked persons. of
similar age.

The vast majority of violent personal
crimes, whether single- or multiple-
offender cases, were perceived by victims
to have been committed by males (figure
14). In only 12 percent of the single-
offender crimes and 8 percent of the
multiple-offender cases were females iden-
tified as offenders. Men and women shared
culpability in an additional 11 percent of
multiple-offender victimizations.

With respect to single-offender violent
crimes, lawbreakers were perceived to have
been over age 20 in two-thirds of the vic-
timizations, with most of the remainder as-
cribed to persons age 12-20, Youngsters
under age 15 were identified as offenders
in only about 5 percent of single-offender
violent crimes. Adults (persons age 21 or
over) also composed the larger proportion
of lone offenders for each of the three
major forms of violent crime.

In regard to multiple-offender crimes,
however, all-youth gangs constituted the
highest share of offenders (43 percent).
The bulk of the remainder were ascribed to
groups of adults or groups of persons of
mixed ages in proportions not significantly
different from one another.

Young victims—whether attacked by
single or multiple offenders—were vic-
timized relatively most often by youths.
Correspondingly, lone-offender as well as
multiple-offender crimes against victims
age 20 and over were more likely to have
been committed by adults, However, for
elderly victims, there was no significant
difference in the likelihood of attack by
adults or youths.

About 7 out of 10 single-offender violent
crimes were perceived to have been com-
mitted by whites, about 1 out of 4 by
blacks, and the bulk of the remainder, 3
percent, by members of other races.
Among the three major violent crimes,
rapes or assaults were committed relatively
more by whites, who, of course, make up
a large majority of the population, How-
ever, there was no significant difference
between the relative number of personal
robberies attributed to whites or to blacks.

Percent distribution of violent crimes
by perceived characteristics of
single and multiple offenders, 1979
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For multiple-offender crimes, the per-
petrators were thought to have been exclu-
sively white in 56 percent of the victimiza-
tions and exclusively black in 30 percent.
Less common ‘were groups composed of
members of inore than one race or of
groups- consisting entirely of persons from
other races. The largest proportion of
multiple-offender assaults was attributed to
whites, but the highest share of muitiple-
offender robberies, about half, was as-
cribed to black offenders.

Most violent crime was intraracial. Thus,
in about 79 percent of violent single-
offender victimizations of whites, and in
approximately 83 percent of those against
blacks, the offender was identified by the
victim as having been of the same race.
(The difference between the two propor-
tions was marginally significant.) The
proportions of intraracial cases for
multiple-offender crimes of violence (which
also were only marginally different) were
64 percent for white victims and 72 percent
for black victims. However, the patterns
for interracial, multiple-offender robbery
and assault differed. Whites reported a sig-
nificantly higher proportion of robberies by
black offenders than blacks reported by
white offenders. Conversely, there was
some indication that blacks reported rela-
tively more assaultive behavior on the part
of white muitiple-offenders.
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Crime characteristics

The crime characteristics covered in the
following sections may be grouped into
two overall categories: the circumstances
under which the violations occurred (such
as time and place of occurrence, number of
offenders, victim self-protective measures,
and weapon use) and the impact of the
crime on the victim, including physical in-
jury, economic loss, and worktime loss.
The circumstances under which crimes oc-
curred and their impact varied appreciably
with the type of offense and the population
group examined.

For reasons discussed fully in the Tech-
nical Notes (Appendix IV), some charac-
teristics of the personal crimes examined
are based on incident data and others on
victimization data. Because some violent
personal crimes were committed against
two or more victims, victimizations out-
numbered incidents by about 18 percent.
Most multiple-victim crimes involved a
pair of victims rather than three or more
(tables 49 and 50).

10

Time of occurrence
(Tables 52-54)

More than half of all violent crimes occurred
at night. Two-thirds of all armed robberies
took place after 6 p.m.

Of the offenses measured by the survey,
rapes, robberies, and motor vehicle thefts
occurred predominantly during the evening
or nighttime hours of 6 p.m. to 6 a.m. In
contrast, personal larcenies with contact
(i.e., purse snatching and pocket picking)
took place most often during the day. The
proportions of assaults occurring during the
day or night were not significantly differ-
ent.

In general, the more threatening forms of
assault or robbery were more likely to take
place after 6 p.m. For instance, a relatively
higher count of aggravated than simple as-
saults and robberies with injury than with-
out injury happened at night. Also, rela-
tively larger numbers of robberies or as-
saults by armed assailants were concen-
trated at night. Assaults committed by un-
known offenders, generally conceded to be
more threatening than those committed by
relatives, friends, neighbors, or other .
krown persons, also took place relatively
more frequently after 6 p.m. (but the rela-
tive counts of nighttime stranger and
nonstranger robberies were not statistically
different).

Because personal or household thefts
often occurred when the owner was absent,
it was difficult or impossible. to assign a
time of occurrence to many of these inci-
dents. Thus, it could not be accurately es-
timated whether most personal larcenies
without contact, household burglaries, or
household larcenies happened during day-
time or nighttime. In cases where the time
of the incident was known, however, the
largest share of noncontact personal lar-
cenies or household burglaries were day-
time events, and more household larcenies
were nighttime cases.

In addition to information about whether
the measured crimes occurred during the
day or night, data were available on more
specific periods of nighttime-—from 6 p.m.
to 12 a.m. and from midnight to 6 a.m.
Large proportions of personal crimes of
violence and theft took place between 6
p.m. and midnight, even taking into con-
sideration cases for which the time was not
known. However, for each of the three
household crimes, the relative levels of un-
knowns were such that the time distribu-
tions of night offenses could not be mean-
ingfully compared.

Place of occurrence
(Table 55-60)

In general, personal crimes of violence svere
more ‘apt to occur on the street, in a park,
field, playground, school ground, or parking
lot than any other location. Motor vehicle
thefts were as likely to occur at the victim's
home as away from it.

For violent crimes as a whole, the vic-
tim’s home and its immediate environ was
a less frequent crime site than outdoor lo-
cations away from the home. For specific
crimes, howaver, the proportion occurring
in and near victims’ residences varied.
Rape took place in or near the home at a
relative frequency (36 percent) that did not
differ significantly from those perpetrated
in parks, parking lots, or other outdoor lo-
cations. In fact, rape took place in or near
the home relatively more often than either
robbery or assault. The largest share of
robberies occurred in streets, parks, park-
ing lots, etc. (53 percent), and robbery was
the most likely of the three violent crimes
to have happened in such places. Two-
fifths of all assaults happened on streets
and associated areas, the most likely site
for this crime, and the second most com-
mon was in or near the home. The largest
proportion of personal larcenies with con-
tact (pocket pickings and purse snatchings)
took place inside nonresidential buildings.

For overall crimes of violence, non-
stranger offenses were more likely to have
taken place in or near the home than in
streets or related locations (37 vs. 24 per-
cent), but the latter were the more common
sites for stranger-to-stranger violence (50
vs. 16 percent). Also, assauits that took
place at these outdoor locations were more
likely to involve offenders armed with
guns, knives, or other weapons than un-
armed offenders.

Classification of personal larceny without
contact and household larceny is deter-
mined by the location at which they took
place, If the theft occurred away from the
victim’s home it is personal larceny with-
out contact; if within or néar the home it is
household larceny. The overwhelming
majority (87 percent) of household lar-
cenies took place near the owner’s home,
rather than inside. Personal larceny without
contact most often occurred on the street,
in a park, or at some other outdoor site,
rather than inside a school or other non-
residential building. Household burglaries
were almost exclusively confined to per-
manent residences, but a small share did
oceur in places such as vacation homes,
hotels, or motels.

R}

In contrast with the other household
crimes, motor vehicle theft is not limited
by definition to specific localities. During
1979, the largest proportions, about 42
percent each, were attempted or completed
either at or near the victim's own home,
such as a driveway, carport, or garage, or
at an outside location away from the resi-
dence.

Number of offenders
(Table 61)

Except for personal robberies, lone offenders
committed most crimes of violence,

About 9 out of 10 NCS-measured inci-
dents of violent personal crimes were
committed against lone victims. A substan-
tial but smaller majority of incidents (7 in
10) involved lone offenders (figure 15).
Assault was more likely to have been
committed by single than multiple offend-
ers, but roughly half of personal robberies
were carried out by two or more offenders.
About 85 percent of all rapes were com
mitted by lone offenders. '

There was a sizable difference in the
distribution of the number of offenders in-
volved depending on whether or not the
victim knew the assailant. A large majority
(82 percent) of the nonstranger incidents
were committed by offenders acting alone;
a smaller share (62 percent), but still a
majority, of stranger-to-stranger incidents
were perpetrated by one offender. In other
words, multiple-offender crimes of violence
were relatively more common in stranger-
to-stranger incidents,
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Use of weapons
(Tables 62-63)

Robbers were more likely than other offenders
to use a weapon,

About 1 in every 3 violent crimes in-
volved the display or use of a weapon, in-
cluding a firearm, knife, or other object,
such as a club, brick, or bottle (figure 16).
Robbery was the most likely of the three
violent crimes to involve weapons use by
offenders (47 percent). On the whole,
stranger-to-stranger crimes were more
likely than nonstranger crimes to involve
armed offenders.

For crimes in which one or more
weapons were used, the victim identified
each type. Weapons classified as ‘‘other”’
were-used by offenders in about 4 out of
10 armed incidents, but knives or firearms
each were present in 3 of 10 crimes. These
‘‘other’’ weapons were relatively more
prevalent in aggravated assaults resulting in
victim injury (64 percent) than in most
other offenses. The most lethal and fear-
inducing weapon, the firearm, was not
used relatively more often in any one of
the three major crimes. Neither did the rel-
ative use of firearms or knives vary with
the victim’s relationship to the offender;
however, there was some indication other
weapons were used relatively more often
by nonstrangers than strangers.

Percent of violent crimes in which
oftenders used weapons,
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Crime characteristics

)

Victim self-protection
(Tables 64-67)

In general, victims tried to protect themselves
against impending violent attack.

Regardless of the nature of their relation-
ship to offenders, victims used self-
protective means in a majority of personal
crimes of violence. Self-protective be-
havior, ranging from reasoning with the
offender to using a gun or knife, was used
relatively more often in rapes (81 percent)
or assaults (76 percent) than robberies (61
percent), but the apparent difference be-
tween rape and assault was not significant.
Robbery victims were more likely to use
self-protective measures when attacked by
a nonstranger than a stranger, but such was
not the case for victims of rape or assault.

For all crimes of violence, persons 65
and over were relatively less likely than
other age groups to defend themselves,
with the exception of persons age 50-64
(figure 17). Also, blacks were less prone
than whites to use self-defense in the
course of violent crimes. The proportions
of offenses in which men and women at-
tempted to protect themselves against vio-
lent attack were not significantly different.

Nonviolent resistance, including evasion,
was the most frequently used form of self-
protection, followed by physical force. (For
the past 2 years of the NCS, the rank-order
of these two measures was reversed.)
Among the protective measures taken,
firearms‘or knives were used least often.

Choice of self-defense measure was re-
lated to sex of the victim (figure 18).
Males were more likely than females to
utilize physical force or a firearm or knife,
but women were more apt to try to enlist
the aid of another person, frighten off the
offender, or use nonviolent resistance in-
cluding evasion. Self-protective practices
did not vary significantly by race.

Percent of violent crimes
in which victims took
self-protective measures, 1979

Crimes of

.Characteristic violence' Robbery Assault
Race

White 75 66 76
Black 65 43 75
Age

12-19 76 68 77
20-34 76 67 78
35-49 65 50 70
50-64 57 47 63
65+ 45 33 53

VIncludes data on rape,.not shown separately.

Figure 17
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Physical injury to victims
(Tables 68-73)

Victims of violent attack were frequently in-
Jured, but comparatively few were hurt seri-
ously enough to require hospitalization.

Victims were physically injured in 3 of
10 personal robberies and assaults. (All
victims of rape, whether the crime was
completed or not, were classified by the
NCS as injured.) There was some indica-

" tion that blacks and females were more
likely than whites or males to be injured as
a result of assault (figure 19). Perhaps sur-
prisingly, the prospect for victim injury
was greater when the offender was a rela-
tive, friend, or some other acquaintance
than when the offender was a stranger. Age
of victim bore more or less no relationship
to likelihood of injury stemming from rob-
bery, but persons age 50 and over were
less prone to injury from assault than vic-
tims age 12-34, perhaps reflecting differ-
ences in the relative severity of the assaults
experienced by the two groups.

In some 6 percent of personal crimes of
violence, the victims incurred medical ex-
penses. This ratio of 1 in 17 generally held
for black or white victims, and for victims
of stranger or nonstranger offenses. Rob-
beries were more likely than assaults to in-
volve medical expenses of $250 or more,
and, among robbery victims, blacks were
more likely than whites to have expenses in
that category.

As in past years, 7 out of every 10 in-
jured crime victims had some form of
health insurance or were eligible for public
medical services, However, unlike previous
years, in which the relative number of vic-
tims covered did not vary by race, in 1979
a significantly smaller proportion of black
than white victims had health insurance
coverage.

In approximately 8 percent of all violent
offenses, victims received hospital treat-
ment as a result of the attack. The rate of
hospitalization did not vary significantly by
victim sex or age or victim-offender re-
lationship, but blacks were relatively more
likely than whites to be hospitalized.

In about four-fifths of the crimes leading
to hospital care, emergency room treatment
was all that was needed, with the remain-
der involving stays on an inpatient basis for
a minimum of one night. Although there
appeared to be variations by race and sex
in regard to the proportion of victims re-
quiring inpatient care, these lacked statisti-
cal significance. Among all groups, there
was an overwhelming prevalence of
emergency cases as opposed to inpatient
care,
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Figure 20

Economic losses
(Tables 74-80)

Economic loss occurred frequently, and for
many crimes exceeded $50 in value, For the
large majority of persoral and household
crimes, there was no loss recovery.

Economic loss from theft or property
damage resulted from the vast majority of
all personal and household crimes commit-
ted in 1979. Perhaps predictably, financial
loss occurred in fewer than half of rape or
assault cases. By contrast, 96 out of every
100 personal larcenies and 70 in every 100
personal robberies involved such losses.
For household crimes as a group, theft
and/or damage occurred in about 9 in every
10 cases

Most cuses of crime-related economic
loss from personal robbery or larceny, as
well as from each of the three household
crimes, stemmed from theft rather than
property damage. A notable exception
among the subclasses of household crime
was forcible-entry burglary, for which there

was property as well as theft damage in 58
percent of the crimes, and damage without
theft in an additional 15 percent. That
property damage was recorded in a larger
share of motor vehicle theft attempts than
completions may be indicative of the de-
terrent effect of locking vehicles.

In about 54 percent of all personal
crimes and 42 percent of all household
crimes for which there was economic loss,
the theft and/or damage losses were valued
at less thaa $50. Distribution by amount of
loss varied with the crimes (figure 20).
Most completed motor vehicle theft losses
were valued at $250 or more, but com-
paratively few purse-snatching or pocket-
picking losses fell into this range.

Blacks had higher economic losses than
whites (i.e., relatively more crimes valued
at $50 or more) for all household crimes,
but the relative losses at or above this
amount for personal crimes were not sig-
nificantly different,

Motor vehicle theft ranked as the
costliest crime, and also was most likely to
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Percent of theft loss recovered
for selected crimes, 1979
Recovered

Type of crime All  Some None
Robbery 12 12 75
Personal larceny

with contact 7 17 76
Personal larceny

without contact 6 10 83
Burglary 7 17 75
Household larceny 7 10 84
Motor vehicle theft 50 26 23

Figure 21

be followed by complete recovery of theft ~
loss (50 percent). This experience stood in
contrast to the large majority of personal
and household crimes, for which there was
no recovery at all (figure 21). For example,
there was no recovery whatsoever of cash
and/or property in three-fourths of personal
robberies or in roughly 8 out of 10 per-
sonal or household larcenies. Black victims
were more likely than white victims to re-
port no recovery at all as a result of rob-
beries or burglaries, and there was some
indication this was true as well for personal
larcenies with contact.

Only about 1 in 4 recovered losses from
theft were by means of insurance compen-
sation alone. For more than half of per-
sonal or household crimes, losses were re-
placed by means other than insurance. Of
the three household crimes, losses from
burglary were the most likely to result
solely in insurance compensation.

Worktime losses
(Tables 81-86)

Worktime losses occurred most often as a re-
sult of rape, robbery with injury, and com-
pleted motor vehicle theft.

Relatively few personal victimizations,
only about 1 in 20, led to the loss of time
from work by the victim or another house-
hold member. As a group, crimes of vio-
lence resulted in worktime losses in about a
tenth of all cases. For specific crimes,
however, the proportions ranged from 28
percent of all rapes to 8 percent of simple
assaults. In comparison, only about 4 per-
cent of personal larcenies and an even
smaller proportion (3 percent) of household
larcenies led to loss of worktime. Com-
pleted motor vehicle thefts, perhaps be-
cause of the resulting inconvenience, had a
relatively high worktime loss rate of 22
percent. Race of victim was not related to
lost worktime, but violent victimizations by
nonstrangers were more likely than those
by strangers to result in time lost from
work by the victim.

Among those personal and household
crimes that resulted in worktime losses for
victims or other household members, ap-
proximately half the cases were of 1 day or
more duration. For victims of violent
crimes as a group, 7 out of 10 lost more
than 1 day, and in 21 percent, 6 or more
days were lost. The violent personal crimes
were characterized by relatively longer
periods of worktime losses than were per-
sonal larcenies, household larcenies, or
burglaries. As a result of personal crimes,
black victims lost a day or more relatively
more often than did white victims.
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Reporting crimes to the police

The rate at which crime was reported to
the police varied with the seriousness of
the victimization and the characteristics of
the victim. As an example of the former,
household crime reporting rates rose with
the value of stolen property. An important
victim characteristic found to be related to
police reporting was age; personal crimes
of violence or theft were less likely to have
been reported by persons age 12-19 than
any other age group. Overall, the reporting
rate for violent crimes (45 percent) was
higher than that for personal crimes of theft
(25 percent) or total household crimes (36
percent).

Persons who were victimized during
1979 but failed to report the offenses to the
police most often suggested that the crimes
were not important enough to warrant
police attention. As with reporting rates,
relationships between reasons for not re-
porting crimes to the police and the seri-
ousness of victimization or characteristics
of victims were uncovered. For instance,
among victims of personal robbery, those
injured were less likely than those unin-
jured to indicate the crime was not impor-
tant enough to report. Also, whites were
more likely than blacks to indicate they
withheld police notification of personal or
household crimes because the incident sim-
ply was not important enough to report.
Whether or not the victim was acquainted
with the offender did not bear on whether
or not the crime was reported, but was re-
lated to reasons given for failure to report,

Rates of reporting
(Tables 87-96)

Compared with other crimes, those involving
injury or major economic loss were well re-
ported.

The low percentage (30 percent) of per-
sonal crimes made known to the police
chiefly was ascribable to a low reporting
rate for personal larcenies (1 out of 4),
which accounted for some 7 out of 10 of
all personal victimizations (figure 22). In
contrast, some 45 percent of all crimes of
violence were communicated to the police,
Rape was reported at a rate not signifi-
cantly different from robbery or assault,
but there was some indication that robbery
was more likely than assault to have been
made known to the police. Robbery re-
sulting in victim injury was reported at a
higher rate than the noninjurious forms, as
was aggravated compared with simple as-
sault,

About 36 percent of all household crimes
were reported to the police, a rate that ex-
ceeded that for personal crimes of theft but
was lower than that for crimes of violence,
The reporting rate for household larceny
was not different from that for personal
larceny, and it, too, had the effect of re-
ducing the overall proportion of reported
household crimes. The rates for the other
two household crimes, as well as certain
subclasses, were significantly higher than
that for household larceny. Thus, approxi-
mately half of all household burglaries (in-
cluding 72 percent of all forcible entries)
and nearly two-thirds of motor vehicle
thefts (including 86 percent of completions)
were reported. ‘

Police reporting rates
for selected crimes, 1979
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Reporting crimes to the police

Comparison of reporting rates for the
sexes (figure 23) demonstrated that violent
crimes and theft crimes committed against
women were more likely to have been
made known to the police than those per-
petrated against men.

In contrast, the differences between the
rates of reporting violent crime for white
vs. black or for Hispanic vs. non-Hispanic
victims were not significant. However,
whites reported proportionally more crimes
of theft, chiefly personal larrenies without
contact, than did blacks, and Hispanics re-
ported relatively fewer personal crimes of
theft than did non-Hispanics. In the house-
hold sector, whites were more likely than
blacks to notify police about household lar-
cenies, but the rates of reporting burglary
or motor vehicle theft for the two races
were not significantly different,

Overall, personal crimes of violence or
theft were less likely to have been reported
by young persons age 12—19 than any other
age group. This pattern held consistently
for robbery, personal larceny with or with-
out contact, and with one exception, as-
sault. Although young persons seemed to
report relatively fewer assaults (32 percent)
than did elderly persons (39 percent), the
apparent difference was not statistically
significant. With respect to robbery, only
about 4 out of 10 of those occurring to
young persons were reported to the police,
compared with nearly 7 out of 10 of those
sustained by persons age 50-64. Only 1 in

10 personal larcenies without contact were
reported for persons age 12-19, but 1 in 3
of those experienced by persons age 35-49
were known to the police. On the whole,
crimes of violence or theft against the el-
derly were not reported to authorities at
rates that differed significantly from those
for other adult age categories.

The overall rate for reporting stranger-
to-stranger violent offenses was not sig-
nificantly different from that for
nonstranger crimes, However, there was
some indication that whites reported pro-
portionally more stranger than nonstranger
crimes, but the comparable rates for blacks
were not significantly different, and that

females were relatively more likely to call
stranger than nonstranger offenses to police
attention. For males, these rates were
roughly similar. The violent crime report-
ing rates for the five age categories struc-
tured by victim-offender relationship dif-
fered significantly only for the youngest
age group, with stranger-to-stranger crimes
the more likely to be reported.

Police reporting rates

for personal and household
crimes, by selected victim
characteristics, 1979

Personal crimes
All persons

Hispanic

£

35-49

20-34

Percent

Household crimes

White

Black

Owned
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Figure 23

Police reporting rates
for household crimes,
by amount of loss,
1979
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Figure 24

Homeowners were markedly more likely
than renters to report two of the three
fiousehold crimes: household larceny and
residential burglary (including completed or
attempted forcible entriet. and, marginally,
unlawful entries without force). There was,
however, no significant difference between
the rates at which motor vehicle thefts were
reported by these two tenure groups.

High household crinie-reporting rates
generally were related to high family in-
come, Thus, the proportion of all house-
hold crimes reported to authorities by
families at the highest income level
(825,000 or more) was significantly larger
than that for the other income groups. In
addition, the reporting rate for households
at the lowest income level (less than
$3,000) was lower than those for each of
the categories with incomes of $10,000 or
higher.

As in the past years, the value of stolen
property consistently reflected variations in
rates of reporting to the police. For the
victims of residential crime in general, the
proportion of housshold crimes reported
rose as the value of loss increased (figure
24). Thus, while only a tenth of those
household offenses with losses of less than
$10 were reported, the police notification
rate moved upward with each higher value
category to a peak of about 8 in every 10
for those losses valued at $250 or more.
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Reasons for not reporting
(Tables 97-104)

Many crimes were not reported to the
police becanse the victims believed the of-
Jenses were unimportant or nothing could
be done,

.The single most frequent reason given by
crime victims for not reporting personal or
household crimes to the police was that the
offense was not important cnough to war-
rant police attention; the second most
common explanation was that nothing
could be done, that is, that there was lack
of proof about the offender's identity (fig-
ures 25 and 26). The two least frequent re-
sponses for each sector were inconvenience
and fear of reprisal,

As with crime-reporting rates, the seri-
ousness of the crime determined the expla-
nations for not notifying the police. For in-
stance, among victims of personal robbery,
those who were injured were less apt than
thpse not harmed physically to indicate the
crime was not important enough to report;
such also was the case for aggravated com-
Qared_ with simple assault, A comparable
Situation existed with respect to residential
burglary and larceny distinguished on the
basis of the value of theft loss.

Victims of robbery were more likely
tPun assault victims to indicate they did not
file a police report because nothing could
be done. Assault victims were more apt
than_ robbery victims to say the matter was
a private or personal one. Not surprisingly,
this latter position was taken more often by
victims of violent crimes than of personal
crimes of theft, and by victims of violent
nonstranger attacks than by persons of-
fended by strangers. On the other hand,
persons victimized by strangers were rela-
tively more prone than those victimized by
honstrangers to withhold police notification
because of a belief thut nothing could be
done or because the crime was not impor-
tant enough,

The distributions of reasons given by
whites and blacks for not reporting per-
sonal or household crimes to the police
generally did not differ. The one exception
for both crime sectors was the category
*not important enough’'; Whites werc
more likely to cite this reason. Finally,
members of families annually earning
$10,000 or more were less likely than
lower-income families to report personal

crimes to the police, because they reported ) 10
to somcone else, Parcent
Figure 26
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Percent distribution of reasons
for not reporting personal crimes
to the police, 1979
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Percent distribution of reasons
for not reporting household
crimes to the police, 1979
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Survey data tables
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The 103 data tables in thi appendix pre.
Sent results of the National Crime Suzvey
for calendar 1979, They are grouped along
topical lines, generally paralleling the
sequence of discussion in the “‘Selected
Findings."* For the personal and household
sectors, all topics treated in the previous
report, Criminal Victimization in the United
States, 1978, are covered again,

All data generated by the survey are es-
timates, They vary in their degree of relia-
bility and are subject to variance, or sam-
pling error, because they were derived
from a survey rather than a complete
enumeration, Constraints on interpretation
and other uses of the data, as well as
guidelines for determining their reliability,
are set forth in Appendix III. As a general
rule, however, estimates based on about 10
or fewer sample cases have been consid-
ered unreliable. Such estimates, qualified
by footnotes to the data tables, were not
used for analytical purposes in this report.
A minimum estimate of 12,000, as well as

rates or percentages based on such a figure,

was considered reliable,
Victimization rate tables 3-33 paren-
thetically display the size of each group for

. which a rate was computed. As with the

rates, these control figures are estimates,
reflecting estimation adjustments based on
independent population estimates,

Subject matters covered by the data ta-
bles are described in the paragraphs below.
The list below each main subheading
shows the number and title of each data
table and the page on which it appears,
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General (1979)
(Tables | and 2)

Table | displays the number and percent
distribution of victimizations, whereas
table 2 shows rates of victimization. Each
table: tovers all measured crimes, broken
out iy'the maximum extent possible insofar
as the, forms, or subcategories, of each
offerse are concerned,

Personal and houssehold crimes

Number and percent distribution
of victimizations—

1. By sector and type of crime, 22
Victimization rates—

2. By sector and type of crime, 23

Victim characteristics (1979)
(Tables 3-33)

The tables contain victimization rate figures
for crimes against persons (3-20)
and households (21-33).

Personal crimes

Victimization rates for persons
age 12 and over—
3. By type of crim¢ and sex of victims, 24
4. By type of crime and age of victims, 25
5, By sex tind age of victims and type
of crime, 25
6. By type of crime and race of victims, 26
7. By type of crinte and sex and race
of victims, 27
8. By type of crime and ethuiciry
of victims, 27
9, By race and age of victims and type
of crime, 27
10, By race, sex, and age of victims
and type of crime, 28
11, By type of crime and marital status
of victims, 29
12, By sex and marital statiis of victims
and type of crime, 29
13. By sex of head of household, relationship
of victims to head, and type of crime, 30
14, By type of crime and annual family income
of victims, 31
15. By race and annual family income of victims
and type of crime, 32

Victimization rates for persons
age 25 and over—
16. By level of educational attainment end ruce
of victims and type of crime, 33
Victimization rates for persons
age 16 and over—
17. By participation in the civilian labor force,
employment status, and race of victims
and type of crime, 34
18, By accupational group of victims
and type of crime, 35
Victimization rates—
19, By type of crime and type of locality
of residence af victims, 36
Victimization rates for persons
age 12 and over—
20. By type of locality of residence, race
and sex of victims, and type of crime, 37

Household crimes

Victimizution rates, by type of crime—
21, And race of head of household, 37
22, And ethnicity of head of household, 38

Motor vehicle theft

Victimization rates on the basis of thefts

per 1,000 households and of thefts per 1,000

vehicles owned— .
23, By selected household characteristics, 38

Household crimes

Victimization rates, by type of crime—
24, And uge of head of household, 39
25, And annual family income, 39 -

Household burglary

Victimization rates—
26. By race of head of household, annual family
income, and type of burglary, 40

Household larceny

Victimization rates—
27, By race of head of household, annual family
income, and type of larceny, 40

Motor vehicle theft

Victimization rates—
28. By race of head of household, annnal family
income, and type of theft, 41

Household crimes

Victimization rates—
29, By type of crime and number of persons
in household, 41
30. By type of crime, form of tenure, and race
of head of household, 42
31, By type of crime and number of units in structure
occupied by household, 42
32, By type of crime and type of locality
of residence, 43
. 33. By type of locality of residence, race of head of
household, and type of crime, 44

Offender characteristics
in personal crimes

of violence (1979)
{Tables 34-48)

Five tables (34-38) relate to victim-
offender relationship; the first of these is a
rate table, whereas the others are percent-
age distribution tables reflecting victim
characteristics for stranger-to-stranger vio-
lent crimes. Of the remaining tables
(39-48), six present demographic informa-
tion on the offenders only and four others
have such data on both victims and of-
fenders; a basic distinction is made in these
10 tables between single- and multiple-
offender victimizations,

Personal crimes of violence

Number of victimizations and victimization
rates for persons age 12 and over—
34, By type of crime and victim-offender
relationship, 44
Percent of victimizations involving strangers—
35. By sex and age of victims and ype
of crime, 45
36. By sex and race of victims and type
of crime, 45
37. By sex and marital status of victims
and type of crime, 46
38. By race and annual family income
of victims and rype of crime, 46
Percent distribution of single-offender
victimizations—
39. By type of crime, and perceived sex
of offender, 47
40, By type of crime and perceived age
of offender, 47
41. By type of crime and perceived race
of offender, 48
42. By type of crime, age of victims.
and perceived age of offender, 48
43. By type of crime, race of victims,
and perceived race of offender, 49

Percent distribution of multiple-offender
victimizations— i
44, By rype of crime and perceived sex
of offenders, 49
45. By type of crime and perceived age
of offenders, 50
46. By type of crime and perceived race
of offenders, 50
47. By 1ype of crime, age of viciims,
and perceived age of offenders, 5!
48. By type of crime, race of victims,
and perceived race of offenders, 51

Crime characteristics (1979)
{Tables 49-86)

The first of these tables illustrates the dis-
tinction between victimizations and inci-
dents, as the terms relate to crimes against
persons, Table 50 displays data on the
number of victims per incident, whereas
table §1 gives incident levels for personal
crimes of violence broken out by victim-
offender relationship. Topic/l areas covered
by the remaining tables include: time of
occurrence (52-54); place of occurrence
(55-59); number of offenders (60); use of
weapons (61-62); victim self-protection
(63-66); physical injury to victims
(67-72); economic losses (73-79); and
time lost from work (80-85). As applica-
ble, the tables cover crimes against persons
or households. When the data were com-
patible in terms of subject matter and vari-
able caiegories, both sectors were included
on a table.

Personal crimes

Number of incidents and victimizations
and ratio of incidents to victimizations—
49. By type of crime, 52

Personal crimes of violence

Percent distribution of incidents—
50. By victim-offender relationship, ivpe
of crime, and number of victims, 53
Number wnd percent distribution
of incidents—
SL. By nype of crime and victim-offender
relationship, 54

Personal and household crimes

Percent distribution of incidents—
52, By type of crime and time
of oveurrence, 55

Personal robbery and assauit by armed
and unarmed offenders

Percent distribution of incidenty——
53. By percent of crime and offender and time
of oceurrence, 56

Personal crimes of viole~ce
Percent distribution of incidents——
54, By victim-offender relationship, ivpe
of crime, and time of occarrence, 56
Selected personal and household crimes
Percent distribution of incidents—

55. By type of crime and place
of occurrence, 57

Personal robbery and assault by armed
or unarmed offenders

Percent distribution of incidents—
56. By type of crime and offender
and place of oceurrence, 51
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Personal crimes of violence

Percent distribution of incidents—
57, By victim-offender relationship, type
of crime, and place of occurrence, 58

Percent distribution between stranger
and nonstranger incidents
within place of occurrence—

58. By type of crime, 58

Lavcenies not involving victim-
offender contact

Percent distribution of incidents—
59. By nype of crime and place of occurrence, 59
60. By type of crime, place of occurrence,
and value of theft loss, 59

Personal crimes of violence

Percent distribution of incidents—
61. By victim-offender relationship, type
of erime, and number of offenders, 60
Percent of incidents in which offend
used weapons—
62. By type of crime and victim-offender
relationship, 60

Percent distribution of types of weapons
used in incidents by armed offenders—
63. By victim-offender relationship, type
of crime, and type of weapon, 61

" Percent of victimizations in which victims
took self-protective measures—
64, By type of crime and victim-offender
relationship, 61
65. By characteristics of victims and type
of crime, 62
Percent distribution of self-protective
measures employed by victims—
66. By type of measure and type of crime, 62
67. By selected characteristics of victims, 63

Personal robbery and assault

Percent of victimizations in which victims
sustained physical injury—

68. By selected characteristics of victims
and type of crime, 63

Personal crimes of violence

Percent of victimizations in which victims
incurred medical expenses—
69. By selected characteristics of victims
and type of crime, 64

Percent distribution of victimizations )
in which victims incurred medical expenses—
70. By selecied characteristics of victims, type
of crime, and amount of expenses, 64
Percent of victimizations in which injured
victims had health insurance coverage or were
eligible for public medical services—
71. By selected characteristics of victims, 65

Percent of victimizations in which victims
received hospital care—
72, By selected characteristics of victims
and type of crime, 65
Percent distribution of victimizations
in which victims received hospital care—
73. By selected characteristics of victims,
type of crime, and type of hospital care, 66
Personal and household crimes
Percent of victimizations
resulting in economic logs—
74. By type of crime and type of loss, 67
Personal crimes of violence
Percent of victimizations
resulting in economic logs—

75. By type of crime, &}\e of loss,
o - and victim-offender relationship, 68

Personal and household crimes

~ Percent distribution of victimizations
resulting in economic loss—
76, By race of victims, type of crime,
and value of loss, 68

Selected personal crimes

Percent distribution of victimizations

resulting in theft loss—

77, By race of victims, type of crime,
and value of loss, 70

Personal and household crimes

Percent distribution of victimizations
resulting in theft loss—
78, By race of victims, type of crime,
and proportion of loss recovered, 71
Percent distribution of victimizations
in which theft losses were recovered—
79. By type-of crime and method
of recovery of loss, 72

Household crimes
Percent distribution of victimizations

resulting in theft loss—
80. By value of loss and type of crime, 72

Personal and household crimes

Percent of victimizations resulting in loss
of time from work—
81. By type of crime, 13
82, By type of crime and race of victims, 73

Personal crimes of violence

Percent of victimizations resulting in loss
of time from work—
83. By 1ype of crime and victim-offender
relationship, 74

Personal and household crimes

Percent distribution of victimizations
resulting in loss of time from work—
84, By type of crime and number of days
lost, 74

Personal crimes of violence

Percent distribution of victimizations
resulting in loss of time {rom work—
85, By number of days lost and victim-
offender relationship, 75
Personal and household crimes

Percent distribution of victimizations
resulting in less of time from work—
86, By race of viciims, rype of crime,
and mumber of days lost, 75

Reporting of victimizations

to the police (1979)
(Tables 87-103)

Information is displayed on the extent of
reporting, and on reasons for failure to re-
port. Certain tabies display data on both
personal and household crimes.,

Personal and household crimes

Percent of victimizations
reported to the police-—
87, By type of crime, 76

Personal crimes

Percent of victimizations
reported to the police—
88. By selected characteristics of victins
and type of crime, 76
89. By type of crime, victim-offender
relationship, and sex of victims, 77
90. By type of crime, victim-offender
relationship, and race of victims, 78
91. By type of crime, victim-offender
relationship, and ethnicity of victims, 79
92. By type of crime and age of victims, 79

Personal crimes of violence

Percent of victimizations
reported 1o the police—
93. By age of victims and victim-offender
relationship, 80

Household crimes

Percent of victimizations
reported to the police—
94, By type of crime, race of head
of household, aud form of tenure, 80
95. By type of crime and annual family income, 81
96. By value of loss and type of crime, 8!

Personal and housshold crimes

Percent distribution of reasons
for not reporting victimizations
to the police—

97, By type of crime, 82

Personal crimes

Percent distribution of reasons
for not reporting victimizations
to the police—
98, By race of victims and type of crime, §3
99. By annual family income and 1ype
of crime, 84

Personal crimes of violence

Percent distribution of reasons

for not reporting victimizations

to the police—

100. By victim-offender relationship
and type of crime, 85

Household crimes

Percent distribution of reasons

for pot reporting victimizations

to the police-—

101. By race of head of houschold
and type af crime, 85

102, By amnual family income, 86

103, By type of crime and value
of thefi loss, 86
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Table 1. Personal and housshold crimes, 1979:
Number and percent distribution of victimizations,
by sector and type of crime
. Percent of crimes Percent of
Sector and type of crime Number within sector all crimes
All crimes 41,249,000 es 100.0
Fersonal sector 22,541,000 100.0 ' 54.6
Crimes of violence 6,159,000 27.3 14.9
Rape 192,000 0.9 0.5
Completed rape 68,000 0.3 0.2
Attempted rape 124,000 0.6 0.3
Robbery 1,116,000 5.0 2.7
Robbery with injury 381,000 1.7 0.9
From serious assault 203,000 0.9 0.5
From minor assault 178,000 0.8 0.4
Robbery without injury 735,000 3.3 1.8
Assault 4,851,000 21.5 11.8
Aggravated assault 1,769,000 7.8 4.3
With injury 599,000 2.7 1.5
Attempted assault with weapon 1,170,000 5.2 2.8
Simple assault 3,082,000 13.7 7.5
With injury : N 795,000 3.5 1.9
Attempted assault without wedpon ™ ™, 2,287,000 10.1 5.5
Crimes of theft 16,382,000 72.7 39.7
Personal larceny with coritact 511,000 2.3 1.2
Purse snatching " 167,000 0.7 0.4
Completed purse sn{\lching 120,000 0.5 0.3
Attempted purse snalching 47,000 0.2 0.1
Pocket picking 345,000 1.5 0.8
" Personal larceny without contact 15,871,000 70.4 38.5
Total population age 12 and over ’ 178,284,000 Ve “ee
Household sector 18,708,000 100.0 45.4
Burglary 6,685,000 35.7 16.2
Forcible entry 2,156,000 11.5 5.2
Unlawful entry without force 3,109,000 16.6 7.5
Attempted forcible entry 1,420,000 7.6 3.4
ousehold larceny 10,630,000 56.8 25.8
Less than $50 5,725,000 30.6 13.9
$50 or more 3,667,000 15.6 8.9
Amount not available 562,000 3.0 1.4
Attempted larceny 676,000 3.6 1.6
Motor vehicle theft 1,393,000 7.4 3.4
‘ Completed theft 920,000 4.9 2.2
Attempted theft 473,000 2.5 1] y
Tolal number of houscholds 79,499,000 ees ee
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Fercent distribution based on unrounded figures.
«»+ Represents not applicable.
» » . pC) »
. ”~ by - . ,
R S 5 4 A B » “
. : ¢ < :
‘ N . A ~ X :
. R R o LI ~ - - . ’.t ( ‘ -
K N * - Jon ' - e
- 1 : ¥ v . N & . . T K




e,

o,

£C

Table 2. Personal and housshold crimes, 1979:

Victimization rates,
by sector and type of crime

o~

Sector and type of crime

Rate

Personal sector
Crimes of violence
Rape
Completed rape
Attempted rape
Robbery
Robbery with injury
From serious assault
From minor assault
Robbery without injury
Assault
Aggravated assault
With injury .
Attempted assault with weapon
Simple assault
With injury
Attempted assault without weapon
Crimes of theft
Personal larceny with contact
Purse snatching N
Completed purse snatching
Attempted-purse snatching
Pocket picking
Personal larceny without contact

Household sector
Burglary
Forcible enfry
Unlawful entry without force
Attempted forcible entry
Household larceny
Less than $50
$50 or more
Amount not available —
Attempted larceny T
Motor vehicle theft
Completed theft
Attempted theft
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NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
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Table 3. Personal crimes, 1979:

Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by type of crime and sex of victims

{Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)

Both sexes Male

Type of crime (178,284,000 {85,353, 000)

Female
{92,931,000)

[vey

™
NN A T WO B == NC-O O &

IR R I I

Crimes of violence - 4
Rape”
Completed rape
Attempled rape
Robbery
Robbery with injury
From serious assault
From minor assault
Robbery without injury
Assault
Aggravated assault
With injury
Atlempted assault with weapun
Simple assault
With injury
Attempled assault without weapon
Crimes of theft
Personal larceny with contact
Purse snatching
Pocket picking
Personal larceny without contact
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NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown hecause of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population
in the group. :
Z Represents less than 0,05,
‘Bstimate,; based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, 15 statistically unreliable.
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Table 4. Personal crimes, 1979:
Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by type of crime and age of victims
" (Rate per 1,000 population in each age group)
A
i 12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65 and over
L Type of crime (14,918,000) (16,411,000) {(19,984,000) (34,803,000) (36,178,000} (32,458,000) (23,533,000)
- -
/ Crimes of violence 53.4 70.2 72.2 43.8 21.3 10.3 5.9
S Rape 1.3 3.2 2.6 1.3 0.6 0.1 (z)
Robbery 9.4 10.4 12.1 6.0 5.1 3.5 2.5
" A Robbery with injury 2.4 3.8 4.4 2.2 1.5 1.3 1.0
it From serious assault 1.1 2.2 2.6 1.3 0.8 0.5 0.3
b From minor assault 1.3 1.6 1.8 0.9 0.6 0.8 0.7
. f { Robbery without injury 7.0 6.5 1.7 3.9 3.6 2.1 1.4
! Assault i 4.7 56.7 57.5 36.6 15.6 6.7 3.4
\ 1 Aggravated assault 13.3 20.8 22.2 13.5 6.0 2.3 1.1
IS With injury 5.7 6.5 7.8 4.5 1.8 0.8 10,3
% Attempted assault with weapon 7.6 14.3 14.4 9.0 4.2 1.5 0.8
¥ Simple assault 29.4 35.9 35.3 23.1 9.7 4.4 2,3
L With injury 8.5 10.0 9.4 5.8 2.4 0.5 0.4
5 Attempted assault without weapon 20.9 25.8 25.9 17.2 7.2 3.9 1.9
N } Crimes of theft 141.9 146.1 148.8 107.7 80.8 52.9 21.6
: I - Persenal larceny with contact 2.9 2.7 4,3 2.8 2.1 2.5 3.5
s L Purse snatching 10,2 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.6 1.2 1.6
i Focket picking 2.7 1.8 3.3 1.9 1.5 1.4 1.9
{ Fersonal larceny without contact 139.0 143.4 144.5 104.9 78.7 50.4 18.1
4
i NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group.
i Z Represents less than 0,05,
% IEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
g 7 i )
! f Table 5. Personal crimes, 1979:
.t = g
) " i ‘ Victimization rates for persors age 12 and over, 1 ’
- o ' by sex and age of victims and type of crime ’
’ . f :
; *, ) i {Rate per 1,000 population in each age group)
. I ) * -
. 2 3 3 Robbery Assault Personal larceny
> . . s Crimes of With Without Grimes of  With Without
* Sex and age violence Rape  Total injury injury Total Aggravated  Simple theft cohtact contact
‘Male
. 12-15 (7,590,000) 67.7 ‘0.2 15.8 3.8 12,0 51.7 18.2 33.5 148.9 4.0 144.9
i 16-19 (8,184,000) 87.6 0.7 13.8 5.0 8.9 73.1 31.3 41.7 153.3 2.6 150.7
i 20-24 (9,760,000) 99.0 '0.5 17.6 6.7 10.9 81.0 35.0 46.0 168.8 4.9 163.9
25-34 (17,101,000) 57.9 0.4 7.6 2.6 4.9 50.0 20,7 29.4 112.4 2.3 110.2
§ 35-49 (17,575,000) 24.6 0.1 6.6 1.7 4.8 18.0 7.2 10.8 80.2 2,1 78.2
- e 50-64 (15,455,000) 12.4 0.1 4.2 1.6 - 2.6 .1 2.8 5.3 56.0 1.4 54,6
y - 4 65 and over (9,689,000) 7.1 0.0 3.4 1.1 2.3 .8 1.3 2.5 25.6 2.9 22.7
’ ;‘ r Female
12-15 (7,328,000) 38.6 2.5 2.8 '0.9 1.9 33.3 8.1 25.2 134.6 1.8 132.8
—— 16-19 (8,227,000) 52.9 5.7 6.9 2.7 4.2 40.3 10.3 30.0 139.0 2.8 136.2
?0-24 (10,225,000) 46.6 4.7 6.9 2.1 4.8 35.1 10.0 * 25.1 129.6 3.7 125.9
25-34 (17,702,000) 30.2 2,1 4.5 1.7 2.8 23.5 6.6 17.0 103.1 3.3 99.8
: 35-49 (18,603,000) 18.1 1.0 3.7 1.2 2.5 13.4 4.8 8.6 81,2 2.2 79.1
- ! 50-64 (17,003,000) 8.4 ‘0.1 2.8 1.1 1.7 5.5 1.9 3.7 50.1 3.5 46.6
i 65 and over (13,844,000) 5.0 0.1 1.8 1.0 0.8 3.1 0.9 2,2 18.5 4.0 14.9
J [N ;
“ NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding, Numbers in parentheses refer to population In the group.
. . ‘Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, s statistically unreliable.
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Table 6. Personal crimes, 1979:

Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,

by type of crime and race of victims

(Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)

White Black Other
Type of crime (155,572 ,000) (19,697, 000) (3,016,000)
Crimes of violence 33.6 41.6 35.9
Rape 1.0 1.6 0.5
Robbery 5.5 12,5 ‘5.6
Robbery with injury 1,9 4.0 1.3
From serious assault 1.0 2.7 ‘0.0
From minor assault 1.0 1.2 '1,3
Robbery without. Injury 3.6 8.6 4,3
Assault 27,1 27.5 29.9
Aggravated assault 9.5 12.9 13.2
With injury 3.0 5.5 7.1
Attempted assault with weapon 6.5 7.4 6.2
Simple assault 17.6 14.6 16.7
“With injury 4.6 3.8 2.4
Atlempted assault without weapon 13.14 10.8 14,3
Crimes of theft 92.5 87.4 90.8
Personal larceny with contact 2.5 5.6 3.4
Purse snatching 0.8 2.0 '1.3
Pocket picking 1.7 3.6 12,2
Pérsonal larceny without contact 90.0 81.5 87.4
NOTE: Detail may not add to {otal shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to populn\‘;{:‘;t
in the group.
'Bstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, Is statistically unreliable.
Table 7. Personal crimes, 1979;
Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by type of crime and sex and race of victims
(Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)
Male Female
White Black White Black
Type of crime {74,960, 000) (8,925, 000) (80,612,000) {10,772,000)
Crimes of vivlence 44.4 63.1 23.6 32.0
Rape 0.2 0.3 1.8 2.6
Robbery 7.3 20.9 3.8 5.6
Robbery with injury 2.5 6.4 1.4 1.9
Robbery without injury 4.8 14.5 24 3.7
Assault 36.9 31.9 18.1 23.8
Aggravated assault 14.2 19.5 5.1 7.3
Simple assaull 22.6 12,4 13.0 16.5
Grimes of theft 99.7 9%.6 85.8 80,0
Personal larceny with contact 2.2 6.1 2.8 5.2
Personal larceny without contact 97.5 89.5 83.1 74.8
NOTE: Detail may nat add to total shown because of rounding, Numbers In parentheses refer to population:
in the group.
'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer spmple cases, Is statistically unreliable.
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Table 8. Porsonal crimes, 1979:
Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by type of crime and ethnicity of victims X
Hispanic Non-dispanic
Type of crime (9,535, 000) {166,689, 000)
Crimes of violence 41.5 34.2
Rape 10,7 1.1
Robbery 10.2 6.0
Robbery with injury 4,1 2.0
From serious assault 2.5 bl
From minor assault 1.6 1.0
Robbery without injury 6.1 4.0
Assanlt 30.6 27,0
Aggravated assault 14.1 9.7
With injury 4.3 3,3
Attempted agsault with weapon 9.7 6.4
Simple assault 16.5 17.3
With injury 4.0 4.5
Attempted assault without weapon 12.5 12.9
Grimes of theft 83.0 92.3
Personal larceny with contact 3.4 2.8
Furse snatching 2.3 0.9
Packet picking 1.0 2.0
Personal larceny without contact 79.6 ) 89.5
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers In parentheses r;\i‘er to population In the group.
!Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable,
Table 9. Personal crimes, 1979:
Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by race and age of victims and type of crime
(Rate per 1,000 population in each age group)
Robbery Assault _Personal larcen
Crimes of With Without Crimes of  With Without
Race and age violence Rape Total Injury injury Total  Aggravated Simple theft contact contact
White
12-15 (12,419,000) 53.8 1.4 3.9 2,8 6.1 43.6 12.4 31,1 145.0 2.3 142.7
16~19 (13,849,000) 73.0 3.3 10.0 4.1 5.9 59.8 21.4 38.4 153.9 2.8 151,
20-24 (17,112,000) 71.6 2.7 11.3 4.1 7.3 57.8 21.4 36,4 148.8 3.8 145.0
&5-34 (30,196,000) 43,2 1.1 5.3 1.8 3.5 36.8 12,9 23.9 108.5 2.5 106.0
35-49 (31,658,000) 20.0 0.5 3.9 1.0 2.9 15.7 5.7 10.0 82.5 L7 80.8
50-64 (29,079,000) 9.4 10,1 2.9 1.1 1.7 6.5 2.3 4.2 54.3 2.2 2.1
65 and over (21,260,000) 5.3 .0 2.1 1.0 1. 3.2 1.1 2.1 21.2 3.0 18.2
Black
12-15 (2,257,000) 51.6 1.3 1.8 0.6 11.3 38.5 18.3 20.2 132.6 6.7 125.9
16<19 (2,293,000) 57.7 3.0 12.8 2.5 10.3 42.0 19.8 22.2 ., 97.6 '1.6 96.0
20-24 (2,480,000) 75.5 1.6 18.2 6.7 11.6 55.6 27.7 28.0 143.5 8.7 134.8
25-34 (3,808,000) 48.8 2.9 12.7 5.6 7.1 33.3 15.7 17.6 105.4 5.0 100.5
35-49 (3,762,000) 30.5 ‘1.0 14,8 5.3 9.5 14.7 7.3 7.4 69.0 5.0 64.0
50-64 (3,012,000} 19.1 0.5 9.8 3.4 6.3 8.8 12,7 6.2 39.7 4.3 35.4
65 and over (2,086,000) 11.8 0.4 6.0 1.3 14,7 5.3 1.3 4,0 26.5 9.3 17.2
~ NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population In the group,
< 'Bstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, s statistically unreliable,
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.Table 10. Personal crimes, 1979:
Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by race, sex, and age of victims and type of crime
(Rate per 1,000 population in each age group)
Race, sex, and an= Crimes of violence Grimes of theft
White
Male
12-15 {6,335,000) 66.3 152.4
16-19 (6,948,000) 91.9 159.8
20-24 (8,456,000) 98.9 167.6
25-34 (15,041,000) 57.0 112.8
35-49 (15,555,000) 23.4 81.8
50-64.(13,901,000) 11,2 57.3
65 and over {8,724,000) 6.9 25.0
Female
12-15 (6,084,000) 40.7 137.2
16-19 (6,901,000) 54,0 147.9
20-24 (8,655,000) 45.3 130.3
25-34 (15,155,000) 29.5 104.3
35-49 (16,102,000) 16.8 83.2
50-64 (151,780,000) 7.7 51,6
65 and over {12,536,000) 4.2 18.5
Black
Male
12-15 (1,135,000) 74.7 135,4
16-19 (1,100,000} 67.8 110.7
20-24 (1,119,000} 95.2 168.5
25-34 (1,690,000) 61.7 114.4
35-49 (1,642,000) 36.3 66.3
50-64 (1,375,000) 25.4 43,2
65 and over (864,000) '10.5 32.1
Female
12-15 (1,122,000} 28,3 129.7
16-19 (1,193,000) 48,5 85.6
20-24 (1,360,000) 59.2 122,9
25-34 (2,118,000) 38.6 98.3
35-49 (2,120,000) 25.9 .1
50-64 {1,637,000) 13.9 36.8
65 and over (1,223,000) 12.7 22.5
NOTE: Numbers in parentheses refer to population in'the group.
'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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i Table 11. Personal crines, 1979:
S 3
F Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, : -
v by type of crime and marital status of victims . ) i
o i
P o
) i ! {Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)
R I
i Never Divorced and T
} married Married Widowed separated
i Type of crime (52,556,000) (100,444, 000) (12,008,000} (12,816,000}
i 3
Lo Crimes of violence 62.1 18,0 8.9 74.7
' Rape 2.0 0.4 0.3 3.6 .
3 | Robbery 11.1 2.9 4.0 14.7
H Robbery with injury 3.5 0.9 1.6 6.3
i From serious assault 2.1 0.5 0.5 3.1
i E From minor assault 1.5 0.5 1.1 3.2
% Robbery without injury 7.6 1.9 2.3 8.5
3 Assault. 49.0 14.7 4.6 56.4
4 Aggravated assault 17.0 5.5 1.3 23,5
¢ With, injury 6.3 1.4 10.4 9.9
» . i Attempted assault-with weapon 10.7 4.1 0.9 13.6
i . Simple assault 32.0 9.3 3.3 32.9 ' o
i With injury 8.4 1.7 1.0 12,9
{ Attempted assault without weapon 23.5 7.6 2.3 20.0
1 Crimes of theft 141.6 69.0 33.2 122.8 4
g‘ Personal Iarceny with contact 3.8 1.9 4.8 4.8
IS Purse snatching 0.9 0.7 2.2 2.2
4 | Pocket picking 3.0 1.2 2.6 2.6
R g:é Personal larceny without contact 137.7 67.1 28.3 118.0
i 8
. ) ' ‘ i NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer t6 population
. ‘ o ) . in the group; excludes data on persons whose marital status was not ascertained; :
» - {Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
, R . ', Table 12. Personal crimes, 1979:
. T . T Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, z
,‘ , . o : X by sex and marital status of victims
- : o e i and type of crime
! ' . ‘ B B
- . o . (Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)
. ” -
' ) . ; Robbery Assault [ersonal larceny
s : {i , Crimes of With Without Crimes of With Without
- o0 * f : Sex and marital status violence Rape Total  injury injury Total Aggravated  Simple theft contact contact
7 B o T \~\,~ B
‘ ) N Male ) - A ST O
TR Never married (27,971,000) 78.6 0.4 15,7 5.1 10.6 62.6 25.0 37.5 150.7 4.1 146.6 e ER TR ‘
- ? | Married (50,467,000) 24.2 0.2 3.6 1.2 2.4 20.4 8.1 1243 69.2 1.4 67.8 S e L
X o Widowed (1,875,000} 14.2 0.0 7.7 3.2 4.5 6.5 12.3 4.2 54.1 9.1 45.0 y Lo
= p . o } Divorced and separated
. . , U 2 {4,815,000) 86.5 0.0 22.0 7.3 14.7 64.5 32.0 32.5 134.7 4.2 130.5 2
- . * - Female R R R
. N Ly Never married (24,586,000) 43.3 3.8 6.0 1.8 4.2 33.5 7.9 25.6 131.2 | 3.6 127.7 . s
- (o Married (49,976,000) 11.7 0.6 2.1 0.7 1.5 9.0 2.9 6.2 68.7 2.3 66.4 v
. : } - i Widowed (10,133,000) . 7.9 ‘0.4 3.3 1.3 1.9 4.3 1.1 3.2 29.3 4.1 25.3 "
! . T ' Divorced and separated .
O . } ’ e (8,001,000} 67.6 5.8 10.3 5.6 4.7 51.5 18.4 33.1 115.7 5.2 110.5 vy . =
K to k : : b NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group; excludes data on persons R . BT,
i I whose marital status was not ascertained. . . . : S TR
” i © 'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. ’ N i w) :
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Table 13. Personal crimes; 1979:
Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
by sex of head of household,
relationship of victims to head,
and type of crime
(Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)
Robbery Assault Personal larceny
Sex of head of household Crimes of With Without Crimes of With Without
and relationship to head violence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple theft contact contact
Households headed by males
Self (60,341,000) 33.6 0.2 6.5 2.3 4.2 26.9 10.8 16.1 84.8 2.1 82.7
Living alone (7,229,000) 70.7 ‘0.2 20.1 8.0 12.1 50.4 19.5 31.0 150.1 6.0 144.1
Living with othexs (53,112,000) 28.5 0.2 4.7 L6 3.1 23.7 9.7 14.0 75.9 1.6 74.3
Wife (48,188,000) 11.1 0.6 2.0 0.6 1.4 8.5 2.7 5.8 68.4 2.2 66.1
Own child under age 18 (17,717,000} 45.7 1.0 7.1 1.8 5.3 37.6 11.4 26.2 140.9 2.1 138.9
Own child age 18 and over (12,042,000) 54.7 1.3 9.6 3.2 6.3 43.9 14.7 29.2 107.7 2.5 105.2
Other relative {3,803,000) 36.4 .9 7.3 2.6 4,8 27.2 12.9 14,3 64.6 4.8 59.7
Nonrelative - {3,248, 000) 113.0 6.3 17.8  16.2 11.5 88.8 37.8 51.1 206.8 8.5 198.4
touseholds headed by females
Self (20,813,000) 37.8 2.9 6.8 2.6 4,2 28.1 8.5 19.6 88.0 5.2 83.4
Living alone {11,027,000) 25.7 2.9 6.0 2.5 3.5 16.8 5.1 1.7 72.3 5.7 66.6
Living with others (9,786,000) 51.6 3.0 7.7 2.8 4.9 40.9 12.4 28.5 106.9 4.6 F0d.3
Own child under age 18 (3,957,000) 80.8 2.8 13.2 3.9 9.3 64.8 22,1 42.7 142.7 4.6 138.1
Own child age 18 and over (3,790,000) 63.6 1.6 12.8 4,7 8.1 49.1 21,8 27.3 96.7 3.5 93.2
Other relative (2,221, 000) 34.7 ‘0.0 9.5 '3.0 6.5 25.2 10.4 14.8 68.8 2.5 66.4
Nonrelative (2,166,000) 91.8 6.8 16.1 6.6 9.6 65.8 29.4 39.5 152.9 7.6

145.3

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group.
'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 14. Personal crimes, 1979:

Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,

by type of crime

and annual family income of victims

(Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over}

$10,000-

. Less than $3,000- $7,500- $15,000- $25,000
$3,000 $7,499 $9,999 $14,999 $24,999 or more
Type of crime (8,253,000) (26,942,000} (13,523,000) (28,690,000) (48,105,000) (31,851,000)

Crimes of violence 61.3 41.6 42.5 34.8 29.6 30.1
Rape 3.6 1.5 1.6 1.3 0.7 0.6
Robbery 10.3 9.4 7.7 7.0 4.1 4.7
Robbery with injury 3.7 4.1 2.8 2.4 1.3 1.0
From serious assault 2.2 2.3 1.2 1.6 0.7 0.4

From minor assault ‘1.4 1.9 1.6 0.8 0.6 0.6
Robbery without injury 6.6 5.3 4.9 4.6 2.7 3.7
Assault 47.4 30.7 33.3 26.6 24.8 24.8
Aggravated assault 20.7 12,0, 14.9 10.2 9.0 6.8
With injury 10.6 4.4 4.5 3.5 2.5 2.1
Attempted assault with weapon 10.1 7.7 10.4 6.7 6.5 4.7
Simple assault 26.7 18.6 18.4 16.4 15.8 18.0
With injury 6.5 5.4 6.5 4.3 3.6 4.4
Attempted assault without weapon 20.2 13.3 11.9 12.1 12.2 13.7
.Crimes of theft 39.2 72.9 88.0 90.7 94.4 118.4
Personal larceny with contact 5.7 4.1 2.9 2.8 2.1 2.3
Purse snatching 2.3 1.5 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.6
Pocket picking . 3.4 2.6 1.9 2.0 1.5 1.7
Personal larceny without contact 83.5 68.8 85.1 87.9 92.4 116.1

A

NOTE: Detail may not dadd to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group; excludes data on persons

whose income level was not ascertained.

1Estimate based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 15. Personal crimes, 1979:

Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over,
'by race and annual family income of victims
‘and type of crime

(Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)

Robbery Assault Personal larceny
Crimes of With Crimes of With Without
Race and income violence Rape injury Aggravated Simple theft contact contact
White
Less than $3,000 (5,716,000) 60.2 3.1 2.7 21.8 102.6 4.7 97.9
$3,000-$7,499 (21,254,000} 41.1 1.7 3.9 11.7 73.4 3.8 69.6
$7,500-$9,999 (11,269,000) 42,7 1.2 3.1 13.8 86.6 2.6 84.0
$10,000-$14,999 (25,035,000) 33.4 1.3 2.1 9.7 89.9 2.2 87.7 ,
$15,000-$24,999 (44,132,000) 30.1 0.7 1.2 9.1 93.9 1.8 92,1 "
$25,000 or more (29,716,000) 30.2 0.6 1.0 6.8 117.6 2.3 115.3
Black
Less than $3,000 (2,384,000) 64.7 5.0 6.3 18.0 60,1 8.4 51.8"
$3,000-$7,499 (5,358,000) 43,1 '1.0 5.3 12.5 66.6 5.4 61,2
$7,500-$9,999 {1,990,000) 43.3 3.9 ‘1.4 19.7 95.1 4,5 90.6
$10,000-$14,999 (3,182,000) 44.5 0.9 5.3 13.8 96.9 6.7 90.3
$15,000-$24,999 (3,153,000) 18.7 0.4 12.0 6.9 106.8 4.9 101.9 .
$25,000 or more (1,516,000) 38.1 '0.0 2.7 8.9 140.8 2.9 137.9

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because or rounding.

whose income level was not ascertained.

'Estimate, bascd on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group; excludes data on persons
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-Table 16. Personal crimes, 1979: p
Victimization rates for persons age 25 and over, 3
by level of educational attainment and race of victims %
and type of crime B
(Rate per 1,000 population age 25 and over) :
Robbery Assault Personal larceny |
Level of educational Crimes of With Without Crimes With Without
attainment and race violence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple of theft contact contact ;
Elementary school V)
0-4 years! 4
All races? {5,135,000) 14.0 0.0 5.2 1.8 3.4 8.8 3.0 5.7 29.7 3.5 26.2 ;
White (3,782, 000) 13.6 0.0 4.3 .6 22.6 9.3 3.3 6.0 28.3 32.9 25.4 :
Black (1,204, 000) 15.7 0.0 8.8 2.7 6.0 %.9 2.4 4,5  34.8 5.7 29.1 !
5~7 years i
All races® {7,645,000) 11.4 0.1 3.8 2.0 1.8 7.5 3.8 3.6 28.2 4.0 24,1 *
White (6,106,000} 11.5 0.0 4.5 2.6 2.0 7.0 3.9 3.0 28.2 3.5 24.7 [
Black (1,400,000) i1.4 0.7 1.0 0.0 ’1.0 9.7 3.8 5.9 29.6 6.7 22.9 3
8 years %
All races? (9,830,000) 8.9 0.5 4.0 0.6 3.4 4.5 1.9 2.6 28.1 1.8 26.3 4
White (8,834,000) 7.2 0.3 2.8 0.6 2.2 4.1 1.6 2.5  28.2 1.2 27.0 !
Black (911, 000) 26.6 1.8 16,0 0.0 16,0 8.8 35,5 3.3 26.9 7.8 19.1 3
High school E
1-3 years
All races? (17,453,000} 20.2 0.5 5.0 2.0 3.0 15.2 5.9 9.3 51.7 2.9 48.8
White (14,782,000) 18.3 0.4 3.7 1.4 2.3 14.3 5.4 8.9 53.2 2.7 50,5
Black {2,523,000) 32.7 1.1 12.5 5.5 7.1 19.1 7.4 11.7 44,7 3.4 41.3
4 years
All races* (46,315,000) 19.6 0.6 4.2 1.5 2.7 14.8 5.9 9.0 67.3 2.1 65.2
White {41,829,000) 18.3 0.5 3.3 1.1 2.2 14.5 5,4 9.1 66.5 1.8 64,7
Black (3,904,000) 31.6 1.6 13.3 5.7 7.5 16.8 8.7 8.1 3.7 4.2 69.6
College
1-3 years
All races? (19,180,000) 34.8 1.0 5.3 2.1 3.2 28.5 10,5 18.0 95.6 2.8 9.7
White (17,286,000 32.8 0.8 4.4 1.7 2.7 27.7 10.2 17,5 94.6 2.5 92.1
Black (1,570,000} 50.4 3.6 13.5 5.0 8.5 33.4 14.2 19.2 98.3 36.7 91.6
4 years or more
All races?® (21,305,000) 27.3 0.4 4.1 1.0 3.1 22.9 6.7 16,2  112.4 3.3 109.1
White (19,475,000) 27.2 %0.4 3.8 0.7 3.0 23.1 6.3 16,7 112.0 2.9 109.1
Black (1,147,000) 33.8 0.0 12.9 6.4 6.5  20.9 8.5 12.4  151,1 ’10.1 141.1 *

NOTE: Detail may riot add to total shown because of rounding.

age 25 and over whose level of education was not ascertained.
'Includey persons who never attended or who attended kindergarten only.
?Includes data on "other' races, not shown separately.
‘Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, s statistically unreliable.

Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group; excludes data on persons
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Table 17. Personal crimes, 1979: g ' ; V Y
Victimization rates for persons age 16 and over, /\:
by participation in the civilian labor force,
empioyment status, race of victims, |
and type of crime T |
(Rate per 1,000 population age 16 and over) w
Robbery Assault Personal larceny
Labor force participation, Crimes of With Without Crimes of With Without
employment status, and race violence Rape Total injury  injury Total  Aggravated Simple theft contact contact .
Labor force participants ¢ |
Employed |
All races' (99,016,000) 38.4 1.1 6.3 2.1 4.2 31.1 11,5 19.6 103.3 2,4 100.9 Q .
White (87,468,000} 38.6 1.0 5.8 1.9 3.9 31.8 11.3 20.5 103.7 2.2 101.5 .
Black (9,770,000 37.6 1.3 10.8 4.0 6.8 25.5 12.9 12.8 100.6 4.0 96,6
Unemployed
All races' (478,000) 73.7 4.3 15.3 6.4 8.9 54,1 21.5 32.6 122.1 3.8 118.3
White (3,661,000) 70.9 5.0 12.8 5.2 7.6 53.1 19.2 33.8 131.5 S *2.2 129.3
Black (1,026,000) 80.5 .9 25.6  %l,2 14.4 52.9 25.3 27.6 88.4 9.7 78.7 b R
Labor force nonparticipants [
Keeping house
All races? (32,392,000) 13,0 0.6 3.0 1.0 2.0 9.4 3.5 5.9 47.5 3.1 44.4
White (28,989,000) 10,9 0.4 2.5 1.0 1.4 8.0 3.1 5.0 48.0 247 45,3
Black (2,972,000) 32.4 2.2 9.0 20.9 8.1 21.3 6.8 14.4 44,0 7.4 36.6 . R
In school
All races® (6,196,000) 55.1 2,1 8.8 3.0 5.8 44,2 15.9 28.2 144.5 4.1 140.4
White (4,899,000) 52.4 1.5 6.5 3.0 3.4 44.4 15.9 28.5 155.5 4.4 151.1
Black (1,096,000} 70.8 5.0 2l.2 3.5 17.6 44.7 17.3 27.3 90.3 23.4 86.8 f -
Unable to work
Ad races! (3,816,000} 16.9 0.8 7.5 3.9 3.6 8.7 3.2 5.5 26.9 4.2 22,7
White (3,003,000) 12.6 0.4 5.7 3.3 2.4 6.5 2.5 4.0 27.9 3.5 24.5 $
Black (781,000) 32.5 2.1 4.0 6.4 8.3 15.8 4.4 31,5 23.9 7.3 16.6
Retired
All races® (9,846,000) 7.4 20.0 2.8 1.2 1.6 4.6 1.6 3.0 21.6 2,7 18.9
White (8,965,000) 7.0 30,0 2.3 1.2 L1 4.7 1.7 3.0 20.4 2.4 18.1
Black {777,000) 1.5 0.0 9.5 2.0 7.5 2.0 0.0 2.0 30.8 7.2 23.6 ’
Other . ,
All races? (6,258,000} 42,1 2(,8 9.6 4.1 5.5  30.8 12.8 18.0 83.9 5.4 78.5 . . A\ ”
Whie (5,242,000) 42.0 2.1 7.7 2,3 5.4 32.2 12.2 20.0 88.6 5.0 83.7 . ° o
Black (915,000) ’ 44,0 0.0 21.3 l4.6 6.8 22,7 17,6 5.1 61.4 8.4 53.1 I
NOTE: Detall may not add to total shqwn becausé of rounding, Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group.
'Includes data on "other” races, not shown separately,
?2stimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, s statistically unreliable. . ) _
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“Table 18. Personal crimes, 1979:

‘Victimization rates for persons age 16 and over,

by occupational group of victims and type of crime

(Rate per 1,000 population age 16 and over)

i
e

Occupational group

Crimes of
violence

Assault

Crimes of

Total Aggravated Simple theft

Personal larceny

With Without
contact contact

Professional, technical and kindred

workers (18,001,000), 30.3 0.5 2.0 24.5 6.6 17.9 119.9 3.1 116.8
Managers, officials and

proprietors‘ (12,603,000) 34.8 30.6 2.1 29.2 9.9 19.3 103.4 3.2 100.2
Sales workers (7,806,000) 31.6 1.7 0.9 24.9 7.6 17.3 103.1 2.5 100.7
Clerical and kirdred workers (23,158,000) 31.4 1.4 2.1 24.3 7.8 16.5 95.5 2.5 93.0 -
Craft and kindred workers (15,513,000) 3{7./0 3\’0.4 2.0 29.5 12.8 16.7 98.1 1.3 96.9
Operatives and kindred it \\ :

workers? (14,448,000) 305.8 1.7 2.6 30.7 13.3 o 17.4 88.7 3.6 85.1
*Transport equipment

operatives (4,223,000) 52.8 0.7 2.5 41.8 16.8 24.9 95.9 1.5 94.4
»Laborers' {6,645, 000) 73.5 N.4 4.3 58.7 25.6 33,1, 102.8 3.4 99.4
‘Farm laborers (1,799,000) 20.3- - 0.8 0.9 15.2 8.4 6.8 70.5 3.0 67.5
Farm owners and managers (1,630,000 5.0 10.0 0.0 4.0 2.5 .5 57.7 0.0 57.7
Service workers (16,634,000) 61,6 3.7 3.3 47.6 18.7 28.9 112.9 3.5 109.4
Private houschold workers (1,619,000) 30.4 1.6 0.9 24.6 8.8 15.8 76.6 3.7 72.9
Armed foroes personnel (823,000) 49.2 1.5 7.8 35.3 16.0 19.3 182.1 °10.0 172.1

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

‘Except farm.
2Except transportation.

Igstimate, based on zero or oa about 10 or fewer sample cases

, is statistically unreliable.

Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group.
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Table 19. Personal crimes, 1979:

Victimization rates for persons age 16 and over, ‘ )
by type of crime and type of locality .
of residence of victims

{Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over) : /

Metropolitan areas

All metropolitan areas 50, 000 to 249,999 250,000 to 499,999 500,000 to 999,999 1,000,000 or more i
Qutside Outside Outside Qutside Outside Nonmetro-
All Central central Central central Central central Central central Central central politan N
areas ~ cities cities cities cities cities cities cities cities cities cities areas R
Type of crime (178,284,000} '(50,381,000) (71,076,000} (15,171,000) {20,823,000) (10,131,000} (16,284,000) (10,162,000} (16,788,000) (14,917,000} (17,182,000} {56,827,000)
Crimes of violence 34.5 47.5 34.8 44.3 28.8 48.6 36.1 47.0 39.8 50.2 36.1 22.7
Rape 1.1 1.4 1.1 0.9 0.8 1.5 1.2 2.4 1.0 1.0 1.4 0.8 -
'Robbery 6.3 11,7 5.6 5.6 3.1 7.2 5.7 11.2 7.7 21.3 6.5 2.2 *
Robbery with injury 2.1 3.9 1.9 2.5 1.5 2,6 1.7 3.2 2.4 6.9 2.0 0.9
Robbery without ”
injury 4.1 7.8 3.7 3.2 1.6 4.6 4.0 7.9 5.2 14.5 4.5 1.4
Assault 27.2 34.4 28.1 37.8 24.8 40.0 29,1 33.4 31.1 27.8 . 28.2 19.7
Aggravated assault 9.9 13.3 9.8 13.4 9.4 14.8 10,1 14.4 10,9 11.4 7 8.8 TR 7.1
Simple assault 17.3 21.1 i8.3 24.4 15.4 25,1 19.0 19.1 20.2 16.4 i 19.4 12.6 N
Crimes of theft 91.9 105.2 101.9 102.1 89.2 111.6 105.0 115.4 113.8 97.0 \ 102.6 67.6
“Personal larceny with \
contact 2.9 5.8 2.3 2.4, 1.4 3.6 2.4 4.6 3.1 11.5 2.4 1.0 e
Personal larceny ) ar
without contact 89.0 99.4 99.6 99.7 87.9 108.0 102.6 110.8 110.7 85.5 100.1 66.6 .
NOTE: The population range categories shown under the heading “Metropolitan areas' are based only on the size of the central city and do not reflect the population of the entire - e .
metropolitan area. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group. Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. . o . . e
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Table 20. Personal crimes, 1979: -
Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, : }
‘ R by type of locality of residence, race and sex .
’ N = of victims, and type of crime .
% N\
(Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over)
B : L | ‘ Robbery Assault Personal larceny
: Crimes of With Without Crimes of With Without
> Locality and race and sex . violence! Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple  theft contact contact
: All races
* White male (74, 960,000) 44.4 7.3 2.5 4.8 36.9 14.2 22.6 99.7 2.2 97.5
White female (80,612,000} 23.6 3.8 1.4 2.4 18.1 5.1 13.0 85.8 2.8 83.1
Black male (8,925,000} 53.1 20.9 6.4 14.5 31.9 19.5 12.4 95.6 6.1 89.5
Black female (10,772,000) 32.0 5.6 1.9 3.7 23.8 7.3 16.5 80.0 5.2 74.8
Metropolitan areas
" Central cities ‘
White male (17,920,000} 62.3 13.5 4.5 9.0 48.5 20.1 28.4 118.4 4.0 114.4 i
White female (20,321,000) 34.2 7.2 2.8 4.4 24.4 7.2 17.2 103.5 6.1 97.3
Black male (4,843,000) 65.5 28.5 9.0 19.6 37.0 22.3 14.7 99.9 6.8 93.2
Black female (6,062,000} 36.9 8.6 2.3 6.3 27.0 8.0 19.0 81.7 8.8 73.0
Outside central cities
White male (31,810,000) 45.3 7.4 2.7 4.7 37.7 14.3 23.4 106.1 2.0 104.1
. : White female (33.519,000) 24.0 3.6 1.2 2.5 18.8 4.9 13.9 95.9 2.4 93.5 :
' . o : Black male (2,069,000) 49.7 15.7 3.0 12,6 33.4 19.0 14.5 120.5 5.9 114.7 v
. : : . Black female (2,341,000) 31.0 2.7 2.1 20.7 23.2 6.8 16.4 114.1 1.2 112.8 @
p " . . Nonmetropolitan areas
. . . . White male (25,230,000) 30.7 2.9 1.0 1.9 27.6 10.1 17.6 78.4 1.3 77.2
. : . White female (26,772,000) 14.9 1.4 0.6 0.8 12.4 3.8 8.6 59.9 0.6 59.2
. . Black male (2,013,000} 26,7 7.9 3.8 24,1 18.0 13.5 24,5 59.7 24.9 54.8
! S Black female (2,369,000) 20.5 20.8 20.8 20.0 16.3 6.1 10,2 41.8 0.0 41.8 S :
i x - N - - . i
N ) L o . NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown-¥ecause of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group. K
. BRI . !Includes data on rape, not shown separately. ‘e
. v S A LI 2Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
. " ) '
Do T Table 21. Houssthold crimes, 1979; ,
e ' . : BN Victimization rates, by type of crime ; K e )
) : and race of head of household : ~ R Wl ‘
i (Rate per 1,000 households) ’ : o : C o N 7
‘ All races White Black Other N " L RS : S .
i Type of crime (79,499, 000) (69,750,000} (8,622,000) (1,127,000) TR Lo R T B
REIR : i Burglary 84l 80.1 114.0 102.5 R ;
’ ~. Forcible entry 27.1 24.6 48.0 25.6 ) ) ' ST
L . , - s Unlawful entry without force 39,1 38.6 41.6 51.6 S
) . N | Attempted forcible entry 17.9 16,9 24,4 25.4 i BRSNS )
- ' oo ,; ‘Household larceny 133.7 133.5 133.2 153.0 S o S s
- Less than $50 72.0 73.2 60.2 87.1 i T o :
U P | $50 or more 46,1 45,3 52.1 49.0 o i . ) o ) o
.o - : - ; Amount not available 7.1 6.7 10.5 4.6 : R ; :
: S Attempted larceny 8.5 8.2 10.5 12.4 R 3 -
.. . ‘ : : Motor vehicle theft 17.5 17.0 ’ 21.9 18.6 . : R
S ’ L . { ’ . Completed theft 11.6 11.1 15.0 14.8 } L . L o ' B :
: ¢ Attempted theft 5.9 5. 6.9 13,7 ot - K . .
y o . ¢ i
. ’ . “ s C W NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the group. .
:l N 'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. ooy ’ B E ko
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Table 22. Household crimes, 1979:

Victimization rates, by type of crime
and ethnicity of head of household

(Rate per 1,000 households)

Hispanic Non-Hispanic

Type of crime (3,720,000) (74,726,000)
Burglary 99.0 83.1
Farcible entry 32.2 26.8
Unlawful entry without force 42.7 39.0
Attempled forcible entry 24,1 17.4
Household larceny 160.6 132.2
Less than $50 77.7 71.6
$50 or more 63.5 45,1
Amount not available 11,0 6.9
Attempted larceny 8.4 8.5
Motor vehicle theft 31.4 16.9
Completed theft 20.5 11.2
Attempted theft 10,9 5.7

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to houscholds in the group.

Table 23. Motor vehicle theft, 1979:

Victimization rates on the basis of thefts per 1,000 households

and of thefts per 1,000 vehicles owned,
by selected household characteristics

Rate per 1,000
Characteristic households

Rate per 1,000 motor
vehicles ownyid

Race of head of household

All races ™ 17.5 11,3

White 17.0 10.5

Black 21.9 20,8
Age of head of household

12-19 42.8 37.8

20-34 24.3 15.6

35-49 20.9 10.9

50-64 14.5 8.4

65 and over 5.0 5.2
Form of tenure

Owned or being bought 13,1 7.4

Rented 25.8 23.1

'Includes data on "other™ races, not shown separately,
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Table 24. Household crimes, 1979;
| Victimization rates, by type of crime
F and age of head of household 1
(Rate per 1,000 houscholds)
) 12-19 20-34 35-49 50-64 65 and over : ¥
o ’ ; Type of crime (1,046,000} (24,120,000} {19,811,000) (18,550,000} -{15,973,000)
H
Burglary 222.5 111.5 93.3 64.5 45.0 :
" o Forcible entry 55.8 37.6 29.2 22.2 12.5 ¢
I Unlawful entry without force 133.4 47.7 46.6 29.4 22.0 3
g Attempted forcible entry 33.3 26.2 17.4 12.9 10.6 3
; Household larceny 258.9 182.8 156.9 103.8 57.5 k
K Less than $50 133.2 101.2 79.5 53.2 36.5 :
0 $50 or more 100.8 62.3 60.5 34.9 13,3 3
[ Amount not available 15.3 7.6 7.4 7.5 4.8 §
» H Attempted larceny 9.6 11.6 9.5 8.2 2.9 ;
i Motor vehicle theft 42.8 24.3 20.9 14.5 5.0
I : Completed theft 29.9 16.5 13.9 9.0 3.1
b Attempted theft . 12,9 7.9 6.9 5.5 1.9
E‘ 1
¥ NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the group.
. . i 'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. ls:
3 : t
’ = v 1 § : :
§
’ ; ~ Table 25. Household crimes, 1979:
L]
, . ) . , i Victimization rates, by type of crime
- i and annual family income
I ! H
. . " § ‘ (Rate per 1,000 households)
’ 4 ’
by » < ; Less than $3,000- $7,500~ $10,000- $15,000~ $25,000
: e $3,000 $7,499 $9,999 $14,999 $24,999 or more
. ' 18 i Type of crime (5,374, 000) {14,768,000) (6,515, 000) {13,001,000) (19,115,000} (11,336,000)
- . #
' Burglary 104.0 90.9 88.9 88.6 72,9 92.3
2 Forcible entry 33.5 27.4 31.1 29.8 22.3 29.6
I Unlawful entry without force 50.4 41.3 36.3 38.0 34.1 48,2
}g Attempted forcible entry 20.0 22,2 21.4 18.8 16.4 14.5
* Household larceny 116.0 114.8 140.6 143.9 151.8 142.0
= 4 . g Less than $50 66.4 63.0 76.8 75.9 83.2 73.5
’ e $50 or more 38.7 39.1 46.2 50.8 50.2 52.9
) - * i Amount not available 6.4 6.2 10.2 7.5 6.9 5.8
- i Attempted larceny 4.5 6.4 7.5 9.6 11.6 9.8
R ; -Mator vehicle theft 11.5 117 16.6 19.6 18,5 19,6
) v Gompleted theft 7.9 8.2 11.6 13.4 11.7 12.5
. B Attempted thefl 3.6 3.5 5.0 6.2 6.8 7.1
I - -
. - ' NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding, Numbers in parentheses refer ts#:houscholds in the group; excludes data on
' ) . . . persons whose income level was not ascerlained,
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Table 26. Household burglary, 1979:
Victimization rates, by race of head of household,
annual family income, and type of burglary
. A3
(Rate per 1,000 houscholds)
Unlawful entry Attempted
Race and:income All burglaries Forcible entry without force forcible entry
White
Less than $3,000 (3,874,000) 95.6 28,5 49.9 17.1
$3,000-$7,499 (2,187,000} 88.2 23.3 42.3 22.5
$7,500-$9,999 (5,594,000) 8z2.1 27.0 37.2 18.0
~$10,000-$14,999 (11,502,000} 83.6 29.7 36.7 17.2
$15,000-$24,999 (17,639,000) 70.5 19.9 34.2 16.4
$25,000 or more (10,609,000) 88.7 28.5 46.4 13.8
Black
Less than $3,000 (1,418,000} 126.9 48.0 49.8 29.1
$3,000-$7,499 (2,423,000) 103.2 47.5 36.4 19.3
$7,500-$9,999 (810,000) 126.3 57.7 25.6 43,0
$10,000-~$14,999 (1,312,000) 104.8 32.1 45,2 27.5
$15,000-524,999 (1,195,000) 111.5 56.0 35.1 20.4
$25,000 or more (536,000) 154.8 §3.3 79.3 22.3
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the
group; excludes data on persons whose income level was not ascertained.
Table 27. Household larceny, 1979:
Victimization rates, by race of head of household,
annual family income, and type of larceny
{Rate per 1,000 houscholds)
. All hotisehold ) Completed larceny
Race and income larcenies’ Less than $50 $50 or more Attempted larceny
White
Less than $3,000 (3,874,000) 123.2 1.7 41.7 4.4
$3,000-$7,499 (12,187,000) 115.1 65.8 37.8 5.8
$7,500-$9,999 {5,594,000) 143.3 79.5 45.6 7.8
$10,000-$14,999 (11,502,000 140.8 75.9 48.9 8.8
$15,000-$24,999 (17,639,000 150.6 83.1 49.3 1.5
$25,000 or more (10,609,000) 141.8 74.0 52.7 9.0
Black
Less than $3,000 (1,418,000) 95.8 54.5 28.3 4.9
$3,000-$7,499 (2,423,000 114.2 50,7 45.5 9.4
$7,500-$9,999 (810,000) 119.8 56.5 48.5 4.6
$10,000~$14,999 (1,312,000) 158.0 65.9 65.5 15.8
$15,000-$24,999 (1,195,000) 173.0 78.8 67.3 15.0
$25,000 or more (536,000) 145.4 65.6 59.6 7.5
NOTE: Detail may not add 1o total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to houscholds in the
group; excludes data on persons whose income level was not ascertained,
'Includes data, not shown separately, on larcenies for which the value of loss was not ascertained.
2Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, Is statistically unreliable.
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Table 28. Motor vehicle theft, 1979: -w
Victimization rates, by race of head of household, ' -
annual family income, and type of theft
{Rate per 1,000 households), 7 !
{
Race and income All vehicle thelts Completed theft Attempted theft i g
White /)J
Less than $3,000 (3,874,000 .8 8.1 4.6 ~
$3,000-$7,499 (12,187,000) 1.1 8.0 3.1
$7,500-$9,999 (5,594,000) 15.8 11,0 4.8
$10,000-$14,999 (11,502,000) 18.8 12.5 6.3
$15,000-$24,999 (17,639,000) 17.2 11,4 6,1
$25,000 or more (10, 609,000) 18.7 11.6 7.1
Black '
Less than $3,000 (1,418,000) 8.5 7.5 1.0
$3,000-$7,499 (2,423,000) 15.5 9.6 5.8 i
$7,500-$9,999 (810, 000) 20.8 H3.7 7.1 P 1
$10,000-$14,999 (1,312,000) 26.8 20.0 6.9 /\
$15,000-$24,999 (1,195,000) 36.2 21.5 14,7 RN
$25,000 or more {$36,000) 36.8 27.4 19,4 -
NOTE: Detail may nol add to tolal shown because of roundlng. Numbers In parentheses refer te houschalds in the
group; excludes data on persons whose income level was not ascertained. .
'Estimate, based on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statlstically unrelinble,
AY
s TR
. Table 29. Household crimaes, 1979;
*_Victimization rates, by type of crime B
and number of persons in household .
(Rate per 1,000 houscholds) .
One Two-three FFour-five Six or more ? . -
Type of crime (1%,904,000) (39,533,000 (18,103, 000) {3,954, 000) . s SR
Burglary 76.8 82.4 92.3 96.5
Foreible entry 27.1 27.5 27.2 23.3
Unlawful entry without force 2.7 37.0 46.0 57.3
Attempted forcible entry 17.0 17.9 19.2 15.9 "
Houschold lareony 81.7 131.7 172.1 213.4 o
l.ess than $50 43.6 2.4 93.7 98.4 -
$40 or more 28.5 43,1 61.3 86.9 . ’
Amount not available 5.0 7.1 7.9 12.8 ;
Attempted larceny R 1Y ] 9.2 9,3 15.3 . 2
Motor vehicle theft 14.0 17.4 19.4 35,1 voo ;
Completed theft 4.0 1.1 13.1 25.4
Attempted theft 4.0 6.3 6.3 9.7 N k
= g N

Iv

NOTE: Detall may not add to total shown because nf rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to houséholds in the
group; excludes data on households whose number of persons could not be ascertained,
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Tabla 30. Household crimes, 1979:
Victimization rates, by type of crime, fGrm of tenure,
and race of head of household
(Rate per 1,000 households)
4 Owned or being bought Rented
All races! White Black All races?! White Black
Type of crime {51,819,000) {47,357, 000) {3,912, 000) (27,679, 000) (22,392, 000) (4,710,000)
Burglary 68.6 66.7 91.1 113.1 1¢8.4 133.0
Forcible entry 22.8 21.4 40.6 35.2 31.3 54,1
Unlawful entry without force 33.1 32,8 35.6 50.4 50.8 46.5
Attempled forcible entry 12.7 12,5 14,9 27.5 26.2 32.3
Houschold largeny 117.0 115.6 133.1 165.1 171.3 133.3
Less than $50 63.8 63.8 60.7 87.4 93.1 59.8
$50 or more 39.2 38.5 49.3 59.2 59.8 54.5
Amount not available 6.5 6.0 12.6 8.2 8.1 8.7
Attempted larceny’ 7.5 7.2 10.6 10.3" 10.3 10.3
Motor vehicle theft 13.1 12.4 22.2 25.8 26.6 21.7
Completed theft 8.6 8.0 16.1 17:2 17.7 14.0
Attempted theft 4.5 4.4 6.1 8.6 8.9 7.7
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shawn because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the group. Y
'Includes data on "other" races, not shown separately.
@
Table 31. Household crimes, 1979:
Victimization rates, by type of crime
and number of units in structure
1) .
occupied by household
‘(Rate per 1,000 households)
Other than
One! Twa Three i ¢Four Five-nine Ten or more housing units
Type of crime (56,689,000)  {5,832,000)  (1,531,000)  (2,443,000)  (3,668,000) - (8,463,000) (701, 000)
Burglary 6.1 104.6 95.2 125.2 118.8 89.8 147.0
Forcible entry 25.4 36.7 35.9 31.4 38.3 26.4 8.3
Unlawful entry without force 36.2 46.7 39.2 55.6 47.6 37.7 125.6
Attempted forcible entry 14.5 21.2 20.0 38.1 32.8 25.7 213.1
Houschold larceny 125.7 170.2 165.6 183,0 173.8 119.7 - 170.9
Less than $50 68.0 94.4 92.0 i0l1.5 95.5 58.3 100.2
$50 or more 43,0 55.5 60.7 56.0 61,0 46.7 54.7
Amount not available 6.8 8.6 25,3 13.5 6.2 6.4 28,68
Attempted larceny 7.9 1.7 7.6 12.1 11.1 8,3 7.5
Motor vehicle theft. . 14.2 24.4 31.8 - 19.8 25.7 27.2 28.3
Completed theft 9.6 15,5 20,7 )) 10.5 16.0 17.9 237
Attempted theft 4.6 8.9 111 i 9.4 9.7 9.3 4.7
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Numbers in parentheses refe,x;/(o housecholds in the group; excludes data on
households whose number of upits in struciure could not be ascertained. W
‘Includes data on mobile homes, not shown separately. T 5
?Estimale, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically uy;i'eliable.\
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Table 32. Household crimes, 1979: I
Victimization rates, by type of crime ‘
and type of locality of residence
(Rate per 1,000 households)
Metropolitan areas
All metropolitan arcas 50,000 to 249,999 250,000 to 499,999 500, 000 to 999,999 1,000,000 or nore
- Outside Qutside Qutside Outside QOutside Nonmetro-
All Central central Central central Central central Central central Central central politan
areas cities cities cities - cities cities cities cities cities cities cities areas
Type of crime (79,499,000) (24,070,000} (30,371,000} (7,135,000} (8,913,000} (4,780,000) (6,982,000) (4,961,000} (7,167,000) (7,193,000} (7,309,000) (25,058,000)
Burglary 84.1 109.5 79.4 107.6 76.6 110.8 84.0 120.5 7.7 102.8 80.0 65.5 ‘
Forcible entry 27.1 41.5 23.7 34.0 20.0 43.4 27.5 45.7 22.7 44.7 25.7 17.5
Unlawful entry without
force 39.1 43.5 37.8 50.4 39.6 44,1 39.0 47.4 39.2 33.7 33.1 36.5
Attempted forcible entry 17.9 24.5 17.8 23.2 17.0 23.4 17.5 27.4 15.8 24.5 2l.2 11.6
Household larceny 133.7 161.8 140.8 171.2 127.1 182.0 149.6 195.3 157.3 116.0 133.0 98.1 |
Completed larceny!® 125.2 149.5 132.2 158.2 123.1 168.2 138.7 179.4 146.3 107.8 123.3 93.4
Less than $50 72.0 83.8 76.3 92.7 68.1 99.6 81.0 94.4 87.0 57.2 71.4 55.5
$50 or more 46.1 57.2 49.0 | 58.0 49.8 62.3 49.8 70.9 51.2 43.5 45,0 32.1
Attempted larceny 8.5 12.3 8.6 13.0 4.0 13.8 10.9 15.9 11.0 8.3 9.7 4.7
‘Motor vehicle theft 17.5 26.5 17.0 19.1 11.6 22.8 17.6 25.6 20.0 37.0 19.9 9.6
Completed theft 11.6 17.9 10.7 12.9 7.5 14.9 12.7 17.3 12.4 25.2 11.2 6.5
Attempted theft 5.9 8.7 6.2 6.2 4.1 7.9 5.0 8.3 7.6 11.8 8.7 23,0
NOTE: The population range categories shown under the heading "Metropolitan areas" are based only on the size of the central city and do not reflect the population of the entire
i metropolitan area. Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the group. Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
“*Includes data, not shown separately, on larcenies for which the value of loss was not ascertained.
2Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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?L “Table 33. Household crimes, 1979:
j Victimization rates, by type of locality of residence,
i race of head of household, and type of crime
S (Rate per 1,000 households) '
& |
I Locality and race Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft i
}', P »}ﬂf
£ All areas : \f'l
IS White {69,750,000) 80.1 133,5 17.0 P
i _Black {8,622,000) 113.9 133.2 21.9
3o Metropolitan areas g
b Central cities 4
i . White (18,518,000) 104.9 166.5 26.0 [
v Black (5,065,000} 127.4 149.2 29.0 3
1 Outside central cities gé
i White (28,091,000) 76.8 140.2 16,7 &
i Black (1,808,000) 113.6 136,3 19.3
| Nonmetropolitan areas &
White (23,140,000) 64.3 98.9 10.0
Black (1,750,000} 75.3 83.7 '3.9
NOTE: Numbers in parentheses refer to households in the group.
!Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. __‘
]
i ' Table 34. Personal crimes of violence, 1979: .
! Number of victimizations and victimization rates
ifor persons age 12 and over, by type of crime, 2 >
land victim-offender relationship
(Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over) 5
Involving strangers ) Involving nonstrangers Y
Type of crime Number Rate Number Rate
Crimes of violence 3,964,000 22.2 2,195,000 12.3 b
Rape 116,000 0.7 75,000 0.4 . i
Completed rape 39,000 0.2 29,000 0.2 !
Attempted rape 77,000 0.4 46,000 0.3 * i
Robbery ° 899,000 5.1 216,000 1.2
Robbery- with injury 295,000 1.7 87,000 0.5
From serious assault 159,000 0.9 44,000 0.3
From minor assault 136,000 0.8 42,000 0.2
Robbery without injury 605,000 3.4 130,000 0.7
Assault 2,948,000 16.5 1,903,000 10.7 e
Aggravated assault 1,125,000 6.3 643,000 3.6 1
With injury 327,000 1.8 272,000 1.5 -
Attempted assault with. weapon 799,000 4.5 371,000 2.1 ‘ ¢
Simple assault 1,822,000 10.2 1,260,000 7.1 JN:
With injury 375,000 2.1 420,000 2.4 ‘\
Attempted assault without weapon 1,447,000 8.1 840,000 4.7 !
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown becausé of rounding. .
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Tqblo 35. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:

iPéreent of victimizations involving Strangers,
by sex and age of victims and type of crime

Robbery Assault
. Crimes of With Without
‘Sex and age violence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple
‘Both sexes 64.4 60.4 80.6 77.4 82.3 60,8 63.6 59.1
12-15 : 56.6 21.6 76.5 62.8 81.2 53.3 56.2 52.0
16-19 61.1 57.8 76,5 72.8 78.6 58.5 64.1 55.3
20-24 67.0 61.2 74.3 66.9 78.4 65.8 68.7 63.9
25-34 65.3 73.7 82.4 78.3 84.8 62.1 64.0 61.0
35-49 . 64.2 72.2 85.0 89.3 83.3 57.2 57.8 56.8
50-~64 74.3 '100.0 88.4 87.1 89.2 66.6 73.3 63.1
65 and over . 4.6 '0.0 93.3 100.0 88.5 61.8 40.3 72.0
Male ) 71.0 60.0 83.1 82.9 83.2 68.2 67.0 69.0
12-15 63.7 '14.3 81.3 76.9 82,7 58.5 58,4 58.6
16-19 69.6 ‘22.2 82.1 86.7 79.5 67.6 66.6 68.4
20-24 72.2 '100.0 78.5 71.9. 82.6 70.6 69.5 71.5
25-34 72.1 '73.3 86.5 86.5 86.5 69.9 70.5 69.5
35-49 73.7 9.0 86.2 100.0 81.2 69.4 63.2 73.6
50-64 80,3 '100.0 86.0 7.7 911 76.9 74.8 78.1
65 and over 65.6 0.0 88.0 '100.0 82.4 45.5 13.4 62.8
Female 53.0 60.8 75.3 67.4 80.3 47.5 55.0 44.5
12~15 : 43.7 22.3 48.0 '0.0 70.5 44.9 51.1 43.0
16-19 47.2 61.9 65.5 47.5 76.9 42.0 56.4 37.1
20-24 56.7 57.6 64.1 51.8 69.5 55.1 66.1 50.7
25-34 52.5 73.7 75.9 66.3 81.7 46,1 44.4 46.8
35-49 52.1 77.3 82.9 - 75.0 87.0 41.7 50.2 37,0
50-64 66.2 '100.0 91.7 100.0 86.3 52.8 71.1 43.6
65 and over 83.6 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.90 75.5 67.5 78.8
!Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sanple cases, is statistically unreliable.
Table 38. Personal crimes of viclencs, 1979:
Percent of victimizations involving strangers,
by sex and race of victims and type of crime
Robbery Assault
Crimes of With Without .
Sex and race ‘ violence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simplée
Both sexes .
White 65.2 59.1 80.2 75.9 82,5 62,5 66.8 60.2
Black 58.2 74.2 83.0 82.1 83.4 46.0 45.5 46.5
Male
White 72,0 68.9 83.9 82.3 84.7 69.7 70.0 69.4
Black ; T 64,2 0.0 82.9 84.8 82.2 52.6 48.9 58.5
Female :
‘White' ) ) 53.4 57.6 73.4 64.5 78.5 48.9 58.4 45.1
Black 49.9 80.1 84.0 75.5 88.4 38.6 37.7 39.0

‘Estimate, based on zero or on dbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statiatically unreliable.
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Table 37. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
' Percent of victimizations involving strangers,
by sex and marital status of victims
and type of crime
Robbéry Assault
Crimes of With Without
Sex and marital status violence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggrivated Simple
Both sexes
Never married 65.8 57.1 81,7 77.4 83.7 62.5 68.6 59.3
Married 68.5 67.6 84.4 86.2 83.9 65.5 63.2 67.0
Widowed 72.0 75.0 95.7 « 100.0 92.9 53.6 62.5 50.0
Separated and divorced 50.9 63.0 70.4 62 .5 76.1 45.1 49.5 42.3
Male
Never married 71.5 63.2 84.4 82.6 85.2 68.3 69.9 67.2
Murried 71.5 154 .4 87.0 90.2 85.3 68.9 64.7 71.6
Widowed 81.6 0.0 89.7 '100.0 '82.4 2.7 165,1 176.9
Separated and divorced 67.0 0.0 74.2 71.0 75.7 64.6 58.9 70.2
Female
Never married 54.0 56.4 73.4 60.5 79.1 50.3 64.0 46.1
Married . 62.5 70.0 79.8 78.2 80.4 57.9 59.0 57.5
Widowed 69.4 76.3 95.8 100.0 92.9 48.7 64.9 43.3
Separated and divorced 38.6 62.9 65 .4 55.8 77.2 30.5 39.2 25,6
'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistical}y unreliable. )
Table 38. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
‘Percent of victimizations involving strangers,
by race and annual family income of victims
and type of crime
Robbery Assault
Crimes of With + Without
Race and annual family income violence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple
All races!
Less than $3,000 57.6 73.5 73.9 7.9 74.1 52.9 51.6 53.9
$3,000-%$7,499 58.6 54,1 74.0 71.8 75.6 54.1 56.9 52,4
$7,500-%$9,999 64.0 75.7 83.4 88.5 80.5 60.9 62.5 59.7
$10,000-514,999 61.0 46.5 75.8 72,1 7.7 57.8 59.6 56,6 !
$15,000-$24,999 i\ 66.7 50.9 84.6 85.5 84.3 64.3 69.3 61.4
$25,000 and over h 73.3 84.4 91.1 82.4 193.7 69.6 75.4 67.5
White !
Less than $3,000 63.5 78.3 77.1 79.6 75.9 60.4 56.7 63.4
$3,000-$7,499 58.6 54.5 70.2 68.1 72.3 55.8 58.8 54.0
$7,500-$9,999 67.7 60.9 83.8 87.6 80.9 64.4 70.9 60.0
$10,000-$14,999 60.7 43.8 72.8 70.3 74.2 58.8 64.0 55.8
$15,000-%524,999 66.6 49.1 83.7 83.0 84.1 64 .4 69.8 6.4
$25,000 and over 73.2 84.4 90.0 79.7 92.8 70.0 75.6 67.9
Black : '
L.ess than $3,000 44.5 66.1 69.0 66.9 70.1 32.8 49.7 27.1
$3,000-57,499 59.1 251.8 81.0 81.3 81.0 47.6 51.0 44.9
$7,500-%$9,999 50.3 2100.0 81.9 2100.0 77.7 32.6 22 .4 53.4
$10,000-%$14,999 o . 64.5 2100.0 87.6 78.7 92.4 50.5 38.4 61.9
$15,000-$24,999 70.2 2100.0 100.0 2100.0 2100.0 60.6 64.2 57.6
$25,000 and over 72.6 20.0 100.0 2100.0 100.0 59.1 66.7 55.0
!Includes data on "other' races, not shown separately.
2Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 39. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
Percent distribution of single-offender victimizations,
by type of crime and perceived sex of offender ¥
Percefved sex of offender
Not known and
Type of crime Total Male Female not avallable
Crimes af violence (3,658,000) 100.0 87.9 11.6 0.5
Rape (156,000) 100.0 98,2 1.8 0.0
Robbery (456,000) 100.0 93.3 5.9 0.9
Robbery with injury (152,000) 100.0 93.1 5.2 1.7
Robbery without injury (304,000) 100.0 93.3 6.2 0.5
Assault {3,046,000) 100.0 86.6 12.9 0.5
Aggravated assault {983,000) 100.0 88.3 11,2 0.6
Stmple assault (2,063, 000) 100.0 85.8 13.8 0.4 ,
NOTE: Detall may not add to total shown because of rounding. Number of victimizations shown in parentheses,
IEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, Is statistically unreliable. )
»
-
Table 40. Personal crimes of viofence, 1979:
Percent distribution of single-offender victimizations,
by type of crime and perceived age of offender '
Perceived age of offender ) ’
N Not known ’
12-.20 21 and and not . ‘ -
Type of ctime Total Under 12 Total 12-14 15-17 18-20 over available | . S\
Crimes of violence (4,181,000) 100.0 0.6 29.8 4.9 11.7 13.3 67.4 2.2 N ‘
Rape (159,000) 100.0 0.0 21.3 2.0 7.8 11.5 7.4 ‘1.3
Robbery (531,000) 100.0 0.5 37.4 3.8 13.9 19.8 58.0 4.2
Robbery with injury (177,000} 100.0 0.0 34.6 1.5 13.4 19.7 58.8 ‘6.6
Robbery without injury (354,000) 100.0 0.7 38.8 4.9 14,1 19,8 57.6 12,9 .
Assault (3,491,000) 100.0 0.6 29.0 5.2 11.5 12.3 68.4 2.0 : S
Aggravated assault (1,184,000) 100.0 '0.8 26.1 4.2 9.0 12.9 71.3 , 1.9 1y '”‘ N I
Simple assault (2,307,000) 100.0 0.6 30.6 5.7 12.8 12.0 +66,9 ¢ 2.0 i
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Number of victimizations shown in parentheses. *
#Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. o s s .
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Table 41. Personal crimes of violence, 1979: .
Percent distribution of single-offender victimizations; o
by type of crime and perceived race of offender
\( /" Perceived race of offender
a - Yot known and
Type of crime h Total White Black Other not available
Crimes of violence (4,181,000) 100.0 70.5 24.9 3.0
Rape (159,000} 100.0 61.8 30.0 Yo,1
Robbery (531,000} 100.0 47.9 46.0 3.3
Robbery with injury (177,000) 100.0 52,9 . 43.1 1.6
Robbery without injury (354,000) 100.0 45.4 47.4 4,1
Assault (3,491, 000) 100.0 74.4 21.8 2.8
Aggravated assault (1,184,000) 100.0 69.6 26.8 2.1
Simple assault (2,307,000) 100.0 76.8 18.8 3.2
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Number of victimlzatlons shown in parentheses.
tEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, Is statistically unreliﬂ:‘\P«
£
§
/f/" '
Table 42. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
Percent distribution of single-offender victimizations,
by type of crime, age of victims,
and perceived age of offender
Perceived age of offender #
Not known
‘ 12-20 ) liand not :
Type of crime and age of victims . Total Under 12  « Total 12-14 15-17 18-20 available ™
Crimes of violence! ’ J
12-19 (1,253,000} 100.0 0.6 60.3 13.3 26.5 20.5 1.7
20-34 (2,117,000) . loo.o 0.4 17.3 1.2 4.4 11.7 1.8
35-49 (514,000) 100.0 0.8 12,0 1.7 5.9 4.3 3.0
50~64 (220,000) i 100.0 1,5 19.0 1.3 11,0 6.7 6.8
65 and over {77,000) 100.0 2.0 27.9 20,0 211.3 16.6 3.4
Rebbery > i
12-19 {136,000) 100,0 0.0 $5.3 10.6 20.6 4.1 1.0 H " .
20-34 (244,000) 100.0 0.5 24.1 1,1 7.3 5.6 2.8
35.49 (72,000) 100.0 1.5 25.5 24,0 15.7 P .7 9,3 -
50-64 (55,000) 100.0 0.0 32.7 0.0 219,0 213.7 tj0.8
65 and over (24,000) 100.0 20,0 61.3 20.0 24,7 236.6 25.5
Assault ) o
1219 (1,059,000} 100.0 0.7 6)2 14,2 28.1 18.9 1.9 .
20-34 (1,791,000) N 100.0 20,4 16,4 1.2 3.8 1.4 1.7
35-49 {426,000) 100.0 0.8 9.6 2]1.4 5 3.8 2.0
50-64 (164,000) 100.0 2,0 14.6 1.7 45 g 4.4 5,5
65 and over (52,000) 100.0 2.9 13,1 20,0 3 7 7.8 22.5 @
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding, Number of victimizations shown in parentheses. EI
!In¢ludes data on rape, not shown separately. [
’Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, s statistically‘unreliable. o y
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o & Table 43. Personal crimes of violence, 1979; o " :
\‘] W g ‘
[ . . . FRTI
! 1Percent distribution of singie-offender victimizations,
~~ by type of crime, race of victims,
and-erceived race of offender
/‘// 5 frmancd 4
i Percelved race of offender )
Type of crime : Not-known and
and race of victims Total White Black Other not availahle
et !
" Crimes of violence
Q White (3,603,000) 100.0 78.9 16.8 2.8 1.6
Black (510,000) 100.0 14.4 83.5 0.9 h.2
Rape ;
Vs . White (130,000) 100.,0 71.2 21.5 6.2 .1 4
Black (27,000) 100.0 19,8 73.2 10,0 7.0 e
Rohbery &
White (429,000) 100.0 56.7 37.1 3.3 2.9
Black (94, 600) 100.0 7.1 88.1 ‘1.8 '3.0
Robbery with injury K
White (146,000) 100.0 63,5 32.7 1.0 ‘2.9
Black {28,000) 100.0 4.4 95.6 0.0 10.0 ]
Rebbery without injury E
White (283,000) 100.0 53.2 39.3 4.5 2.9 P
Black (66,000) 100.0 ‘8.2 85.0 2.6 4,2 4 e
Assault ) § i
= White {3,043,000) B 100,0 82.3 13.7 2.5 1.4 b
Black {390,000) 100.0 15.8 83.0 ‘0.8 0.4 4 .
“\ggravated assault )
White (984,000) 100.0 79.4 17.0 2.1 1.5
Black {180,000) 100,0 16.7 82,4 t9.0 0.8
. Simple assault s
, White (2,060,000) 100.0 #3.7 12.2 2.8 1.4
. Black {210,000) 100.0 1409 83.7 1.4 9.0
Q NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Number of vietimizations shown in parentheses, "
i 'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cased, is statistically unreliable,
L
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N i Table 44, Personal crimes of violence, 1979; AN
’ : . R . " > b
. C i Percent distribution of muitiple-offender victimizations, VLN
o, by type of crime and perceived sex of offenders
o .
~ S o Perceived sex of offenders =
- . . Male and Not known and o T
’ ’ - - - ‘Type of crime e Total All male All female female not available N a
N . Crimes of violence (1,506,000) 100.0 78.8 8.0 10.8 2.4
Rape (24,000)" ~ 100.0 72.3, '0.0 ‘7._8 . '19.9 ; .
} - Robbery (479,000) 100.0 88.3 3.5 8.2 74,00
- Robbery with injury {177,000) 100.0 88.4 3.0 8.6 '0,0
- Robbery without injury (302,000) 100.0 88.3 3.8 7.9 'n.0 . ..
4 Assault {1,003/000) 100,0 = 74.3 10.3 12.2 3.2 -
Aggravategassault {390,000) 100,0 77.0 6.6 13.9 2.6 ‘
* . Simple assault (613,000) 100.0 2.7 12.7 1.1 3.5 “
: 51 NOTE: Detail may not add te total shown because of rounding. Numbeyr of victimizations shown it parenthesesn.
; e 4 !Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelfable.
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§. - Table.45. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
L Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimizations,
; by type of crime and perceived age of offenders *
B 1 Purceived age of offenders
N "
ie Not known
By . All 21 and not
% : Type of crime Total All under 12 All 12-20 and over Mixed ages  available
Ty
xii Crimes of violence {1,861,000} 100.0 0.7 42.7 28.4 24.5 3.7
o } | Rape {29,000) 100.0 0.0 127.9 46.9 125.2 0.0
i Robbery (577,000) 100.0 0.2 44.9 29.4 22.9 2.6
! Robbery with injury (199,000) 100.0 10,0 41.9 27.4 26.4 .4
! Robbery without injury (378,600) 100.0 0.3 46.6 30.5 21.0 1.6
i Assault (£,255,000) 100.0 0.9 42.1 27.6 25.2 4.3
i Aggravated assault (520,000) 100.0 0.8 34.6 30.8 29.0 4,8
N ,‘é Simple assault (736,000) 100.0 10.9 47.3 25,3 22.5 3.9
2 H NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Number on victimizations shown in parentheses,
. N ; !Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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! i Table 46. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
\ [ { . . R : g
\\ . g . o Percent distribution of multiple-oifender victimizations, !
\\ v ” ¢ by type of crime and perceived race of ofienders
M ~ : ) "/ 4 , Y, ’ i
R , ' ) } Percelved race of offenders
Ly . ; § Not known
o .. . voh Mixed and not
% Type of crime Total All white All black All other races avaflable
o
i
I Crimes of violence {1 $61,000) 100.0 56.0 30.0 4.2 6.9 2.9
: Rape (29,000) 100,0 53,3 '41.8 0.0 4.8 '0.0
i Robbery (577,000) 100.0 29.1 53.3 5.3 10.0 2.3
] Robbery with injury {199,000) 100.0 27.8 55.2 5.4 PN 13,9
[ Robbery without Injury (378,000] 100.0 29.9 52.3 5.2 a2 1.4
. :x Assault (1,255,000} 100.0 68.5 19.1 3.8 5.5 3.2
; Aggravated assault {520,000) 100.0 65.1 18.9 4.4 7.6 3.9 ,
% - : Simple assault (736,000} 100.0 70.8 19.2 3.4 4.0 2.6
R L " NOTE: Detall may not add to total shown because of rounding. Number of victimizations shown in parentheses.
' : . i N 'Estimate, based on zera or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 47. Personal crimes of violence, 1979
Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimizations,
by type of crime, age of victims,
and perceived age of offenders
N Perceived age of offenders
Not known
Type of erime and age All 2] and not
of victims Total All under 12 All 12-20 and over Mixed ages available
Crimes of-violence’
12--19 {675,000) 100.0 0.9 68,1 9.8 20.4 0.8
20-34 (800,000} 100.0 ‘0.6 26.2 40,1 28.1 5.0
35-49 (229,000) 100.0 0.0 32.0 38.1 25.0 4.9
50-64 (101,000) 100.0 20,0 29.0 33.9 29.1 28.0
65 and over (56,000) 100.0 3.0 41.9 36.2 ‘12.3 6.6
Robbery *
12-19 {172,000) 100.0 20.0 72.0 7.0 20.4 0.7
20-34 (208,000) 100.0 0.6 31.5 39.1 26.9 2.0
35-49 (110,000} 100.0 20.0 39.9 36.3 19.4 24,4
5064 (56,000} 100.0 20.0 29.0 40.0 26.0 25,0
65 and over (33,000) 100.0 20.0 232.9 44.9 *16.8 5,4
Assault
12-19 (490,000) 100.0 2l.2 67.4 10.1 ‘ 20.4 20,8
20-34 (582,000) 100.0 29.6 24.4 40.3 28.5 6.2
35-49 (117,000) 100.0 0.0 25.3 39.5 29.7 25,5
50--64 (43,000} 100.0 20.0 30.4 223.1 34.3 212.3
65 and over (23,000) 100.0 7.3 54.4 224.0 6.1 8.3
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Number of victimizations shown in parentheses.
!Includes data on rape, not shown separately.
*Estimale, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
Table 48. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
Percent distribution of multiple-offender victimizations,
by type of crime, race of victims,
and perceived race of offenders
Perceived race of offenders
Not known
Type of crime Mixed and not
and race of victims Tatal All white All black All other races available
Crimes of violence®!
White (1,520,000) 100.0 64.2 22.1 3.6 7.7
Black (301,000) 100.0 14.3 72.2 5.5 4.0
Robbery
White {417,000) 100.0 37.7 43.8 4.4 12.4
Black (152,000) 169.0 5.6 79.7 6.8 4.0
Assault
White (1,078,000) 100.0 74.5 13.4 3.4 5.9 . 2.8
Black (145,000) 100.0 23.9 63.6 4.3 24,1 24,1 7
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Number of victimizations shown in parentheses. :
W !Includes data on rape, not shown separately.
— ’Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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} Table 49. Parsonal crimes, 1979;
i - » -
j Number of incidents and victimizations ~
and ¢stio of incidents to victimizations,
by type of crime :
Type of crime Incidents Victimizations Ratlo
Crimes of violence 5,259,000 6,159,000 1:1.17
.Rape 184,000 192,000 1:1.04
Completéd rape 68,000 68,000 1:1.00
Attempted rape 116,000 124,000 1:1.06
Robbery 943,000 1,116,000 1:1.18
Robbery with injury 334,000 381,000 1:1.14
From serious assault 168,000 203,000 1:1,21
From minor assault 166,000 178,000 1:1.07
Robbery without injury 609,000 735,000 t:1.21
Assault 4,132,000 4,851,000 1:1.17
Aggravated assault 1,425,000 1,769,000 1:1.24
With injury 511,900 599,000 1:1.17
Attempted assault with weapon 914,000 1,170,000 1:1.28
Simple assault " 2,707,000 3,082,000 1:1.14
With injury ' 703,000 795,000 1:1.13
Attempted assault without weapon 2,004,000 2,287,000 1:1.14
Crimes of theft 15,563,000 16,382,000 1:1,05 .,
Personal larceny with contact 504,000 511,000 1:1.01
Purse snatching 165,000 167,000 1:1.01
Completed purse snatching 118,000 120,000 1:1.02
Attempted purse snatching 47,000 47,000 1:1.00
Pocket picking 339,000 345,000 1:1.02
Personal larceny without contact 15,059,000 15,871,000 1:1.05
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
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Table 50. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
Pearcent distribution of incidents,
by victim-offender relationship, type of crime,
and number of victims
Four or AN
Relationship and type of crime Total One Twa Three more Y
i
All incidents 100.0 90.7 6.8 1.4 1.1 *
Crimes of viclence 100.0 88.7 . 8.5 1.7 1,4
Rape 100.0 98.8 0.4 0.6 0.2 - .
Robbery - .. 100.0 .. 91,9 5.5 1.9 0.7 N
Robbery with injury 100,0 92.3 E.Z ‘.0 0.4
Robbery without injury 100.0 91.6 ? .1 2.4 ‘0.9 !
Assault 100.0 87.5 9.5 1.8 1.2
Aggravated assault 100.0 82.7 13.2 2.2 1.8
Simple asgault 10C.0 90,0 7.5 1.5 0.9 A
Involving strangers . b . o
Crimes of violence 4t 100.0 86.9 9.8 1.9 1.4
Rape 160.0 99.0 0.0 1.0 0,0 .
Robbery 100.0 91.9 5.4 2.0 0.8 A
Robbery with injury 100.0 92.8 5.8 1.0 ‘o 0.4 .
Robbery without Injury 100.0 91,4 5.2 2.5 0.9 A
Assault 100.0 84.9 1.5 2.0 1.6
Aggravated assault 160.0 79.3 16.1 2.3 2.3 0 M
Simple assault 100.0 88.0 9.0 1.8 1.2 N .
Involving nonstrangers
Crimes of viglence 100,0 91,6 6.3 1.4 0.7 ‘
Rape 100.0 98.5 ‘1.0 0.0 0.6 W Yo g
Robbery 100.0 91,8 6.0 .6 " 0.6 . i
Robbery with injury 100.0 90.7 7.7 1.1 0.5 .
Robbery without injury 100.0 92.4 ‘4.9 ‘1.9 0,7
Assault 100.0 91.3 6.6 1.4 ‘0.7 P
Aggravated assault 100.0 88.2 8.7 2.0 .1 .
Simple assaull 100.0 92.8 5.6 1.2 0.5 . - \ - -
L . Y
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. v * &LQ o
'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. . ) . e ) ; 5
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Table 51. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:

Number and percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime

and victim-offender relationship

All incidents

Involving strangers

Involving nonstrangers

Type of crime Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent A
Crimes of violence 5,259,000 100.0 3,293,000 62.6 1,966,000 37.4
Rape 184,000 100.0 111,000 60.1 73,000 39.9
Robbery 943,000 100.0 751,000 79.7 192,000 20.3
Rabbery with injury 334,000 100.0 257,000 77.0 77,000 23.0
From serious assault 168,000 100.0 128,000 76.2 40,000 23.8
From minor assault 166,000 100.0 129,000 77.8 37,000 22.2
Robbery without injury 609,000 100.0 494,000 8l.1 115,000 18.9
Assault 4,132,000 100.0 2,432,000 58.8 1,701,000 41.2
Aggravated assault 1,425,000 100.0 874,000 61.3 551,000 38.7
With injury 511,000 100.0 268,000 52.5 243,000 47.5 ‘
Attempted assault with weapon 914,000 100.0 £55,000 66.2 309,000 33.8
Simple assault 2,707,000 100.0 1,558,000 57.6 1,149,000 42,4
With injury 703,000 100.0 311,000 44,2 392,000 55.8 TTh
Attempted assault without weapon 2,004,000 100.0 1,247,000 62.2 757,000 37.8 ‘\\
\
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding., i
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Table 52. Personal and household crimes, 1979:

Percent distribution of‘incldents, by type of crime

S

and time of occusrence
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Nighttime Not known
Daytime 6 p.in.- Midnight- and not

Type of crime Total 6a.m.-6 p.m. Total midnight 6a.m. Not known available
All personal crimes 100.0 47.7 38.8 24.3 9.7 4.8 13.5
Crimes of violence 100.0 46.8 52.6 38.4 14.1 0.1 0.6
Rape 100.0 34.5 65.5 35.0 30,5 0.0 0.0
Robbery 100.0 . 40.6 58.5 42.2 16.3 t0.0 0.5
Robbery with injury 100.0 ; 33,3 65.8 47.9 17.9 0.0 '0.4
From serious assault 100.0 23.6 74.5 54,0 20.5 ‘0,0 1.8
From minor assault 100.6 43.1 56.9 41.7 15.2 .10,0 0.0
Robbery without injury 100.0 44.6 54.6 39.2 15.4 0.0 '0.6
Assault ' 100.0 48.7 50.7 37.7 12.9 0.2 0.5
Aggravated assault 100.0 43,5 56.3 41.2 14,8 ‘0.2 0.3
With injury 100.0 39.4 60.6 47.0 13.4 ‘0.1 0,1
Attempled assault with weapon 100.0 45.8 53.9 38.0 15.7 0.2 0.4
Simple assault 100.0 57.4 47.8 35.8 11.8 0.2 0.6
With injury 100.0 43.2 56.4 42.3 18.4 0.0 0.2
Attempted assauli without weapon 100.0 54.3 44.8 35.1 9.5 0.2 0.8
Crimes of theft 100.0 48.1 34.1 19.5 8.2 6.4 24.0
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 60.6 28.2 27.9 8.9 1.4 2.3
Purse snatching 100.0 63.8 36.2 34.5 1.7 0.0 0.0
Pocket picking 100.0 59.1 T 39.2 24.7 12.4 12.0 3.3
Personal larceny without conlact 100.0 47.7 34.0 19.3 8.1 6.6 24.7
All houschold crimes 100.0 27.1 45,5 14.4 17.6 13.5 27.5
Burglary 100.0 36.4 32.0 14.9 10.8 6.3 31.5
Forcible entry 100.0 39.8 35.4 19.6 9.7 6.1 24.8
Unlawful entry without force 100.0 38.56 26.1 11.2 8.9 6.0 35.3
Attempted forcible entry 100.0 26.6 40.0 16.1 16.8 7.1 33.4
Household larceny 100.0 21.8 51.0 12.8 20.3 17.9 27.2
Less than $50 100.0 22.2 47.5 11.8 17,3 18.4 30.3
$50 or more 100.0 21.5 54,3 14.1 23.6 16.7 24,2
Amount not available 100.0 27.9 39.4 7.9 13.6 18.0 32.7
Attempted larceny 100.0 15.4 71.8 19.0 33.0 19.8 12.8
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 22.3 68.1 23.3 30.1 14.8 9.7
Completed theft 100.0 25.2 64.7 22.7 28.6 13.3 10.1
Attempted theft 100.0 16.4 74.7 24.3 32.9 17.5 8.9

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
!Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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; Table 53. Personal robbery and assault
1 by armed or unarmed offenders, 187%; .
b " Percent distribution of incidents, by type <} crime
3 - and offender and time of occurrence "y
| :
‘ Nighttime Not known
5 Daytime 6p.m.- Midnight- . and not
? Type of crime and offender Total 6a.,m.-6 p.m. Total midnight 6a.m, Not krown available
¥
% Robbery ) .
i By armed offenders 100.0 32.6 6.3 48.0 18,2 0.0 1.2
By unarmed offenders 100.0 47.8 51.6 37.1 14.6 0.0 0.6
Assault
‘By armed offenders 100.0 43.3 56.4 42.0 14.3 0.2 0,2
By unarmed offenders 100.0 51.3 48.0 35.6 12.2 0.2 '0.7
NOTE: Detailimay ot add to total shown because of rounding.,
'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
Table 54. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
Percent distribution of incidents, .
N by victim-offender refationship, type of crime,
. and time of ocsurrence
R
Nighttime Not known
. Daytime 6 p.m.— Midnight~ and not RN
» Relationship and type of crime Total 6a.m.~6 p.m. Total midnight 6a.m. Not known available
Involving strangers
, . Crimes of violence 100.0 42.8 56.7 41.0 15.5 '0.1 0.6
Rape 100.0 37.3 62.7 35.8 26.9 0.0 0.0
. Robbery 100.0 39.4 59.9 44.2 15,7 0.0 0.7
Assault 100.0 44.0 55.4 40.3 14.9 0.2 0.6 .
‘Involving nonstrangers
! Crimes of violence 100.0 ,53.4 45.9 34.0 11.7 0,2 0.6
Lon Rape 100.0 30.3 69.8 33.9 35.9 10.0 10,0
Robbery 100.0 45.2 53.3 34.7 18.6 0.0 ‘1.5
Assault 100.0 55.4 44.1 34,0 9.9 0.2 0.6 .
—— NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounéing. s
- !Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 55. Seiected personal and housshold crimes, 1979:
‘Percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime
and place of occurrence
Inside non-~ On street or in park,
residential . playground, school-
Type of crime Total Inside own home Near own home  building Inside school  ground and parking lot Elsewhere
Crimes of violence 100.0 13,1 10,6 16.0 4.5 40.3 15.5
Rape 100.0 31.1 '4.5 5.6 0.0 31.4 27.4
Robbery 100.0 11.4 9.8 11.6 1.7 53.1 12.4
Robbery with injury 100.0 14.3 10.1 11.3 0.4 50.6 13.4
Robbery without injury 100.0 9.9 9.7 11.8 2.4 54.4 1.8
Assault 100.0 12,7 11.0 17.4 5.4 37.8 15.7
Aggravated assault 100.0 11.9 12.6 13.0 2.9 41.4 18.3
Simple assault 100.0 13.1 10.2 19.8 6.7 35.8 14.4
.Personal larceny with contact 100.0 '1.8 4.4 46.3 3.4 33.3 10.6
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 0.9 41.6 5.0 0.0 42.9 9.5
: Completed theft 100.0 ‘.0 38.3 6.1 0.0 43.2 1.4
“Attempted theft 100.0 '0.9 48.1 3.1 0.0 42.4 5.6
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. .
i 'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample ¢ases, is statistically unreliable.
Table 56. Personal robbery and assault
by armed or unarmed offenders, 1979:
Percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime
and offender and place of occurrence
Inside non- On street or in park,
residential playground, school-
Type of crime and offender Total Inside own home Near own home building Inside school  ground and parking lot Elsewhere
‘Robbery
By armed offenders 100.0 11.0 10.4 9.5 0.6 54.2 14.4
By unarmed offenders 100.0 11.8 9.3 13.5 2.7 52.1 10.6
Assault
By armed offenders 100,0 11,1 12,8 13.3 2.6 41.7 18.5
By unarmed offenders 100.0 13.5 10.1 19.4 9.2 35.9 14.4
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. .
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Table 57. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:

Percent distribution of incidents,

by victim-offender relationship, type of crime,

and place of occurrerice

Inside non= On street or in park,
) residential playground, school-
Relationship and type of crime Total Inside own home Near own home  building Inside school  ground and parking lot Elsewhere
Involving strangers
Crimes of violence 100.0 5.7 9.9 17.7 3.0 50.2 13,3
Rape 100.0 26.9 6.3 6.5 0.0 42.4 ' 18.0
Robbery 100.0 6.6 10.4 13.0 1.3 60.0 8.7
Assault 106.9 4.5 10.0 19.6 3.7 47.6 14.5
Involving nonstrangers '
Crimes of violence 100.0 25.5 11.6 13.1 7.1 23.6 19.0
Rape 100.0 37.4 ‘1.7 4,4 0.0 '14.8 41.6
Robbery 100.0 30.4 7.6 6.2 3.3 25.9 26.6
Assault 100.0 24,4 12.5 14,3 7.8 23.7 i7.2
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
'Estimale, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
Table 58. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
Percent distribution between stranger and nonstranger incidents
within place of occurrence, by type of crime
Inside non- On street or in park, Elsewhere
Type of crime and residential playground, schaol- and not
victim-offender relationship Inside own home Near own home building Inside schgol ground and parking lot available
Crimes of violence 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0~ 100.0 100.0
Stranger 27.4 58.9 69.3 41.8 78.1 53.9
Nonstranger 72.6 41.1 30.7 58.2 21.9 46,1
Rape 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0
Stranger 51.9 184.5 169.0 0.0 81.1 39.4
Nonstranger 48,1 '15.5 131.0 10,0 118.9 60.6
Robbery 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,40 100.0 100.0
Stranger 46.0 84.3 89.1 160.5 90.1 56.2
Nonstranger 54,0 15.7 110.9 '39.5 9.9 43.8
Assault 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
. ° Stranger 20.9 53.3 6.3 40.4 74.1 54.7
Nonstranger 79.1 46.7 33.7 59.6 25.9 45.3
“NOTE: " Detail may not add to total shiywn because of rounding, . ..
'Bsiimate, based on zero or on aboul 10 or fewer pample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 59. Larcenles not involving
; victim-offender contact, 1879:
! .
¢ Percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime
" and place of occurrence
\ Type of crime and‘place of occurrence Percent within type Percent of total '
Total ves 100.0
Household larceny 100.0 41.1
Inside own home 12.8 5.3
B Near own home 87.2 35.8
- Personal larceny without contact 100.0 58.9
Inside nonresidential building 21.6 12.7
Inside school 18.6 11.0
On street or in park, playground,
schoolground, and parking lot 39.8 23.5
Elsewhere and not available 20,0 11.8
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
+++« Represents not applicable,
r’
: ‘ L ,
! . Table 60. Larcenies not involving
. R victim-offender contact, 1979:
. Percent distribution of incidents, by type of crime,
place of occurrence, and value of theft loss
e .
R Type of crime and Amount not Attempted
! ) place of occurrence Less than $50 $50 or more avallable larceny
f 3
- s . Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
‘ Household larceny 40.6 41,0 43.8 43,3. i
s Inside own home 4.7 6.3 6.8 3.3 RN 3
, P Near own home 35.9 34.7 36.9 40.0 \
! Persdnal larceny without contact 59.4 59,0 56.2 56.7
. Inside nonresidential building 12.5 13.0 15,6 11.0 f
s e Inside school 17.2 3.0 7.5 3.3 l%
. " Lo On street or in park, playground,
. and parking lot 19.8 28.0 18.9 34.5
t Elsewhere and not available 10.0 15.1 14.2 8.0 *
N 2 ’ . NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of roundlng.
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Table 61. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
Percent distribution of incidents,

by victim-offender relationship, type of crime,
and number of offenders

. Not known
. Four or and not
Relationship and type of crime Total One Two Three more avallable
T
All Incidents Vi

Crimes of violence 100.0 69.6 12.6 7.2 J‘/ 8,2 2.5
Rape 100,0 84.7 1.9 3,9 =55 14,2
Robbery 100,0 48.3 25.1 13.7 11.3 1.5

Robhery with injury 100,0 45,5 24.2 11.6 16,2 2.5

Robbery without injury 100,0 . 49.9 25.6 14.9 8.6 ‘1.0

Assault 100.0 73.7 10.2 5.8 7.6 2.7

Aggravated assault 100.0 70.0 11.0 5.6 9.6 4.8

_ Simple assault 100.0 76.2 9.7 6.0 6.5 1.5
Involving strangers )

Crimes of violence 100,0 61,9 15.5 9.2 9.7 3.7
Rape 100.0 82.5 3.2 3.5 '5.0 15,8
Robbery 100.0 42,4 29.0 15.0 11,9 1.7

Robbery with injury 100,0 38.0 28.2 12.8 17.8 13,2
Robbery without injury 100.0 44,7 29.4 16.1 8.8 1.0
Assault 100.0 67.0 11.9 7.7 9.2 4.2
Aggravated assault 100.0 62.3 13.2 6.4 10.8 7.4
Simple assault 100.0 69.7 11.2 8.4 8.3 2.4
Involving nonstrangers

Crimes of violence 100,0 82.4 7.6 3.8 5.7 0.5
Rape 100,0 88.2 0.0 14,5 5.4 1.9
Robbery 100.0 1.6 9.7 8.9 9.1 0,7

Robbery with injury 100.0 70,8 ‘10,7 7.7 10.9 ‘0,0
Robbery without injury 100.0 72.2 9.1 9.7 7.9 1.2
Assault 100.0 83.3 7.7 3.2 5.3 ‘0.5
Aggravated assault 100,0 ™7 7.4 4.3 7.8 10,7
Simple assault 100,0 8%,1 7.8 2.7 4.1 0.3

NOTE: Detail may-not add to total shown because of roundiﬁ;;;.

!Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample ciases, Is statistically unreliable.

Table 82. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
Percent of incidents in which offenders used weapons,

by type of crime and victim-offender relationship

T'ype of crime

All incidents .

Involving strangers

InQolving nonsirangers

Crimes of violence 37.2 30,7
Rape 24.8 30.0
Robbery . 48.4 42.4

‘Robbery with injury 42.6 45,1
- Robbery without injury 51.4 40.5
.- Assault! 34.4 29.4
Aggravated assault 95.6 90.8
“'Includes data on simple assault, which by definition does not Involve the use of a weapon.
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\Table 63. Personai crimes of violench, 1979:

,7;7"Percent distribution of types of weapons used

in incidents by armed offenders, by victim-offender
relationship, type of crime, and type of weapon

Type
Relationship and type of crime Total Fircarm Knife Other unknown
All incldents
Crimes of violence 100.0 28.7 29.2 37.4 4.8
- Rapé - 100.0 34.1 44.3 21.7 0.0
Robbery 100.0 32.6 34.8 27.0 5.5
Robbery with injury 100.0 18.1 28.4 47,0 6.5
Robbary without ipjury 100.0 39.9 38.1 16.9 5,1
Aggravated assault 100.0 27.2 26.8 41.4 4.7
With injury 100.0 12.3 22.4 59.5 5.8
Attempted assault with weapon 100.0 34.2 28.8 32.8 4.2
Involving strangers
Crimes of violence 100.0 30.2 29.7 35.3 4.8
Rape 100.0 35,1 44.4 20.5 0.0
Robbery 100.0 31.7 37.1 24,7 6.6
Aggravated assault 100.0 29.3 25.9 40.5 4.3
Involving nonstrangers iy
Grimes of violence 100.0 / 25.6 28.3 41.5 4.6
Rape - 100.0 32,6 44,0 123.4 0.0
. Robbery 100.0 36.8 24.9 37.4 0.9
Aggravated assault . 100.0 - 23.5 28.2 43.0 5.4
NOTE: Detail may nut add to total shown because of rounding.
iEstimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
Table 64, Personal crimes of violence, 1978:
Percent of victimizations in which victims took self-protective
measures, by type of crime and victim-oftender relationship
All Involving Involving
Type of crime victimizations strangers nonstrangers
Crimes of violence 73.0 1.4 76.1
Rape 81.2 76.8 88,1
Robbery 60.8 58.5 70.1
Robbery with injury 70.7 67.1 82.9
From serious assault 70.9 69.2 77.2
From minor assault 70.5 64.8 88.9
Robbery without injury 55.6 54.3 61.7
Asszault 7545 75,1 76.3
Aggravatéed assault 77.8 77.2 78.9
_ With injury . 75.1 72.7 78.1
Attempted assault with weapon 79.1 79.0 79.4
Simple assault 74.3 73.8 74.9
With injury 80,5 79.1 81.8
Attempted assault without weapon 72.1 72.4 71.5
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Table 65. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
Percant of victimizations in which victims took self-protective
measures, by characteristics of victims and type of crime
Robbery Assault
Crimes of With Without
Characteristic violence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple
Sex
Male 72.0 63.0 58.3 69.3 53.0 75.4 78.8 73.0
Female 74.7 83.4 65.6 73.2 61.3 75.8 75.3 76.1
Rice '
White L P 74.6 82,5 66.1 . 73.8 61.9 76.0 78.5 74.7
Black ) 65.0 74.1 42.6 60.2 34 74.8 76.4 73.3
Age
12-19 75.9 78.2 67.8 78.1 63.1 77.4 80.2 75.9
245534 76.3 85.6 67.3 80.0 60.1 77.6 79.9 76.2
35-49 65.3 76.9 49.8 63.5 44.3 69.9 72.5 68.3
50-64 ‘ 57.3 45,6 46.9 53.5 42.9 62.9 54.5 67.2
65 and over 44.8 '100.0 33.4 24.2 39.9 52.5 _61.6 48.2
'Estimat;, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliahble. e
(
AN
Table 66. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
Percent distribution of seif-protective measures employed
by victims, by type of measure and type of crime )
Robbery Assault
Crimes of With i Without -
Self-protective measure viuvlence Rape Total injury injury Total Aggravated Simple
Total 100.0 109.0 190.0 100.0 100.0 100.0. 100.0 100.0
Used or brandished firearm or . .
knife . 1.8 9.5 3.3 2.7 3.6 1.6 3.1 0.7
Used physical force or other
weapon 24.7 20.1 27.1 33.4 22.9 24.5 24.3 24.7
Tried-to get help or {righten
offender 17.9 29.4 24.3 29.1 21.0 16.0 15.4 16.4
Threatened or reasoned with
offender 18.9 25.9 15.0 8.9 19.1 19:3 17.0 20.7
Nonviolent resistance,
including evasion 30.1 19.8 25.1 25.0 25,1 31.6 33.4 30.5
Other 6.5 '4.4 5.3 '0.9 8.2 6.8 6.8 6.8
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
ﬂ
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Table 67. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
Percent distribution of seif-protective measures employed
by victims, by selected characteristics of victims .
Sex Race
Self-protective measure Both sexes © Male Female White Black
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 .100.0 100.0
Used or brandished firearm or knife 1.8 2.4 " 1.0 1.9 1.5
Used physical force or other weapon 24.7 30.6 i5.8 24.7 25,2
‘Tried to get help or frighten offender 17.9 12.4 26.4 17.7 19.7
Thxeateped or reasoned with offender ' 18.9 19.1 18.7 19.3 16.0
Nonviolent resistance, including evasion 30.1 28.7 32.1 - 29.8 32.3
Other 6.5 6.7 6.1 6.6 5.3
NQTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
Table 68. Personal robbery and assault, 1979:
Percent of victimizations in which victims sustained physical ;
injury, by selected characteristics of victims and type of crime
Characteristic Robbery and assault Robhaery Assault )
Sex
Both sexes 29,7 34.1 28.7.
Male 28.4 32.9 27.3.
Female 32.2 36.6 31.3
Age
12-15 31.7 25.3 33.1
16-19 30.4 37.0 29.2
20-24 30.9 36.1 29.8
25-34 29.3 36.0 28.1
35-49 27.5 28.9 27.0"
50-64 25.9 38.1 19.7
65 and over 29.2 41.7 20,0
Race
White 29.2 35.1 28.0
Black 3.2 31.6 34.0
Victim-offender relationship
Involving strangers 25.9 32.8 23,8
Involying nonstrangers 36.8 40.3 36,4
Annual family income
Less than $3,000 35.9 35.8 36.0
$3,000-$7,499 34,7 44.0 31.8
$7,500-$9,999 33.4 35.9 32.8
$10,000-$14,999 ' 30.3 34.3 29.3
$15, 000-$24,999 25.6 32.5 24.4
$25,000 or more 25.4 22,0 26.0
Not available 3 28,2 28.7 28.1
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Table 69. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:

Percent of victimizations in which victims incurred medical

expenses, by selected characteristics of victims

and type of crime
Crimes of
Characteristic violence? Robbery Assault
Race .
All races’ 6.5 6.6 6.2
White 6.2 6.3 5.8
Black 8.1 8.4 7.8 )
Victim-offender relationship 5
Involving strangers 5.9 6.7 5.5 B
Involving nonstrangers 7.6 6.6 7.3,

NOTE:

Data include only those victimizations in which victims knew with certainty that medical expenses were incurred
and also knew, or were able to estimate, the amount of such expenses. : .
‘Includes data on "other' races, not shown separately.
2Inicudes data on rape, not shown separately.

Table 70. Perconal crimes of violence, 1979:

?Pereent distribution of victimizations in which victims
Incurred medical expenses, by selected characteristics : X
.of victims, type of crime and amount of expenses v , .

Characteristic and type of crime Total Less than $50 $50-$249 $250 or more
Race
All races!
Crimes of violence? 100.0 28.4 40.8 30.8
Robbery 160.0 ‘12,1 39.6 48.4
Assault 100.0 32.4 40.8 26.8
White
Crimes of violence? 100.0 28.8 2.7 28,5
Robbery 100.0 2.3 51.9 35.8
Assault 100.0 32.0 40.7 27.3
Black N
Crimes of violence? 100.0 28.7 29.6 41.8 Ty
- Robbery 100.0 1.6 7.5 80.9 AN
Assault 100.0 39.1 38.4 22.4 D
Victim-offender relationship
Involving strangers
Crimes of violence? ' 100.0 . 24.6 41,3 34,1 i
Robbery 100.0 12.2 36.7 51.1 .
«r . -Assault 100.0 29.1 41.6 29.3 ¥
‘Involving nonstrangers ‘ N
"7** Crimés of violence? 100.0 33,6 40.2 26.2 K
vavvgs e ROBDEIY iy e g xnns = . 100.0 1.6 51.6 136.7 n
' Assault ' _1oo.0 36.2 39.9 24.0 ¥
Pa®shn I AAE Mewsertvh o % e o . .

NOTE: Data include only those victimizations in which victims knew with certainty that medical expenses were incurred
and also knew, or were able to estimate, the

of rounding.

'Includes data on 'other" races, not shown separately.
?Includes data on rape, not shown separately.
!Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 71. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:

Percent of victimizations in'which injured victims
‘had health insurance coverage or were eligible
for public medical services, by selected characteristics

of victims
tCharacterjstic Pércent covered
Race
All races® 67.5
Whitg » . .
Black B 50.0
Annual family income
Less than $3,000 56.5
$3,000-$7,499 55.4
$7,500-$9,999 65.7
$10,000-$14,999 n.7
$15,000 or more : 78.5

!Includes data on “other! races, not shown separately.

Table 72. Persona! crimes of violence, 1979:

Percent of victimizations in which victims
received hospital care, by selected characteristics
of victims and type of crime

Crimes of
Characteristic violence? Robbery Assault
Sex
Both sexes 8.0 9.7 7.4
Male 8.2 9.0 8.0
Female 7.7 11.2 6.2
Age
12-19 6.9 6.9 6.9
20-34 8.6 11,8 7.7
35-49 ) 9.6 9.6 8.8
50-64 . 6.4 9.5 4.2
65 and over 6.1 9.7 3.6
-Race
White 7.1 9.4 6.5
Black 13.1 11.8 12.5
Victim-offender relationship
Involving strangers 7.8 9.6 6.9
8.5 10.5 8.1

Involving nonstrangers

‘Includes data on rape; not shown separalely.
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Table 73. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
Percent distribution of victimizations in which
victims reczived hospital care, by selected »
characteristics of victims, type of crime, |
:and type of hospital care
Inpatient care
Characteristic and Emergency 4 days Not
type of crime . Total room care Total 1-3 days or more available * -
Sex . *
Both sexes
Crimes of violence® 100.0 78.3 21.7 9.5 10.9 1.2
Robbery 100.0 73.0 27.0 12.8 14,2 0.0
Assault 100.0 79.4 20.6 8.9 10.8 0.9
Male :
Crimes of violence'® 100.0 ' 75.2 24.8 9.2 14.2 1.4 Sy
Robbery - 100.0 67.2 32.8 9.9 22.9 20,0 ¢
Assault . 100.0 77.6 22,4 9.2 12,1 .2
Female
Crimes of violence! 100.0 84,2 15.8 10.1 5,0 0.7
Robbery 100,0 82.6 217.4 217.4 0.0 20,0
Assault 100.0 83.6 16.4 8,4 8,1 0.0
Race * »
White _
Crimes of violence! 100.0 8L.0 19.0 9.7 8.6 20.7 7
Robbery 100,0 77.4 22.6 0.8 1,8 20,0 -
Assault 100.0 81.7 18.3 9,6 8.3 0.5
Black .
Crimes of violence'® 100.0 . 68.2 31.8 10,1 18.7 3,0
Robbery 100.0 61.0 39.0 418.2 220.8 20,0 N . °
Assault 100,0 68.7 1.3 8.2 20.6 22,5 h
Victim~offender relationship . .
Involving strangers |
Crimes of violence'® 100.0 78,3 217 11.1 10.2 0.4 B e
Robbery 100.0 74,0 26.0 2.0 14,0 20,0 e
. Assault 100.0 79.3 20.7 it.1 9.6 20.0 T -
Involving nonstrangers “ . o A\
Crimes of violence!® 100.0 78.4 21,6 . 6.9 12.2 2.5 ° w
Robbery 100.0 69.2 230.8 215.7 15,1 20.0
Assault 100.0 79.4 20,6 6.1 12.5 2.0 ) !
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
'Includes data on rape, not shown separately, .
*Estimate, based on zero or oh about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. . R
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Table 74. Personal and household crimes, 1979:

Percent of victimizations resuilting in economic loss,

by type of crime and type of loss

All Theft losses Damage losses
economic All thefl With Without All damage Without

Type of crime losses losses damage damage losses With theft theft
Al personal crimes 76.7 71.8 7.2 64.5 12.2 7.2 4.9
Crimes of violence 25,1 12.4 2.8 9.7 15.4 2.8 12.7
Rape 34.2 17.9 7.4 10.5 23.7 7.4 16.3
Robbery 70.2 65.4 13.9 51.5 18.8 13.9 4.8
Robbery with injury 76.6 68.0 22.5 45.5 31.1 22.5 8.6
Robbery without injury 66.9 64.1 9.5 54.6 12.3 9.5 2.8
Assault 14,3 ‘s 14.3 es 14.3
Aggravated assault 17.4 cen ves 17.4 ves 17.4
Simple assault 12.6 cee N 12,6 12.6
Crimes of theft 96.1 94.1 8.9 85.2 11,0 8.9 2.0
Personal larceny with contact 91.4 90.8 1.3 89.5 1.9 '1.3 0.6
Purse snatching 73.3 71.6 1.5 70.1 3.3 1.5 1.7
Pocket plcking 99.9 99.9 '1.3 98.6 1.3 1.3 '0.0
Personal larceny without contact 96.3 94.2 9.2 85.0 11.2 9.2 2.1
All household crimes 91.3 81.8 12.4 69.3 21.9 12.4 9.5
' Burglary 85.7 66.2 21.1 45.1 40,6 21.1 19.5
Forcible entry 95.1 79.6 58.0 21.6 73.4 58.0 15.5
Unlawful entry without force 88.0 85.9 4.5 81.4 6.6 4.5 2.1
Attempted forcible entry 66.4 2.5 1.6 1.0 65.4 1.6 63.9
Housechold larceny 95.5 93.6 7.1 86.5 8.9 & 7.1 1.8
Completed larceny 100.0 100.0 7.6 92.4 7.6 7.6 0.0
Attempted larceny 28.5 “ie cen e 28.5 . 28.5
Motor vehicle theft ., 86.0 66.1 11.4 54.6 31.4 11.4 20,0
Completed theft ' 100.0 100.0 17.3 82.7 17.3 17.3 10.0
Attempted theft 58.9 e e e 58.9 ‘e 58.9

NOTE:

.+« Represents not applicable.

Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

Because both theft and damage losses occurred in some victimizations, the sum of
entrics under "all theft losses' and "all damage losses! dees not equal the entry shown under "all economic losses,"

!Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, s statistically unreliable,
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A Table 75. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:
Percent of victimizations resulting in economic loss, .
by type of crime, type of loss,
and victim-offender rélationship
All Theft losses Damage losses
economic All Involving Involving All Involving Tavolving
Type of crime losses victimizations strangers nonstrangers victimizations strangers nonstrangers
Crimes of violence 25,1 12.4 15.4 7.1 15.4 14.6 16.9
Rape 34.3 17.9 21.8 12.0 23.7 26,4 . 19.5
Robbery 70.2 65.4 64.8 67.8 18.8 16.1 29.8
Robbery with injury 76.5 67.9 67.4 69.8 31.1 26.5 46,9
Robbery without injury 66.9 64.1 63.6 66.5 12.3 11.1 18.3
Assault : 14.3 14.3 13.7 15.3
Aggravated assault 17.4 e ees 17.4 17.3 17.4
Simple assault 12.6 ee ces 12.6 11,5 14.2
NOTE: Because both theft and damage losses occurred in some victimizations, the sum of entries under each “all victimizations" category .
does not equal entry shown under "all economic losses."
«++« Represents not applicable.
{ § g
f
Table 76. Personal and household crimes, 1979:
Percent distribution of victimizations resulting
in economic loss, by race of victims, type of crime,
and value of loss — .
. No monetary Not known and ’ 4
Race and type of crime Total value Less than $10 $10-$49  $50-$249 $250 or more not available
All races' o
All personal crimes 100.0 1.5 18.2 35.9 27.3 9.1 8.0
Crimes of violence? 100.0 9.0 10.6 26.8 26,6 10.8 16.2 :
Robbery 100.0 3.4 9.6 25.2 33.7 15.8 14.2
Robbery with injury 100.0 ’1.0 8.5 25.8 30.9 20.1 13.7 ~
Robbery without injury 100.0 1.6 10.3 24.9 35.4 13.3 14,6
Assault 100.0 18.5 12.0 27.4 19.2 5.4 17.5
Aggravated assault 100.0 13.1 10.8 28.5 24.4 6.3 16,9 W
Simple assault 100.0 22.8 12.9 26.6 15,1 4.6 18.0 .
Crimes of theft 100.0 0.8 18.9 36.8 27.3 9.0 7.2
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 0.0 10.4 41.5 29.5 5.4 13.2
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 0.8 19.2 36.7 27.3 9.1 7.0 o
All household erimes 100.0 3.1 14.1 28.2 26.3 17.7 10.5
Burglary 100.0 7.5 8.2 8.1 25.6 25.6 14,9 >
Forcible entry 100.0 5.0 4.6 9.8 21.9 39.2 19.4 x
Unlawful entry without force 100.0 1.0 9.6 24,5 34.5 23.3 7.1
Attempted forcible entry 100.0 31.7 12,0 17.9 8.1 2.5 27.7
Houschold larceny 100.0 0.6 19.0 36.5 28.5 7.4 7.9 " ¥ -
Completed larceny 100.0 0.4 19.1 36.7 28.7 7.8 7.6 o
Attempted larceny 100.0 15.0 15,6 24.8 18.4 4.4 21,8 e
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 3.2 0.8 6.4 10.3 67.1 12,2 . #
Completed theft 100.0 10,0 0.0 0,3 4.7 85.5 9.4 o
Attempted theft 100.0 13.6 3.3 26.5 28.9 6.0 21.6 N
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. White
All pérsonal crimes 100.0 1.5 18.5 36.5 27.0 9.1 7.4
o 3 Crimes of violence? 100.0 9.7 11.2 26.7 27.0 10.2 15.4
= Robbery 100.0 1.9 9.3 26.3 33.8 15.0 13.6
s ; Robbery with injury 100.0 31.4 6.6 26.1 35,2 18.9 11.9
‘ ., Robbery without injury 100.0 2.2 11.1 26.4 32.9 12.6 14.8
i Assault 100.0 18.2 13.1 25.8 2l.2 5.5 16,2
v | Aggravated assault 100.0 14.7 11.2 25.4 27.0 6.8 14.9
i Simple assault 190.0 20.9 14.5 26.2 16.7 4.6 17.2
!  Crimes of theft y 100.0 0.8 19.2 37.3 27.0 9.0 6.7
i Personal larceny with contact V4 100.0 0.0 9.6 42.1 31.7 4.7 11.9
i Personal larceny without contact // 100.0 0.8 19.4 37.2 26.9 9.1 6.6
% All household crimes 100.0 3.1 14,7 29.0 26.2 17.0 - 10.0
. Burglary 100.0 7.5 8.4 19.2 25.8 24.8 14.3
Forcible entry 100.0 4.9 4.5 10.1 21.7 38.9 19.8
Unlawful entry without force 100.0 1.0 9.8 25.8 34.3 22.6 6.6
) Attempted forcible entry 100.0 32.6 11.9 18.2 92,0 2.2 26.1
- Household larceny 100.0 0.7 19.6 36.8 28.1 7.3 7.5
i Completed larceny 100.0 0.4 19.7 37.0 28.4 7.3 7.3
‘> i Attempted larceny 100.0 16.0 15.8 25.8 16.2 3,7 22.5
4 Motor vehicle theft 100.0 2.9 0.9 6.2 10,7 67.2 12.2
Completed theft 100.0 0.0 0.0 ‘0.4 4.6 85.3 9.6
Attempted theft 100.0 12.6 4,1 25.7 31.4 5.4 20.8
Y Black
' H ! All personal crimes 100.0 1.4 16.1 32.2 29.5 8.7 12,1
: r Crimes of violence? 100.0 5.4 9.0 25.3 26.9 14.2 19.1
R ot Robbery 100.0 30,0 10.4 19,5 34.1 19.1 16.9
1 Robbery with injury 100.0 3.0 2.8 25,1 7.3 24.7 20,1
‘ I i Robbery: without injury 100.0 0,0 9.2 16.6 42.8 16.2 15.2
* § % Assault 100.0 17.7 7.0 36.5 ’10.3 5.2 23.2
| Aggravated assault 100,0 ° 6.3 9.0 43,0 ’12.8 4,3 24.5
o Simple assault 100.0 31.0 34,7 28.9 7.4 6.3 21.7
{ Crimes of theft 100.0 0.7 17.3 33.5 29.9 7.7 10.9
. * Personal larceiy with contact 100.0 0.0 14.1 35.2 25.1 3.7 19.0
. . P Personal larceny without contact 100.0 0.7 17.6 33.4 30.3 7.8 10.3
* , B All household crimes 100.0 3.8 9.5 22,9 27.0 22.4 14.3
- : { Burglary 100.0 7.6 5.8 12.8 24.5 30.5 18.9
- o Forcible entry 100.0 5.3 4.1 8.7 22,8 40.7 18.4
’ 3 Unlawful entry without force 100.0 *l.6 6.3 15.5 35.5 29.3 11.7
' ! Attempled forcible entry 100.0 27.9 9.1 18.0 4.0 4,6 36.3
2 i Household larceny 100.0 0.4 14.1 33.5 32.2 9.0 10.8
ke : Completed larceny 100.0 0.1 14.1 33.7 32.3 9.0 10.9
i Attempted larceny 100.0 ’10.7 7.7 23.4 29.2 10,6 8.3
{ Motor vehicle theft 100.0 5.2 0.0 8.6 T.7 65.0 13.4
i Completed theft 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 85,9 ’8.2
‘ Attempted theft 100.0 9.7 0.0 32.6 2.9 7.1 27.7
0 1 4 NOTE: = Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
- ® h !Includes data on "other' races, not shown separately.
* - §

- o Ty : P 2Includes data on rape, not shown separately.
*Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable,

.
¥
I}
. A
S S ,?«c_»,»w -

\

a

- .
) g { ‘
- {
K
. :
o
- . . - v ¢
- Y - rd 2
e -y . i .
~ Ed . s . » B “ .
" B » ¢ + ’ » » < - - . R
i . ~ » - . K -
i : e g : s PR o . .
o s s gy . . . . o : A
7 - Lo . ‘ .
- - 5, A} * - -
\} N —. N
' - - .

-y



”»

"
-
s
,
’
AN
3
"
" .
.
'
-
R 3
*®,
-
.
.
o,
LA ]
i E 5
o .
-
. .

. T

oL

//‘?

Table 77. Selected personal crimes, 1979:

Percent distribution of victimizations resulting
in theft loss, by race of victims, type of crime,
and value of loss

k

No monetary Less i : $250 Not
Race and type of crime Total value than $10 $10-$49 $50-$99 $100-$249 or more available
All races!
Rohbery . 100.0 0,3 11.2 25.9 14.2 21.6 16.5 - 10.3
Crimes of theft? o E?\q 100.0 0.5 19.5 37.9 1 13.7 8.9 5.3
White y g
Robbery 7 = 100.9 0.4 11.2 27.8 12.7 22.9 16.3 8.6
Crimes of theftj( 100.0 0.4 19.7 38.5 14, 13.2 9.0 4.9
Black A
Robbery 100.0 0.0 10.6 " 18.4 17.8 ) 19.3 18.2 15.7
Crimes of theft? 100.0 0.6 18.2 34.0 14.7 17.2 7.0 8.2
NOTE. Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
'Includes data on "other" races, not shown separately, .
2Includes both personal larceny with contact and personal larceny without coritact.
3Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 78. Personal and household crimes, 1979:
Percent distribution of victimizations resulting
in theft loss, by race of victims, type of crime,
and proportion of loss recovered
Some recovered
None Less Half Proportion All Not
Race and type of crime Total recpvered Tatal thaléi/ halg” or more unknown recovered available
All races!
All personal crimes? 100.0 82.6 10.7 3.2 3.2 4.3 6.2 0.5 !
Robbery . 100.0 75.3 12.4 6.3 2.3 3.8 12.1 0.2
Crimes of theft 100.0 83.0 10.6 3.0 3.3 4.3 5.9 0.5
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 75.9 17.2 11.6 3.6 2.0 7.0 0.0
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 83.2 10.4 2.7 3.3 4.4 5.9 0.5
All household crimes 100.0 77.7 12.8 2.9 4.2 5.7 9.2 0.3
Burglary 100.0 75.3 17.3 4.8 7.1 5.4 6.8 0.6
Household larceny 100.0 83.8 9.5 1.9 2.0 5.7 6.5 ' 0.2
Motor vehicle theft 100.G 23.4 26.4 4.7 13.6 8.1 50.1 0.1
White ‘
All personal crimes? 100.0 82.5 10.7 3.3 3.4 4.0 6.4 0.5
Robbery 100.0 72.1 13.6 7.9 2.8 2.9 14.1 0.2
Crimes of theft 100.0 82.9 10,6 3.1 3.4 4.0 6.1 0.5 N .
Personal larceny with gantact 100.0 72.7 18.5 13.7 3.0 1.8 8.8 0.9
Personal larceny withoul contact 100,0 83.2 10.4 2.8 3.5 4.1 6.0 0.5
All household crimes 100.0 77.5 12.8 3.0 4.3 5.4 9.4 0.3 -
Burglary 100.0 74.3 17.7 5.2 7.4 5.1 7.3 0.6
Household larceny 100.0 83.7 9.5 2.0 2.1 5.4 6.6 0.2
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 23.5 26.5 4.7 14.3 7.9 49.9 0.2
Black )
All personal crimes? 100.0 83.1 11.0 2.4 1.8 6.8 5.2 0.6
Robbery 100.0 85.1 ‘9.1 3.5 20,9 6.7 5.8 30,0
Crimes of theft 100.0 82.9 11.2 2.5 1.9 6.8 5.2 0.7
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 85.3 13.2 5.5 4.8 2.9 1.5 0.0
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 - 82.8 11.1 2.3 1.7 7.0 5.4 0.7 .
All household crimes 100.0 78.3 13.6 2.0 3.5 8.1 7.9 0.3 -
Burglary 100.0 79.9 15.5 2.7 5,7 7.1 4.2 10.5
Household larceny 100.0 84.0 10.9 1.3 1.3 8.3 4.9 0.2 Fl
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 23.4 25.5 3.7 9.8 12.0 51.1 0.0
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. N
'Includes data on "other" races, not shown separately. o LI
2Includes data on rape, not shown separately, "5t excludes data on assault, which by definition does not involve theft, B )
‘Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. B o
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Table 79. Persona! and household crimes, 1979:
Percent distribution of victimizations

{n which theft losses were recovered, by type of crime

and method of recovery of loss

PR

Both insurance Method

\Type of crime Total Insurance only Other method only and other method not available
All personal crimes'’ 100.0 26.3 69.3 2.2 2.2
Robbery ‘ 100.0 13.6 82.4 3.3 0.7 3
Robbery with injury 100.0 210.9 87.2 .9 20.0
Robbery without injury 100.0 15.3 79.5 4,1 1.1
Crimes of theft 100.0 27.2 68.3 2.1 2.3
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 26,0 90,1 *3,9 20,0 3
Personal larceny without contact 100.0 28.2 67.3 2.1 2.4
All houschold crimes 100.0 27.5 65.6 5.2 1.6
Burglary 100.0 43.6 50.6 3.5 2.3
Household larceny 100.0 23.1 74.9 0.7 1.3
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 13.0 67.5 18.4 1.1

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. )
!Includes data on rape, not shown separately, but excludes data on assault, which by definition does not involve theft.

2Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable,

Table 80. Household crimes, 1979:

Percent distribution of victimizations
resulting in theft loss, by value of loss
and type of crime

Value of loss All houschold crimes Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0

No monetary value 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.0

Less than $10 15,2 8.1 19,7 0.1

$10-$49 29.8 18.8 37.4 0.5

$50-$99 . 13,8 13.3 15.2 ‘0.6

$100-$249 ) 14.9 18.6 14.2 4.2

$250-$999 12,0 22.0 6.3 26.0

$1,000 or more v 8.3 13.3 1.2 61.9

Not available 5.7 - 5.5 5.6 6.6

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
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Table 81. Peracnal and household crimes, 1979:

Percent ot victimizations resulting in loss of time from work,
by type of crime

bl Mo

Tyne:o’[. crime

Percent

All pérsonal crimes

Crimes of viclence
Rape .
Robbery
Robbery with injury
_Robbery without injury
Assault
Aggravated assault
Simple assault
Crimes of theft .
Personal larceny with contact
Personal larceny without contact

All household crimes

Burglary
Forcible entry =
Unlawful entry without force
Attempted forcible entry
Housghold larceny
Less than $50
$50 or more
Amount not available
Attempted larceny
Motor vehicle theft
* Completed theft

6.3

11.5
27.6
13.8

. —— n
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Attempted theft

c U “Table 82. Personal and household crimes, 1979:

Percent of victimizations resuiting in toss of time from work, -
by type of crime and race of victims 3\

Type of crime . White ‘ Black

All personal crimes 6.2 6.8

Crimes of violence
Rape
Robbery
Assault :
Crimes of theft .
Personal larceny with contact
Personal larceny without contact

No—
o

—
oW
DO = UID =T 0

\
M i e

. co ) e All household crimes

74

- . . Burglary
' Household larceny
Motor vehicle theft
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Table 83. Personal crimas of violence, 1979:

Percent of victimizations resulting in ioss of time from work,
by type of crime and victim-offender relationship

Type of crime All victimizations Involying strangers Iavolving nonstrangers
Crimes of violence 11.5 10.4 13,3
Rape 27.6 28.7 25.9
Robbery 13.8 13.3 16.2
3 8.8 12,5

. Assaull 10,

Table 84. Personal and household crimes, 1979: -

Percent distribution of victimizations resulting in loss of time
from work, by type of crime and number of days lost

Ay

Less : Not known

than 1-5 6 days and not
Type of crime Total 1 day days or more avallable

All personal crimes 100.0 47,1 39.2 11.5 2.2
Crimes of violence 100.0 28,6 47.4 21.4 2.6
Rape 100.0 7.5 79.6 . 12,9 '0,0
Rohbery 100.0 31.4 39.2 27.4 2.1
Assault 100.0 29.9 46,6 20,4 3.1
Crimes of theft 100.0 65,2 31.2 1.9 1.7
Personal larceny with contact 100.0 69.9 124.2 '6.0 0,0
Pursonal larceny without contact 100.0 65.1 314 1.8 1.8
All household crimes 100.0 47,1 48.4 3.4 .2
Burglary 100.0 46.4 49.3 3.1 .2
Houschold larceny 100,0 58,6 38.9 12,0 0.4
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 334 58.8 5.7 s2.1

NOTE: Detail may not add {o tofal shown because of rounding.
'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, {s statistically unrcllable,
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Table 85. Personal crimes of violence, 1879:
Percent distribution of victimizations resulting in loss of time
from work, by number of days lost and victim-offender
relationship
=
Number of days lost All victimizations Involving strangers Involving nonstrangers
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Less than 1 day 28.6 31.8 23.9
1-5 days 47.4 47.1 47.9
6 days or more 21.4 19.6 23.8
Not known and not available 2.6 1.4 4.4 .
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrellable.
¢ t
Table 86. Personal and houschold crimes, 1979: =
Percent distribution of victimizations resulting in loss of time
from work, by race of victims, type of crime,
and number of days lost
Less Not known R
than 1-5 6 days and not
Race and type of crime Total I day days or more available
White
All personal crimes 100.0 50.2 38.7 8.9 2.2
Crimes of violence 100.0 30.8 49,5 17.0 2.7
Crimes of theft 100.0 67.6 29.1 1.6 .7 '
All household crimes 100.0 47.8 47.3 3.7 '
Burglary 100.0 46,3 49,0 3,2 1.4
Houschold larceny 100.0 59.1 38,1 2.3 0,5
Motor vehicle theft 100,0 35.6 56.3 6.5 ‘1.6
Black @
All personal crimes 100.0 28.2 44,2 25.6 2.0 .
Crimes of violence 100.0 18.1 41.8 37.0 13,1
Crimes of theft 100.0 46.3 48.6 5,1 ‘0,0
All household crimes 100.0 43.0 55.7 10,0 1.3
Burglary 100.0 49.2 50.8 0,0 ‘0.0
Household larceny 100.0 50.8 49,2 0.0 0.0 . N
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 '19.8 74.2 0.0 6,0 .
i kU N .
NOTE: Detail may not add to tatal shown because of rounding. . 4 '
'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. v B )
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Table 87. Personal and household crimes, 1979:
Percent of victimizations reported to the police,
by type cf crime ,
Type of crime Percent
All personal crimes 29.8
Crimes of violence 45.1
Rape 50.5
Rabbery 55.5
_Robbery with injury 62.2
From serious assault 66.2
From minor assault 57.7
Robbery without injury 52.0
Assault 42.4
Aggpravated assault 51.3
With injury 57.1
¥ “Attempted assault with weapon 48.3
Simple aszgult 37.4
With injury 50.2
Attempted assault without weapon 32.9
Crimes of theft 24.0
Personal larceny with contact 35.6
Purse snatching 48.9
Pocket picking 29.1
Personal larceny without contact 23.6
All household crimes 36.4
Burglary 47.6
Forcible entry 71.9
Unlawful] entry without force 38.3
Attempted for¢ible entry .. 30.9
Household larceny Tt 25,1
Completed larcenyt - 25,2
Less than $50 ’ 13.4
$50 or more 44.3
Attempted larceny 24.5
Motor vehicle theft 68.2
Completed theft 85.7
Attempted thelt 34.1

'Includes data, not shown sepai'\‘?lely, on larcenies for which the value of loss was not ascertained.

e

Table 88. Personal crimet; 1979:

TS TS

Percen&t‘df'vlczlmizaﬂons reported to the police,
by selected characteristics of victims

and type of crime
Characteristic All personal crimes Crimes of violence . Crimes of theit
Sex A .
Both sexes 29.8 45.1 24.0
Male 29,1 42, 22.9 )
Female 30. 49.1 25.2
Race I P
White g 29.9 T 44.8 24.4
Black 29.5 47.6 20.8
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Table 89. Personal crimes, 1979:

‘Percent of victimizations reported to the police,
by type of crime, victim-offender relationship,

and sex of victims.

All victimizations

Involving strangers

Involving nonstrangers

Type of crime Both sexes Male Female Both sexes Male Female Both sexes Male Female
Crimes of violence 45.1 42.7 49.1 46.1 43.4 52.3 43.2 40.9 45,6
Rape 50.5 . 55.9 49.9 50.9 36.1 52.6 49.9 '85.2 45.6
Robbery 55.5 51.7 63.2 56.8 52.0 67.4 50.2 50.2 50.1
Robbery with injury 62.2 54.9 75.6 65,0 56.5 84.2 52.7 47,1 58.2
From serious assault 66.2 62.3 80.2 68.2 65.6 80.1 58.9 48.2 80.2
From minor assault 57.7 41.0 73.5 61.3 40.5 86.1 46.2 44.4 47.0
Robbery without injury 52.0 50.1 56.0 52.8 49.8 59.3 48.5 51.8 42.4
Assault 4.4 40.4 46.1 42.6 40.9 47.1 42.1 39.3 45.1
Aggravated assault 51.3 49.0 57.0 51.2 49.2 57.4 51.4 48.7 56.5

With injury 57.1 55.1 61.7 56.9 55.3 62.7 57.3 54.7 61.0
Attempted assault with weapon - 48,3 46.1 54,2 48.8 46.5 55.5 47.1 45.0 51.9
Simple assault 37.4 34.4 41.7 37.4 35.3 4.0 37.4 32.4 41.5
With injury 50.2 50.0 50.5 56.8 54.8 64.1 44.3 40.1 46.5
Attempted assault without weapon 32.9 29.6 38.1 32.3 29.5 38.2 33.9 29.9 38.0
Crimes of theft 24.0 22.9 25.2 vee e e e
Personal larceny with contact 35.6 27.9 41.5 36.9 29.4 42.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Purse snatching 48.9 0.0 48.9 49.5 ‘0.0 49.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pocket picking 29.1 27.9 31.3 30.6 29.4 32.8 0.0 '0.0 0.0
Personal larceny without contact 23.6 22.8 24.6 e ves ‘e ves ‘s ces

..+ Represents not applicable.
see the offenders.

‘Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

P

The distinction between stranger and nonstranger is not made for noncontact larcenies because victims rarely
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Table 90. Personal crimes, 1979:

Percent of victimizations reported to the police,
by type of crime, victim-oftender relationship,

-and race of victims

Q

All victimizations

Involving strangers

Involving nonstrangers

Type of crime White Black White Black White Black
rimes of violence 44.8 47.6 46.2 46.8 42,2 48.7
Rape 51.7 47.0 53.4 40.5 49.2 164.6
Robbery 54.7 59.4 55.6 60.6 5141 53.3
Robbery with injury 61,2 66.1 63.7 69.8 53.5 49.1
From serious assault 65.4 68.3 66,6 72.8 61,0 53.8
From minor assault 57.0 61.1 60.6 64.4 47.6 ‘0.0
Robbery without injury 51.2 56.3 51.6 56.5 49.3 55.4
Assault 42.6 42.3 43.5 36.0 40.9 47.6
Aggravated assault 51.8 49.2 52.6 40.0 50.1 56.9
With injury 56.8 62.2 58.1 56.4 55.2 66.5
Attempted assault with weapon 49.4 39.5 50.5 29.0 46.7 49,0
Simple assault 37.6 36.2 38.1 32.5 36.8 39.3
With injury 50.9 44.4 56.7 61.5 45.4 36.8
Attempted assault without weapon 32.9 33.2 33,1 26.4 32.5° 40,6
Grimes of theft 24.4 20.8 “es Ve
Personal larceny with contact 35.1 37.7 36.4 39.5 Y00 0,0
Purse snatching 43.5 65,7 44.3 65.7 '0.0 ‘0.0
Pocket picking 31.1 22.1 32.6 23.8 0.0 0.0
Personal larceny without contact 24.1 19.7 Ve ces ‘e ‘e

ves Represents‘ not applicable.
see the offenders.

'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or (ewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable,

The distinction between stranger and nonstranger is not made for noncontact larcenies because victims rarely
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Table 91. Personal crimes, 1979:

Percent of victimizations reported to the police,
by type of crime, victim-offender relationship,
and ethnicity of victims

A
74 ‘

All victimiZations

Involving strangers

Involving nonstrangers

Type of crime Hispanic Non-Hispanic Hispanic Non-Hispanic Hispanic Non-Hispanic

—

Crimes of violence 50.1 o 447 48.7 45.9 53,1 42.6
Rape 161.5 i 50.1 167.4 50.3 152.0 49.8
Robbery 51.6 55.9 50.1 57.4 157.5 49.5

Robbery with injury 59.8 62.5 61.0 65.4 55,9 52.4
From serious assault 72.9 65.3 79.9. 66.7 149.6 60.3
From minor assault '38.5 59.4 30,1 64.1 165.7 44.5

Robbery without injury 46,1 52.5 43.3 53.6 59,1 47.5

Assault 49.4 42.0 47.7 42,3 52.3 41.5

Aggravated assault 57.1 50.8 53.4 51.0 66.2 50.5
With injury 56.8 57.1 61.9 56.5 146.9 57.9
Attempted assault with weapon 57.3 . 47.5 50.0 48.7 76.7 44.9

Simple assault 42.8 37.1 41.9 37.1 44.1 37.0
With injury 64.9 49.5 72.1 56.2 60.5 43.4
Attempted assault without weapon 35.7 32.7 36.2 32.1 34,5 33,8

Crimes of theft 18.7 24.3

Personal larceny with contact 123.8 36.4 '23.8 37.9 0.0 0.0
Purse shatching 28.5 52.2 '28.5 52.9 0.0 0.0
Pocket picking '12.9 29.6 '12.9 31.2 '0.0 '0.0

Personal larceny without contact 18.5 23.9 ‘e vee Ve ‘e

... rRepresents not applicable. The distinction between stranger and nonstranger is not made for noncontact larcenies because victims rarely
T

see the offenders.,

!Estimate, based on zZero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 92. Personal crimes, 1979:

Percent of victimizatioris reported to the police,
by type of crime and age of victims

65 and
£ Type of crime 12-19 20-34 35-49 50-64 over
L
All perscnal crimes 18.2 32.9 37.9 34.3 37.0
Crimes of violence 33.7 47.3 56.6 60.0 56.1
Rape 53.3 45.2 64.8 '45.6 '100.0
Robbery 37.6 58.8 61.8 69.2 79.0
Robbery with injury 43.7 64.9 75.4 63.9 87.7
From sprious assauit 49.7 67.3 85.0 71.7 178.3
From minor assault 36.9 61.3 62.7 58.9 91.7
Robbery without injury 34.8 55.3 56.3 72.5 72.7
Assault 32.0 45.3 54.7 55.6 39.0
Aggravated assault 39.4 83.4 62.7 76.6 53.3
‘ With injury 46.8 58.2 69.0 90.2 58,5
b Attempted assault with weapon 35.4 50.9 59.9 69.5 '8]1.4
: Simple assault 28.1 40.3 49.7 44.6 32.4
i With injury 41.2 53.6 63.5 70.7 127.4
‘ Attempted assault without weapon 22.9 35.7 45.0 41.1 33.3
Crimes of theft 11.5 26.6 33.0 29.2 31.8
Personal larceny with contact 13.3 35.7 47.6 50.0 41.3
Purse snalching '32.6 58.6 41,0 50.6 46.5
Pocket picking 'g.2 26.7 50.0 34.6 36,8
- Personal larceny without contact 11.5 26,3 32.6 28.6 29.9
O
0
'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. ‘
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Table 93. Personal crimes of violence, 1979:

}
{
:

Percent of victimizations reported to the police,
by age of victims and victim-offender

b relationship
b
| Y Age All victimizations Involving strangers Involving nonstrangers
x 12-19 33.7 36.6 29.4 4
: 20-34 47,3 46.6 48,7
? 35-49 56.6 55.4 57.1
! 50-64 60.0 61.9 54.7
: 65 and over 56.1 54.9 59.6

b Kot S e st e

! Table 94. Household crimes, 1979; .

Percent of victimizations reported to the police,
< by type of crime, race of head of househeld,
. and form of tenure

,;‘....u_

All households* White households Black households
Type of crime Both forms Owned Rented Bnth forms Owned Rented Both forms Owned Rented
All household crimes 36.4 38.9 33.2 36.5 38.9 33.2 36.1 39.7 33.5
; Burglary 47.6 51.8 42,8 47.4 51.3 42.4 49,5 56.3 45.6
i Forcible entry 71.9 76.6 66.3 72.8 77.1 66.7 68.5 72.9 65.7
i Nothing taken 53.2 61.5 44.0 52.2 61.1 40.6 57.5 61,2 55,0
- Something taken 76.7 80.3 72.3 78.1 80.9 73.9 71.2 76.0 68.2
! Unlawful entry without force 36.3 40.6 35.4 38.1 40.0 35.5 40.2 45.9 36.6
%\ Attempted forcible entry 30.9 36.4 26.2 31.9 36.9 26.8 28.0 36.4 24,7
[ Household larceny 25,1 28.0 2l.4 25.8 28.4 22.0 20.1 23.5 < 17.3
i Completed larceny? 25.2 28.0 21.5 25.8 28.3 22.2 20.6 24.4 17.5
by Less than $50 13.4 15.8 10.0 13.6 15.8 10.4 10.9 16.1 6.5
§'3 $50 or more 44.3 49.1 38.2 46.1 - 50.4 40.2 32.2 36.0 29.4
gy Attempted larceny 24.5 28.6 19.0 25.8 30.5 18.8 14,5 '13.8 ’15.0
i Motor vehicle theft 68.2 69.2 67.2 68.8 69.2 68.4 63.2 67.8 59.3
i Completed theft 85.7 88.7 82.9 86.0 87.8 84.3 83.5 93.3 74,0
i : Attempted theft 34.1 32.2 36.0 36.3 35.8 36.7 19.6 0.0 32.4

'Includes data on "other' races, not shown separately. Y
?Includes data, not shown separately, on larcenies for which the value of loss was not ascertained.
IEstimate, based on'zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

. "‘f‘“"‘ SOV

o




TN R s e ; v —— . A , o

[, L )ﬁ‘L ‘_i(,m‘ '%.m.‘ummu : sy
i
P
{
2 i
o
P
Lo
!
L
Lo
i ; Table g5, Household crimes, 1970:
; ; Percent of victimizationg reported to the police,
- by type of crime and annuaj family income 0
o Less than $3,000- $7,500- $10, 000- $15,000 $25, 000 Not
i Type of crime $3,000 $7,499 $9,999 $14,999 $24,999 or more avallable
i — -
tEN|
| ! All householy crimes 31,5 32.5 35.0 36,9 37.0 41,0 37.8
I Burglary 39.8 40.0 47.5 48.4 50,4 56,1 48.7
b Forcible entry 64.9 64.9 70.6 69.3 75.6 83,4 71.8
I Unlawgu] entry without foree 26.6 32.2 36.4 42.8 40.4 43,7 410.4
I Altempted forciple entry - 31.1 23.8 32.8 26,5 36.9 41.4 27.5
; g Householq lareeny 22.2 . 22.8 22,3 25.8 27.0 27.6 23,1
i i ‘Completed larceny ! 22.4 123.2 22,1 26.1 27.0 27.6 22,5
I Less than $50 13,0 13,1 14,2 12,9 13.3 4.3 12,7
i $50 or more 40,2 40.8 37.1 45,2 50,3 45,9 37.6
,E f Attempted larceny 15,3 16,0 26.0 22,0 27.0 26.3 35.0
I Motor vehicie thepy ' 49.8 70.4 75.2 67.5 66.2 67,1 73.3
i Completed thert 60.7 84.3 83,9 86.1 88,3 87.3 89.0
_3 { Attempted theft 26.0 37.5 55,2 27.8 28,0 31.1 4.9
; l ’Includes data, not shown Separately, op larcenies for which the valye of loss wasg not ascertained,
- ’Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, ig Stalistically unreliable,
1
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: | Table 96. Householq crimes, 1979;
o] Percent of victimizationg reported to the police, ‘
1y Y value of losg and type of crime
o
|
’g | All householg Household Motor vehicle
: i Value of losz? crimes Burglnry larceny theft
iy
[ Less than $1o 10.3 2l.6 8.2 *100.0
By $10-349 17,5 24.5 15.9 100.0
Ly Z $50~$249 42.7 48,1 39.6 72.4
Cod $250 or morg 79.2 83.3 62,7 86.3
; 'Tha Praportions refer only to losses of cash and/op proberty and exclude the value of Property damago.
; l 3 Estimate, based on about 10 op fewer sample cases, {g statlstlca“y unreliable,
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Table 97. Personal and household crimes, 1979:
Percent distribution of reasons for not reporting victimizations -
to the police, by type of crime
Nothing could  Not Police would Too inconven~ Private or ;
be donej lack important  not want to ient or time pursonal Fear of Reported to Other and !
‘Type of crime Total of proof enough be bothered  consuming matter reprisal someone else  not given
All personal crimes 100.0 16.4 26.2 6.2 2.4 7.3 1.0 14.9 25.6
Crimes of violence 100.0 8.1 22.5 6.0 2.4 24.6 3.9 8.6 231.9
Rape 100.0 0.4 9.3 5.2 0.0 22.5 '10.3 8.0 34.2
Robbery 100.0 15.0 16.0 9.9 3.2 12.8 3.9 5.9 33.6
Robbery with injury 100.0 13.8 9.2 12.8 .4 13.4 5.5 4.8 38.9 W
Robbery without injury 100.0 15.4 18.6 8.9 3.8 12.7 3.3 5.8 31.6
Assault 100.0 6.8 24.2 5.3 2.3 26.8 3.7 9.2 21.8 o
Aggravated assault 100.0 9.3 19.5 4.7 2.6 28.1 4.8 4.9 26.0
Simple assault 100.0 5.7 26.1 5.5 2.1 26.3 3.2 11.0 20.0
Crimes of theft 100.0 18.5 27.1 6.2 2.4 2.9 0.3 16.5 26.0 i
Personal larceny with N
contact 100.0 21.5 13.6 4.5 12,6 3.5 2.1 12.5 39.8
Personal larceny without
contact 100.0 18.4 27.5 6.3 2.4 2.9 0.2 16.7 25.6
All houschold crimes 100.0 18.8 29.4 8.8 1.9 6.2 0.5 3.1 31.3 )
Burglary 100.0 19.7 22.2 7.3 2.0 7.2 1.0 5.3 35.3
Foreible entry 100.0 18.3 14,5 9.1 3.8 8.3 0.9 4.0 41,2
Unlawful entry without
force 100.0 20.5 22,0 7.2 2.0 8.4 0.8 5.5 33.5
Attempted forcible entry 100.0 19.0 27.5 6.3 1.1 3.9 1.3 5.6 35.4
{louschold darceny 100.0 18.5 33.4 9.6 1.9 5.6 0.3 2.1 28.7
Completed larceny 100.0 18.9 34.1 9.5 1.9 5.6 0.3 2.2 27.5
Attempted larceny 100.0 13. 23.0 10.2 ‘1.9 5.0 ‘0.0 .1 45.7
Motor vehicle theft 100.0 16.3 11.4 7.5 2.6 11.0 0.2 2.6 48.2
Completed theft 100.0 10,6 0.9 1.0 ‘1.9 2B.5 '0.9 2,0 54.2
Attempted theft 100.0 18.5 15.4 10.0 2.9 4.5 ‘0.0 12.9 45.9
NOTE: Detail may not add to total ghown because of rounding. :
‘Bstimate, based on zero or on ibout 10 or fewer sample cases, Is statistically unreliable. -
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Table 98. Personal crimes, 1979:
Percent distribution of reasons for not reporting victimizations
to the police, by race of victims and type of crime
Nothing could  Not Police would Too inconven- Private or
be done; lack important  not want to ient or time personal Fear of Reported to Other and t
Type of crime Total of proof enough be bothered  consuming matter reprisal someone else not given
White
All personal crimes 100.0 16.4 26.6 6.1 2.4 7.3 1.0 14.8 25.3
Crimes of violence 100.0 7.9 22.4 5.7 2.3 25.7 4.0 8.6 23.4
Rape 100.0 113.0 ‘1.6 6.5 0.0 22.6 '12.8 4.1 29.4
Robbery 100.0 . 12.9 15.4 10.2 3.6 13.5 4.2 6.2 33.9
Assanlt 100.0 6.8 24.0 5.0 2.2 27.8 3.7 9.1 2l.4
Crimes of theft 100.0 18.5 27.6 6.2 2.4 2.8 0.3 16.4 25.8
Personal lavceny with
contact 100.0 22.3 15.0 4.5 2.3 2.2 1.7 13.2 38.9
Personal larceny
without contact 100.0 18.4 27.9 6.2 2.4 2.8 9.3 16.5 25.4
“Black /( ' Y :
All personal crimes 100.0; 6.9 22.4 7.1 2.3 6.9 0.8 16.2 27.3
Crimes of violence 100.0° “10.8 21.5 6.9 2.6 18.1 23,0 8.7 28.3 L
Rape 100.0 ‘0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.5 '0.0 127.9 54,6 v
Robbery 100.0 23.5 17.4 '9,6 0.0 7.9 3.1 3.0 35.5
Assault 100.0 7.2 24,1 6.3 3.7 21,6 3.1 9.6 24.4 % =
Crimes of theft 100.0 18.6 22:6 7.2 2.2 3.7 ‘0.2 118.4 27.0 N
Personal larceny with \
contact 100.0 18.9 7.5 4.9 13,9 19,0 3.7 '8.9 43.2 ' N
Personal larceny R - \\.
without contact 100.0 18.6 23.5 7.4 2.1 3.3 0.0 18.9 26.1 N o
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. , ol
'Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. s a
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Table 99. Personal crimes, 1979:

Percent distribution of reasons for not reporting victimizations
to the police, by annual family income and type of crime

Type of crime and reason Less than $3,000~ $7,500- $10,000- $15,000~ $25,000 Not .
for not reporting $3,000 $7,499 $9,999 $14,999 $24,999 or more available
All personal crimes 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Nothing could be done; lack of proaf 13.0 18.2 17.2 15.7 17.1 15.3 17.4
Not jmpor{ant enough 26.3 23.2 24.1 26.8 26.9 27.3 26.2
Police would not want to be bothered 5.9 6.5 8.1 5.3 5.4 6.4 7.6
Too inconvenient or time consuming 3.3 2.4 3.0 2.7 1.9 2.6 2.4
Private or personal matter 12.4 9.6 10.3 7.6 5.9 5.5 6.4
Fear of reprisal . 2.3 1.3 0.7 1.2 0.9 0.6 1.3
Reported to someone else 10.1 1.4 11.5 14.5 17.5 16.8 14,1
Other and not given 26.8 27.3 25.2 26.3 24.4 25.7 24.7
Crimes of violence 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Nothing could be done; lack of proof 7.8 9.9 6.0 6.0 8.4 8.9 8.7
Not important enough 17.7 20.1 19.8 21.3 24.3 25.5 25.6
Police would not want to be bothered 4.7 7.2 5.1 6.0 5.7 5.9 6.5
Too inconvenient or time consuming 13.2 3.7 3.8 1.9 1.4 2,3 1.1
Private or personal matter 29.8 25,3 30.3 27.4 22.0 21.9 20.1
Fear of reprisal 5.6 4.0 2.8 4.6 3,3 3.1 5.1
Reported to someone else 9.4 5.1 9.6 6.6 11.0 9.7 . 8.8
Other and not given 21.8 24.7 22,7 26.1 23.9 22.6 i 243
. I A
Crimes. of theft 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 l\( 100.0
Nothing could be done; lack of proof 15.5 21.2 20.4 18.2 18.9 16.4 Y 19.6
Not important enough 30.3 24.4 25.4 28,2 27.5 27.6 26.3
Police would not want to be bothered 6.4 6.3 9.0 . 5.2 5.4 6.4 7.8
Too inconvenient or time consuming 3.3 1.9 2.7 2.9 2.0 2.6 2.7
Private or personal matter 4.1 4.0 4.5 2.4 2.5 2.4 2,8
Fear of reprisal 10.7 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.4
Reported to someone else 10.4 13.6 12.0 16.5 18.9 18.1 15.5
Oth~r and not given 29.2 28.3 25.9 26.3 24.5 26.3 24.8
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer saniple cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 100. Personal crimes of violence; 1979:

Percent distribution of reaisons for not reporting victimizations
to the police, by victim-offender
relationship and type of crime

Nothing could  Not Police would Too inconven- Private or .
Victim-offender relationship be done; lack important  not want to tent or time personal Fear of Reported to Other and
and type of crime Total of proof enough be bothered  consuming matter reprisal someone else not given
Involving strangers
Crimes of violence 100.0 12.3 25.1 5.7 2.8 18.2 2.7 7.9 25.2
Rape 100.0 110.6 '13.4 '6.7 0.0 '15.0 14,2 1.1 39.0
Robbery 100.0 18.6 16.9 8.7 3.7 9.7 3.4 4.9 34,1
Assault 100.0 10.8 27.5 5.0 2.7 20.5 2.5 8.5 22.5
Involving nonstrangers
Crimes of violence 100.0 1.3 18.3 6.3 1.6 34.9 5.8 9.8 21.9
Rape 100.0 0.2 3.0 3.1 0.0 34.0 '19.6 3.2 '26.9
Robbery 100.0 1.6 12.7 14.5 .2 24,4 5,7 7.9 32.0
Assault 100.0 1.0 19.4 5.7 1.7 35.9 5.3 10.3 20.8
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
'Estimate; based on zero or on abaut 10 or fewer sample cases, is stalistically unreliable.
Table 101. Household crimes, 1979:
Percent distribution of reasons for not reporting victimizations
to the police, by race of head of househoid
_and type of crime
All houschold Household Motor vehicle
Race and reason crimes Burglary larceny theft
White
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Nothing could be done; lack of praof 18.8 19.6 18.6 i4.8
Not important enough 3o.2 23.0 34,1 2.1
Police would not want 1o be bothered 8.7 7.0 9.5 6.9
Too Inconvenient or time consuming 2.0 2.0 1.9 2.6
Private or personal matter 6.2 7.3 5.4 11.2
Fear of reprisal 0.4 0.8 0.3 0.3
Reported to someorie clse 3.1 5.2 2.2 3.2
Other and not given 30,7 35.0 28.0 48,9
Black
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Nothing could be done; lack of proof 19.0 21,0 17.5 24.7
Not important enough 22.8 15.6 27.6 '8.8
*Police would not want to be bothered 19.4 9.5 10.8 111
Too inconvenient or time consuming 1.6 1.9 1.5 1.7
Private or personal matter 6.8 6.1 6.9 0.9
Fear of reprisal 0.7 21,7 ‘0.3 ‘0.0
Reported to someone else 3.0 5.5 1.9 0.0
- Other and not given 35.7 38.6 33.6 42.9
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
‘Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, s statistically unreliable.
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X Table 102. Household crimes, 1379:
Percent distribution of reasons for not reporting victimizations
to the police, by annual family income -
Less than $3,000= $7,500- $10,000~ $15,000- . $25,000 Not
Reason o $3,000 $7,499 $9,999 $14,999 $24,999 or more available
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 109.0
A ‘ Nothing could be done; lack of proof o 21.3 18.4 21.4 17.7 18.3 17.4 26.5
S Not important enough T 2740 26.9 26.0 29.8 31.5 33.6 26.3
o Police would not wanl to be botheved 10.4 9.1 9.7 8.6 9.1 7.3 8.3
Too inconvenient or time consuming 1.6 2.2 1.3 2.3 2.3 1.3 1.6
{ Private or personal matter 8.0 7.0 746 5.5 5.3 5.8 6.3
Fear of reprisal 1.1 0.9 0.3 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.5
Reported to someone else 4.6 3.6 2.5 3.3 2.4 3.0 2.3
Other and not given 25.9 32.0 3l1.2 - 32.2 30.8 31.3 33.7
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
N 'Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
1
i
i
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! Table 103. Housshold crimes, 1579: o
* I
g Percent distribution for not reporting victimizations
, | to the police, by type of crime
p | and value of theft loss
, o Y Nothing could  Not Police would Too inconven~ Private or
e . : Type of crime and be done; lack important  not want to jent or time personal Fear of Reported to Other and
. Co value of loss! Total of proof enough be bothered  consuming matter reprisal someone else not given
' . . - All household crimes 100.0 19.0 30.8 9.3 2.1 6.3 0.5 2.5 29.6
N » Less than $50 100.0 17.0 41.5 9.3 1.7 5.1 0.4 2.2 522.9
' ' $50-$249 100.0 23.3 13.1 9.8 S 2.9 6.6 0.4 3.1 40,7
: o $250 or more 100.0 19.6 4.7 6.9 V2.3 16.2 1.3 2.9 46.0
SR Burglary 100.0 20.2 20.5 8.5 2.6 8.0 1.0 4.3 34.9
C oz . : ) Less than $50 100.0 18.9 32.6 7.6 1.9 7.8 0.8 4.5 25.%
. : \ $50-%$249 100.0 21.6 11.2 9.9 3.6 5.7 1.0 4.4 42.6
e, : $250 or more 100.0 2.1 3.4 7.9 2.1 15.2 .8 3.5 45.0
Household larceny 100.0 18.8 34.2 9.6 1.9 5.5 0.3 2.0 27.7
: ; Less than $50 100.0 16.7 43.2 9.6 1.6 4.6 0.3 1,7 22.3
R : ] $50-599 100.0 22.4 16.8 11.1 2.3 6.9 0.3 2.0 38.2
“ Cos ‘ $100-$249 100.0 26.3 10.2 8.3 2.9 6.7 29,2 3.2 42.2
T L % i $250 or more 100.0 21.4 7.6 8.0 2.5 14.6 20.9 2.5 42.4
" S Motor vehicle theft 100.0 10.3 - *1.0 21 2.0 25.6 0.9 2.1 57.1
.j Less than $250 100.0 9.6 210.2 20,0 20.0 245.0 20.0 0.0 235.3
— 43 $250-$999 100.0 10.6 0.0 2.6 5.0 222.0 0.0 22.7 57.2
. f $1,000 or more 100.0 10.1 0.0 0.0 20.0 24.8 1.9 2.0 61.3
i -
;‘ NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
" ; j 'The proportions refer only to losses of cash and/or property and exclude the value of property damage;
o ? Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable,
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Appendix Il
Survey instruments

A basic screen questionnaire (Form
NCS-1) and a crime incident report (Form
NCS-2) are used to elicit information on
the relevant crimes committed against the
household as a whole and against any of its
members age 12 and over. Form NCS-1 is
designed to screen for all instances of vic-
timization before details of any specific in-
cident are collected. The screening form
also is used for obtaining information on
the characteristics of each household and
its members. Household screening ques-
tions are asked of all members age 12 and
over. However, a knowledgeable adult
member of the household serves as a proxy
respondent for 12- and 13-year-olds, in-
capacitated persons, and individuals absent
during the entire field interviewing period,

Once the screening process is compieted,
the interviewer obtains details of each re-
ported incident. Form NCS-2 includes
questions concerning the extent of eco-
nomic loss or injury, characteristics of of-
fenders, whether or not the police were
notified, and other pertinent details.

The basic screen questionnaire and inci-
dent report underwent revision in January
1979, and the reworked instruments were
used to collect information on incidents
committed in 1979. Facsimiles of the re-
vised questionnaires are included here.
Readers should consult previous annual re-
ports for copies of the original instruments.
As may be noted, the revised incident re-
port has been expanded to collect addi-
tional information on series victimizations,
time and place of occurrence, medical
treatment, property loss, and reporting to
the police. Analysis based on these new
data elements will be performed in the near
future.
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f‘t_:manf,{CS-l ano NCS.2 Form Approved: O.M,B, No, 43-R0587
- UsS, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE NOTICE - Your report to the C
BUREAU OF THE GENSUS. Code 42, Section 37 ensus Bureau is confidentlal by law (U |
ACTING AS COLLECTING AGE on 3771). All identifiable inf 4 (U.s, .
LAW EN NT FOR THE p nformation will b !
P LT A5 E L on pesns vt I ons 0 e o o e Sy, oy T L T OHAL CHARACTERISTICS i
. . . 22. 2. 24 . I;
N Semole (o0 3 - (of hou TYPE OF INTERVIEW | LINE S L] 6. i
ATIONAL CRIME SURVEY ple (cc 3) {Control number (cc 4) Household | Sesronieny : N0, |G ALrERENGE [LAST [MARITALISEX |ARMED e L RA 8. | }
NCS.] - BASIC SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE P PSU  lsegnent  jck. |Serial | (5 PERSON BIRTH: (TS WERGER o eet | o N L I
NCS-2 ~ CRIME s ! | i PG 4] (e 12 DAY BERfhighest | complete ; |
INCIDENT REPORT Mo ! i ! Last ce 12) }(ce 13b) (ce17) Licc 18) | (ce 19y} (ce 209 {udze that year? ’
2 — 1 t I @ @ cc 2l) |(cc 2D {cc 23) i
! H
ITEMS FILLED AT START OF INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTION I T c FAT 1 L Per. - Setespondnt ® g""-wson =) !
1. Interviewer identification TION ITEMS FROM CONTROL CARD - Con. ™ 2[JTel. - Seltrespondent | {2 JHusband | ____ ;g: = N 8] Yes 11 (] White i
Code | Name 11, Number of housing units in structure (cc 27) s = a[T] Per, ~ Proxy\ Fi1t 14 on l}}gf ] wite Ar do {2 JFj20N0 | 7000 |2[]Black i
! [t 5[] 5-9 V/ AC] Tel. = Prany J S0V Poay 4[] 0wn child SF] > Grade 3 (2] Amerlcan ndian, | Origin 1
2. U 1 2[]2 s[] 10+ . / 5[T)NI — it 20-29 and 15 s[e 4/ Jsen, Aleut, Eskimo ' rain [
» Mnit Status s{J)3 7 [] Mobile home or trail on cover page arent st ‘Dfllhtci' Pacitlc i
rai N li
1 ] Unit in sample the previous enumeration i a4 8 [C] Only OTHER units ¢ sClrske. 5[:]0!!::!:r ‘
period - Fill 3 12, Family income ° / 7 [C] Other relative| Spocity !
2[7) Unit in sample first time this period ~ SKIP to 4 'O Und::::%)oo (@) YT // 8{] Non-relative P {
3. uhold Status ~ Mark first box that applies 2 [] $3,000 to 4'9;9 ®) :E} :g.ggg :Z :;.3;3 {h a a.“"':WEWER.- Read If respondent 16+ T Took] 1
. + R we ] [ i
1) E:Tr:c?::jii%ho‘d interviewed the previous i% z-ggg to ;.399 (c) 10 [7]17,500 to 19,999 E;; n (““ll"ona|)"‘:.';I":;£':"": :::‘:oli?:ls,'lju‘vo a ’l‘nw 34a. Hove :ouf': for v|vorll:I in 32a, SKIP to 34b
' to 7,499 (d - ! * udying w. . een looking fi ]
2] Replacen?ent household since the previous 5[] 7.500t0 9,999 ge; :; %gg»ggg :0 g;.ggg (k) people may or may not become victims of crime.| 1] Yes 9 for work during the past 4 weeks? . :i
enumeratinn 6 {110,000 to 11,999 (f ot 29,250 () 20k at tem 3 on 2OIN |
’ . ' cov . o —SKIP ¢ i
3 [J Nonintervisw the previous enumeration 7 £ 12,000 to 12,999 Eg)) :3 [£1 30,000 to 49,999 (m) fTHEECK household Interviewede:h‘;agfevlls this the same b Wi 0 35 3
4[] Other — Specify ¥ -TTE 4 (7] 50,000 and over (n) MA period? (box | marked) us enumeration ) Anyzh':“. {w?b"" doing in the lost 4 weeks to find work f
MS FILLED AFTER lNT-cERV [T7No — Ask 30 ng else o find work? !
. 13, Date last household member campleted = 2 S Yes — Is this person o new household member? Mark all methods used. Do not read list, 1
4. Lénc number of household respondent (cc 12) l } l ! l i M 1 [(%1‘3(&6 to C:;onktrol Card as member tl:'i‘s p'eriod) T Checked with —
. | | ‘ 5 es — Ask 30 1 [] Public employment a
—— o — 2 [7] No — SKIP to Check Item C * 2 ] Private employment :ge::cyy
TRANSCRIPTION ITEMS FROM CONTROL CARD . n.::oi;"i‘:::m’g _Pfcj!('y for all groxy interviews s . How long have you lived at this address? :[%_]] g:;z:\zyer dlre'ctly
- 1 be respo . so |
5. Special place type code (cc 6¢) ;’;s‘tit:‘t:aNlned Name ndent < FEenatse:n Months (if + &[] Placed or ans;e:ida::::s i
— 4 0. Line No. | coge) OR and enter Im;é:rttzrolll‘)momhs. leave blank " Oter - gpefclfy‘(e‘g,, CETA, union or
6 T s . 102 rofessional register, etc.)
ur: [(._c_lc;v)vn d or being b ;{l — @__[@)__ . Years (Round to nearest whole yeor) 4
ed or being bought | 7 [Z] Nothi
2 [T} Rented for cash mm— @ @ CHECK s entry in 30 ~ thing — SKIP to 35
2 5 No cash rent | ..__ ITEM B Diyeurs or more? — SKIP to Check ltem C c. Is there any reason why you could not take o job LAS
7. Land Use (cc 9-10) — @ 3 L1 Loss than § years? - Ask 31 @ ‘ C:“Y% b LAST WERK?
- ] — — 1, Altogether, ho : es — 2 [7] Already had
_ s , how many times have you moved in the lost a1[dJ Temporyary Illanlob
8. Farm Sales (cc i 1) Codes for item 14c: years, that Is, since , 197 ? 4[] Going o st:hoo?ss
i l - U y
i nder 14 Number of times s [] Other — Specify’
__D_T_______ : ::+ and physically/mentally unable to answer }F'LL Is thi
* & — 14+ and TA, won' INTER- S this pers m -
P em blank/URBAN in cc 9 T e ey won't return before closcout COMM lqr”EEMcé (] Yes _02’;‘63;‘;3?5 old or older? 3 (yfh layoff'* in 33b, SK'P to 3ba
' ng quarters (cc |5 " Codes for | : * did
Houslns onts ) a. Interview b. Reason odes for {tam 15b (C1No ~ SKIP to 370 2 c.o';sucu);‘l’:eh" work at a full-time job or business lasti
9 um not obtained| (Enter 320, Wh weeks or more? ng
t [7) House, apartment, flat for Line No.| code) 1 = Never avallable . ho::.w."l you doing most of LAST WEEK - (working, k 1 [C] 6 months ago or less
2 [ZJ HU in nontransient hotel, motel, etc. 2 = Refused ' 9:’ E]'\; lihqol) or samething else? "9 keeplng : EJ ?m than & months but less than 5 years
3 [TJHU = Permanent in transient hotel, motel, etc. 3 ~ Physically/mentaliy o ingt-.jSZKlP 6 [7] Unable to work ~ SKIP 7 oS yeers nEo
4 [ZJHU in rooming house ' . —_— — unable to answer = | AIEL 034€ 5[] Retired to35 4 7] Never worked full time 2 weeks or more  $ SKIP -
: S l:ablle home or trailer _ ) no proxy avallable  * (NT2R- 21 m:hn?v!’:;t:kbu: & [ Armed Forces ~SKIP to 360 |58 s O] Never worked atall SKp
not specified above —Descri — —_ = TA and no proxy s{7]0 - Y a {36a. For whom did ! k
o o 2 0 Lok forwon =107 %eclhp Eeromroon o e enproity Wane of comry. bsiness,
—_ - Other
OTHER Unit = 6 = Office use only b s [_] Golng to school bW
7 [C] Quarters not HU in roomin — + Did you do an k + What kind of business or ind
g or boarding house y work at all LAST WEEK, not mfg., retail ndustry is this? (eg., TV and
:g 3::;"0! permanent in transient hotel, motel, etc. W Comblete 18~29 for each Line No, in 150, s ;;Zuxomnuz;:;;?ngo;e: If farm or buéi::s::,';:'::&:ml;ml-o @ ail shoe store, State Labor Department, farm) rodio
0[] Not sr::e::ei?i‘e:I;eb:vretmill)er slt"; 16a. Household members 12 years of age and OVER ‘ 1] Yes ' . W
— Describe « Wh
2 T 2 » c. What kind of work
on otal numb [Z] No « SKIP to 330 stock clerk, ‘VP’Strgr‘m{;:‘ :olvég? {e.g., electricol engineer,
ousehold members UNDER 12 years of age c. How many hours did you work LAS med Forces)
1o :'_'" of telephane (refer to cc 26a-d) Total number T WEEK at all jobs? @
+ Locati - P —— " d W
T ?:aphon' Mark first box that applies o 2 None - Hours - SKIP to 360 ool acchoms pooat Impertant octivitien of dutles? (e-6. iypine
;% Phone in com 17, Crime Incident Reports filled n g aw“h a job but not at work'” In 32a, SKIP to 33b »selling cars, inshing cancetc, Amed Faces)
e in common area (hallway, etc.) £l 0. Did you have a job or b f ) v :
3 ] Phne In ancther unit (nelghbor, frend, etc.) fas. Total number ~ Fill BOUNDING temperaily sbaent o on leyelt LAST WEERS """ T ’
ice phone N ) Yes n employee of a PRIV
4 0] Work/office ph o L] None FORMATION (cc 32) P el ATE company, business; 1
s [_J No phone — SKIP to 1] Notes \ 2] Mo = SKIP to 34a 2] 'A’“:_:B‘v'é‘;! for wages, salaty, or commissions? o y
b. Is phone interview occeptable? 4 b. Why wete you absent from work LAST WEEK county, o,N]:‘cE::)g employes (Federal, State, ]
: E!:j] ;:s I % :‘-ﬂ)‘o" - SKIP to 34¢ ’ :rEul;CFl.chMPL?YE?D I‘{“ OWN business, professional }1
e e e 2 ] New Job to begin i ~ : , or fam? If yes
8 (] Refused to give number in 26c SSEIYCE USE 3 [T Other -Specify’ thin 30 days — SKIP to 34;:'(”, 'lr::onulinon lncox:omh‘?
) . 31 Yes
FORMNGET 1103 to 36a - 4 [ No (or farm)
o1 115278) . s Work
. P otking WITHOUT PAY in family business or farm?|.
/ . . =h R R i3 ” > » & et
. - L - % < - . » Wy
[}




b. What kind of business is that?

' '@
\ from this oddress? \
hold operate o business
} does anyone in this house
374, (Other than the . . . business

{| [ Yes—Ask b
|

P INTERVIEWER: Enter unrecognizable business only

12 =) No=SKIP to
fD )

HOUSEHOLD SCREEN QUESTIONS

Yes - How mony
take something belonging 0 Hown
' K some auelons nout = Yes-::::'?.’l 4 ?o“i::z“’: :ny member of this household, e P
38, Now | :%_'l‘ik' f°‘ as T to the lost 6 months— ! footou or Yo ony member of this ‘w'i.l:d" 5 e
crimes They refer only :L—_] No 'lum!l'yh "aytngﬁ;:ftrﬂ;‘:“i n
d Nl relative's home, a X
Duing 1 rontis, a break | a vacation home? —
ino o sor |T‘"w6in:“2h’; :"l: ;’:’V:::u' | | How many DIFFERENT motor vehicles @
(spor “"n;h !:"') 93“’9" or another ! 42 (c:m trucks, motorcycles, otc,) w‘"a o [ None ~
mﬁm;:n Y:‘" l;’°P"'Y? I' ownet by you ord m;y ottlrlmc:\:;‘ro:'h‘? SKIP to 45
| this household during the las: -
st mentioned) 4] Yes~How many ol
». g?:lhet’)l:hf‘::dﬂ::d‘::rl‘:I.;v‘tsl‘t)di,uo lock forced, ! 02
or nzy other signs of an ATTEMPTED i A=
break in? Y - -
o unyo?ohste;al, iTQ.hRY:::r:n.lns';l:;;" = es-“""’
(it/any of them) withou e
Yes—How man
t all stolen that is kept ['___l Hown
* ow:':;:‘n'y;l::rg":m:' :lr be Pm.da::;tl:\' EINe ? 44, Did anyone steal or TRY '°) 5"0:‘ ports ] Yes- “:‘:l?.‘,
bota o fown mied (eihr ) d to (it/any of them), such as a
h;"‘:uo;’dlnw“ ‘TI“":Y"M?G(:'?;::;';“ ﬁ:&:}r‘;. h:bs:nps, tape-deck, etc.? [C] No
any incidents alrea
l|ND|V|DUAL SCREEN QUESTIONZ ——— — now ?."
vidence ow
far only to things 'rm Yes-ton ] 55 Rl'r‘!'ryé’ﬁi;‘r"eﬁ":z :Mul something that 14
" o happaned q""”ﬁ": T "'h" ly“" I3 No !Imm’ belonged to you? (other thun any [ Ne .
;h:‘:::{r.:"d Y :D incidents already mentioned)
1, 19 —_and 0 19 e
g'f:!wy.:: have your (pocket picked/purse
snatched)? —_—

46, Did anyone toke something (else) directly

stickup, mugging or threot?

Yes—Howmany] 56, Did you coll the police during the last é
llmn??

d
s to report something that happene
T:%‘u 'whlc‘;: you thought was o |c‘rlme'x’
{Do not count any calls made to the
police concerning the Incidents you

have just told me about.)

TRY to rob you by using force
7. E:‘:h‘::::::ing to harm you? (other than

|
any incidents already mentioned) E
\

eS—How many

|

|

i

':D
from you by using force, such as by e ”:]

!

: o |Imnr;

Oy
CIN

1 No = SKIP to 57
[7] Yes — What hcppened?’

beat you up, attack you or hit
4. D::: :?'y:"s:m::hiry‘;, suc'h as a rock or bo"!’o)?
(yo'hor than any incidents already mentione

~How many|
O Yes ll::lr;?

*

k
(
|
|

L1l
L]
L]

fed, shot at, or attacked with
4. :’:ﬂ’\: m;e':n:!:o;;o:\ by nr:yona at all? (othey

0 Ves-or o

thon any incidents alreddy mentioned) O

at 56, Was HHLD member

lI.'a.?:kmmcked of th:eatenea?‘. or .

vir3 something stolen or o

ICTHEEA% /'i(t:n?:: made to steal something 1]
7.7, that belonged to him/her?

O Yesw- |{ow rg-nr

times ’

THREATEN to beat you up or
0. g:';‘R“E"X?E.N you with o knife, gun, or some

threats? (other than any incidents already
mentioned)

! - 57. Did anythis
{l:] Yes ﬂ&'.'.'%""

] ¥
other weapon, NOT including telephone - CINo

“«appen 1o YOU during Q:ur last

hich you thought was a crime,
gu';“:l'::’ :‘6? :eerO to the police? (o:i';"
thon any incidents already mentione

(3 No — SKIP to Check item F

51. Did anyone TRY to attack you in some

b
O Yes-fut e

[T1 Yes = What huppened?;

stolen from you duting the last 6 months?

i

i

: tmesre| cECK
mentioned) was anything (else) at oll IED No 7

1

1

Yes ~ Fill Crime Incident Reports,
Cm] No — Interview next HHNLD member
End interview if last respondent,

any entries for ‘*How many times?"
ITEM F ’

oﬂur‘ wu):i’t; (other thon ony incidents already N 7?
mentione i
Ll
s i Batonged v o oo e oy g Y“’ﬁ:’.’.‘?;’ T
. cu,"g: truck, such as packages or clothing? : — —= s:‘:.?:y
| pece | st o el |

53 !:r’:::::hy";?o:;l::u‘,";rryl::'::c”:cyﬁo:mk, - Yes—n:‘:s;’ ICTEM E } :}:::“;,Tl ::;ii t‘% ?Itﬁr:a/lhscc:?mlhing .

e Do any of the screen questions contain
54, (Other thon any incidents you've already [ Yes—~How man

FORM NCBs{ {1s2+70]
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Line number

Notes

NOTICE

Fotm Approved: O.M.B. No. 43.R0587

S S R

Your report to the Census B

Screen question number

=~

ncident number

I

urea
Code 42, section 3771) Al (dentifjable Information will be used op

U is confidential by law (U5,

b
Persons engaged in and for the purposes of the survey, 2nd may noty h:
disclosed or released to others for any purpose,

rorM NCS.2

{1+2079)

ACTING AS Co
LAW ENFORCEMEN

Has this Person lived at this 4

u.s, DEPARTMEN
BUREAU oF

LLECY

ING
T ASS(STA

T OF COMMERCE
THE crNsus

AGENT FOR

THE
NCE ADMINISTRA T Qi
U.s, DEPARTMENT OF JusTice

CRIME INCIDENT REFORT
NATIONAL CRIME survEy

or less? (/f not Sure, refer to Item 30, NCS.1,)

CHECK 3 Yes (ltem 30 — ¢ months or less) — Reqqd ,
ITEM A . Ask '@

L3 No(ltem 30 bjank ormore than 6 months) — Read

ddress for 6 months

SKIP 5720

4o, Did this incident ha

village, ete,?

2[JNo ~ Ask 4b

@ You said that during the tast 6 monthy ~

{Refer to approprigte
Screen question for description of crime),

1. Did (this/the first) incident happen while you were living
here or before You moved to this address?

' ) While living at this address

2 (7] Before moving to this address

20, In whot month did (this /the first) incident happen? (Show calendar
it necessary, Encourage respondent to give

cHeck b ' E Yes - Ask 2b (Note: series must have
ITEM B

b, :jtoQQONtr, how

< In what month or months did these incidents

P INTERVIEWER: Enter nu

exact month,)

Month

Year

Is this incident report for a serjes of crimes?

3 or more similar incidents which
respondent ¢an't recal|

necessary,)
2] No — SKIP to 30

Separately,
educe entry In screen questjon if

many times did this happen during the
ast aix months?

Number of incldents

take place?
mare than one quarter involved, gsk

How many in (name months)?

mber for each uarter as appropricte,
If number falls below 3 ; phrobric

or respondent can now recall Incidents
Separately, still fii] o3 o series. If all are oyt of scope, end
incident report,

Number of incidenzs per quarter

> INTERVIEWER: If this report |s for a serjes,

3a. Was |y daylight or dark outside
Incident hoppened?

be Abouy what time did

when (this /the most recent)
1 [ Lighe
2 7] Dark

3 7] Dawn, almost light, dusk, twilight
4 ] Don't know — SKIP ¢o 4a

(this/the most tecent) Incident happen?
During day

1] After 6 a,m,~i3 noon

2 [T After 12 noon—g pam,

3 (73 Pon’t know whay time of day AN
At night )

4] After 6 pam.—~12 midnight

5[] After 12 midnight-6 a,m,

6 (71 Don’t know what time of night
OK

T
B—

If not sure, ask:

State

ppen Inside the limits of o clty,

Yes — What is the name of that cj¢
3 [7] Same city,

! (] Outside U.S, ~ SKIP to 5

town,

y/town/village?
town, village as
present residence — SK/P to. 5§

4[] Differant city, town, villags; from

'__Presvnt residence, — Spec)fy;

County _ |
M . L\*

» In what State and county did It occur? t

If not sure, ask:
< Is this the some State and ¢
@ ' [ Yes

2 [ No

ounty as your PRESENT RESIDENCE?

5. Where did this Incident toke

Storage shed, e

3 [TJ At or in vacatio

parking lots)
5 [T1Ae in, or Near a

12 [ Noncommergial pa
ta 8 Apartment parking
14

177 O‘l)/her - Speclfy;
8

break-in or attempt,

horne, other building
sidewalk, driveway,
Immediataly adjacent to thejp home,

place?

8D 1 [T At or in own dwelling, or own attached
Barage (Always mark

aitempted break-in of

2 1 At or in detached b
Praperty, such as detached garage,

for break-in or
same)

uildings on own

te, (Always mark for

ed break-in of same)

n home, hotel/motef

4 (7] Near own home; yard, sidew

carport, on street Immedlatel/ adjacent
to own home, apariment hall s

lanndry room (does not Include apartment

apartment hall/storage area/t:
8 [ On the street (ozhe_r than b,
Jan,, Feb,, Aptil, Moy, July, Aug., Gcty, Nov,, ad/aﬁgnt.tohown/fnend/relatIVe)‘
or March or June of Sept, or Dec, nelghbor's home)
Qe 1) (Qur, 2) (Qtr. 3) (Qtr, 4) 7 [ dnside restavrant, bar, nightciub
‘ @ As store, bank, gas Station
= [7] On public transpo,
read: y. (bus, tain, plane, dirpart,
Th:d‘ollowinq questions refer only o the most recent 10 m\lnside office, factory, or warehouse
Ncident,

i3 D»;Commerclal parking lot

rking lot
Iot

Inside school building

18 {77 On schoo| property (schoo/
play area, school b ete,

16 [7] In a park, field, Playground other than
school

us,

frlend/relatlve/ne’lghbor's
on their preperty, yard,
‘carport, on Street

rtation or in station

)parking drea,

alk, driveway,

torage area/

andry room
wtely

8 [ lnside other commercial bullding such rCheck

depot, etc.)

Notes

T

7 £ Don't know whether doy of night

A
gk

~VOUvmx -2Z2mg

N vy = mm
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— .‘« - . ‘ CRIME INCIDENT REPORT - Continued ' %0, A CRIME INCIDE {
a. Did the offend oy - o a. Ay th NT . |
o vuch o & i I Ta- How ware oo hstaned? Ay ot vyt an) wedcal Isurance o et Yo gl for N T |
all that apbly . 1 4 ere * me commi .
@ ) Yes - SKIP to e eck Item € ) P::,;":": from any other type of {:‘:"J"?"b‘“’ihr @ ' ] Only :"':'e"" by only ene or more than one person? |
2 Ao . @ i [] Verbal threat of rape 3 ininist such os Medicoid, Veterans e ] 2 L1 Dot know AEMM |
2 1 Don't know &/ 2[0) Verbal threat of attack other than rape ration, or Public Welfare? - SKIP to 120, page !6“ ore than ene
e ofterderta) . 1] :ﬁ?glpon present of threatehed ; g :les b. ‘Wn this person male or h.H e '7
b. A « offender(s) actually get in or just TRY to get in the weapon ° emale? « How many persons?
( ouse/apt./building)? « 7 Attempted attack with weapon SKIP 3 [ Don’t know SKIP to 9¢ @
CHD’ ' [ Actually got n . {for éxample, shot at) > to 10a, b. What kind ' L] Male — !
2 [ Just tried to get in s ) Object thrown at person page 15 programs \‘v::feh;:l’h insurance or benelit , 2] Female x ] Don't know :
s = ) " u
> O3 Don't know :E] ;«:t:::w_eds.pzt:;f{ounded Mark all that apply covered by? Any others? 3 [J Do#’t know i. Were they male or female?
c. Was there any. evidence, such as a broken tock ot broken ¥ 1 [T] Private plans ¢ How old would you sa @ + (3 Al male
;:':\;0:‘: "tﬂ' ";O)o:fcnbdci‘gll} (f?cr:cd his way in/TRIED to ) 2 (7} Medicaid ”8"“" was? Y 2 S All female
s way in) the builcing , 3 (] Medi @ 3 ] Don't know s
T ooreally happened? Anyth icare 1 ] Under 12 ex of any offenders
e . Mark all that apppl; nything elue? « 0] VA, CHAMPUS 2 12-14 ‘o (Bmh male and female -
Yes — Whot was the evidence? Anyshing else? . s [J Public welfare 3] i5=1 f 3 or more in 11h, Ask:
Mk all that apply < 1 [7] Something taken without permission & [ Other — Specify -7 Were they mostly male or
Window 2 7] Attempted of ‘threatened to take somethi 7] Don't —————————— «D18-20 mostly female?
’ hing know s
1+ {7 Damage window (include frame w i Harassed, argumsnt, abusive language W Q) 21-29 L ostly ol
glass broken/ removed/cracked) 4 4[] Forcible entry of attempted forcible ¢ Wos a claim filed with any of th & 7] 30+ s [ Mostly female
+ [ Screen damaged/rei:oved _ entry of house/apt. SKIP c:";'""'“ or programs inyo:d.’, ::':;‘"‘""“ 7 (] Don't k 7 33 Evenly divided
. 3 [} Lock on window damaged/tampered s [ Forcible entry or attempted entry of car o 10a part of your medical expenses Pﬂhﬂ’ ol or W i ® L3 Don’t know
with in some way ¢ ) Damaged or destroyed property page [ [ Yes ’ k::w'h' Person somsone you .
& [} Other ~ Specify 7 ) Attempted or threatened to damage or 2 Ne . or a_stranger you had j» How old would you say th
? destroy property 1 3 Don't know SKIP t0 9f r seen before? @ ' £ Und y the youngest was?
o {3 Other — Spsu:sfy7 d. Did ins ' {7} Known 0 lz" T; 12 s [121-29
D . J urance or h N - 6 [) 30+ -
@  soo SKiP to P for o port o the toral medtach onpenm 2 ) Swanger 1 SKIP = b - e
L s ) Damage to door {include frame, glass TCM“‘ J 'O Al edical expenses? 3 [J Don't knowJ 0 ig «[18-20 ,
panes or door removad) ftem C | f How did the person(s) ottack you? Any other way? 2 (] Pa R ke Aol 7 (3 Don't know
¢ [ Screen damaged/removed Maik all that apply ) sCIN v ) h:::o"":‘d you know the @ would you say the oldest was?
7 ) Lock or door handle damaged/tampered @ 1 {7) Raped . ot yet settled ocqun'; 1 y sight anly, casual 1 O Under 12 s[321-29
e i some way D) o rape {3 None SKIP to 9f @ "I:llico or well known? 2] 12~14 & [ 30+
s [ Other ~ Specify ! LI Sight only Ski b ' ‘
’ :% ?(hn(;;ed " :‘l‘;r?ﬂu‘“o" insurance or o health benefits 2 [] Casual to F 431820 7 [0 Don't know ;
y? tain an estimate, | acquaintanc g i
. = Hit wi necessary, , if e 1w f
9 [} Other than window or door — Speci fy-’ : E—]] H:tt :‘ ﬂt‘h::»}v?t :)\eid in hand 4 a (] Well known ore\r:e::y'h? ':ﬁ persons known fo you ;
4 ohject - s never ".n’; ‘ ‘;'ﬂngers you had :
7 (i stapped, knocked down x 7] Don't k ) f. What was the persan’ @ ko
L / s [ Grabbed, held, tripped. jumped, pushed, etc. now relationship to Y::;. ! t CTANl known "
. How di 0[5 :ﬂondor(s) {get in/TRY to get in)? Mark one only 9 [] Other ~ Specify7 CHECK ts “All" marked (n 9d? For example, a friand, 2 [T} Some known .
. etin ~ ! cousin, etc. 3 [ All st
1TEMD P & Yes - SKIP ‘ : rangers ;
iy % ggend: push:d s way in after door apened 1 No — Ask ‘)fw 10a | () Spouse . . 4[] Don't know SKIP to tio :
3 raugh open door or other opening 8a. What were the injuri : e o ol :
. injuries you auffered, if an t. What ) Ex-spouse you know th i
a [ Through unlocked door or window Mark all that apply you = e’.k i auy? Anything else? *x:tn::: :’::u'l‘;!:| t;moun' of your medical 1 ([ Parent :’.ﬁ‘fh' only, casyal °cq:af:.?::§’2," ;
Through locked door or window @) o0 None - SKIP ‘ e DG ting from this incident, nown? Mark all that apply i
5 [ Had ke = to 10a, page |5 Include howm‘"h:’"ﬂ paid by insurance)? 4 [ Own chiild 1 (T} Sight only P
so y . + 07 Raped therapy, broces “d doctor bills, medicine, s [ Brother/siste, * 2 [7] Casual !
- c;:;r en:::a)ns {picked lock, used credit 2 [} Attempted rape medical 'XP-ns'-:n any other injury-related 6 (7] Other re! ' a[] Well k acqualntance(s) :
» (] Don't know 3 [] Knife wounds » INTERVIEWER: Obtain an esti Speci{;e;"ve B ron [
o [ Don't know & [ Gun shot, bullet wounds - ) estimate, if necessary CHECK \s **well known’* marked in | im? b
s O] Other — Speci s (7] Broken bones or veeth knocked out o ] No cost —_— e _|ITEME [ Yes — Ask i/n m? oo
pecily g | t“erm,\ Tnjuries s 3 BOYbf”end/ S [ No—SKIP to tlo P
7 {7) Knocked unconscious T T ex-boyfriend n. What (was/; [
. ° x [7] Don't k e as/were) the well k 7 s
CHECK Wos respondent or any other mambar of this household o ] Bruises, black e cuts, scratches, swelling, chipped teet 1 i = "t S:(:lf’”l?nd/ z;':':;nshupgg) o yout F°:'::[:'":e':s°" ) ;
(TEM C prasent when this incident cccurred? [f not sure, ASK 9 [7] Other ~ Specify 7 ) i 0o, Did you do anything to prot girlfriend nd, cousin, etc. Mark all that GP;’I o
1) Yes — Ask 7 : e your property duri protact yourselt or 9 [} Friend/ex-friend 1+ [ Spouse y ' 5 ’
(N SK:P ; 13 ‘ getting away 'romﬂ'%:h:“incidmﬂ Include o (73 Other no ; 2 [T] Ex-s 7 (3 Boyfriend/ Cd
0~ to /3a, page 16 ‘ b. Wore you injured 1o the exte help, resisting in an ender, yelling for 7 Speci nrelative — ) pause e’f-bOyfriend
7 j xtent that you received any medical y way. pecify ] Parent 8 [ Girlfri
= Did the person(s) have @ weapon such as a care ofter the aftock, including self trea ) ? 4 ; irlfriend/
or something he was usin o gqun ot knife, 9 tment? . (3 Yes {7 Own child ex-girlfriend
b stlo or wranch? sing as a weapon, such as © 'Ol \,;es ap 2[]No - SKIP o0 lla " ————————— s S{::hef/ s Fri?nd/
) 2 o~ . . R s er ex-fri
' t;o , = o 100, poee 8 ’ ;ﬁv::l: d;;, you do? Anything else? ? !:l:ch:'/?::’;vf:‘.i;" Black, or & [ Other o1 Othérend
2 [ Don't know c. Where did you receive this core? Anywhere else? olf that apply . ; g whi X telative — nonrelative —
Yoo — Wrat was the weapon? Anything dlse? Mark all that apply @ t [ Used/brandished a gun U\ te ) SPeci!y; Specify
.0 Haf::rk all( t(\at rlzpply 1 [7] At the scene : g gsegfbfandished a knife 2 %glzck SKIP ¥
gun {pistol, revolver, etc.) ¥ o[ At home/neighbar’s/friend's sed/brandished some 3 ther — t
. s othe o | 0. Were th -
« ga.h.cr gun (flfh.‘shotgun, etc.) s [ Health unit at ook, school, first aid statien 4 ) Used/tried physical force (;;i:"eapon Speci{y7 {2a, some o!;:y“,::i'?"m\zh"m Black, or
5 7] Knife at a stadium, park, etc. . Ch?sed, threw cbject, etc.) 4 : page LW rk all that apply
s [7] Other — Specily « [7] Doctor's office/health linic s0 ;r'_f::: “;'Zel help, attract attention I Y Don't know 16 ¥ 2 % B?ai::i
b, Dt the personta) Wit . B s [_] Emergency room at hospital/emergency clinic ¥ caHedoDo??der away (screamed, ye'lled N - 3 (0] Oth .
you in any way? you, knock you down, or actually ottack 6 [} Other (does not include 7 s O] Theat ce, turned on lights, etc) otes er ~ SpeCHfY ommmeee
@ [ Yes ~ SKIP to 7 DhOSPhal) — Specify , . ’ with o&:::érafxued. reasoned, etc, 0 O [?On t know race of any/some
5= 0 . 7 [T} Hospital g P ~ , ) - -
2 (] No i . iy ,.// \\} O ::ts‘losnte(g;,v/ig;out force, used evasive F{‘EE"‘CK s&'%z;“j’kﬁ**— box marked in lio?
o Did you stay overnight in the hospital? fa | property lockggedaway' hid, held S F N ok
€ the person(s) threaten you with harm in ony woy? @ 1[CINe Shielded solf e(c‘;or' ducked, —~V No — SKIP to 12a, page 16
1[0 Yes ’ 2] Yes — How-many days did you stay? 8 [7) Other — Specify ' (259) race were most of the offenders?
2{"JNo ~ SKiP tc 7¢e Y you Hariy : v i . , g mOstly White 4 [ Evenly
S - 2 ostly Black divid
L ; @ Number of days- E FORM NC-2 (1s2070] 3 [T Mostly some_ 5[] Do;:':d
Page 14 Page 15 other race know
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CRIME INCIDENT REPORT - Continued

120, Were you the only person there besides the offender(s)?
Do not include persons under 12 years of age.

L Yes } SKIP to 13a

2 [ Don't know
3] No

13¢. What was taken that belonged to you or others in the

b, How mony of these persons, not counting yourself, were harmed,
threatened with harm or had something token from THEM by force
or threat? (Do not include persons under 12 years of age.)

@ o ] None — $SKIP to I3a

Number of persons
X [CJ Don't know — SKIP to 13a

. Are ony of these persons members of your household now?
(Do not include household members under 12 yeors of age.)

o] Neo

Yes — How many, not counting youvulf?-’

. Number of household members
Enter name of other HHLD member(s). If not sure, ask

13a. Verify 13a or 13b when it's already known that something
was token or attempted to be taken.
Was something stolen or taken without permission that
belonged to you or others in the household?

PINTERVIEWER: Include anything stolen from UNrecognizable
bysiness in respondent's home, Do not include anythin
stolen_from a recognizable business in respondent’s home or
another business, such as merchandise or cash from a

. register,

1 [JYes — SKIP to 13e

2{J No
3] Don't know

household? Anything else?

@ Cash ' §

and/or
Property — Mark all that apply
@ 1 ] Only cash taken — Enter amount above and SKIP to l4c.
2 ) Purse } Did it contain any money?
s [ Wallet [} Yes = Enter amount above,
] Ne

a [} Car
s [7] Other motor vehicle

& [_] Part of motor vehicle (hubcap, attached tape deck,
attached C.B. radio, etc)

7 [ TV, stereo equipment {tape deck, receiver,
speaker, etc.), radios, cameras, small household
appliances {blender, halr'’3awer, toaster oven, etc.)

s (] Silver, china, jewelry, Fur:;.)

9 [J Bicycle AR

to [] Hand gun (pistol, revolver, eté¢.)
* 11 [ Other gun (rifle, shotgun, etc.)

12 [} Other — Specify F

@] | | []]

Was a car or other motor vehicle taken?
(box 4 or 5 marked in |3e)
[] Yes — Ask l4a

[J No — SKIP to Check ltem |

CHECK
ITEM H

b. Did the person(s) ATTEMPT to take something that belonged
to you or others in the household?

1[JYes
2[7]No

3 7] Don'e know SKIP to 18q, page 17

c. What did they try to take? Anything else?
Mark all that apply

1 [[] Cash
*  2[]Purse
3 [] Wallet
s [ Car
s [C] Other motor vehicle
& [7] Part of motor vehicle (hubcap, attached tape deck,
attached C.B. radio, etc.)

@ 7 TV, stereo equipment (tape deck, receiver, speaker,
etc.), radios, cameras, small household appliances
(blender, hair blower, toaster oven, etc,)

8 [[] Silver, china, jewelry, furs
s (7] Bicycle i
10 {J Hand gun (pistol, revolver, etc.)
% 1t 7] Other gun {rifle, shotgun, etc.}
12 [} Other — Specify P

13 (3 Don't know

@ | [ ][] |=5ermiceists

(box 1, 2, or 3 marked in 13¢c)
[ Yes — Ask 13d
[Z)JNo ~ SKIP to 18a, page 17

CHECK

Did they try to take cash, or a purse, or a wallet?
ITEM G }

14a. Had permission to use the (cor/motor vehicle) ever been
given to the person who took it?

@ 1) Yes
2 "1 No

» ] Don't know} SKIP to Check Item 1

b. Did the person return the (car/motor vehicle) this time?

1 [ Yes
2[JNo

amount entered or box I, 2, or 3 marked in {3e)
3 Yes — Ask l4c
[ No — SKIP to Check ltem }

CHECK

Was cash, purse, or a wallet taken? (Money
ITEMT }

c. Was the (cash/purse/wallet) on your person, for instance,
in a pocket or being held by you when it was token?

| Yes
@ 0O

2] No

checks, or credit cards taken?
ITEMJ

O Yes ~ Ask [5a

CHECK } Refer to |3e. Was anything other than cash,
] No —~ SKIP to 16a, page 17

150, What was the value of the PROPERTY that was taken?
(Exclude any stolen cash/chacks/credit cards)

s________[®

b. How did you decide the vztde of the property that was
stolen? Any other way?

Mark all that apply
1 [J] Original cost
* 2 (7] Replacement cost
3 [] Personal estimate of current value
4 [0 Insurance report estimate

di Wos the (cash/purse/walliet) on your person, for instance,
in a pocket or being hefd?

@ 1[] Yes
. 2] No :SKIP to 18a, page 17

s ] Police estimate
6 [] Don't know
7 ] Other ~ Specify 7

FORM NCSe2 (1+2:.78)

Page 16
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CRIME INCIDENT REPORT - Continued =~ + = *

16a, Wos all or part of the stolen (money/propetty/money and property)| 17a. Was the theft reported to an ln‘ll;;nv;c- company? l

recovered, not counting anything received from insurance?
1 [T Al '
2 7] Part — SKIP to 16b
3 [2] None — SKIP to 17a

|C]Yes

2 (2] No or don't have insurance

3 [J Don't know } SKIP to 18a

taken? (''Yes' marked in Check ltem |, page 16)
[ Yes - SKIP to l6¢c

] No ~ SKIP to 16f

CHECK

Was anything other than cash/checks/credit cards
ITEM K }

b, Did the insurance pay aonything to cover the theft?

|DYes

2 [] Not yet settled

b. What wes recovered? Anything else?
Cash:

@s___. .2

and/or

Property — Mark all that apply

1 [ Cash only recovered ~ Enter amount ahove and
* SKIP to 16f

2P
s O wu;‘lse[ } Did it contain any money?
O Walle 0] Yes — Enter amount above
[ No
4[] Car
5 [_] Other motor vehicie
& [ Part of motor vehicle (hubcap, attached capé deck,
attached C.B, radio, etc.)

7 (2 TV, stereo equipment (tape deck, receiver, speaker,
e ate.), radios‘, cameras, small household appliances
(blender, hair blower, toaster oven, etc.)

a [ Silver, china, jewelry, furs
9 [[] Bicycle
10 ") Hand gun (pistol, revolver, etc.)
w11 7 Other gun (rifle, shotgun, etc.)
12 [T] Other — Specify #

@] ] [ [ ]]

Refer to 16b. Was anything other than cash/checks/|
credit cards recovered?
] Yes - Ask l6¢

[Z] No ~ SKIP o 16f

CHECK
ITEM L

¢« Was the recovered property damaged fo the extent that it had to
be repdired or replaced? (Do not include recovered cash,
checks, or credit cards.)

1[2] Yes

2 [Z] No —~ SKIP to Check Item M

d. Considering the domage, what was the valve of the property
after it was, recovered? (Do not include recovered cash,
checks, or credit cords.) !

$ B8] - sk o 161

Look at 16a
ﬁ"s‘iaca [ All recovered in 16a — SKIP to.l6f
7] Part recovered in 16a — Ask l6e

3] No SKIP to 18a

4[] Don't know

c. How much was paid?

PINTERVI.EWE R: If property replaced by insurance
company instead of cash settlement, ask for estimate
of value of the property replaced,

s

X [ Don't know

18a. (Other than any stolen property) was anything that Lelonged
to ,ou or other members of the household damaged in this
incident? For example, was (a lock or window broken/clothing
domaged/domage done to o car/etc.)?

|C}Yes

2] No = SKIP to Check Item N

b. (Was/Were) the damaged item(s) repaired or replaced?

1 ] Yes, All

2] Yes, Part
3] No

} SKIP o 18d

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

o [ No cost — SKIP to Check Item N

}SKIP to 18e

$ B
% [7) Don't know

d. How much was the repair or replacement cost?
0 [Z] No cost — SKIP to Check ftem N
$ f
% [C] Don't know

. Who (paid/will pay) for the repairs or replacement?
nyone else?

Mark all that apply
1 [7] Items will not be repaired or replaced
* 2 [7] Household member
a ] Landlord
4 (] Insurance
5 [] Other — Specify;

e« What wos the value of the property recovered? (Do not include
recovered cash, checks, or credit cards.)

SR

f. Who recovered the (money/property /money and property)?
Anyone else? '

!.ook at [tem 5, page 13, Did the incident happen
in any of the commercial places described in
boxes 717

[ Yes — Ask 19
[C1 No — SKIP to 20a, page 18

CHECK
ITEMN

Mark all that apply
1 [ Victim or other household member
* 2{"] Police
3 [7] Returned by offender
4 [7] Other — Spedit‘y?

19. You said this incident happened in o (describe place).
Did the person(s) steal or TRY to steal anything belonging
to the (name place)?

1 [ Yes
2] No
3] Don't know

FORM NCS8:2 (1a2+70}

Page
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CRIME INCIDENT REPORT — Continved S

20a. Were the police informed or did they find cut about this incident
in any way? :

1[:]No

2 [T Don’t know — SKIP to Check ftem Q

. ' Is more than one reason marked in 20d?
- CHECK [ Yes = Ask 20e
“ﬁ"‘“ P [ No — SKIP to Check Item Q

Yes — Who told them?
3 ] Respondent — SKIP to 20d
4[] Other household member

5 [C] Someone else SKIP to
6P . : Check
(] Police first to find out about it Item Q

-(20e. Which of these would you say was the most important reason

why the incident was raported to the police?

" Reason number

x [7] No one reason more important
0 [J Because it was a crime was myst important

7 [] Some other way — Specify7

Is this person 16 years or older?

CHECK [J Yes ~Ask2la

b. What was the reason this incident was not reported to the police?
Any other reason? Mark all that apply

ITEM Q ] No — SKIP to 24a, page |9

P INTERVIEWER: Verify all answers with respondent, Mark
box below if structured probe. used.

' ' [J|STRUCTURED PROBE: Was the reason because you
felt there was no NEED to call, didn’t think police
COULD do anything, didn't think police WOULD do

anything, or was there some other reason?

No NEED to call

1 [7] Object recovered or offender unsuccessful
* 2 [] Respondent did not think it important enough
3 [] Private or personal matter or took care of it myself
4 7] Reported to someone else

Police COULDN'T de anything

s [} Didn't realize crime happened until later

* s [J Property difficult to recover due to lack of serial
or [.D. number

7 [J Lack of proof, no way to find/identify offender

Police WOULDN'T do anything

8 [7] Police wouldn't think it was important enough,
they wouldn't want to be bothered

9 [7] Police would be inefficient, ineffective, insensi-
tive (they'd arrive late, wouldn't pursue case
properly, would harass/insult respondent; etc.)

Some other reason
10 [CJ Afraid of reprisal by offender or his family/friends
* t1 [] Did not want to take time — too inconvenient
12 [C] Other — Speci fy-;

13 {7] Respondent doesn't know why it wasn't reported

2la. Did you have a job ot the tive this incident happened?

1] Yes

2 7] No — SKIP to 24a, page 19

b, Was it the same job you described to me earlier as a (describe
job on NCS-1), ci-a different one?

t [ Same as described on NCS-| items 36a—e — SKIP to
Ck. ltem R

2 {T] Different than described on NCS-I items 36a-e

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

d. What kind of business or industry is this? (e.g., TV and
radio mfg., retail shoe store, State Labcr Department, farm)

e. Whot kind of work were you doing? (iv.g., electrical engineer,
stock clerk, typist, farmer, Armed Fiirces)

@[ ]T]

f. What were your most important activities or duties? (e.g.,
typing, keeping account books, selling cars, finishing
concrete, Armed Forces)

g. Were you —
@ 1 [ An employee of a PRIVATE company, business or

individual for wagass, salary or commissions?

2 7] A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county

or local)?

Is more than one reason marked in 20b?
] Yes — Ask 20¢
[3 No — SKIP to Check Item Q

CHECK
ITEM O

SELF-EMPLOYED in OWN business, professional
practice or farm? If yes
Was the business incorporated?

3] Yes

c. Which of these would you say was the most important reason
why the incident was not reported to the police?

Reason number } SKIP to
x 7] No one reason most important Check Item Q

4[] No (or farm) . )
s [] Working WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or farm?

Was this persdin injured in this incident?
(] Yes (injury marked in &a page 14) ~ Ask 220
] No (blank or none :arked in 8a) — SKIP to 23a,
page 12

CHECK
ITEM R

d. Please toke o minute to think back to the time of the incident
(PAUSE)  Basides the fact that it was a crime, did YOU have any
other reaion for reporting this incident to the police? (Show card)

|F PHONE INTERVIEW: For example, did you report it
because you wanted to prevent this or o futvre incident, to
collect insurance or recover property, to get help, to punish
the offender, or hecause you had evidence that would help
catch the offender, thought it was your duty, or was there
some other reason?
Any other reason? Mark all that apply. Verify, if necessary,
1 [7] To stop or prevent this incident from happening
* 2 [) To keep it from happening again or to others
3 ] In order to collect insurance
4[] Desire to recover property
s 7] Need for help ofter incident because of injury, etc.
6 [ There was evidence or proof
7{7] To punish the offender
8 ] Because you felt it was your duty
9 [7] Some other reason — Specify y'4

22a. Did YOU lose time from work because of the injuries you
suffered in this incident?

@ 1[JYes
2 ] No — SKIP to 230, page 19

b. Huw much time did you lose because of injuries?
@ o [7] Less than one day ~ SKIP to 23a, page 19

Number of days
x [ Don't know

c. During these days, did you lose any pay that was not covered by
ployment ins , sick leave, or some other source?.

@lDYes

2[7] No ~ SKIP to 23a, page |9

d. About how much pay did you lose?

@) s—

o [} No other reason

% 7] Don’t know

FORM NCS-2 {1.2.79}

Page I8
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CRIME INCIDENT REPORT - Continved

23a. Did YOU lose time from work because of this incident for
‘any of these (other) reasons? Read list. Mark all that apply,

1 [J Repairing damaged property?

2 ] Replacing stolen items?

3 [] Police related activities, such as cooperating
with an investigution?

4[] Court related activities, such as testifying in court?
5 [ Any other reason ? - Specify

L

CHECK
ITEM S

Summarize this incident or serjes-of incidents.
Include what was taken, how entry was gained,
how victim was threatened/attacked, what weapons
were present and how they were used, any injuries,
what victim was doing at time of attack/threat, etc,

& [7] None ~ SKIP to 240

b. How much time did you lose because of (nome all reasons
markeil in 230)?

@ o ] Less than one day — SKIP to 24q

Number of days

X [Z] Don't know

. During these days, did you lose any pay that was nof covered
by unemployment insurance, sick leave, or some other source?

1] Yes

2 [} No — SKIP to 24a

Check BOUNDING INFORMATION (cc, 32)

d. About how much pay did you lose?

G s o]

CHECK
ITEM T

X [] Don't know
240, Were there any {other) household rembers 16 years or older
who lost time from work because of this incident?
@‘1 [T Yes
2[] No —~ SKIP 1o Check Item S

.I...ook at 12¢, page 16. s there an entry for
Number of household members?'*

Incident Report for each interviewed HHLD
member |12 years of age or over who was
harmed, threatened with ham, or had some-
thing taken from him/her by force or threat in
this incident.

I Ne

’ [ Yes — Be sure you fill or have filled an

b, How much time did they lose altogethes?

o (7] Less than | day

Is this the last Incident Report to be fillad
for this person?

[T No — Go to next Incident Report

FTHEEMCS Yes — Is this the Jast HHLD member to be
Number ef days interviewed?
x [] Don’t know [[] Yes — END INTERVIEW
" [T1No = Interview next HHLD member
Notes
il
FORM NCS-2 (122479} page "
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Appendix Il

Survey methodology
and standard errors

w&_

With respect to crimes against persons or
households, survey results contained in this
report are based on data gathered from
residents throughout the Nation, including

Jpersons living in group quarters, such as

dormitories, rooming houses, and religious
group dwellings. Crewmembers of mer-
chant vessels, Armed Forces personnel]
living in military barracks, and institu-
tionalized persons, such as correctional
facility inmates, did not fall within the
scope of the survey, Similarly, United
States citizens residing abroad and foreign
visitors to this country were not under con-
sideration. With these exceptions, individu-
als age 12 and over living in units desig-
nated for the sample were eligible to be
interviewed.

Each interviewer's first contact with a
unit selected for the survey was in person,

‘and, if it were not possible to secure inter-

views with all eligible members of the
household during this initial visit, inter-
views by telephone were permissible there-
after. The only exceptions to the require-
ment for personal interview applied to 12-
and 13-year-olds, incapacitated persons,
and individuals who were absent from the
household during the entire field inter-
viewing period; for such persons, inter-
viewers were required to obtain proxy re-
sponses from a knowledgeable adult
member of the household. Survey records
were processed and weighted, yielding re-
sults representative both of the Nation 's
pepulation as a whole and of sectors within
society. Because they are based on a sam-
ple survey rather than a complete enumera-
tion, the results are estimates.

Beginning in February 1980, telephone
interviewing was substantially increased in
order to cut data collection costs. Ap-
proximately half of all interviews are now
abtained by telephone, compared with
about g fifth under the former procedure.
Analysis of data collected through June
1980 indicates that the victimization rates
based on information obtained by telephone
do not differ significantly from those
gathered through face-to-face interviews. A
more complete study of the two data col-
lection procedures will be made with data
for all of 1980, -

Sample design and size

Survey estimates are based on data ob-
tained from a stratified multistage cluster
sample. The primary sampling units (PSUs)
comprising the first stage of the sampling
were counties, groups of counties, or large
metropolitan areas. Large PSUs were in-
cluded in the sample with certainty and
were considered to be self-representing
(SR). For the Nation as a whole, there
were 156 SR PSUs. The remaining PSUs,
called non-self-representing (NSR), were
combined into 220 strata by grouping PSUs
with similar demographic characteristics, as
determined by the 1970 census. From each

stratum, one area was selected for the sam-

ple, the probability of selection having
been proportionate to-the area’s population,

The remaining stages of sampling were
designed to ensure a self-weighting proba-
bility sample of dwelling units and group
quarters within each of the selected areas.!
This involved a systematic selection of
enumeration districts (geographic areas
used for the 1970 census), with a probabil-
ity of selection proportionate to their 1970
population size, followed by the selection
of clusters of approximately four housing
units each from within each enumeration
district. To account for units built within
each of the sample areas after the 1970
census, a sample was drawn, by means of
an independent clerical operation, of per-
mits issued for the construction of resi-
dential housing. Jurisdictions that do not
issue building permits were sampled using
area segments. These supplementary proce-
dures, though yielding a relatively small
portior of the total sample, enabled persons
occupying housing buil after 1970 to be
properly represented in the survey. As the
decade ended, newly constructed units ac-
counted for an increased proportion of the
total sample,? .

Approximately 74,000 housing units and
other living quarters were designated for
the sample. For purposes of conducting the
field interviews, the sample was divided
into six groups, or rotations, each of which
contained housing units whose otcupants
were to be interviewed once every.6
months over a period of 3 years; the initial
interview was for purposes of bounding,
i.e., establishing a time frame to avoid
duplicative recording of information on
subsequent interviews, but was not used in

—_— . .
! Self-weighting means that each sample housing unit
had the same jnitial probability of being selected

2 A revised NCS sample, based on 1980 census data,
is expected to be introduced in 1982,
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Appendix Ill

Survey methodology
and standard errors

computing annual estimates. Each rotation
group was further divided into six panels.
Individuals occupying housing units within
one-sixth of each rotation group, or one
panel, were interviewed each month during
the 6-month period. Because the survey is
continuous, additional housing units are
selected in the manner described and as-
signed to rotation groups and panels for
subsequent jncorporation into the sample.
A new rotation group enters the sample
every 6 months, replacing a group phased
out after being in the sample for 3 years.

Among the housing units designated for
the sample, a small subsample was utilized
exclusively for methodological research and
the remainder, about 62,000 households,
was used to provide victimization data re-
lating to calendar year 1979. Of the effec-
tive sample, interviews were obtained at
6-month intervals from the occupants of
about 51,000 households. The large major-
ity of the remaining 11,000 units were
found to be vacant, demolished, converted
to nonresidential use, or otherwise ineligi-
ble for the survey. However, approximately
2,200 of the 11,000 units were occupied by
householders who, although eligible to
participate in the survey, were not inter-
viewed because they could not be reached
after repeated visits, declined to be inter-
viewed, were temporarily absent, or were
otherwise not available. Thus, the occu-
pants of about 96 percent of all eligible
housing units, or some 111,000 persons,
participated in the survey.

Estimation procedure

In order to enhance the reliability of the .

estimates presented in this report, the esti-
mation procedure incorporated extensive
auxiliary data resources on those charac-
teristics of the population that are believed
to bear on the subject matter of the survey.
These auxiliary data were used in the vari-
ous stages of ratio estimation.

The estimation procedure produces
quarterly estimates of the volume and rates
of victimization. Sample data from 8
months of field interviewing are required to
produce estimates for each quarter, As
shown on the following chart, for example,
data collected during February through
September are required to produce an esti-
mate for the first quarter of any given
calendar year. Each quarterly estimate is
made up of equal numbers of field obser-
vations from the months during the half-
year intervals prior to the time of inter-
views. Thus, incidents occurring in January
may be reported in a February interview (1
month ago) or in a Marcit interview (2
months ago) and so on up to 6 months ago
for interviews conducted in July. One pur-
pose of this arrangement is to minimize
expected biases associated with the tend-
ency of respondents to place criminal vic-
timizations in more recent months during
the 6-month reference period than when
they actually occurred. Annual estimates
are derived by accumulating data from the
four quarterly estimates which, in turn, are

obtained from a total of 17 months of field
interviewing, from February of one year
through June of the following year. The
population and household figures shown on
victimization rate tables are based on an
.average for these 17 months, centering on
the ninth month of the data collection
period, in this case, October 1979.

The first step in the estimation procedure
was the inflation of the sample data by the
reciprocal of the probability of selection.
An adjustment was then made to account
for occupied units (and for persons in oc-
cupied units) that were eligible for the sur-
vey but where it was not possible to obtain
an interview.

Ordinarily, the distribution of the sample
population differs somewhat from the dis-
tribution of the total population from which
the sample was drawn in terms of such
characteristics as age, race, sex, residence,
etc. Because of this, various stages of ratio
estimation were employed to bring dis-
tributions of the two populations into closer
agreement, thereby reducing the variability
of the sample estimates. Two stages of
ratio estimation were used in producing
data relating both to crimes against persons
and households. .

The first stage of ratio estimation was
applied only to data records obtained from
sample areas that were non-self-repre-
senting. Its purpose was to reduce the error
arising from the fact that one area was
selected to represent an entire stratum, For
various categories of race and residence,
ratios were calculated reflecting the re-
lationships between weighted 1970 census

Month of interview by month of referencé” counts for all sample areas in each region
(X's denote months in the 6-month reference period) and the total population in the non-self-
representing parts of the region at the time
Perlod of reference (or recall) of the census * -
Month of First quarter Second quarter Third quarter Fourth quarter . . : .
Interview Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Ti_]e second stage of ratio estimation was
NI appl{ed on a person basis a.nd brought the
Fabruary % distribution of the persons in the sample
March X X into closer agreement with independent
:As;r:ll ))g ;(( :(( . current estimates of the distribution of the
s % - population by various age-sex-color
Jaly X XX X X X categories.
August X _ X X X X X Concerning the estimation of data on
September X X X X X X crimes against households, characteristics
October X X X X X X te s
Nevembar T X 3 % of the wife in a husband-wife household
Decembar X XX X X and characteristics of the head of household
.’J:ar;uary X X X X _ X X in other types of households were used to
N; “';W X ; ;: § ;: determine which second-stage ratio esti-
Al XX mate factors were to be applied. This pro-
May XX cedure is thought to be more precise than
jﬂ{;" X that of uniformly using the characteristics
of the head of household, because sample
coverage generally is better for females
than for males.
100
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In producing estimates of personal inci-
dents (as opposed to those of victimiza-
tions), a further adjustment was made in
those cases where an incident involved
more than one person, thereby allowing for
the probability that such incidents had more
than a single chance of coming into the
sample. Thus, if two persons were vic-
timized during the same incident, the
weight assigned to the record for that inci-
dent (and associated characteristics) was
reduced by one-half in order not to intro-
duce double counts into the estimated data.
However, the details of the outcome of the
event as they related to the victimized indi-
vidual were reflected in the survey results.
A comparable adjustment was not made in
estimating data on crimes against house-
holds, as each separate criminal act was
defined as involving only one household.

Serles victimizations

Three or more criminal events which are
similar if not identical in nature and in-
curred by individuals who are unable to
identify separately the details of each act or
recount accurately the total number of such
acts are known as series victimizations.
Because of the inability of the victims to
provide details for each event separately,
series crimes have been excluded from the
analysis and data tables in this report.

Before 1979, series victimizations were
recorded solely by season (or seasons) of
occurrence within the 6-month reference
period and tabulated by the quarter of the
year in which data were collected. Had it
been feasible to make a precise tally of
victimizations that occurred in series and tc
determine their month of occurrence, inclu-
sion of this information in the processing
of survey results would have caused certain
alterations in the portrayal of criminal vic-
timization. Most importantly, certain rates
of victimization would have been some-
what higher. Because of the inability of
victims to furnish details concerning their
experiences, however, it would have been
difficult to analyze the characteristics and _
effects of these crimes. Although the esti-
mated number of series victimizations was
appreciable, the number of victims who
actuaily experienced such acts was small in
relation to the total number of individuals
who were victimized one or more times
and reported details of each incident.

Although no direct correspondence exists
between the two sets of data, close com-
parability can be achieved by comparing
the data on series victimizations gathered
by interviewers from April 1979 through

March 1980 with the regular (i.e., non-
series) victimizations for calendar 1979.
This approach results in an 87.5-percent
overlap between reporting periods for the
two data sets,

Table 1, at the end of this appendix, is
based on such a comparison. It shows that
there were 943,000 series victimizations in
the personal sector and 672,000 in the
household sector. Detailed examination re-
veals that these crimes tended dispropor-
tionately to be either assaults, more likely
simple than aggravated, or household lar-
cenies for which the amount of loss was
valued at less than $50 or was unknown,

A revised NCS questionnaire introduced
in January 1979 includes a change in the
question about series crimes, Victims are
being asked to estimate the number of inci-
dents in the series and assign them to
specific calendar quarters. This modifica-
tion will permit additional study of series
crimes to determine the feasibility of com-
bining them with regular crimes for pur-
poses of tabulation. '

Reliability of estimates

The sample used for the NCS is one
of a large number of possible samples of
equal size that could have been used ap-
plying the same sample design and selec-
tion procedures. Estimates derived from
different samples would differ from each
other.

‘The standard error of a survey estimate
is a measure of the variation among the es-
timates from all possible samples and is,
therefore, a measure of the precision with
which the estimate from a particular sample
approximates the average result of all pos-
sible samples. The estimate and its as-
sociated standard error may be used to con-
struct a confidence interval, that is, an
interval having a prescribed probability that
it would include the average result of all
possible samples. The chances are about 68
out of 100 that the survey estimate would
differ from the average results of all possi-
ble samples by less than one standard
error, Similarly, the chances are about 90
out of 100 that the difference would be less
than 1.6 timey the standard error; about 95
out of 100 that the difference would be 2.0
times the standard error; and 99 out of 100
chances that it would be less than 2.5 times
the standard error. The 68-percent confi-
denge interval is the range of values given
by the estimate minus the standard error
and the estimate plus the standard error; the
chances are 68 in 100 that a figure from a
complete census would be within that

range. Likewise, the 95-percent confidence
interval is the estimate plus or minus two
standard errors.

In addition to sampling error, the esti-

.mates presented in this report are subject to

nonsampling error. Major sources of such
error are related to the ability of respond-
ents to recall victimization experiences and
associated details that occurred during the 6
months prior to the time of interview. Re-
search on the capacity of victims to recall
specific kinds of crime, based on inter-
viewing persons who were victims of of-
fenses drawn from police files, indicates
that assault is the least well recalled of the
crimes measured by the NCS. This may
stem in part from the observed tendency of
victims not to report crimes committed by
offenders known to them, especially if they
are relatives. In addition, it is suspected
that, among certain groups, crimes that
contain the elements of assault are a part of
everyday life and, thus, are simply forgot-
ten or are not considered worth mentioning
to a survey interviewer. Taken together,
these recall problems may result in a sub-
stantial understatement of the ‘‘true’’ rate
of victimization from assault.

Another source of nonsampling error re-
lated to the recall capacity of respondents
entails the inability to place the criminal
event in the correct month, even though it
was placed in the correct reference period.
This source of error is partially offset by
the requirement for monthly interviewing
and by the estimation procedure described
earlier. An additional problem involves
telescoping, or bringing within the appro-
priate 6-month period incidents that cc-
curred earlier—or, in a few instances,
those that happened after the close of the
reference period. The latter is believed to
be relatively rare because 75 to 80 percent
of the interviewing takes place during the
first week of the month following the ref-
erence period. In any event, the effect of
telescoping is minimized by the bounding
procedure described above. The interviewer
is provided with a summary of the inci-
dents reported in the preceding interview
and, if a similar incident is reported, it can
then be determined from discussion with
the respondent whether the reported inci-
dent is indzed a new one.

_ Methodological research undertaken in
preparation for the NCS indicated that sub-
stantially fewer incidents of crime are re-
ported when one household raember reports
for all persons residing in the household
than when each household member is
interviewed individually. Therefore, the
self-response procedure was adopted as a
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Appendix Hil

Survey methodology
and standard errors

general rule; allowances for proxy response
under the contingencies discussed earlier
are the only exceptions to this rule,

Other sources of nonsampling error re-
sult from other types of response mistakes,
including error in reporting incidents as
crimes, mistaken classification of crimes,
systematic data errors introduced by the
interviewer, biases resulting from the rota-
tion pattern used, errors in coding and
processing the data, and incomplete sam-
pling frames (e.g., a large. number of
mobile homes and one small class of
housing unit constructed since 1970 are not
included in the sampling frame). Quality
control and edit procedures were used to
minimize errors made by respondents and
interviewers. As calculated for the NCS,
the standard errors partially measure only
those nonsampling errors arising from these
sources; they do not reflect any systematic
biases in the data,

To derive standard errors that would be
applicable to a wide variety of items and
could be prepared at a moderate cost, a
number of approximations were required.
As a result, two parameters (identified as a
and b in the section that follows) were de-
veloped for use in calculating standard er-
rors. The parameters provide an indication
of the order of magnitude of the standard
errors rather than the precise standard error
for any specific item.

Computation and application
of standard errors

Results presented in this report were
tested to determine whether or not statisti-
cal significance could be associated with
observed differences between values, Dif-
ferences were tested to ascertain whether
they were significant at 1.6 standard errors
(90-percent confidence level) or higher.
Most comparisons cited in this report were
significant at a minimum level of 2.0
standard errors (95-percent confidence
level), meaning that the estimated differ-
ence is greater than twice the standard error
of the difference. Differences that failed
the 90-percent test were not considered
statistically significant. Statements of com-
parison qualified by the phrase ‘‘some in-
dication'’ or ‘‘marginally different’’ had a
level of significance between 1.6 and 2.0
standard errors.
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Formula . Standard errors for estimated
numbers of victimizations or incidents may
be calculated by using the following for-
mula:

sey) = Vavd+he

where

x = estimated number of personal or
household victimizations or incidents
a constant equal to —,0000141969

4 constant equal to 2509

il

7
b

]

To illustrate the use of formula 1, table
1 (Appendix I) shows 1,116,000 robbery
victimizations in 1979. This estimate and
the approximate parameters are substituted
in the formula as follows:

siedy) = V(—,0000141969) (1,116,000)°

+ 2509 (1,116,000)
= 52,700 (rounded to nearest 100}

This means that the confidence interval
around the estimate of 1,116,000 at one
standard error is 52,700 (plus or minus),
and the confidence interval at the second
standard error would be double that figure,
105,400 (plus or minus).

Formula 2. Standard errors for estimated
victimization rates or percentages are cal-
culated using the following formula:

sedp) = /"—’.-p(l.()—p)

where

p = the percentage or rate (expressed
in decimal form)

v = base population or total number
of crimes

5 = a constant equal to 2509

To illustrate the use of formula 2, table
4 (Appendix I) shows an estimated simple
assault rate of 29.4 per 1,000 persons age
12-15. Substituting the appropriate values
into the formula yields:

2509
seqp) = \/m—.OZN(LO—.OZN)

= \/T.0001682 (.0285356)

= \/-0000038

= 002191, which rounds to .0022,
This means that the confidence interval
around the estimate 29.4 at one standard

error is 2.2 (plus or minus), and the confi-
dence interval at the second standard error

Formula 3. The standard error of a differ-
ence between two rates or percentages
having different bases is calcu!ated using
the formula:

sepi=pe) = \/-’-U—!B-'—'-)-'—L IH/’»-‘(—L‘I‘-‘)EL'Q "

where
p = first percent or rate (expressed
in decimal form)
= base from which first percent
or rate was derived
p2 = second percent or rate (expressed
in decimal form)
¥2 = base from which second percent
or rate was derived
b = a constant equal to 2509,

y

The formula will represent the actual
standard error quite accurately for the dif-
ference between uncorrelated estimates, If,
however, there is a large positive correla-
tion, the formula will overestimate the true
standard error of the difference; and if
there is a large negative correlation it will
underestimate the true standard error of the
difference,

To illustrate the use of this formula,
table 3 (Appendix I) of this report shows
that the victimization rate for personal
crimes of violence for males was 45.5 per
1,000 and the rate for females was 24.5
per 1,000. Substituting the appropriate val-
ues into the formula yields:

Standard error of the difference (,0456-
.0245)

2509

n

L0455 (1.0—,0455)
85,353,000

0245 (1.0—,0245)
( 92,531,000 2509

0456 (.9645)
\[( w5500 ) 29

( .0245 (,9755)

L}

53931000 ) 2599

043430
\[( §5,353,000 ) 2509

(@%ﬁ%@* 2509
V/(.00000128) +(.00000065)
00000193
0013892, which rounds to .0014.

Thus the confidence interval at one stand-
ard error is approximately 1.4 per
thousand, plus or minus, around the differ-
ence of 21.0 (45.5-24.5), or 2.8 per

I
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would be double that figure, or 4.4 (plus or

minus).
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1
thousand, plus or minu ' i : ‘
standard-; gor 12ve’1n."¥;18é 301:1 ;}-1; z:x:‘(ljo-d Forniula 4, The standard error of a differ- The confidence interval at one standard
confidence intermal (65 o Srind ta; f-t;gg;- :.:’3:3 l;)etwegn pe;rcimages derived from the . error around the difference of 8.6 would be
\ e base is calculated usj : i l
glzai:‘es e int dlffereqce betwon 15 0 using the formula; '?l?m 7..8 to 9.4 (§.6 minus and plu.? .80).
«4 (21.0 plus and minus 1.4), se.o-p) = /2., + 0=y~ p1)) ot oo suffercnce (8.6) to s
e s ! d.mc e ] y standard error (.80) equals 10.8, which is
error is squonlens il reincel Ofl(S stan ard wherg the symbols are the same as those far greater than 2.0. Thus, the difference
ot s sauivalen t its level of statistical described for the previous formula, except betwee_n the two percentages was statisti-
2g0 « For example, a ratio of about  that y refers to a common base. cally significant.
2 gor more) denotes that the difference is . :
significant at the 95 percent confidence To illustrate the application of this for-
‘ pe or-
level (or higher): a ratio ranging between mula, t?bl.e 76 shows that the proportion of
l‘.6 and 2.0 indicates that the difference s those victims of household crimes reporting
significant at a confidence level between 90 ~ ©°ONOmMIC losses of $50-249 was 26.3 per-
and 95 percent, and a ratio of less thar cent; the proportion reporting losses in the
about 1,6 defines a level of confidence range.of.$250 or more was 17.7 percent.
P below 90 percent. In the above example, Subsutum?g the appropriate values in the
# the ratio of the difference (21.0) to its formula yields:
standard error (1.4) equals 15.0. Th i
. : . .0. Therefore, Standard error of the difference
it was concluded that the difference in the A77) (263
§ violent victimization rate for males and
females was statistically significant at a = / 2509
confidence level exceeding 95 percent. v TO7 G (2634177 - (263 - 177y)
= \/,0001470 (440 - .007396)
N = /0001470 (.432604)
= +0079745, which rounds to 0080,
Table 1. Personal and housshold crimes:
Number and percent distribution of serles victimizations
(4/78-3/80) and ot victimizations not in series (1979),
by sector and type of crime -
Series victimizations Victimization .
: miz s not in series
. . E Sector and Lype of crime Number f::&im fn Numher sP::tcim "
T Q : :
,// o Pt(l::;)‘::.ls So'i‘cstfcflo . 943,000 109.0 22,541,000 )
, | mes ney 555,000 58,9 6,159,000 lgo,o
| Wy de it S
S Robbery with injury 15'000 4.2 b lae oo e
i A Rob:mry yithout fnjury 26:000 21.7 ;g.‘li’ggg i
‘ §8ault . ; i3
A e assaul fw.ooo 53,7 - 4,851,000 21.5
; grave 25,000 13.3 1,769,000
| With njury 29,000 3.1 "599, g
| si ttvmpted assault with weapon 97,000 10.3 1 133'303 Y
ke ausaul 381,000 40,4 31082000 2y
Attem:{:gyassuult without weapon 3gg’ggg s "195;000 13;
: 32.8 " .
Crg.:zzo?r theft 388,000 a1, 16508 00 o1
e#sonal larceny with contact 5,000 0.6 '311 000 N
ffersonal larceny without contact 382,000 40'5 15 g;} 'ggg 72‘3
; ‘ . \871, 0.4
Ho;;z;g:);(:ysector g;g,ggg 160,0 18,708,000 100.0
rglary , 35.3 X
Porcible entry 76,000 1.3 3'??2333 e
nlawful entry without foree 116,000 17,2 3'1 . Y
" Attempted forcible entry 46,000 6.8 1‘423'000 N
o!u:::t‘:'l&.:agggny 420,000 62:5 10'6‘30'3(018 Z.G
Loss than S f?g,ggg 38.9 5,725,000 0.6
Atnount not available 33:000 lg.g ity X
) Attempted larceny 13,000 1.9 ere. 000 e
. Molor vehicle theft 15,000 2. HE i
(\}omplgled theft 7,’000 ' .i. 1'328’000 X |
Attempted theft 8,000 1,1 000 i
* NOTE: Detall may not add 1 sh : o -
¥ Q ay not a to tota
g VSeries wetmiaos ‘ns‘ho‘\:nnl;:;::::. of rounding, The Incompatibility of time frames Is discussed under
N ‘stimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrellable. l
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Appendix IV
Technical notes

Information provided in this appendix is
designed to aid in understanding the Na-
tional Crime Survey, the report’s selected
findings and, more broadly, to assist data
users in interpreting statistics in the data
tables, The notes address general concepts

. as well as potential problem areas, but do
not purport to cover all data elements or
problems, The glossary should be consulted
for definitions of crime categories, vari-
ables, and other terms used in the data
tables and selected findings.

General

The NCS provides information on a
number of crimes that are of major interest
to the general public. However, it does not
and cannot measure all criminal activity, as
a number of crimes are not amenable to
examination through survey techniques.

Viciimization surveys like the NCS have
proved most successful in measuring
crimes with specific victims who under-
stand what occurred to them and how it
happened and who are willing to report
what they know, More specifically, such
surveys have been shown to be most
applicable to rape, robbery, assault,
burglary, personal and household larceny,
and motor vehicle theft, crimes measured
by the NCS, Murder and kidnaping are not
covered, and commercial burgiary and rob-
bery were dropped from the program dur-
ing 1977, The so-called victimless crimes,
such as drunkenness, drug abuse, and
prostitution, also are excluded, as are
crimes for which it is difficult to identify
knowledgeable respondents or to locate
data records. Crimes of which the victim

may not be aware also cannot be measured
effectively. Buying stolen property may fall
into this category, as may some instances
of fraud and embezzlement. Attempted
crimes of many types probably are under-
recorded for this reason. Finaily, events in
which the victim has shown a willingness
to participate in illegal activity also are
excluded. Examples of the latter, which are
unlikely to be reported to interviewers, in-
cluding gambling, various types of swin-
dles, con games, and biackmail.

In any encounter involving a personal
crime, more than one criminal act can be
committed against an individual. A rape
may be associated with a robbery, for
example. In classifying the survey-
measured crimes, each criminal incident
has been counted only once, by the most
serious act that took place during the inci-
dent, ranked in accordance with the seri-
ousness classification system used by the
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Federal Bureau of Investigation, The order
of seriousness for crimes against persons is:
rape, robbery, assault, and larceny. Con-
sequently, if a person were both robbed
and assaulted, the event would be classified
as robbery; if the victim suffered physical
harm, the crime would be categorized as
rohbery with injury.

Throughout this report, victimizations
are the basic units of measure, A victimi-
zation is a specific criminal act as it affects
a single victim, whether a person or house-
hold. For crimes against persons, however,
some survey results are presented on the
basis of incidents, not victimizations. An
incident is a specific criminal act involving
one or more victims. For many specific
categories of personal crime, victimizations
outnumber incidents, ‘a difference that
stems from two contingencies: (1) some
crimes were simultaneously committed
against more than one person, and (2) cer-
tain personal crimes may have occurred
during the course of a commercial offense.
Thus, for each personal victimization re-
ported to survey interviewers, it was de-
termined whether others were victimized at
the same time and place and whether the
offense happened durirg a commercial
crime. A weighting adjustment in the esti-
mation procedure (see Appendix III) pro-
tected against the double counting of inci-
dents; this adjustment continued to be made
after the suspension of the commercial vic-
timization survey during 1977. If, for
example, two customers were beaten dur-

ing the course of a store holdup, the event
was assumed to be a commiercial robbery,
not an incident of personal assault, With
respect to crimes against households, there
is no distinctior; between victimizations and
incidents, as each criminal act against a
residence was assumed to have involved g
single victim, the affected household. In
fact, the terms *‘*victimization'’ and *‘inci-
~dent" can be used interchangeably in
analyzing data on household crimes.

As indicated with respect to personal
crimes, victimization data are more ap-
propriate than incident data for the study of
the effects, or consequences, of crime ex-
periences upon the individual victim, They
also are better suited for assessing victim
reactions to criminal attack and for
examining victim perceptions of offender
attributes. Thus, in addition to serving as a
key element in computing victimization
rates, victimization counts are used for de-
veloping information on victim injury and
medical care, economic losses, time lost
from work, victim self-protection, offender
characteristics, and reporting to police. On

the other hand, incident data are more
adequate for the examination of the cir-
cumstances surrounding the occurrence of
personal crimes. Accordingly, data con-
cerning the time and place of occurrence of
such offenses, as well as the use of
weapons and numbzr of victims and of-
fenders, are based on incidents,

In the hypothetical case given above,
therefore, the rate data for personal assault
would reflect the attack on each customur,
and other victimization tables would incor-
porate details concerning the outcome of
the crime for each person, such as any in-
juries, damage to clothing, and loss of time
from work.

For data on crimes against persons, the
table titles stipulate whether victimizations
or incidents are the relevant units of
measure,

Victim characteristics

A variety of attributes of victimized per-
sons and houscholds appear on victimiza-
tion rate tables. The rates, or measures of
the occurrence of crime, are computed by
dividing the number of victimizations asso-
ciated with a specific crime, or grouping of
crimes, by the number of persons or
households under consideration. For crimes
against persons, the rates are based on the
total number of individuals age 12 and
over, or on a portion of that population
sharing a particular characteristic or set of
traits, Household crimes are regarded as
being directed against the household as a
unit rather than against the individual
members; in calculating a rate, therefore,
the denominator of the fraction consists of

the number of households in question.

As indicated previously,.victimizations
of households, unlike those of persons,
cannot involve more than one victim during
a specific criminal act. However, repeated
victimizations of individuals or households
can and do occur. As general indicators of
the danger of having been victimized dur-
ing the reference period, the rates are not
sufficiently refined to represent true meas-
ures of risk for specific individuals or
houscholds. In other words, they do not
reflect variations in the degree of risk of
repeated, or multiple, victimizations; and,
because of the manner in which they are
calculated, the rates in effect apportion
multiple victimizations among the popula-
tion at large, thereby distorting somewhat
the risk that any single person or household
had of being victimized.
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Victimization cf central city,

‘suburban, and nonmetropolitan
residents

‘ vaerage of this topic is based on vie-
timization rates for crimes against persons
and houscholds. The data relate to the lo-
. cality in which the victim lived at the time
of the interview, not to the place where
e‘ach victimization occurred; however, vic-
timization surveys conducted during the
l?70's under the NCS program in central
cities across the Nation demonstrated that
the localities of residence and of occur-

the NCS makes possible an examination of
the relationship between victim and of-
fender. There is reason to believe, how-
ever, that violence or attempted violence .
involving family members or close friendV
is qnderreported in this and ssher victimi-
zation surveys because some victims do not
cor‘lsidcr such events ctiines or are reluctant
to implicate family members or relatives,
who in some instances may be present
durinig the interview,

Based on information From tables 34-38,
treatment of the subject centers on a special

rence were the same in the vas} rnnjority of SCCtion of the seleC’ted ﬁndiﬂgs. Neverthe-

cases,

A basic distinction is made among cen-
tral city, suburban, and nonmetropolitan
populmions. Together, the first two popu-
lations represent those persons living
standard metropolitan statistical areas
(SMSAs) or metropolitan areas. The non-
metropolitan population refers 1o those re-
siding in places outside SMSAs. To further
distinguish differences in the degree of
wc}imization within metropolitan localities,
residents of central cities and their sur-
rounding suburbs have been categorized
according to the following four ranges of
central city size: 50,000-249,999; 14 to %
million; % to 1 million; and I million or
more,

Geogfaphical areas were assigned to the
appropriate type-of-locality category on the
basis of the 1970 census, even though the
variable since has been redefined by the
Office of Management and Budget. To en-
sure the comparability of results as the
dfecade progresses, there are no plans to re-
vise the type-of-locality variable as applied
in the NCS program until after the 1980
census,

Victim-offender relationskip
In personal crimes of violence

One of the more significant dimensions
of personal crime concerns the relationship
Qetwecn victim and offender. Public atien-
tion about crime in the streets in large -
measure has focused on unprovoked physi-
cal attacks made on citizens by unknown
assailants. The nature of the relationship
between victim and offender is a key ele-
ment to understanding crime and judging

the risks involved for the various groups in °

s.ociety. Heretofore, the only available na-
tional statistics on the matter have been for
homicide; these have demonstrated that the
great majority of murder victims were at
least acquainted ‘with their killers, if not
related to them. With respect to the per-
sonal crimes of violence that it measures,

less, the relationship between victim and
offender is a recurrent variable in findings
and in data tables dealing with other sub-
jects, such as weapons use and reporting to
the police. Conditions governing the clas-
sification of crimes as having involyed
*‘strangers’’ or “‘nonstrangers®’ are de-
scribed in the glossary, listed under each of
those categories.

Offender characteristics in personal
crimes of violence

Some of the tables on this subject dis-
play data on the offenders only and others
cover both victims and offenders. The of- ;
fender characteristics examined are sex,
age, and race, based on information fur-
nished by victims who saw the offenders
and, conscquently, knew the number of
persons involved in the crime, As with
most information developed from this sur-
vey, offender attributes are based solely on
the victim’s perceptions and ability to re-
call the crime, However, because the
cvents often were stressful experfences, re-
Sl-l]l,;('g in confusion or physical harm to the
victim, it was likely that data, concerning
offender characteristics were more subject
thgn other survey findings to distortion
arising from erroneous responses. Many of
the crimes probably occurred under some-
what vague circumstances, especially those
at njght. Furthermore, it is possible that
Victim preconceptions, or prejudices, at
tumes may have influenced the attribution
of offender characteristics, If victims
tended to misidentify a particular trait (ora
set of them) more than others, bias would
have been introduced into the findings, and
no method has been developed for deter-
mining the existence and effect of such

bias.

i In the relevant data tables, a distinction
is made between “‘single-offender’* and
"‘multiple-offender’’ crimes, with the latter
classification applying to those committed
by two or more persons. As applied to

Tul}iplc-nffender crimes, the category

mixed ages"’ refers to cases in which the
offenders in any single intident were clas-
sifiable under more than one age group;
simi‘larly, the term “‘mixed races®’ applies
to situation~ in which the offenders were
membpr”f;g more than a single racial
group, -

Number of victims

As notid previously, the number of indi-
Viduals victimized in each personal crime is
a key element for computing rates of vic-
timization and other data on the impact of
crime, However, the data table specifically
concerning the number of individual vic-
tims per crime is based on incidents.

Time of occurrence

For each of the measured crimes against
persons or households, data on when the
offenses occurred were obtained for three
broad time intervals: the daytime hours (3
a.m. to 6 p.m,); the first half of nighttime
(6 p.m, te midnight); and the second half
of nighttime (midnight to 6 a.m.),

Place of occurience

Tables on place of occurrence distinguish
six kinds of sites, two of which cover the
respondent's home and its immediate vi-
cinity. For certain offenses not involving
contact between victim and offender, the
classification of crimes is chiefly deter-
mined on the basis of their place of occur-
rence. Thus, by definition, most household
burglaries happen at principal residences, °
with a smal\ perczntage at second homes or
at places occupie temporarily, such as
hotels and motels. Personal larceny without
contact and household larceny are differ-
entiated from ¢ne-another solely on the
basis of where the crimes occur. Whereas
the latter transpire only 'in the home and its
immediate envitons, the former can take
place at any othier location, To be classified
as u household larceny within the victim's
own home, the offenses had to be com-
mitted by a person (or persons) admitted to
the residence or by someone having cus-
tomary access tat it, such as a delivery per-
son, servant, acquaintance, or relative.,
Otherwise, the crimé would have been
classified as a hausehold burglary or as a
personal robbery: if force or the threat of
force were used;,
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Appendix IV
Technical nctes

Number of offenders in personal
crimes of violence

Orie table based on inciacut data displays
information on the number of gffenders in-
volved in personal crimes of _vxolence. In
the sequence of survey questions on-
characteristics of offenders, the lead ques-
tion concerned the numbss of offenders. If
the victim did not know Lixw many offend-
ers took part in the incident, no further
questions were asked about offender
characteristics, and the crime was classified
s having involved strangers.

Use of weapons

For personal crimes of violence, mf?r-
mation was gathered on whether or not the
victims observed that the offenders were
armed, and, if so, the types of weapons
observed. The term ‘‘weapons use’’ applies

~both to situations in which weapons were
used to intimidate or threaten and to thpse
in which they actually were employed in a
physicat attack. )

1n addition to firearms and knives, the
data tables distinguish ‘‘other’’ weapons
and those <f unknown types. The category

“other’’ refers to such objects as clubs,
stones, bricks, and bottles. For each per-
sonal crime of violence by an armed of-
fender, the type, or types, of weapons
present were recorded, not the number of
weapons. For instance, if offer}ders ‘
wielded two firearms and a knife dunpg a
personal robbery, the crime was classified
as one in which weapons of each type were
used.

Victim self-grotection

With reference to personal crimes of
violence, information was obtamed' on
whether or not victims tried to avoid or
thwart attack, and, if so, the measures they
took. The following reactions, Janging
from nonviolent to forceful, were cox_'ns1d-
ered seif-protective measures: teasoning
with the offender; fleeing from the of-
fender; screaming or yelling for help; hit-
ting, kicking, or scratching the offender;
and using or brandishing a Weapon. The
pertinent tables distribute a}l measures, 1'f
any, employed by victims in each cnime;
no determination was made of the single
most important measure.
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Physical injury to victims

Information was gathered concerning the
injuries sustained by the victirps of each of
the three personal crimes of violence.
However, during the preparation of this re-
port, the requisite data were not twsilable
for calculating the proportion of rape vic-
timizations in which victims were injured.
Therefore, information on the percent pf
crimes in which victims were harmed is
confined to personal robbery and assaylt.
For each of r.ese crimes, the type of in-
juries concerned are described in the glos--

under *‘Physical injury.” )
Sar‘z";ctims who gad been injured furnished
data on hospitalization and on medical ex-
penses. With regard to medical expenses,
the data tables are based solely on infor-
mation from victims who knew with cer-
tainty that such expenses were incurred gnd
also knew, or were able to estumate, their
amount. Because the data don't include
information for victims unaware of §gch
outlays, and of their amount, the utility of
the data is scmewhat restricted. Althpugh
data were unavailable on the proportion of
rapes attended by victim injury, mform?-
tion relating to hospitalization and medical
costs were available on that crime; these
results are reflected in the appropriate data
tables.

Economic losses

With respect to economic losses incurred
by persons or households, the data taples
distinguish between crimes resulting in
“theft and/or property damage’’ and tl}eft
joss’’ only. Table titles specify the apphca}:
ble category of loss. The term “theft loss
refers to stolen cash, property, or both,
whereas ‘‘damage’’ pertains to property
only. Items categorized as having ‘‘no
moneiary value’’ could include losses of
trivial, truly valueless objects, or of those
having considerable sentimental impor-
tance. References to losses “mcoverc':d.
apply to compensation received by victims
for theft losses, as well as to restoration of
stolen property or cash, although no dis-
tinction is made as to the mauner of recov-
ery. For assault, information on eonomic

losses relates solely to property damage,
because assaults attentied by theft are clas-
sified as robbery. There was no attempt to
measure attempted pocket pickmg; by defi-
nition, therefore, all pocket pickings had
the outcome of theft loss, and there may
have been some cases with property dam-

age.

Time lost from work

For all crimes reported t0 interviewers,
the survey determined whether persons lost
time from work after the experience, and,
if so, the length of time involved. th Te-
spect to crimes against persons or house-
holds, the survey did not record the iden-
tity of the houschold member (_or members)
who lost work time, although it may be as-
sumed that, for personal offe_nses, it was
usually the victim who sustained the loss.

Reportihg victimizations to the police

The police may have learned about
criminal victimizations directly from the
victim or from someone else, such as
another household member or a bystander,
or because they appeared on the scene at
the time of the crime. In the data }ables,
however, the means by which police
learned of the crime are not distinguished;
the overall proportion made known to them
was of primary concern. )

Interviewers recorded all reasons cited
by respondents for not repoqing crimes to
the police. Data tables on this topic distri-
bute all reasons for not reportmg,.and no
determination was made of the primary
reason, if any, for not reporting the crime.

»
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Glossary

Age—The appropriate age category is de-

termined by each respondent’s age as of the |

last day of the morith preceding the interview.

Aggravated assault-~Attack with a

weapon, irrespective of whether or not there
was injury, and attack without a weapon re-
sulting either in serious injury (e.g., broken
bones, loss cf teeth, internal injuries, loss of
consciousness) or in undeteymined injury re-
quiring 2 or more days of hospitalization.

Also includes attempted assault with a

weapon.

Annual family income—Includes the in-
come of the household head and all other
related persons residing in the same house-
hold unit. Covers the 12 months preceding the
interview and includes wages, salaries, net
income from business or farm, pensions,
interest, dividends, rent, and any other forin
of monetary income. The income of persons
unrelated to the head of househpld is
excluded.

Assault— An unlawful physical attack,
whether aggravated or simple, upon a person.
Includes attempted assaults with or without a
weapon, Excludes rape and attempted rape,
as well as attacks involving theft or attempted
theft, which are classified s robbery, Sever-
ity of crimes in this general category range
from minor threats to incidents thai bring the
victim near death.

Attempted forcible entry—A form of
burglary in which force is used in an attempt
to gain entry.

Burglary—Unlawful or forcible entry of a
residence, usually, but not necessarily, at-
tended by theft. Includes attempted forcible
entry. The entry may be by force, such as
picking a lock, breaking a window, or slash-
ing a screen, or it may be through an unlocked
door or an open window. As long as the per-
son entering had no legal right to be present in
the structure, a burglary has occurred. Fur-
thermore, thie structure need not be the house
itself for a hoysehold bursglary to take place.
Illegal entry of a garage, shed, or any other
structure on the premises also constitutes
household burglary. In fact, burglary dogs not
necessarily have to ozcur.on the premises, If

the breaking and entering otcurred in a hotel
or in a vacation residence, it would still be
classified as a burglary for the household
whose member or members were staying
there at the time,

Central city—The largest city (or‘twin
cities””) of a standard metropolitan statisticel
area (SMSA), defined beiow.

Ethnicity-—A distinction between His-
panic and non-Hispanic respondents, regard-
less of race.

Forcible entry—A form of burglary in
which force is used to gain entry (e.g., by
breaking a window or slashing a screen).

Head of household—For classification
purposes, only one individual per household
can be the head person. In husband-wife
househclds, the husband arbitrarily is con-
sidered to be the head. In other households,

cludes those whose only marriage has been

annulled and those living together (excluding

common-law unions).

Metropolitan area—See ‘‘Standard met-
ropolitan statistical area (SMSA)."’

Motor vehicle—Includes automobiles,
trucks, motorcycles, and any other motorized
vehicles legally allowed on public roads and

the head person is the individual so regarded  highways.

by its members; generally, that person is the
chief treadw:.aer.

Hispani¢—Persons who report thémselves
as Mexican-American, Chicanos, Mexicans,
Mexicanos, Puerto Ricaris, Cubans, Central
or South Americans, or other Spanish culture
or origin, regardless of race.

Motor veliicle theft—Stealing or unau-
thorized taking of a motor vehicle, including
attempts at such acts.

Nonmetropolitan area—A locality not
situated within an SMSA. The category cov-
ers a variety of localities, ranging from
sparsely inhabited rural areas to cities of

Household—Consists of the occupants of,, fewer than 50,000 population.

separate living quarters meeting either of the
following criteria: (1) Persons, whether
present or temporarily absent, whose usual
place of residence is the housing unit in ques-
tion, or (2) Persons stayingin the housing unit
who have no usual place of residence
elsewhere.

Household crimes—Burglary or larceny

of a residence, or motor vehicle theft, crimes
that do not involve personal confrontation.
Includes both completed and attempted acts.
Household larceny—Theft or attempted
theft of prop=rty or cash from a residence or,
its immediate vicinity. For a household lar-.
ceny to occur within the home itself, the thief
must be someone with a right to be there, suchi
as a maid, a delivery person, or a guest.
Forcible entry, attempted forcible entry, or
uniawful entry are not involved.
Incident——A specific criminal act involv-

ing one or more victims and offenders. In
situations where a personal crime occurred
during the course of a commercial crime, itis
assumed that the incident was primarily di-
rected against the business, and, therefore, it
is not counted as an incident of personal
crime. However, details of the outcome of the
event as they relate to the victimized indi-
vidua] are reflected in data on personal vic-
timizations. '

Larceny-—Theft or atternpged theft of
property or cash without force.- A basic dis--
tinction is made between personal larceny and
household larceny.

Marital stetus—Each household member
is assigned to one of the following categories:
(1) Married, which includes persons in .
common-law unions.and those.parted tem-
porarily for reasons other than marital discord
(employment, military service, etc.); (2)
Separated and divorced. Separated includes
married persons who have a legal separation
or have parted becausz of marital discord; (3)
Widowed; and (4) Never married, which in-_

Non-Hispanic—Persons who report their
culture or origin as other than ‘‘Hispanic,”’
defined above. The distinction is made re-
gardless of race.

Nonstranger—With respect to crimes en-
tailing direct contact between victim and of-
fender, victimizations (or incidents) are clis-
“sified as having involved nonstrangers if vic-
tim and offender either are related, well
known to, or casually acquainted with one
another. In crimes involving a mix of stranger

.. and nonstranger offenders, the events are

classified under nonstranger. The distinction
between stranger and nonstranger crimes is
not made for personal larceny without con-
* tact, an offense in which victims rarely see the
offender. ;
Offender—The perpetrator of a crime; the
term generally is applied in relation to crimes
entailing contact between victim and of-
fender.

Offense—A crime; with respect to per-
sonal crimes, the two terms can be used inter-
changeably irrespective of whether the
applicable unit of measure is a victimization
or an incident. o

Ouiside central cities—See ‘‘Suburban
area.”

Personal crimes—Rape, robbery of per-
sons, assault, personal larceny with contact,
or personal larceny without contact. Includes

-both completed and attempted acts.

- Personal crimes of theft—Theft or at-
tempted theft of property or cash by stealth,
either with contact (but without force or threat
of force) or without direct contact between

-viotim and pffender, Equivalent to personal
larceny. g '

Personal crimes of violence—Rape, rob-
bery of persons, or assault. Includes both
completed and attempted acts. Always in-
volves contact between the victim and of-
fender.
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Glossary

Personal larceny—Equivalent to personal
crimes of theft. A distinction is made between
personal larceny with contact and personal
larceny without contact.

Parsonal larceny with contact—Theft u.
purse, wallet, or cash by stealth directly from
the person of the victim, but without force or
the threat of force. Also includes attempted
purse snatching,

Personal larceny without contact—Theft
or attenipted theft, without direct contact
between victim and offender, of property or
cash from any place other than the victim's
home or its immediate vicinity. The property
need not be strictly personal in nature; the act
is distinguished from household larceny
solely by place of occurrence. Examples of
personal larceny without contact include the
theft of a briefcase or umbrella from a
restaurant, a portable radio from the beach,
clothing from an automobile parked in a
shopping center, a bicycle from a school-
ground, food from a shopping cart in front of a
supermarket, etc. In rare cases, the victim
sees the offender during the commission of
the act.

Physical injury—The term is applicable to
each of the three persongl! crimes of violence,
although data on the proportion of rapes re-
sulting in victim injury were not available
during the preparation of this report. For per-
sonal robbery and attempted robbery with in-
jury, a distinction is made between injuries
from ‘‘serious’’ and *’minor’’ assault. Exam-
ples of injuries from serious assault include
broken bones, loss of teeth, internal injuries,
and loss of consciousness, or undetermined
injuries requiring 2 or more days of hospitali-
zation; injuries from minor assault include
bruises, black eyes, cuts, scratches, and
swelling, or undetermined injuries requiring
less than 2 days of hospitalization. For as-
saults resulting in victim injury, the degree of
harm governs classification of the event. The
same elements of injury applicable to robbery
with injury from serious assault also pertain to
aggravated assault with injury; similarly, the
same types of injuries applicable to robbery
with injury from minor assault are relevant to
simple assault with injury.

Race—Determined by the interviewer
upon observation, and asked only about per-
sons not related to the head of household who
were not present at the time of interview. The
racial categories distinguished are white,
black, and other. The category ‘*other’’ con-
sists mainly of American Indians and persons
of Asian ancestry.
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Rape—Carnal knowledge through the use
of force or the threat of force, including at-
«3mpts. Statutory rape (without force) is
éxcluded. Includes both heterosexual and

homosexual rape.

Rate of victimization—See ‘‘Victimiza-
tion rate.”’ )

Robbery—Completed or attempted theft,
directly from a person, of property or cash by
force or threat of force, with or without a
weapon,

Robbery with injury—Completed or at-
tempted theft from a person, accompanied by
an attack, either with or without a weapon,
resulting in injury. An injury is classified as
resulting from a serious assault, isrespective
of the extent of injury, if a weapon was used in
the commission of the crime or, if not, when
the extent of the injury was either serious
(e.g., broken bones, loss of teeth, internal
injuries, loss of consciousness) or undeter-
mined but requiring 2 or more days of hos-
pitalization. An injury is classified as result-
ing from a minor assault when the extent of
the injury was minor (e.g., bruises, black
eyes, cuts, scratches, swelling) or undeter-
mined but requiring less than 2 days of hos-
pitalization.

Robbery without injury—Theft or at-
tempted theft from a person, accompanied by
force or the threat of force, either with or
without a weapon, but not resulting in injury.

Siniple assault—Attack without a weapon
resulting either in minor injury (e.g., bruises,
black eyes, cuts, scratches, swelling) or in
undetermined injury requiring less than 2
days of hospitalization, Also includes at-

‘tempted assault without a weapon.

Standard metropolitan statistical area
(SMSA)—Except in the New England States,
a standard metropolitan statistical area is a
county or group of contiguous counties that
contains at least one city of 50,000 inhabitants
or more, or ‘‘twin <'ties”’ with a combined

. population of at least 50,000. In addition to

the county, or counties, containing such a city
or cities, contiguous counties are includec in
an SMSA if, according to certain criteria,
they are socially and economically integrated
with the central city. In the New England
States, SMSAs consist of towns and cities
instead of counties. Each SMSA must include
atleast one central city, and the complete title
of ann SMSA identifies the central city or
cities,

7/

Stranger—With respect to crimes entail-
ing direct contact between victim and of-
fender, victimizations (or incidents) are clas-
sified as involving strangers if the victim so
stated, or did not see or recognize the of-
fender, orknew the offender only by sight. In
crimes involving a mix of stranger and
nonstranger offenders, the events are clas-
sified under nonstranger, The distinction
between stranger and nonstranger crimes is
not n:ade for personal larceny without con-
tact, an offense in which victims rarely see the
offender.

Suburban &:>a—The county, or counties,
containing a central city, plus any contiguous
counties that are linked socially and economi-
cally to the central city. On data tables, sub-
urban areas are categorized as those portions
of metropolitan areas situated *‘outside cen-
tral cities,”

Tenure—Two forms of household ten-
ancy are distinguished: (1) owned, which in-
cludes dwellings being bought through
mortgage, and (2) rented, which also includes
rent-free quarters belonging to a party other
than the oceupant and situations where rental
payments are in kind or in services.

Unlawful entry—A form of burglary
committed by someone having no legal right
to be on the premises even though force is not
used.

Victim—The recipient of a criminal act;
usually used in relation to personal crimes,
but also applicable to households.

Victimization—A specific criminal act as
it affects a single victim, whether a person or
household. In criminal acts against persons,
the number of victimizations is determined by
the number of victims of such acts; ordinarily,
the number of victimizations is somewhat
higher than the number of incidents because
more than one individual is victimized during
certain incidents, as well as because personal
victimizations that occurred in conjunction
with commercial crimes are not counted as
incidents of personal crime. Each criminal act
against a household is assumed to invol a
single victim, the affected household.

Victimization rate—For crimes against
persons, the victimization rate, a measure of
occurrence among population groups at risk,
is computed on the basis of the number of
victimizations per 1,000 resident population
age 12 and over. For crimes against house-
holds, victimization rates are calculated on
the basis of the number of incidents per 1,000
households. )

Victimize—~To perpetrate a crime againsta
person or household. ’
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