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PREFACE .

This report is the secord to present findings from the National
Crime Panel for the United States as a whole and the first to publish
data for ar entire year. This program, a continuing survey of house-
holds and commercial establishments, gauges the extent to whichk persons
age 12 and over, households, and businesses have been victimized by
certain types of crime and studies the character and nature of crim—
inal incidents and their victims. Although the survey has initially
concentrated on victims of selected crimes, it is arnticipated that
other topics in the field of criminal justice will be added to the
basic questionnaire from time to time. In addition, a cortinuing pro-
gram of methodological study is expected to suggest refinements in the
questionnaire and in survey procedures. The survey is conducted for the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration by the U.S. Bureau of the
Census.

The Nationzl Crime Panel surveys focus at present on selected
crimes of major corcern to the general public, For individuals, these
are rape, robbery, assault, and personal larceny; for households, bur-
glary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft; and for commercial establish-
merts, burglary and robbery. For reported incidents (or victimizations),
informatior. is obtained, as appropriate, on such matters as the relation-
ship of victim and offender, characteristics of the victim, extent of
injuries suffered and amount of economic loss sustained bty the wictim,
time and place of occurrerce of the incident, whether a weapon was used,
whether the police were notified, and, if not, reasons advanced for not
notifying thems This procedure gernerates a variety of data concerning
the gircumstances under which such acts occurred and their effects on
the victim and also obtains information on crimes not reported to the
police, about which very little of a definitive nature is known. Sur-
veys of this kind provide the means for distinguishing between stranger-
to-stranger crime and domestic violence, acts which call for varying
degrees of response from the criminal justice system. Continuing sur-~
veys of victimization produce estimates of charge in the levels of crime
over time by broad geographic areas and by various demographic categories.
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Information in this report was obtained from interviews with a
sample of approximately 60,000 households and 15,000 buginesses repre-
sentative of all households and businesses in the 50 States and the
Digtrict of Columbis. These households and businesses were interviewed
twice during the course of the year, at 6-morth intervals. Eliminated
from consideration were crimes reported as occurring to U.S. residents
outside the country and those involving foreign visitors to this country,
although it can be safely assumeil that the rumber of such events was
extremely smalle Also excluded from consideration in this report were
"geries victimizations." These are groups of three or more victimi-
zations, usually minor and very similar in nature, incurred by & victim
unzble to identif'y separately the details of each event, such as specific
time and place of occurrence or amount of loss. In 1973, series victim-
izationS'compfised‘about 5 percent of all victimizations reported in the
survey.

This report presents data for 1973 on rates of victimizatiors for
persons, households, and businesses, It thus provides an indication of
the varying risk that different groups in society rar of being victim-

In the future, it is planned that reports will be prepared period=-
ically comparing rates of victimization with those in the same period of
the preceding year. More detailed analysis of the 1973 data covering both
victimizations and incidents will be published in an annual report now in

ized.

preparation.

The specific crimes measured by the Panel surveys are, generally,
those that are considered most serious by the general public, and are
roughly equivalent with the Index Crimes measured by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation. They have also been demonstrated to be statistically
measurable, as they involve eriminal events with specific victims who are
willing to report the circumstences of what happened to them.

By restricting its focus to the crimes mentioned above, the National
Crime Panel does not attempt to measure other offenses, many of which dc
not lend themselves to the survey method. For example, murder and kidnap-

ing are not covered, as the technique of obtaining information about a

iv

crime frem the victim is inapplicable to murder and unsuitable in the ?
kidnaping of children. Because these crimes almost always come to the v
attention of the police, they are well measired from these sources.
Commercial larcenies (e.ge, employee theft and shoplifting) have to
date rot proved suscertible to measurement by the survey approach because
of the limited documentation maintained by most commercial establishments
on losses from these crimes. Documentation is also a protlem in offenses
against government entities, not only for larceries, but for crimes gen=
erally for which records are inadequate for survey purposes. Other types
of crimes excluded from the Panel as being incapable of effective measure-
mer:t by means of personal interviews are the go-called victimless crimeg,
such as drunkenness, drug abuse, and prostitutior; crimes of which the
victim way not be aware, such as buying stolen property; and situations
in which the victim has shown a willingness to participate in illegal
activity, as in gambling and blackmail.
In any criminal incidert involving crimes against persons, more than
one criminal act can take place. In reports produced from the National
Crime Panel, each criminal incidert is counted only once and is classified
by the most serious act that took place during the incident, the order of
seriousness being determined by the seriousness classification system used
by the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

The order of seriousness for
crimes against persors is: rape, robbery, assault, and larceny. Conse~
quently, if a person were both robbed and asssulted, the event would be
classified as robbery, but the detailed characteristics of the crime
would reveal that assault was also involved.

All three of the measured crimes against households—-burglary, house-
hold larceny, and motor vehicle theft-——are crimes that do not involve
rersonal corfrontatiorn. Were such confrontations introduced, the crime
would become a personal crime, and the victim would no longer be the
household itself, but the member of the household involved in the con-
frontatior. For example, a criminal act begun as a burglary would be
classified as a robbery if the burglar were surprised by members of the
household and, in turn, threatened them.




All data in this report are estimates and are subject both to errors
arising from the fact that thé information was obtained from a sample

h rather than 2 complete census, and also errors a&ssociated with the

collection and processing of the data. The sources of error for the
household survey plus teihnical data on the sample are discussed in some
detail in Appendix II, which also includes generalized tables of standard
errors. Appendix III contains a similar discussion for the commercial
survey, plus a number of specific examples of standard errors to assist
the reader in interpreting the survey data.

Unless appropriately qualified, all analytical statements in this
report that involve compsrisons have met the test that the differences
are at least equal to two standard errors or, in other words, that the
chances are at least 95 out of 100 that the difference reported is a
tirue differenée, not caused by sampling variability. For example,
when the phrase "statistically significant® is used, it means that the
difference under discussion has met this standard. Qualified statements,
such as "some evidence®™ or "marginally-significant," have met the test
that the differences are at least equal to 1.6 standard errors or that
the chances are 90 out of 100 that the difference reported is a true one.
In most cases, apparent differences that failed to meet these criteria
were not discussed in the text,

The tables in Appendix I contain the data on which the analysis is
based. Estimates based on about 10 or fewer sample cases were considered
statistically unreliable and, although remaining in the tables, are indi-
cated by a symbol to the left of each number.

Although attempts may be made to compare information in this report
with data collected from local police agencies by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation and published annually in its report, Crime in the United

States, Uniform Crime Reports, such attempts are inappropriate because

of substantial differences in coverage between the survey and police
statistics. A major difference arises from the fact that police statistics
on the incidence of crime are derived principally from reports that citi-
zens make to the police, whersas survey data include crimes net reported
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to the‘police,'as well as those reported. Personal crimes covered in |

~ the survey relate only to persons age 12 and 6Ger, whereas police

statistics count crimes against persons of any age. Furthermore, the
survey does not measure some offenses, e.g., homicide, kidnaping, white
collar crimes, and commercial larceny (shoplifting and employee theft),
that are included in police statistics, and the counting and classifying |
rules for the two programs are not fully compatible,

Unlike the crime, rates developed from police statiStics, the per—

sonal victimizabion rates cited in this report are based on victimizations:

rather than on inpidents. For crimes against persons, the number of
victimizations normally is somewhat greater than the number of incidents,
because more than one victim may be involved in any given incident. Each
victim is asked how many other persons were victimized in a particular
incident so that an appropriate correction @actor can be applied to avoid
double counting of incidents. Victimizations and incidents are equivalent
for households and commercial establishments, because in these cases each
criminal act is assumed to inyolve a single victim, In addition, the
survey's victimization rates for crimes against households and commercial
establishments are based, respectively, on the number of households and
businesses, whereas crime rates from police statistics for these crimes
are based on the total population.
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GENERAL FINDINGS

Throughout the United States duriné the year 1973, selected crimes of
violence and common theft, including attempts, accounted for approximately
37 million victimizations1 of persons age, 12 and over, households, and
businesses. Of the total number of victimizations, about 55 percent involved
individuals, 41 percent pertained to households, and 4 percent concerned busi-
nesses (Table A).

Table A. Percent distribution of victimizations,
by type of crime

Type of crime Percent
A1l crimes 100.0
Crimes against persons 54.8 )
Rape Os4 |
Robbery 2.0 ;
Assault 11.2
Personal larceny” 40.3
Crimes against households 40.8
Burglary 17.1
Household larceny® 20.2
Motor wvehicle theft 3.5
Crimes against businesses Loy
Burglary 3.7
Robbery 0.7 !

Among these crimes, the single, most prevalent type was personal larceny,

accounting for about 40 percent of all victimizations recorded as having |
occurred during the survey reference period. Other personal crimes, those
involving some form of violence or the threat of violence, made up about

15 percent of the total. Household larceny was the most common of the

*Throughout this report, the yardstick for the measurement of the amount
of crime is the victimization rather than the incident. For crimes against
persons, the number of victimizations normally is greater than the number of ;
incidents, because more than one victim may be involved in any given incident.
For crimes againest households and businesses, "victimization" and "incident”
are synonymouss

2See definitions, page 43. Household larceny refers to the theft or
attempted theft of property or cash from the home, involving neither forcible
nor unlawful entry, or its immediate vicinity. Personal larceny refers to
the theft or attempted theft of property or cash with or without contact
between victim and offender, but without force or the threat of force.

1




household victimizations, accounting for about 20 percent of all erimes;

burglary was the more frequent type of commercial victimization.

CRIMES ACAINST PERSONS

The victimization rate for personal larceny was 93 wer 1,000 persons
age 12 and over (Table 1). By contrast, personal crimes of violence (the
combination of rape, robbery, and assault) had a rate of about 34 per 1,000
persons. Of the three violent crimes measured by the National Crime Panel,
assault was by far the most prevalent, with a rate of 26 per 1,000, as
compared with about 7 for robbery and 1 for rape., When the crimes of robbery
and assault were examined in more detail, the less serious forms of these
crimes were found to have occurred more frequently. Thus, the victimization
rate for robbery and attempted robbery without injury was about twice as high
as that for the combined total of robbery and attempted robbery where injury
océurre&. Likewise, simple assault was more prevalent than aggravated assault,
and within each of these categories, attempted assault was more frequent than
assault that was carried out. Personal crimes of theft without any contact
between victim and offender were far more 1ikeiy to have occurred thah those
with brief contact, as in purse snatching and pocket picking. The rates for
such crimes during 1973 were about 90 and 3 per 1,000, respectively.

One of the more significant dimensions of personal crime is whether
the victim and the offender are in some way acquainted. It is well
documented, for example, that homicides generally occur among persons who

‘at least know one another, if they are not actually related in some way.

Not s0 well known is the relationship between victim and offender in the
three crimes of violence measured by the National Crime Panel. For 1973,
aboutb two-thlrds of all personal crimes of violence involved a confrontation
between strangers. Table B gives the percent of victimizations committed
by strangers for the ¢rimes of rape, robbery, and assault. OConverted into
rates, there were about 22 violent stranger~to-stranger confrontations per
1,000 population, as compared with 12 where nonstrangers were invo}ved
(Table 2).

Table B. Proportion of violent crimes involving strangers

Crime Percent
A1 crimes) 66
Rape : 75
Robbery 86
Assault : 60

Assault, which was the most common of the crimes of violence, was less
llkely than rape or robbery to have involved strangers. Nonetheless, the
victimization rate for stranger-to-stranger assault was higher (about 16
per 1,0C0) than in instances where the offender and victim were at least
acquainted (about 10 per 1,000). Attempted assault, whether simple or
aggravated, occurred more often between strangers than did assault that
resulted in some form of injury. The two major subcategories of robbery,
those involving injury and those with no injury, also revealed a
preponderance of stranger-to-stranger relationships. Althéugh rape was
by far the least prevalent of the three personal crimes of violence, the
evidence from the survey was sufficient to indidate that it, too, was .

primarily a crime between persons who were not acguainted,

When victimization rates were examined from the perspectivé of selected

personal characteristics, certain significant differences emerged (Tables 3
through 6). In overall‘terms,'males were more likely than females to have
been victimized Ly personal crimes, but there was no significant difference
between rates for blacks and whites. However, there was some evidence that
black males had a higher victimization rate than white males. Victimization
rates for females were much lower, but there was no significant difference
between white and black females in overall personal victimization. Blacks
were more likely than whites to have been victimized by rape, robbery, ard
assault, whereas whites were more likely to have been victims of personal
larcery. Excluding rape, the same patterns persisted by race for females,
but only for robbe}y among males. REven though there was no essential
difference between white and black males in the overall assault rate, black
males were more likely than white males to have been victims of aggravated

assault, while white males had a higher victimization rate from simple

assault. When males as a group were compared with females, the former




exhibited substentislly higher rates of victimization for robbery with and
without injury, simple and aggravated assault, and personal larceny.

Age proved to be an important determinant in assessing the likelihood
of being victimized by a personal crime. The highest rates of personal

victimization were recorded by those in the two youngest groups, covering
the ages 12 to 19, with each older group reporting a lower rate than its
predecessor; persons 65 and over had the lowest rates of all. For both
males and females, essentially the same pattern was manifested, except
that.males 16~19 appeared to have the highest personal victimization rate,
followed closely by males 12~15. For each age dategory under 35, males
had noticeably higher rates than females; over that age, the differences
in rates between the sexes, although still significant, were much smaller,
Turning to the specific personal crimes, the general relationship
between lower victimization rates and increasing age was evident. However,
because the rates often were quite low and the differences between them
slight, it was not always possible to find statistically valid differences
between specific age groups. Nonetheless, the survey showed that there

were sﬁbstantia}ly more robbery victimizatiors experienced by persons under

25 years of age than in any of the older age categories. Among assault
victims, 25 was also an important dividing line, with the incidence of
assault falling off sharply after this age and continuing to fall in each
older age group. -Persoral larceny followed the pattern of all personal
crimes: the two youngest age groups had the highest rates, while each
older age category had a successively lower rate. TFor both males and
females, the same patterns were'evident, except among female robbery

g ' victims, where no trend was apparent. There was a sharp decline in the

i incidence of assault and personal larceny for both males and females age
25 and over, and for males alone in the case of robbery. The tendency

‘ for males to be disproportionately victimized by personal crimes was

;W again demonstrated by the figures for robbery, assault and, to a lesser

’ extent, personal larceny. .

Substantial differences in victimization appeared when the four major

categories of marital status were examined. In aggregate terms for all

personal crimes, persons who had never been married had the highest rate

‘and those who were widowed the lowest, largely a reflection of the age
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structure of these two groups. Persons who werebséparated or divorced had g
high rates of victimization, not much lower than the rates for thoée who had |
never teen married. Married persons had higher victimization rates than the
widowed, but these were considerably lower than the rates among persons in
the other two marital groups. This pattern also held true, with one
exception, whern males and females wére considered separately. There was no
significant difference between women who had never been married and those
who were separated or divorced. Males in' all four marital status categories
exhibited higher victimization rates than did females in these same categom
ries.

Victimization rates for personsl larceny paralleled those for all
personal crimes, with persons who had never been married having the highest
rates, followed in descending order by the separated or divorced, the married,
and the widowed. The same pattern held for both males and femsles. Robbery
victimizations, on the other hand, displayed a different sequence from high
to low, with divorced or separated persors baving the highest rate, followed
ty the never married, the widdwed. and the married. Females exhibited a
similar pattern, except that there was no difference between the victimiza-
tion rates for never-married persons and widows. The data were not at all
conclusive with regard to males, except thgt married men clearly had the
lowest .rate, and there was some evidernce that separated or divorced men had
the highest. , '

Comparing assault victimizations, on the basis of marital status, the
divoreced or- separated and never-married had much higher rates than the
married and widowed. ‘Although the difference was marginal, the divorced or
separated were slightly ahead of the never-married. Among women, the

‘separated or divorced had a substantially higher rate of victimization from

assault than ﬁhé never~married, followed by the msrried and widowed in that -
orders. aForfmen, there was no significarnt difference between the top two

categories, but the married and widowed followed in the same order as for
‘women. Men were again preponderantly the victims of robbery and assault in

all marital status groups, with one exception. Among assault victims, there
was no statistically significant differer.ce between men and women who had Sy

sbeéh'separated?or divorced. One final observation orn marital stabuges

. ‘ K

assault victimization rates were three to four times higher than those &
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for robbery in 21l marital status categories except for widowed persons,
where an apparently slightly_hiéher rate for assaulfs was not statisti-
» - cally significant, -

When total personal crimes were examlned from theAstandpoznt of the
various levels of annual family 1ncome, no particular trend emerged,
"except that those in the highest income level had the highest rate of
victimiéatiou.‘ However, when a distinction was made between personal
crimes of violence and persoral larceny, a pattern appeared. Persons in
families with annual incomeg of less than $3,0C0 had the highest rate of
victimization for crimes of violence, and there was evidence that those
with family incomes of $15,000 or more had the lowest rate. Conversely,
those in the highest income category reported the highest rate of victim=
ization from personal larceny, preéumably because they had more posses=
sions to lose,. whereas the two lowest income classes of families, with
anpual incomes of less than $7,500, had the lowest rates. Compared with
the other characteristics discussed earlier, family income did not pro=
vide the sharp contrasts in victimization experience that were evidert,
for example, with sge. Even when race was examined, the similarities
were more striking than the differences. Comparing victimizetions
involvirg families with incomes above and below $7,50C, however, blacks
in the lower income group were more likely than similarly situated whites
to have been victims of wviolent crimes. Using the $7,500 figure as a
'dividing,line revealed more differences within each racial group than

"betweeh thems For example, both blacks and whites below this level had
kigher rates of violent victimizations than did their more afflient
counterparts. On the other hand, higher-income whites and blacks were
_more likely than those earning less than $7,500 to have teen vietims of
personal larceny. -

" CRIMES AGAINST HOUSEHOLDS

. Household larceny was the most common of the three household crimes

"héasured by the survey, accourting for about 49 percent of the total.
Burglary came next with approximately 42 percent, and motor vehicle theft
was & distant third with 9 percent (Table 7). In contrast to crimes
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égpinst persons, the ma jority of reported household crimes were completed,
overwhelmingly so in the case of household larceny, undoubtedly because of

the nature of these crimes, which do rot involve persoral confrortation, so -

that attempts are difficult to detect without clear evidence, such as a
forced dcer or a broken window, that an offense has takern place. Among
incidents of completed burglary, the rate for unlawful entry without force
was significantly higher than that for forcible ertry.

An examinatior. of selected demographic characteristics of victimized
households revealed differences in the impact of the three rousehold crimes
(Tables & through 10). The rates for all household crimes, as well as for
burglary'gnd household larcery, decreased significartly as the age ¢f the

household head increased. The same trend held true for motor vehicle theft,

except that the différence between the two youngest age groups was orly
marginally significant. The larceny rate was higher than thst for burglary
for all age groups between 20 and €4. There was no difference in the vice
timization rates for these crimes in households headed by persons in the
yotngest age category, whereas households headed by persons 65 and older
had higher rates for burglary than for largery. In all agé groups, rates
for burglary and household larceny were substantially higher than the

rate for motor vehicle theft.

Households headed by blacks had a subsbantially higher rate ¢f vice
timization for the three household crimes, considered together, than did
households headed by whites. This higher rate for blacks also character=
ized burglary and motor vehicle theft, but not household larceny, for which

there was no difference between the two groﬂps.

Renters had substartla}ly higher rates of victimization than home-
cwners for the three typee of crimes against households. Households

headed by whites showed the came pattern, but black owners had a higher
rate for household larceny than black renters, and there was no differ=
ence between Lluck renters and ouners in the v1ct1mlzatlon rate for motor
vehicle theft. Amcng homeoumers, househclds headed by blacks had higher
victimizstion rates than those headed ty whites for burglary, larceny,
and motor vehicle theft. Among rentprs, black households had a higher
burglary rate than white households, but the litter had the higher rate
for household larceny. There was no significant difference in the rate
for motor vehicle theft.
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Eg‘ As was the case with crimes against persons, there were no substantial A of the "at risk" group for this particular crlme. Since there are more ;
%i differences by level of annual family income in the overall victimization motor vehicles than there are households, the overall rate declined when :
gt "“ rate for crimes against households, although the highest rate occurred in computed on this basis (Table C)s Otherwise, the effect was to accentuate

13 the most affluent households. When the three household crimes were differences describer. earlier. The gap between white and black house~

examined individually, ceértain differences emerged. The lowest rate of holds, for example, widened considevably.
burglary occurred in the $10,00C to $14,999 income category for all house~-

Households where the head was
between 12 and 19 years of age experienced a much higher victimization rate
than did households headed by persons in any of the older age categoriesQ
A similar difference was observed in tenancy arrangements, where thef; was

Lolds, whereas the highest burglary rate occurred in households with less
than $3,000 annual income. These same low~-income households were the

lowest in victimizations arising from household larceny and motor vehicle a greater margin between renters and owners.

theft. However, there was no clear pattern with regard to the highest
rate for either of these two crimes. : : Table C. Comparison of victimization rates for motor vehicle theft .
_ o ] . ) per 1,000 households and 1,000 motor vehicles owned

When family income categories were combined into those below $7,500 for the calendar year 1973

per year and those with that income level or higher, certain additional

{f patterns became evident. Families in the lower income category had higher Characteristic of Rate per 1,000 Rate per 1,000 motor
&  burgzlary rates bttrlower~larceny and motor vehicle rates than did those | v fousehold head households vghicles ouned ‘
E\ with higher incomes. This was also the case with families where the house- , ﬂ( A1l households 19.2 - A .13.0 ]
tf hold head was white, but in households headed by blacks the situation \ Race. ’
}%? differed somgwhat: Only in motor vehicle‘theft did a substantial distinc= N g?:ﬁﬁ _ éﬁ:g , ;%é:g
i%~ tion aprear, with the higher-—income households having a much higher rate Age ‘
{ of victimization. The data suggest that black households with incomes :ég::BLZ 23-2 ?g-g
i above the $7,500 level were also more likely to have beer victimized by , 35_L9 '21:3 ‘ 11:8
- larceny, but income level made no difference in the likelihood of one's 50=61, 16,1 10.1
home being burglarized. ‘ ‘ | 65+ | 202 6.1
As has beer. noted previously, black households had a higher victimi- Tegxizr 1540 : 8.8

zation rate for all household crimes than did those headed by whites. Renter 2647 L 251

With respect to individual household crimes, blacks were much more heavily ,

victimized by burglary than were whites, in both income categories. On . CRIMES AGAINST BUSINESSES

the other hand, there was no discernible difference between the races in - Of the two commercial crimes measured, burglary was by far the more

the rate of victimization from household larceny. In mctor vehicle theft, prevalent, constituting about 83 percent of crimes against businesses

an spparent difference in households under the $7,300 level was not signi- during 1973. Relatively small dlfferences among businesses with selected

ficant, but blecks in the higher income group were victimized at a rate characteristics (Tables 11 and 12) preclude any extended discussion of

roughly twice that for white households,

 Arother way of looking at motor vehicle theft is to bese the rate on
the number of motor vehicles owned, rather than on the number of households.
Victimization rates derived in this fashior give a more accurate indication

results. Compared with other kinds of businesses, establishments in
retail trade had the highest victimization rate. Businesses with no paid
employees had a significantly loyer rate ¢f victimization than those with
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poid employees. “Among the latter, there was evidence that esteblish~
ments with eight or more employees were more likely to have been

" wyictimized than those with seven or fewer employees.

When victimization rates for burglary and robbery of commercial
establishments were compared with the rates for the same crimss when
committed respectively, against households and individuals, it was clear
that the risks of victimization were greater in the commercial sector.
Thas, the victimization rate in 1973 for commercial burgliry was about
twice as high as that for burgliry against households. Similsrly, rob-
beries of employees of ccmmercial establishnents occurred at rates about
five times as high as for robberies directed against individualse.
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APPENDIX 1 .
SURVEY ‘DATA TABLES

The appended statistical data tables contain selected victimization
rate data for the United States from the National Crime Panel for 1973.
The tables are arranged in the sequence in which they are discussed in
the text. Tables 1-6 present data on victimization rates for crimes
against persons; Tables 7-10 provide information on household victimi-
zation rates; and Tables 11 and 1% contain data on rates for victimi-

~ zations directed against commercial establishments.

All statistical data generated by the survey are estimates, which
vary in their degree of reliability and are subject to errors associated
with the fact that they were developed from a sample survey rather than
from a complete enumeration. The constraints on interpretation and other
uses of these data, as well as guidelines for determining their reliability,
are set forth in Appendix IT (person&l and household sectors) and
Appendix III (commercial sector). As a general rule, however, estimates
based on about 10 or fewer sample cases have been considered unreliable.
Although these estimates remain in the data tables, each unreliable figure
is indicated by the symbol "1" to i£s left. The minimum relisble esti-
mates are 10,000 for the personal and household rate tables and 5,000 for
the commercial tables.

Each table also contains estimates of the size of every relevant
group. These estimates reflect adjustments to independent estimates of
the population for the personal and household tables; for the commercial
sector the estimates are generated from the survey.

11
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Table 1. Victimization rates, crimes against persons, for the calendar year 1973
(Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)

Tabfe 2. Victimization rates, crimes of violence against persons, for the calendar
year 1973, by relationship between victim and offender

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

Type of victimizabion Rate
Crimes. of violence . ’ 33,9
Rape 1.0
RObbe!‘y 609
Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 2.l
From serious assault 1.3
From minor assault 1.1
Robbery without injury - 2.6
Attempted robbery withoul injury 2.0
Assault 26,0
Aggravated assault 10.4
With injury 3ok
Attempted assault with weapon 7.0
Simple assault 15.6
Attempted assault without weapon 11.8
Crimes of theft 934
Pergsonal larceny with contact 3.2
Purse snatching 0.7
Attempted purse snatching Ouly
Packet picking 2.1
RPersonal larceny without contact 90.3
Jotal population age 12 and over 162,236,000

Type of victimization Stranger o Nonstranger
L
Crimes of violence 22,2 11.6 ¢
Rape O. . l“
Robbery 5.; (1).5 {
Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 2.0 0.4 |
From serious assault 1.2 C.1 ’
From minor assault 0.8 0.3 L
Robbery without injury 2.2 0.3 )
Attempted robbery without injury 1.7 0.3
Assault 15.6 10.4 i
Aggravated assault be5 3.9 j
With injury 1.9 1.5 |
Attempbed assault with weapon Leb 2.4 !
Simple assault 9.1 6.5 :
With injury 1.9 2.0 ‘:
Attempbed asssult without weapon 742 L.5 ‘

Total population age 12 and over 162,236,000 162,236,000

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
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NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
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Table 3. Victimization rates, crimes against persons, for the calendar year 1973, by sex and race of victim

(Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)
Robbery ' Assault
Total crimes With Without Aggravated Simple

Sex and race against persons Rape injury injury Personal larceny .
Both sexes* (162,236,000) 127.3 1.0 20 4e5 10.4 15.6 93,14
white (143,217,000) 127.2 0.9 2.1 3.9 9.5 16.0 9.8
Black {17,107,000) 131.9 1.7 59 9.5 18.1 12,7 7 85.0
Malex (77,161,000) 151.9 0.1 3.0 7.0 15.7 20.0 105.9
White (68,%48l,000) 151.5 10.1 2.9 6.0 14.8 21.0 106.6
Black (7,749,000) 161.0 *0.1 7.6 15.2 24,7 11.7 101.6
Female* (85,075,000) 105.0 1.8 1. 2.3 5.5 11.6 82.3
Wwhite (74,733,000) 104.9 1.7 1.3 2.0 5.7 11.4 83.9
e Black (9,359,000) 107.8 3.1 2.6 k.8 12.5 13.5 71.3

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shovm because of rounding., Rounded mumbers in parentheses refer to population in the group.

*Includes “other races," not shown separately.
“Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, 1s statistically unreliable.

Table 4. Victimizatio im i
4. Victimization Tates, crimes against persons, for the calendar year 1973, by sex and age of victim
(Bate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)

N Hobbery
:::ham age :::?:];sgr;nelre:cns Rape ﬁgﬁry E:;I}]‘I‘f;“ Aggravaﬁ:gaultsmple .
e i erso

12_;"9‘?16(;::'023;000) 127.3 1.0 2.5, 55 1004 5.6 e

16-19 (15'581;000) 235.9 1.1 3.0 9.0 16.0 31‘0 ek

20-2, (17:3l+5:000) 271 27 3.7 6uks 2.6 30.8 T8

2534 (28,141,000) 201.2 2.9 3.9 7.2 2.6 8.8 1089

3549 (33 836,000) 136.8 1.2 2.0 4e3 11.6 17.3 126.8

s06 (30'501'000) 95.2 0.3 1.9 2.9 6.7 9’ 100.3

& and m; (;0 272,000 60.7 0.1 1.9 2.5 2'5 5'7 27

- Male (77,161 oco)' #0%0) 31.6 0.2 1.6 3.2 1‘2 2'7 B¢

= 121 28 L‘js 000) 151,9 0.1 3. 7.0 15.7 20.3 23.1

16-19 (7:'}iz:ooo) 267.0 0.4 5.0 4.7 2.2 37: 5 1057

20-21, (8,330,000) 2857 0.0 2.0 10.3 38.7 38.5 1or1

2531 (13,708,000 246.7 0.1 5.8 11.8 33.1 27.1 193.2

3549 (16,281,000) 161.0 0.1 2.1 6.2 17.3 22,2 e

5061, (14,344,,000) 10443 0.0 3.0 bl 8.9  10.8 T
65 and over (8,371 000) 67.8 0.0 3.0 3.3 3.9 P ws

- 40.3 0.0 1.9 L3 : 7 ‘ 50,0

Fe:j:_]':s (?2’075’223) 105.0 1.8 1.4 2.3 Lok 3.6 29.1

1619 (7:;:0003 2 e *0.9 3.1 ;z ::;3 1682 2

202, (9,015,000) 189.4 5.3 2.3 2.7 10.7 23.2 -
' 91 >k 22 3.0 1.9 21.2 ﬁzz
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.Table 4. Victimization rates, crimes against persons, for the calendar year 1?73, by sex and age of victim—continued
(Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)

ST Je

e | ' . Robbery U saults_ -
; ' Total crimes With Without Aggravated imple

Sex ard age against persons Rape injury injury Personal larceny ;
:  25-3 (14,432,000) ; 113.8 2.3 1.9 2.5 6.2 12.: 875.2 v
3549 (17,556,000) 86.8 0.5 0.9 1.9 o8 s.o -
; 50=6L (16,157,000) Shely 0.3 1.0 1.7 1.5 Le . ,y

;;‘\'» 65 m mr (11,901.“”) 25.6 1003 105 2-[; 1.0 1-6 18-8

NDTS‘ Detail may not add to total shown begause of rounding. Rounded numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group. !
1E;€imate, baged on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 5.  Victimization rates, crimes against persons, for the calendar year 1973, by sex and marital status of victim
" (Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over)

. Robbery Assault
Total crimes With Without Aggravated Simple

Sex and marital status against persons Rape injury injury i Personal larceny
Both sexes* (162,236,000) 127.3 1.0 2.4 Le5 10.4 15.6 93.4
Married (95,595,000) 89.2 0.3 1.3 2.6 6.2 9.3 69.5
Widowed (11,496,000) T B7.0 Yo - 2.3 3.5 2.9 k.6 33.3
4 Separated, divorced (8,642,000) 183.9 3.7 6.0 9.8 21.7 31.6 111.1
e | /Never married (46,084,000) 215.9 2.0 3.9 7.9 18.8 28.5 154.9
: “Malex (77,161,000) 151.9 0.1 3. 7.0 15.7 20,0 105.7
Married (47,859,000) 101.6 _ z . 1.8 3.7 9.5 12.4 74,0
» Widowed (1,811,000) : 67.8 0.0 7.1 8.5 Y54 8.1 38.8
3 Separated, divorced (3,009,000) 208.8 0.0 8.7 15.2 27.5 28.9 128.6
J'{ Never married (24,291,000) © o 250.1 0.2 5.6 12.2 27.2 3h7 170.3
b Female* (85,075,000) 105.0 1.8 1.4 2.3 5.5 11.6 82.3
; Married (17,736,000) 76.8 - 0.7 0.8 1.L 2.9 6.2 64.9

: Widowed - (9,685,000) 43.1 10.5 1.5 2.6 2.5 4.0 32.3

; Separated, divorced (5,633,000) 170.6 5.7 L6 6.9 18.7 33.0 101.8
1 ' Never married (21,793,000) 1777 4O 1.9 3.0 9.4 21.6 137.8

" NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Rounded rumbers in parentheses refer to population in the group.
#*Includes marital status not reported, not shown separately.
{ Rate less than 0.05. ' , ‘
"‘Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically umreliable, . N
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B Table 6. Victimization rates, crimes 5gainst persons, for the calendar year 1973, by race and family income of victim
(Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and- over)
Robbery Assault
13 Total crimes With Without Aggravated Simple
Iy Race and family income - against persons _Rape_ injury injury Personal larceny !
; ALL reces* (162,236,000) o a2n3 1.0 2.4 LS 10.4 15.6 9.4 ';
£ Less than $3,000 (15,712,000) 128.7 22 47 6.9 16.8 19.9 E 78,1 .
s $3,000-37,49%  (38,487,000) , 117.3 1.3 2.5 5.4 13.0 16.5 78.7 -
34] $7,500-$9,999 {19,800,000) 122.9 A 0.8 2.6 40 10.0 15.0 90.3
$10,000-$14,999 (41,288,000) 128.1 . 06 1.7 he2 8.6 14.8 98.2
$15,000 and over (36,601,000) - b5 0.7 1.6 3.3 7.1 145 117.5
g White® (143,217,000} 127.2 0.9 2.1 3.9 . 95 16.0 9.8
i : ‘Less than $3,000 (11,941,000) 126.8 1.9 43 5.8 13.8 20.5 80.5
] 8 $3,000-$7,499  (31,528,000) 114.8 1.3 2.1 A 11.3 17.5 - 78.2
$7,500+89,999 (17,654,000) 1241 L 0.7 2.5 3.7 10,3 16.0 90.9
- . $10,000=$1%,999 (38,160,000) 127.8 0.7 1.5 3.8 8.6 15.0 98.3
-$15,000 ard over (34,663,000) 1447 0.6 1.y 3.1 7.0 14,.8 117.8
SR Less then $3,000 (3,582,000) 133.2 LA 5.3 10.7 26.2 17.8 69.9
; $3,000~87,499 (6,554,000} ’ 130.0 . M5 b6 9ehy 214 11.9 81.3
. $7,500-89,999  (1,900,000) A 115.2 M2 -3 8.0 . 8.8 - 7.9 85.9
- $10,000-51,999  (2,648,000) 1415 ’ 0.0 5.5 10.3 9.3 11.9 104
S $15,000 and over (1,477,000) 151.1 11,8 145 7.5 10.6 7.6 119.1
3 T mfz: Teatall may not add to total shown because of rounding. Rounded numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group.
.- #Includes income not reported, no! shown separately; the "all races"™ category also includes “other races," not shown separately.
*Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelisble.
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T . ‘ Table 8. Victimization rates, crimes against households, for the calendar year 1973, by age of household head : ~ :]
’ (Rate per 1,000 households) :
) Total crimes ’
Age of household head against households Burglary ) Household larceny Motor vehicle theft
A11 ages  (69,422,000) 21.2 92.7 109.3 19.2 -
' 1219 (2,047,000) | i 219.2 2089 35.3
: 203, (19,284,000) - 302.2 122.7 150.9 . 2846
35-49 (18,079,000) 3 1% 101.4 128.4 21.3
50-64 - (17,542,000) : 172.8 71.9 | 84.8 16,1
65 and over (13,470,000) 108.8 55¢3 48.4 o .
i NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Rounded numbers in parentheses refer to the number of households in the group. :‘;
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e ,‘Tablg 9. Victimization rates, crimes against househoids, for the calendar year 1973, by race of household head and tenure
' ’ (Rate per 1,000 households) N
, , ‘ Total crimes )
Race of household head and terure against households Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft
; AIL races* (69,422,000) 2.2 92.7 109.3 . | 19.2
3 Owned or being bought (44, 647,000) 19l 78,1 101.3 . 150
' White (61,705,000} 215.7 . 87.7 109.6 18.4
Owned or being bought {41,143,000) 188.1 Thaly 99.4 4.2 i
) Rented (20,561,000) R . 270.9 114.2 130.0 26,7 ’
3 Black (6,999,000) o 269.3 135.5 ‘ 109.5 2.3 i
; Owned or ‘being bought (3,180,000} 27543 125,0 126.1 - 2.2 1
: . Rented (3,818,000) 26443 ke 95,8 2.3 ;
. NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown becsuse of rounding, Rounded numbers in parentheses refer to the number of households in the group, 1
*Includes “other races," not shown separately. ' . ’1
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Table 10. - Victimization rates, crimes against households, for the calendar year 1973, by race of household head and family incomie

(Rate per 1,000 households)

Total crimes

Raceé of household head and family income against households Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft
A1l races* (69,422,000) 221.2 92.7 109.3 19.2
Less, than $3,000 (9,707,000) 210,7 110.8 89.0 " 1009
, $3,000-$7,499  (17,990,C00) 22.5 96.6 109.6 16.2
$7,500-89,999 (8,309,000) 208.1, 87.6 118.0 22.8
$10,000-$1%,999  {15,874,000) 216.0 76.7 11646 22,6
$15,000 and over (12,907,000) 214 97.7 - 120.0 23.7
L Whites  (61,705,000) - 215.7 87.7 109.6 18,4
= * 57 less than $3,000 (7,698,000) 201.5 103.1 87.9 10.5
/ $3,000-87,499 (15,277,000) 215.5 90.7 109.5 15.3
A $7,500-89,999 (7,511,000) 225.7 8.3 120.8 21.7
/ . $10,000=31%,,999 (14,776,000} 210.3 73.3 116,1 21.0
$15,000 ard over (12,260,000} 237.3 95.4, 119.1 22.8
Black* (6,999,000) ‘ 269.3 135.5 109.5 2.3
, Less than $3,000 (1,901,0C0) 6.9 138.4 96,0 12,5
$3,000-$7,499 (2, 548,000) 260.0 129.1 112.8 18.1
$7,500-$9,999  {713,000) 27449 143.7 95.6 35.6
$10,000-814,999 (931,000} 30247 128,5 127.8 Lbody
$15,000 and over {509,000} 332.3 1461 1443 41.9

{Rate per 1,000 establishments)

NTIE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Roumied numbers in parentheses refer to the number of households in the group. .
*Includes income not reported, not shown separately; the "all races" category also includes "other races, not shown separately. i

Table 11. Victimization rates, crimes against commerciz! establishments, for the calendar year 1973, by kind of business

9 _ Kind of business

Total Burglary Robbery

A1l businesses (6,800,000) 232.5 203.7 38.8
Retail (2,551,000) 328.8 262.4 6644

Service (2,650,000) 202.9 178.2 24.7

Other (1,599,000) 170.5 152.1 18.3

estsblishments in the group.

PO ——

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown becsuse of rounding, Rounded mumbers in parentheses refer to the pumber of commercial
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Victimization rates, crimes against commercial establishments, for the calendar year 1973, by number of paid employees

Table 12.

{Rate per 1,000 establishments)

Robbery

Burglary
203.7
153.2

Number of paid employees

ot e T R TR

38.8
, 28.2

Total
24245
181.4

None (1,666,000}
1‘3 (2.560,000)
47 (1,227,000)

8-19 {768,000)

ALl employses* (6,800,000)

33.8

196.0

29,8

52.1
41.8
59.6

232.7T
255.4
25L.9

28L.7
297.1
314.5

20 or more (556,000)

Rounded numbers in parentheses refer to the number of commercial

Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

. establishments in the group.

*Inecludes mumber of paid employees not available, not shown separately.
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: APPENDIX I,

HOUSEHOLD SURVEY: TECHNICAL INFORMATION
AND STANDARD ERROR TABLES

Source of data
The household survey of the National Crime Panel focuses on the

victimization experiences of persons living in households and in group
quarters (dormitories, rooming houses, etc.), but excludes persons who are
in institutions, serving as crews of vessels, or are members of the Armed
Forces living in military barracks.

Estimates for this survey are 5ased on data obtained from a stratified
multistage cluster sample. The primary sampling units comprising the first
stage of sampling were formed from counties or groups of counties, including
every county in the United States. Approximately 1,930 areas were so formed
and grouped into 376 strata. One hundred fifty-six of the strata consist of
only one sample area and thus come into sample with certainty. These strata
are generally located in larger metropolitan areas and are designated
self-representing areas. The remaining 220 strata were formed by combining
areas with similar characteristics, such as geographic region, population
density, rate of growth, proportion nonwhite, etc. From each stratum, one
area was selected with the probability of selection being proportionate to
the population of the area. These are called non self-representing areas.

The objective of the remaining stages of sampling was to obtain a
self-weighting probability 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
probability of selection proportionate to their 1970 population sizes, and
a selection of households within these enumeration districts in clusters of
approximately four households. Units built after the 1970 Census that were
not included in the above process were sampled primarily from a list of
building permits for new construction issued by permit-issuing offices in
the sample areas. This sampling was an independent clerical operation.
Areas that do not issue building permits were samplqd for new construction

! self-weighting means that all sample households have the same initial
probability of selection. :
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by means of a sample of area segments. The resulfing sample of new con=-
struction units is a small part of the total sample, increasing, though,
as the decade progresses.

A total of approximately 75,000 housing units and other living
quarters were designgted for the sample, of which about 60,000 were occupied
by households eligible for interview where interviews were actually obtained.
Of the remaining 15,000 units, the large majority were found to be vacant,
demolished, converted to nonresidential use, or ineligible for some other
reason. However, approximately 2,500 were occupied households eligible for
interview but were not interviewed because no one was at home after repeated
visits by the interviewer, or the residents refused to be interviewed, were
temporarily absent, or were unavailable for some other reason. Thus, the
response rate for all eligible households during 1973 was about 96 percent.

A rotation scheme is used for the national sample. The sample of
75,000 households is divided into six groups or rotations., Once the
rotation is fully operative, households in each rotation group will be
interviewed once every 6 months for 3 years, the initial interview being
only for purposes of bounding, i.e., establishing a time frame to avoid
recording duplicative reports on subsequent visits, Each rotation group
is further divided into six panels. One-gsixth of each rotation group, or
one panel, is interviewed each month during the é-month period. Additioral
samples of 75,000 households selected in the above manner will be similarly
assigned to rotation groups and panels for subsequent rotation into the
sample. One rotation group will enter the sample every 6 menths and a
rotation group from a previous sample will be phased out.

Estimation- procedure | |

The estimation procedure makes extensive use of auxiliary data on
characteristics of the survey population that are believed to be related
to the subject matter of the survey in order to obtain more reliable esti~-
mates. These auxiliary data are used in the various stages of ratio
estimation. ‘

The estimation procedure is performed on a quarterly basis to produce
quarterly estimates of total crime victimizations and of the rate of crime
victimization. Sample data from & months of interviewing are required to
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produce a quarterly estimate. The following chart shows why the months of
February through September are required to prodﬁce an estimate for the
first quarter of a year. Similarly, annual estimates are derived by
accumilating data from the four guarterly estimates, which, in turn, are
obtained from 17 months of field interviewing.1 One purpose of this

Month of interview by month of recall

X's denote months in the 6-month recall period
Month of First quarter |Second guarter | Third gquarter Fourth guarter
interview Jan.) Feb,{Mar.} Apr.{May{dune July}Aug.|Sept. | Oct.|Nov.]Dec.
January
February X
March X X T )
April X X X
May X | X | X% X
June X X X X X
July X X X X X X
August X | X X 1 x| X X
September X X X X Xt X

interviewing scheme and the resulting estimation procedure is to offset ex—
pected biases due to the tendency of respondents to place crime victimizations
in more recent months during the é-month recall period than when they actually
occurred.

The first step in the estimation procedure is the inflation of the sample
data by the reciprocal of the probability of its selection. An adjustment is
then made to account for the occupied units (and for persons in occupied units)
for which no interview was obtained but which should have been interviewed.

1Populations shown in the tables in Appendix I are thus based on an average
for these 17 months and center on the ninth month, in this case, October 1973.
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The distributior of the sample usually differs somewhat from the
distribution of the total populatior from which the sample was drawrn in
terms of suck characteristics as age, race, sex, residence, etc. These
characteristics are closely correlated with crime victimization measure-
ments made from the sample. Therefore, various stages of ratio estimation
are employed to bring the distribution of the sample into closer agreement
with the universe distribution, and hence reduce the variability of the
sample estimates. Two stages of ratio estimation are employed to estimate
persoral crime victimization characteristics and these two stages, plus
a third stage, are employed to estimate household crime victimization
characteristics.

The first stage of ratio estimation is applied only to sample data
obtained from non self-representing sampling areas. Its purpose is to
reduce the error arising from the fact that one area is selected to re-
present an entire stratum. Ratios are computed for various categories
of race and residence between the weighted 1970 Census counts for all the
sample areas in each region and the total population of the region at the
time -of the 1970 Census.

The second stage of ratio estimation is applied on a person basis
and brings the distribution of the sample persons into closer agreement
with independent current estimates of the distributior of the population by
various age-sex-color categories. The third stage of ratio estimation is
applied or a household basis and performs a similar function with regard
to the distribution of the population of housing units by residence-tenure
categories.

To estimate crimes against households, characteristics of the wife in
a husband-wife household and characteristics of the household head in
other types of households are used to determine which second-stage ratio
estimate factors are to be applied. This is felt to be a better procedure
than always using the characteristics of the household head, since sample
coverage is generally better for females than for males. '

In estimating crimes against perscns, a further adjustment is required
in those cases where an incident involved more than one person,; thereby
allowing for the probability that such incidents had more than one chance
of coming into the sample. Thus, if it is determined that two persons were
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victimized in a single incident, the weights used in tabulating incidents
and assaciated characteristics, such as time and place of occurrence, must
be reduced by one-half to avoid double counting of incidents. This adjust-
ment is not necessary for estimating household crimes, because each sep~
arate criminal act was defined as involving only one household. Where a
personal crime is reported in the household survey as occurring simulta-
neously with a commercial robbery, it is assumed that the incident is re-
presented by the comrercial survey and therefore it is not counted as a
personal incident as well., However, the details of the personal crime as
they affect the victim are included in the household survey.
Series victimizations

"As mentioned in the preface, victimizations occurring in series of
three or mcre, where the victim is unable to describe the details of each
incident separately, have been excluded from the tables in this report.
Because respondents have difficulty in pinpointing the dates of these acts,
this information is recorded by the seasor or seasons of occurrence during
the 6-morth reference periods All other crimes are tabulated by the quar-
ter of the year in which they took place. Thus, it is not possible, short
of allocating multiseasonal crimes to particular morths, to produce data
for series victimigzations for the same time period as for crimes in the
regular tables. The nearest approximation to calendar 1973 is to take
series victimizations reported during the interview period from April 1973
through March 1974. There is an 87.5 percent overlap between the reporting
periods for the regular victimization data and the series victimizations
using this approach.

The table on the next page shows that there were slightly more than
1 million series victimizations in the personal crime sector and about
760,000 in the household sector. In the national survey, these tend
disproportiorately to be either assaults, more likely simple than

~aggravated, or household larcenies, where the arount of loss was valued

at less than $50 cr was unknown.
Reliability of the estimates

The particular sample used for this survey is only ore of a large
number of possible samples of the sare size that could have been selected
using the same sample design and sample selection procedures. Esbimates
derived from different samples would differ from each other. The standard
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Table I. Number of series victimizations and:perqen.t distribution
of series victimizations compared with victimizations
not in series, by type of crime

‘« | Number of

Percent distributidq+__
' series vic= Series Not 1n series
Type of crime timizations L/ 13=3/"Th 1973
- + N 2
Crimes against persons 1,052,800 100.0 100,0
Crimes of violence u87 4,20 L6e3 27.1
Rape 18,120 0.8 0.8
Robbery 51,570 Le9 5¢5
Robbery and attempted
‘robbery with injury 17,490 0.7 2 .?
Robbery without injury N 19,950 1.9 ol
Attenpted robbery withou
injury 24,130 2.3 1.6
Assault 427,730 4046 23 .8
Aggravated assuult 134,560‘ 12.8 3
With in,jm'y N 1—1—27 530 L(.eo 2- 7
Attempted assault with .
weapon 92,030 8.7 | 5.6
Simple assault 293,170 27.G 1245
With injury 46,630, . h,h 3.1
Attempted assault
without weapon 246,540 23,4 g.a
Crimes of theft 565,380 5347 72.9
Personal larceny with )
contact *9,350 0.9 2.5
Personal larceny without ;
contact 556,030 52.8 70.14.
2
Crimes against households 760, 280 100.0 100.0
Burglary 277,560 | 3665 o L1.9
Forcible entry 70,840 - 9.3 13.3
nlawful entr w:chout
Ufoige 7 150,230 19.8 19.3
Attempted forcible entry 56,500 !7.4 Ag.z
Household larceny 458,150 : 60.3 1.8
Under $50 318, 640 41:9 31.
$50 or more 88,820 . 11.7 12.?3
Amour:t not available 31,090 A,é %.6
Attempted larceny | 19,600 2e 8'7
Motor vehicie theft - 2h,570 3e2 .6
Completed theft 18,620 1.1 5.O
Attempted theft 15,950 2.1 Fe

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

liable.
 Estimate, based on 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unre
Percents’based on 1973 totals of 20,281,700 victimizations against persons

and 15,354,200 directed against households.
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error of a survey estimate is g measure of the varzatinn among the estimates
from all possible samples ard is, therefere, a measure of the precision with
which the estimate from a particulsr sample approximates the aversge regult
of all possible camples. The estimate and its assoclated standard error
may be used to construct a corfidence interval, that is, an interval havnng a
prescribed probablllty that it would include the average result of ail POS=
sible samples. The chances are gbout 68 out of 100 that the survey estimate
would differ from the average result of all possible samples by less than
one standard error. Slmllarly, the chances are about 95 out of 100 that

the difference would be less thar twice the standard error and 99 out of

100 chances that it wculd be less than 2% times the standard error.

In addition to sampling error, the survey estimates are subject to
norsampling errors. It is felt that the major source of nOnsampllng error
in this survey results from problems in recalling vietimization experiences
that have occurred over the 6 months prior to the time of interview. There
are several aspects to this recall probleme One is the ability of the re—
spondent to recall all the pertinent events that occurred to him during
the 6=month peribd} Another is wher the respondent recalls cbrrectly that
a specific event occurred during the reference period, but places it in
the wrong month. This source of error is partially offset by the require-
ment for mornthly intepviewing ard by the estimation procedure mentioned
earlier. An additional problem involves telescoping, or bringing within
the appropriate é-month period incidents that occurred earlier--or, in a
few instances, those that happened after the close of the reference perlod.
The latter is belleved to be relatively rare because the bulk of the ine
terviewing takes place during the first week of the month following the
reference periods The effect of telescoping can be minimized by the
bounding procedure described above. The interviewer is provided with a
summary of the incidents reported in the preceding interview and, if a
similar incident is reported, he can then determine from discussior. with
the respondent whether it dupllcates the earlier report or is a separate
incidert. v

Methodological research undertaken in preparation for this survey has
indicated that substantially fewer incidents of crime are reported when
one household member reports for all persons residing in the household than
when each household member is interviewed individually., Therefore, the
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Selfgresponse procedure was adopted as the generél rule of interview. The
only exceptions permitted are that the responses for 12- and 13=year-olds
are to te obtained from a responzible adult; proxy respondents are also
permissible in cases where respondents are physically unable or mentally
incompetent to answer the questions or when a household member is away from
home and is not expected to return during the survey period.

Despite these attempts to minimize recall problems, memory lapses
inevitably occur. Some evidence of the extent of this problem can be
obtained from the findings of the reinterview program in which a sample

of approximately 5 percent of the interviewed cases in each month are
interviewed a second time by a supervisor or a senior interviewer. Dif-
ferences between the original interview and the reinterview are then
reconciled by discussion between the reinterviewer and the respondent.
Estimates of crime incident rates from the reinterview survey after

reconciliation were slightly higher than estimates obtained in the original
survey., However, there was no statistically significamnt difference between
them.

Additional sources of nonsampling error result from other types of
response errors, systematic data errors introduced by the interviewer,
pOssible‘biaSes resulting from the rotation group pattern used, and mis-
takes made in coding and processing the data. Many of these errors would
also occur in a complete census. Quality control measures, such as inter~
viewer observation, with retraining, as appropropriate, and reinterview,
as well as edit procedurés in the field, and at the clerical and computer
processing stages, were utilized to keep such errors at an acceptably low
levels As calculated for this survey, the standard errors partially
measure the nonsampling errors, i.e., the part due to random response and
interviewer errors but do not reflect any systematic biases in the data.
Computation and application of the standard errors

The standard evrors given in Table II are applicable to personal

victimization rates, and the standard errors in Table IITI are applicable
to household victimizatior rates. The standard errors for estimated

rates not shown in these btables may be approximated by linear interpolation.

|

AR

x e S
3 7 Siors T SR 8
: . « T Te—

e

5
E

The standard error of a difference between two sample estimates is : :
approximately equal to the square root of the sum of the squares ofrthe ‘ f
standard errors of each estimate considered separately. This formula will
represent the actual standard error quite accurately for the difference
between uncorrelated sample estimates. If, however; there is a large
positive correlation, the formula will overestimate the true stardard
error of the difference, and if there is a large negative correlation, the
fornula will underestimate the true standard error of the difference.

Use of tables of standard errors b

Table 1 of this report shows that the total population age 12 and over
used as a base for calculating victimization rates for calendar year 1973
was 162,236,000. For these persons the victimization rate for crimes of
violence was 33.9 per 1,000 persons. Table II gives, by linear interpola-
tion, a standard error of 0.5 for this victimization rate. Thus, the
chances are 68 out of 10C that a complete census figure would have fallen
within O.5 of this rate, and the chances are 95 out of 100 that'a complete
census would have produced an estimate within 1.0 of this rate, or that the
95 percent confidence interval is from 32.9 to 34.9.

Computing the standard error of a difference
Table 4 of this report shows that the number of persons age 12-15 used

iy bt it

2s a base for calculating victimigation rates for calendar year 1973 was
16,559,000, For these persons the victimization rate for personal larceny

. was 175.8 per 1,000 persons. Table 4 also shows that the number of persons

age 16~19 used as a base for calculating victimization rates for calendar
year 1973 was 15,58K,000.. For these persons the victimization rate for‘
personal larceny was 168.9 per 1,000 persons. ,

The standard error of each of these two rates is obtained from Table II
by linear interpolation. The starndard error of the difference is approx=
imately equal to

J3.0% + (3.8)% ¢ 5.3,

This means that the chances are 68 out of 100 that the estimated difference
of 6.9 between the two rates would vary by less than 5.3 from the difference
derived from a complete census, or a confidence interval of from 1,6 to
12,2+ However, the two starndard error, or 95 percent confidence level,
would yield an interval of 10.6 points (5.3 x 2), which is larger than the

T T T .

33 :




=t o P O
g N D oo 5 & ©
8 ¢ 2838 & &
AR I B
. =80 o oot 4
E (S T TR = @ b
LI B -
g o 5 pou < i
bEEe gl
cdpg g
8 o F 5 g H i
. - | = a4 i
n /£ 0 B R o B J
o oo H o Q 4
g O O o © o O 3
a8 38370
B o« ® 2 8 200 :
: o . B oo
L 2 f{ = \sn [N g 1
2 I
0 w
A BN
. E' = 5 0 e °§ [~
A N 1
G 9.; G+ g o o M M
: T - LRV I 1 i
g LT S g [« i
N 0 O a - ct g 3
E | g nm u ° 1
B 0 a o g :
FEEEEES
¢+ & B P O A 4
P a® 8 T ok '
bgE8gdy
cr 6 & g N ¥
o e @ Qe o H
50 mopoe 0 BN
Pt et & O @ ]
o b g 5' g g b3 K
o o {
'§ E9 o0 w . ;
Q ‘l: H 4 O O B 4
H >3 g 3 o
G+ g o : ot ;
. o g e T l—' " iy
Begbgd
o
pg B3R
o ) -
[V - . He b
) -3_ o § ; 4
¥
&
Kl
f’}’
i
: i
b “
l& .;
Table Il. Standard error approximations for personal victimization rates
i {68 chances out of 100)
Base of rate — __ _Estimated rate (per 1,000 persons) e
{000 #25-0r 999,75 .5 or 999.5 .75 or 999,25 1 or 999 2.5 or 997.5 5 or 995 10 or 990 30 or 970 50 or 950 100 or 900 250 or 750 500
500 0.9 1.3 1.6 1.8 2.9 Pt 5.8 10.0 13.0 17,0 25.0 29.0
750 0.8 1.1 1.3 1.5 2.3 3.4 L7 8.0 10.0 14,0 20,0 2.0 o
1,000 0.7 0.9 1.2 1.3 2.1 2.9 L. 6.7 8.7 12.0 17.0 20.0 .
AN 2,000 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.5 2.0 2.9 5.0 6.3 8.7 13.0 15.0 H
= 3,000 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.8 1.2 1.6 2.3 4.0 5.2 6.7 10,0  12.0
- 5,000 0.3 Ouls 0.5 0.6 0.9 1.3 1.8 3.1 4.0 5.5 8.0 9.
10,000 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.9 1.3 2.2 2.8 3.9 5.6 6.5
15,000 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.7 1.1 1.8 2.3 3.1 L6 5.3
20,000 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.9 1.5 2.0 2.7 5O L.b
25,000 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.L 0.5 0.8 1.4 1.8 2.5 3.6 %\
£ - 50,000 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 1.0 1.3 1.7 2.5 2.9
' 80,000 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.8 1.0 1.3 2.0 2.3
100,000 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.7 0.9 1.2 1.7 2.4
120,000 . 0.1 0.1 G.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.k 0.7 0.8 1.1 1.6 1.9 - i
165,000 0.1 0.1 C.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.9 1., L6
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Table iil. Standard error approximaﬁons for household victimization rates

(68 chances out of 100)

500

250 or T50

100 or 900

50 or 950

er 1,000 households)

10 or 990

Estimated rate
5 or 995

2.5 or 997.5

1 or 999

.5 or 999.5

Base of rate
{0c0)

.

350 or 650
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APPENDIX Hli

‘COMMERCIAL SURVEY: TECHNICAL INFORMATION
AND STANDARD ERROR TABLE

Seurce of data

The national sample for the commercial survey focuses on victimi=
zation experiences directed against buginess enterprises and other
organizatioral entities throughout the United States but excludes all
units of Federal, Stdte, or local governmert. ZEstimates for this survey
are based cn data obtained from a stratified multistage cluster sample
consisting of a total of 34 sample areas, of which 10 were selected with
certainty‘énd are therefore self-representing. The remaining sample
areas were chosen from ar. original total of 24,0 strata that had been
collapsed into 24 large strata, with each of the latter being as homo-
gerecus as possible with respect to size, geographic region, and whether
the area waé metropclitan or nonmetropolitan. Several stages of selec—
tion yielded 24 substrata chosen with equal probability and in such a
way to avoid strgta used in other current business surveys. Within each
stratum, one area was selected to represent the entire stratum, with
sample segments selected within each area. In the 10 certainty sample
areas, a sample of segmerts was drawn at the rate of 1 in 2i from among
those segments not in current use. Interviewers canvass the selected
segments and conduct interviews at all business establishments gnd other
organizational units located within the boundaries of the segment.

A sample of ar estimated 2,900 businesses was designated for inter—
view each morth, which has yielded about 2,400 interviewed establishments.
Of the 50C businesses that were not interviewed, the large majority were

not eligible for interview because the business location was vacant, the

building had been demolished, or the business was otherwise not qualified
for interview. Businesses eligible for interview vwhere no interview was
obtained because the business was temporarily closed during the interview
period or because the manager refused to grant an interview amounted to
less than 1 percent of those eligible in 1973.
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The sample is divided into six panels, one of which is interviewed ,
each montﬂ during a given é-month period. Unlike the household survey,
there is no rotation procedure in the commercial sample. Establishments
are therefore interviewed every 6 months for an indefinite period.
Estimation procedure

The estimation procedure is performed on a quarterly basis, as in
the household survey, to0 produce quarterly estimates of victimizations
and victimization rates, Annual data represent the accumulation of the
appropriate quarterly figures with rates computed over an average base
for the year.

Data records produced from survey interviews were assigned final
weights, applied to each usable data record, enabling the tabulation of
nationwide estimates. The final weight was the product of the basic
weight (560 for the full sample), reflecting each selected establishment's
probability of being in sample and an adjustment for noninterview. The
noninterview adjustment was calculated for each of 17 kimdof business
classes and was equal to the total number of data records required in
each ‘class divided by the number of usable records actually collected.
This factor was then applied to each usable record in the particular
kind of business category. |

If an interviewer discovered that a business had not operated at the
current address for the entire 6-month reference period, an attempt was
made to secure information for the balance of the period from any previous
business establishment formerly at thab location, or in the case of vacan—

cies, from neighboring businesses, However, no further adjustment was made

in the weights in case of failure to account for the full reference period.

| Series victimizatioﬁs were not treated separately in the commercial
survey because better record keeping enabled business respondents to pro-
vide details of multiple victimizations during the é-month reference
period, Thus, all reported incidents of burglary and robbery against
commercial establishments are included in the data tables.
Reliability of the estimates: |

Survey results presented in this report concerning the c¢riminal

victimization of commercial establishments are estimates that were derived

through probability sampling methods rather than from a'complete enumer-— b

ation. The sample used was only one of many of the same size that could
have been selected utilizing the same sample design. Although the results
obtained from any two samples might differ markedly, the average of a num-
ber of different samples would be expected to be in near agreement with
the results of a complete enumeration using the same data collection pro-
cedures and processing methods. Similarly, the results obtained by
averaging data from a number of subsamples of the whole sample would be
expected to give an order of magnitude of the variance between any single
subsample and the grouping of subsamples. Such a technique, known as the
random group method, was used in calculating the coefficients of variation
that are presented in this Appendix in the form of standard errors for

-estimates generated by the survey. Because the standard errors are the

products of calculations involving estimates derived through sampling,
each error in turn is subject to sampling variability.

- In order to gauge the extent of sampling variability inherent in the
commercigl survey results, standard errors have been derived for a number
of business characteristics. Generalized standard errors, such as those
developed in comnection with the household survey, were not calculated.
Instead, the Appendix table displays standard errors from the sample
observations for estimated values pertaining to selected characteristics
of business establishments. While these standard errors partially gauge
the effect of nonsampling error, they do not take into account any biases
that may be inherent in the survey results.

When used inkconjunction with the survey results, the standard error
table permits the construction of intervals containing the average result
of all possible samples with a prescribed level of confidence, GChances
are about 68 out of 100 that any given survey result would differ from
results that would be obtained from a complete enumeration using the same
procedures by less than thé standard error displayed in the table. Dou~
bling the interval increases the confidence level to 95 chances out of 100
that the estimated value would differ from the results of a complete count
by less than twice the standard error.
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As in the household survey, the survey estimates of business crime
victimizations are also subject to nonsampling errors. Principal among
these is the problem of recalling victimization experiences that occurred
during the 6 months prior to interview. Because of a number of factors
inherent in the nature of the survey, it is likely that these errors are
not as prevalent in the commercial survey as they are in the household
survey. These factors include more complete record keeping by bﬁsinesses,
the greater likelihood oflreporting to police, and the concentration of
the sufvey on two of the more serious crimes, burglary and robtbery. To
control for the telescoping problem, a bounding procedure is used in which
the interviewer reminds the respondent at the beginning of the interview
of any incidents that were reported during the previous interview,

A reinterview program has been instituted in the commercial survey,
involving about 3 percent of the interviewed establishments each month.
Results to date indicate that differences between the reinterview and
the‘original interview are minimal and are well within sampling error.
Another quality control measure involves a recheck of approximately 10
percént of each month's interviewer listing of qualifying establishments
to obtain measures of coverage.

Other types of nonsampling error arise from the interview situation
and from mistakes made at the processing stage. Quality control measures,
similar to those used in the household survey, were employed to keep such
errors as low as possible.

Use of .the table of standard errors

Table 11 of this report indicates that the victimization rate for
robbery of service establishments was 24.7 per 1,000 establishments.

Table IV shows that this rate has a standard error of 5.5. Thus, the
confidence interval around the estimate is from 19.2 to 30.2, or that .the
chances are about 68 out of 100 that the results of a complete census would
have produced an estimate within this range. Similarly, the chances are 95
out of 100 that a complete enumeration would have resulted in an estimate
within a range of two standard errors, or from 13.7 to 35.7. Rough approx-
imations of the standard errors of estimates not shown in Table IV may be
made by comparing them with estimates in the table for similar rates related
to bases of comparable size. . '
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Table 1V. Standard error estimates for commercial victimization

Characteristic

(68 chances out of 100)

Victimization rate

(per 1,000 establishments)

Standard error

All businesses with

burglary or robbery 22,5 15.5
Retail business burglary R62.4 142
Service business robbery 2h.7 5.5
Burglary of business withs

No paid employees 153.2 12.7

8 or more paid employees 255.2 21.2
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DEFINITIONS

Terms related to crime

Aggravated Assault -~ Attack with a weapon resulting in any injury and
attack without a weapon resulting either in serious injury (e.g.,
broker. bones, loss of teeth, internal injuries, loss of conscioug—
ness) or in undetermined injury requiring 2 or more days of
hospitalization. Also includes attempted assault with a weapon.

Assault - An unlawful physical attack by one person upon another,
including both aggravated and simple assault. Excludes rape and
attempted rape, as well as attacks involving theft or attempted
theft, which are classified as robbery.

Attempted Forcible Ertry - A form of burglary in which force is used in
an attempt to gain entry.

Burglary - Unlawful or forc¢ible entry of a home or business, usually,
but not necessarily, attended by theft. Includes attempted
forcible entry.

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

Household Larceny - Theft or attempted theft of property or cash from
the home, involving neither forcible nor unlawful entry, or from
its immediate vicinity.

Incident = A specific criminal act involving one or more victims and
offenders.

Motor Vehicle Theft - Stealing or unauthorized taking of a motor vehicle,
including attempts at such acts, Motor vehicles include automo-
biles, trucks, motorcycles and any other motorized vehicle that
is legally allowed on most roades ard highways.

Personal Crimes of [heft —~ Theft of property or cash, either with conw
tact (but without force or threat of force) or without contact
between victim and offender. Equivalent to Personal Larceny.

Personal Crimes of Violence - Rape, robbery of persons, and assault.

Personal Larceny ~ Equivalent to Personal Crimes of Theft.
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" Personz). Lorcery with Contact — Theft of purse, wallet or cash by
stealth directly from the rerson of the victim, but without
force cr the threat of force. Also includes attempted purse
snatching. '

Personal Larceny without Cortact - Theft, without direct contact
betwees victim and offender, of property or cash from any place
other than the victim's home or its inmediate vicinity. Also
ihcludes attempted theft.

Rape = Carnal knowledge through the use of force or the threat of force,
including attempts. Statutory rape (without force) is excluced.

Robbery - Theft or attempted theft, directly from a person or a
business, of property or cash by force or threat of force, with
or without a weapon. .

Robbery‘with Injury -~ Theft or"attempted theft from a person, accompanied

- ty an attack, elther with or without a weapon, resultlng in injury.
An 1n3ury is cla551f1ed as resultlng from a serious assault if a -
weapor was used in the commission of the crime or, if not, when
‘the extert of the injury was either serious (e.g., broker bores,
loss of teeth, interral injuries, loss of consciousness) or
urdetermined but requiring 2 or more days of hospitalizationa
An injury is classified zs resulting from a minor assault when
the extent of the injury was minor (e.g., bruises,. black eye,
cuts, scraﬁbhes, swelling) or undetermined but requiring less
than 2 days of hospitalization. .

Robbery without Injury -- Theft or attempted theft from a person, accom=
panied by force or the threat of force, either with or without a
weapon, but not resulting in injury.

Simple Assault - Attack without a weapon resulting either in minor

’ injury (e.g., bruises, black eye, cuts, scratches, swelling) or in
undetermined injury requiring less thénkz days of hospitalization.
Also-includes attempted assault without a weapon. '

Stranger/Nonstraﬁgé:‘~ Refers to whether or not the victim of.a erime
involving personal contact knew the offender. The offender was

“‘classnfled as a stranger if the victim so stated, did not know
*whether. or not he was a stranger, or Krew the offender only by
"saghﬁ.» Otherw1se, the cffender vas ccns1dered as a nonstranger,
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Unlawful Entry -~ A form of burglary committed by someone having no legal
right to be in the premises even though force is not used.

Victimization - A specific criminal act as it affects a single victim.
In criminal acts against persons, the rumber of victimizations is
determined by the number of victims of such actse. Because more
than one individual may be victimized during certain crimes
against persons, the number of victimizations is somewhat higher
than the number of incidents. BEach criminal act against a house-
hold or commercial establishment is assumed to involve a single
victim, the affected household or establishment,

Victimigation Rates = 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
households, victimization rates are calculated on the basis of
the number of incidents per 1,00C households. And, for crimes
againstfcommercial establishments, victimization rates are derived
from the number of incidents per 1,000 establishments.
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Age — The appropriate age category is determined by the age of the
person at his last birthday. v

Family Income = Includes the income of the household head and all
other persons related to him who live in the sample unit.
Covers the previous 12 months ard includes wages, salaries, net
income from business or farm, pensions, interest, dividends,
rent or any other money income.

Household - Consists cf the occupants of separate living quarters

1) Persons, whether

present or temporarily absent, whose usual place of residence

meeting one of the following criteria:

is the housing unit in question, or 2) Persons staying in the
. housing unit who have ro usual place of residence elsewhere,
Household Head -~ One persén in each household is designated as the
"head." The head is usually the person regarded as the head by
the members of the household.

Kind of Business -~ As used in this rerort, kind of business is divided

into retail, service, and other. Retail businesses are open to
the general public and sell goods primarily to individuals for
their own use. Service businesses are primarily engaged in
providing proféssional services, lodging, personsl or repair
services, or amusement or recreatior facilities to the general
public. "Other" includes as major categories manufacturing,
real estate, wholesale, transportation, communications activities,
and barks.
Marital Status ~ Each household member is assigned to one of the
following categories: 1) Married, which also includes persorns
who indicate they have a commor~law marriage ard persons
parted temporarily for reasors other than marital discord
(employmert, armed services, etc.); 2) Separated or Divorced.
Separated includes married persons who have a legal .separation or
have parted because of marital discord; 3) Widowed; and 4) Never
married, which includes those whose only marriage has been an~
nulled and those living together who do not mention common-law
marriage,
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Race ~ Determined by the interviewer by observation as white, black,
or other. Asked only about persons not related to the house~
hold head who were not present at the time of interview.

Tenure = As used in this report{ tenure is civided into two categories:
1) Owners, including those who are in the process of buying their
living querters but still are paying on a mortgage, and 2) Renters,
which also includes those who occupy their quarters rent—free.
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