
« • 

Criminal Victimiz;ation 
in th e United St:ates 

Volume 1 

1973 Advance Report 

A National Crime Panel 
Survey Report 

U.S. DEPARTtv1ENT OF JUSTICE 

May 1975 

L d W r n 10 rep III p n t Ass is t d n c P l\ dill i n is t r ell i () n 
N (1\ ion ell C rllll i n d I Jus tic p 

In fo rill c1 t i on c1 n cI S t d t ist ics Sprvice 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



I 
i 
I 

I 
I .. 

o 

Other National Crime Panel Survey Reports: 
Criminal Victimization in the U.S.: January-june 1973 
Crimes and Victims: A Report on the Dayton-San Jose Pilot Survey 

of Victimization 
Criminal Victimization SUfIJ-.:ys in the Nation's Five Largest Cities: 

National Crime Panel Surveys of Chicago, Detroit, Los 'Angeles, 
New York, and Philadelphia 

Criminal Victimization Sl. 'veys in 13 American Cities: National 
Crime Panel Surveys of Boston, Buff<llo, Cincinnati, Houston, 

. Miami, Milwaukee, Minneapolis, New Orleans, Oakland, 
Pittsburgh, San Diego, San Francisco, and Washington, D.C. 

Crime in Eight American Cities: National Crime Panel Surveys of 
Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark, Portland, 
and St. Louis-Advance R.;:port . 

o:;:;;a;;.;m ---Other Nati(lnal Criminal jUstice Information 
and Statistics Service Reports: 

Children in Custod;: Advance Report on the Juvenile Detention 
and Correctional Facility Census of 1972·73 

Survey of Inmate!; of Local Jails: Advance Report 
N<ltional Prisoner Statistics Bulletins: 

Capital Punishment 1971-72 
Capital Punishment 1973 
Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions on December 31,1971, 

1972, and 1973 
National Survey of Court Organization 
Criminal Justice Agencies in Regions 1-10 (10 volumes) 
Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics 1973 
Expenditure and Employment in the Criminal Justice System: 1972·73 
Historical Statistics on Expenditure and Employment for the Criminal 

)u5ticc System: 1971·73 

j 
l. 
1 
I 
i 

'\", .v" t: 

.. 

Criminal Victimization 
in the United States _ 

Volume 1 

1973 Advance Report 

A National Crime Panel 
Survey Report 

May '1975 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

National Criminal Justice 
Information and Statistics Service 

~m.' 1\) 

(111 

-r I 



r " 

I 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

Richard W. Velde, Administrator 
Charle:.\ R. Work, Deputy Admini§trator for Administration 

Nationa~ Criminal )ust;ce Information and Statistics Service 
HiIlrry Bratt, Actins Deputy Assistant Administriltor 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

This report was prepared for the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin· 
istration by the Bureau or the Census. In the Law Enforcement Assi· 
slance Administration, generiS supervision was supplied by Charles R. 
Kindermann, assisted bV Dawn Nelson. In the Bureau of the Census, 
direction of data collection and prOcessing activities for the household 
survey was under the general supc:rvision of Marie Argana, Demo­
graphit Surveys Division, assisted by Linda R. Murphy. For the com­
mercial survey, the direction of data collection and protessing activi­
ties was under the general supervision of Caesar Hill, Bu~ness Divi5ion, 

,.' ' assisted by Chester E. Bowie. The report was prepared by the Crime 
Statistics Analysis Staff under the gener~ supervision of Robert P. 
Parkinson. Richard W. Dodge directed the project and wrote the text. 

Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data 

United Slates. National Creminal Justice Information and 
Statistics Service. 
Criminal victimization in the United States. 

fA national crime panel survey report. Report no. SD·NCP· 
N·21 

1. Victims of crime-United States. 
criminals-Unitlld States. I. Title. 
HV6791.USS 1975b 364 

2. Crime and 

75-619157 

rei' ... ' ... Iu ......... .,l$ecu-a, VA GQ .......... "t Pri"tll .. ~ 
" .. Ii ..... , D.C ..... • PJfiIIIlJ,ll 
... kNII .... ..,.·......,-1 

PREFACE .. 

Tbis report is the second to present findings from the NatiQnBl 

CriIrJe Fanel for the United states as a whole and the fu"st, to pUQ11sh 

data for an entire year. This program, a continuing survey ot house­

holds and commercial establishments, gauges the extent to wh~ch 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 anticipated that 

other topics in the field of criminal justice lI,Ul be added to the 

basic questionnaire from time to time. In addjLtion, a continuing 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. fureau of the 

Census. 

The NationEi.l Crime Panel surveys focus at present on selected 

crimes of major cor.cern to the general public. For individuals, these 

are rape, robbel.'Y , assault, and personal larceny; for households, bur­

glary, larce~r, and motor vehicle theft; and for commercial establish­

ments, burglalry and robbery. For reported incidents (or victimizfJ.tions), 

informatior. is obtained, as appropriate, on sUlch matters as the relation­

ship of victim B.nd offender, characteristics "f the victim, extent; of 
injuries suffeI'ed and amount of economic loss sustained by the victim, 

time and place of occurrer.ce of the incident, wheth~ a weapon was used, 

whether the police were notified, and, if not, reasorJa advanced tor not 

notifying them. This procedure generates a variety ot data concerning 

the circumstances under which such acts occurred and their effects on 

the victim and also obtains information on crimes r..ot reported to the 

police, about which very little of a definitive nature is kno\m. Sur­

'veys of this ,kind provide the means for distinguishing between stranger­

to-stranger crime and dcmestic violence, acts which call for varying 

degrees of response from the criminal justice system. Continuing sur­

veys of victimization produce estimates of change 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 tx'Orn interviews with a 

sample ot approximate).y 60,000 households and 15,000 businesses repre­

sentative ot all households and busines~~s in the 50 States and the 
Dist;rict ot Columbit,.. These households and businesses were interviewed 

twic\9 during the course' ot the year, at 6-mor.th intervals. Eliminated 

from consideration were crimes reported as occurring to U.S. residents 
outside the coun1.:.ry and those inv'olving toreign visitors to this country, 

although it can be safely asswned, that the r:umber ot such events was 

extrelffi~ly small. Also excluded trom consideration in this repclrt were 

"series~ victimizations." These are groups ot three or more victimi­
zations., usu1ally minor and very similar in nature, incurred by a victim 
unable 1'.0 irlentU'y separately the details of each event, such as specific 
time and place of occurrence or amount of loss. In 1973, series victim­
izations' 'comprised about 5 percent ?f all victimizations reported in the 

survey. 
This: report presents data for 1973 on rates of victimizations tor 

person.s, households, and businesses. It thus provides an indication of 

the varying risk that different groups in society ran of being victim­
ized. In the future. it is planned that reports will be prepared period­

ically comparing rates ot 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 

preparation. 
The specific crimes measured by t,he Panel surveys are, generally, 

those that are considered mos1\., serious by the general public, and are 

roughly equivalent with the Index Crirnt~s measured by the Federal Bureau 

of Investigation. They have also been demonstrated to be statistically 

faeasurable, as they involve criminal events tlith specific victims l'lho are 

willing to report the (~ircumste.nces 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 de . . 
not lend themselves to the survey method. Fer example, murder and kidnap-

ing are not co,vered, as the technique af obta.ining information about a 

iv 

crime tram the victim is inapplicable to~~r and unsuitabls ~. the 
kidnaping of children. Beca~se these crimes almost a,lways come to the 
attention of the police, they are well meamlred trom these sources. 

Co~mercial larcenies (e.g" employee theft and shoplifting) have to 

date not proved susceFtible 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 problem in offenses 
against government entities, not only for larcer:ies, but for crimes gen­

erally for which records are inadequate tor survey purposes. Other tn>es 

ot crimes excluded from the Panel as being incapable of effective measurE'J­

ment by means of personal interviews are the eo-called victimless crimes, 
such as drunkenness, drug abuse, and prostitution; crimes of which the 

victim rray not be aware, such as buyi:ng stolen prop~rt,y; and situations 
in which the victim has shown a willingness to participate in illegal 
activity, as in gambling and blackmail. 

In any criminal incident involving crimes against persons, moloe than. 
one criminal act can take place. In reports produced from the National 

Crime Panel, each criminal incident 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 seriousnessclassitication system used 

by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. The order of seriousness for 

crimes against persons is: rape, robbery, assault. and larceny. Conse­
quently, if a person were both robbed and assaulted, 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 the£t--are crimes that do not involve 
personal cor~rontation. 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
frontation. For example, a criminal act begun as a burglary would be 

classified as a robbery if the burglar were surprised by members ot the 
hausehoid and, in turn, threa,tened them. 
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All data Ul tb18 :report are estimates and 8lt"e subject both to e:rrors 

.. ls:i.ng trom tbe tact that the information was obtained from a sampl.e 

rather t.ban a complete census, and also erro:J;"s aSIJociated with the 

collection and processing of the data. The SOlJrces of error for the . 
household survey plus technical data on the sample are discussed in some 

detail in Appendix II,' which also ll1cludes generalized tables of standard 

errors. Appendi.'lC III contains a similar discussio:n for the cOftlllereial 

sm'Vey, plus tl number of specific examples of standard errors to assist 

the r(~ader in interp~g the survey data. 

Unless appropriately qualified, all analytical statements in this 

report that involve comparisons have tl1et the test that the differences 

are at least equal to two sta."1dard .errors or, in other words, that the 

chances are at least 95 out Of 100 that the difference reported is a 

t,l'ue difference, not caused by sampling variability. For eX8q)le~ 

'"hen the phrase "statistically significant9f is used, it means that the' 

difference under discussion has met this standard. Qualified statements, 

such as "some 6\videncett ,or "marginally' signific ant," 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 di£feremo:e 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 --
§:t..atest Uniform Orime ,Reports~ such attempts are inappropriate because 

of substantial differences in'coverage between the survey and police 

statistics. A major ditference arises from the fact that police st.atistics 

on the incidence of crime are derived principally from reports that citi­

zens make to the police, whereas survey data incltde critnes not reported 
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tQ thepol:ice, as well as those reported. Personal crimes covered :Ln 

the surve~' relate only to persons age 12 and over, whereas police 

statistics, count crimes againstpersol1S of. any age. Furthermore, tbe 

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 program~ are not fully compatible. 

Unlike the crime, rates developed from police statistics, the pel'-­

sonal victimization rates cited in this report are bas'ed on victimizations' 

rathel' than on ~Q-idents. 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 sq that an appropriate correction ~actor can be applied to avoid 

double counting of incidents. Victimizations and incidents are equivalent 

for hOl2seholds and commercial establishments, because in these cases each 

criminal act is assumed to involve a single victim. In addi~ion, 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 statist.ics for these crimes 

are based on the total population. 
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GENERAL FINDINGS 

Throughout the United states during the year 1973, selected crimes of 

violence and common theft, including attempts, accounted for approximately 

37 million victimizationsl of persons age 12 and over, households, and 

businesses. Of the total number of Vict~iz~tions, 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 

All crimes 

Crimes against persons 
Rape 
Robbery 
Assault 
Personal larcenyZ 

Crimes against households 
Burglary 
Household larcenyZ 
Motor vehicle theft 

Crimes against businesses 
Burglary 
Robbery 

Percent 

100.0 

54.8 
0.4 
3.0 

11.2 
'+0.3 

40.8 
17.1 
20.2 
3.5 

3.7 
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 

lThroughout 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 against households and businesses, "victimization" and "incident" 
are synonymous. 

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. 
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household victimizations, accounting for about 20 percent of all crimes; 

burglary was the more frequent type of commercial victimization. 

CRIMES AGAINST PERSONS 
The victimization rate for personal larceny was 93 ~er 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 

occurred. Likewise, simple assault was more preyalent 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 likely 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 ano"l:,her, if they are not actually related in some way. 

Not so well known is the relationship between victim and offender :in the 

three crimes of violence measured by the National Crime Panel. For 1973, 
about two-thirds of all personal crimes of violence involved a confrontation 

between strangers. Table B gives the percent of victimizations committed 

by strangers for the crimes of rape? robbery, and assault. Converted into 

rat~s, there were about 22 violent stranger-to-stranger confrontations per 

1,000 population, as compared with 12 where nonstrangers were involved 

(Table 2). 
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Table B. 

Crime 

All crimes 
Rape 
RObbery 
Assault 

Proportion of violent crimes i!'volving strangers 

Percent 

66 

75 
86 
60 

Assault, which was the most common of the crimes of violence, was less 

likely-than rape or robbery to have involved strangers. Nonetheless, the 

victimization rate for stranger-to-stranger assault was higher (about 16 
per 1,OCO) than in instances where the offender and victim were at least 

acquainted (about 10 per 1,000). Attempted assault, whether simple or 

aggravated, occurred rr.ore 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. Although rape was 

by far the least prevalent of the three personal crimes of violence, the 

evidence· from the survey ~'fas sufficient to indic.ate that it, too, was. 
primarily a crime between persons who were not acquainted. 

When victimization rates were examined from the perspective'of selected 
personal characteristics, certain significant differences emerged (Tables 3 
through 6). In overall terms, males were more likely than females to r.ave 

been victimized cy 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 rr.uch lower, but there was no significant differen~e 

between white and black females in ove~all personal victimization. Blacks 

were more likely than whites to have been victimized by rape, robbery, and 

assault, whereas i'fhites 1'fere more likely to have been viGtims of personal 

larcer.yo Excludin~ rape, the same patterns persisted by race for females, 

but only for robbery among males. Even though there was no essential 

difference between i'fhite and black males in the overall assault rate, black 

males were more likely than vJhite males to have beer. victims of aggravated 

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

assault. When males as a group vlere compared vlith females, the former 
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without injury, sjmple and aggravated assault, and personal larceny. 

Age proved to be an jmportant 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 ha~ the lowe~t rates of all. For both 

males and females, essentially the same pattern was manifested, except 

that males 16-19 appeared to have the highe~t personal victimization rate, 

follo\'led closely by males 12-15. For each age category 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 substantially more robbery victimizations 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, ~dth the incidence of 

assault falling off sharply after this age and continuing to fall in each 

older age group. ,Personal 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. For both males and 

females, the same patterns were evident, except among female robbery 

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

incidence of assault and personal larceny for both males and fernales age 

25 and over, and for males alone in the case of robbery. The tendency 

for ITiales to be disproportionately victimized by personal crimes was 

again demonstrated by the figures for robbery, assault and, to a lesser 
extent, personal larceny. 

Substantial differences in victimization appeared when the four majo~ 
categories of marital status were examined. In aggregate terms for all 

pe~sonal 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 we:-e, separated or divorced had ~ji 

high rates of victimization, not much 10"~er than the rates for thOse 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, when males and females were considered separately. There was no 
significant difference between women who had never been married and those 

ltlho were separated or divorced_ Males in' all four marital status categories 
eXhibited higher victimization rates than did females in these same catego­
ries. 

Victimization rates for personal 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 marl'ied, 

and the widowed. The same pattern held for both males and females. Robbery 

victimizations, on the other hand, displayed a different sequence from high 
to 10ltl, with divorced or separated persor.s having the highest rate, followed 

cy the never married, the widowed, and the married. Females exhibited a 
similar pattern, except that there was no difference between the victimiza­

tion rates for never-marrjed persons and widows. The data were not at all 

conclusive with regard to males, except that married men clearly had the 
lowest ,rate, and there was some evideJr.ce that separated or divorced men had 
the highest. 

Comparing assault victimizati,ons, on the basis of marital status, the 

divorced or separated and neve~marriedhad much higher rates than the 

married and widot'led. Although the difference was marginal, the'divorced or 
separated were slightly ahead of the never-married. Among women, ,'che 

separated or divorced had a substantially higher rate of victimization from 

assault than ,the never-married, followed by the married and widowed in thaJe, 

order. For men, there t-vas no significant difference between the top two 

categories, but the married and widowed followed in,the same order as! for 

women. Men were aga~n preponder'antly the victims of robbery and assault in 
all marital status groups, I'lith one exception. Among assau,lt victims, there 

was no statistically significant di.fferer.ce between men and women who had 
··been separated 'or divorced. One final observation or: marital sta~us-

assault victimization rates were thrE~e to fOuT 't.imes higher tharl those 
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for robbery in all marital status categories except for widoW6ct,persons. 
where an apparently slightlyhi~errate for assaulea was not statisti­

cally signj~icant. 
When total personal crimes were examined from the standpoir),t of the . 

various levels of annual family income, no particular trend emerged, 
'except that those in the highest income level had the highest rate of 
victimi~atioru . However t when a distinction was made between perso~ 
crimes of violence and personal larceny, a pattern appeared. Persons in 

families with annual incomes of less than $3,OCO had the highest rate at 
victimization for crimes of.vio~ence, and there was evidence that those 
with family incomes of $15,000 or more had the. lowest rate. Conversely, 

those in the highest incon:e category reported the highest rate of victifn... 
ization from personal larceny, prestlmably because they had more posses­

sions to lose'" whereas the two lowest income classefi of famUies, with 

annual 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 evider.t, 
for example, i'lith age. Even when race \\as examined, the similarities 
Were more striking than the differences. Comparing victimiz8tions 
involvir.g faroUies with incomes above and below $7 t ,500, hOliever, blacks 

in 'J:.he lower income group were more likely than similarly situated whites 
to pave been victims of .violent crimes. Using the $7,500 figure as a 

'dividing line revealed more difference~ within each racial group than 
. betl~ee~ them. For example, both blacks and whi,tes below this level had 

r.jgher rates of violent victimi,zations than did their more affluent 
counterparts. O~ the other' hand, higher-incotr.e whites and blacks, \'lere 

,more likely than those earning less than $7,500 to haVe been victims of 

personal larceny. 

CRIMES AGAINST HOUSEHOLDS 
Household larceny was the most common of the three household crimes 

measured by the survey, ac.counting for about 49 percent of the total. 
Burglary came next with approximately 42 percer.t, and motor vehicle theft 

'Was a distant third \'lith 9 percent (Table 7). Ineontrast to crimes 
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against persons, the major:i.ty of reported household crimGs '\·rere cOltpleted, 
, . 

overwhelmingly so in the case of household larceny, undoubtedly because of' 
the nature of these crimes, l'lhich do flot involve persor.al cOflfror.tation, so 
that attempts are difficult to detect \vithout .clear evidence, such as a 

forced deer or a broken window, that an offense has taken place. Among 
incidents of completed burglary~ the rate for unlawful entry 'Vdthout force' 
was significantly higher than that for forcible entry. 

An examination of selected demographic characteristics of vict~nized 
households l'evealed differences in the impact of the three r.ousehold. crimes 
(Tables 8 through 10). The rat.es for all household crimes, as \'lell as for 
burglary and household larceny, decreased significantly as the age of the 
household head increased. The same trend held true for motor vehicle 'theft, 

e~cept that the cifference between the two youngest age groups was or.ly 
marginally significant. The larce~- rate was higher than that for burglary 
for all age groups bet\,leen 29 and 64. There vlas no difference in the vic­
timi.zation rates for these crimes in households headed by persons in the 
yo~ngest age category, whereas households headed by persons 65 and older 

had higher rates for burglary than for larceny. In all age groups, rates 

for burglary and houseJ::old larceny were substantially higher than the 
rate for motor vehi.cle theft. 

Households headed by blacks had a substantially higher rate ef vic­
timization for the three household crimes, considered together, than did 

households headed by whites. This higher rate for blacks also chara.cter­
ized burglary and motor vehicle theft, but not housel':old larceny, for it1hich 

. there \,las no difference between the tVlo groups. 
Renters had substantially higher rates of victimization than hon:e­

owrlers for the three types of ct'imes against housel':olds. Households 
headed by t'1hites shOt-led the e:ame pattern, but black Oimers had a. higher 
rat.e for. household larceny than black renters, and there ';las no differ­

ence between black renters and .owners in the victiinization rate for Irlotor 
.' ; ." . 

vehicle theft. Amc,ng hOlil0olmers, househclds headed by blacks had higher 
victimizdion rates than those headed cy \vhites for burglary, larceny, 
andmo-borver.icle theft. Among renters, black households had a higheX' 
burglary rat·e than \'1hite households, but the l,~tter had. the higher rate 

for household larceny. There \-;as no significant difference in the rate 
tor motor vehicle theft. 
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As was the case \,lith crimes against persons, there were no substantial 

differences by level of annual family income in the overall victimizat.ion 
. rate for crimes against households, although the highest rate occurred in 

the most affluent households. When the three household crimes were 

examined individually, certain differences emerged. The lowest rate of 

burglary occurz'ed in the $10,000 to $14,999 income cat.egory for all house­
holds, whereas the hi.ghest burglary rate occurz'ed in households with less 

than $3,000 annual income. These same lo~{-income households "lere the 
lowest in victimizat.ions arising from household larceny and rr.cltor vehicle 

theft. HOt'lever, there 't'las no clear pattern with regard to the highest 

rate for either of these two crirrles. 

When family income categories were corr.bined into those below $71 500 
per year and those with that income level or higher, certain additional 

patterns became evident. Families in the lowe:r income category had higher 

burglary rat.es btt 10\'ler larceny and. motor vehicle rates than did those 

\-lith higher incomes. This \'las also the case \'lith families whe:re the house­
hold head was white, but in hoc.seholds headed by blacks the situation 

differed sorr.ewhat: Only in motor vehicle theft did a subst.antial distinc­

tion appear, with the higher-income households having ,a much higher rate 

of victimi.zation. The data suggest that black households \'lith incomes 
above the $7,500 level were also more likely to have been victimized by 
larceny, but income level made no difference in the likelihood of one's 

home being burglarized. 
As has been noted previously, black households had a higher victimi­

zation rate for all housel:old crimes than did those headed by \'Jhites. 
With respect to individc.al household crimes, blacks were much more heavily 

victimized by bvrglary than were ~hites, in both income categories~ On 
the other hand, there was no discernible difference bett-Ieen the races in 

the rate of, victimization fron: r.ousehold larceny. In mc·tor vehicle theft, 

an apparent difference in households under the $7,500 level was not signi­

ficant, but black$ in the higher income group were victimized at a ~ate 
roughly tt'lice that for t'lhite households It 

Another \'lay of looking at motor vehicle theft is to be,se the rate on 

the number of motor vehic17J owned, rather than orl the number of households. 
Victimization rat.es derived in this fashior. give a more accurate indication 

8 

of the "at risk" group for this particular crime. SiIlce there are more , 
motor vehicles than there are households, the overall rate declined when 

computed on this basis (Table C). Otherwise, the effect was to accentuate 

differences describer,··earlier. The gap between white and black house­

holds, for example, widened conside~ably. 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 catego~~es. 

A similar difference was observed in tenancy arrangements, where there was 
a greater. margin between renters and owners. 

Table C. Comparison of victimization rates for motor vehicle theft 
per 1,000 households and 1,000 motor vehicles owned 
for the calendar year 1973 

Characteristic of 
household head 

All households 
Race 

White 
Black 

Age 
12-19 
20-34 
35-49 
50-64 
65+ 

Tenure 
Owner 
Renter -. 

Rate per 1,000 Rate per 1,000 motor 
households vehicles owned 

...... -. 
19.2 ' ,13.0 

H~.4 11.9 
24.3 26.3 

39.3 38.4 
.28.6 18.8 
21~3 11 .. 8 
16.1 10.1 
5.2 6.1 

15.0 8.8 
26.7 25.1 -

CRIMES AGAINST BUSINESSES 
Of the two commercial crimes measured, burglary was by far the more 

prevalent, constituting about 83 percent ~f crimes against businesses 
during 1973. Relatively small differeil.ces' among businesses ",lith selected 
characteristics (Tables 11 and 12) preclude any extended discussion of 

results. Compared with other kinds of businesses, establishments in 

retail trade had the highest victimization rate. Businesses with no paid 

employees, had a significantly 10~Ter rate of V'ictimization than those with 
II 
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~id en:ployees. 'Among the latter, ther'e was evidence that establish­
ments with eight or more emplo~~es were more likely to have been 

.; victimized than those with seven or fewer employees. 
t~len victimization rates for burglar~ and robbery or commercial 

establishments were COll'lpared with the rates for the same crime~ when 
committed respectively, against households and individuals, it was olear 

that the risks of vi~tinlization 't'lere greater in the corr.rnercial sector. 

Thas, the, victimizat·ion rate in 1973 for commercial burglrry was about 

twl.ce as high as that for burgl~ry' against households. Similarly, rob­
beries of employees of commercial establishrrents occurred at rates about 

five times as high as fo:r robberies directed against individuals. 

, . 
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APPENDIX I . 
SURVEY 'DATA TABLES 

The ~lppended statistical data tables contain selected victimization 

rate data f'or 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. 'rabIes 1-6 present data on victimization rates for crimes 
against persons; Tables 7-10 provide information on household victimi­

zation rate;s; and Tables 11 and 12 contain data On rates for victimi­
zations directed against commercial establishments. 

All st'ai.iistical 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 II (personal 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 ~he data tables, each unreliable figure 
is indicated by the symbol "1" to its left. The minimum reliable esti­

mates are 10,000 for the personal and household rate tables and 5tOOO 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 pBrsonal and household tables; for the commercial 

sector the estimates are generated from the survey. 
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Table 1. Victimization rates, crimes against persons I for the calendar year 1973 

(Rate per 1,000 population age 12 and over) 
-----------------------.-------------------------------------------------------
Type of victimization 
---..... -
Crimes or violence 

Rape 
Robbery 

Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 
From serious assault 
From minor assault 

Robbery without injury 
Attempted robbery without j~jury 

Assault 
Aggravated assault 

With injury 
Attempted assault with weapon 

Simple assault 
With injury 
Attempted assault without weap\'m 

Crimes Of theft 
Personal larceny with contact 

Purse snatChing 
Attempted purse snatching 
Pocket picking 

'arsonal larceny without contact 
total population age 12 and over 

Rate 
,--------------~--------------~-----33.9 

1.0 
6.9 
2.4 
1.3 
1.1 
2.6 
2.0 

26.0 
10.4 
3.4 
7.0 

15.6 
3.9 

11.e 
93.4 
,3.2 
0.7 
0.4 
2.1 

90.3 
162,236,000 

OOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. 
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Table 2. Victimization rates, crimes of violence against persons, for th~ calendar 
year 1973, by relationship between victim and offender 

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

TYPe of victimization 

Crimes of violence 
Rape 
Robbery 

Robbery' and attempted robbery with injury 
From serious as~ault 
From minor assault 

Robbery without injury 
Attempted robbery without injury 

Assault 
Aggravated assault 

With injury 
Attempted assault with weapon 

Simple assault 
With injury 
Attempted assault without weapon 

Total population age 12 and over 

Stranger 

22.2 

0.7 
5.9 
2.0 
1.2 
o.e 
2.2 
1.7 

15.6 
6.5 
1.9 
4.6 
9.1 
1.9 
7.2 

162,236,000 

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

1.3 

Nonstranger 

11.6 
0.2 
1.0 
0.4 
0.1 
0.3 
0.,3 
0.3 

10.4 
,3.9 
1.5 
2·4 
6.5 
2.0 
4.5 

:1.62,236,000 
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SE:x ani race 

Both sexes* (162, 236,0(0) 
White (143,217,000) 
Black (17~107,ooo) 

Male* (77, 161,ClCX) 
White (68,4B4,000) 
Black (7,749,000) 

Female* (85.075,000) 
White (74,733,000) 

1-4 Black (9, 359, ooo} 
~ 

Table 3. Victimization rates, crimes a~inst persons, for the calendar year 1973, by sex and race of victim 

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

Robbe!l; Assault 
TotaJ. crimes With Without Aggravated Simple 
against persons Rape injury injury 

lZ{.3 1.0 2.4 4.5 10.4 15.6 
127.2 0.9 2.1 3.9 9.5 16.0 
131.9 1.7 4.9 9.5 18.1 12.7 
151.9 10.1 3.4 7.0 15.7 20.0 
151.5 "0.1 2.9 6.0 14.8 21.0 
161.0 10.1 7.6 15.2 24.7 11.7 
105.0 1.8 1.4 2.3 5·5 11.6 
104.9 1.7 1.3 2.0 4·7 11.4 
107.8 3.1 2.6 4.8 12.5 13.5 

Personal larceny 

93.4 
94.8 
B5.0 

105.7 
106.6 
101.6 
82.3 
83.9 
71·3 

OOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because ot: rounding. Rounded numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
*Tncludes "other races," not shown separately. 
'-Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table 4. 
Victimization rates, crimes against persons, for the ~lendar year 1973, by sex and age of victim 

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

Robbe!:.!': Assault Total crimes With Without Aggravated S:itnpJ.e 
Sex and age 

against persons Rape inju:ry injury 
Personal larceny Both sexes (162,2,36,000) 12'7·3 1.0 2.4- 4.5 10·4 15.6 93.4 12-15 (16,559,000) 235.9 1.1 3.0 9.0 16.0 31.0 175.8 16-19 (15,584,000) 237.1 2.7 3.7 6.4 24.6 30.8 168.9 20-24 (17.345,000) 201.2 2.9 3.9 7.2 21.6 28.8 136.8 25-34 (28,141,000) 136.8 1.2 2.0 4.3 11.6 17.3 100.3 35-49 (33,$36,000) 95.2 1 0•3 1.9 2.9 6.7 9.7 73·7 

50-64 (30,501,000) 60.7 1 0•1 1.9 2.5 2.6 5.7 47.9 65 and over (20, 272,ooo} 31.6 1 0•2 1.6 3.2 1.2 2.4 23.1 
• Male (77,161,000) 151.9 1 0•1 3.4 7.0 15.7 20.0 105.7 12-15 (8,4-;5,000) 267.0 10•4 5.0 14.7 22.2 37.5 187.1 16-19 (7,712,000) 285.7 0.0 5.0 10·3 3S.7 38.5 193.2 20-24 (8,330,000) 246.7 1 0•1 5.S 11.8 33.1 37.1 158.8 25-34 (13,708,000) 161.0 1 0•1 2.1 6.2 17.3 22.2 113.1 35-49 (16,281,000) 

1°4·3 0.0 3.0 4·1 S.9 10.S 77.5 50-64 (14,344,000) 67.8 0.0 3.0 3·3 3.9 7.6 50.0 65 and over (S,,371,000) 40·3 0.0 1.9 4.,3 1.4 ,3.6 29.1 
Female (85,075,000) 105.0 1.8 1.4 2·3 5.5 11.6 82.3 

12-15 (8,1.44,000) 203.9 1 -• 1 0•9 3.1 9.6 24.3 164.2 
• 0 16-19 (7, 872, ooo} 1$9.4 5·3 2.,3 2.7 10.7 23.2 145.2 

Z>-24 (9,015,.000) 159.1 5·4 2.2 3.0 10.9 21.2 116.4 
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. Table 4. Victimization rates, crimes against persons, for the calendar year '?73, by sex and age of vi.;tim-continued 

-<Rate per 1,000 popula!-ion age 12 and over)_ 

Robbe!;Z A~Ss.u]:t; 

Total. cr:imes with Without Aggravated SiniPle 

Sex ~ age against, persons Rape :injUl"y :injury 

25-34 (14,432,000) 113.8 2.3 1.9 2.5 6.2 12.7 

35-49 (17,556,000) 86.8 10•5 0.9 1.9 4.8 8.6 

50-64 (16,157,000) 54.4 10•3 1.0 1.7 1.5 4.0 

65 atn Over (11,901,000) 25.6 10.3 1.5 2·4 1.0 1.6 

lI)~: . Detail may not add to total shown beyause Of rounding. RoWlded numbers:in parentheses refer to population :in the group. 
'Estimate., based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. . 

TableS. 

Sex am marita1 status 

Both sexes* (162,236,000) 
Married (95,595,000) 
Widowed (l1,496,000) 

Victimization rates, crimes against persons, for the calendar year 1973, by sex and marital status of victim 

(Rate per 1,900 population age 12 and over) 

Robber"i; Al.ls!!ult 
Total cr:imes With Without Aggravated Simple 
against persons Rape injury injury 

127.3 1.0 2.4 4.5 10.4 15.6 
89.2 0.3 1.3 2.6 6.2 9.3 
47.0 10•4 2.3 3.5 2.9 4.6 

Separated, divorced (8,642,000) 183.9 3.7 6.0 9.8 21.7 31.6 
i~/,Never married (46,084,000) 215.9 2.0 3.9 7.9 18.8 28.5 ,-. 

Male* (77,161,000) 151.9 10•1 3.4 7.0 15.7 20.0 
Married (47,859,000) 101.6 z 1.8 3.7 9.5 12.4 
Widowed (1,811,000) 67.8 0.0 7.1 8.5 15•4 8.1 
Separated, divorced (3,009,000) 208.8 0.0 8.7 15.2 27.5 28.9 
Never married (24,291,000) 250.1 10•2 5.6 12.2 27.2 34.7 

Female* (85,075,000) 105.0 1.8 1.4 2.3 5.5 11.6 
!farried (47,736,000) 76.8 0.7 0.8 1.4 2.9 6.2 
Widowed (9,685,000) 43.1 10.5 1.5 2.6 2.4 4.0 
Separated, divorced (5,633,000) 170.6 5.7 4.6 6.9 18.7 33·0 
Never married (21,793,000) 177.7 4.0 1.9 3.0 9.4 21.6 

IDTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. Rounded numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
*Includes marital status not reported, not· shown separately. 
~ Rats less tban 0.05. . . 
Estimate, based on about 10 or £ewer sample cases, is statistically um-eliable. 
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Table 6. Victimization rates, crimes against persons, for the calendar year 1973, by race and family income of victim 

(Rate per 1.000 population age 12 and' over) 

Robberz Assj!u1t 
Total crimes With Without Aggravated Simple 

bee am ~amily income against persons Rape injury injury Personal larce~ 

JC[l rsees* (162,236,000) 127.3 1.0 2.4 4.5 10.4 15.6 
Less than $3,000 (15.712,000) 128.7 2.2 4.7 6.9 16.8 19.9 
$3,000-$7.499 (38,487 ,(00) 117.,3 1.,3 2.5 5.4 13.0 16.5 
*7,500-s9.999 (t9,BOO,000) 122.9 0.8 2.6 4.0 10.0 15.0 
S10,00().$14.999 (41,288,000) 128.1 ' 0.6 1.7 4.2 8.6 14.S 
'15-.000 and cn-er (36,601.(00) 144.5 0.7 1.6 3.3 7.1 1405 

White* (143,217,000) 127.2 0.9 2.1 3.9 9.5 16.0 
LeIllS than ',3,000 (11,941,000) 126.8 1.9 4.3 5.8 13.8 20.5 
$.3,000-$7,499 (,31,528,OOO) 114.8 1.3 2.1 4.4 11.3 17.5 
S7, 5()().$9, 999 (17, 654. ooo} 121,..1 0.7 205 3.7 10.,3 16.0 
$10,000-$14,999 (:;8,160.000) 127.8 0.7 1.5 3.8 8.6 15.0 
$15,000 and ~rer (34,663,000) 144.7 0.6 1.4 ,3.1 7.0 14.8 

Black* (17,107,·000) 131.9 1.7 4.9 9.5 IB.l 12.7 
Leas than $3,000 (3,582,000),' 133.2 3.4- 5.3 10.7 26.2 17.8 
'3,000-$7,499 (6,'554,000) 130.0 1 1.5 4.6 9.4 21.4 11.9 
S7,5()().S9,999 (1,900,000) 115.2 1 1•2 . 13•4 8.0 B.S 7.9 
'10,ooo-m,m (2.648,000) 141.5 0.0 5.5 10.3 9.3 11.9 
'15,000 and over (1,477,000) 151.1 1i.8 1 4•5 7.5 10.6 7.6 

. JI):IE:~ta:U may not add to total shown because of rounding. Rounded numbers in parentheses refer to population in the group • 
• Includes income not reported, not shown separately; the "all races" category also 1ncludes "other races," not shown separately. 
~:&St1mate, based on abOut 10 or rewer saq>le ~$!S, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table: 8. Victimization rates~, crimes against households, for the calendar year 1973, by age of household head 

(Rate per 1,000. hous~10lds) 

------------------------------------------------------------~------------~--------------------------------------------Total crimes 
Age ot household head against bouseholds Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft 

~All ages (69,4,22,000) 221.2 92.7 109.3 19.2 
12-19 (1,047,000) 467.4 219.2 208.9 3~.3 

20-.34 (19.284,000) 302.2 122.7 150.9 28.6 

35-49 (18,079,ooo) 251.1 101.4 128.4 21.3 
5~ (17,542,000) 172.8 71.9 84.8 16.1 
65 ani over (13, 470, OOO} 108.8 55.3 48.4 5.2 

wm: Detail IlI8Y not add. to total shown because ot roUlllllng. Rounded numbers in parentheses reter to the number of' households in the gl'Ollp. 

/-c~."/ -- ~ """"'-

;Tabfe 9. Victimization rates, crimes against households, for the calendar year 1973, by race of household head and tenure 

(Rate per 1,000 households) 
~ 

Total. cr:UneS 
Race ot household head ~~ tenure against households Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft 
All races* (69,422,000) 221.2 92.7 109.3 19.2 

Owned or being bought (44,647,000) 194.4 78.1 101.3 15.0 
Rented (24.775,000) 269.5 118.9 123.9 26.7 

White (61,705,000) 215.7 87.7 109.6 18.4 
Owned Or being bought' (41,143,000) 188.1 74.4 99.4 14.2 
Rented (20.561,OOO) 270.9 114.2 130.0 26.7 

Black (6,999,000) 269.3 135.5 109.5 24.3 
Owned or ~being bought (3,100,OOO} 275.3 125.0 126.1 24.2 
Rented (3,818,000) 264':3 144~2 95.8 2,4..3 

NOTE: Detail may not add to total. shown because of roundIng. Rounded numbers in parentheses refer to the number of households in the group. 
*lncludes "other races," not shown separate1.V"o 
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Table 10. Victimization rates, crimes against households, for the calendar year 1973, by race of household head and family inc{)me 

(Rate per 1,000 households) 

Tota~ crimes 
Race o£ household head and faIDiJ¥ income against households Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft 

All races*' (69,422,000) 221.2 92.7 109.3 19.2 
Less. than $3,000 (9.']07,000) 210.7 110.S B9.0 10.9 
$J.~$7,499 (17,990,c:JO) 222.5 96.6 109.6 16.2 
$7,500-$9,999 (8,309,000) 22B.4 87.6 llS.O 22.8 
$10,000-$14,999 (15,874,000) 216.0 76.7 116.6 22.6 
$15,000 and over (12,907,000) 241.4 97.7 120.0 23.7 

Whi~ (61,70;,000) 215.7 87.7 109.6 1S.4 
~. . yj~ss than $.3,000 (7,698,000) 201.5 1°3.1 87.9 1005 

~o?' S3.000-t'7.499 Us. 277, (00) 215.5 90.7 109.5 15.3 V ~. $7,500-$9,999 (7.;11,000) 225.7 8:3.3 120.8 21.7 
. $10,000-$14,999 (14,776,000) 210.3 73.3 116.1 21.0 
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$1;,000 and over (12,260,000) 237.3 95.4 119.1 22.8 
Black* (6,.999,000). 269.3 135.5 109.5 24.3 

Less th.'U;1 $3,000 (1,901,000) 246.9 138.4 96.0 12.5 
$3,000-$7,499 (2,;48,000) 260.0 129.1 112.8 18.1 
$7, 5()()oo$9, 999 (713,000) Zl4.9 143.7 95.6 3;.6 
$10, ()()()..$l4, 999 (931,000) 302.7 128.; 127.8 46.4 
$15,000 and over ;~.509,000' 3.32.3 146.1 144.3 41.9 

WTE: D&tall mBy' not add to total shown because ot rounding. Rounded numbers in parentheses refer to the number of households in the group. 
*1.ncludes incoma not reported, not shown separate~y; the "all races" category also includes "other races," not shown separately. 

Table 11. Victimization rates, crimes against commerck! ~tablishments, for the calendar year 1973, by kind of business 

(Rate per 1,000 establishments) 

Kind ot busines~ Tota1 Burglary Robbery 

AU- businesses (6,800,000) 
Retail (2,551,000) 
Service (2,650,000) 
Other (1,599,OOO) 

242.5 
328.8 
202.9 
170.5 

203.7 38.8 
262.4 66.4 
178.2 24.7 
1;2.1 18.3 

OOTE: D&tall. may not add to total shown because of rouniing. Rounded numbers in parentheses refer to the number or conmercial 
establishments in the group. 
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APPENDIX II. 
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 housec y 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 based 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 sele9tion 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. 1 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 dis'cricts in clUsters of 

approximately four households. Units built after the 1970 Census that were' 

not included in the above process were sampled prLmarily from a list Qf 
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 sampl~d for new construction 
\1 ---==: .... ", ... _---

1 Self-weighting means that all sample households h~ve the same initj.al 
probability of selection. 
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by means of a sample of area segments. The resulting 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 designated 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-sixth of each rotation group, or 
one panel, is interviewed each month during the 6-month period. Additior.al 

samples of 75,000 households selected in the above manne~ will be similarly 

assigned to rotation groups and panels for subsequent rotation into the 

sample. One rotation group will enter the sample every 6 months and a 

rotation group from a previous sample will be phased out. 

Estimation- procedure 
The estimation procedure makes extensive use of auxiliary data on 

characteristic's 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 t~tal crime victimizations and of the rate of crime 

victimization. Sample data from S months of interviewing are required to 

26 

produce a quarterly estimate. The following chart shows why the months of . 
February through September are required to produce an estimate for the 

first quarter of a year. Similarly, annual estimates are ~erived by 

accumulating data from the four quarterly 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 month2...1-!.Lt.h~.i-month r~~~l?.§ti&d 

Month of First Quarter Second Quarter Third Quarter Fourth guarter 
interview Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nbv.'Dec. 
January I -- J 

-~ --February X --- ----- fo-- ----March X X 
- -

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 X X X - .. 
September :x X X X X 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 6-month recall period than whem they actually 
occurred. 

The first step in the estimation procedure is the inflation of the sa.mple 

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 c)ccupied uni.ts) 

for which no interview was obtained but which should have been interviewed. 

lPopulations 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 distribution of the sample usually differs somewhat from the 

distribution of the total populatior. fron: ~hich the sample was drawn in 

terms of sucr. 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 

persor.a.l crime victimization characteristics and t.hese 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 f'rom non self-representing sampling areasQ 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 weight{ld 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 distribution of the population by 

various age-s8~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 resider.ce-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 deterlTline 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 persons, 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 corning into the sample. Thus, if it is determined that t\,lO persons were 

I 
I 

victimi.zed in a single incident, the weights used in tabulating incidents 

and associated 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 i.ncident is re­

presented by the comrrercial survey and therefore it is not counted as a 

personal incident as well. Howeyer, the details of the personal crime as 

they~ffect the victim are included in the househol§. survey_ 

Series victimizations 
As mentioned in the preface, vi.ctimizations occurring in series of 

three or mere, 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 season or seasons of occurrence during 

the 6-mor.th reference period. All other crimes are tabulated by the quar­

ter of the year in which they took place. 'rhus, it is not possible, short 

of allocat.ing multiseasonal crimes to particular mor.ths, to produce data 

for series victimizations 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 tht: personal crime sector and about 

760,000 in the r.ousehold sector. In the national survey, these tend 
disproportionately to be either assaults, more likely simple than 

aggravated, or household larcenies, where the arr-ount of loss was valued 
at less than $50 cr was unknown. 

Reliability of the estimates 
l~e particular sample used for this survey is only or.e of a large 

number of possible samples of the salT'e size that could have been selected 

U~3jJlg the same sample design and sample selection procedures. Estimates 

de:rived from different samples would differ fr"m each other. The standard 
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Table I. 

-----

Number of series victimizations and' percent distribution 
of series victimizations compared with victimizations 
not in series, by type of crime 

. 
'"'" Number of Percent distribution. 

-
series vic-· Series . Not in serIeS 

Type of crime timizatio!1s 4/73-3/74 1973 ----- ........... 
Crimes against persons 1,052,800 100.0 2 100.0 

Crimes of violence 487,420 46.3 27.1 
Rape 1 8,120 0.8 0.8 
Robbery 51,570 4.9 5.5 

Robbery and attempted 
1 7,490 0.7 1.9 robbery with injury 

Robbery without injury 19,950 1.9 2,], 
Attempted robbery without 

24,1;30 2.3 1.6 injury 
40.6 20.8 Assault 427,73() 

Aggravated assault 134,560 12.8 8.3 
With injury 42,530 . 4.0 2.7 
Attempted assault with 

92,030 8.7 5~6 weapon 
Simple assault 293,170 27.9 '12.5 

With injury 46,,630. 4.4 3.1 
Attempted assault 
without weapon 246,540 23.4 9.4 

Crimes of theft 565,380 53.7 72.9 
Personal larceny with 

1 9,350 0.9 2.5 contact 
Personal larceny without 

contact 556,030 52.8 70.4 
100.0 2100.0 Crimes against households 760,280 

Burglary 277,560 36.5 41.9 
79,840. " 9.3 13.3 Forcible entry 

Unlawful entry wj~hout 
force 150,230 19.8 19.3 

Attempted forcible entry 56,500 7.4 9.3 
Household larceny 458,150 60.3 49.4 

Under $50 318,640 41~9 31.8 
$50 or more 88,820 11.7 12.3 
Amount nO.t available 31,090 4.1 1.8 
Attempted larceny 19,600 2.6 3.6 

Motor vehicle theft ' 24,570 3.2 8.7 
Completed theft 18,620 1.1 5.6 

.Attempted theft 15,950 2.1 3.0 

NOTE· Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. 
lE~timate based on 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
2Percents'bas~d on 1973 totals of 20,281,700 victimizations against persons 

and 15,354,200 directed against households. 
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error ot a survey estimate is' ,$, measure or the variation among the estimates 

trom all poss:J.ble samples ar.,d is, therefore, a ineasiJre of the precisio1; with 

which the estimate .fron: a particular sample approximates the average r~:~ult 
I· 

ot all possible samples. The estimate and its associated standard erro~ 

may be used to construct a cor.fidence interval, that is, an interval having a 
prescribed probability that it would include the average result of all pos­

sible samples. The chances are about 68 out of 100 that the sl..lrvey estilr.ate 
would differ from the average result of all possible samples by' less than 

one standard error. Similarly, the chances are about 95 out of 100 that 
the di£ference would be less than twice the standard er~or and 99 out of 
100 chances that it would be less than 2i times the standard error. 

In addition to sampling error, the survey estimates are subject to 

nor.sampling errors. It i~ felt that the major source of nonsampling error 

in this survey results from proclems in recalling victimization experiences 
that have occurred over the 6 months prior to the time of intervieK. There 

are several aspects to this recall problem. One is the ability of' the re­
spondent to recall all the pertinent events that occurred to him during 

the 6-month period". Another is wher. the respondent recalls correctly that 
a specific event occurred. during the reference period, but pla.ces it in 

the wrong' month.. This source of error is partially offset by the require­

ment for rrror.thly interviewing ar:\d by the estimation procedure mentioned 
earlier. An additional problem involves telescoping, or bringing within 

the appropriate 6-month period incidents that occurred earlier-or; in a 

few instances, those that happe1led after the close of the reference period. . . 
The latter is believed to be relatively rare because the bulk of the in-
terviewing takes place during the first week of the month follOwing the 
reference period. The effect of telescoping can be minimized by the 

bounding procedure described abov-e. The interviewer is provided !';ith a 
swrunary of the incidents reported in the preceding interview and, if a 

similar incident is reported, he can then determine from discussion with 
the respondent whether it duplicates the earlier report or is a separate 
incident. 

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 thehocsehold than 

when each household m~mber is interviewed individually. Therefore, t:~e 
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selt-response procedure was adopted as the general rule of interview. The 

only exceptions permitted· are that the responses for 12- and 13-year-olds 

are to be obtained from a responsible adult; proxy respondents are also 

permissible in cases where respondents are physically unable or mentally 

incompetent to answer the questions or when a household rr.ember 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 superv~sor 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 significrult difference between 
them. 

Additional sourcesdf 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 OCCUI' in a complete census. Quality control meaeures, such as inter­

viewer observation, with retraining, as appropropriate, and reinterview, 

as well as edit procedures in the field, and at the clerical and computer 

processing stages, were utilized to keep such errors at an acceptably low 

level. As calculated for this survey, the standard errors partially 
measure the nonsampling errors, i.e., the part due to random response and 

inter~iewer errors but do not reflec~ any systematic biases ttl the data. 

Computation and application of 'the standard errors 
The standard erl'or~; given in Table II are applicable to personal 

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

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

-----.---. -~-------
" .' 

-.;- -~~, 

The standard error of a d.ifference between two sample estimat.es is 

approximately equal to the square root of the sum of the squares of the 

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 standard 

error of the difference, and if there is a large negative correlation, the 
forrr~la will'underestimate the true standard error of the difference. 

Use of tables of standard errors 
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 h~ye fallen 

within 0.5 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 cop£idence interval is from 32.9 to 34.9. 

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

as a base for calculating victimization 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 15,584,000. 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. 

imately equal to 
The standard error of the difference is approx-

/(3.7)2 + (3.8)2 ~ 5.3.' 

This means that the chances are 68 out of 100 that the estimated difference 

of 6.9 between the t,wo rates would vary by less than 5.3 from the differer.,ce 
derived from a complete census, or a confidence interval of from 1.6 to 

12.2. However, the ttrlO standard error, or 95 percent confidence level, 

would yield an interval of 10.6 points (5.3 x 2), which is larger than the 
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Table II. Sundard error approximations for personal victimization rates 
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0.9 
0.8 
0.7 
0.5 
0.4 
0.3 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

1.3 1.6 
1.1 1.3 
0.9 1.2 
0.7 0.8 
0.5 0.7 
0.4 0.5 
0.3 0.3 
0.3 0.3 
0.2 0.3 
0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
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1.8 2.9 4.1 5.8 
1.5 2.3 3.4 4.7 
1.3 2.1 2.9 4.1 
0.9 1.5 2.0 2.9 
0.8 1.2 1.6 2.3 
0.6 0.9 1.3 1.8 
0.4 0.7 0.9 1.3 
0.3 0.5 0.7 1.1 
0.3 0.5 0.6 0.9 
0 • .3 0.4 0.5 0.8 
0.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 
0.2 0.2 0 • .3 0.5 
0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 
0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 
0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 

10.0 13.0 17.0 25.0 29.0 
8.0 10.0 14.0 20.0 24.0 
6.7 8.7 12.0 17.0 20.0 
5.0 6.3 8.7 13.0 15.0 
4.0 5.2 6.7 .10.0 12~O 
3.1 4.0 5.5 8.0 9.4 
2.2 2.8 3.9 5.6 6.5 
1.8 2.3 3.1 4.6 5/3 
1.5 2.0 2.7 4.0 4.6 
1.4 l.8 2.5 3.6 4.1 
1.0 1.3 1.7 2.5 2.9 
0.8 1.0 1.3 2.0 2.3 
0.7 0.9 ],.2 1.7 2.1 
0.7 0.8 1.1. 1.6 1&9 
0.5 0.7 0.9 1.4 1.6 
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·COMMERCIAL SURVEY: TECHNICAL ~INFORMATION 
AND STANDARD ERROR TABLE 

Source of data 
The national sample for the commercial survey focuses on victimi­

zation experiences directed against business enterprises and other 

organizatio4al entities throughout the United States but excludes all 

units of Federal, State, or local governmer:t. Estimates .for this survey 

are based en data obtained froIT. a stratified multistage cluster sample 

consisting of a total of 34 sample areas, of which 10 i'j'ere selected with . 
certainty and are therefore self-representing_, The remaining sample 

areas were chosen fro~ an original total of 240 strata that had been 

collapsed into 24 large strata, with each of the latter being as homo­

genecus as possible with respect to size, geographic region, and whether 

the area was metropclitan or no~etroFolitan. Several stages of selec­

tion yielded 24 substrata chosen with equal probability and in such a 

way to avoid stra.ta used in other current business surveys. vlithin each 
stratum, one area was selected t.o represent the entire stratum, with 

samfle segments selected within each area. In the 10 certaintJ' sample 

areast a sampl/e of segmer.ts was drawn at the rate of 1 in 2h from among 

those segmentE! not in current use. Interviewers canvass the seleJ\l~ted 

segments and conduct interviews at all business establishments ",nd \?ther 
organizational units located within the boundaries of the segment. 

A sample of an estimated 2,900 businesses was designated for inter­

view each mor:th, which has yielded about 2,400 interviewed establishments. 

Of the 500 businesses that were not interviewee, the large majority lflere 

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

building had been demolished, or the business was otherNise not qu<'~li:!:~.ied 

for interviev-J. Businesses eligible for interview vlhere no interview \'I'las 

obtained because the business was temporarily closed during the interview 

period or because the manager refused to gTant an interview amounted to 
less than 1 percent of those eligible in 1973~ 

,i 



The a,ample is divided into six panels, one of which is interviewed 

each month during a given6-month period. Unlike the household survey, 
there is no rotation procedure in the commercial sarnp~e. 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, to 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 

nationwid~ estimates. The final weight was the pro~uct of the basic 

weight (500 for the full sample), reflecting each selected establishmcntVs 

probability of being in sample and an adjustment for noninterview. The 

noninterview adjustment was calculated for each of 17 kind of business 

classes and was equal to the total number of data records required in 

~ach 'class divided by the number of usable records actually collected. 

This factor was then applied to each usable record in the particul~ 
kind of business category. 

If an interviewer discovered that a business had not operated at the 

current address for the entire b~month reference period, an attempt was 

made to secure information for the balance of the per:Lod from any previous 
business establishment formerly at that 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 victimizations were not treated separately in the commercial 

survey because better record keeping enabled business respondents to pro­

vide details of multiple victimizations during the 6-month reference 

period. Thus, all reported incidents of burglary and robbery against 

conunercial establishments are included in the data tables. 

Reliability of the estimates' 
Survey results presented in this report concerning the criminal 

victimization of commercial establishments are estimates that were derived 

• 

through probability sampling methods rather than from a complete enume:r­
at ion. 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 n~ 
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 
subs ample 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 variabil~ty. 

In order to gauge the extent of sampling variability inherent in the 

commercial survey results, st~dard errors have been derived for a number 
of bus:i.ness characteristics. Generalized standard errors, such as those 

developed in carlhection 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 in conjunction 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. Chances 
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 the 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 businesses, 

the greate:r likelihood of reporting to police" and the concentration of 

the survey on two of the more serious crimes, burglary and robbery. To 

control for the telescoping problemf a bounding procedure is used in which 

the intervieweI' reminds the respondent at the beginning of the interview 

of any inciden1~s 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 cu'e well within sampling error. 

Another quality control measure involves a recheck of approximately 10 

percent 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. 

40 

Table IV. Standard error estimates for commercial victimization 

(68 chances out o~ 100) 

Victimization rate 
Oharacteristic (per 1,000 establishments) Standard error 

All businesses with 
burglar.y or robber.y 242.5 15.5 

Retail business burglary 262.4 14.2 
Service .business robbery 24.7 5.5 
Burglary of business with; 

No paid employees 153.2 12·7 B 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., 

broken bones, loss of teeth, internal injuries, loss of conscious­

ness) or in undetermined injury requiring :2 or more days of 

hospitalization. Also includes attempted assault with a weapon. 

Assault - An unlaw~ll physical attack by one person upon another, 

includil'lg 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 forcible entry of a home or business, usually, 

but not neeessarily, attended by theft.. Includes attempted 
forcible ent.ry. 

Forcible Entry - A form of burgl&ry in which force is used to gain 

entry, (e.g., by breaking a window or slashing a screen). 

Household Larceny - Theft or atterr.pted 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 roads and highways. 

Personal Crimes of Ibeft - Theft of property or cash, either with cpn­

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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. PerSOllE:J. I,srcer.y with Gontact - Theft of purse, \llallet or cash by 

stealth directly frorr. the person of the vict.im, but without 

forcetr the threat of force. Also includes attempted pur'se 

snatching. 

Personal Larceny \rli€hout. Gcr.tact - Theft, wit~out direct contact 

betwe~~ victi~rrr and offender, of property or cash from any' place 

other than the victim's home or its intDlE:diate vicinity. Also 

includes attempted theft. 

Rape - Carnal knowledge through the use of force or the threat of force, 

including atterr.pts. Statutory rape (without force) is excluc:ed. 
Robbery - Theft or attempted theft, 'directly from a person or a 

bu.siness, of property or cash by force or threat of force, with 

or viithout a Neapon·. 

Robbery with Injury - Theft .or attempted thE?ft frorr. a person, accompanied 

cyan attack, either with or without a weapo:r., resulting in injury_ .. . 
An injury is classified as resulting from a serious assault if a·· 

we?por. \rlas used in the corr.mission of the crime or, if not ,vlhen 

,the exter.t of the injury Nas either serious (e.g., broker. bo:r.es, 

loss of teeth, interrlal injuries, 10:;.8 of consciousness) or 

undetermined but reqv.iring 2 or more days of hospitalization. 

An injury is classified as resulting from a minor assault when 

theexte:r.t of the injury was minor (e.g., bruises,. black e~Te, 

cuts, scratches, swelling) or undetermined but requiring less 

than 2 days of hospitalization. 

Robber~ without InjU!'Y - Theft or attempted theft frorr. a person, accorr.­

panied by force or the threat of force, either with or without a 

weapon, but not resulting in injll.1:'Y. 

Simple Assault - Attack without a weapon resulting either in minor 

injury ( evg. , bruises, black eye, cuts, scratches, swelling) or in 

unde'termined injury requiring less than 2 days of hospitalizat.ion. 

Also'includ~s atterr.pted assault without a weapon. 

Stranger/Nonstra.l:'lger.· - Refers to whether or not the victim of a crizrie 
in'Volv41g personal contac.t knew the offender. The offender was 

" classi.fied as a stranger if the victim so stated, di.d not know 
, ',', /' 
. whether., or not. be WaS a stranger, or kr:ew the offender only by 

sight.( ('Othert'lise, the offender \lIas ,60'hsidered as a nonstranger.. 
{) 

44 
.~. .11 

• 

Unlawful Entry - A form of burglary committed by someone having no legal 
, 

right to be in the premises even though force is not used. 

Victimizat.ion - A specific criminal act as it affects a single victim .. 

In criminal acts against persons, the number of victimizations is 

determined by the number of victims of such act.s. Because more 

than one individual may be victimized during certain crimes 

against persons r the number of victimizations is somewhat higher 

than the number of incidents. Each criminal act against a house­

hold or commercial establishment is assumed to involve a single 

victim, the affected household or establishment. 

Victimization Rates - For crimes against persons, the victi~mization 

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, vict~ization rates are calculated on the basis of 

the number of incidents per 1,000 households. And, for crimes 

against· commercial establishments, victimization rat-es are derived 

from the number of incidents per 1,000 establishments. 
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Other tenns 
Age - The appropriate age category is determined by the age of the 

person at his last birthday. 

Family Income ~ Includes the income of the household head and all 

other persons ~late~ to him who live in the sample unit. 

Covers the previous 12 months and includes wages, salaries, net 

income from business or farm, pensions, interest, dividends, 

rent or any other money income. 

Household - Consists of the occupants of separate living quarters 

meeting one of the following criteria: 1) Persons, whether 

present or temporarily absent, whose usual place of residence 

is the housing unit in question, or 2) Persons staying in the 

housing unit who have r.o usual place of residence elsewhere. 

Household Head - One persor. 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 reFort, kind of business is divided 
into retail, service, and other. Retail businesses are open to 

the general public and sell goocs primarily to individuals for 

their own use. Service businesses are primarily engaged in 

providing professional serviceE, lodging, personal or repair 

services, or amusement or recreatior: facilities to t.he general 

public. "Other" includes as major categories manufacturing, 

real estate, wbolesale, transportation, cOBIJIunications activities, 
and bank~. 

Marital Status - Each household member is assigned to one of the 

fol1m'ling categories: 1) Married, which also includes persons 

wr.·o indicate they have a conmor.-law marriage and persons 

parted temporarily for reasor.s other than marital discord 

(employmer:t, armed services, etc.}, 2) Separated or Divorced. 

Separated includes married persons who have a legal. separation or 

have parted because of marital discord; 3) vlidowed; 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 - Deterl7dned 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 divided into two categories: 

1) r~ers, including those who are in the process of buying their 

living quarters but still are paying on a mortgage, and 2) Renters, 
which also includes those who occupy their quarters rent-free. 
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