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FOR E W 0 R D 

This Executive Summary was written to provide a 
brief overview of the Police Consolidation Staff 
Report for those who do not have the time to read 
the more detailed and lengthy unabridged Report. 

The Police Consolidation Project has also published 
four volumes of supporting research and data. They 
arc: 

Pension Study 

Organizational Resource Inventory 

Reports of the Subcommittees 

Police Clientele Inventory 

A limited number of copies of the Staff Report is 
available through the Police Consolidation Project, 202 
Chamber of Commerce Building, Portland, Oregon 97204. 
Phone (503) 248-4576. 
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SYNOPSIS OF CONCLUSIONS 

The Staff Report was written in June l 1974, after 
the proposed City-County Charter was rejected. The 
failure of the governments to consolidate is taken 
into account in the recommendations. The major con
clusions concerning methods of improving police ser
vices in Multnomah County are: 

l. POLICE 
to 

to 
to 

to 

to 

to 

LINE FUNCTIONSl SHOULD BE REORGANIZED 
allow service delivery to be more 

responsive to individual and 
community needs. 

allow citizen participa~ion. 
allow closer cooperation between the 

police and other social service 
agencies. 

reduce the number of personnel in 
management, supervisory, special
ized enforcement, and overhead 
positions. 

reduce the number of organizational 
hierarchy levels. 

increase the number of service 
delivery personnel. 

2. POLICE ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES2 SHOULD BE 
MERGED WITH THOSE OF THE PARENT GOVERNMENTS 
to allow police activities to reflect the 

polici~s and priorities of government. 
to allow qualified civilians to perform 

Administrative Activities. 

3. A PUBLIC SAFETY SUPPORT AGENCY SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED 
to provide Support Activities 3 to a variety 

of governmental agencies. 

lpatrol, Detectives, Juvenile, Traffic, Vice, 
Narcotics, Crime Prevention, Intelligence, 

2Planning, Personnel, Training, Inspections, In
ternal Affairs, Financial Administration, Public Inform
ation, Legal Services. 

3 Communications , Records, Data Processing, Crime 
Lab, Evidence and Property Control, Detention, Identifi
cation and Photography. 
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3. (Continued) 
to achieve significant cost savings. 
to allow qualified nonsworn personnel to 

hold support jobs. 
to provide coordination among interrelated 

support Activities. 

4. A COUNTYWIDE POLICE PERSONNEL SYSTEM SHOULD BE 
IMPLEMENTED 
to permit increased career paths within and 

among police agencies. 
to allow the police agencies to function 

more compatibly with agency goals and 
employee characteristics. 

to facilitate complete police consolidation. 

Although all of the above suggestions can and 
should be implemented even without complete police con
solidation, complete consolidation of police will max
imize improvement and cost savings. 

I. Introductior. 

The Police Consolidation Project was established 
to prepare plans for consolidation of police functions 
and initiate those mergers approved by policy officials. 
From the outset the Project was designed to be independ
ent of governmental consolidation. Planning activities 
were structured to produce recommendations for im
proving police even if voters rejected the City-
County Charter. 

The goal of the Police Consolidation project is 
not merely to merge existing police ,agencies, but 
rather to reorganize police to be resj?onsive to com
munity needs, cognizant of citizen rights, considerate 
of employee needs, efficient and effective; yet flex
ible enough to adjust to changing priorities and meet 
the long term police service requirements of. Multnomah 
County. 

The Police Consolidation Staff Report has been 
prepared to assist local governmental officials in 
establishing policy for the improvement of police 
operations. Therefore, the recommendations contained 
therein are related to policy positions which will 
provide direction for implementation of improvements 
in local police. Once policy issues have been resolved 
detailed implementation reports can be finalized and 
implementation initiated. 
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II. Environment 

An analysis of local organiza t LOnal ChdTH]C' trtmds 
over the past century reveals an f.~volution of 'J(lv"rn
mental organizational arrangements. Early onptl iz,t
tiona were small, informa 1 operations th.,1t :r.elit·d 
heavily on the personalities of indivlduals. P"l.iC(~ 
agencies were nonspecialized and provldcd a bread 
range of services for citizons in need. Personality 
was an important consideration in not only the sel
ection of organizational leadership but also in 
determining the type and quality of service polic(.\ 
officers pt'ovided to the pUblic. 

As the local governmental organizations grew in 
size, they slowly changed from their personality 
orientation and adopted the classical bUreaucratic 
characteristics. The agencies of government became 
more highly specialized, rationalistic and legalistic. 
Several studies of local police agencies made rucom
mendations based on bure4ucratic principles. This 
approach to organization resulted in efforts to com
pletely remove the influence of personality from organ
izations. Attempts WB:t:B made to dHfint?: every detail o£ 
organizational activity with procedures and rules. 
Selection and promotion of personnel W(Jrc~ heavily 
dependent on written examinations. Criticism of; the 
inflexibility and inadequacy of this approach has 
created pressure for change. 

Currently the organizational chanye patterns are 
in the direction of more flexible, partJcipatory organ
izations. Temporary management techniques such as 
project management and. working task: forces are being 
used as alternatives to the rigid autocratic organiza
tional designs of the bureaucratic model. Both citizens 
and governmental employee involvement in decision 
making is increaSing. Public organizations are begin
ning to move away from a rigid adherence to the bureau
cratic principles. 

LC'cal police agencies appear to be clinging more 
closely to the bureaucratic philosophy of organization 
than most other human service organizations. However, 
the evidence suggests that overall police effective
ness and productivity will be improved by changes 
which are consistent "lith: 

1. High citizen power 
2. Highly mobile citizenry 
3. High concern for minorities 
4. Personalized treatment of clients 
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5. DemocraticaUy derived power. 
6. Increased indj.vidual responsibUity 
7. Deoreased emphasis on hierarchies Df 

autHority and fJtat!lS 
8. Situational organizational structures 
9. Problem and consUmeI:' oJ;ientations 

10. Increased emv10yee discretion 
11. More tole);'ance Qf differences 
12. Dynamic goal definitions 
13. Increasad opportunities for inflUlnce 

on priorities 
14. Employee and citizen partici~ation 

in management daciolont; 
1.5. Service rather l;han cri.me (Ir locnta.tion 
16. High opcmness and low secrecy 

III. Hole and Goals of Police 

The available evidence anu staff research related 
to poHce responslbilities, public and police expeota
tions, and police abilities indicates the police role 
<'lnd goals are filled with conflicta alld inoonsistencies. 
l?or example, police have a re~lponsibility for maintain
ing social order, arrestin~ ld~' violators, and protect
ing citizen rights. The achievement of onc of these 
objectives often runs counter to the achievement of 
another. This s,ituation increased the dif.ficulty of 
prOviding an efficient and productive police organi
zation. 

A police dispatch study and a more limited study 
of people who actually received police assistance show 
that a minorit~ of the requests made on local police 
agencies are related to Grime. Thi~ conclusion is 
consistent with similar research conducted in other 
areas of the count;t;'y. Apart from the issue of "',hat 
citizens request of the police, it appears polic~ 
agencies are in a better position than other agencies 
to answer citizen requests on a twenty-four hour 
a day basis. In addition, most citizens feel since 
they pay police salaries, police should Serve their 
needs; therelore most citizens expect and depend 
on the police to respond to their requests for all 
types of service. 

The management personnel of local poliCE> agencies 
express support for continuing to perform both crimina:).. 
and noncriminal functions. Even a majority of the 
police officers who would prefer to restrict their 
activities to criminal matters, recognize obligations 
for performing other functions. These officers appear 

-5-



to appreciate the fact that their clientele expect 
services which they, more than any other governmental 
employees, are capable of providing. Therefore, they 
accept the responsibility of providing general s~rvices 
to their communities and citizens. 

The Goals, Organization and Coordinating Committee 
supported the following conclusions about the police 
role and responsibilities: 

1. The most important responsibility of the 
police is the preservation of human life. 

2. The police responsibility for the main
tenance of social order is conditioned 
by a responsibility for protecting 
individual rights and ensuring social 
justice. Therefore, the maintenance of 
order clearly does not obligate or 
authorize the police to regiment soc
iety. Democratic societies expect the 
police to protect the right of citizens 
to behave in individualistic, even 
deviant ways if such individualism and 
deviancy do not injure others or deprive 
others of the right to just treatment. 

3. Police organizations are in a unique pos
ition to support other governmental agen
cies with information about citizen pro
blems and needs that they should address. 

4. Law enforcement is an important function 
of the police; however, physical arrest is 
only one strategy that is used to enforce 
laws. The state law requires police to 
"enforce" the criminal code, but it does 
not specifically direct police to "arrest" 
every person who violates a law. Therefore, 
police officers can legitimately exercise 
discretion if it results in the enforce
ment of laws. 

5. Police must work with and for citizens 
as much as they serve the government. 
Police must strive to assist citizens 
in developing communities that are 
liveable places where citizens do not 
have to be afraid of being abused, attacked, 
placed in jeopardy of injury, or denied 
fair treatment. Police methods must stress 
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cooperation with citizens based on trust 
rather than fear, and they must emphasize 
prevention rather than supression. Police 
should be more concerned about obtaining 
voluntary rather than forced compliance 
'with laws. The existence and authority 
of the police depend on public approval of 
of police actions and behavior and in 
general on the police ability to secnre 
and maintain public respect. 

Based on the preceding conclusions, specific goal 
statements were developed for local police agencies. 
They are; 

1. Provide emergency actions and services, 
not readily available from other agencies, 
that may save human life. 

2. Provide programs and actions directed 
at the causes and conditions of del
inquency and crime that will uesult in 
the prevention of juvenile delinquency, 
criminal deviancy and crime. 

3. Provide programs and actions to acquire 
information about criminal behavior and 
responsibility and expeditiously handle 
that information in a manner consistent 
with the best interests of involved per
sons, the community and society. 

4. Respond by direct involvement, advice, 
or referral to those situations which if 
left unattended would logically result 
in serious mental anguish,' disorder, 
injury, property damage, or loss of indi
vidual rights for people within the juris
diction. 

5. Provide actions and programs for coord
ination between and support for agencies 
that seek to facilitate social justice 
and justice processes. 

6. Provide order maintenance programs and 
actions to reduce danger and facilitate 
normal community and social operations 
during periods of unusual disruptive 
occurrences such as civil protest, 
natural disaster, riot, and war. 
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7. Provide programs, procedures and 
activities that will result in efficient, 
effective and fair management of the 
police organization and satisfaction of 
personnel career needs. 

The Report offers the following recommendations re
lated to local police goals and objectives: 

,~ 

1. The preceding conditions and goals should 
be reviewed and endorsed by policy and 
police officials. Appropriate changes 
should be made in or.dinances related to 
police responsibilities and modifications 
should be initiated in police policies and 
plcocedures. 

2. Police organizational arrangements should 
be modified to insure greater congruence 
of goals, structure, and police activities. 
This recommendation should be adopted 
with or without consolidation of police 
operations and without regard to whether 
or not the preceding goals are adopted. 

3. Methods SllOUld be adopted by the police 
to enSUre continuous development and up
dating of police objectives in a manner 
that will maintain their consistency 
with the organizational goals. 

4. Methods should be established for monitor
ing the extent of goal and objectives 
accomplishment and assessing the effect
iveness of various organizational strate
gies. 

IV. Consolidation Options 

In light of the recent defeat of the City/COUnty 
Charter, the Police Consolidation Project researched 
the value of continued efforts to improve local police 
through met"gers and consolidation of police functions, 
and reached the following conclusions: 

1. The voters' rejection of the City/ 
County Charter cannot be construed 
as a rejection of consolidation as 
a method for improving the police 
and reducing the cost of police 
services for taxpayers. 
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2. The tradltiona~ approach to consoli· 
dation which entails simply merging 
police operations will not produce 
as effective a police operation as a 
more complex design of centralizing 
police Staff Functions* and decentral
izing to the neighborhood level police 
Line Functions. 

3. The concept of consolidation is a 
viable method by which sound reorgan
ization and improvement of police 
can occur. 

4. The degree of efficiency with which the 
current disjointed, fragmented, duplica
tive police functions can be improved 
will be inversely related to the complex
ity of the authority structure respon
sible for decisions about changes. 

The question is not "should police consolidation 
occur?" rather it is "To what extent should police con
solidation occur imlllediatel:-r?" The staff has defined 
three options, which are in reality positions on a 
continuum between the current organization of police 
services and complete police consolidation, for the con
sideration of policy makers. They are: 

Option #1. Establish a single police agency 
for the City of Portland and Mult
nomah County. 

This option would entail the City 
and County enteri~g into an agree
ment to establish a consolidated 
police agency with the responsi
bility for providing police ser
vices in both jurisdictions. The 
option ""auld be carried out in the 
following fashion. 

1. The positions of Portland 
Chief of Police and Multno
mah County Sheriff W04fd be 
combined in a position of 
police director. 

* For a schematic description of Staff Functions 
and Line Functions see Chart 1. 
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CHART 1 

POl.! CE FUNCT I ONAl CLASS IF J CATION CHART 

POLICE 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

liNE FUNCTIoNS STAFF FUNCTl ONS 

SPECIALiZED 
OPERATIONS 
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Option #2. 

2. The Chairman of the County 
Commission would agree with 
the Mayor's appointment of the 
Chief. The appointee would 
then be sworn in as sheriff. 

3. All sworn personnel in the Port
land Police Bureau would be 
deputized. 

4. The county would assume respon
sibility for future hiring, 
personnel, and the financial 
administrat10n for police. 

5. The current portland Police 
Bureau officers would be main
tained in the Portland pension 
system; however, new officers 
could choose between the 
Multnomah County Sworn Law 
Enforcement Officers' Retire
ment System and the State 
Public Employees Retirement 
System for police. 

6. A cost sharing model based on 
current expenditure ratios 
would be established for funding 
the agency. 

7. Both the City and county would 
agree to continue and support 
the consolidated police organi
zation for a minimum of four 
years, after'which either 
government could dissolve the 
relationship on six months 
written notice. 

Establish a Public Safety support 
Agency to consolidate and coordinate 
support Activities wh.ile reorgan
izing and maintaining independent 
police Line Functions. '.1 

This option would entail the City and 
county agreeing to establish a single 
agency to organize and manage support 
Activities for emergency and quasi
emergenGY pUblic safety and criminal 
justice agencies. The police Line 
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Functions would remain separate under 
each government. Administrative 
Activities for each police depart
ment would be merged with,counter
part units with each jurisdiction. 
The salient features of this ar
rangement would include: 

1. A position of coordinator of 
Public Safety Supp~rt Act
ivities would be established 
under the Mayor of Portland and 
the Chairman of the Board of 
Commissioners of Mu1thomah 
county. 

2. 'Jlhe coordinator would be pro
vided with the responsibility 
and authority for organizing 
and managing Support Activities 
subject to the direction of the 
Chairman of the County commis
sion and the Mayor of Portland. 

3. Support Activities that would be 
provided directly would be com
munications (dispatching) re
cords, data processing, evidence 
an~ property control, and identi
fication. Support Activities 
subject to the functional con
trol of the Coordinator would be 
criminalistics, equipment acquis
ition and maintenance, prisoner 
detention and processing, and 
facility acquisition, management 
and maintenance. 

4. The CitY/County Ag.reement would 
be for a specific r.lumber of years 
and the jurisdictions party to 
the agreement would be obligated 
to phase out their Support Act
ivities in accordance with the 
plans initiated by the Public 
Safety Support Agency. 

5. The Agency would establish its 
own positions and, whenever pos
sible, personnel who are current
ly performing the functions for 
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Option #3. 

individual police departmdnts 
would be transferred to the 
Public Safety Support Agency. 

6. The Agency's services would be 
available to a broad range of 
public safety agencies rather 
than simply to the police. 

Improve and continue ad hoc mergers 
and reductions of duplicative efforts 
of police Support Activities but 
reorganize and maintain independent 
Line Functions in each juriSdiction. 

This option would entail City and 
County officials agreeing on the 
Support Activities that should be 
consolidated and preparing a long 
range plan for such consolidations. 
Each activity will be handled as 
a separate project. The projects 
would be organized, so ,as to result in 
a reasonably equitable distribution 
of costs. Other specifics of this 
option are: 

1. The areas that should be consoli
dated are communication's, :t;'e!cords, 
data processing, ev.idence and pro
perty control, criminalistics, 
equipment acqUisition and main
tenance, prisoner detention and 
processing, identification," war
rant service and extradition and 
facility acqUisition, management 
and maintenance. 

2. The juriSdictions involved 'should 
negotiate a precise contract for 
each merger project which specif
ically sets forth ~he objectives 

. of the project, the budget, com
munication channels, and management 
authority. 

3. The contract should also establish 
the obligations and the length 0.£ 
commitment of the parties to the 
contract. It shoUld be designed 
to reduce excessive bureaucratic 
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review. All agencies should be 
able to ascertain the amount of 
service they will recieve. 

4. The reporting responsibility of 
the project directors should be 
precisely def;ined. It should be 
clear who has the authority to 
order the director to perform 
what functions. COllunittee pro
cedures and power should be 
clarified. 

5. Projects should be managed by 
people who are competent in the 
technical area rather than simp
ly police managers who are 
assigned by one of the partici
pating agencies. 

6. Plans should be comprehensive, 
systemic and long ranged. In 
addition, they must be followed 
unless there is specific, well
conceived justification for mod
ification. 

7. The jurisdictions involved should 
agree to drop funding of any 
independent projects or operations 
which would duplicute the services 
provided by the projects. 

The arguments for and against each of these options 
can be summarized as follows. 

OPTION #1: Complete Consolidation 

ARGUMENTS FOR 

Easiest and least 
expensive to adminis
ter. 

Result in most coor
dinated reorganization. 

Will reduce duplication 
and yet facilitate res
ponsiveness to needs of 
people. 
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ARGUMENTS AGAINST 

Reduces direct poli
tical control by 
elected officials. 

Will result in most 
controversy and re
sistance to change. 
Police Managers would 
likely be strongly 
opposed to this 
approach. 

OP'l'10N jJl (Cont.) 

ARGUMENTS FOR 

Will reduce red tape 
for citizens. 

Will facilitate long 
range planning. 

lIas potential for most 
savings. 

ARGUMENTS AGAINST 

Will complicate en
forcement and train
ing problems. 

Will create person
nel management pro
blems that are like
ly to be more RO
vere than under 
either of the other 
options. 

OPTION #2: Single Public Safety Support Agency 
with Separate Line Functions. 

Would increase influ
ence of elected offic
ials over Support Act-
ivities. . 

Increases the utility 
of police Support Act
ivities for the entire 
government by making it 
possible for many other 
governmental units to 
use the services. 

More consistent with 
long range plan for 
complete conSOlidation 
than ad hoc merger of 
functions. 

Would be less expen
sive to manage than 
ad hoc mergers. 

Would leave control 
of Line }i'unctions and 
Administrative Activi
ties with the individ
ual jurisdictions. 
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Reduces control of 
police management 
over Support Acti
vities. 

Re~uces relation
ship and communica
tion between police 
and support person
nel. 

Increases time elec
ted officials must 
devote to providing, 
policy direction for' 
Support Activities. 

Creates a fear among 
police that the sup
port staff will be 
o~ inferior quality 
or quantity. police 
managers would like
ly be op~osed to this 
approach. 



OPTION #2: (Cont.) 

Would place responsi
bility for coordinated 
performance of Support 
Activities and remove 
competition among sup
port projects from the 
political arena. 

'" 
Would reduce time gov
ernmental officials 
would have to devote to 
project management. 

Would facilitate cooper
ation between police and 
nonpolice user agencies. 

Ad Hoc Consolidation with separate 
Line Functions. 

Would result in less 
duplication of Support 
Activities than cur
rently exists. 

Would offer potential 
for reducing police 
costs while maintaining 
at least the same level 
of service. 

Most likely of three 
options to be supported 
by police managers. 

Would keep most of the 
Support Activities 
under command of a 
police agency. 

Would leave police 
Line Functions and Ad
ministrative Activities 
under the individual 
jurisdictions. 
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Individual pro
jects require high 
time investment by 
elected officials 
and administrators. 

Management expense 
might offset sav
ings from the elim
ination of duplica
tion. 

Requires a number of 
individual agreements 
and policy groups. 

Failure rate of ad 
hoc arrangements 
is high. 

Would not make Sup
port Activities 
available to the 
broadest number of 
governmental users. 

t 
t 

OPTION # 3: (COllt. ) 

Places individual 
projects in compe
tition with each 
other for funds. 

Fragmants authority 
over projects. 

Complicates long 
range planning and 
implementation of 
plans. 

Fails to provide the 
job security needed 
to attract the most 
competent people 
available. 

All of the three options are consistent with exist
ing legal restrictions. If accompanied by appropriate 
changes in Line Functions and Administrative Activi
ties any of the three options would result in more 
responsive police services. They all offer potential 
for reducing costs, although Option 1 would ultimately 
reduce costs more than either of the other options; 
and Option 2 would logically be less expensive than 
Option 3. However, Option 1, complete consolidation 
of the police, appears to be superior to either of the 
other two options in the area of ease of administration. 
Although initially efforts to completely consolidate 
the police would probably encounter the most resistance, 
in the long run consolidation could save years of frus
trating merger efforts and reduce'the overall costs 
and administFative time investments significantly. 
Therefore, the following recommendation is offered. 

The Portland Police Bureau and Multnomah 
County Division of Public Safety should be 
completely consolidated in a manner des
cribed for Option 1. 

As an alternative to this recommendation the second 
best approach is outlined in option 2. If neither 
Option 1 nor Option 2 is deemed acceptable, Option 3 
will represent an improvement over the approaches 
currently being followed. However, the improvement 
of overall police operational effectiveness under any 
of these options will be dependent on concurrent reor
ganization of police Line Functions and Administrative 
Staff Activities. 
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V. Internal Organization 

Current police operations 
have a variety of shortcomings 
by new organizational designs. 
can be summarized as follows! 

in the City and County 
that should be addressed 

The major problem areas 

1. The administrative philosophy of many 
police managers is authoritarian, and 
based on bureaucratic organizational 
and management theory. Given the gen
eral social environment, the progres
sive orientation of local governmental 
leaders, and the quality--particularly 
intellectual level--of local police 
officers such a philosophy is inappro
priate. 

2. Local police agencies tend to operate 
in a highly autonomous fashion. In the 
absence of specific instructions from 
higher authority most police managers 
are :wt concerned about insuring that 
their actions support policies of the 
overall government. Nor are they 
concerned about identifying and res
ponding to community and citizen needs 
and priorities. They tend to arbitrar
tly reject advice and information from 
nonsworn people if it in any way conflicts 
with traditional police wisdom. These 
situations are both a consequence of and 
maintained by the structures and proce
dures of local police agencies which are 
organized in a fashion that isolates, 
insulates, and protects police managers. 

3. Although the highest priority police goals 
and the largest proportion of the citizen 
requests and police workload are relat~d 
to order maintenance and service, local 
police agencies are organized and invest 
the largest proportion of their resources 
in criminal apprehension. An excessive 
amount of resources is invested in over
head command structures and specialized 
functions. The situation is further com
plicated because those officers who are 
responsible for providing general police 
services have been organized and assigned 
by ~planning based primarily on crime 
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statistics rather than community needs 
or workload information. While most 
police managers verbally support the 
goals and priorities and recognize the 
absence of an established relationship 
between arrest rates and crime levels, 
it appears that they have based organ
izational arrangements more on tradi
tion, self interest, and plagiarism than 
systematic planning. 

4. Organizational policies and practices re
lated to the selection assignment, pro
motion, work performance and control of 
personnel have failed in many respects 
to provide fair treatment of citizens 
and employees while producing desire-
able resul~s. Procedures fall short in 
providing adequate guidance or protection 
for either personnel or citizens. Nearly 
ninety-nine percent of all sworn police 
officers in the City and County are white, 
and the highest r~nking black police offi
cer is a sergeant. Proportionally, women 
have not fared as well as blacks in the 
personnel system. Promotion criteria 
emphasize years of experience as a sworn 
officer and test taking ability more than 
successful work performance, credentials 
or ability. The sporadic functioning and 
inconsistent results of control devices 
indicate a need for improvement in this 
area. 

Recommendations for reorgan~z~~g local police must 
address these problems in a manner consistent with the 
conclusions and consolidation options of previous 
chapters. 'l'he following recommendations were \iritten 
at a level of abstraction sufficient for policy makers 
to provide direction without usurping the management 
prerogatives of police officials and managers. 

Recommendations for reorganizing Line Functions. 

The alternatives available for reorganizing Line 
Functions to address the identified problems and condi
tions are limited. Regardless of the specific option 
chosen for consolidation, police Line Functions should 
be decentralized and organized around communities. 
The job structure should be redesigned to reduce frag-
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mentation of efforts and facilitate the quick and ade
quate completion of police activities. Whether Line 
Functions of local police agencies are consolidated 
or not, the conclusions and recommendations of the 
report are appropriate. 

Local police organizations currently invest an 
excessive amount of resources in management and super
visory personnel. Many of the managers and supervisors 
can be reassigned to operational positions and their 
work performed by cJ.erks or other management personnel. 
Nonmanagement and non supervisory functions can be 
achieved more eff:!.ciently by clerks, civilians or lower 
ranking personnel, thereby releasing management and 
supervisory personnel for service delivery activities. 
Therefore, it is recommended: 

1. The ratio of management and super
visory personnel to bottom level 
subordinates should be reduced. 
Spans of control should be based on 
the type of work performed. The 
practice of using higher ranking 
personnel to fill non supervisory 
positions should be discontinued. 

2. The number of levels of hierarchy 
should be reduced to no more than 
four ranks. 

These actions would reduce the number of links in 
the communication system and reduce the distortion in 
communications. In addition, they would provide more 
personnel for the supervision and performance of 
direct police services. 

Local police are too highly specialized in law 
enforcement and investigative functions. The current 
level of specialization reduces uniformed patrol offi
cers to report takers. It creates inefficiency in com
munications and processing of work. It severely reduces 
the number of uniformed personnel available to respond 
to and assist citizens who seek police aid. To correct 
this situation the Report recommends: 

The amount of specialization in police 
Line Functions should be reduced by 
incorporating specialist responsibil
ities into patrol officer jobs and re
turning specialists to uniformed gen
eralist patrol operations. 
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Managers who have devoted the vast majority of 
time in recent years to office assignments do not 
have the perspectives nor the information about 
problems and methods of patrol officers who spend 
their working hours delivering police services. In 
many instances management personnel do not have the 
educational preparation of patrol officers. Even 
in those situations where management personnel and 
patrol officers have similar educational credentials, 
the patrol officer's education is often more contemp
orary. Special function committees can provide a 
structure that will bring current operational inform
at,ion and experience to bear on management problems. 
In addition, the use of committees shOUld improve, 
organizational comr;1Unication and the commitment of 
police officers to the organization. Committee 
meetings, including staff meetings should be open 
to all police personnel. The Report recommends: 

The use of temporary special purpose com
mittees containing patrol officers to 
perform functions currently, the exclusive 
responsibility of overhead personnel 
should be increased. 

Citizens in different communities reflect a var
iety of cultures, economic conditions, social problems 
and values. The police organizational structure should 
permit reasonable variations in operational policies 
and procedures to address these differences. Officers 
and supervisors should be given a stable assignment 
where they can establish rapport with and an under
standing of the people in a community. Area responsi
bility needs to be built into the total organizational 
design. The Report recommends! 

Organizational arrangements shOUld place 
greater tert'itorial and functional res
ponsibility for serving police clients 
or patrol officers and their first line 
supervisors. 

The current patrol allocation plans do not ref.lect 
any substantial consideration 'of community Jilouridar.ies f' 
eqonomic or cultural situations, school district!?·, '" 
political boundaries, census tracts, or other suod'iv":: 
isions .• Even though communities have differences in ' 
economic, cultural, and other demographic characteris
tics which create differences in police problems, the 
police have universal priorities and standard operating 
procedUres for the entire jurisdiction. In many areas 
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the police officers are not familiar with the community 
and do not know citizens. Although a variety of social 
service agencies exist in many communities, most patrol 
officers are not familiar with the services they offer 
and do not make use of them in handling police problems. 

The current organizational arrangement is not con
ducive to efficient communication between officers 
working at various times in an area and from other 
citizens. Transfer policies and work practices further 
reduce efficient delivery of police services. These 
situations reduce flexibility and restrict the ability 
of police to respond to citizen desires and needs. 
The Report recommends: 

Patrol operations should be reorganized 
to facilitate (1) establishment of policy 
differentials that will render police 
services more relevant to the needs and 
expectations of individual communities, 
(2) citizen participation, communication, 
and influence with police officers in their 
communities, (3) police officer familiarity 
with the communities and the people whom they 
serve, and (4) cooperation between the 
police and other city and county social 
service agencies. (See chart 2, page 23,) 

A reorganization of patrol operations as outlined 
in the preceding recommendation should not only in
crease pol~ce effectiveness, but also facilitate 
future planning and improvements in police operations. 
Restructuring the police patrol operations for im
proved interfaces with the community and other com
munity assistance agencies should increase the value 
of police as a part of local government. 

Administrative Activities Organization Recommendations. 

Although the preceding methods for improving police 
Line Functions are applicable regardless of whether or. 
not local police agencies completely consolidate, the 
recommendations related to police Administrative Acti
vities (planning, personnel, training, financial ad
ministration, public information, inspections, and 
internal affairs) are directly dependent on which of 
the three consolidation options will be implemented. 
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Administrative Activities play a critical role 
in the management of the overall organization and 
maintaining the quality of police operations. There
fore, the Administrative Activities should be struc
tured to ensure that the police organization's 
philoso~hical orientation, efforts and activities 
are kept consistent with the policies of the govern
ment or governments responsible for overall direction 
of the police operations. 

If the police Line Functions are completely consol
idated as is recommended in Option I, Administrative 
Activities should be completely consolidated and inter
faced with their cotmterpart Administrative Activities 
at the City and County levels of government. If the 
police Line Functions are not consolidated (Option 2 
or 3), the Administrative Activities of the City Police 
Bureau shoUld be merged with their counterpart units 
at the City level, and the Division of public Safety 
Administrative staff should be merged with their 
counterpart units in the County Government. 

Administrative Activity Recommendation. If 
police Line Functions are consolidated into 
one police agency (Option I), Administrative 
Activities should be placed under the direct 
control of the police director with Adminis
trative Staff provided by the City and County 
(See Chart 3, page 25.) 

Alternative Administrative Activity Recom
mendation. If police Line Functions are not 
consolidated into one police agency, Adminis
trative Activities should be merged with 
their counterpart units in the respective 
City or County Government (See Chart 4, 
page 26.) 

Regardless of which of the above two recommenda
tions apply, the following recommendations are appli
cable. 

1. Administrative Activity units with sim
ilar functions in the City of Portland, 
Hultnomah County, the Portland Police 
Bureau, and the County Division of Pub
lic Safety should be physically located 
in the same facility in close proximity 
to each other. 
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2. Similar Administrative Activity 
units of the city, county and 
police should hold periodic joint 
staff meetings to ensure that their 
efforts are cooperative and coordin
ated. 

3. positions in Administrative Activity 
units, including supervisory posi-

·tions, should be classified as non
sworn although sworn police officers 
should not be precluded from filling 
such positions if a sworn officer 
seeking a position is the most qual
ified candidate in terms of skills, 
knowledge, and credentials. How
ever, sworn officers assigned to 
such positions should receive an 
appropriate adjustment in their 
remuneration. 

4. Personnel for Administrative Activity 
units, with exception of police offi
cers assigned temporarily to such 
units for special projects, should be 
hired by governmental staff adminis
trators rather than the police. 

5. The police inspectional functions 
should be staffed by both sworn and 
nonsworn personnel and organized as 
part of the planning unit. 

6. Police internal investigations should 
be staffed by sworn police personnel 
and the operation should be organized 
to be directly responsible to the chief 
police administrator. 

7. The local governmental officials should 
consider the possibility of establishing 
inspectional and citizen complaint units 
to perform government wide control func
tions for their respective jurisdictions. 

Recommendations for Organization of Support Staff 

The organization of police Support Activities (com
munications, records, data processing, criminalistics/ 
crime laboratory, evidence and property control, 
detention, identification and photography) is also. 
dependent on which of the three consolidation options 
are chosen. If either option I (a completely consoli-
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functional supervision of records, (3) criminal
istics support should be organized and imple
mented in the manner recommended by the Metro
politan Crime Laboratory Commission, (4) police 
vehicle acqUisition and maintenance functions 
should be assumed by the Portland Bureau of 
Fleet Management, (5) Detention and identifica
tion functions should be placed under the 
Multnomah County Division of Public Safety, 
and (6) Warrant service and extradition func
tions should be assumed by the Multnomah Count~ 
Division of Public Safety. 

Previous ad hoc efforts to merge police Support 
Activities have been controversial and the success rate 
of such projects has been extremely low. Over the past 
twenty-five years, although approximately nine major co
operative ventures that have been undertaken only one 
can be considernd basically successful. 

The high failure rate has been the result of (1) 
weaknesses in long range planning, (2) inadequate con
si-deration of systemic relationships with other func
tions before beginning mergers, (3) failure to develop 
sound long range commitments to use the merged units, 
(4) failure to assign specific responsibilities and 
adequately define authority in the merged areas, (5) 
the .l:Jl1position of elaborate, ill-defined committee and 
task force structures without a division of responsi
bilities and authority between the con~ittees and the 
project staff, and (6) the assignment of responsibil
ity for mergers to skilled police practitioners who 
did not have sufficient backgrounds in the technical 
areas being organized. Future efforts to merge, re
organize and consolidate Support Activities will 
continue to be inefficient unless these problems are 
corrected. 

Personnel. 

It is im~ortant to have a match between police 
personnel, the police organization and the police 
clientele. An arrest oriented police agency will have 
community relations problems if its clientele place 
a higher priority on expeditious and complete police 
responses to their requests fol:' service. Egalitarian 
employees will not perform successfully in an author
itarian organization. Therefore, the police personnel 
system or systems must be specifically designed to 
complement the police organizational plans. 

-30-

r 
! 

i , 

The relative uniformity of citizen expectations 
about the need for competent police managers and offi
cer~, the trends towards eventual complete standardi
zat~on o~ lo~al police agencies, and the proposed 
standard~zat~on of local police, are indications of 
the need ~or a standard personnel system for all police 
agencies ~n Multnomah County. The Report recommends: 

Police Career systems and personnel prac
tices should be redesigned to (1) make 
more extensive use of knowledge and skills 
of ~perational personnel, (2) relate sel
e~t~on metho~s,specifically to all posi
t~ons, (3) l~m~t the requirement of sworn 
offi~er status to those positions which 
requ~re arrest powers, and (4) facilitate 
the rewarding of good, goal oriented job 
performance. 

, ~o~ on~y does a,dis~roportionate amount of police 
act~v~t7es ~nvolve m~nor~ties, the public confidence in 
the pol~c7 wa~ found tO,be lowest among minority citi
zens. Th7s d~fferenc~ ~n confidence levels may be due 
to a ~ee17ng that pol~ce do not provide equal service 
for m~n07~ty people, and a related belief that even 
whe~ pol~ce respond to situations involving minorities 
the~r methods tend to discriminate against minority , 
persons. Some people construe the absence of minor
~~y employees from local police agencies as confirma
t~on of these beliefs. 

, As previously indicated no police personnel system 
~n M~ltn~m~h C?unty can provide convincing evidence of 
nond~scr~m~nat~on on the basis of either race or sex. 
Nor can any,personnel system provide substantial evi
denc~ ~hat ~ts hiring and promotional practices are 
select~ng the most competent people available. The 
Report recommends: 

Police personnel procedures should be re
designed to elifuinate racial and sexual 
discri~ination as well as any appearance 
of rac~al and sexual discrimination. 

, The Social Development Corporation, a consult.ing 
f~rm employed by the Police Consolidation Project is 
currentlY,str~ving to ~evelop the details of a ca;eer 
system WhlCh ~s compat~ble with these personnel rl=com
mendations. 
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Af't.or upprovuJ by tho Policy Group, 
tho uta£f will ouporvioo implclIIonta-
1.:1011 of ouch plan, worlt.!.ng directly 
wi til [;110 u<]tmcico und omployoos 
lilVolvml. 

Ullon completion of: worJ<. on tho doc;ign
tl Lod Ili~(laO, the Police Conaol:lda t:lon 
Project otnf£ will prnpnre a l.Jolico 
consolidation mDnual nnd tho required 
final reports. (The Police Conooli
c1uLi(m Pl.'oleo\; IJranl: is schoduled 
~,o end 1n l\prH, 197!L 

1l: o!\oulu b(l mnt>huuizod L-.hu t sUClcolJsful comple
tion of tho Polico Consolidation Project will depend 
011 both. tho tJovClJ~nmont:s emu tho police uqencios giving 
hi'~lh pnodtyt.o tho r.ecommended otcps nbove. My 
dolayo on dooi01000 related to tho project will acr
louoly hanwor efforts to OXllcdionl:ly improve police 
Stl.rvlcCHl in Por tJ.und and Mull;l\Omah Coun ty . 
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ABSTRACT 

This report presents a compendium of scholarly articles 
prepared while the author was a Visiting Fellow, National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, during 
1974-1975. These essays focus upon survey studies of the 
victims of crime: the incidents which affect them, their 
perceptions of crime a:nd the criminal justice system, 
the reporting of crimes to the police, the costs and 
consequences of victimization, and the use of survey 
studies of crime for criminal justice planning and evaluation. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This collection of essays is submitted as a report of my activities 
during my Visiting Fellowship at ·the National Institute, 1974-1975. It 
does not resemble the product proposed in my Fellowship application, for 
mu~h of the data required to perform the proposed analysis did not become 
available until late in the Fellowship period. Rather, I worked with the 
material at hand, which was largely advance tabulations of crime panel 
projections for 1973 and tabulations of the city-level data collected by 
the Census Bureau. Because of the limitations imposed by the tabulations, 
these reports focus upon bivariate relationships in the data, and they 
do not explore at all an original topic of interest, citizen's attitudes 
toward crime and the police. Multivariate analyses of the incident data, 
and the role of attitudes in the decision of victims to report their 
experi.ences to the police, remain problems to be explored. 

While a number of persons have contributed to my understanding of 
the crime panel data and have helped to create an environment within which 
my work could proceed, I would like to thank in particular: Winifred Reed 
and Richard Barnes of the National Institute, Dawn Nelson of N.C.J.I.S.S., 
and the squads of staff members at the Institute who have listened to my 
expositions of the data and contributed ideas of their own. 
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This essay describes the hous'ehold and commercial victimization surveys 
conducted for L.E.A.A. by the Bureau of the Census. It will be published 
in The Review £f Public Data Use, October, 1975. 

The Victims of Crime: Some National Panel Data 

This article uses L.E.A.A.'s. national crime survey to describe the volume 
and character of crime in the United States, the nature of its victims, 
and the consequences of victimization. It will appear as Chapter 9 of 
Criminal Behavior and Social Systems (2nd Edition), edited by Anthony L. 
Guenther (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1976). 

3 •. Citizen Reporting of Crime: Some National Panel Data 
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lbis essay examines the .determinants of citizen reporting of victimizations 
to the police. It will appear in Criminology. 

The Dimensions of the Dark Figure of Unreported Crime 

This section explores the consequences of non-reporting for the victims 
of crime and for the community as a whole. It will appear in Crime and 
Delinquency. 

Measurement Problems in Official and Survey Crime Rates 

This article explores the sources of error in U.C.R. and victimization
survey crime data and discusses Some of the difficulties inherent in i 

attempting to compare the two. It will appear in the Journal £f Criminal 
Justice, Spring, 1975 

~ 
6. Public Policy and Public Evaluations of Criminal.Justice System Performance 

This section reviews the research literature on the uses of interview data 
in the evaluation of police activities. It wiV. appear in Crime and Criminal 
Justice Policy, edited by John Gardiner and Michael Mulkey (Lexington, Mass: 
Lexington Books/D.C. Heath, 1975). 

31 170 7. The Use of Victimization Surveys in Criminal Justice Planning 

This report summarizes some thoughts on the uses of material gathered in 
victimization surveys for the evaluation of criminal justice system perfor
mance and for criminal justice planning. It will appear in Quantitative 
Tools for Criminal Justice Planning (Hashington: Uo S. Government Printing 
Office, 1976). 
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ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIES 

In addition to the victimization-related writings included in this report, 
the following general scholarly reports were written, and appropriately 
attributed to the Visiting Fellowship Program 

1. Book Review: Prisoners of Society, by Martin Davies. To appear 
in Social Science Quarterly. 

2. Article: "Groups in the Policy Process: The Police and Urban Crime," 
in Louis Masotti and Robert Lineberry (editors), Perspectives 2E. 
Urban Policy (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books/D.C. Heath, 1975). 

3. Article: "Efficiency and Effectiveness in Big-City Police Departments," 
to appear in Public Administration Review. 

4. Final manuscript preparation: Chicago Since 1840: ~ Time-Series ~ 
Han~, to be published by the Institute of Government and Public 
Affairs, University of Illinois, 1975 • 
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SAMPLE SURVEYS OF THE VICTIMS OF CRIME 

In July, 1972, the Census Bureau began one of the largest interview 

programs ever conducted, the crime victimization surveys of the Law Enforce-

• ment Assistance Administration. The national survey is designed to generate 

CHAPTER 1 
estimates of quarterly and yearly victimization rates for individ~a1s, house-

holds, and commercial establishments. In addition, special surveys have 

SAMPLE SURVEYS OF THE 
VICTll1S OF CRIME been conducted in twenty-six communities, producing victimization rates and 

other crime data for many of the nation's maj~r central cities. While the 

city s~rveys are "one shot" cross-sectional studies of the experiences of 

their citizens during a particular year, the national program is on-going; the 

,residents of 10,000 households are interviewed each month in a rotating panel 

design, producing continuous reports of the crime experiences of ordinary 

citizens. The.individua1 and household interview schedules are design.ed to 

elicit detailed accounts of six categories of offenses: rape, robber.y, 

assault, burglary, larceny, and auto theft. The commercial survey instrument 

focuses upon only two crimes, burglary and robbery. In addition to the 

personal or organizational characteristics of the victims of these offenses, i 

the data include self-reports of the value of stolen property, the extent of • personal injuries, medical costs, insurance claims and collections, the ~ 

restitution of lost property, the attributes of offenders, the reporting of 

• incidents to the police, and self-defensive measures taken by victims. Atti-

tude questionnaires were administered to one-half of the respondents over 

sixteen years of age in the city surveys; they probe perceptions of crime, 

• the fear of crime, and the effect of crime upon personal mobility. Because 

they are intended to gather information about relatively rare events--serious 

crimes--the samples drawn for these studies are very large. Tapes 
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containing the data are nO~l being prepat'ed by the Bureau of the Census, 

and soon will enter the public domain. 

This report describes these ~amples, and advances a few ideas about 

the data and their organization. It also summarizes key methodological prob-

lems about which us~rs should be aware, and lists several publications which 

refer to th,~ survE'.y. 

The !laUonal Household Sample 

The household sample focuses upon the victimization experiences of 

persons as individuals and as collective units. The hou::;eholds in the sample 

were ,,":losen through a multi-stage stratified cluster procE.',dure. In addition 

to standard dwelling units and mobile,homes, the sample may include group 

quarters such as flop houses, communes, and dormitories. The households 

are divided into panels of approximately 10,000 units, one of which is inter-

viewed each month. All household members twelve years of age and over are 

questioned about their experiences during the preceding six months. Re-

interviews are conducted with each panel for up to three years, then they are 

dropped from the sample and replaced by a new group of respondents. 

The heartof the interview schedule is the "incident screen," a list of 

questions probing the experiences of each repondent. Individuals are asked 

eleven ques tions:. including: 

(During the last six months) Did you have your 
pocket picked, or purse snatched? 

Did anyone beat you up, attack you, or hit you 
with something such as a rock or a bottle? 

In addition, a household informant is quizzed about burglaries, auto thefts, 

and other incidents which are treated as victimizations of the group as a 

whole. Each affirmative response to a screen item is followed up by a series 

of detailed questions which elicit reports about the jncident, perceptions of 

• 
the offender, ~nd consequent financial losses and physical disabilities. The 

resulting information is used to catalogue the event: the data to be released 

by the Census Bureau are coded in one of thirty-six categories, which can be I-I • 

recombined to produce analytic typologies or to create classifications compat-

ible with those employed by the F.B.I. in the Uniform Crime Report. 

• The National Commercial Sample 

The commercial study focuses upon burglary and robbery. The national 

sample was selected by a stratified, multi-stage cluster procedure conducted by 

• the Business Division of the Bureau of the Census. The sample potentially inclu-

des a broad range of organizations. In addition to retail establishments, it 

may include wholesale suppliers, manufacturing establishments, museums and 

• theatres, medical centers, ~oal mines, and in principle the 1972 break-in of 

the Democratic National Committee's headquarters could have been included in the 

data. These establishments were chosen from a sampling frame developad in 1948, 

• w~ ~/fl¥ 
however. Although it ltae bee.l updated somewhatA (primarily in large cities), the 

age of the sampling frame is a major weakness of this phase of the victim study. 

The selection procedure yielded an initial sample of 14,000 interviewed 

• commercial units. In each place, owners or managers are questioned about events 

which victimized the organization during the proceding six months; robberies of 

employees or customers are treated as individual rather than commercial crimes, 

• although injuries to the former "in the line of duty" are recorded. The 

commercial respondents are divided into six panels, but unlike the household 

sample, the commercial group is not rotated. 

• The City Household Samples 

In addition to the national household and commercial surveys, inter-

views were also conducted in twenty-six major cities. These communities 

• were selected for a variety of reasons: some because they were the focus of 
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special federai crime-reduction programs ~ some because .they are large and have 

an extraordinary impact upon the crime rate of the nation as a whole~ and 

others because they gave the collection a good geographical and demographic 

spread. A list of these cities and the dates during which interviews were 

conducted in them is presented in Table 1 . 

Table 1 goes about here 

Households in each of the cities were selected from 1970 Census computer 

tapes which contained information about the units which entered the sample. 

They were chosen at random in predetermined proportions to fill 100 strata 

defined by the race and income of their heads, whether they owned or rented. 

their quarters, and the size of the family group. This sample was updated by 

the inclusion of a randomly-selected group of units chosen from lists of build-

ing permits issued since the 1970 census. Again, the range of households which 

were eligible for inclusion was wide, primarily excluding residents of jails 

and units selected for the national survey • Response rates for the city samples 

were quite high, averaging about 95 percent of all households Ylhich could have 
l 

been questioned. Each city sample numhers about 10,000 interviewed households 

and 21,000 individual respondents. Each was quizzed about his or her victim
~ 

ization experiences during the preceding twelve months. It is important to 

note that data from the city studies refers to the experiences of city residp.nts, . 

not to crimes which took place in. those cities. Incidents reported in the 

surveys include many which took place elsewhere, while crimes which victimize 

commuters, tourists, and others who do not live within the boundaries of the 

central city are necessarily excluded by the nature of the sampling frame • 

Among other things, this makes it perilous to compare survey victimization 

figures with official police statistics . 
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TABLE 1 

Victim Survey Cities 

,\ 

' . .1 

Cities Interviewed July-September, 1972 

Atlanta 
Baltimore 
Cleveland 
Dallas 
Denver 
Newark 
Portland, Oregon 
St. Louis 

Cities Interviewed January-Harch, 1973 

Chicago 
Detroit 
Los Angeles 
New York 
Philadelphia 

Cities Interviewed January-March, 1974 

Boston 
Buffalo 
Cincinnati 
Houston 
Hiami 
Milwaukre 
llinneapolis 
New Orleans 
Oakland 
Pittsburgh 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
Washington, D.C. 
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The City Commercial Sample '\ 
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Commercial establishments were selected in each city using the Census 

of Business sampling frame that was employed in the national sample. Inter-

iewers were sent to selected areas of each community to compile lists of all 

visible establishments. Samples of these units were chosen, taking care to 

avoid establishments which belonged to the national commercial sample. Areas 

which had been annexed to the central cities since 1948 were examined for 

commercial areas, which were also sampled. Interviews were conducted with 

owners or managers, ga.thering information about burglaries or robberies which 

had affected their operations during the previous twelve months. The refusal 

rate was low, averaging less than four percent. In the end, representatives 

of about 2,500 commercial establishments were interviewed in each of the 

twenty-six cities. 

Data Organization 

There are several ways to organize data collected in the victim surveys, 

some of which are necessary for answering certain questions, but are ineffi-

cient for probing others. The largest files will contain information on all 

it'terviewed units, including those which were victimized and those wrdch were 
i 

not. Household files of this type will be hierarchical: eal!h record will 

contain data describing the household and its head, which will be follo~Ted by 

de.scriptions of a varying number of individuals in the household, each of 

whose attributes will in turn be followed by a varying number of data char'acters 

describing their victimtzation experiences, if any. Files of this sort may be 

utilized to examine differences between victims and non-victims of various 

offenses. Smaller and more efficient'files may be constxucted to explore the 

characteristics of victims or incidents only. For example, an Incident File 

would link the attributes qf each incident with those of its victim; an 
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individual or household would be in the file as o:'ten as they were the target 

of a crime, and there would be one record for each incident. Such a file could 

be used to explore the characterist~~s of incidents (Were they reported to the 

police, or not?) and the relationship between the attributes of incidents and 

the attributes of their vi~tims (Were the victimizations of whites more like+y 

to be reported than the victimizations of blacks?). 

Incident Files as well as "full files" containing information on all 

respondents will be released by the Bureau of the Census. In every case the 

records will include weights which must be used to adjust them to their proper 

proportion in the population. The weights reflect the probability of a unit 

being selected and they provide estimates for similar units which were not 

interviewed. In addition, incidents are weighted by the inverse of the number 

of victims they involved. Because crimes with two victims, for example, are 

twice as likely to be uncovered in a random sample of the population as those 

with only one 'Tictim, it is necessary to adjust for their differential chance 

of appearing in the data. The weizhts calculated by the Bureau of the Census 

also will provide population estimates of the frequency of 2ach incident or 

victimization. 

Also crucial to the organization of any data set from the national 

j 

crime survey is the time frame to which it refers. Two concepts are important, 

the "collection period" and the "reference period" 'for a set of data. Because 

the interviews gather retrospective reports, information collected at one point 

refers to some prior period of time, always six months in length in the national 

study. Data for a particular calendar reference period--say, 1974--wou1d be 

gathered from persons interviewed between February, 1974~ and June, 1975. 

Those reports may be organized in Incident Files containing information about 

events which occurred ~vithin the reference period of interest. Files organized 

...... ----------------------.---~~'--' 
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around persons or households, on the other hand, may contain incidents from 

variously overlapping reference periods, for reports gathered from respondents 

i~ more than one collection period will refer to different calendar months. 

Unless only respondents from a single monthly panel are used in an analysis, 

the incidents in the file will have occurred during different parts of a year. 

This has serious implica.tions if crime patterns are highly seasonal, or if 

there is a strong secular trend in the data. Reports gathered in each city 

study, on the other hand, share virtually identical collection and reference 

periods. 

Methodological Caveats 

Users of the crime survey data should be' aware of two clusters of 

methodological problems which plague any su~ey effort of this type: non-

recall and mis-recall. The focus of the crime surveys has been the incident, 

an event which· is presmned to have a reality apart from-its interpretation by 

its participants and the intrusion of interviewer and ,qu.estionnaire upon its 

verbal reconstruction. Because the survey must use people to gather informa-

tion about these events several important social and psychological processes 

are in fact at work in this reconstruction effort. 

The first difficulty is that the survey does not elicit self-reports 

of all the events which it purports to measure. There is evidence that it 

Under-enumerates minor or unsuccessful offenses, incidents which have not' 

occurred recently, events which were initiated ~y their eventual victim or in 

which he shares blame, and crimes of violence and theft which involve friends, 

neighbors, lovers, or family members •. Some of this may he due to memory 

failure; people forget trivial or temporally distant events of all sorts • 

Some may be definitional; the targets of theft or violence ldthin acquaint-

anceship circles may not think of themselves as "victims" or their antagonists 
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as "criminals." Many events may be under-reported as well because people 

choose not to tell the interviewer about them. These phenomena were investi-

gated in a series of "reverse reco:r:<;1 checks" in which victims of crime (as 

recorded in police files) were questioned in order to determine if the event 

would be recalled in the interview. Assaults within family and friendship 

networks often were not recalled, even though they previously had been 

brought to the attention of the police. In addition, analysis of reports of 

victimization during the 1973 reference period suggests that black respondents 

may be under-recalling less serious offenses, especially those in the assault 

category. Data on interpersonal violence in the crime surveys must be inter-

preted with care. 

In addition to the non-recall problem, errors are often encountered 

in the reports which are made to the interviewers. One major source of error 

is temporal telescoping, a phenomenon always encountered in survey studies 

which attempt to reconstruct past events. All survey studies of crime employ 

reference periods, spans of time for which respondents are asked to recall 

their experiences. There is a strong tendency on the part of many of those 

questioned to bring into the discussion events whic:h occurred outsj.de of the 

reference period--to "telescope forward" events which happened before it began, 

and to "telescope backward" those which took place after the cut-off point. 

The resulting figures then overestimate the crime rate for the period as ~ 

whole. Within the reference period, this leads us to overestimate the rate 

during the earliest and latest months as well. The only solution to the 

problem is to increase the saliency of the bounding points. In the national 

crime panel, this is accomplished by the use of a bounding interview. Data 

collected during the first visit of an interviewer to a household is not 

used for estimation purposes; rather, it is used in the subsequent interview 
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to establish a benchmark for the reference period. During each successive 

reinterview of a panel, the interviewer inquires about events which have 

taken place since the last visit. "This technique, accompanied by the schedul

ing of interviews immediately following the close of the reference period, 

generates much more accurate (and lower) estimates of the crime rate. 

The difficulty is that the interviews in the city studies were unbound

ed. Respondents in each of the twenty-six cities were asked to recall their 

experiences for the preceding year, but that recall period had not been 

demarcated by the visit of an interviewer. Because the city studies were not 

designed as panel efforts, future interviews in the same cities will be un

bounded as well. This serves to inflate estimates of the crime rate for these 

cities relative to those established by the national panels, and the two should 

not be compared. A related problem is that a portion of the interviews 

included in the national data were unbounded as well. The national panel is 

a sample of physical, not social, 110useholds. TI . d 1e pe~sons ~nterviewe are 

those who happen to inhabit those spaces, and when they move they usually are 

replaced in the sample by those who succeeded them in the same dwelling. These 

new residents are treated as replacements for those who lived there previousl1, 

and interviews with them are used in the crime-estimation process even though 

they were unbounded. This will serve to inflate artifically the estimated ~ 

crime rate. In addition, there is some evidence that unbounded interviews 

also will be less accurate in their temporal placement of events within the 

reference period. 

mmon 0 survey wor w ich There are a number of other p,roblems co t k h 

plague the crime survey data. The telephone has been used extensively to 

conduct interviews with hard-to-reach respondents, and there is no good 

evidence of the effect of this upon the quality and quantity of the data. 
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Panel mortqlity is a serious problem, for in a highly mobile society a 
\ 

three-year rotation cycle is a long one. uespite the relatively large 

size of the samples covering a particular reference period, the number of 

incidents which were uncovered in many crime categories is often painfully 

small. For example, the survey turned up only 22 rapes in New York City 

and 54 in Detroit. While .these produced city-wide estimates of 5,800' and 

2,500 rapes respectively, the standard errors of population estimates based 

upon such sample nts are very large, and it is impossible to do any detailed 

analyses of the characteristics of events in these categories. Finally, many 

of the perceptual items and self-reports of behavior gathered in the survey 

are of unknown reliability and validity. Data on the attributes of offenders 

is particularly suspect, for the proportion of victims offering "don't know" 

responses to questions about the age and race of their assailants is very 

low. 

Fo~ all of their difficulties, the victimization surveys represent 

a bold attempt to bypass traditional official sources of information about 

crime and to gather often experimental new data on the experiences of 

ordinary citizens. As the data are more fully analyzed, feedback about 

its strengths and weaknesses, and new ideas about problems which need to 

be explored and methodologies which are appropriate to the task, will help 

shpae the future of the survey program. 
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THE VICTIMS OF CRIME: SOME NATIONAL SURVEY FINDINGS* 

• Wesley G. Skogan 

Since the mid-1960s, the problem of "crime on the streets" has been 

• a recurrent theme on the American political agenda. In their platforms, 

candidates for office have espoused wide-ranging solutions to control crime. 

Their proposals range from restoring the death penalty or augmenting police 

• departments to radical social and economic reform. This political excite-

ment has been translated into a variety of specific crime-reduction programs. 

At the local level, rape crisis centers and victi.m-representation programs 

• have been instituted to provide s~pportive services for the unfortunate 

targets of crime. Methadone-maintenance programs have been in,itiated to 

respond to the perceived needs of drug users. Halfway houses have been 

• created to facilitate the adjustment of prisoners returning to the community. 

Police communications hardware and equipment have been upgraded to enable i 

them to respond more rapidly to calls for police assistance, on the presump-

• tion that such activity will prevent many crimes from occur ling in the firs~ 

place. The federal government's role has been primarily financial; it has 

provided billions of dollars for state and local agencies to initiate and 

• evaluate the effectiveness of such programs, and it has encouraged the 

diffusion of workable ideas throughout the crime-control establishment. 

• * This essay w'as written while the author was a Visiting Fellow at the Law 

Enforcement Assistance Administration, Washington, D.C. That agency bears 

no responsibility for its contents or conclusions. 
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This new attention to performance of the criminal justice system 

has highlighted an old problem. In spite of the introduction of innovative 

programs, we still lack many of the most rudimentary measures necessary to 

decide what programs work and how our society is progressing toward reducing 

crime. Since the 1930s, the primary source of information on crime, crim-

inals, and their victims has been the yearly UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS collected 

from local police departments by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

Participating departments supply the FBI with the number of crimes of 

various types that have come to their attention, the number of those that 

have been "cleared" (attributed to a firm suspect), and some simple informa-

tion on the victims of homicide and the recovery of stolen property. They 

also report the social characteristics (age, race, and sex) of persons 

arrested for those crimes. These data define the limits of our knowledge 

about national crime patterns; those limits are quite narrow, and the data 

themselves are often suspect. In 1967 a Task Force of the Crime Commission 

concluded: 

[T]he United States is today, in the era of the high speed 

computer, trying to keep track of crime and criminals with 

a system that was less than adequate in the days of the 

horse and buggy • • • • In so~e respec~s the present system 

is not as good as that used in some Luropean countries 

100 years ago. l 

cU: The manifold problems of official' crime statistics led the Commission to 

support a series of sample surveys to gauge independently the volume and 

distribution of crime. In those surveys, interviewers visited randomly 

selected samples of households and questioned adult "informants" about the 
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individual victimization experiences of househ ld members, and about burglary 

and other crimes against property that were perpetrated against the house

hold unit. The resulting data w~~e used to explore the personal character

istics of the victims of various types of crime, and to generate new measures 

of the crime rate for the sampled jurisdictions,.2 

This new source of data on crime closes several gaps in official 

statistics and circumvents important political and organizational processes 

that lead the police to undercount or undervalue many kinds of crime in 

their reports to the FBI. Because participation in the uniform crime 

reporting system is voluntary, coverage of the United States is far from 

complete for many key statistics. Sample surveys, on the other hand, can 

be representative of the entire population. Large, carefully drawn samples 

yield data that are more reliable than flcomplete enumerations," which 

uliss many areas and often elicit incomplete, illegible, or inaccurate 

accounts of local activity. Further, because they de'al with relatively 

small samples, surveyors can afford to focus upon e~ch individual case in 

greater depth, thereby eliciting much more thorough descriptions of events. 

Police departments traditionally have only collected detailed information 

on victims, offenders, use of weapons, and physical location of crimes in 

the case of homicide. 

Survey measures of crime are also more us'eful than official statis

tics in making inter-city comparisons of crime rates and characteristics 

of crime incidents. The voluntary self-reporting system used by the FBI 

is plagued by two problems that make comparisons questionable. First, 

the quality of information kept by 'local departments varies. The ~econd 

impediment is differences between standard definitions of specific crimes 

employed by the FBI for .national accounting purposes and the definitions 
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imposed by state criminal codes and city or county ordinances. What is 

classified as a "robbery" will vary from place to place, and it is not clear 

that local recordkeeping systems can always be adequately translated into 

standard form when the Uniform Crime Reports are comp 4 led. ... Interview ques-

tionnaires, on the other hand, may eas 4 ly be d d ... stan ar ized and deployed in 

similar fashion across jurisdictions. 

Another advantage of surveys is their independence from local authori

ties. Data gathered and analyzed by organizations that are not affected 

by the area's political machinations are not sensitive to local variations 

in law enforcement politics or police administrative practices. It is easy 

for the police to cheat. Att t d b 1 b emp e urg ary can e catalogued as vandalism, 

robbery as purse-snatching, 'and grand larceny as petty larceny.3 Rape 

c9mplaints can be discouraged by rough handling, burglary reports can be 

"lost," and even homicide can be written off as "suicide fl or "hit-and-run" 

when there is no next-of-kin to raise a ruckus. All of these techniques 

are useful when they serve the political purposes of the police to "reduce 

crime," and they may be reversed to achieve the opposite effect as well. 

Cheating can also take place at the grass-roots level. In departments 
i 

where the performance of district commanders is evaluated by their ability 

to manage the local crime rate, they will do so. As one Chicago police 

officer recently testified, flIt's impossible under the present system to 

write factual and honest official reports and stay out of the commander's 

office very long. lA 

Finally, even honest official figures can be accumulated only for 

those crimes that come to the attention of the police. This is both a 

weakness and a strength of police-based crime statistics. Its weakness 

lies in the massive undercounting of certain kinds of crime. We have long 

suspected that many crimes are never reported to the police; European 

9-Lf 
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"d k f' " dubbed th~s officialiy unrecognized activity the ar ~gure sociologists .... 

of crime. In their present organization, the police are primarily a reac-

tive force, intervening upon citizen request. Police rarely observe such 

events as robbery or burglary, but rely upon victims or their confidants 

to report crimes to them through calls for assistance. wilen such calls 

are not made, the police can neither record nor re~pond to criminal activi

ties. Unlike official statistics, surveys gather information on many of 

'" As we shall see below, nonreporting these unreported vict~m~zat~ons. 

rates may be as high as eighty percent for some crime categories, and here 

d us W~th the only useful data on victims and offenders. surveys provi e .... 

Surveys of the type reviewed here, howeve~ cannot record many other 

kinds of crime. They cannot, for example, count crimes without victims. 

In their "proactive" role, the police detect many events which are not 

hi h h t eek out · drug uRe, public drunken-reported to them, but w c t ey mus s . _ 

ness, traffic offenses, pros ~ u ~on. t 't t' They also determine that events were 

crimes through intensive investigation; this is how'we know, for instance, 

that a fire was theresu t 0 arson. " 1 f Thus po,lice statistics are the only 

suitable accounting device for some kinds of crime. In addition, there are 

other classes of events for which neither official nor survey measures are 

suitable. It is often impossible to classify an event without knowledge 

, t' When a merchant arrives at his store in the of the perpetrator s mo ~ves. 

b k front W~ndow, shall we label it attempted bur-morning and finds a ro"en .... 

glary (a serious crime) or vandal~sm (not so serious)? When another mer-

chant conducts an inventory and discovers shortages, should we attribute 

, 1 "1 t" them to shoplifting, to employee theft, or were the goods s~mp y os 

rather than IIstolen"? In the absence of knowledge about specific events, 

about tIle ulagr"litude of a loss is not very useful. even detailed information 
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Crimes are furtive activities. Offenders attempt to control information 

that may link them wi th criminal ac ti vi ty, and \V'hen they are succes sful no 

measurement technique will betray them. 

Within these limitations, surveys of crime still may reveal detailed 

information on suitable events which is of considerable importance. Since 

1972 the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and the Bureau of the 

Census have been conducting national and city-level studies of this type. 

Twenty-six large cities have been chosen for analysis, and approximately 

33,000 interviews with city residents and 2,000 interviews with business 

owners and managers have been conducted in each of those communities. A 

continuing series of interviews is also being conducted with a national 

panel of 150,000 individuals and 17,500 business representatives. They 

are questioned every six months in rotation in order to produce quarterly 

estimates of the cri~e rate for the United States as a whole. These inter

views focus upon a selected set of relatively serious crimes: rape, robbery, 

assault, burglary, and theft. The section of the survey questionnaire 

which measures victimization was rigorously pretested in three cities to 

establish procedures that would most accurately assess crime. Questions 

have been designed particularly to encourage respondents to remember past 

events, to recall exact dates and details, and to overcome any embarrassment 

they might feel about discussing their experiences with an interviewer. 

In addition to reporting specific crime inCidents, victims are asked to 

describe their assailants, the extent of their financial loss and physical 

injury is probed, it is ascertained if they filed (and if they collected) 

any insurance claims, and they are asked if anyone reported the event to 

the police. Together, this information gives us a new and more detailed 

picture of criminal victimization patterns in the United States. 
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HOW MUCH CRIME IS THERE? 

The victimization surveys uncovered considerable disparity between 

the number of criminal incidents reported to interviewers and offic~al FBI 

statistics. Extrapolations from the samples indicate that about 37,500,000 

criminal events occurred in the Un.ited States during 1973 alone. The vast 

majority of these were crimes against property and therefore did not involve 

personal contact between a victim and an offender. Together, burglary of 

households (6,400,000 incidents) and commercial establishments (1,400,000), 

the loss of motor vehicles (1,300,000), and petty thefts from individuals 

(over 22,000,000) accounted for 85 percent of the total. Only four percent 

could be classified as "personal thefts" (robberies, purse-snatches, and 

other predatory offenses involving direct confrontations between victims 

and criminals). Slightly over four million instances of interpersonal 

violence (rapes and· assaults) were recorded (11 percent of total reported 

victimizations). Assaults were far more frequent than rapes, and a surprising 

number of both (about 70 percent of rapes and 75 percent of assaults) 

appear to have been unsuccessful, resulting in little or no physical injury. 
i 

Undoubtedly this large figure still falls far short of recording all 

crimes that occurred in the United States during 1973. Rape is probably 

not well measured in a victim survey, although many more incidents were 

reported to interviewers than surfaced through official reporting channels 

in 1973. In general, self-reporting procedures for measuring events are 

biased when they embarrass the respondent, when the events involve relatives 

or acquaintances who may be compromised, when the respondent/victim may 

have been partially responsible for precipitating the event, or when the 

boundaries that socially define t11e event are uncertain and shifting. 

These factors all contribute to measurement error for both rape and assault, 
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and undoubtedly lead victim surveys to underestimate the total number of 

potentially reportable events in the population. On the other hand, the 

very large numbers reported abov: may seriously overestimate other classes 

of offenses. Before they report a crime as having occurred, the police 

routinely investigate the circumstances surrounding an event; in many cases 

they conclude that a formal complaint is not required (i.e., no crime has 

been committed). No such screening is used in these victim surveys, although 

other surveys employing expert judges to determine if a legally action-

able offense has occurred have similarly dismissed a number of citizen-recalled 

incidents. 5 

It is unlikely, however, that the lack of screening could account 

for the magnitude of differences between official and survey crime rates 

revealed here. In some serious categories the ratio of crime uncovered 

in the interviews to incident.s officially recorded is over three to one. 

While it is impossible to compare official and survey crime figures in every 

case, Table 1 presents such comparisons for those crimes where it is reason-

able to do so. 

i 

Table 1 about here 

As the figures in Table I j.ndicate, survey estimates of the crime 

rate overshadow official counts in every category. Survey data revealed 

about three times as many rapes, assaults, burglaries, and robberies than 

reported in UNIFOR}! CRI~ffi REPORTS. The only crime with a significantly 

smaller gap between the two figures is vehicle theft. It has been argued 

that police statistics on auto theft, like those for homicide, are relatively 



. ' 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

.. 

TABLE 1 

COMPARISON OF OFFICIAL AND SURVEY CRI}ffi TOTALS 

FOR SELECTED CATEGORIES, 1973* 

Crime 

Rape 

A"sault 

Burglary 

Robbery 

Motor Vehicle 
Theft 

~, , 

Survey U.S. 
Estimate 

153,000 

1,313,180 

7,818,026 

1,214,884 

1,330,470 

Official 
U.S. Total 

51,000 

416,270 

2,540,000 

382,680 

923,600 

Ratio Comments 

3.0:1 Should be comparable; 
both count only indiv
iduals; much evidence 
that both undercount. 

3.2:1 Both count individuals; 
official definition re
quires serious injury or 
use of weapon; survey 
estimate is for events 
with comparable charac
teristics. 

3.1:1, Official figures have a 
wider base, and should 
total more -- the sur
vey figure is for house
holds and businesses 
only, while the official 
total includes organiza
tions, governments, etc. 

3.2:1 

1.4:1 

Official base is wideF, 
as for burglary. 

Official base is wider 
the survey figure is for 
auto theft from individual 
owners only, while offi
cial totals include 
thefts from businesses 
and organizations. 

* SOURCE: Official figures are from the UNIFORH CRDiE REPORTS for 1973' 
survey totals were calculated from tabulations supplied by the Bureau'of 
the Census for the 1973 Annual National Crime Panel. 
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accurate reflections of events that take place in the world. It appears 

that the magnitude of the loss, the importance of the automobile in daily 

life, and the widespread belief ~hat a police report must be filed for 

insurance purposes encourage high reporting rates for auto theft. If the 

other stages in the crime-recording process function smoothly, this should 

result in more accurate official figures for vehicle losses. 

WHO ARE THE VICTIMS OF CRIME? 

The picture of victimization that emerges from the 1973 national 

crime survey is a familiar one: the burden of crime is unequally distri-

buted in American society, falling heavily upon those who already bear the 

consequences of other forms of social inequality. The victims of crime are 

disproportionately young" black ~ and poor. Further, each of these factors 

appears to contribute independently to the chances that an individual is 

the victim )f a crime. The effects of age, race, and social status accumu-

late for those at the bottom of the ladder, leading to extremely high victim-

ization rates for selected subgroups in the popUlation. Let us look at 

these in succession. i 

Young people are disproportionately the victims of assaultive violence. 

• Table 2 reports assault victimization rates (the number of victims divided; 

into the number of persons) for different age groups. Assault rates are 

extremely high for persons in the sixteen to nineteen age cohort, approaching 

• six per hundred. The rate drops off steadily with age, and it is very 

small for persons over fifty. There are several reasons for this inverse 

relationship between assault victimization and age. First, youthful victims 

• are often in close proximity to high-risk offenders, who are also dispropor-

tionately other youths: they are on the street, in school yards, and in 

• 
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competitive events with their exuberant peers. Second, until a out age six-

t~en, physical differences between persons of differing ages are often 

pronounced. Therefore, twe1ve-y~ar old children will be quite vulnerable 

to harrassment by their immediate elders for several more years. 

The differential distribution of interpersonal violence aCl:OSS age 

cohorts is also presented in Table 2; the proportion each group represents 

in the sample population is contrasted to the proportion each represents 

in the pool of assault victims. The contrasts are striking: young people 

Table 2 about here 

are about twice as likely to be assault victims as their numbers in the 

population would lead us to ex~ect. Persons between ages twelve and twenty-

four (who make up 30 percent of the sample population) suffer i50 percent 

of all assaults recalled in the interviews. Any official policy designed 
. 

to reduce the overall assault rate in the United States must speak to the 

particular secutity needs of the younger component of the population. As 

we shall see, this will be extremely difficult. 
i 

The pool of high-risk victims ia further defined by sex: the victim-

ization rate for crimes involving assaultive violence is twice as high amo~g 
.; 

males (3.6 per hundred) as among females (1.9 per hundred). The same 

proportions describe robbery victimizations as well. Females outdistance 

males only in t,vo crime categories represented in this survey, rape and 

purse-snatching (some male victims of each were interviewed). 

Rapes which were reported for 1973 were twice as common among black 

women as among whites. Rape rates were much higher among divorced and single 

women than among the married, and victims were concentrated in the sixteen to 

twenty-four age group. Marital status undoubtedly reflects differential 
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Age 

12-'.5 

16-19 

20-24 

25-34 

35-49 

50-64 

65 and over 

TABLE 2 

AGE AND VICTIMIZATION, 1'973* 

Assault 
Relte 

4.81 

5.80 

5.28 

3.01 

1.67 

.84 

.38 

Percent of 
Total Population 
(Age 12 and over) 

10.2 

9.6 

10.7 

17.3 

20.8 

18.8 

12.5 
100.0% 

Percent of 
Assault Victims 

18.3 

20.7 

21.0 

19.4 

13.0 

5.9 

1.8 
100.0% 

* SOURCE: Calculated from tabulations prepared by the Bureau of 
the Census from the 1973 Annual National Crime Survey. Percentages 
do not total exactly to 100% due to rounding errors. 

i 
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opportunities for victimization: single women are more likely to be out at 

night unescorted or in the presence of males with whom their relationship 

is uncertain, and are the most a~cessib1e targets for attack. The assailant 

is usually a lone offender: about 80 percent of reported rapes were described 

in this way, while all additional 10 percent involved two offenders. The 

victims reported that the offender was a stranger about two-and-one-ha1f 

times as often as they recalled some previous relationship with him. 

Strangers may be involved in a far smaller proportion of rapes than these 

su~veys indicate. There is some evidence that rapes in which the victim 

ana the offender are acquainted or related are less likely to be recalled 

in an interview than the same crimes committed by a stranger. Such crimes 

by known perpetrators are also less likely to come to the attention of the 

po1ice. 6 

These attributes of rape help explain why its deterrence presents a 

difficult problem for the criminal justice system. The structural pre-

conditions of such victimizations involve women's roles, which are certainly 

less constrained than in the past. This may account in part for the rapid 

rise of official rape figures in recent years. In addition, the lone, 
i 

unknown offender is the most difficult to identify and apprehend, reducing 

the potential impact of police rape-deterrence programs. 

The relationship between race and criminal victimization is also 

clearly patterned: blacks are more likely than whites to be the victims of 

crime. Table 3 presents victimization rates by race for the largest cate-

gories of serious crime -- ~obbery, assault, and burglary. In each case, 

Table 3 about here 
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Type of Offense 

Assault 

With a Weapon 

Robbery 

With a Weapon 

Burglary 

TABLE 3 

* RACE AND VICTI}ITZATION, 1973 

Victimization Rates (per 100) 

Blacks Whites 

3.22 2.64 

1. 73 .91 

1.44 .60 

.85 .29 

13.55 8.77 

Breaking and Entering 6.30 2.56 

Ratio 

1.2:1 

1.9:1 

2.4:1 

2.9:1 

1.5 :1 

2.5:1 

*SQURCE: Computed from tabulations prepared by the Bureau of the Census 
from the 1973 ~nual National Crime Survey. 
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• 
rates for blacks exceed those for whites. Tab',e 3 further distinguishes 

• rates for robbery and assault with a vleapon and burglary involving breaking 

and entering. In each of these subcategories, blacks are more likely to be 

victims. In fact, the ratio between black and white victimization rates 

• is higher in these more serious subcategories (i.e., those involving use 

of a weapon or breaking and entering) than overall rates for the crimes. 

Further, the evidence indicates that blacks suffer disproportionately from 

• the serious consequences of crime. Figure 1 presents an analysis of the 

medical problems of the victims of assaultive violence. It reveals a 

familiar pattern: blacks are more likely to be the victims of such crimes, 

• more likely to suffer a serious assault, mo:re likely to be hospitalized 

overnight, and less likely to be insured. 

- - - - - - ~ -

• Figure 1 about here 

For a great variety of offenses, black Americans disproportionately suffer 

• the burdens of crime. 

The high level of victimization endured by blacks is in part a class 

phenomenon. In general, lower-income people are more likely than others 
j 

• to be the victims of crime, especially interpersonal violence and personal 

theft. Several types of property theft, on the other hand, most frequently 

strike upper-income individuals. 

• There is an inverse relationship between income and personal violence. 

Violent victimizations drop as income increases; members of families with 

incomes over $25,000 suffer only about 60 percent of the rate borne by persons 

• earning legs than $3,000. In contrast to assaults, automobile theft and 

common property theft increase in frequency as we move up the income ladder. 
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These rates seem to reflect the cultural and e"onomic circu;rllstances in which 
i 

Americans at polar extremes of the income distribution find themselves. 

Working-class males are more likely to grow up within a cultural milieu 

which demands that they assert their manhood in a physical manner, and the 

data indicate that violence within family and acquaintance networks is much 

more common in lower-income homes. High-income families, on the other hand, 

are desirable targets for property crime -- they have more to steal. 

If vle simultaneously control for the effects of race and income on 

victimization rates, the 1973 survey data indicate that each factor is 

independently important. Both for property offenses and interpersonal violence, 

rates vary in the fashion described above for blacks and whites within 

income groups, and for high' and low-income people 'vi thin the ~ racial 

group. Comparisons of victimization rates within these groupings suggest 

that income is more important than race in determining the probability 

of becoming" a victim. However, the fact that income "is more important should 

not minimize the effect of race revealed in this survey, for most black 

families in America do not have very much money. In this national sample, 

67 percent of all black households fell into the low-income category (annual 
i 

income less than $7,500), while 23 percent of all white households and only 

8 percent of all black households fell into the high-income category (annual 

income over $15,000). That white victimization rates for many property 

crimes are relatively high because whites have more to steal is a two-edged 

comment on crilUe in America. 

WHERE 'IS THE ACTION? 

Although crime occurs in every corner of the nation, the highest 

crime rates are concentrated in large cities. Crimes are easy to commit 

9--/3 

• 
in cities because more strangers are about (rna ing it easier to avoid 

identification), more goods are availabJ.e to be stolen, and more people 

make a point of not knowing thei~. neighbor's business (making it easier 

to live a "life of crime ") • Cities are also places whel.'e the rich and poor 

• come into contact daily} increasing opportunities for crime as well as 

accentuating the differences in their lifestyles. 

The relationship between city size and crime is reflected in surveys 

• of the citizenry. Victi~ization rates are higher among residents of cities 

than aniong residents of rural areas; urban rates for interpersonal violence 

are about one-third higher than those in the country; personal thefts are 

• four times as common in cities; property crime rates in rural places are 

only about 70 percent of city rates. Rates also increase with city size. 

Figure 2 shows victimization rates for residents of ~Jarious-sized cities 

• and their suburban rings. (Note that these rates represent the location. of 

Figure 2 about here 

• 
victims' residences rather than the location of crimes -- the two will 

i 

differ somewhat, and these data will overestimate suburban crime rates and 

• underestimate central city rates.) As Figure 2 indicates, personal theft 

increases steadily with city size, and the highest rates are achieved by 

residents of America's urban giants. The relatively high rates of victimi-

• zation experienced by residents of the rings surrounding these communities 

reflects the changing character of Bi.l"bl1rbanization. Many of the suburbs 

immediately contiguous to our largest cities have acquired a distinctly 

• urban flavor; they tend to be industrial, they contain many apartment units, 

• 



• 

• 

w 

• U (!J 

:5 2 
i= c.. w 
:::.:::: 

LL. u >-
0 0 I-0-

I u 
W ~ ....J 

N u c:t 
0:: - 0- I--

(f) CI'J' 2 
UJ 

• 
>- (!) U 

2' 

0 CO :c 
M 

u 
I-,..... « 

0') 2 
t- CI'J 

• 
w 

2 en 
cr:: 

0 :J - 0-

r- >-' 
<! cr:: 
N w - co 

~ 
co 
0 

i:: cr:: . I 
(,) I-- u.. 

> w 
:c 

• 

• 
..J l-

e:::( ...J 
« 

2 2 - 0 

~ CI'J 
cr:: 
w • 

0:: 0-

U 
r-.. 
r-.. 
N< 

• 
Q 

M 

• 

• 

Cl 
2 
0:: 
2 
c:t 
CQ 

0:: 
::;:) 
CQ 

::l 
en 

~ 

0:::1" 
0 

N 

o 
co 

.0 

SlN30lS3U DOL H3d 31\1H NOI1\1ZIIN11:J1J\ 

o 
Lon 
c:i 

i 

o 
1-0 
00 
00, 
o O'l 

'0:::1" fgN 

and they often house lower-income families. These characteristics, in con-

junction with the possible displacement of crime to the suburbs as a result 

of improved central-city policing, may account for high rates of victimiza~ 

tion among suburban residents. 

WHO CALLS THE POLICE? 

Most of the crimes examined here typically are not uncovered by 

police action, but are brought to their attention by victims or their con-

fidants. Only those that achieve official notice euter police recordkeeping 

systems. Unreported crimes probably contribute the bulk of those that 

appeared on the "survey" side of Table I but that did not appear in "official" 

totals. Not only are unreported crimes excluded from our social accounts, 

but they are also unlikely to lead to an arrest. Nonreporting thus limits 

the deterrent capability of the police. 

The determinants of reporting behavior are not well understood. 

Host research on the problem by criminologists in the past can be summarized 

as fo11mvs: individual reporting rates are shaped by (1) the persona) 

characteristics of individual victims (e.g., race, class, age), (2) the i 

relationship between victims and offenders (webs of kinship or acquaintance), 

and (3) characteristics of the incidents themselves (e.g., the outrage they, , 

engender, or their seriousness). Each of these factors is likely to play 

some role in the reporting decision, and their relative importance may 

vary from crime to crime. Understanding their influence upon reporting 

practices is crucial, for such actions shape our knowledge of the dimensions 

of the crime problem and the potential responsiveness of society to changes 

in criminal activity. 



• • 
Analysis of the national crime survey data for 1973 indicates that 

most of the personal characteristics of individual victims are unrelated 

• to reporting. Women are only slightly more likely than men to report • 
offenses, and income does not appear to playa significant role in shaping 

reporting behavior. Surprisingly, neUher does race. We would not be 

• astonished if blacks were more unwilling than whites to mbbilize the police. • 
Based upon their own experience or accumulated folklore, many black Americans 

have learned that relationships with the police involve distressing calcula-

• tions: Will their complaints be taken seriously? Will they face police • 
hostility? Is it wise to become known to the police under any circumstances? 

For a wide variety of offenses, however, blacks are not noticeably less 

• likely than whites to report their' experiences .to the police. • 
The only consistent individual predictor of whether a crime was 

brought to the attention of the authorities was age. Crimes that affect 

• • younger people are not reported as frequently as those that victimize their 

elders. Table 4 divides reporting rates for all crimes against persons 

(personal theft and interpersonal violence) by age groups. Reporting rates 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

Table 4 about here 

are dramatically lower for those under twenty; in that g~oup, less than onet.-

third of these contact crimes are reported to the police. Table 4 also 

indicates the survey estimate of the number of victimizations suffered by 

each age group. The findings are extremely significant, for the young are 

also disproportionately the victims of crimes against the person. In 

1973, youths between ages twelve and nineteen (mostly males, disproportionately 

black) experienced 35 percent of all personal-contact victimizations, and 

• 

• 
i 

I-

TABLE 4 

AGE AND REPORTING RATES: CRIMES AGAINST PERSONS, 1973* 

Age 

12-19 

20-34 

35-49 

50-64 

65 and over 

Percent 
Reported 

31'.5 

49.2 

56.6 

53.3 

53.6 

Number of 
Victimizations 

2,161,940 

2,304,350 

747,490 

494,850 

247,300 

* SOURCE: Computed from tabulations prepared by the Bureau of the Census I 

from the 1973 k1uual National Crime Survey. 
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very few of these incidents became known to the police. The reporting 

practices of young people thus exerc~se an enormous influence over the 

official violent crime rate in the United States; currently, they Keep the 

rate deceptively low, but an increase in youthful reporting could cause 

official figures seemingly to skyrocket. 

One of the major interests of students of crime has been the social 

relationships between victims and offenders -- the bonds of friendship and 

kinship that unite them. Offenders and their prey often have certain com

monalities. They are usually the same race and frequently reside in the 

same neighborhood. Neither are they always strangers to one another. 

Close victim-offender relationships are common in murder cases: it is not 

unusual for 75 percent of the homicides in large cities to involve friends, 

lovers, relatives, or business partners. It has been assumed that these 

social bonds frequently inhibit reporting offenses to the police; people 

do not want" their friends or spouses sent to jail, or they define such 

encounters as "private matters" beyond the scope of, the law. National 

crime survey figures for 1973 indicate that the incidence of crime T.vithin 

personal circles is relatively high. About 40 percent of all assaults, 

25 percent of rapes, and 20 percent of violent robberies involved victims 
i 

and offenders who were not strangers. The survey also indicated, however, 

that such ties between victims and criminals do notappp.ar to inhibit the ~ 

reporting of most offenses to the police. For example, about 41 percent 

of the assaults involving strange~s were reported, and about 39 percent of 

the assaults involving relations or acquaintances were reported. The only 

dramatic difference in reporting rates that appeared in the 1973 figures was 

for rape. In rape cases, attacks by strangers were reported about 20 percent 

more often. Again, a methodological caveat is in order: there is some 

• 

• 
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• 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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evidence thCit crimes perpetrated by fxiends or relatives are underenumerated 

in the survey, and victims may be more likely to recall in the interview 

those acquaintanceship crimes that they reported to the police. This would 

contribute to the pattern of reporting for rape described bere. Even if 

this is the case, it still appears that close victim-offender relationships 

do not have the dramatic effect on reporting rates that we anticipated. 

The strongest and most consistent determinant of citizen reporting 

to the police is the seriousness of the offens~. There are at least four 

major dimensions of seriousness: the value of stolen or damaged property, 

the extent of personal injury, the use of a weapon ,.,hich threatens bodily 

harm, and the extent to which the crime intrudes into the secure life space 

of the victim. Victim surveys reveal that the greater the loss, harm, 

threat, or insecurity generated by an event, the more likely it is to be 

reported to the police. 

It i"s not surprising that the value of the loss plays an important 

role in the reporting decision. Deciding to call the police involves a 

cost-benefit calculation: the individual weighs the costs of reporting 

in terms of time, anticipated hostility from the police, and fear of reprisal 

from the offender or his friends,against the benefits which might accrue 

from the action (the probability that the offender will be caught and ulti-

mately convicted, or that the property will be recovered). If the amount 

of the loss is relatively small, reporting costs will most likely outweigh 

reporting benefits. This is parUcularly true in the case of property 

offenses, where the lack of personal contact between victims and offenders 

makes it virtually impossible to identify suspects. Arrest or clearance 

rates for such offenses are very low, and the proportion of stolen property 

recovered is small. 



• 
The 8imple effect of the value of the loss on reporting rates is 

• illustrated in Table 5, which compiles reporting rates for all property 

thefts in the 1973 survey according to loss values. The reporting rate for 

• Table 5 about here 

successful thefts with small losses (less than ten dollars) was only 8 

• percent. In the $50-99 range it approached 50 percent, and above $250 it 

averaged over 80 percent. 

The introduction of other elements of seriousness into the equation 

greatly increases reporting rates, regardless of the value of the loss. 

Property crime involving an invasion of the home is more readily reported 

than simple theft away from home. Personal contact crimes that led to serious 

• injury were reported at higher rates than similar offenses that did not 

result in injuries.- Finally, the use of a weapon in a crime appears to have 

escalated reporting rates in the 1973 data. Table 5 also presents survey 

estimates of the reporting rate for non-violent robbery. The figures 

indicate that the use of a weapon in both successful and unsuccessful 
i 

robberies increased the reporting rate by 20 to 30 percent. Clearly the 

• threat of harm induced by the display of guns and knives encourages citizens 
~ 

to report incidents to the police. 

In sum, the evidence on citizen reporting suggests that the process 

• is highly rational. Hith the exc~ption of age, reporting rates do not 

appear to be substantially related to the personal characteristics of 

individual victims; instead, they are i~cident-specific. Reporting rates 

• are higher for personal contact crimes, where identifications and arrests 

are easier to effect. They incl."ease ,vi th the value of the loss, when the 

security of the home is breached, and when the offender threatens serious 

• harm or is considered a menace to the community. 

I '. 
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TABLE 5 

INCIDENT SERIOUSNESS AND REPORTING RATES, 1973* 

All Household and Personal Property Theft 

Value and Loss 

Less than $10 

$10-49 

$50-99 

$100-249 

$250 and above 

Percent Reported 

7.8% 

19.8 

45.4 

61.5 

82.4 

All Robbery Without Personal Assault 
, 

Combinations 
Percent Reported 

Attempted; no weapon 24.4% 

Successful; no weapon 39.2 

Attempted; weapon 41.,0 

Successful; weapon 67.8 

SOURCE: Com~uted from tabulations prepared by the Bureau of the Census 
from the 1973 Annual National Crime Survey. 

/ 
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Until the development of y~ctim surveys, official police records 

were the only source of information about the distribution of crime and the 

success or failure of crime-reduction programs. For certain kinds of ill~gal 

activity official statistics remain our only accounting; crimes without 

victims or crimes that can be uncovered only through police investigations 

are more difficult to measure by alternative techniques. Valuable new 

information about other types of crime can be gleaned from intervie~.;rs with 

samples of the population. These surveys are unencumbered by many of the 

well-knovm limitations of official crime statistics. They make it possible 

to gather infonnation on incidents that were not reported and therefore could 

never enter our system of official accounts. They also record the character-

istics of events that were ignored or discounted by the police, whether for 

political or organizational reasons. 

Extrapolations from the 1973 national crime survey suggest that the 

volume of crime in America was about three times larger than recorded in 

official reports. The total was very large, even though many incidents we i 

would label "criminal" were not covered by the survey. But more important 

than numbers of incidents are data on the details of those events that 

are recounted in surveys. One of the chief c'rit"icisms of the FBI crime 

statistics is the paucity of specific inforn~tion about the distribution of 

crimes and victims, and the consequences of crime for society. Although 

they are based upon samples, victim surveys may give us a better picture 

of these details than more extensive but less accurate enumerations. 

Several examples of this detail have been reported here. We have 

seen the highly skewed :i:nverse relationship bet~'leen age and distribution of 

assaultive violence. The i t' 1 d v c ~m surveys revea e many more assaults than 

• 
enter official records, and a considerable proportion affected those under 

• twenty-five. Young people are much less likely than individuals in other age 

brackecs to report any kind of victimization to the police, thereby dis-

guising untold numbers of incidents. Any change in this pattern of nonreporting 

could cause official crime statistics to fluctuate ~ildly because of the 

differential distribution of events. Any concerted societal attack on the 

problem of assaultive violence would have to deal with this problem, for 

• programs to encourage reporting assaults would have to begin with those 

under t~'7enty-fiV'e. The prompt reporting of events would be necessary to 

make any crime-reduction policy successful. Other studies of attitudes 

• toward law and the criminal justice system suggest athat this would be 

difficult to achieve. Youths of all races and backgrounds always prove to 

be the most alienated and suspicious subgroup of the population when we ., probe their relationships with the police and the courts. Victim surveys 

would enable us to detect changes in these attitudes, in victim-reporting 

practices, and in the victimization rate for young people. This data would 

• be important because of t.he tremendous effect such shifts might have on the 

utility of official crime statistics. 

The victim surveys suggest further limitations of crime-reduction 

• policies. Patterns of victii'Ilization are far from random, but rather reflect 

enduring features of the social structure. In the absence of changes in 

several fundamental social processes, it is unlikely that crime will disappear 

• easily. We have seen, for example, that the probability of victimization is 

related to the social roles that persons play and the range of victim 

behaviors those roles demand. Certain roles for women lead them into 

• circumstances under which they are highly vulnerable to rape; commercial 

• l\ , 
1" .1/ 



• 
establishments with lone operators that are opf"\n at night are vulnerable 

to robbery. Women1s roles are related to very fundamental characteristics 

• of the social order, and the directions in which they are evolving are more 

likely to drive victimization rates up than dow~. In the absence of a 

decline in the demand for liquor, groceries, or gasoline (perhaps the latter 

• is likely), opportunities for criminal profit in commer~ial establishments 

are not likely to decline either. The distribution of property crime also 

reflects the social order. Evidence about the frequency of serious theft • and the amounts lost in those episodes suggests that target selection is 

qUite rational, and that as long as the distribution of wealth in the 

society is skewed, the distribution of its victims of property crimes will 

follow. 

Information on these and other ~opics will continue to flow from 

• the crime surveys, for they are a continuing enterprise. The first results 

from the 1973 national survey were released in 1974, "and in ensuing years 

a regular cycle of surveys and reports will be established. The national 

• surveys will produce new time-serie,s social indicators, monitoring changes 

in the victimization rate and patterns of victimization, while more detailed 
i 

city studies can be used to evaluate the impact of specific governmental 

• programs. In addition, they may be used routinely by local police depart-

ments to allocate resources in response to the distribution of crime. We 

are only beginning to realize the many uses to which this new tool can be 

• put. 
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• 
CI.TI.ZEN EEPORTING OE' CRIME; SOME N~'l'IONAL PANEL DATA 

• The decision of individuals to report criminal victimizations to the 

police has been the obj ect of conE.tiderable interest. From the outset, survey' 

studies of citizens' crime experiences and their reporting practices have 

identified patterns of massive nonreporting (Ennis, 1967). It is clear that 

large amounts of often serious crime does not come to the attention of the 

authorities, are not registered in our indicators of social health, and do ,. 
not lead to arrests or other official deterrent action. 

This nonreporting has several consequences. First, it determines the 

volume and distribution of the "dark figure" of officially unknown crime. 

• Any fluctuation in the official rate of crime (including the much-heralded 

"decrease in the rate of increase" registered in 1972) may simply reflect 

changes in citizen reporting practices and the size of this pool of w1knoim 

• events. Reporting decisions determine the volume of ca~es facing the police 

and the courts and the nature of their activity. As Albert Reiss (1971) has . 
suggested, these highly discretionary activities are perhaps the most impor-

• tant in tIle entire crime-and-justice system. Changes in citizen reporting 

could overload existing facilities for receiving information about crime and 

doing something in response. Differential nonreporting also shapes the 

• character of the police mandate. Increases in the reporting of disputes 

between acquaintances, assaults within families, and the I1theft" of 

property by people's estranged spouses, would lead the police even further 

• into the kinds of crisis intervention roles they appear to abhor. 

This report summarizes the most recent data on nonreporting produced by 

the National Crime Panel Study conducted by the Bureau of the Census. It 

• examines the impact of several hypothesized determinants of reporting ratas, 

many of which previously have been investigated only in isolated, ¢ity-

• 
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specific studies. Manx of those studies also conceptualizen nonreporting as 

a social pathology, something to be explored as a problem in individual 

failure. This analy'sis indicates that nonreporting is a social process 

which is patterned in consistent ways, and that it reflects the experiential 

world of crime victims in direct and realistic fashion. People report or 

not for good reason. 

THE PROBLEM AND THE DATA 

It is useful to think about the dete:r:mil1ants of crime reporting in 

three ways. First, we can ex~nine the extent ~o which behavior is a function 

of the cha.racteristics of individuals. Blacks 1 for example, may be less 

willing t"-~..ul whites to mobilize the police, based upon their own or friends' 

expe:t:iences or upon accumulated group lore. Youths often face sin\ilar 

calculations: will thei!:' complaints be taken seriously, will they face Ul1com-

fortable demeanor problems, is it wise to become known to cile police regardless 

of the circumstances? This mode of analysis requires that we match the 

attributes of individuals to their behavior vis-a-vis formal authority. 

Socond, we can examine the extent to which this action is a function of 

the relationship be.tween the victim and the offender. It is clear from 

previous surveys and intensive studies of particular crimes that criminals 

and their victims do not come together in random fashion. Crime is an 

interactional process which often reflects enduring rather than discontinuous 

social contact, It also is often precipitated by the eventual victim's 

careless or aggressive behavior (Curtis, 1974). The decision to report such 

eVents is simply ona of a number of alternatives open to the "losers" in 

such encounters. 

Finally, it is important to consider the effects of the nature of ~~ 

i 
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incident i.tself. Crimes diUex: greatly in their severity: the extent to which 

• they violate the person, propert¥, or propriet¥ of the victim or standers-

b¥. They also var¥ in the probabiIity that any concrete return is likely 

to accrue to the victim in response to his mobil~zation of the police. Where 

• the likelihood of the recover¥ of property or the arrest of' an offender is 

slight, there is little practical incentive for shouldering the additional 

burden of reliving one's experiences for the police. 

• The data used to probe these relationships were pooled from six monthly 

random samples of the American population. Each month from July through 

December of 1973, every resident over eleven years of age in a sample of 

• 10,000 households was interviewed by'Bureau of the Census personnel and asked 

to recall victimization experiences during the past six months. This recall 

period was "bounded" by an earlier visit of an interviewer, and the interview 

schedule itseJ.,f has been subjected in an extensive series of methodological 

and validity checks (C.f., San Jose Methods Test ... , 1972; Crimes ru1d Victims, 

1974). The respondents and the incidents have been weighted to reflect 

• their true distribution in the population. Given the size and extent of the 

sample (it was drawn from 376 different primary sampling units scattered 

throughout the country), these population estimates have very low standard 

• errors, and with this data it is possible to talk confidently about the 

distribution of relativel¥ uncommon events (such as robbery) even within 

detailed sub-groups of the population. 

• The tables which follow test a number of specific hypotheses about 

citizen reporting and the characteristics of victims, of victim-offender 

relationships, and characteristics of the incidents themselves. In each 

• case an appropriate meaSUl."e of association will be presented describing 

the strength of the relationship. 

" • 
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The tables also 

• will report nat:ional population estimates of the incidence of events and the • 
distribution of victim characteristics for the year 1973. 

NONREPORTING: THE EFFECTS OF VICTIM CHARACTERISTICS 

• • 
Much of the discussion about nonreporting has focused upon victim 

characteristics--the social types whose crime experiences do not come to the 

• attention of the authorities. Presumably they enjoy fewer of the ameliorative • 
activities of the state and those who prey upon them are less likely to suffer 

the deterrent sting of official action in response. 

• One major social cleavage which has been thought to reflect this diffcr- • 
ential hurd en is race." Blacks have historically suffered poor relations with 

;the police, and bad experiences continue to characterize police-community 

• relations in the ghetto. It is commonly argued that fear of the ~lice is • 
so high among racial minorities that it inhibits the reporting of their 

i 

crime exporiences. 

• The data presented in Table 1 indicates that race is in fact unrelated • 
to citizen reporting practices. In many important sub-categories, blacks 

are if anything slightly more likely than \V'hites to report their experiences ,. to the police. • 
------------------------------

Table 1 here 

• ------------------------------ • 
Grollping all crimes against persons (defined in Table 1), we observe no impor-

• • 

-, 

TABLE 1. 

REPORTING AND VICTIM-ClrnRACTERISTICS* 

All Crimes Against Persons: Rape, Assaultive Robbery, Assault, 
Personal Theft (Non-Assaultive Robbery, Purse Snatching, Pocket Picked) 

Percent Percent Victimizations 
Race Report No Report U.S. _Pop. Est. 

White 44.2 55.8 (lOO~o) 5,024,220 

Black 45.1 54.9 (100%) 920,850 

C=.006 

All Crimes Against Persons 

Percent Percent Victimizations 
Age Report No Report U.S. Pop. Est. 

12-19 31.5 68.5 (100%) 2,161,940 
20-34 49.2 50.8 (100%) 2,304,350 
35-49 56.6 43.5 (100%) 797,490 
50-64 53.0 47.0 (100%) 494,850 
65 plus 53.6 46.4 (100%) 247,300 

8=·21 

*A small number of IIdon't knows" have been excluded from the calculation of 
these percentages, although they have been included in the estimates of the 
frequency of the independent variables in the population. 

i 
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tant racial differences in reporting; the difference is 3 percent among crimes 

involving assaultive violence and 2 percent among personal thefts. Given 

the importance of racial differences in a host of other social processes, 

these differences are trivial. 

Sex differences in reporting practices are more consistent. Across all 

categories, women appear to be about 5 percent more likely than men to 

report victimizations to the authorities. Both groups fail to report the 

majority of most crimes, hm.,ever. These differences are in accord with resea.rch 

on the socialization of individuals to legal norms: in general, women are 

more compliant and deferential to legal authority. 

The effect of age differences upon reporting practices reported in 

Table 1 may reflect the same phenomenon. Data there make it clear that 

youths are largely responsible for the minority status of reported crime. 

Due to (1) their large mnnbers and high rates of victimization I and (2) their 

low likelihood of relaying information about them to the police, youths 

between the ages of 12 and 19 account for a subs1:anti'al proportion of all 

officially unrecorded cri~me. Persons in this age category suffered 35 per

cent of all personal victimizations in 1973, and reported only 31 percent of 

them. This occurred despite the fact that young people suffer dispropor

tionately from assaultive violence, which in general is highly reported. 

This helped keep the group's reporting rate as high as it waSj the 12-19 age 

group reported only 22 percent of the non-assaultive robberies, purse 

snatchoLngs, and picked pockets they suffered. The high reporting rate among 

oldsters probably reflects the ease of their relationship with the police 

and their confidence that they will not be penalized by it, for they tend to 

suffer fewer violent personal aS8.:;l.ults. 

Reporting rates do not vary in any consistent ,fashion across incc-:ne 
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levels, although. members. of 8.."{tremely high income families ($25,000 plus per 

year) tend to differ from others, reporting fewer of their violent personal 

victlinizations (only 25 percent) but more of their personal property losses 

(43 percent). This may be e:h.-plained by differential patterns of victimization. 

Although patterns in the middle of the income distribution are not clear, 

victims at the upper end of the spectrum appear to be attacked less violently 

(or else they give up their money more easily) than those at the, bottom: 28 

percent of the victims of robbery making above $25,000 a year in 1973 were 

also physically assaulted, while 42 percent of those making less than $3,000 

were beaten as well as robbed. Also, high income victims lost more money or 

goods of greater value than poor victims. As we shall see, such variations 

in the seriousness of a victimization greatly affect their prob~ility of 

being reported to the police. 

REPORTING AND VICTIM-OFFENDER RELATIONSHIPS 

Victims and their offenders have a great deal in common. Studies of 

interpersonal crimes have revealed that they are usually of the same race, 

that much crime takes place between residents of the same neighborhood, and 

that often people in similar positions in the occupational structure prey 

upon one another (Schafer, 1968). One of the major interests of victimologists 

has been the social relationship between victims and offenders--the bonds of 

friendship and kinship that usually forestall violent or pecunious aggression, 

but \vhich occasionally br3ak down. Studies of crimes of violence recorded 

in police files have suggested that homicides (Wolfgang, 1958), rapes (Amir, 

1971), and assaults (Pitbnan ann Handy, 1964), are common among neighbors, 

lovers, and family members. 

It has been assumed that these social bonds also inhibit the initial 

contactin~ of the police, le:ading official files still to greatly under-
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represent such cases. Criminal acts between the members of a social net-

work often reflect the dynamics of continuing interpersonal relationships, and 

the decision to report such events to the police may require a much more 

complex calculus than anonymous violence or theft. Deciding to report may 

require recognizing that a family is no longer a viable social unit, or 

that the neighbors are too intolerable for continued coexistence; the intru-

sion of the police may make those ruptures permanent, while it is problematic 

that routine police work is capable of resolving their causes. These 

socially submerged crimes have been one of the major interests of victim-

ologist-surveyors. 

National Panel figures for 1973 indicates that while the incidence of 

crime within a web of kinship or acquaintanc~ship is high (about 33 percent 

of all incidents of crimes against persons), the effect of victim-offender 

relationships upon reporting rates is less dramatic than has been assumed. 

Table 2 presents reporting rates for several categories of personal crime, 

divided according to the nature of that relationship. "stranger" in Table 2 

encompasses all offenders not kno"m to their victims and those known "by 

sight only." 

Table 2 here 

The effect of the relational distance between victim and offender upon 

the willingness of the former to mobilize the police is only about 4 percent 

in most categories. Again, the majority of incidents are not reported to the 

police, even when the offender is a stranger. The notable exceptions occur 

when incidents combineassau1tive violence and theft {robbery and an attack, 

• 

• 

• 
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TABLE 2 

REPORTING AND VICTIM-OFFENDER ,RELATIONSHIPS 

Crime 

All crimes against 
persons 

All assaultive 
violence 

(Rape 

Assaultive violence 
with theft 

Assaultive violence-
no theft 

(Assault 

Personal Theft-no 
Assault 

Percent 
Incidents 

By 
Strangers 

67.4 

61.2 

75.4 

83.1 

59.1 

59.8 

90.1 

strangers 
Percent 

Reported 

42.4 

44.8 

47.8 

64.0 

41. 8 

41. 4 

36.9 

Not 
Strangers 
Percent 

Reported 

38.6 

38.9 

30.9) 

• 48.7 

38.6 

38.8) 

34.8 

Incidents 
U.S. Pop. Est. 

5,105,440 

4,016,710 

153,050 

359,400 

3,657,310 
; 

3,517,990 

~ 

1,088,730 
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or rape and thef:e). These offenses tend to be perpetrated by strangers, 

and they are o;t;ten reported (64 percent) when they are. Rape also deviates 

from the pattern, primarily as a result of its very low reporting rate under 

non-stranger circumstances. This is to be expected given the complicated 

and highly personal nature of such relationships' and the likelihood that 

the processing of such cases by the criminal justice system will put a great 

deal of stress upon women who do report. 

The pattern revealed in the simple assault category runs counter to most 

discussions of that crime, hO'ilever. As Table 2 indicates, many assaults 

(about 40 percent) take place \'li thin friendship or family neblorks. The effect 

of acquaintanceship upon patterns of reporting for assault are minor. It 

has long been assumed that intra-familial beatings and altercations among 

friends and neighbors come to the attention of the police only under very 

special circumstances. These data indicate that they are actually just about 

as likely to be reported as attacks by strangers; the difference in reporting 

rates is only about 2 percent. 

The limited effect of victim-offender relationships upon reporting 

behavior apparent in much of this data casts some doubt upon many conunon 

assertions about crime which does not come to the attention of the authorities-

that much of it reflects disputes which are resolved privately, or that the 

social relationship between victim and offender keeps it from being defined 

as "criminal" by the inunediate parties. Only under limited circumstances 

(and, as Table 3 indicates, only among relatively infrequent crimes), does 

the decision to report appear to be particularly complex . 
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REE'ORTHIG AND THE CHARACTERISTICS OE' CRDlINAL INCIDENTS 

other than the general assertion that incidents which are "serious" are 

more likely to be reported, little systematic attent.ion has been focused upon 

the effects of the characteristics of criminal incidents themselves on the 

probability of their coming to the attention of the authoriLies (but see: 

Richardson, et. a~., 1972). More emphasis has been placed upon the social 

attributes of victlins and ~ffenders, most of which prove to be unimportant. 

This is curious, for while most characteristics of individuals have weak to 

nonexistent relationships with reporting, incident characteristics are 

strongly and consistently related to this action, and the process appears to 

reflect rational and reasonable citizen conduct. 

It is important to clarify, first, the dimensions of seriousness. 

There appear to be at least four which accrue to the incident, itself, as 

opposed to circumstantial contingencies such as the availability of medical 

care or the possession of insurance: the value of stolen or damaged property, 

the extent of personal injury, the use of a weapon which threatens death, 

and the extent to which the crime intrudes into the secure lifespace of the 

victim. The greater loss, harm, threat, or insecurity generated by an 

inc~dent, the more likely it is to be reported to the polic~. 

Table 3 here 

Data testing these hypotheses are reported in Table 3. First it 

summarizes the effect of three of the dimensions of seriousness upon reporting 

rates for a particularly important pE!rsonal crime, robbery. Financial loss 

i 
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TABLE 3 

REPORTING AND THE CHARACTERISTICS OF INCIDENTS 

Personal Incidents: Robbery 

22.6 
35.0 
37.7 
51.0 
61.6 
75.0 
71.6 

Percent Reported 
To the Police 

unsuccessful, no assault, no weapon 
unsuccessful, no assault, with weapon 
successful, no assault, no weapon 
successful, minor assault, no weapon 
successful, no assault, with weapon 
successful, major assault, no weapon 
successful, major assault, with weapon 

Incidents 
U.S. Pop. Est. 

157,440 
109,410 
152,840 
153,160 
185,410 

29,680 
162,830 

Non-Personal Property Crime: Burglary, Larceny, Auto Theft 

Percent Percent Incidents !e.9atio~ Reported Not Reported U.S. Pop. Est. 
In or around 

the home 35.0 65.0 (100%) 14,196,520 

Elsewhere 20.3 79.7 (100%) 19,032,600 

C = .16 

Non-Personal Property Crime: Larceny Only i 

Value Percent Percent Incidents Of Item Reported Not Reported U.S. Pop. Es.t. 
$1 - 9 6.6 93.4 (100%) 7,230, 810 $10 - 24 13.4 86.6 (100%) 4,247; 430 $25 - 49 26.4 73.6 (100%) 3,013, 400 $50 - 99 44.2 55.8 (100%) 2,471, 850 $100 - 249 58.7 41.3 (100%) 1,846, 900 $250 - 999 66.8 33.2 (100%) 665, 640 $1,000 plus 72.8 27.2 (100%) 118, 880 

@ = '.46 
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is collapsed into two categories: was the robbery attempt successful or not? 

Injury is classified as major, minor, or none at all. Whether or not the 

• offend~r deployed a gun, knife, or other dangerous weapon (a broken bottle, 

ball bat, etc.) is indicated as well. The effect of each element appears to 

be additive--as incidents increase in seriousness, moving from unsuccessful, 

• non-assaultive, less threatening events to more serious ones, reporting 

rates mount steadily. At the bottom, only 23 percent of the least serious 

robberies were reported; at the top, 72 ~.,ere taken to the police. The only 

• exception is a minor reversal at the top of the scale, which may reflect the 

low incidence (and large sampling errof) of major assaults (leading to 

hospitalization) without a weapon. The cumulative effect of these dimensions 

• of seriousness for personal crimes is clear; they are powerful predictors of 

the decision by victims to report their experiences to the police. 

Table 3 also presents a test of the streng·th of the final aspect of 

• event seriousness, the extent.: to which it intrudes into the private life-

space of the victim. The phrase "a man's home is his castle" reflects one 

of the functions \.,hich property boundaries an.d the walls of one's domicile 

• perform--they provide security. Events which breach that security and 

threaten loss or harm within people's most personal territory should be i 

• 
threatening indeed, and. this threat should be reflected in their willingness 

to mobilize the police in response. 

Table 3 examines this hypothesis using national survey data on the, 

• 
incidence of non-personal property crimes: burglary, larceny, and auto 

theft. It compares the reporting rates of incidents which occurred on the 

immediate grounds or within the home of the survey respondent who recalled 

• it with reporting rates for incidents which occurred away from home (at work, 

while shopping, etc.). Although the financial loss involved in most of 

• 
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these crimes is minor, leading to low over-all reporting ~ates for such 

The eff3cts of victim-offender relationships upon reporting were strong for 

• certain sub-classes of relatively infrequent crimes, but in the main the 

events, incidents whicQ occurred in or around the home were 15 percent more 

likely to be reported to the police. The unease or insecurity generated by 

the occurrence of crimes in private space appears to be an important dimension 

• of seriousness and a useful predictor of reporting rates. 

Table 3 also uses data on simple larceny theft to present a more 

detailed breakdown of the other major dimension of seriousness for non-

• personal property crimes: the value of the loss. Larceny involves no 

forcible entry, no threatened victims, no personal injury; the primary 

consequences of larceny can be measured by the dollar value of the goods or 

• cash stolen. As Table 3 indicates, this loss is clearly and positively 

related to the tendency of victims to inform the police about their experi-

ences. Losses of small value are virtually never reported (7 percent of 

• those worth less than ten dollars) I while those at the top of the scale are 

reported almost three~forths of the time. 

REPORTING AND RATIONALITY 

• 
This essay has summarized national survey data on the correlates of one 

i 

of the major discretionary acts which shapes American criminal justice--

• the decision to report a victimization to the police. Reporting appears to 

be related only weakly to the characteristics of individual crime victims. 

The very young are less likely than everyone else to report their experiences, 

• and extremely high income persons (a numerically small group) are more likely 

than others to report property offenses but are less willing to call the 

police in response to personal victimizations. Women report more victimiza-

• tions to the police than men, but th~ differences are small. Racial 

differences do not explain this form of police-community contact at all. 
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Ildark figure" of unreported crime does not differ much from that which is 

officially known on this dimension. 

Characteristics of victims' experiences, on the other hand, were 

highly related to their evocation of the police. Crimes which threatened 

their person, violated their personal space, inflicted injury, or cost them 

money, \'lere reported at relatively high rates. Attributes of their 

experiential world rather -than social or symbolic forces appear to motivate 

the victims of crime, suggesting that the decision to report may be a highly 

cognitive, reality-testing process. 'Far from a pathology, it may reflect 

people's judgments about the use of their time, and the police's time as well. 

This cognitive interpretation of victim behavior is supported by a 

final bit of evidence" responses to the probe IlWhy not?1l given when victims 

told an interviewer that a crime was not reported to ,the police. They 

indicate that victims acted on the basis of what appeared to them to be 

reasonable assumptions about their crimes. One common option was that the 

incident "wasn't important enough." Choice of this response was clearly 
i 

related to the seriousness of the event. For example, fully one-third of the 

non-reporting victims of larcenies under $50 chose this reason; only 13 per-~ 

cent of those losing more than $50 did so. 

Victims also appear to react to their mm, and reasonably accurate, 

estimate of the chances that anything will come of their report. Table 4 

relates the proportion of nono-reporters who indicated that they failed to 

act because "nothing could be done ll to the F.B.I.'s clearance rate for the 

same offenses (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1974). 
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The latter is a rough measure of the solvability of an offense. In general~ 

crimes which were solvable elicited fe~'l "nothing can be done" responses, 

while crimes with very low clearance rates--such as burglary--generated 

this reason almost one-half of the time. The simplest interpretation of 

'l'able 4 is that people do not report when they think nothins' will happen as 

a result, and that they are often right. 
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Crime 

Assault 

Rape 

Robbery 

Larceny 

Burglary 

Auto Theft 

TABLE 4 

Percent Saying 

.\ 
'J 

"Nothing Can Be Done" 

19% 

23 

41 

33 

48 

48 

F.B.I. 
Clearance Rate 

1973 

63% 

51 

27 

19 

18 

16 

i 

,! 
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THE DnffiNSIONS OF THE DARK FIGURE OF UNREPORTED CRIME 
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THE DIMENSIONS OF THE DAru( FIGURE OF UNREPORTED CRIME 

INTRODUCTION 

A great deal of the criminal activity which takes place in American 

society evades the attention of monitoring systems devised to measure its 

volume and distribution and to record the identity of its victims. The exis-

tence of this reservoir of unrecorded crime has a number of vexsome consequences. 

It limits the deterrent capability of the criminal justice system, for it shields 

offenders from police action. In the increasingly large nu~ber of cities which 

distribute police manpower and equipment in response to demands for service, it 

contributes to the mis-allocati<:>n of ~esources and leads to the understatement 

of protection due certain victims under "equal crime coverage" policies. It 

may help shape the police role. Like other occupations, police ~V'ork is affected 

by the nature of the tasks which face practitioners; the ~elective non-recogni-

tion of certa'Ln classes of activity in their environment may enable the police 

to avoid organizational and individual innovations that the serious confronta-

tion of thes e prob lems would demand. The vic tims of crimes which do no t become 

officially I1known" to the criminal justice systenl also are ineligible for many i 

of the supportive and ameliorative benefits supplied by public and private 

agencies. Finally, the pool of unrecorded criminal incidents shapes "socialized" 

costs of crime; private insurance premiums and the cost to the public of vi~tim 

compensation programs are affected by the number and character of events which 

remain hidden from view. 

The development of new techniques for the measurement of crime may shed 

some additional light upon the magnitude of problems associated with the "dark 

figure" of unrecorded crime. Population surveys can provide new information 

on one por.tion of the dark' figure, those incidents which occur (and are 
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recalled in an interview) but which were not brought to thG attention of the 

police. There are other sources of error which obscure our knowledge of 

criminal events, to be sure. But the~e is some reason to believe that citizen 

non-re~orting is more important than most police nonrecording practices in 

determining the magnitude of official crime statistics. l This essay explores 

some of the characteristics of unreported incidents, using data from a national 

survey of the victims of crime. It examines the social consequences for vic-

tims and for society of the entry or non-entry of events into the crime 

recording process. To the extent that the operation of the criminal 

justice system and related institutions is shaped by claims for service, the 

volume and character of reported. and urreported crime is a powerful de~erminant 

of the burdens and benefits of criminal victimization. 

KNOIUNG ABOUT CRHill 

The prob'lem is well known: activities which are by some critieria a 

crime may occur without registering in the systems devised to count them, 

reducing the accuracy of inferences from the data. This elusive sub-total was 

dubbed "the dark figure of crime" by European criminologists.
2 

The recognition 

of the threat to valid inference posed by this poul of unmeasured events has 

stimulated the development of new procedures for probing its dimensions and 

increasing care on the part of the users of official crime data. It is nmV' 

always necessary to refute systematically all plausible, error-based rival 

interpretations of research findings hased upon reported crime data. 

The dark figure of criminality has been examined by the use of 

techniques which elicit anonymous confessions of delinquency directly from 

offenders. These self-reporting studies generally suggest that inferences 

i 

; ,. 

based upon arrest data unduly ske,V' the distribution of cr:iminality in the 

direction of minorities and the poor.3 While European scholars long insisted that 
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statistics (which "correct" the errors of the polil'a in construing events and 

making arrests) were the best measure of the true distribution of crime, obser-

vational studies of charging decisio-q~, preliminary hearings; and plea bargain

ing have laid that argument to rest. 4 Field studies of patrol performance. 

indicate the enormous impact of police organization and tactics upon arrest 

totals, and even on the decision that a crime has occurred. S Finally, both 

proactive and reactive procedures have been developed to provide ways for the 

victims or witnesses of crime to register their experiences. "Heroin Hot Lines" 

and consumer fraud complaint offices are data-collection devices which open 

channels for citizen-initiated inputs, while victimization surveys only require 

the passive participation of those respondents chosen to represent their fellow 

citizens. 

These efforts are ~lportant, for errors in the measurement of crime-

related phenomena may have serious consequences: they create and conceal major 

social problems, and they cOUlplicate the interpretation ~f crime statistics and 

the validity of statistical inferences made from them .. Errors in our knowledge 

of the volume and distribution of criminal incidents Ulay disguise considerably 

human misery and they limit our ability to understand even the most basic facts 

about society. 

The social consequences of the failure of citizens to record their 

, 

experiences may be considerable. First, the failure of events to register Ivi th 

the authorities virtually assures their perpetrators immunity from the attentio'.1 

of the police. IVhile they may be harassed on general grounds or in response to 

other suspicions, those who prey upon individuals who will not or cannot relate 

their experiences to the police enjoy considerable advant~ges. This is well 

understood by criminals who victimize youths, homosexuals, minorities, or their 

fellow felons, and it redoubles the burden of the social and economic disadvan-

tages that those victims already bear. IVhile the empirical evidence on 
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deterrence processes is mixed, it is teo early to write off the pursuit of a 

great number (in fact, probably a numerical majority) of 
6 

offenders. 

Those whose victimizations dO,not enter the system may also receive 

less routine protection in return. Increa3ingly, big-city police departments 

allocate manpower and equipment in response to the distribution of demands for 

their services. These are measured primarily by crimes knDlYU to the police, 

usually weighted to reflect their IIseriousnessll or the probability that a swift 

response will produce an arrest. Victimizations which are not reported to the 

police can attract neither future deterrent effort in the neighborhocd nor 

event-specific responses from the criminal justice system. 

Reporting practices may also shape the police mandate. The self-image 

of the policeman is that of a "crime fighter"; police officers see themselves 

7 
as strong, masculine protectors of the weak against criminal predators. In 

reality, a great deal of their time is spent -r:esolving or suppressing conflicts 

which have little to do with this role model: assaults in bars, husbands beat-
. 

ing their wives (and wives killing their husbands), disputes bet\veen neighbors 

over land or property, and charges of rape lodged by (former) lovers. In fact, 

a large number of behaviorally "illegal" activities take place between persons 

who know, live Ivith, or are related to one another. There is growing recogni-

tion in police circles that traditional forms of police intervention into these 

ongoing relationships may be unproductive, and that new styles of police oper

ation may be required. 8 Police officers and police unions, on the other hand, 

usually resist the grafting of "social work" onto their role and struggle to 

define their mission in ways more congruent with their preferred self-image. 

A problematic aspect of'this role conflict is the extent to which 

differences in reporting rates reinforce one task definition or another. 

Reporting practices in part set the agenda for police Ivork. If problems 

.. 
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brought to the police refle.ct the universe of problems only selectively, this 

will have some impact upon police operations. In this case, if the pool of 

reported crimes is more likely to contain victimizations perpetrated by anony-

mous a~sailants, the workload facing the police will artifactually favor the 

perpetuation of the traditional police role; on the other hand, changes in 

reporting practices might divert from the pool of unreported events those cal

ling for different kinds of skills, making new demands upon police departments. 

NonreporUng may also affect the distribution of ameliorative programs 

which are designed to confer financial benefits, psychological support, or 

special protection for the victims of crime. For example, public and private 

rape crisis intervention units cannot .fulfill their intended functions in the 

absence of info~~ation about incidents; special tactical units cannot provide 

protection for unkno~m victims of serial attacks or apprehend offenders ~"ho 

prey upon frequently victimized, nonreporting establishments. Funds for the 

rebuilding of public and private space to render them more "defensible ll
, high

intensity street lightening, and other efforts to physically structure neigh

borhood safety, all may be allocated in response to measured need.
9 

Finally, the American states are implementing programs for the compen-

sation of the 't' f h ' 10 v~c'~ms 0 p YSlcal attacks. Like private insurance programs, 

compensation schemes (,,,hich socialize the cost of our inability 

to protect individuals from violence) depend upon the assertion of claims by 

those who suffered injury. Variations in victim-reporting practices will 

affect insurance premium rates and the cost to the taxpayer of public claims, 

as well as the distribution of individual benefits. 

public victim 

Information about the volume and distribution of criminal incidents, 

in short, plays an important role in shaping the response of private agencies 

and the state to a major social diseconomy, crime. Events which do not 
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register on social indicators, which are not officially IIknown," ~"ill evade 

attempts to redress their dysfunctional consequences. 

THE DATA 

The data employed here to probe the dimensions of unreported victimiza

tion were gathered through a national sample survey. The survey instrument was 

designed to measure the ind.dence of crimes against households and individuals 

in the United States. Conducted by the Bureau of the Census, the program 

involves continuing interviews with all residents 12 years of age and older in 

a rotating national panel of 60,000 households. 11 The large sample is necessary 

to uncover a workable number of such rare events as robbery and rape!, and to 

make inferences from the sample, to th~ population which are subject to reason-

able sampling errors. The interview schedule is designed to elicit self-reports 

from victims of some of the crimes ,,,hich the F. B. I. has placed on their Part I 

list: rape, ro~be.ry, assault, larceny, burglary, and auto theft. Homicide, a 

well-understood and infrequent event (and one which leaves no victim) was not 

considered. The survey items have been subjected to an extensive series of 

methodological tests. J2 . 

Estimates of the magnitude of unreported crime are based upon respond- i 

ent's recollections of their actions; after eliciting details of the incidents 

from their victims, interviewers inquired if they were brought to the attention; 

of the police. Each incident may thus be treated as "reported" or "unreported," 

giving us an empirical handle on events which could not become official 

statistics. 

This measure of unreported crime is itself subject to error. In some 

circles it is socially desirable to recall that one reported an event to the 

authorities, and this will i.nflate survey estimates of "crimes which should be 

known to the police." 'Hore important is the problem of non-recall. Methode-

logical tests of the victimization survey instrument indicate that certain 
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classes of events, notably rape and assaults between friends or relatives, 

. 11 d' f f' . 13 somet~mes are not reca e even ~n anonymous, ace-to- -ace ~nterv~ew's. The 

practice in this survey of asking respondents only to recall serious crimes, 

"bounding" the visit of the interviewer with a previous visit to encourage 

victims to remember their. experiences, and requiring brief periods of recall 

(in the national survey, only six months), alleviates many of the methodologi-

14 cal short-comings of earlier victimization surveys. But the "doubly dark" 

figure of crime which is reported neither to the police not to an interviewer 

remains elusive. (/.; 

VOLUME AND DISTRIBUTION OF UNREPORTED CRIME 

Table 1 presents some basic data on the volume and distribution of 

unreported crime in the United States for the'year 1973. The percentages and 

totals presented there are population estimates, projected from the national 

sample. The figures indicate that the crimes measured by the survey were quite 

extensive (over thirty-four million incidents in 1973); and that most of them 

went unreported. Based on their victim's recollections, only thirty-two per-

cent of these incidents were reported to the police. Even if the police did 
i 

not err in classifying and processing incidenls Ylhich are brought to their 

attention, only one of these crimes in three would appear in official statistics. 
,! 

------------

Table 1 goes about here 

---_._-------

Table 1 also indicates that non-reporting varies considerably by 

offense type. The most highly reported crime is auto theft, sixty-eight per-

cent of which was roported in 1973. Ennis found reporting rates for auto theft 

approaching 100 p\~rcent, but this measure--\'lhich strictly follows Uniform Crime 

15 Reporting criteria'--includes attempts, which are much less completely reported. 
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Crime 

Auto Theft 

Robbery 

Burglary 

Rape 

Assault 

Larceny' 

TOTAL 

TABLE 1 

, 
'J 

THE VOLUME AND DISTRIBUTION OF UNREPORTED CRIME 1973 

Incidents 
U. S. Pop. 

Est. 

1,330,/+70 

950,770 

6,433,030 

153~050 

3,517,990 

22,176,370 

34,561,680 

Percent 
Incidents Reported 

to Police* 

68 

49 

46 

44 

40 

18 

32% 

Percent 
of Non-Reported 

Crime 

1.8 

2.0 

14.6 

0.4 

8.8 

72.4 

100% 

*These percentages exclude a small number of "don't know" responses. Those 
incidents have been included in the population estimates, ho\'lever. Note 
that the survey data are not altogether comparable \'lith Uniform Crime Report 
figures, especially in the case of larceny. SOURCE: Calculated by the 
author from advance incident tabulations supplied by the Bureau of the Census. 

i 
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undercounting of the crime experiences of black ci'!izens. Hhile these data 

cannot speak to the organizational effectiveness ~f the police once complaints 

have been ente-red, they indicate cle~.rly that race is not related in any simpl~ 

way to patterns of crime repo-rting. 

Table 2 compares the distribution of reported and unreported household 

offenses (bu-rglary, larceny, auto theft) across racial categories. For this 

class of offenses, nonreporting in fact is slightly skewed in the direction of 

whites. The extremely low correlation between reporting and race (Contingency 

Coefficient = .03) indicates that this cleavage is not substantially related 

to the burdens and benefits attendant to crime reporting. The effect is simi-

lar across many sub-divisions of crime, including personal crime, crimes of 

passion and profit, and across major U.C. R. categories; -rarely does nonreport-

ing vary by more than t\VO percent across racial lines. 

------------

Table 2 goes about here 

------------
This lack of co-variation suggests that nonrepo-rting does not playa 

major role in shaping the distribution by race of goods and services made 

available by governments in response to the crime problem. Nonreporting does 

not deflate the apparent need of blacks for increased police protection, and 

it does not guarantee greater immunity from apprehension for predators j.n the 

black community. Crime remains hidden from the authorities, and thus cannot 

be employed to allocate squad cars or justify foot patrols, but the burden of 

this tnisallocation does not fall along rac:i.al lines. Like\vise, the data 

suggest that victim compensation programs are unlikely to.reinforce existing 

disparities between blacks and whites; the "e1igibility ll of victims from both 

groups in unaffected by the distribution of officially known e.vents. 
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TABLE 2 

THE CONSEQUENCES OF UNREPO~rED CRI}ffi 

All Household Incidents v. Race of Household Head 

White Black U.S. Pop. Est.* 

Reported 89.2 10.8 (100%) 8,750,960 

Unreported 91.3 8.7 (100%) 20,552,410 

C = .03 

All Personal Incidents v. Relationship Between Victim and Offender 

Stranger 

Reported 69.3 

Unreported 65.8 

Not Stranger 

30.7 

34.2 

C ::: .04 

(100%) 

(100%) 

u.s. Pop. Est.* 

2,080,770 

2,972,790 

Household La-rcenies v. The Value of Stolen Items 

$1-9 $10-24 

Reported 11. 8 12.1 

Unreported 45.4 24.2 

Robbery (\olithout 

Heapon 

Reported 51.8 

Unreported 30.2 

$25-49 $50-99 $lOO-2 lf9 

17.3 23.7 

14.6 9.0 

&= .62 

Physical Assault) 

No Weapon 

48.2 

69.8. 

C = .21 

23.6 

5.0 

v. Use 

(lQO%} 

(,100%) 

$250+ U.S. Pop. Est.* 

11.5 4,910,530 

1.6 16,695,660 

of a Heapon 

U.S. Pop. Est.* 

243,780 

355,480 

i 

. "~ t. M ~ It' "1 

*The total of these excludes a relatively. small number of "don't know" 
responses. SOURCE: advance tabulations supplied by the Bureau of the Census . 

,. 
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Data presented in Table 2 also indicates that the pool of unreported 

event! lOes not harbor a great deal of serious crime, incidents which cause 

substantial social harm but which remain hidden. First, unreported property 

crime tends to involve relatively small amounts of money. Table 2 presents 

the distribution of the value of household goods lost to thieves divided into . ) 

t'eported and unreported categories. The vast maj ority of unreported larcenies 

of this type involve small financial loss; almost 85 percent of the lost mer-

chandise was below' fifty dollars in value. Less than seven percent of these 

thefts involved more than one hundred dollars. It should not be surprising 

that tl~is and other victim surveys indicate that "it wasn't worth the effort," 

"it was inconvenient," or "it was unimportant" are frequently volunteered 

excuses for nonreporting. It also should be noted that fifty dollars is usually 

the lower limit for insurance claims, which may explain why the relative volume 

of unreported theft drops at that point. 

The bulk of unreported personal crime also appears to be less serious 

than incidents which were brought to the attention of the police. The victims 

of these events are less likely to be injured~ they lose less if there is a 

robbery or theft (and those incidents are more likely to be unsuccessful 

attempt), and unreported incidents are less likely than reported ones to breach 

the security of the victim's home. Table 2 presents a breakdown of another 

measure of the seriousness of crime~ the use of a weapon. Crimes involving 

weapons are much more likely to 'result in injury or death and to undermine the 

ec s are recognJ.ze J.n many states by morale of the communJ.'ty. These eff t ' d' 

statutes which impose more harsh penalties upon felons 'vho employ guns. Table 

2 indicates that a substantial number of unreported robberies do involve the 

use of a 'veapon (about thirty percent), but thatmany more (by twenty-two per

cent) reported events can be counted as serious by this measure. \fuile a 
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significant amount of crime involving weapons continues to remain unknown to 

the police, incidents which come to the attention of the authori ties are much 

more likely to be of a serious natur~. 

To the extent that: the police role is .shaped by the nature of their 

task, reporting practices may shape police work by determinirig the distributiun 

of problems facing officers. If nonreporting reduces the proportion of domestic 

disturbances or other non-stranger crimes entering the criminal justice system, 

pressure for the adoption of crisis-intervention or dispute-settlement roles 

for police officers may be reduced, Table 2 reports the distribution of unre

ported and reported crime across the relationship bet~veen victims and their 

The category "stranger, 1~ • in this case, includes unknown attackers 

and those known only "by sJ.'ght." A T bl 2 'II s a e J. . ustrates, differences in the 

assailants. 

distribution of reported and unreported crJ.'me Mere slJ.' ght. w Sixty-nine percent 

of all personal crimes which were reported to th I' , 1 d . e po J.ce J.nvo ve strangers~ 

while sixty-six percent of unreported incidents were o~ the anonymous variety. 

Hithin the personal crime category only simple rape (not involving theft) 

differed markedly by offender: unreported rapes were fourteen percent more 

likely to involve non-strangers than reported rapes. The comparable difference 

for personal larceny (picked pockets, purse snatchings) was only 0.8 percent. 

It does not appear that general increases in reporting rates would greatly 

affect the distribution of deman~s for radically different forms of police. 

service, although it c,ertainly would affect their volume. 

SUMHARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

volume 

It has long been argued that official statistics fail to reflect the 

of events in the population which are by some definition a critne. A 

_ non-reportJ.ng of events major source of this error has been attrl'huted to the ' 

to the police. ~fuile some types of criminal events are relatively fully 
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reported (homicide, successful auto theft), for others the modal event is not 

brought to the attention of the authorities. In a 1973 national survey of 

crime victims, the reporting rate for simple larceny theft was only eighteen 

percent. 

There has been considerable speculation about nonreporting and its 

consequences for crime victims and the operation of the criminal justice 

system. The vast pool of unreported crime (estimated by this survey to 

approach twenty-four million incidents in 1973) could conceal a great deal of 

human misery, isolate deserving victims from the ameliorative activities of 

the state, shield dangerous criminals from official attention, and shape the 

operation of the criminal justi,ce sys.t:em by defining the nature of its day-to

day \07orkload. All the pernicious consequences of nonreporting could overlay 

existing social cleavages, redoubling the burdens of those who already suffer 

disproportionat~ly from other social evils. 

While it is not possible to speak to all of these issues in detail 

through the analysis of survey data, figures from the 1973 victimization 

survey conducted by the Census Bureau suggest otherwise, and indicate that 

general shifts in reporting rates would not greatly affect the present distri

bution of known crime across many social and behavioral categories. The pool 

of unreported crime is predominately composed of minor property offenses. 

Those crimes against persons which go unreported appear to be of less soci~l 

significance than those which are brought to the attention of the police. The 

victims of unreported personal crime are much less likely to have been injured, 

their financial losses are small, and weapons are less likely to have been 

"~" ,';::~~ ... ~;".-:;~'~ . .;':..i:'~ .. -;...a,::~~i.j.;\J.--...,~~,L...L~~n~:.t~u.o~~)iQ~~~tiLoh..A"tlit.4.,.J~'\1t""""~~L' »:;~~_~.ol"_':·A""~".:'~.~M. ~.;""'\...:..,.; .. ,t:" .. ~,,'~~., ... : .. ~~~\.n~'~ ~~.:....w: '" ~,.",'_':"",,,#, , . 
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fighting and social-w'orking demanded of the police. However, it should be 

noted that some serious methodological problems cloud the interpretation of 

this aspect of the data. Finally, ac'ross a number of crime categories, thetE!''', 

were virtually no racial differences in the distribution of known and offi-' 

dally unknown incidents; whatever the burdens of nonreporting, they do not 

appear to reinforce racial cleavages. 

A great deal of research remains to be done on the social and individ-

ual consequences of nonreporting. Those who report crimes become inmeshed' in 

stressful social and organizational processes. They must confront the police, 

and they may face prosecutors, courts, and the hostile glares of their assail-

ants. Given the debilitating round of 'appearances and continuances facing 

victims or witnesses in many criminal courts, and the fear that threats of 

reprisal may generate along the way, it is important to discover if the ulti-

mate adjustmellt ,to thEdr ne\07 status arrived ae by the victims of crime is any 

happier than among those whose problems never come to the attention of the 

state. There is good reason to suspect that it often is not. There also have 

been no experimental or ~ost hoc analyses of the effects of programs aimed at 

increasing the rate at which citizens report crimes to the police, except upon 

the impact of fluctuations in reporting upon official crime statistics,16 It 

is important that we discover the effects of media campaigns, police-community 

relations programs, and the implementation of victim-compensation schemes upon 

the rate at vlhich the problems of particular subgroups in the population come 

to the attention of the police. There simply is no data upon which to esti-

mate the temporal stability even of the simple relati.onships reported here. 

employed by their offenders. The pool of unreported incidents does not uppear 

• • to conceal a disproportionate array of intra-acquaintance offenses, and changes 

in reporting habits may not dramatically affect the relative mix of crime-

• • 
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MEASUREMENT PROBLEMS IN OFFICIAL 
AND SURVEY CRIJ\iJE RATESl 

WESLEY C. SKOGAN 

Departmen l of Poli tical Science 
North western University 
Evanston. Illinois 60201 

ABSTRACT 

This paper analyzes sources of error in the -two major 
methods we use to measure crime in America-official police 
statistics and victImization sur(Jey~. The two produce quite 
different pictures of the volume and distribution of crime, but it 
is not clear that this is because victim-based statistics are 
"accurate." Each meaSHrement procedure has its characteristic 
errors, some of which it shares with the other. Comparisons of 
official and survey data on crime are heljJful in revealing the 
dimensions of these error terms, and they point out the analyses 
which must be conducted if we are to specify their exact 
proportions, 

MEASUREMENT PROBLEMS IN OFFICIAL AND SURVEY CRIME RATES 

111e deve.lopment of sample surveys which measure the volume and distribution of crime 
in the United States will provide social scientists and public administrators with valuable 
new ~Iata.ln particular, the National Crime Panel and Central City samples currently being 
mOl11tored by the Bureau of the Census should produce a rich body of information on 
aspects of criminal and victim behavior which previously escaped systematic analysis. This 
data base may be used to confront a host of problems for which current statistics are 
unsuitable. 

AJ: i.mmedi.at~ use of survey estimates of crime rates, however, has been to compare them 
to offiCial statIstICS. Reports released by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
have sti~red public interest by their contrast with police figures on crime of the type 
summar~zed 111 the F.B.I.'s yearly .Uniform Crime RejJort. Such comparisons inevitably 
reveal. vYlde gaps between rates regIstered by the two sources. National or city-level survey 
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figures overshadow official police statistics by a substantial margin. This type of analysis' 
has been encouraged by the government's decision to calculate V.GR.-compatible figures 
from citizen surveys, although this is p<'l'\1aps the least useful application .of the data. '111e 
observation I hat there are varying discrepancies between official and survey (rime estimates 
does not teU us where the error lies. Every statistic (anclthis includes survey as well as police 
figures) is shaped by the process which operationally defines it, the pro.'edures which 
capture it, and the organization which processes and iPtt'fprets it. Survey and police cnme
measurement procedures produce different figures, but the reasons for this and their 
implications require analysis. A discussion of how survey and official crime statistics differ 
and why we obtain these discrepancies may clarify both their comparc;bility and their 
interpretal!vn, and may speak to their improvement in the future. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR AND OFFICIAL CRIME STATISTICS 

The presence of enol' of considerable magnitude is not unique ~.0 measures of crime, 
although a half-century of continuous o'iticism has focused more attention upon the 
enorfulnature of crime measures than enjoyed by most sodal statistics. Measurement is the 
process of mapping an empirical system into a symbolic system. It involves the application 
of definitions to delineate aspects of the empirical system which are of interest, and a serk·s of 
"If. .. 'Il1en ... " rule:, matching selected attributes of thme phenomena to symbob. The 
resulting symbols, usually numbers, always map tbe richness of the referent system 
simplistically and inexactly. 

In measurement terms, all of these observed scores are composed of two elements: they 
are partially "true score" (reflecting what we 'wish to ob!>e[ve) and partially error. Even 
rapidly repeated, apparently identical measurements of the same phenomenon will produce 
different numerical readings. The degree to which they arc similar-our ability to reproduce 
our findings-is the "reliability" of a measurement process. R.e1iability tests, for example, 
would gauge the extent to which various police patrol teams classify the same set of events in 
the same manner. 'Vhile the ability to examine events twice and find the same thing is the 
sine qua non of good measurement, even reliable measures may not be useful. The 
procedures may not be measuring the actual object of interest, or the resulting figures may 
be artifacts of the measurement process. Police district~ with ambitious commanders may 
comistently produce low o-ime totals. TIlis is a validity problem. In order to obtain valid, 
non-artifactual measures we employ multiple and differing techniques, cross-checking our 
findings at every turn (Bohrnstedt, 1970). 

Disciplines with well-developed measurement traditions have evolved routine 
procedures for coping with these problems. Economist!> have stres5ed reliability; they 
require measures which are stable and comparable across time (illorgenstern, 1963). 
Psychologists emphasize validity, TI1e intangibility of the psychological domain heightens 
concern that its apparent orderliness may be an artif,,:.:t of specific methods of investigation. 
Sophisticated psychological measurement combines the fruits of interviews, projective 
evaluations, and physical observations (Campxll and Fi~ke, 1959). 

The measurement of crime is a substantive and methodological problem of inlerest to 
researchers in a \'ariety of disciplines. Perhaps as a result, most of the effort expended upon 
mea5urement problems has been conducted outside of any coherent rneaSUIement model. 
Scattered validation studies of official statistics have been repol ted. Price (1966) compared 
state-level property-crime lOtals with insurance rate!) and unco\'ered only moderate cor-
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relations. But such criterion validation requires a dependent measure which is relatively 
error-free, and in this case' 'crimes known to the police" are probably a better indicator of the 
underlying distribution of events than the independent validator. A better example of 
criterion validation is the Ca1i£omia Criminal Statistics Bureau's comparison of polic~ and 
American Bankl.'rs Association's figures on bank robbery. The latter appears to have been 
clearly defined and exhaustively enumerated, and it proved to be reflected quite accurately in 

official statistics (California Criminal Statistics Bureau, 1967).· 
Validity studies of offficial measures of more typical events, those which are less clear-cut 

and involve more discretion on the part of police officers and administrators, have been less 
hopeful. Comparisons between o[[icial records and self-reports of delinquency or infonnal 
police "contact" reports indicate that official figures greatly underestimate the volume of 
events which might be uncovered in other ways (Chambliss and Nagasawa, 1969; Quinney, 

1970). Our current system of ga.tilering and publishing official statistics on crime was a 
response to sHch problems. The invalidity of local department's efforts at data collection 
and the limited reliability of the reporte~l figures led to the development of the Uniform 
Crime Reporting system in the late 1920's. This system improved reliability, but sacrificed 
validity. Standardized definitions, data-collection forms, and data-gathering techniques 
produced city-level c1;,11e totals which are usually comparable from year to year, and inter
city comparisons undoubtedly are vastly improved by the U.G.R, system. But several 
important compromises were made in the formulation of this statistical system. The data arc 
still gathered by local authorities, p:lrticipa~ion in the network is !1ot mandatory, and the 
F.B.L's only option in the face of fraud is not to publish the reported figures (Pittman and 
Handy, 1965). As early as 1931 the Wickersham Commission caBed for the creation of a 
centralized data collection service and rigorous data-quality con trol (United States National 
('..ommission on Law Observance and Enforcement, 1931). The misreporting and under
reporting apparently endemic in current official statisticS has led to their widespread 

devaluation .. 

SURVEY MEASURES OF CRIME i 

O)ntinuing dissatisfaction with official measures led to the development of alternative 
techniques to gauge the scope and distribution of crime. The most important of these is the 
population survey, a measuring device (with its own characteristic reliability and validity ~ 
problems) which yields diflerent pictures of crime. 

The usc of sample surveys to study crime renects dissatisfaction both with the accuracy of 
official figures and the paucity of information they reveal. The yearly Uniform Grime 
i{eport docs not speak to qu(!stions about the characteristics of victims of crime. Offender 
data is available only on arrestees, although victim testimony might shed some light on the 
c:~aracteristics of successful criminals. Finally, little data is reported on the physical and 
social circLln15tances under which most crimes occur, eYen though this has tremendous 

implications [or their solution and deterrence. 
It appeared to the President's Crime Commission that populati0n surveys potentially 

could speak to all of these inadequacies, and in the mid-1960's the Commission funded 
several pilot projects and a national sample surveY to test their utility.2 Since then, the 
federal government has inaugurated a regular surveying program on a national scale and 

has Cunckd several local an~ state-level investigations.! 
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It was inevi table that the victim-based dat.! tttl " . 
be used to gauge police-reportecl CI'I'In '. gc lCl'ed b) these large-scale SUl'\'e"s would 

'd" e staHslICS. ,)W'l>ic' f f·f· 'I .. J 
WI espread and appreciation o[ the errols it .. ,. ,1011 0 ,~ Ina statlsllcs has bccome 
more so than the caution of leS('al'c.I'1"I'S \'1 1 Clllint datd paltIcularly well-known, much 
'f ' ' '-' "10 I egu 'Irl)" 1 ' 
leports 0 behavior. The latter deal 5ke )lic ll".' (mp 0) attllude measures and self-
multiple-item indicators o[ COllC."pt bl f cl ) lWIlh (lata and demand elaboratel)' snl"d . ' ., s e 01 (' t ll')' u·' tI' ' " , 
questIons on the Grime Panel sur' , l' " I se le111 wuh any confidence. The 
b ' l' .,. ' \ e) s e lClle( a much hlg " . I l ) po Ice, so IllS wide 1 \' assUlll"d tllat tl ,." ' ,t I \ 0 time 0 cvellis than rCI)orted 

f 
., J'" < le)' ,ue nlOre'lL' .. t " t 

o cnml' III society. But such gar' .. < (lll,t e mcasures oj the true volum" 
1 . . ' )5 are ll1cVltable D'" I ... 

resu tmg fIgures, (lIe measuremen t OI)"l"lll'( , . [ e!>~lte, t Ie ~urface sirnilallty o[ the' 
com " I' ." ms anc their ('!Tor· d'[[' . peue po ICe and survey procedures f ,,' . . ' S I er gre,uly when wC' 
tlO I ' . ' or CSllmatmg cnme nt" '1'1 . " 

na processes whlCh stand b"t\\'eeI1 ('\'('1 t . ,(S, Ie SO(,!,H and of<Yaniza-
ff' . 1 " , 1 5 Occu rnn y' I '" ' 

o ICla maps of them produce quit, d' [f " " g ~n t Ie world and our Slll'Vl'Y or e 1 elent kinds of crllne statistics. -:-' 

SOURCES OF l\J.EASUREi\lEi\T ERROR 

, In t~le course of mapping crime events into a nUl1l ,'. . '0 , •• 

meaSUlement procedures generate co 'I. II UlCell s)"lC:l1l, both ofhClal allll.sUr\'e)· 
, \1,<,1( ela J e enol' If ' I' k 

a true score and an observed score for aJ . F' . \\ e ( 11n ' of error as the gap betwcen 
know about its sources. At each step ,1 e~.el[1t, Igure 1 may.be a useful summal), of what we 
t1'd ,an exll lOJl1lhe measure 11 ' 

Ie su~vey Sl e, measurement error has be . , . . ,r Ullproct'sslcads tot'rror. On 
began 111 1966. Our knowledge of el'l'Ol' en lt~\esl1gated 111 a senes of pilot studies Whl'cll 
I -generallve pro ' ., I ,. 
.las.been enhanced considerably bv stud' , f " , 1 C(SS~S 011 t 1(' pohce Side is older, but it 
pollee w~rk ~Ul ing the past dcc~dc:. I{ so, lctl~l ,~':~or and ~ystcmatic obst'l'vations of 

The fll'St stages i tl ff" .. . . .' n Ie 0 lClal measurem('n t pro 1" I 
victims of cnme, their relatives n ' } I ' ceS5 Ie 111 tIC hands of civilians' the 

h' I ' elg 1 J01S, and bystancl"rs TI f' . ' . 
W ICleventsmustpassisperceptual' . ~,H' mHpublrcfilterthrouO'h 

I 
I "[1'" . wmeOllt' mllsl know tInt' ·f"·· '" 

) ace. 11S IS m part a!1 inform'Hio bl' < d speCl lC mCldelll has taken 
commercial establishments (

sho
1;1'f ~ pro demo 1'01' .example, a great deal of larceny from 

f ' I ung an employee th ft)' l' 
0, lI1ventory shrinkage (Dodge and TUI~ner 197 . e IS (Isco\iered only in the [arm 
place, but events remain unknown and ' 1 )'/1

11 th~s case we know that crime is taking 
events may escape detection whil L~nCOllnl~l) e. 1 be general difficulty is that discrete 
10 ' e contmuous mdicators of II ' . s~es per quarter or shortages at aud't- len occurrence-like d(illar 
SOCial accounts. The probleln l'S I 1 cannot be enumerated under our ClilTent s)'stem of 
I I ' a so conceptual' peoll d f' ' t Ie comalI1 of events about which "th I' . ) emust (' mean event as falling into 
the' ' f e po ICC must do somethin "'1'1' .f(P~rtll1g 0 consumer fraud, and it is the d' if ,g. . 1lS appears to inhibit 
Atntudmal studies of the legitimacy of tl 'f ' : .. erJnce octween Cl:1111e and "ripping-off." 
bureaucracies indicate that there is fa [, Ie to!. 1,lU upon large pnvate and governmental 
bel . . c r 10m ul1lversal agre' be ' 1avI~rs 111 our society (Smigel and Ross 19M ., ,emc:n taut the labeling of some 
also of 111terest. Pilot sun'eys in Daytol 'd 5:0

)'J
The 

plOblel1l of who dOt'S the perceiving is 
an.d ~O% of all property crime is :'epo;t:~ b ,an ose revealed that 25% of all personal crime 
VIctIms, 1974). The motives which I '1 } ~o~e~ne other than the victim (Crimes and 
unknown. . , . eae nOl1-VICtllnS to sf.;nd for the police are simply 

The dcclSloli t~ call the police has been th ' .' . 
probably the most unponant factol' slla' f·f.e .fOIcus ?f conSldewble research, for it is 

J 
'1 pll1g 0 lela stallt" . 

ose pi ot surveys conducted in 1972 !." SICS on cnme. In the Dayton-S'll1 
larceny, and 40% of all household b' \ IC:,111;$ lecalled that aboutGO% o[alll'obhery, 56%of ~ll 

llrg anes were not reported to the l)olice '1'1 ., , 1ell reasons 
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for failing to do so were numerous: the largest categories chosen were "not ferious enough" 
(25-30%), "nothing can be done" (25%), or that th(~ harm or loss was slight (10%) (Crillll!s and 
Victims, 1974). Other analyses of the reporting problem have focuseu upon the race, class, or 

_ even personality characteristics of victims rather tban their manifest responses, although the 
utility of this approach is not panicularly clear. It appears that the charactcristi(s of the 
event are controlling: who did it (relative or wanger); \vhy it was done (economics or 
passion); what was the damage to person, properlY, or propriety; and what were the par
ticipants' estimates of the burdens and benefits of invoking the police? Only a portion of the 
latter calculation-that involving the victim's [cal of the police-would appear to be a 
straightforward race-and-class problem. Despite much discussion o( this factor, Ileither 
Ennis' (1967) nationa I survey nor the Dayton and San Jose SlUclies revealed more than 2% 
giving that response (Crimes and Victims, 197-1). 

Observational studie5 of police behavior indicate that even after the police ate called the 
outcome of the uime-me;lsurement process remains problematic. Crime recording becomes 
an organizational activity. Black's (1970) and Black's and Reiss' (1970) descriptions o[ 

police-citizen encounLers in Q1icago, Boston, and Washington, D.r;. indicate that extra-
- l<:£,:al factors greatly influence a policeman's decision to write a formal '·ciJU,.,.... Tlw), are 

loathe to file a report when the relational distance bdv:een the participants in a dispute is 
small, in part because tbey know that it -is vcry unlikely that the ca~c will be pursued in the 
courts. They tend to defer to the dispositional preferences 01 the complainant, who often 
mobilizes the police only to warn 01' threaten anotl1l'1' party. Both complainants who are 
deferential to the police and higher-status' victims are more likely to be successful in per
suading the police to file a report. The police also aCl upon their own assessment 01 the 
complainant's culpability. Often ll'::,pllnsibility (or p~rsonal (rime~ or their outcomes mav 
be apportioned among the parties, and. police respond to the divbion of blame (Curtis, 
1974). Finally, in cases where juveniles are parties to a dispute the police tend to defer to the 

dispositional preferences of adults at the scene. 
These observations suggest another reason why official statistics on crime should be 

lower than survey estimates. l1nlike survey enumNalions, where the victim's claito 
ultimately must be recorded on his terms, police "measurement" takes place within the 
context of the event. Complainants ale surrounded by witnesses and bystancl(·rs who 
contribu.te their interpretations of events. Surprisingly often the !luspects themselves are 
present to offer countercharges and alternative explanations. The decision LO file u. formal 
report is "judicial" in the sense that an officer weigh~ claims and counter-claims before 
making a disposition in a casco Patrol officers quickly learn to be suspicious o( the motives 
of complainants, (or their authori t)' is often invoked [or private purposes; claim5 o( victimi
zation are not taken at face value (Rubinstein, 1973). A~ the C'n iJorm Grime HejJort dOt's nol 
present predisposition case totals, but only "(ounded" complaints (or each city, we have no 
idea of the dimensions o[ this process. Scattered reports of large departments on hand 
indicate that the effect of "l.lnfounding" is considerable: approximately 25% o( rapes, 13% of 
robberies, and 19% o( gun assaults reponed to the police were di~cOll11ted in these cities. 
They probably would generate self-reports of victimization, but they did not become of-

ficial statistics. 
Technical considerations, including difficulties with the classification scheme 

employed in gathering omciaJ statistics, may introduce measurement errors on the police 
side as well. The Uniform Crime Reporting System imposes a set 01 ul..'finitions which do 
not match th(' legal pigeon-holes into which the police mllst sort events. The translation 
[rom local to national terminolog), appears to vary from jmbdiction to jurisdiction, 
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enhanced by local differences in training and data quality conlrol (Federal Bureau ot 
Investigation, J 973). Errors of this sort will shift over time within cities as well. I would 
interpret the tremendous variation and apparently random distrioutiop. of "manslaughter 
by Iwgligence" lOtals repented in the Unifurm Crime ReJJOrl, for example, to be a function 
large)y of variations in local practice. 4 Surve)1 studies of crime, on the other hand, utilize 
standardized measurement operations which may vary among interviewers, bllt should not 
vary considerably across cities. Because these error terms differ, further "gaps" will appear 
Ixtw('en figlUes from the two sources. 

The final 50urce of error OIl the police side is organizational and political. 'TIle ability of 
official records systems to ret::tin informal ion once it has beeL entered is problematic. III 
1966, a department audit of stationhouses in New York City revealed 20-90% under
reponing of ('velll~ in their files (Wolfgang, 1968). 11lese and other discoveries suggest that 
crillle is an OlganizatlOnal problem in police depar,mcllls. Especially in cities where 
commanders arc c\'aluated on their abi Ii t)' to reduce crime, \ve obsenre a consistent tendency 
toward unclelH'porting or the down-grading of offenses by police departments (Seidman 
and Couzens, 1974). Events also disappear individually in response to poliliGl1 influence or 
bribes, but this is less likely to skew the totals in com mOil types of crime. 

The dramatic impact of variations in police record-keeping procedUles upon crime 
Hatistics is illustrated by "before-anel-after" studies of cities which have overhauled their 
systems. Many of these were noted by researchers for the Crime Commission in their 
discussion of crime statistics (President'S Commission, 1967). New York City'S 1950 
reolganizatiol1, for example, bousted thal department's robbery totals by '100~o, larceny 700;0, 
and assault with a 1veapon 200% (Wolfgang, ]968). The Commission correctly perceived 
such overhauls as part of a more general phenomenon: the increasing professionalism of 
big-city police departments. A working hypothesis would be that as departments centralize 
their administration, automate their information systems, and encourage more legalistic 
bdlavior on the part of beat patrolmen, error in the official measurement of crime should be 
reduced significantly, 

SURVEY l\1EASUREivIENT 

.. The SOUlces of measurement error on the sun'ey side have been investigated in a series of 
national and city-level studies. In some, alternative techniques are employed in different 
randorn samples of a population and the results are compared. In otllers, police records are 
sampled to locate respondents who are known to have been victimized. They are then inter
viewed and their recall paltel11s analyzed. Each method gives us a different check of the 
reliability and validity of survey measures of crime. 

These investigations suggest thai the first question we must ask is, "Will the victim be 
intervit'wed?" This raises both data collection and sampling problems. In early studies, a 
randomly selected adult often was used as an informant for an entire household. 
Interviewers quil.Zed this respolldent aO(Jut the victimization experiences of each family 
member. In the Dayton-San Jose surveys, half of the sample households in each city were 
completel y enumerated; interviewers questioned evel)' household member over the age of 13 
to elidt self-reports of victimization. Apparently, informant fatigue or lack of information 
about other household members is a substantial problem, for individual questioning 
eliciwd signifkan tly more ('vent~. Thl' dif[('renc('s WNl' so marked thaI future federal survey~ 
willl'111ploy mllll,klt' housl'ilOhll'llllllltta!ions tkspite their increased cost. 

i 
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Sampling deficiencies, on the oth('l" hand, have not be~'n rellwdicti. In the city-level 
studies cOllducted by the BUlcau 01' the Census household ~alllplillg procedules are 
employed, and the sampling frame i~ bounded by lhe Il'l Ii tOlia IlimiLs of the u'nlral Lil),. But 
an average of 13~~ of lite daytime populati()n~ of the llatioll's role cities are Wmlllt!l('lS 
(Kasanla, 1972). In Chicago, lor example, O\er ·100,O()(J W01k('r~ leavl' the tity at sundown. 
Tourists and Olhcrlramlell b accoun t 1m another fractioll. Although the)' may l>L' del illliLeei 
and can repon their experiences to lhe police, they arc (urrently nut eligible Lor 
i nler\'iewing. 

Even if they enter the sample, victims of crime may not recall the event. As Albert 
Biderman et al. (W67) have noted, one striking finding oIthe victimimtioll pretests was the 
relatively low salience of many crime evcnts. In practice, most respondents seem to find it 
difficult to remember incidents of viclimit.ation othel tllan recent cas('s. The problem of 
memory fade has bCCD im'e&tigatecl in t,\·o ways. First, known "ic:till1~ han' been sekctc'd 
from police reports and in tcrviewed. I1wir recalllatc~ haH' climbed fl om li~aci (WashinglOll) 
to 74% (San Jose), reflecting successive improvcmcllts in the Census Buteau's questi(ln
naire. Second, respondents have been )cquired to recall known events within time frames 
ranging from threc months to one year. These tests reveal a sharply decreasing lecall rate for 
temporally distant events. The same phenomenon may be obserwd by plotting the date' of 
occurrence of each event recalled by randomly selected respondellt';. :-.ronthly crinw rates 
estimated flOm survey responses dtop sharply as an illvcrse fUllction of time (Ennis, 1967). 
Accurate SUl'\'ey measurements lequire brief recall jJcliods. This meanl:t that vel)' huge 
samples are required to provide yearly crime estimates, The cunent compromise for the 
National Crime Panel i:-. six man ths; respondents in the ( ity studies are asked to recall ('wnts 
for an entire y~ar. Police c;;timat<:s, all till' (jther hand, UH: ~ubj('ct to few of tlwse difiicultic3. 

Reverse checks of police records also indicate tbat recall rates in an interview setting arc 
sensitive to variations among lhe events themselves. They suggest thatlt'~p()nSes may Ilot be 
forthcoming even if an evellt is leca11('(1. 'Victims appear to be unwilling to report clashes 
with friends or relatives, for example. In ,san Jose, those whom the' pollLe noted had been 
victimized by strangers recallcd the event during an interview 75% of the time; only 22% of 
the cases where the police recorded that tlw offender was a relative were recalled, and 58%of 
those cases involving an acquaintanCl'. Rapes were revealed cautiollsly; in the San Jose pilot 
survey all recalled rapes were described as "attempted." It should be Hoted that the~e varia
tions are similar to those which appear to affect the willingness of victims to relate tlwir 
experiences lO the police as well. Dispu tes within families and rLip::s arc both highly under
reported. And, as it was noted above, the police appear to be kss willing to Ii Ie forma I reports 
when disputants are acquainted. In this case, survey and official procedures both 
systematically undercount the same classes of events. This is a serious measurement 
problem. 

As noted in Figure 1, the final step in the sunrey measurement of crime involves the 
coding and classification of reported victimizations. It is difficult to judge how successfully 
this process reflects the event. In his report to the Crime Commission, Ennis (1967) related a 

. modest test of the inter-coder reliability of his c1assifiwtioll scheme. Teams of lawyers and 
detectives were successful in classifying cilizen-reponed victimizations in the same D.C.H... 
categories as his research staff about 65~~ of the time. In a validity test of the more advanced 
San Jose Survey instlUment, Census personnel classified 259 of 292 recalled victimizations 
into the same categories as the local police who initially recorded them. Since we have no 
confidence that police and tlle intelviewer were told exactly the same story, this is a 
remarkablr: correspondence. Coupled with the face validity of the current survey 
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imlntn1<'llt-the items arc drawn to tap tll(~ dim('nsiom which ddinc Part I offenscs in the 
Unzform Crimf Rfj!url-this suggests that the c1as~j[ication stagc' of the process is probably 
ks~ tlOllbl('~orn(' than most. 

A fiJlal and pott'lltiallr irnpoltClnt S()lll(C of ('1101 in both sw .... er and official measures is 
the inllnsioll of (,tht,} {'\'{'nl~ into tIl(' ob'>elYec\ ~(()n.' for a city or household, On the police 
sid(', fruudulrnt daims may be rq~iSI(,l{'d .. P<'ople may misuse the police in personal 
V('lIdptlas, lllC')' may invellt stories 10 disguise their OWIl culpability, or they may auemptto 
H'gisler excL'~si\'(' insluanc(' claim). In addition, actual e\'elll~ which lie outside the domain 
of illtell'!>l may 1)(' Illhclassiried as falling within i l. The nlOsl serious problem 011 the survey 
side' is "fOlward t(·lt-scoping." l\lethod checks of all kinds indic.:ate t.hat the tendency of 
t('))poudents lO ) (" all ('vents which O( ell) leel outside of the refcrencc period of the survey and 
to claim that they ()ccutlcd within the specified inlerval is quite stro;lg, Expcriments with 
tIl(' CenslIs' Quarterly IIou!>ehold SUl\'cy panels indicate that "bounded" interviews may 
avoid distol lions of this kind. R('spondents who are asked to recall events which have 
()«'urred since an inl(!l'viewC'l"s last visit rcport as few as one-half the number of 
villirnilillions lecaUed by thos(' who alC quiu.cd alx)lItthc sallie period but who pre\'iousl, 
haY(' nol b('cl1 questioned (Turner, J 972). Givcn the low 5alien('c of most crime cvents and 
their steep forgetting curve, victims lequire signposts to guide their recall. 

ESTll'VlATING ERROR r.lAGNITUDE 

Like alllllc'asllres, estimates of crime rates contain error. Given the magnitude of the 
sourn'5 of eITor dis(,llS~d here, it is remal ka ble that official and survey measures of crime 
('Ovary as dosdy as they do. The exi!>tellce of these multiple mea:.U1es may help us estimate 
in vel y rough fashi(JIl the magn itucle of the error ill each. Additior~al methods tests and 
analyses of existing data may contribute further to our understanding of the dimensions of 
errol'. 

Crossdl('cks of recall en'ors in the sur\'l'y meaSUH.!rtlent process indicate that the rate at 
which int('l'views "recover" eV(,llts is fairly high, In the San Jose pilot survey of 1971, of the 
3!J.J known victims who were locat(~d for questioning, 292 recalled the event in some form 
(San Jose Methods Test, ) 972). Table I-A presents the recall rate for various subcategories of 
CY('l1tS. Nott, that late; for frequent cl'im.es, larceny and burglary, were higher than Ihose for 
less fr'equelll evellts. Table I-A also presents the LOtalnumbcr of personal and holtsehold 
victimizations recalled by the residents of San Jose proper in the !>ttlndard population survey 
phase of the pilot study. These arc then projected into' 'corrected"tolals which ronghly take 
into account pattt'llls of nOIl-J'ecall. As the column totah indicate, the San Jose survey may 
have J'cco\'rred approximately 75%of the five class(!sofevenlsoCinter<.'st. This i5 a veryru~h 
indicator of the reC()VelY power of the victimization survey iIistrument, one t1':1~quires 
further refinement. 

Table loB examines the respondent'S contributions 1.0 errors in survey measures of 
crime, The memory curve plotted in Table loB indicates that recall perinel:. exceedil'ig three 
mOlllhs may lead to the substulUialunderconnting of offenses in the population. A test of 
the ability of those J'ecalJingevents to place them in the proper mon th-an essential check of 
the ability of SUl'V('Ys to provide time-series estimates of the type an ticipClted-indicates that 
recall accuracy degrades sharply after about three months as well (Turner, 1972; Ennis, 
1967). '111ese curves, which were computed (rom data in the report of the San Jose pilot 
study, ;,;uggest thal the six-month recall period used in the National Crime Panel and the 12-
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