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SUSPENSION OF THE NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 13, 1977 £

U.S. Housr or REPRESENTATIVES,
SuscormITTEE ON CRIME
oF THE COMMITTEE OF THB J UDICIARY,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 1:15 p.m. in room 2141 of the Rayburn
House Office Building; the Honorable John Conyers, Jr. (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding. ,

Present: Representatives Conyers, Gudger, Rodino, and McClory.

Mr. Coxyers. This is a hearing before the 'Subcommittes on Crime
of the House Committee on the Judiciary., This hearing will consider
the proposed suspension of the National Crime Survey.

As chairman of the subcommittee, I wish to apologize to all involved
for the haste in which this hearing was called, but it seemed urgent
and necessary that this subcommittee inquire into LEAA’s proposed
decision to suspend data collection for this country’s only ongoing sur-
vey of the victims of serious crime. .

This survey was designed to collect accurate statistics on the inci-
diefnce and nature of crimes involving serious violence and property
offenses.

Many of us are familiur with how it works, and according to those
in the law enforcement community and in a variety of Government
agencies, this victimization survey is far more accurate than the only
other one we have—the FBI Uniform Crime Reporting mechanism—
because; among other reasons, it enables the Government to obtain
data on crimes not, reported to the police.

With this in mind, the subcommittee is meeting here this afternoon

to revieyw the decision apparently made by the Law Enforcement As-
sistance Administration to suspend the National Crime Survey for a
period of approximately 1 year.

Before proceeding, a little background, I tll’ink; might be-

appropriate.

On Angust 1, 1977, we learned that Acting LEAA Administrator
James Gregg, had signed a memorandum appr\oving‘ suspension of the
survey. Shortly thereafter, we wrote the Attorney (General asking for
clarification of his policy regarding victimization statistics, noting that
his proposal to establish a Bureau of Justice Statistics incorporated
the ongoing analysis and collection of vietimization data. = -

Shortly thereafter, Deputy- Attorney General Flaherty informed
us that LEAA’s decision was under review and that we could expect
some decision shortly. e
' ' (1)
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Having not received further communication from the Justice De-
partment, this subcommittee was surprised to read in the Los Angeles
Times, the Washington Post, and the New York Times of an inter-
view with Acting Administrator Gregg, who announced that LEAA
was suspending the survey because of serious questions about data
colltliction, including the quality of the questionnaires that liad been
used.

We are obviously concerned about the confusion and delay which
has surroundad this decision and whether it need really be made in the
first instance, particularly at a time when this Nation needs an accurate
barometer to measure erime if we are to gage whether a real decrease
in the crime rate is, in fact, going on.

It seems that the decision to terminate data collection raises very
important questions which we hope to pursue today.

I am pleased that we are able to have with us today members of the
user and statistical community to provide hackground concerning the
merits of continuing to collect these statistics. We have on hand a
representative from the Census Bureau, the Acting Administrator of
LEAA, and many others.

Our first witness is Professor Stephen Fienberg, chairman of the
department of applied statistics at the University of Minnesota. and
chairman of the American Statistical Association’s Ad Hoc Commit-
tee on Law and Criminal Justice Statistics.

We welcome Professor Fienherg,

T must note, however, that two bellg indicate a recorded vote is tak-
ing place on the floor of the House, so, if you will permit me to do this,
we will incorporate your statement, without objection, into the record.

I would now like to yield to my colleague from Illinois, the ranking
minority member of the Judiciary Committee, whose time, I know is
limited.

The gentleman from Illinois. Mr. McClory. .

Mr. McCrory. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for yielding, and T want
to commend you on the convening of rhis meeting of the subcommittee,
As vou stated, I will not be able to remain to hear the testimony, al-
though I want to indicate my keen interest in the subject of the hear-
ing this afternoon.

Having testified earlier with regard to the plight of the Law En-
forcement Assistance Agency. it strikes me that tlic eptire prooram of
Taw Enforcement Assistance Agency is being jeopardized by uni-
Jateral and hasty actions which appear to be taking place. This
apparent decision to diseontinue the National Crime Survey vwonld
‘seem to me to be a most serious and a most unfortunate step, if carried
out. and T hope that either this activity will be retained or something
better will be established. ; ’

The thing that strikes me about the decisions being made with
respect to LISAA Is that we have an apparent decision to restricture,
to replace LEAA with something else, but that something else is very
vague and uncertain, ‘

Asyou and I know, there is room for improvement, but thereis a very
areat need for improvement within TEAA, and for expansion of
T/EAA and its functions—not for its elimination, or for that matter,
susnension of any of its vital activities.

Thank you, Mr, Chairman.
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Mr. Coxyers. I thank my colleague for joining me here, and I note
that the gentleman from Illinois was for many years a member of this
subeommittee, whose averriding concern with LEAA. and the research
institute in particular is going to cause him to monitor these hearings
very thoroughly.

The subcommittee will take o 10-minute recess,

[ Brief recess ig taken.]

1. Conyens. The subcommittee will come to order.

Welcome, again, Dr. Fienberg. We have your statement, and we are
prepared to hear any additional views that you may have.

[The prepared statement follows:]

VICTIMIZATION AND THE NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY: SHoULD DarA COLLECTION BB
SUSPENDED ? .

(By Stephen E. Fienberg, Department of Applied Statisties, School of Statisties,
Thiiversity of Minnesota, St. Paul, Minn,)

STUMMARY

The National Crime Survey (INCS8) was begun in 1972, under the sponsorship
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), to develop new in-
formation on the incidence of erime and its impact on society. The NCS is viewed
by experts in the area of crime statistics as an important innovation which has
great potential to provide new information for policy makers. The design and
implementation of the NCS are of a relatively high statistical quality, and in this
sense the NCS is superior to other data series collected by the Justice Depart-
ment. While the NCS has many shortcomings, they are not sufficient to justify
the suspension of dsata collection, Indeed, a careful consideration of the flows in
the NCS should lead logically to a poliey of continuing support for basic
victimization data collection, and special-attention to methodological and ofher
improvements. A short-term interruption of data collection will have long-term
consequences on the utility and interpretation of national vietimization infor-
mation. The arguments put forth by LIBAA in support of such a suspension are
not adequate to sustain the LEAA decision,

T believe that o suspension of data collection for the NCS during fiseal year
1978 would do irreparable damage to the NCS in particular and to LIBAA and
the Department of Justice more broadly. Thig is especially true in light of current
of Justice efforts to develop a framework for a new Bureau of Justice Statigtics.

Quatifications

My appearance before this Subcommittee is a result of my professional and
academie regearch interests in the National Crime Survey, I received my Ph, D.
in Statiyties from Marvard University in 1968, and have subsedquently taught at
Farvard University, the University of Chicago, and the University of Minnesota,
g'theretl am currently Professor aud Chairman of the Department: of Applied
statistics.

I am a Fellow of the Ameriean Statigtieal Association, the Institute of Mathe-
matical Statistics, and the Royal Statistical Society, I have gerved. for five years
on the Social Science Reserach Couneil’s Advisory and Plauning Committee on
Social Indicators and on its Subcommittee on Criminal Justice Statistics. I am
also Coordinating and Applications Edifor of the Journal of the American Sta-
tistical Association, and Chairman of that Association’s Ad Hoe Committee on
Law and Criminal Justice Statistics.

My ovwn -vesearch interests include data collection and statistical analysis
in the area of criminal justice. I recently prepared a detailed critique of the
design and implementation of the National Crime Survey of the limited resources
devoted to its analysis. :

While I cannot speak for the Social Science Research Council, thé American
Statistical Association, or the University of Minnesota, I can'note the significance
attached to-the NCS victimization data by professionals within the statistical
community, and by those interested in basic information on crime, how criminal
vietimization is changing over time, and how victimization is ielated to other
demographic variables and social conditions. i
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The NCS end other criminal juslice data series

The National Crime Survey (NCS) was initiated in July of 1972 by the Law
Tnforcement Assistance Administration (LEBAA) to measure the annual change
in the incidence of crime in a set of major categories, and to characterize
aspects of the reported events and their vietims. The NCS has been heralded
as the most important new data series introduced by the Federal Government in
the past decade, and is clearly the most important innovation in the area of
crime statisties since the 1930's. It has the potential to provide policy malkers
with new insights into the causes of crime and the =ffectiveness of yarious
criminal justice and law enforcement programs.

The Department of Justice is responsible for several major national dati-
collection programs including the Uniform Crime Reports (through the Xederal
Bureau of Investigntion), the Drug BEnforcement Administration Addict Report-
ing Program, the National Prisoner Statistics Program, the Uniform Parole
Reports, and the National Crime Survey to name a few. In my opinion, no other
data series collected under the auspices of the Depavtment of Justice even ap-
proaches the guality of the NOS.

The NCS has been designed and executed. for LINAA by the U.S. Bureau of the
Census, It includes personal interviews at six-month intervals with individuals
in up to 65,000 households. As such it is one of the largest ongoing surveys
in the United States, and it receives conti-ual attention from the many profes-
sional statisticians employed by Census, it is the high quality of the NCS
design and its implementation, as well #3 the careful documentation produced
by Census staff, that has allowed me and others to prepare detailed criticismns
of the NCS. Only data series that meet such a relatively high standard ullow
for and warrant careful statistical critiques.

The NCS and national unemployment statistics

It is of specisl interest to mote that the sample design and siructure of the
NCS closely resemble those of the Current Population Survey (CPS), which
is also conducted by the Bureau of the Census. The OPS is the source of official
natiqnal unemploymeit statistics released each month by the Bureau of TLabor
Sta.tlstigs. Many of the problems with and criticisms of the NOS are equally
valid with respect to the OPS and the unemployment data. Moreover, we can
probably make rough estimates of victimization with the same degree of ac-
curacy as that which we associate with many rfatements about unemployment.

There are two difficulties with such NCS-C®# tomparisons. First, we simply
don’t have as much experience with vietimizaticn data as we do with unemploy-
ment_data. Second, in many ways we are asking more and deeper substantive
questions about vietimization than we do about unemployment. Thus the defects
of the NCS appearto be greater than those: of the OPS. Nonetheless, the similari«
ties between the two gurveys are importantto keep in mind.

The proposed suspension of NOS data collection

A suspension of data collection for any statistical time series brings with it
many dangers and problems, and in the case of the NCS these are more severe
than is at ﬁlzst: apparent. The basic sampling structure of the NCS is that of a
panel study, in which each participating household location supplies information
over a full 315-year period, Breaking off the NCS data collection for nine months
during fiscal year 19?8 will have the effect of forcing panel construction to begin
anew, It was only in January 1977 that the bnlanced. panel structure of the
NCS became fully operational, despite the fact that data collection commenced
in 1972, Thus the NCS balanced panel will not be fully operable again for at
least' 4%. years from suspension of data collection, even thiough the-actual sus-
pension is only for nine months.

The impact of a nine-month suspension becomes of even greater concern when
we recognize the change in the sampling frame that will take place following the
1680 Census. As a result, a nine-month suspension of data collection might easily
he parlayed into as much as an eight-year gap between time periods involving a
fully-balimced panel siructure,

‘Even if one were to accept the loss of information and aceuracy associated
with a relatively brief suspension of NCS data collection, one must recognize
that thg real dollar costs for NCS are not appreciably less with the suspension
than. without. When these real costs are coupled with the lasting impaect a sus-

_pension would have on Census field -collection activities, it is hard to imagine

;Illgnpowerful nature of the arguments marshalled in support of the suspension
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I am the first to admit that there are many flaws in the NCS, and that the
victimization data it produces are not as useful as-they could be, both for policy
purposes and for fundamental research into crime and its social causes, Sus-
pending data collection during fiseal year 1978 is simply not g reasonable way
to cuve these problems. In fact I believe that the problems will get worse as a
result of the suspension, not better. The most reliable way to make methodological
and other improvements in the NOCS is in the context of an ongoing Burvey.
- Research and analytic activities must go hand in hand with data collection.

Thig is the only rational way to interpret the recommendations in the report of
the National Academy of Sciences’ Panel. It was in this spirit of an ongoing
and ever-improving survey that I prepared my owna critique of the NOS.

LBAA's justificution of suspension

It is my understanding that there are five reasong offered by LEAA in support
of the suspension of victimization data collection, Because I find these reasons
inadequate to support the decision to suspend, X list them here, following each
one with my own reflections on the issues involved.

1. The joint LEAA/Census Research Committes is considering changes in the
most fundamental aspects of the victimization surveys, such as refereuce period,
time in sample, series dnd multiple victimizations, and basie questionnaire
design, i

‘While I applaud the ereation of suich a committee, and am completely in sym-
pathy with its goals, T do not understand hotv the existence and support of such
4 regearch program is an argument in support of the suspension of vietimization
data enllection. Indeed, I believe the opposite is true.

First, one must realize that the process of creating appropriate statistical
methodology capable of dealing with fundamental design problems of the NCS
requires considerable time. While first-rate statistical staff at {he Bureau of
the Census have been hard at work for at least two years on modeling and
analysis agpects of the NCS with regard to reference period and time in $ample,
they have yet to arrive at an optimal choice for both which will maximize the
accuracy of the vietimization data collected. It may well be that Censug will
find a good solution to this set of problems in the next year, but it is hard to see
how such solitions could be implemented in time for the resumption of datd
collection ix fiscal year 1979,

Second, the relationship between series and multiple victimizations is ex-
tremely complex, and is one that J myself have been exploring in my own re-
Search work, Recent analyses by Albert Reiss Jr. of Yale University are the
first I know of which begin to point to technical problems in NCS reporting,
but no one has yet developed stafistical models relating series and multiple
;'igtimization in a way that suggests how they may be better handled in the

uture. :

Third, and most important, if and when researca leads to suggestiofis of
fundamental design changes in the NCS, the evaluation of the changes must take
place in the context of an ongoing survey. Criminal victimization in the United
States is a dynamic social process. YWere the process static, we could make a
change (i.e. abandon the old method and adopt the new) and assess its impact
by comparing old and new levels, But because victimization is dynamie, and
because our measuring instruments are both fallible and subject to substantial
sampling variability, we can only compare the old with the new by doing Loth
at the snme time. This is one of the fundamental concepts of experimental control
in statisticnl thought. Without a continuing vietimization data base, we have
10 sound basis to assess the effects of any design changes in'the NCS.

Finally, while X am nof privy to detailed budget information, it is my impres-
gicu that the actual level of funding available for basic research on fundamental
design changes in the NOS under the suspension plan is actually less than that
currently available. This hardly seems supportive of a major research elfort.

2. LEAA needs to concentrate resources on the analysis of already collected
;mtimxzamon data, and on promoting maximum use of victimization public use

pes. . . - : . :

Encouragerpent of widespread nse of victimization public use tapes ig o wise
course of action only if LIZAA can give proper advice on the use of the tapes.
At the moment, I don't believe that it can give such advice, nor do I see much
evidence of a concentration of resources on the analysis of data from the NOS
national panel. To my knowledge there is only one group outside of LIMAA
currently doing such analysis. Moreover, given the time lags between the prepara~
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tion and submission of proposals and their funding, and given the nature of the
national panel data of the NCS and the organization of the tapes, sensible new
analysis projects outside of LEAA (if they were funded) cou}d not reusoqab_ly
begin until fisenl year 1979. The alternative to outside analysgs i's work within
LEAA, and there is no apparent LEAA capability for such statistical work,

T am one of the strongest advocates of careful statistical analysis of the NCS
data, but, despite the competition for scarce resources, I cannot understand how
the initiation of such analysis could be used as an argumeut in support ol even
a temporary suspension of NCS data collection efforts. . e

3. LIAA is planning to fund the evaluation of random-digit dialing and com-
puter-assisted telephone interviewing as an alternative to the current methods
in use at Census. :

As T noted above, the proper evaluation of procedural changes such as this
can only take place in the context of an ongoing survey. That one would ivish
to suspend the current data collection in order to fund certain forms of tele-
phone surveys is especially surprising given the knowledge we have already
gathered about them. A research report on the NCS I recently read notes that:
“Personal interviews produce higher rates of series and nonseries vietimization
per 1000 interviews than. do telephone interviews. In the aggregate, personal
interviews are 50 percent more productive of victimizatiim incidents than are
telephione interviews.” Because the use of telephone interviews in the NOS is
at the discretion of the interviewer, it is extremely difficult to separate out the
personal-telephone. interviews effect from design features of the NS,

In light of this evidence, and similar ev-lence frum wtlier unrelated surveys,
it would be folly to attempt to evaluate the utility of a telephone survey of vic-
timization without a careful comparison with the ongoing NCS panel, (‘Che only
published study I know of which compares telephone and personal interviewing
for vietimizaticn used unbounded interviews, and as. a result is unreliable. I
understand that Census has done an experiment comparing personal and tele-
phone interviews in conjunction with the NCS, but the results are not yet
available.) :

Additional problems such as residential mobility appear to preclude the use
of an exclusively telephone survey of victimization except as a cross-gection, and
this would sacrifice the tremendous advantages of bounded interviews. in the
current NCS structure,

4, HAA has been unsuccessful in getting the Bureau of the Census to modify
its disclosure policy on microdata files.

While I understand LIBAA'S conecern on this point, and see the problem of dis-
closure of mierodata files as a serious one, I don't believe that this can be used as
a reason for recommending suspension of victimization data collection. Before
suspension is consideréd, someone should have in mind an alternative data
collection method that will also provide usable data for state and local users
with tolerable associated sampling variability,

What most people don’t understand . is that to get precision in a survey at the
state or local level equivalent to that of a national survey, one needs to have a
sample of about the same size. It is difficult to see how anyone at a local level
could make effective use of data pertaining to his locality from a national vie-
timization sample, for poliey analysis and program development, We are dealing
with a phenomenon (vietimization) that requirves relatively large samples for
even the most rough inferences.

Nonetheless, Census does provide specialized tabulations involving microdata
on request, even though it won't prepare public use tapes for local areas, This
should suffice for most users, and seems to be a reasonable compromise that
avoids violation of Census disclosure policy.

5. LWAA now has three years of data from the victimization surveys (1973-
1975) and preliminary data for 1976 which indicate no significant changes in vic-
timization rates for most crime categories.

“ If the Uniform Crime Reports showed litfle change in offense rates over a
- three-year period no one would propose to suspend their colleéction. I can't see
why this argument is any moze suitable for the NCS, even if we accept the argu-
ment that there has been no significant change in recent years.

Only data for 1973 to 1975 have been published so far, thus I have not yet seen
figures for 1976, My own examination of the 1978-75 data suggests several changes
in eriminal vietimization rates of potentially profound significance. First, the
NCS data do exhibit some dramatic incereases from 1973 to 1975. For example. per-
sonal larceny without contact (the most common' personal erime’of theft) shows
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a 5.8 percent inerease, household larcenies show a 17.83 percent increase, and
commercial burglaries show a 12.2 -percent increase., In each case most of the
increase is attributable to the change from 1973 to 1974. To properly interpiet
these and other rate changes we need continuing data.

Second, the NOS was created at the tail end of a period of rapidly rvising crime
rates in essentially all eategories. UCR data suggest a slowdown in the rise of
various crime vates over the past five years, and collateral demographie infor-
mation suggests that the population age-shift we are now experiencing might
actually lead to a downturn in crime rates, These observations are consistent
with the curvilinear pattern that appeaxys to be present in many of the NOS crime
categories. Several more years of equally accurate data will be necessary to
distinguish between a stable series of estimates and a curvilinear trend in the
estimateg, It is important to have a way of measuring crime in the United States
ut this juncture in our development, which is uurelated to administrative data
produced by out police departments and agencies, and which can be used ag a
¢heck on the TOR.,

Finally, since the full maturity of the NCS panel structure first oceurred in
January of thig year, we must recoguize that the earlier data {for 1973-76)
may - be contaminated by errors of unknown but substantial size, Thus, it i8
diffienlt to accept n conelusion that vietimization rates have remained remark-
ably stable without adding a long list of qualifying statements.

TESTIMONY OF STEPHEN E. XTENBERG, PROFESSOR AND CHAIR-
MAN, DEPARTMENT OF APPLIED STATISTICS, UNIVERSITY OF
MINNESOTA, CHAIRMAN OF THE AMERICAN STATISTICAL ASSO-
CIATION’S AD HOC COMMITTIEE ON LAW AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE
STATISTICS

Professor Fiexsere. I thank you, Mr. Chairman,

My appearance before the subcommittee is the result of both my
professional and my academic research interest in the National Crime
Survey. ' .

My connection with the survey has come up in several different
ways. In part, through my membership on the Social Science Research
Council’s Advisory and Planning Committee on Social Indicators and
its Subcommittee on Criminal Justice Statistics; in my capacity as
an editor of the Journal of the American Statistical Association, for
which I review articles by professional people at Census and report
on the work that they have done in connection with the survey, and
also in connection with that Association’s Ad Hoe Committee on Law
and Criminal Justice Statisties. : L

While I cannot speak for the Social Science Research Council, the
American Statistical Association, or the University of Minnesota, I
can note the significance attached to the National Crime Survey by
professionals within the statistical community and by those interested
in basic information on crime and criminal vietimization,

The National Crime Survey was initiated in July of 1972 by the
LEAA and has been heralded by many as the most important new data
series introduced by the Federal Government dwring the past decade,

It is clearly the most important innovation in the area of crime
statistics since the 1930’s and has the potential to provide policymakers
with new insights into the causes of erime and the effectiveness of
various criminal justice and law enforcement programs.

In my opinion, no other data series collected under the auspices of
the Department of Justice even approaches the quality of the National
Crime Survey. '
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The survey has been designed and executed for LEAA by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census and includes personal interviews at 6-month
intervals with individuals in up to 65,000 households. As such, it is
onie of the largest ongoing surveys in the United States, and it receives
continual attention from the many professional statisticians employed
by census. ' . .

It’s the high quality of the National Crime Survey design and its
implementation, as well as the careful documentation produced by
Census staff, that have allowed me and others to prepare detailed
criticisms of the National Crime Survey.

I want to note very em{:hatically that only data series that meet
such a relatively high standard allow for and warrant careful statisti-
cal critiques,

It’s of special interest to point out that the sample design and
structure of the National Crime Survey closely resembies those of the
Current Population Survey, which is also conducted by the Bureau of
the Census. '

You.and other members of the subcommittee are aware of the Cur-
vent Population Survey, primarily because it is the source of the official
national unemployment statistics released each month by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics.

Many of the problems associated with the criticisms of the National
Crime Survey that have been discussed in recent months in connection
with the proposed suspension are equally valid with respect to the
Cuwrrent Population Survey and unemployment data, and it’s im-
portant, to bear in mind the similarities, even though there are difficul-
ties with such comparisons.

First, we simply don’t have as much experience with victimization
data as we have with unemployment data; and, second, in many ways
we are asking more and deeper substantive questions about victimiza-
tion and crime than we do abouf unemployment,

Thus, the defects of the National Crime Survey appear to be even
greater than those of the Current Population Survey, when, in fact,
we don’t really know that this is the case.

A suspension of data collection for any statistical time series brings
with it many dangers and problems, and in the case of the National
Crime Survay these are more severe than are first apparent. The basic
sampling structure of the National Crime Survey is that of a panel
study, and I would be happy to elaborate on what that means a little
later on, if you would like. In this panel study, each participating
household location supplies information over a full 814-year period.
Breaking off the data collection for 9 months during fiscal year 1978
will have an effect of forcing the construction of this panel to start
anew, and a balanced panel structure—what census aims at by build-
ing up and introducing new members into the panel on a regular basig—
‘would not be fully operable again for at least 414 years from suspension
of data collection, even though the actual suspension is only going to
be 9 months long. : :

The impact of the 9 months’ suspension becomes of even greater
concern when you recognize the change in the sampling frame. By
that, I mean, the list from which the households are drawn for the
sample. That’s going to take place following the 1980 census. As a
result, the 9-month suspension of data collection might easily be
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parlayed intp as much as an 8-year gap in effective data between time
periodsinvelving o fully balanced panel structure.

Now, even if one were to accept the loss of information and accuracy
associated with a relatively brief suspension, one must recognize that
the real dollar costs for the National Crime Survey are not appreciably
less if the type of research that LEAA hag proposed to do is actually
done with the suspension than without. When these real costs are
coupled with the lasting impact a suspension would have on census
field collection activities and other aspects of the survey, it’s hard to
imagine the powerful nature of arguments that can be marshaled
in support of the suspension.

Now, I am one of the first to admit that there are many flaws in
the Mational Crime Survey and that the victimization data it produces
ars not as useful as they could be, both for policy purposes and for
fundamental research into erime and its social causes.

Suspending data collection during fiscal year 1978 simply is not a
reasonable way to cure these problems. In fact, I believe the problems
will get worse, not better, as a result of the suspension,

The most relisble way in which to make msthodological and other
improvements in a survey such as the National Crime Survey is in the
context of an ongoing survey. Research and analytic'activities must go
hand in hand with data collection. This is the only rational way to n-
terpret the recommendations ia the report of the National Academy of
Science’s panel, and it was in the same spirit of an ongoing and ever-
improving survey that I, myself, prepared a critique of the National
Crime Survey. :

I have been shown a memorandum prepared by officials of LEAA,
which offers five reasons in support of the suspension of the victimiza-
tion data collection, and in the prepared material that I am submitting
for the record, I have listed these reasons, following each with my own
reflections on the issues involved.

I find these reasons inadequate to support the decision to suspend. I
believe that a suspension of data collection-for the NCS during the
fiscal year 1978 would do irreparable harm to the National Crime Sur-
gey, 1dr11 particular; and to LEAA and the Department of Justice, more

roadly.

"This is especially true in light of the current Department of ;Fustice
efforts to develop a framework for a new Burean of Justice Statistics.

Thank you,

Mr. Coxyers. I appreciate your evaluation.

First of all, arve you receiving any funds from LEAA ¢

Professor Frexsere, No, I am not. C

Mr. Conymrs. You stated that the basic structure of the National
Crime Survey is that of a panel of households which supply informa-
tion on a 6-months’ basis for 314 years. Apnarently thoueh if NCS is
suspended, a balanced panel will not be fully operational for perhaps
another 414 years,, ‘ , ,

‘Whatis the nature of the balanced panel and why is it desirable?

Professor Fenserg, Well, to understand what goes on in the survey
you have to compare the NCS with the kind of swrrey we normally
thinl about when we talk about sample surveys. That is one where
someone with a field staff goes out and collects information from dif-
ferent samples of people at several points in time, Then a comnparicon
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is usually made across time about rates of victimization in. an
area such as burglary. - -

What we are talking about here with the National Crime Survey is
quite a different structure, where household locations arve selected and
everybody in that household is interviewed every 6 months for a 314-
year period. That means we have detailed information for individual
people running for a full 314 years,

Now, in the sense of the National Crime Survey, the panel structure
has important implications. First, it allows census to fix when reported
incidents really take place. If a respondent reports a burglary to a
household in the last 6 months to an interviewer, the interviewer can
say. “Well, you reported a burglarly to me the last time I came to in-
terview. Is this the same one?” This telescoping of events is a very
important phenomenon. You have to separate out those victimiza-
tions that belong outside the reference period from those that belong
inside,

Second, by using this complicated panel structure, Census can get
better estimates of variability asseciated with the samples. That means
they can make more accurate statements about change from one point
in time to the next. ;

Third, and most important from my own perspective, this panel
structure allows people, both ‘at Census and elsewhere, to ask very
deep- questions about the phenomena of erime and vietimization and
the relationship between offenders and victims., When vou can follow
an individual across time, you can ask questions about multiple victim-
ization. You can ask about those wha are being vietimized over and
over again across a period of many yeavs. This type of information is
unavailable from other forms of survey work. ‘

Mr. Coxyrrs. Thank you. ‘

May I ask how this temmnination, although for a relatively brief
period, could have the impact of interrnpting the survey for a consid-
erable number of years ?

Professor Fmwnere. Well, if you cut off the survey, you don’t go ont
into the field for 9 months or a vear or a year and a half, and vou'don’t
ask these respondents what is going on in that period of time. Then yon
have to start up all over again. and to start up without an enormous
expense requires a gradual buildup. introdiicing each month a new
group into the panel, until the panel reaches full size. ;

Mr. Coxyers. Does it invalidate the presently callected information ¢

Professor Fmxeere. That’s the other thing that is very crucial. All
the information that we have been collecting on people who weren’t
scheduled to go out of the panel at the end of this calendar year will
be cut off, and the value of the previonsly collected data. even if some
of these people are introduced into the panel again, will be put into
jeopardy in terms of this longitudinal data.

Mr. Cownyers. Finally, Professor, can you put your finger on some
of the methodological problems that, according to press reports, the
Acting Administrator referred to as a basis for the interruption of the
survey ? v -

Professor Freneerg. There are two that T have been especially inter-
ested in, and one of these has to do with the recall period. ;

When you interview a person in a sampled household, it’s importait
to have a reasonable time period to ask him about, whether it’s 1 month
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“or 2 months, 3 months—currently, we are talking about 6 months in
- this survey, and that is being called into question. o o

A second and very important methodological problem has to do with

multiple victimization, and its ramifications for reporting. The issue
" of multiple victimization is one that is quite open, and it is very

difficnlt for me to see how anyone is going to be able to vesolve those

issues without ongoing data from the survey. o

There is a limited amount of data in hand already, but until we have
been collecting data for a long period of time, its value in this context
will be minimal. ' ’ ;

Mr. Coxxyers. Have you beard anything about the random- digit
dialing proposal, or are you prepared to comment on that technique.

Professor Fmnsere. I know something about it. The proposal is for
a cross-sectional survey, so it doesn’t have the panel structure and, as a
resitlt, people are not going to be asked more than once about their
behavior over time. This has many of the problems ¥ puointed out be«
fore. Random digit dialing is in some sense cost-efficient, but the infor-
mation that will be available is not comparable, in my opinion, to the
information that would be available from the current Cgtisus survey
operation. ,

Mr. Convers. You referred to the unemployment statistics, which
have always been a source of some discomfort for me. T am impressed
with the National Crime Survey for the reason that many people have
said it is a new attempt fo obtain information in an area for which,
listorically, there has been so little information coming forward. We
definitely need something more substantive than the crime figures
reported by local law enforcement agencies, whose quality must ulti-
mately depend on the reporting practices of those agencies.

On the other hand, with regard to unemployment figures, we have
a great problem. The underreporting of unemployment rates has been
a source of embarrassment across several administrations, and those
figures have come into increasing disrepute.

Can we separate the methodology used in gathering unemployment
statistics from the crime survey ¢ ~

Professor Fiexpera. I think so. Indeed, I mentioned I had prepared
my own criticism of the National Crime Survey, and in that I sug-
gested some alternatives. I think the difficulty is that it requires
# lot of experience in the field to understand wlhat form of
sample will be appropriate. As a result, adopting the sampling
structure from the Current Population Survey was a natural first step
for the National Crime Survey. In conversations I have had with staff
at Census, they have told me that they are looking into other survey
sample structures that swonld be of greater vaiue, especially in the con-
text of vietimization, which is just a different phenomenon than un-
employment. ;

Mr. Conzers. I am glad to hear that, because I consider myself to be
one of the more vocal critics of the imprecise nature of unemployment
statistics. It seems to me that the Current Population Survey conld be
easily improved. Unlike the NCS, T presume that theve is no continued
followup in unemployment statistics. PR

Professor Fiexpere, No, there is the same panel rotation structure
for unemployment as well. It is not reported in that way in terms of the
news releases, or the way in which people make use of the informa-
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tion, and that’s part of the difficulty. Unfortunately there is little
difference in the manner in which data have been reported from the
national victimization survey. If one were to read a release, or a news-
paper article, or even an in-depth story in a Sunday news magazine on
the survey, one would not learn very much about the panel structure
and the fact that some people were giving information on victimiza-
tion over an extended period of time.

Mr. CoxyErs. I want to thank you, Professor Fienberg.

We have a copy of your paper titled “Victimization and the National
Crime Survey: Problems of Design and Analysis” which will be
printed as an exhibit in the record.

[The above-mentioned paper follows:]

VICTIMIZATION AND THE NATIONAL ORIME SURVEY: PROBLEMS OF DESIGN AND
’ ANALYSIB?

(By Steplhen B, Flenberg,® University of Minnesota)
- Pechnical Report No. 291
ABSTRACT

The National Crime. Survey (NCS) was begun in 1972, with funds from the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, to develop new information on.the
incidence of crime and its impact on society. The survey includes personal inter-
views at 6-month intervals of approximately 60,000 households, and of the resi-
deénts therein, making it one of the largest and most expensive ongoing surveys
in the.United States today. . :

This paper begins with the description of a single hypothetical incident in
order to clarify the differences between offense and victim rates, and to motivate
the concept of a survey of victimg of erime. Subsequent sections review the design,
‘execntion, and analysis of the NCS survey, and describe some models for analyses
of NCS data, The paper concludes with a brief discussion of the basic design
structure of large-scale social surveys.

Key words and phrases.—Longitudinal analysis; Panel studies; Peint proc-
esses ; Social surveys; Survey design ; Vietimization. :

1, INTRODUCTION

Crime and its impact on society have long been the subject of public interest
and social concern. YWhile the study of crime has proved profitable to social
scientists over the years, the liinitations of police crime statistics (e.g..see Bider-
man and Reiss 1967) have always been viewed as being so great as to make it
virtually impossible to measure criminality in a population. Hood and Sparks
(1970) note that "“Questions about criminality, like those about sexual béhavior,
are especially liable to distorted and untruthful answers.” ‘Thus it was with
great anticipation that the social science community heralded the adoption of
survey research methods to find the victims: of crime, and te learn of their
experiences, As a result of some small-scale attempts at vietim surveys in the
United States and Great Britain, and after considerable planning and prepara-
tion, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) initiated a major
new social statistics series based on a national victimization survey.

The primary purpose of the national victimization survey, as stated in a plan-
ning document developed by LBAA, is: “to measure the annual change in crime
incidents for a liriited set of major erimes and to characterize some of the socio-
economic aspeects of both the reported ‘events and their vietims,”—(Penick and
Owens 1976, p. 220) .

1A version of this paper was presented at the Second Survey Sampling Symposium at
tng University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, April 14-17, 1977, £ :
£ Stephen B. Iflenberg is professer and. chairman, Department of Applied Statistics,
School of Statistics, University of Minnesota, St. Paul, Minn, 55108. This article grew. ont
of matertal discussed in the Workshop on Criminal Justice Statistics held in. Washington,
D.C.; July 1975, and sponsored by the Social ‘Science Resenrch Council Center for Coordinas~
tion of Research on Social Indivators and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
The author is Indebted to several of the participants of the Workshop whose ideas and
sugﬁstions inevitably have found their way into this article. In particular thanks are due
‘é% nrkl;ert D. Biderman, Kinley Larntz, Albert J. Reiss, Jr, David Setdman, and Richard, -



13

Henceforth, we refer to this survey as the National Crime Survey (NCS), but
the reader should bear in mind that the focus of the NCS is upon victimg and
their experiences with erime, not the crime itself,

Actually the NCS consists of four separate surveys: (1) a continuing national
survey of household loeations, (2) a continuing national survey of commercial
estabhshments, (3) a separate set of single or duplicated gurveys of household
locations in selected cities, (4) a set of city commercial surveys to parallel (3).
In this paper we restrict our attention solely to the continuing national survey
of household locations. ;

The NCS has been designed and executed for LIEAA by the T.8. Bureau of the
Census and it includes personal interviews at G-mionth infervals with individuals
in up to 65,000 households. Given the magnitude of the NCS and the massive
files of data collected since the initial field work began in mid-July of 1972, it is
remarkable that the NCS hag neceived so little attention from professional stat-
isticiansoutside of the Bureau of the Census.

Central to an examination of victimization and the concepts underlying the
NCS is the notion of a crime or criminal incident and how it gets recorded by
various eriminal justice agencies. The dictionary definition of crime offers little
in the way of a starting point. Iror example, a recent edition of the random

House Dictionary deﬁnes crime as; “an action or an instance of negligence that:

ig depmod injurinus to the publie Welfare or morals or to the interesty of the
state and that is legally prohibited.”

To shed some light on this matter, Section 2 describes in detail a single eériminal
11101dent, and notes how it would be recorded in statistics gathered by the police
and in the NCS.

Nection 3 containg a brief summary of the survey and questionnaire design of
the NCS, and describes some aspeets of its execution. Special atfention is focused
on the panel structure of the survey design, with a rotation plan for households.
The major shortcomings of the design are then noted. Section 4 is brief and it
summazrizes the published analyses from the NCS. The lack of LIMAA resources
devoted to the statistical analyses of NCS datd was one of the prineipal find-
ings of the Panel for the Bvaluation of Crime Surveys appointed by the Com-
mittee on National Statisties (Penick and Owens 1976, p. 8). Chis report contains
considerably more detailed descriptions of the Nos' stirvey ‘and questionnaire
design then we provided here, It describes the developmental research behing the
design, and it suggests areas for further investigation. The report’s conclusions
overlap considerably with ours régarding the need for extensive ongoing meth-
odological research.

Auy assessment of the NCS must look at its objectives and deternmine to what
extent they are being inet. The primary purpose of the NCS as descnbed above
actually has several components:

1. ‘To measure the incidence of crime.

2. To measure the changes in érime rates over time.

° To characterize socio-economie aspeets of eriminal avents and thelr victims.

G‘Iose]y related to item 8 are the dimg—

4, To identify high-risk subgroups m the population and to egtimate the rate
of mmiltiple victimization, ) ) )

5. Mo provide a measure of vietim rigk, -

From its iriception the NCS was viewed ds a multi-purpose survey that woula
produce only the generglpurpose victimization rates described above, but also
data for policy-oriented problenis, e.z.

6. To ealibrate the Uniform Crime Reports data produced by the FBI,

7. To index changes in reporting behavior

8. To measure the effectiveness of new criminal justice mogmms (’I‘he cxtyk

surveys weré initiated for exaectly this reason.)

To determine if the NCS properly fulfills aimg 1 through 4, special attention
_‘needs to be focused on questions that utilize the longitudinal structure of the
NCS. Section 5 outlines & number of substantive questions re‘rmdmg victim-
ization and victim-survey methodology that in prinecipal should be answerablée
by analysis of NCS datd. A major §tumbling block to the successful completion
of these.analyses is the highly complex NOS survey structure, designed to pro<
duce descriptive statistics rather than data amenable to analytical studies of
jnterrelationships and their changes over time. Although the NCS is g rotating
panel in form, the primary purposes of the panel structure dre to get more siable
rate comparisons from one périod to the next, and to bound the tlme frame nnder

eousideration.
- 20-809~-78——3
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2, RECORDING CRIME

Criminal incidents are events or social encounters involving one or more of-
fenders and one or more vicetims, in one or more loeations for specified perinds of
time. The duration of a single criniinal incident may be 10 minutes, an hour, a
day, a weel, or even a month. Nonetheless, when put into a larger time-frame a
criminal event is quite profitably viewed as the realization of a point process dis-
tributed over time and space, and we do so in Section #. What complicates the
modelling of a large number of ¢rimes.is thie interpenetrating social networks
linking offenders and victims, both within a single inecident and across several
incidents, and giving rise to multiple offending and multiple victimization. Reiss
(1977a) describes some of the Impaet of such networks and associated group
structures on crime rates withl special attention to the imiplications for measuring
the effects of deterrence and incapacitation, The stochastic structure of eriminal
social networks and the resulfing lack of independence of criminal incidents
also has potentinlly important implications for both the design and analysis of
vietimization surveys. It is for this reason that we discuss some first ‘steps in the
stochastic modelling of victimizationg for individnalz sver tine in Sectivn 5.

How one records. crime is a fanction of one’s perspective. A single criminal in-
cident or social encounter can involvé one or more offenders, one or more vietims
or possibly no victims at all, and multiple violations of the law leading to mul-
tiple indictments of a single offender or several offenders wlio have participated
in the event. There may even he mutual offending and vietimization, e.g. in cases
of assault. Thus a particular configuration of crimes aggregated over a given
time period may well look' dramatically different when: viewed from the per-
spective of offense rates as opposed to victimization rates, and neither set of
rrll.tes is likely to reveal the true nature of the criminal events that have taken
place,

A single hypothetical example can illustrate the complexity associated with
criminal incidents and the manner in which they are recorded. A young couple
living in the household of the woman's parents in Stamford; Connecticut go to
New York City on December 31 to celebrate New Year's IBve. They park their
carin a lot on the east side of Manhattan nnd have a leisurely dinner at a nearby
restaurant. After dinner when they return to their car, they are accosted by
five young males just outside the parking lot and are taken into an adjacent
alleyway, at approximately 11:00 P.M. One of the youths threatens the couple
with & revolver, and the other four take turns raping the woman. When the
woman resists, one of the youths assaults her with a knife, and then he also
assaults the man. Following the acts of rape the youths take the woman's purse
and the man’s wallet, and they appear to flee. It is now about 1 a.m., January 1.
The couple have to travel several blocks to report the incident to the police, When
they finally return to the parking lot with a police officer at 8 a.m., they discover
that their automobile is missing. A week later three young males are stopped by
police in Newark, New Jersey driving the couple’s car through a red stoplight
and they are arrested. )

The incident just described involved five offenders, two victims, three arrests
and numerous offenses including forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, and
motor vehicle theft, It spanned several hours (and two calendar years!) and took
place in at least two locations. How would it be classified by various recording
systems?

Let us begin with the police record of the event as it is transmitted to the FBI
for use in its Uniform Crime Reports (UCR). In a multiple offense situation, the
police classify each offense, and then locate the offense that is highest on the list
of what is know as Part I Offenses (the ranking is criminal homicide, forcible
rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle
theft). The highest offense is entered and the otliers are ignored. Multiple offenges
need to be separated in time and place to lead to multiple entries in the TICR.
The exception to this rule involves crimes against the person (eriminal homicide,
foreible rape, and aggravated assault) where one offense is entered for each vie-
tim, Thus the TCOR record- will contain one offense of forcible rape (against the
woman) and one offense of aggravated “assault (against the man),. Had the
youths only robbed but not assaulted the man, there would only be. one offenice

entered. These offenses would be recorded by the New York City police, and I am

unclear as to which day (and thus which year) they will be attributed to, The
UCR record will-also show that the offense(s) have been cleared (i.e. “resolved™)
by the arrest of the three youths in New Jersey. Although this event led to one or
two UCR offenses, it might well lead to the prosecution of the five youths on up
to a total of five counts of rape, 10 counts of aggravated assault and of robbery;
and § counts of motor vehicle theft, :

S g A ot
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Suppose now that the couple’s household is chosen as part of the NOS so thaf
the event will also be recorded from the victims perspective. Both the man and
woman would be interviewed separately and the NOS would récord two victim-
izations in December: one for the woman *assaultive violence with theft—rape”,
one for the man “assaultive violence with theft—serious assault with weapon,”
Even if the man had only been robbed but not assauvlted there would still be two
vietimizations recorded (as compaved with a single offense). Moreover, because
of the separation of household victimizations from individual victimizations,
when the woman's father reports thie household victimizations, he may well report
the thetft of the car separately, and the month of vietimization may be giver as
January, and thus it could go into a separate calenday year.

In swmmary, our single criminal incident involving 5 offenders and 2 vietims,
leads to 1 or 2 offenses recorded in New Youk and 2 or 8 victimizations recorded
in Connecticut. The perspectives are clearly (hifelent and so too are the records
of the event.

Because a large proportion of criminal incidents are never reported to the
policg, the discrepancy between all criminal offenses and those veported to the
police has been described by Biderman and Reiss (1967) as the “dark figure” of
crime, and one of the original purposes of vietimization surveys was “to bring
more of the dark figure to statistical light.” Biderman and Reisg go on to note:

“Tn exploring the dark figure of erime, the primary question is not how much
of it becomes revealed but rather what will be the selective properties of any
particular innovation for its illumination. As in many other problems of scien-
tific observation, the use of approaches and apparatuses with different proper-
{ies of error has been 2 means of approaching truer approximations of phenmu-
ena that are difficult to measure.

“Any set of crime statistics, including those of the survey mvolves some
evaluative, institutional processing of people’s reports. Concepts, definitions,
quantitative models, and theories must be adjusted to the fact that the data ave
not some objectively observable universge of “criminal acts,” but rather those
events defined, captured, and processed as such by some institutional mechanisni,”’

Much controversy has centered on the comparability of police statistics on ot~
fense rates and NCS survey statistics on victimization rates (e.g. see Bider-
man 1967, Biderman and Reiss 1967, Penick and Owens 1976, p. 1524, and U.8,
Depm:tment of Justice 1976b), but the utility (or lack ther eof) of NGS data for
such comparisons should not obscule the richness of information about vietimiza-
tion available in the NCS. It is for this reason that the NCS data must be col-
lected and organized in a manner that will make it amenable to standard forms
of statistical analysis. Otherwise the rich veins of information, on such topics as
high-risk segments of the population and multiple vietimjzation, or the way that
dei\;mnce is perceived and dealt with in various social contexts, may never be
mined

3, DESIGN OF THE NCS
8.1 Sample Design -

The NCS is a sample survey of households and their occupants, dnd as. such
it closely resembles the Current Population Survey (CPS), which is also con-
- ducted by the Bureau of the Census, in almost all aspeets. In fact, descriptions
of the designation of housing units for the OPS (e.g: see Thompson and Shapiro:
1978) are almost identical to those for the NOS: (e.g. see U.S. Depari trent’ of
Justice 19764, 1976b), the major exceptions being the sample sizes, the interview
schedules, and thé panel and rotation group structures,

The structure of the NOS is that of a stratified ‘multistage cluster sample: The
first gtage consists of dividing the U.S. into approximately 2,000 primary sampling
units (PSU’) comprising countles or groups of contxguous counties. The PSU's
are then separated into 876 strata and one PSU is selected from each strattum

with the probability proportional to population size. Within each PSU so selected,
a systematically chosen group of enumeration districts is selected, and then
clusters of approximately four housing units each are chosen mthm each

-~ enumerdtion district. For 1973, this process led to the designation of about S0,000
housing units, and interviews were obtained from occupants of about 65,000. Fost
of the remaining designated hrmbmg units were vaeant or otherwise ineligible for
inelugion in the NCS.

The basic sample js divided in 8 subsamples or rotation groups of w hfﬂe
over 10,000 householas ench, (Actnally there are 7 subsample, but the datafor the .
newest one are not ificorporated into the reported rates. Rather these data are =
used for bounding purposes, as described i Jection §.3). The occupants. 12 vears
of age or older fre interviewed at six-month intervals for a total of three years.
Hvery 6 monthb o new rotation group enters the sample and the “oldest” axisting
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rotation group from the previous sample is dropped. Bach rotation group is di-
vided into 6 panels, with one panei being interviewed in each month of the 6-
month period. : i

For estimating various rates a series of weights and adjustment procedures
are applied to the raw data, The weighting procedures are standard practice for
surveys of thig sort and are basically designed to adjust for the differential prob-
abilities of including various household locations in the survey, and to reduce
bias and variance of sample estimators. The final adjustment involves the use.of
ratio estimation so that the distribution of individuals (or households) in the
sample is in accord with independent estimates of the current population in
each of 72 age-sex-race categories.

By reporting only adjusted rates, for both the NCS and the CPS, Census has
removed from public serutiny many of the actual defects of the sample design
when it ig actnally implemented. Since all aggregate counts have essentially the
same totals for various categories we can never tell when a given sample is
badly off the mark, and in what directions. .

Although the NCS is basically a sample of household loecations, at the same
time it yields both a sample of households or families and a sample of individuals.
Household locations are of little substantive interest in the study of victimization.
“While the NCS allows for the study of differential rates of victimization by type
<f household Iocation (e.g. house, apartment, rooming house, mobile home), not
-one of the 100 tables in the LEAA report for 1978 (U.S. Department of Justice,
1976b) deals with such information. The primary reason that the NCS is a sample
-0f locations rather than households or individuals appears to be because Census
has available a detailed frame only forlocations.

The NCS primarily measures victimization while the CPS primarily measures
empclyment and unemployment. Since both unemployment and victimization are
relatively rare phenomena, 4 naive person might suggest a sample design that
has proved successful for measuring unemployment should, with only minor
modifications, do a good job of measuring vietimization. Such a suggestion is
naive because, among other things, it ignores the considerable knowledge we have
available regarding crime and-its physical as well as socio-economic characteris-
ties. In central cities, crime rates vary dramatically from block to block, and a
limited amount of field work might lead to cluster boundaries that differ dra-
matically from those that would seem appropriate for unemployment. It may well
be that the NOS sampling plan is most sensible given budgetary constraints, but
an exploration of alternatives and variants to the current plan should probably
be included in Census’ research, development, and evaluation program,

3.2 Questionnaire Design

The questionnaire administered every six months at each household loeation
consists of two parts: (a) a basie screen, and (b) crime incident reports, The
basie screen includes household location information, household or family infor-
mation, the personal characteristics of all the individuals in the household (who
may change from interview to interview), plus household or individual screen
questions on crime. The report of the Panel for the Evaluation of Crime Surveys
(Penick and QOwens 1976) gives a detailed critique of the basic screen, and we
refer the interested reader to their discussion. For each crime incident detected
by the screen, a crime incident report containing answers to almost 100 questions
is completed. .

The questionnaire distinguishes hetween individual identifiable incidents, and
series of at least three similar incidents wheh the respondent is unable to sepa-
rate in time and place of occurrence. For individual victimizations, the question-
naire records the month in which the crime took place, but for series vietimiza-
tions the respondent only needs to indicate the quarter(s) in which the incidents
tonk place (i.e. spring, summer, fall, winter), the number of incidents (3-4, 5-10,
114-, or don’t know), and the details for the most recent event in the series. We
dist¢uss the distinetion between single and series victimization in more detail in
Section 4, where we note how Censuy treats series victimizations and why we
pelieve series victimizations shoull pe the topic of extensive analytical investiga-
tion. What is unclear to us from published documents and various unpublished
memoranda is the extent to which series vietimization is a true phenomenon or
an artificial construct resulting from the NCS questionnaire design.

Not only does the NOS questionnaire solicit information on the details of an
incident, the offender, and any resulling physical injury and hovw it was treated,
l)lllt‘ it agsoﬂ inguires whether the incident was reported to the police and if not,
why not. . : AR
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33 Reference Period end Bounding

One of the most crucial problems in the design of a vxchmxza{non survey is’
eliciting accurate information on the time of occurrence of criminal incidents.
The problem bas at least two components:

(¢) Recall decay.~—The longer the time lapse between a criminal incident
and the date of interview, the greater the probability that the ‘event will not be
reported to the interviewer.

(b) Telescoping—Events octuring in one time period can be reported as
oceurring in a different one. The displacement of telescoped events can be for-
ward or backward in time.

It iy especially dificult to model recall decay and telescoping, since much
evidence seems to point to differentinl rates of decay and telescoping for different
types of crimes, and for different types of respondents. Moreover, there can be
no check on a crime that has never been reported, either to the police or the NCS.
Thus the only way to get a handle on these two phenomena is via a sample of
crimes reported to the police and the subsequent inclusion of vietims of these
reported crimes in a victim survey. Such “reverse record checks” were part of
the pretests of the NOS survey instrument (see U.S. Department of Justice 1972,
1974). The problem with drawing inferences from reverse record checks is that
they are aimed at data which are missing from the victimization survey, but
twwhich are not missing at random (see Rubin 1976 for a discussion of the impor-
tance of the missing at random assumption).

A consideration of both recall decay and telescoping is necessary for the
determination of the optimal reference period for a victim survey. The NCS
reference period is 6 mOnths, and Census uses the first interview and G-month
period of a household location for bounding, i.e. establishing a time frame to
avoid duplication of incidenfs in subsequent mtelvwws For a detailed study of
the effects of bounding on telescoping see Murphy and Cowan (1978). A major
problem in the design of the NCS arises because the bounding procedures bounﬁ
household locations, not honseholds norindividuals.

If one household replaces another during the course of the 3-year period during
which a location is included in the NOS sample, there is no bounding for the
new household or of its members as individuals, Murphy and Cowan (1976)
report that unbounded households in refurning rotations groups.comprise (for
1974-75) 18.3 percent of the interviewed sample, In addition only about 95
percent of the interviews in the bounded households are theinselves bounded due
to considerable transience for households in heavily tirban areas. As & result, as
few as 20 percent of the individuals over a 3-year periéd'in a given set of house-
hold’ locations may produce complete victimization records for the period, These
design -characteristics drastically impair the utility of the NCS data for 1011”1-
tudinal analysis of individual victiinization profiles.

Considerable methodologlcal interest is centered on’ the dlﬁ‘erences in V1ct1m1-
zation experience for migrants and non-migrants. In addition to follow-up studies
of out-migrants (which are-quite costly); it -Seefns reasonable to do special
analyses’ of ‘the in-migrants to the sample locutions since their data is already
ju the NCS' (see- Penick and Owens 1976 #nd Reiss 1977b): Tor every out-
migrant: household ‘theére is-an in-migrant one. Of course thée current lack of
bounding forin-migrants -would comphc'zte such analysesy Dut it should be
feasible to do a-special study of insraigrants 'where a bounding period would hé
included along with additional interviews beyond thie standard 8-year period for
the houseliold loeation.

., I’UBBISIIBD A\"ALYSES OF THE NCB DATA. i . v

‘\*ot onlv does the formal reﬁponmblhty for the design and'exetution of the:
NOS le with 'the U.S: Purean’of the:Génsus, but the analysis of the collected data,
ig also the responsibility of a*small staff of Celisus employees. Thig’ analysis by
THAA and Census involves the periodic prepamhon oftwo- and three-dimensional
cross-tabilations+of estimated vietimization .rates and esfimateg of their stand-
ard’ ersors. The eross-tabulations produced gte basically those requested in ad-
Yance by profeskional staff at LEAA nnﬂ "not as |3 result of &, ‘more’ detailed ahd
complex btatistical-analysis. .. * ~

Suppose for simplicity that NCS employed a simple ramlom sample smd that
tha dati -(which' are primarily eategbrical 1t nature) for any year wers analyze&
using some variant of loglihear model analysis for a k-dintensionial cross-classifi-
cation (e.g. see'Bishop, Fienberg, and Holland 197’5) Then -one-'of the” :Imphca- :
tions.-of ﬁndmg a model that gives a good fit’ to- the data would be that the
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k-dimensional table may be succinctly summarized by a series of tables of smaller
dimension, from which the original table can be reconstructed with essentially
zero information loss. Such analyses can thus provide a rationale for reporting
certain crogs-tabulations and not others. Thig point ig described in more detail
in Tienberg (1973). Even though the NCS does not employ simple random
sampling, the idea of careful statistical analyses leading to the choice of cross-
tabulations to be published is one which should be considered more seriously
by LEAA and Census.

How many reports has LEAA published on the results of the NCS national
Thousehold sample? As of December 1976, several preliminary but only two final
reports had been released: a 162-page report on the 1973 survey (U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice 19761), and a much briefer 73-page report -comparing findings for
1973 and 1974 (7.8, Department of Justicé 1976a). Since both final reports also
.contain data on separate commercial surveys, the interested reader is left with
very slim pickings from what appenred to be a sumptuous meal. Moreover, these
two reports contain only weighted data or proportions. No raw counts are avail-
able. Thus it is almost impossible for the skilled statistician to do extensive
secondary analysis of the pubhshed data.

‘When preliminary versions of the 1973 report were distributed by LEAA,
weveral investigators noted that series vietimizations were not included in.the
computation of any published rates or calculations. Thus all reported numbers
and rates of victimization may be severe underestimates. For example, LEAA
estimated for 1973 (U.S. Department of Justice 1976Gb) that there were approxi-
mately one million series victimizations in the personal sector and just over 20
million victimizations not in series. A series consists of three or more vivetimiza-
itions, and an average of § victimizations per series is likkely an underestimate for
the NCS data, (Some calculations based on an unpublished tabulation suggest
‘that the average is in excess of 6 victimizations per series.) This then megns that
.at least 20 percent of all vietimizatiang in the personal sector have been excluded
drom the reported calculations. This matter becomes even more serious when we
mnote that in 1973 46.3 percent of all personal series victimizationy involved
-crimes of violence while: only 26.6 percent of all victimizations not in series,
and that series victimizations may have accounted for over one-third of all
crimes of violence.

e note that despite the panel structure of the survey, LEAA has yet to make
use of the full longitudinal structure of the data base. The construction of a
panel tape tracking individuals and households over time was not deemed to be a
central goal of the NCS, and the preparation of such a tape was only belatedly
arranged through a contract with a group at a private university. It might be
argued that the panel structure of the NCS sample is intended to handle certain
technical problems and to.give more accurate year to year comparisons, and not
for longitudinal analysis of individual files. This can be true in only this nar-
rowest of senses because without a detailed longitudinal analysis we can never
know whether the aggregate annual reported victimization rates are at all aceu-
rate. Tor example, Reiss (1977b), reporting on some preliminary longitudinal
analysis, notes that highly vietimized individuals are much more likely to be out-
migrants than those with low victimization rates, and series victims are more
h}\elv to move. than non-series . victims. Moreover, a high percentage of in-
Aividuals reporting series victimizations in a .given G6-month period report no
wwictimizations in the subsequent 6-month  period. These observations call into
question the accuracy of the published victimization rates.

§. MODELING VICTIMIZATION

To understand reported annual vietimization rates and the implicationg of
changes in them from one year to the next, we need a detailed understanding of
" how victimization varies among individuals and subgroups within the population.
This -detailed understanding will necessarily have to come from the analysis of
‘disagregnted data, and of individual victimization récords over time. Such azaly=
ses will be-complicated hy the complex structure of the NCS sample design. hut
-the. effects of stratification and clustering on analyses will vary greatly from
problem to problem, For many problems the use of unweighted data may well
simplify the modeling process. This is clearly the case if we are interested in the
structure of individual reported victimization patterns over time.: .

The Panel for the Evaluation of Crime Suryeys gives several suggestions for
analytic research on the ewsting NOCS data. One of these suggestions deals with
the relationship. between series vietimization and multiple victimization, a topic
wva discnssed in Section 4. To investigate this. relationship, however, we need

i A i,
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models for the occurrence of victimizations over time, and we propose one such
model hiere in Section 5.2, A second suggestion deals with analyses to investigate
under- and overreporting of incidents as they relate to the month of ineident and
the month of interview, We take up some aspects that need to be considered in
such analyses next in Section 5.1.

5.X Reporting Biases and Time-in-panel

For several characteristics on which data are colleeted in the Current Popula-
tion Survey, Bailar (1975) notes that there is a higher level for the first inter-
view than for succeeding ones, and so on. The effect of such variation is usually
referred to as “rotation group bias”, and there is reason to expect such biases in
the NCS data as well. In the NCS the rotation group bias problem is compounded
by several factors including the elapsed time between the incident and the inter-
view (recall that interviews provide data for the preceding 6-month period).

What we would like to do s develop a model which compares the vietimization
rates for specific crimeg for a series of reference months as a function of the
number of interviews, the time-lag from incident to interview, and other possibly
relevant temporal variables. We build up fo this in stages.

In Table 3-1 we show the list of panels being interviewed by month of collec-
tion for a full 3-year collection eycle, where the months have been labelled from
31 to 66. Panels 1-6 form a subsample that was first interviewed in months 1-6
{(we ignore the izitial interview for bounding purposes here) and leaves the
sample after the interviews in months 31-36. Note that the difference between
the month of collection and the number of a panel being interviewed equals the
number of inonths the panel has been in the sample (time-in-panel), AIl three
variables bear examinafion in terms of their effect on reported rates.

The time-in-panel variable yields the rotation group bias information, while
month of collection measures seasonally and other unique temporal effects, and
panel fqumber represents temporal characteristics and effects unique to those
that entered the sample at the same time. The formal identity linking these three
variablps is the same as that linking age, perio?, and cohoirt as described in
Fienbej'g and Mason (1977), and any model using all three as independent vari-
ables needs to take into account the identification problem associated with the
linear-components of the effects. :

TABLE 3-1—~AN ILLUSTRATION OF THE NCS PANEL ROTATION STRUCTIVE

Panels being intarviewed

Coltectiors month:
31

1 7 13 189 25 31
3 smmim i 2 8 1420 26 32
33 3 9 15 21 ‘271 33
34 4 10 16 .22 28 3
35 5 1 7 .23 29 3
36 6 12 8 24 3 3B
37, -7 3 19 .25 3
38 8 4 2026 3R
39 9 § 2t 27 - 1
40 10 6 22 28 34
41 11 72329 3%
42 12 B .28 30 36
43, 13 19 25 31
44 4 .20 28 R
L1 —— L1521 27 33
46 6 22 28 34
a7 e 723 2% 3
48.... 18 .24 3 3B
49 : 19 25 31
50. 20 26 '3
§1 2r 27 33
2 22 28 AN
53 2329 3
4 - 24 30 36
5 25 31
56... 26 .32
57...- 21 33
88.... 28 34
5 29 35
60 30 36
61 31
62 32
: 3
64... .
) 35
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Since each interview collects data for the preceding 6-month period, for each
reference month there are a total of 36 distinct panels \.vlnch provide data. For
example, panels 1, 7, 13, 19, 25, and 31 provide data with a one-month Iag for
month 30 during collection month 31; panels 2, 8, 14, 20, 26, and 82 provide data
with a two-month lag during collection month 32; and so on: Thus the ensemble
of 36 victimization rates for a given reference month can be modeled as a fqnc-
tion of month of collection, time lag to reference month, panel nnumber, and time
in panel (as well as varions additional independent variables such as education
and race if we wish to compare subgroups of the sample). .

Of course we need to model several reference months simultaneously if we are
to use all of the independent variables at once, If we in addition use reference
manth as an independent variable than we have an additional identification prob-
Jem related to the identity involving reference month, collection month, and time-
lag until interview.

To analyze and model data using the variables just deseribed we need to know
whether we can treat the data for different reference months from the same
panel as being independent. Moreover, it is unclear whether we should use rate
as the response variate or counts of victimizations (e.g. the number of respond-
ents with 0, 1, 2, . . , victimizations), and whether we should use weighted or un-
weighted data.

Models of the sort we have just described need to be explored carefully if we
are to get a proper handle on such problems as rotation group bias, memory de-
cay agsociated with recall, ete. Modeling these phenomena separately (as in
Bailar 1975, and Finkner and Nisselson, 1977) ‘when they in fact occur simulta-
neously should only be the first step in an analysis, gince it may lead to improper
inferences unless there are order-of-magnitude differences in the sizes of thelr
effects. What is especially troublesome with any attempt to model these ple-
nomena i& that we can only deal with individual vietimizations, and not series
even though the latter may make up a sizeable proportion of the total reported
vietimizations in a given period.

5.2 A:Model for Multiple Victimizations Over Tine

Most of the models that have been proposed for victimization assume that each
individual bas an “annual” victimization rate A« for crime type i, and that the
expected number of vietimizations the individual will experience for crime type i
in a fixed period of time, T, is simply N{T. This is, of course, the expected num-
ber if we assume that victimizations follow a Poisson process. Since vietimization
is a rare event; in order to test the Poisson model we need to pool individuals into
groups expected to have similar values of Ai. Those victimization studies that
have looked at vietimization distributions for fixed periods of time and for sub-
groups of the population typically find that the Poisson model gives a poor fit.
This may be an artifact of the data collection procedure, it may be a result of
not using a fine enough disaggregation, or it may in fact be the result of the in-
approprinteness of the Poisson process.

One more general structure for modeling victimization as a point process ig the
semi-Markov process, which includes the Poisson process as a special case. In
this structure we view victimization as a point process {¥(t), >0} where
Y(t.)::j if the individual were last a victim of crime type j. If the process is
semi-Markov (see for example, Cinlar 1975), then it has transition probabilities

245 (3)=Pr{¥ (t)=] | ¥(0)=i},

w:here i and. J Tun over the possible types of crimes, say I<i, j=<r. These transi-
tion probabilities can be expressed direcily in terms of two sets of quantities:

-{a) a matrix of one-step trausition probabilities governing a discrete-time
Markov chain, BM=={m,}, which represent an individual's “victimization propen-
sities” given his current victimijzation state, .

(). & family of waiting time distributions, t=={F1(¢), F=(t),..., Fr(t)}, char-

agte.rizting the inter-victimization intervals and depending on the last type of
victimization. .
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The transition probabilities are the unique solution of the system of equations

r t
pi (t) =5u[1—F"(i)]+kE_‘l, J; fi{s)maupis(t—s)ds (5.2)
where 4, j=1,2, .., 7,
1 i=j ‘
. a;,:{ i , (5.3)
0 27

and f:(#) is the probability density corresponding to the distribution funection
IP«(t). When the distributions Fy(f) are exponential the process ;educes to a
time-homogeneous Markov one, and when, in addition, the probabilities {m;} are
independent we get a set of Poisson processes. )

In order to use this general semi-Markov model for the NCS data we need to
see how the one-month-at-a-time data colléetion framework of the NOS can he
embedded in the structure of the continuous time model. This problem resembles
one explored by Singer and Spilerman (1974, 1976a, 1976b), who have uged the
semi-Matkov process model of equations (5.1) and (5.2) for investigation occu-
pational mobility. : .

In their work they have placed special emphiasis on the embeddability of frag-
mentary multi-wave panel data into a class of continuous timé Markov models,
and the identification problem within that class of models. i :

The use of this class of models inthe context of the NCS is complicated by the
fact that as few as 20 percent of all individuals have full three year records.
Moreover, it is unclear whether we need to take into account the complexities of
the sample design when we try to model the victinization histories of individuals
with comraon socig-demographie and geographic characteristics, A final complica-
tion in the NCOS data is the existence of series victimizations, which illustrate a
strong propensity for rapid and repeated victimization of g specific type, Analyses
Dbased on underlying continuous time models certainly should include both series
and separate individual victimizations.

6. DISOUSSION

The two models described in the preceding section have not been exploring with
the NOS data, even in & preliminary form. They do, however, illustrate the prob-
lems involved in the analysis of date from the N(UE when the purpose of the
analysis of data from the NCS when the purpose of the analysis i8 to provide
estimates of aggregate victimization rates. While some have argued that model-
ing of this sort is unrelated to the primary objectives of the NUS, we disagree.
First, we believe that an understanding of the basic structure of the panel data
prgducecl by the NCOS is crucial to a propet evaluation of aggregate victimization
rates. - .

Second, the detailed stochastic modeling of individual records is required to
directly meet one of the NOS objectives described in the Introduction of this
paper: to identify high-risk subgroups snd to estimate the rate of multiple
victimization. Third, a reading of various documeénts about the NCS makes ¢lear
that it'is in fact a multi-purpose survey, and substantive issues and concerns need
to be properly articulated so that the NCS desgn may be appropriately modified.

Beeause the NCS is similar in sample design to many other large-seale social
surveys such as the CPS,; the National Housing Survey, and the National Assess-
ment of Bducational Progress, it shares with these other surveys various method-
ological problems associated with data analysis apd inference. For examiple, the
weighting procedures used to get aggregate victimization rates and estimates of
‘standard errors, aré not necessarily appropriate for 'other analytical purposes.
‘To solve these problems, statisticians must develop variants of various multi-
variate techniques appropriate for the analysis of {lata from complex surveys. At
the same time they must work toward the development of survey designs that are
especially amenable to classes of analytical purposes, or at least to specific forms
of analysis, S . :

20-399—784
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Our evaluation of the NCS is well snmmarized by the following excerpi from
the Report of the Panel for the Evaluation of Crime Surveys (Penick and Owens
1976, p. 152) :

The pane! has found much to commend, and much to criticize, in the design and
execution of the NCS to date, We have argued that a very great amount of meth-
odological and developmental research must be done, and many changes in exist-
ing procedures must be made, if certain of the specifie initial objectives of the
surveys are to be accomplished. The panel also maintains, however, that those ob-
jectives themselves need further serutiny and that a subtle but fundamental
change in the officiul concept of vietimization surveying is necessary if the poteu-
tial value of this relatively new research method is to be fully realized.
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Mr. Coxyens. The subcommittee, for purposes of a vote taking place
o1 the floor, will stand in recess for approximately 10 minutes.

[Recess.] ,

Mr. Convers. The subcommittee will come to order.

We welcome again Dr. Marvin Wolfgang, who is no stranger to us.
e is djvector of the Center for Studies in Criminology and Lax at the
Trniversity of Permgylvania, and author of numerous books and re-
search papers in the field of criminology. .

e apologize for the lateness with which you were asked to join us,
but it wasg no shorter or longer than any of the other witnesses were
afforded.

Thank you for coming.

TESTIMONY OF DR, MARVIN WOLFGANG, PROFESSOR AND DIRECTOR
O0F THE CENTER FOR STUDIES IN CRIMINOLOGY AND LAW,
UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA

Dr. Worrcang. Thank you. It’s a pleasure to be here again.

The victimization survey, or the National Crime Survey, conducted
by the Burean of the Censns for LEAA, vepresents the most sophisti-
cated effort, albeit with some faults, to obtain systematic, nationally
comprehensive information on the extent and types of crime under-
taken in any country anywhere at any time.

T shall not review the history and rationale that prompted the
establishment of the national crime panel survey, for suvely they:
have been laid befove this committee already.

I have been involved with some of that istory and participated at-
the Burean of the Census in early discussions about the items to appear
on the schedule used by the census enmmerators, and I was a member
of the National Academy of Sciences panel that reviewed and evalu-
ated those surveys.

Tt is on the basis of this past serutiny that I recommend continuation
of the National Crime Survey, Some of my reasons ave summavized as
follows, very briefly;:

First, the survey provides a more comprehensive base than the police
statistics found in"the Uniform Crime Reports for measuring the
amount of crime in the United States in different regions and cities.

Two, it is important to have a time series of viclimization data in
order to determine whether this set of data corresponds to or is differ-
ent from police statistics; that is, whether variations over time are
correlated such that increases or decreases in one set of data are simi-
larly reflected in the other sef. ,

Third, the vietim survey provides much more abundant information
about complex criminal events than the police statistics. For example,
the degree of physical harm—death, hospitalization, treatment by
physician and discharge, minor injury—can be recorded in the victim
survey and makes possible an analysis based on the amount of harm
inflicted on the community. Morcover, complex or multiple events can
be counted, as they are not in the uniform crime reports, such as rob- -
bery, rape, aggravated assaults, automobile theft, in one complex
crime. In the UCR only the rape is counted and the ancillary crimnes
are lost in the “Offenses IKXnown to Police” category, because of the
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TUCR rule of counting only the one offense that appears highest in the
hierarchy of the seven offenses in the Crime InZex. .

TFour, during the past 10 years a whole new development in the study
of crime and criminality has occurred and takes the name victimology.
International conferences, many books and articles have appeared that
place the eiaphasis on the victim and the victim-offender relationship
Tather than on the offender. This cencern is not purely academic, for
victim compensation legislation and victim assistance programs have
appeared throughout the country. What we learned from the con-
tinued series of victimization surveys assists in throwing new research
and practical administrative light on the victims of different kinds of
crimes. Knowing now more about child victims, elderly victims, rape
victims, permits more focused police, social welfare and judicial at-
tention on victims.

Five, the composition of the population has been changing and dur-
ing the next decade the age group 15 to 24 years of age will propor-
tionately decrease because of reduced fertility rates. Crimes of violence,
for which this age group has always registered high rates, will corre-
spondingly decrease. But how these changes will affect the persons
who are victimized is unclear. Only the National Crime Survey can
provide this information.

Of the seven offenses in the UCR Crime Index, only about 20 percent -
result in what is known as clearance by arrest, meaning that one or
more persons has been taken inte custody and made available for
prosecution. In short, 8 out of 10 such offenses do not result in arrest,
TFor 80 percent of the offenses known to che police, we know very little.
The victimization survey, however, provides not only more counts of
these crimes—a ratio of about 3-to-1 over police—but yields much
information about the victim—race, sex, age, socioeconomic status,
et cetera—about the degree of physical injury, dollar loss in theft, and
some information about the offender for those cases in which the victim
was confronted by the offender.

To halt the vietim survey would be to give up valuable information
[that not only is used in analytical research but that can have utility in
police allocations of manpower and other crime control policies.

Seven, to know who are the targets of crime is as important as
Iknowing who are the offenders. Crime prevention today is as much
concerned with what is called “hardening the tazgets,” or making more
difficult and risky committing crime on persons and property, as it is
with motives and intentions of offenders. ’

_Finally, eight, persons most victimized—the poor of the inner
cities—as discovered and empirically reported in the vietim surveys—
are perhaps most benefited by the surveys. It is also now known these
same people most victimized also report least to the police. Here again,
there is information gathered by the National Crime Survey nat avail-
able in the police statistics. '

Although there are some methodological problems that require fur-
ther attention in the victim surveys. I strongly urge continnation of
the survey. Whether an annual survey is necessary maxv be debatable,
for some ohservers suggest that the same ends might be satisfed by
‘having the survey every 8 years. However, what, is to be kept in mind
is that the administrative machinery for performing the survey should
be maintained, for once a budget and staff are dropped and dismem-
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bered, it is difficult to reestablish them. The need for statistical and
other kinds of analyses of the data collected is more than adequate
justification for maintaining—in fact, increasing—the National Crime
Survey staff over time should the operation become a triannual one.

I would insert in my formal testimony that I am in accord with
Professor Feinherg’s statement about the desirability of not dropping
it even for g short period of time. v

The United States has been a leader and pioneer in the development
of a national victimization survey. At a time when other countries have
followed us and are setting up surveys such as ours, it would be lament-
able to witness a retreat in the level of information about crime avail-
able to us. The more information we possess, the greater the probability
is we can make more rational public policy decisions abont crime pre-
vention and the administration of the eriminal justice system. To divest
ourselves of useful information is to increase our ignorance and reduce
our capacity to function with maximum efficiency and rationality.

Thank you. ’

Mz, Conyers. Thank you very much, Professor Wolfgang.

I am surprised that we have been identified as the nation that has
done the most in this area. That comes as a pleasant surprise. X would
have imagined, since other Western industrial societies have lower
crime rates, that perhaps they had done more in this area. '

Dr, Worreane. Well, they have better criminal statistics, or erime
statistics. I hesitateto use the adjective crime. They have better judicial
statistics than we do in the United States. : -

Mor. Coxvers. Which particular country, sir? s

Dr., Worreane. England, the Scandinavian countries; and particu-
larly, Germany—excellent. , ,

Mr. Cowyers, Your veference to the problem of those who live inside
the cities, generally blacks and poor, strikes re as being especially sig-
nificant here because it tends to reinforce one theory that I have pushed
for some number of years now. Until we break down this wall of ar-
tificial professionalism between law enforcement and those citizens
they are supposed to be serving, we will never be able to obtain a last-
ing solution to reducing crime. We are going to Lave to incorporate, in
as many ways as we can imagine, the support and active participation
of the community in augmenting police efforts, and it seems to me
that information focusing on the victim and on the: urbaii circum-
stances will be helpful in aevishlg programs in the community and on
the part of LEA A and many other agencies. '

~ Dr. Worreave. I quite agree with your implication, or perhaps your
explicit statement, about the desirability of having the police within
the areas that they serve. The experience in England and Japan that
they have had for a long time has been working quite well. . =

- Mr. Conyzrs, What particular impact would this have on any of
your own surveys that are ongoing % IR '

Dr. Worrgane. I gather that the considered suspension was to take
place after December 81 of. this year. That being the case, the victim
survey would have no direct bearing on any research I am doing. I do
have a grant from LEAA now that rides on the coattails of the victim-
ization survey, adding approximately 15 minutes to the interview. We
require approximately 30-35,000- households for that interview, ask-
ing people to give their subjective perceptions of the rating of the
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seriousness of erime-—specific crimes—by assigning numbers to ap-
proximately 200 crimes.

No subject gets all 200 crimes, and this study could not have been
done successfully without having the benefit of the victimization sur-
vey, But we will be getting tapes regularly from the Bureaun of the
Census, as we have already, only through December. So, our study
would not be affected by any suspension after that date of December 31.

Mz, Cowyers. Finally, what signilicance do you read into the argu-
ment that there has been substantial decreases in crime according to
the Uniform Crime Reports? On the other hand, we have heard argu-
ments that therve is a stabilizing trend being detected by the National
Crime Survey. How does this argue as a reason for discontinuing the
National Crime Survey ?

Dr., Worreaxe. I don’t see that it does argue for it at all. The reduc-
tion in cyime that has been reported in the UCR in the last year has
been, I think, mostly reductions in crimes of personal violence. Ap-
parently that’s not true necessarily in the first 6 months of 1977, com-
pared to the first 6 months of 1976, but on the annual basis there have
been reductions mostly in erimes of personal violence. In projections
to the year 2000, as made by one of my doctoral candidates, we have
predicted that reductions will most likely continue through the 1980’
and then rates will upswing in the 1990%, but only for crimes of
personal violence. Crimes against property will, T suspect, continue to
increase, and I think that the comparison in 1973 and 1975 victimiza-
tion surveys showed an inerease in larcenies and burglaries.

So. I don’t see in these projections, even if there was stabilization
over a period of time, any argument for a suspension or elimiation of
victim suveys. ‘ .

Really, we only have two points in time thus far published, and we
need a long time series in order to determine either stabilization, in-
creases, or decreases.

Mr. Conyrrs. Well, T compare the stabilization argument with the
desire to discontinue unemployment statistics for a while because we
know the unemployment rate 1s high and we don’t like it, but at least
it’s staying there.

Since we cdon’t have anyway to even check the validity of FBI crime
figures. we might be able to use victimization surveys to note trends
going in opposite directions that could become yvery important, It conld
operate to validate some of the FBI crime figures that we might other-
wise question. : ‘

Dr. Worreane. Well, for the moment, T wouldn’t emphasize that
too much, because they are really complementary—supplementary
sets of data. The ways in which some of the accounting is done is dif-
ferent in the two sets of data, so that one is not entirely an external
validation of the other. '

Mr. Cowymrs. We appreciate your time spent in preparing your
statement and in joining us here today, Dr. Wolfoang, We ave
grateful. o , i ‘

I notice that my colleague, Mr. Gudger. is with us, and I would rec-
ognize him for any questions or comments that he might have.

Mr. Guneer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. :

I have had the opportunity to scan Professor Wolfgang’s state-
ment and comments and to hear some of the responses to your very
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enlightening questions: I want to thank him for his appearance here,
and I will not undertake any questioning that may be repetitious.
M. Conyers. Thank you.
Mr. Gupaer. Thank you very much for your important testimony.
Mr. Coxyers. Qur next witness is the Associate Director of Demo-
graphic Fields Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Mr. Daniel B.
Levine.
Good afternoon, and thank you for joining us. If yon would please
identify your associate, and make whatever remarks you choose.

TESTIMONY OF DANIEL B, LEVINE, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, DEMO-
GRAPHIC FIELDS DIVISION, BUREAU OF THE CENSUS, U.S. DE-
PARTMENT OF COMMERCE, ACCOMPANIED BY MARIE G, ARGANA

Mr. Lgving, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have with me Ms. Marie Argana, who has been our chief liaison
between the Bureau of the Census and LEAA in regard to all of the
activities we undertake for the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration.

In the interest of time and since my statement was very brief, I
will merely note that the Bureau of the Census acts as the collecting
agent in this regard for LEAA, in the sense that they reimburse us
for the work we do for them.

I would also note that we were involved in the development of this
project and a good deal of time, effort, and joint responsibility went
into the project beginning in 1970 and culminating in the introduction
of the project in 1972.

Very simply, T want to note that we recognize the decision to dis-
continue the survey is, of course, the responsibility of LEAA and
Justice, and whatever the decision, we stand ready to assist in its
further research and developmental efforts in addressing any
methodological issues or in attempting in subsequent periods of time,
to restart the survey or undertake any other activities they want us to.

And T think at this point T would merely say we would be happy

o answer any ¢uestions you may have.

Thank you, -

Mr, Convers. Thank you.

Does your associate have any eomments?

Mr, Lievive: No. ' e '

Mr, Coxvyrrs, The Acting Director of LIEA A hag observed that the
National Crime Survey is to be faulted for its lack of design flexi-
bility, the time lag involved in releasing the data, and the difficulty
in using data tapes, :

Can vou elaborate on any of these techuical activities for the benefit
of the subcommittee and the record ?

.. Mr. Levine. I would be happy to, Mr. Chairman. .

With regard to flexibility in design or content, I think that’s an
issne that has to be dealt with jointly between LIEAA as the sponsor
which sets the requirements of the survey. I think, from their point
of view as well as our own, the important thing is to be sure that one
isn’t constantly changing either the concepts or the questions or the -
methodology, so that the time series to which you have reference made
by previous speakers, is destroyed. And, to that extent, the Bureau
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has always stood willing and stands willing right now, of course, to
discuss any methodological changes, to undertake research, and to try
to develop whatever is necessary according to the objectives statecd
by LEAA. . .
y"With regard to providing data and tapes, the design was set in
such a way, as has already been referred, to, as one in which we have
a panel. And in that sense, when you finish a particular series of inter-
views, let’s say you want to get data through December 1977, you
could stop at the end of December or you could, because of our design,
continue on through the first 6 months of 1978, in which the recall
period—6 months—would cover some of the latter months of 1977.
* Again, in agreement with LEAA, when the survey was designed,
it was decided to go ahead and complete the full cycle so that at the
end of June 1978 one would tabulate 1977 data. :

In the early stages of an activity as large, comprehensive, and
important as this one, it took us quite a bit of time, I must admit, to
develop the procedures and the tabulations and the plans to carry
out the tabulations phase and provide the data LEA A needed.

But I think most recently, based on discussions with LEAA and
concern we have ourselves, we have shortened this period considerably,
so that I believe at the end of a period it now approximates 45 to 60
days in which we begin to provide them with all the details.

If LEAA were to decide they wanted to cut off at an earlier point,
one could provide either preliminary or a final tabulation at an earlier
point in time.

Mr. Coxvyers. In other words, these problems aren’t going to be
resolved by any temporary interruption of the program, I mean, you
can’t improve your design during an interregnum period; can you?

Mr. Levine, Well, one could say there is going to be an interrup-
tion for a number of months during which one would do research.
But I think there are technical problems involved in that. I certainly
would agree that you don’t want to take an ongoing vehicle and make
monthly changes 1n it, because you destrgy the eontinuity of the oper-
ation. One wants to be sure, to the extent that one can, that the changes
proposed have been tested out, have been validated, and are intro-
duced in such a way that they are fully understood in terms of their
implications, both in terms of the procedure and in terms of the data
that you are producing from that particular survey methodology.

Mr. Convers. Let me ask you about some of the reasons given for
the suspension of the survey, which had to do with a change in the
survey instrument. With regard to the 6-month reference period. the

content of the survey instrument and panel maturity, will the findings

of these research studies be available in time for resuming the survey
in fiscal 1979, if it were interrupted for some 9-month period?

Mzr. Levine. My judgment is, the answer is “no,” for two reasons.
Research takes time, because if you just go out and test your method-
ology among a few households, crime, particularly different types of
crimes, are relatively rare phenomenon, when you relate it to the total
population. You have some difficulty in testing it among an adequate
sample size with limited funds. A lot of it depends on the amount of
funds available from LIEAA, and our current understanding is that
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the amount of funding that will be available to fiscal 1978 is somewhat
limited—in fact, quite limited. )

I would not think it feasible that we could complete all of the dif-
ferent ’ypes of research that have been proposed or ave suggested in the
documents to which you male reference in time to reactivate the
survey.

Second, as some of the previous speakers have mentioned, when
vou disassemble a stafl, it takes time again to both redesign the sam-
ple. to get a stafl of interviewers, to train them to the quality standard
to insure that the results which they are producing and which you are
tabulating are ones that you have confidence in. : _ :

And, finally, I must note that the Bureau is entering a very difficult
period with regard to its workload ; namely, as you are well aware, the
-onset of the 1980 decennial census planning. And if we disseminate or
«dlisassemble the staff, I think we would find ourselves in severe difli-
«culty in trying to reconstruct and initiate a mew activity in 1979 or
1980, possibly 1981,

And that is a fact. I'm not trying to cause any difficulties for LEAA,
‘but it happens to be a problem at this point in the decade.

Mr. Coxyers. Is there any possibility of a damaging impact upon
those who might participate in the survey ?

Alr. Levine, I'm not sure I understand the point of your question,
Mr. Conyers. : "

Mr. Coxynrs. Well, the fact that the survey now has come under
Jublic question as to whether it will continue could raise the question
in the mind of people who will be responding to the survey, “what
arethey doing it for?” :

Mr., Lzvine. I think that’s definitely a concern. We already have re-
ports from a number of our regional offices that both respondents and
nterviewers have raised questions. And it obviously will take a good
deal of effort on our part, which we are willing to put into this par-
ticular activity, to insure a high response rate and to overcome any con-
-cerns. respondents, interviewers and/or other vegional staff people
may have, havingread the articles in the New York Times, the Tos An- .
geles papers, and elsewhere. ,

Mr. Coxyers. Mr. Gudger, questions?

Mr. Guoeer. Il be very limited, My. Chairman. o

T am concerned about any thoughts that Mr. Levine might have
about correlating the Bureau of Census efforts with existing facilities,
such as our systems of administering compensation to victims of crime
inthe 20 States which have such systems. ‘

It seems to me that since most of the States which do have a system
for compensating victimhs of violent crime require that there be coop-
eration by the victim, not only in prosecution but in‘the information
disclosure, that this might be -a very resourceful device for gaining
information concerning the nearly 70 pércent of our population that
reside within these States which are serviced by these particular facil-
itieg, and I wondered if you had any thought as to how these vietims-
of-violent-crime systems could cooperate with your own, if we were

to continue—or if we were to discontinue ?

20-899—7 85
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Mr. Levine. Well, I think that’s part of an ongoing process. One is
always looking for better ways to design more efficient systems; and
although we haven’t explored this particular approach, we have looked
into and are continuing to explore the possibility of using records from
police arrests as one way of doing it.

I think we could also look into this one. One has to recognize that
we are trying to measure not only crimes that are reported to police,
but total crime victimization. And there are many types of crimes for
which compensation is not paid.

But certainly I would think that is something that we could well
look into and see if there is any way that this might be built into the
ongoing process, Mr. Gudger.

Mr. Gupeer. I take it no particular study has been made of this
resource ? ~

Mr. Leving. Not in this particular resource. As I say, we have done
studies in which we have drawn samples from records within police
departments per se, but I don’t know of any study which has utilized
the resonrces that you have made reference to,

Mz, Gupeer. Have you been able to produce from your victimiza-
tion survey data any clear patterns which conflict with other conclu-
sions which have been drawn by other investigative bodies, such as
the rate of crime increase in other studies?

Mr; Levize. I think, as Dr. Wolfgang and the other speakers have
made reference to, the data do show different patterns than do the
data which are available from the Uniform Crime Reports. They do
show crime which has not been reported. They also show a good deal
of information that, of course, is not available from these other sources.

The survey contains information not only on victimization but on
the characteristics of the people who are victimized, the characteristics
of the households, the geographic location, by residence, where the
crime occurred—a whole variety of data which we understand are
quite useful, have been useful, and are continuing to be useful to the
people who are analyzing the resuilts. :

So, I would say we do have somewhat different patterns, but, as Dr.
Wolfgang has indicated, they arven’t exactly designed to measure or
to verify one or the other. They are, let’s say, supplementary or com-
plementary pieces of information that can both be used to understand
much more extensively the pattern of eriminal victimization in the
United States, : .

Mr. Guneer, Finally, an agency having the broad spread and reach
of yours, is there any other device that you know of whereby we can
get a clear delineation of the nature of the communities in whicl
particular types of crime originate, the nature of the vietims of these
criminal misadventures, and the-extent of the injuries which ensuc?

Mr. Levixe. I think I have to note, of course, that we do a great
deal of survey work for other Federal agencies, but that there are
other groups in the country, other research organizations that could
conduet similay tvpes of stndies. .

In this particular case, I would say this technigues—the household
sample survey—is, as far as I know, the only place we can get the
characteristics of the individual and the household and the type of
information to which you have made reference. )

Mr. Gopeer, Thank you.
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Mr. Coxwyers. We want to thank you both,

I just want to ask Ms. Argana, who is the coordinator between
LEAA and the Census Bureau, if you have had a very busy time of
it all, with the current shakiness in the area.

Ms, ArGaNa. Yes, I do.

M. Conyrrs. How many people are working with you in this co-
ordination effort? v

Ms. Areawa, In the coordination efforts, I work alone. Within the
project itself, we h‘u'e, I would say, about 25 people who are working
full time on the project.

My, Levine. And overall, thronghout the Bureau, T would say we
have several hundred in the Burean who ave engaoed in - various
activities for LEAA, and, of comrse, our interviewing staff, which
probably numbers saveral hundled at a minimum, each month doing
this work.

Mr. Coxyers. Well, Lthank you.

I want you to lnow this subcommittee is fu]ly aware of the mag-
nitude and i importance of your work, and we want you to know that ’"
applfudlyom activities, and we hope that this matter can be favor aoly
regolved

‘We thank you for your time and cooperation with the subcomnwttee.
At this time, severa] exhibits will be entered into the record.

My, Levixn. Thank you very niuch, My, Chairman.

[The prepared statement and exhibits follow ]

ST.\TI‘\LENJ.‘ OF DANIEL B, LEVINE, ASS0CTATE Dmrcmon BUREAU OF THE CFI\ SUS,
TU.S. DEPARTAENT OF Cmmrncn

Mpy. Ghairman, I am happy to be here today.

As you know, the Bureau of the Census acts as collecting agent for the Law
Enforcement Assxsbance Administration (LEAA) with regard to.the National
Crime Survey. In that capacity, we do not believe it is appropriate for us to
comment either on the suspension or continuation of the National Crimie Survey,
except as related fo the technical issues. We understand the matter of continu-
ation or suspensmn is undergoing review within the Depmtment of Justice and
we have provided Justice with technical information concerning the implications
of suspending the survey as well as the problems associated with re-instituting
the survey. We have also informed LIJA,A. and the Office of Management and
Budget of these technical implications and igsues.

It appears that one of the major reasons for the LIBAA decision to suspend
NCOS data collection was that the report of the NCS evaluation made by the
National Academy of Sciences had, called attention to some methodological
problems. But the report also emphasized the great value of this new survey. At
no point did the report call for st\,ppmg or suspendmg the survey: Instead it

ealled for strengthening the staff in order to make inore effectwe use of the ‘

results and to develop needed improvements.

I wish to point out that the WOS was initiated in 1972 followmg several year%
of joint methodoligical, developmental efforts hy LEAA and the Census Bureau.
The survey was designed according to acceptable Census Burenn standards and
procedures to meet the stated LEAA survey objectives., We recognize that all the
methodologlcal issues were not resolved when, the survey was nntiated and that
new issues would certainly arise. During the time the National Academy of Sci-
ences. was conducting its valuation, the Census Bureau strongly supported the
work of the Academy and cooperated fully.

Again, however, we recognize that the decision to discontinue this activity is
the reﬂponslbihty of LBAA and Justice. Whatever the decision, we stand ready .
to assist LIAA in its further research and developmental effOltS in addreesmg
the methodological issues, . .

Twill be happy toanswer any questxons you may have,



TU.S. GOVERNMENT,
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
. July 26, 1977,

Memorandum to: James D H. Gregg, Acting Administrator.
Thru: Harry Bratt, Assistant Administrator, NCJISS,
Prom : Benjamin H. Renshaw, Director, Statistics Division, NCJISS.
Subject: Proposed Actions to Accommodate Budgetary Reductions in the Sta-

tistics Division, NCJISS for fiscal years 1978 and 1979.

This memorandum proposes to accommodate funding reductions in the Statis-
tics Division programs by (1) suspending all National Crime Survey (NCS) data
collection, i.e., victimization data collection efforts in household and commercial
establishments, in fiscal year 1978 and (2) by curtailing the Comprehensive Data
Systemg (CDS) program in fiseal year 1979 to the extent necessiary to accommo-
date the budgetary allocations for fiscal year 1979. The reasons for each of these
recommendations are explained in detail below, but the basic rationale is that
we have an obligation to provide states with notice of impending reductions
in the CDS program by means of revised CDS guidelines ineluding a redefinition
of the entire program, while a fiscal year 1978 suspension of the victimization
data collection ean Le accomplished without a detrimental impact on LEAA or
the Bureau of the Census Staff.

Justification for and implementation of the suspension of wvictbmization data
coliection

The reasons for recommending suspension of victimization data collection are
as follows: (1) We now have 3 years of data from the victimization surveys
(1978-1975) and preliminary data for 1976 which indicates no significant
chianges in victimization rates for most crime categories, in fact a remarkable
stability in the series over time; (2) we have received the evaluation which the
National Academy of Sciences conducted of the NCS series and are responding
with a joint LBEAA/Bureau of the Census Research Cominittee that is considering
the changes in the most fundamental aspects of the victimization surveys (ref-
erence period, length of time households should be retsined in the sample, han-
dling of serious crimes and multiple victimizations, and basic redesign of the
household and commercial questionnaires) ; (3) we need to concentrate resources
on the analysis of the victimization data which is now available tous, by a variety
of subsidized research and efforts to promote Imaximum use of victimization
public use tapes; (4) we are now planning to fund, in fiscal year 1977, the
evaluation of random-digit dialing and computer-assisted telephone interviewing
as a collection technology that provides an alternative to the costly interviewing
of approximately 136,000 persons in 60,000 households, with its lack of design
flexibility, time lag on release of data, difficult to use data tapes; (5) despite over
2 years of discussion and protest on our part, we have been unsuccessful in getting
the Bureau of the Census to modify its disclosure policy on microdata files which
now removes any data element which would directly or inferentially identify a
collectivity (state, region, or city) with a population of less than 250,000 and
which results in data being lost for analytic purposes, complaints from respon-
sible state and local users, and problems in use of formulas for estimating sam-
pling error. : .

To sunmarize, with documented stability over 4 years in the data series, with
consideration heing given to fundamental methodological changes and survey
instrument redesign in response to the National Academy of Sciences (NAS)

report, with the need to emphasize analysis of the available data, with Census -

indicating that no change is possible in a disclosure policy that severely restricts
efforts to use the data for policy analysis and program development, and with
consideration being given to a change in collection technology from direct house-
hold interviewing to computer-nssisted telephone interviewing, fiscal year 1978
is an entirely apprepriate time to suspend collection of victimization data.

The vietimization survey should and can be reinstituted in fiscal year 1979
assuming that the joint LIBAA/Census research efforts have produced conclu-
sions on the most fundamental methodological questions that must be answered
to reinstitute the survey 41d that we have initial research results on the use of
computer-aided telephone interviewing. Recognizing the risk that suspension can
become termination, it should be reiterated that it is NCJISS's intention to rein-
state the NCS during fiseal year 1979,

VWith reference to implementation, there will be no detrimental effect on the

LEAA and Census staffs responsible for victimization ; in fact the result should
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be to speed up the research-activities and to expand analytic efforts. Census field
interviewers are part-time and we wonld expect they would be reassighed to other
surveys, though there is a loss of the experience of those individuals who bhave
become sluued in the administration of the NCS suivey.

We would intend to suspend the collection as of December 31, 1977 to (1) pro-
vide for comple,hon of the dafa collection phase associated witli the effort to
develop 2 crime severity scale under Proféssor Marvin Wolfgang and (2) provide:
6 months of victimization datp «collection in 1977. The «.ost of collectmn iy now
running at roughly $400,000 o mouth, so the Interagency Agreement effective
October 1, 1977 would carry an itemi of roughly $1.2 million for collection, ‘

Actions concerning the comprelensive date systems (0DS) program

By taking budgetary cuts, primarily in the vietimization ares, during fiseal
year 1978, we wiu have the opportunity (1) to develop a new definition of the
CDS program and new funding gu1dehnes, (2) to notify the states of our intent
to curtail the CDS program sharply in fiscal year 1979, and (3) to malke substan-~
tial funding veductions in fiscal year 1978 by hegiuning implementation of rec-
ommendations developed by the CDS Reassessment Seminar held in mid-June.

The mest meaningful changes recommended were that:

1. CCH be decoupled from OBTS for funding purposes and be considered a
data source for OBTS rather than a primary development objective, and that

2. OBTS be desystematized, that is it should not; e an on-line tracking system,
and it need not be a single data base physieally present at a central location. It
may be a concept whicli permits the aggregation of research data from dispersed
data bases or operational systems which subscribe to OBTS standards.

The proup reaflirmed ity commitment to the SAC as a focus for statistical data
gathering at the state level.

The key actions to be taken are the following:

A. CDS component modification
1. Separate CCH and OBTS:
CCH would be fundable, but not required by, the Action Plan
2. Tncourdgeé Deyelopment of OBYS as a by-product of oper ational information
systems {agreement) :
Not an mdependent information system itself and not septuate]y fundable.
3; SACs would be funded as 8 consequence of existing data ;
BAQ participation should be part of the Action Plan; but
SAQ existence should not be mandafed.
4, Contingency funding concept would be discontinued (buy-in) ;
1I‘uncz]mg would be based on state priorities 1f other CIIS components are
planne

B, Funding guidelines

1. Fulfill existing commitments before tal\mg on new commitments,

2. Wstablish operational milestones for each .CDS component and make future
funding dependent upon performance.

3. Make future funding contingent upon-assumption of cost.

4, Develop expiration dates for existing commitnents.

TWith these and other steps announced and. initially implemented in fiseal year -
1078, we-will be prepared to reinstitute the NCS in fiscal yenr 1979, with CDS
recexvlng only residual fuudmg dependmg on the final NGJISS dollar-allocation
for that year. ) .

S, 8. DEPARTMENT OF ComumncE,
BUREAT oF THE CENSUS,
- Washington, D.0., August 81, 1977,
My, Hargy M. BrATT,
Assistant Adsninistrator, U.S. Depariment of Justice,
Washingtorn; D.C.

DrAr Mr. BraTr: Mr. Renshaw circulated coples of his memorgndum to Tames
M. H. Gregg on the subject of proposed actions to fccommodate budgetary redus-
tidns in the Statistics Division, NCJIISS, for.fiseal years 1978 and 1979, to the
Bureau of the Census staff during discussions on the impact of Statistics DlVISIOXl .
budget reductions as related to Census activities. A. number of statentents made
in the memorandum are in need of correction and/or explanationito set the record
straight at this time and to avoid future misunderstanding.
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Under the heading “Justification for and Implementation of the Suspension of
Victimization Data Collection,” five réasons are listed. Item 1 states that over
4 years (1973-76) no significant changes i vietimization rates for most crime
categories have beeli medsured, The fact that theére has not been a significant
change in these rates wouid seem to have enomous policy implimations for those
charged with crime-fighiting. Instéad; the conclusion is drawi that since there has
been no change measured, the vietimization data collection shonld be susperided,
If year-to-yedr ¢hange is no longer of interest to LHAA or to theltr Usery, we infer
that maintenance of NCS tine series is not an objective of the survey. This is a
ctueial point with three major implications. It brings into serious question the
wisdtom of resuming 4 continaing national survey in iiscal year 1979 ; it renders
the research plan developed over the last several months questionable, and finally,
it raiges the recurring question of just what are the survey’s objectives, i.e,, what
are LEAA’s needs with respeet to erime incidence information? _

Item 2 implies that a substantial research effort relating to fundamental
aspects of the victimization surveys is going to be undertaken in response to the
evaluation conducted by the National Academy of Sciences. Item 4 under 'this
heading indicates that LIAA is planning to fund immediately, a random-digit
dinling and computer-assisted telephone interviewing experiment as a collection
‘technology that provides an alternative to the costly personal interviewing of
136,000 personsg in 60,000 liouseholds. Wea believe that a coordinated and long-
range plan is needed to insure that research now proposed (item 2) i .consistent
with research being done (item 4). It may be a waste of effort to do recall studies
using personal interviews if ‘the plan is to conduct the survey entirely by tele-
phone in the future. Final results of the personal/telephone interview experiment
cpnduceted in conjunction with the NCS will be available soon and these findings
should be considered in the decision process on future research planning. Ques-
tionnaire issues under consideration in item 2 depend on the primary method of
interview. If felephone interviewing is the objective, questionnare design and
content should be developed in that context.

Reference is also made to the “lack of design flexibility, time lag on release
of data, difficult to use data tapes.” In reference to the NCS§ design flexibility, we
fail to understand what this means. The design was ‘developed to meet the
stated objectives of LEAA. If these objectives have changed, we should be so
informed so that design modifications could be made.

Time lag on release of datd has been mutually reviewed before, but ap-
piarently needs review again. The mgnner of producing estimates for annual
victimization rates as specified by LEAA requires the collection of data 6 monthg
heyond the end of the veference period. There is no way to release complete
data before that time, Currently, the data are tabulated within about 80 days
after the end of the last collection month, Thus, data for calendar year 1976
were collected through June of 1977, and tabulated by early August, More timely
data tabulations would require a change in the concepts used in producing the
egtimates and could be done if LEAA s0 specified. The present procedure was
(legreloped jointly by LEAA and Census staff to meet the stated objectives of the
program.

. The point made concerning difficult-fo-use data tapes is not clear ag to what
is at issue. LEAA has contracted the preparation and release of micro-data tapes
for public use to DUALabs and that organization has developed the data tape
program. The faet must be recognized that a large, complex data set ig involved
and ‘does not lend itself to easy manipulation without major modification for

general purpose uses. Thus, the use of the complete NCS file, being hierarchieal *

and extremely large, does not lend itself to use on some of the simpler forms
of analysis packages, such ag SPSS, available t¢ most users. SPSS was not
tlesigned to handle large data sets such as NCS and rmodifications would have

. to be made for such purposes. To our knowledge, the data tapes are not un-
necessarily difficult to use after ‘DUALobs efforts. Furthermere, earlier user§
such as OJRQ, Albert Reiss, and Wesley Skogan, with experience in dealing with
such large and complex files, had developed the capability of using the Census
tapes before modification by DUALabs. In any event, we do not see how data-
tape utility is related to the issue of suspension of data collection.

Item 5 states: “despite over 2 years of discussion and protest on our part,

we have been unsuceessful in getting the Burean of the Census to modify i

" . 3 fy it
disclgsure policy on microdata files which How removes any data element ngicli
would directly or inferentinlly identify a collectivity (State, region, or city)
with-a population of less than 250,000 and which results in data being lost for

T
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analytic purposes, complaints from respousible State and loe_a'l. users, and prob-
letis in ge of formulas for estimating sampling error.” This issue was discus§ed
in the ineéting between Mr. Velde¢ and Mr. Barabba on January 13, 1976. The
response to the issue then as now is that it would not be possible to release pub-
lic uge tapés for areas with a populution of less than 250,000 persons becnuse
of the possibility of identifying an individual, and thereby violating the law.
We also indieatéd at that time that it would be possible for the Bureau of the
Census to produce summary tabulations for areas not identified on publie use.
tapes, This same position ‘wag vrestated in a meeting on July 20, 1977, with
Mr. Renshaw. In developing the detailed geographie identifiers to be placed on
the National sample file, Census recommended the level of geography generally
requested by most data users on other programs. This included the identiication
of the 10 Federal Regions as defined by OMB, a code for central city of SMSA/
balance of SMSA/not SMSA, and collapsed place size codes, LIBAA requested that
4 different approach be used; that ig, that the maximum amount of geographic
descriptors such as neighborhood characteristics, place size and place description
be identified, so that smaller entities could be analyzed cn the National level as
a group. ‘This priority precluded the identification of specific areas. At the July 20
meeting, this option was reviewed and modification to permit idenfification of
specific States, SMSA's, etc., to the extent possible wag offered by Census staff
4 n solution to the need for more local area data. Tlhe devision by the Statistics
Division was to leave the geography at the present level, .

Also in reference to this item, the data are not lost for analytic purposes,
Tabulations for the 10 largest States have been produced since 1974 at the
request of Statistics Division, In addition, in one case where an important
user requested State micodata, the offer was made to produce the specialized
tabnlations required for the analysis. This can be done (and has already been
done for several users) without vioclation of disclosure policy. The problemsg in
use of formulas for estimating sampling error alluded to in thig item are uncleaf
to us. Sampling errors are provided for general purpoge statistics and the process
required for computing sampling errorg is outlined in the dotumentation pro-
vided by DUALabs. Again, the points raised in item § seem untelated to sus-
pending data collection.

The statement that the victimization survey should and can be reinstituted in
fiseal year 1979 is debatable given our current understanding of the issues.
There is an assumption that the joint LBAA/CQensus research efforts will have
produced conclusions on some fundamental methodological guestion -and that
research results on the use of computer-aided telephone interviewing will be
available in time to reinstate the survey in 1979, These expectations are not
reglistic since neither of the research efforts {LEAA/Census nor the RDD/CBI)
will be completed and analyzed in sufficient time to restart the survey in fiscal
year 1979, If the survey is discontinued aa planned in December 1977, inter-
viewing staff, supervisory field staff, and data processing staff will be reassigied
to. other Burean projects. It will require 4 minimim of ¢ months leadtime to
recruit and train the staff required to conduct the survey when it is restarted.
We cannot assume that the same trained interviewers will be available. Since
sznpphng preparation precedes the data collection activities by several months,
this work has to be Tescheduled-and started in advance. Thus, the survey
specifiention changes must be agreed upon after the research results are avail-
able (if the reseavel is to provide input into the program at that time) and the’
decigion on availability of the necessary funding will have to be made available
approximately 6 to 9 months in advance of the-starting date for field data

- coliection. It should be noted that, normally, 12 months or more dre required to
get a snrvey into full-scale field operation. We are assuming that our problems
with resgagtlng NGS would be less than a new survey. A delay of mogre than
1 year will increase the time required to restart the survey. Of major importance,
this timing places the startup in direct competition with other Census work
including the 1980 Decennial Uensus development and expansion of the Current
Pgpulation Survey, The availability of staff for sampling work and field staff
for recruitment and training wiil be very ilinited, ’

The reference to ‘“no detrimental effect. on the LEAA and Census staffs
responsible for vietimization; in fact the result should be to speed up the
résearch actiyitles and to expand analytic efforts" is presumptuous as far ag
Census staff is concerned and is not supported by the funding proposed. The
cpst of conducting the NOS for 1 month is runaing at about $500,000, not $400,000
as stated. In addition, production of the § months of vietimization data re-
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quested in the mentorandum requires continuation of processing through J anuary
at an expected cost of $100,000: The funding.prqposed by LEAA, for the fiseal
year 1978 inecludes $1.2 million for ‘data . collection. and $800,000 for research
(including commercinl victimization survey research). If we proceed on len-
shaw's proposal, there will be only $400,000 for all research activitiess The
researeh plan developed jointly by LIAA/Census for the NCS listed a number
of research activities that could be carried as a part of the ongoing victimization
stirvey. Some of the research proposals would now require separate data co]l_ec-
tion operations, The item considered by the Committee to be of most pressing
concern was the length of recall gtudy. The cost of this study conducted_ ag a
part of an onget g operation was $250,000, The cost of conducting an experiment
to collect the same data svithout the ongoing operation is approximately $2 mil-
lion. Apparently, no consideration was given to the impdaet on the LEAA/Census
research plans when the decision was made to discontinue data colleetion at the
end. of calendar year 1977. With this level of funding available, the staff cur-
rently working on the NCS may have to be reduced. Trarther, it is not likely
that any meaningful field collection for the research can take place. Our estiinate
is that only questionnaire revision work, small-scale tests; and possibly some
sample design modifications could be developed in fiscal year 197

It is quite distressing to have spent stich considerable resources in developing
jointly with LEAA the survey research effort, and then find that the potential
impact of a major change in the program on this effort is not considered in
the decisionmaking process. :

A somewhat more serious issue seems to be developing in the relationship
hetween LEAA and the Bureau of the Census. A cooperative spirit prevailed
in the development of the victimization surveys. The agencies worked closely
together, freely exchanging ideas and making joint contributions to the program.
This is the role of the Census Bureau in nearly all of its interagency operations.
Tror this reason, the data produced have been recognized by the Federal Govern-
ment, the Congress, and the statistical community as being of exceptional
quality and meeting the highest standards. It is not possible to maintain this
quality effort if full cooperation, axchange of information and continuniag com-
munication are not maintained. The staff at the Census Burean is ready to
discuss  the changing objectives and design specifications on the surveys it
conduets for sponsoring agencies and is willing to work with them in developing
whatever modiflcations are required to meet changing program requirements
and/or budgetary situations. These changes should not be made capriciously, and
in faet may often prove very costly in the long run if not given adequate prepara-
tion and development, :

Of major concern to us now are the operations required for the research to he
done and the potential requirements for vestarting the vietimization surveys.
Decisions must be made in the very neair future on the direction and level of the
NCS, We request that the Bureau be involved in the planning of these next
steps in the survey area involving Census work.

Sincerely,

MARIE G. ARGANA.

{From the Washingtor Post, Friday, Sept: 23, 1977]
JusTrcs DIVISION SUSPENDS SURVEY ON NATIONAL ORIME

A Justice Department unit is suspending a door-to-door survey of erime victims
that has cost $6.5 million annually and has been heralded as providing “a whole
new dimension” in assessing national lawlessness. ) ,

Af_fnr cpueotins: and analyzing crime vietim data for nearly five yearsat a cost
of $a§ million, the program’s managers yesterday citéd: budget shortages and
questions about the sprvey’s validity and reliability as reasons for the suspension,

But. J: ames M. II. Gregg. acting administrator of the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration, which has financed the project, said he thought that the
suryey would he restarted once major kinks are ironed out—‘“unless at some
pgtmt we lose funding support. There’s no indication of that,” Gregg said in an
interview. i i

A related survey on crime experienced by commereial establishments, which

cost about $3 hillion armually, is being totally serapped. The two crimes covered
by th_e commercial survey—robbery and burglary—are already well reported
to police, Gregg said. :
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Inittated in 1972, the national crime survey was designed to provide potentially
erueinl information ot vietims of crime and to measure the treméndous volnme
of erime knowu to be going unreported. . . .

The ¥BI's Uniform Crime Reports—the only otheér national crime survey—
reflects only erimes repovted to state and Iocal police, The LEAA survey found
that actunl erimes run anywhere from two to five times as high ag reported
erime in the nation’s largest cities. . | .

The Census Bureau conducted personal interviews for the LIEAA every six
months in some 60,000 households and 39,000 businesses, asking whether rape,
robbery,; assault, personal and housgehold lareeny, burglary and aufo theft had
Dbeen, experienced there. . .

But an assessment of the survey by the Nationgl Acndemy of Seciences, con-
ducted last year at LFAA’s vequest, uncovered whst Gregg called “serious,
methodological problems” in the survey.

[From the New York Thmes, Sept. 25, 10771
$53 MiLuioN Crime Stupy HALTED AS QUESTIONAULE

WasmNeroN, Sept. 23 (UPI)—For five years, Census Bureau fleld workers
have gathared data from 6,000 househoelds and 89,000 busginesses to help determine
the extent ¢f unreported crime in Amerieca and provide a profile of erime victims.

The total cost of the “National Crime Survey” to taxpayers: $i3 millioi,

Now the Law Entorcement Assistance Adminigtration is suspending the sur-
vey because of “seriouy” quesfions about the datn collection provess, including
the quality of the questicnnaires that were used. :

The acting L.B.A.A. administrator, James Gregg, said in an interview Fri-
day that he believed there wis continued support within the Justice Department,
once technical changes are made; Torr continuing the survey aimed at providing
the mo.:t complete crime data avagial;a. :

Put he said that analyses by a panel from the National Academy of Sciences
had’ concluded that there were ‘‘sericus methodological problems with the smy-
vey."” :

My, Gregg said that the survey of businesses would be terminated at the end
of this fiseal year Lecause most criiney against merchants wera reported to the
police.

Interviews with the 060,000 fainilies, now done every six months at the same
residences, will be either mostly or entirely suspended for nine months beginning

in December.

WASHINGTORN, Sept, 28 (UPL)—President Cnrter asked Congress today o re-
seind $2.7 million from the budget authority of the Law Enforcement Assistance -
Administration. A brief notice issued by the White House press office said that
the fundg represented money still reniaining for grants *nllocated to state and lgeal
governnients but not used by them.”

V.8, DEPARTMENT oF CJOMMMERCE,
BuUREAU oF THE CENSUS,
Washingion, D.C.,, September 30, 1977, -
Mg, Jarmes M. H, GrEGa, '
Acting Adminigtraior, :
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
U.8. Department of Justice, Washington, D.C. )
DeAr Mg, GrEGG: A newspaper article appearing in the September 23 edition
of the Washington Post states that the decision lins been made by LBAA to
suspend data collection for the National Crime Survey. The article further states
that the reasons for suspension-included * . . . guestions about the survey's:
validity and veliability.” S
Up until now, the Bureau of the Census has been led to believe that varions
alternatives to suspension were still being considered by LIEAA. It is extremely
perplexing to learn.of your final decision in such a manner. We are also surprised.
to read that gquestions about relinhility were o major reason for suspension. In
our opinion, the National Acndemy of Sclences report did ot uncover such
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‘“serious methodological problemig” that the suivey should 1ot be continued. Of
greater concern to the Bureau, hoivever, is the adverse impact that this ill-timed
artilcl]e x]vill have on future survey results, Specifically, the following consequences
are likely:

1. Obtaining respondent cooperation in the National Orime Survey may now be
extremely difficult in view of the fact that many respondents may be unwilling
to provide information for a survey they believe has already been suspended and
which is of questionable validity.

2, An orderly transition of the Bureaw's sample workloads and interviewer re-
agsignments in our field offices is now virtually impossible because of the manner
in which TEAA’s decision was announced. The survey’s cancellation will mean
layofts in our field offices and réading tliis announcement in the newspaper will
maost certainly create 4 Severe morale problem among our fleld staff,

3. The allegations appearing in the article concerning the methodological prob-
lems in the survey may adversely affect both respondents' and interviewers' atti-
tudes fownrd the Bureau of the Qensus in general and the NCS program in par-
ticular, thus impacting on the quality of sutrvey Tesults. Moreover, since many of
our interviewers also work on other Bureau surveys we fear that any mistrust of
the reliability of survey results could be carried over to these programs ag well.

TWe believe the statements appearing in the news article to be damaging, both
in content and in timing: The Bureau of the Censug has now been put in a posi-
tion where its integrity in relations with field employees has been compromised,
and we wish to register a strenuous protest. It would have been far more appro-
priate for LBAA to have informed the Bureau in advance of a public announce-
ment, so that our field staff would have had adequaete notification.

Sincerely,
MANUEL D. PLOTKIN,

Director, Burco+ of the Census.

Mr. Coxvyers. I should like now to recognize the chairman of the
full committee, who has honored the Subcommittee with his presence
today, Mr. Rodino, the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr, Roprvo. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I come here, first of all, to commend you for having decided to eall
this hearing, in view of the importance of the subject matter that you
are considering, which is part of its oversight responsibility.

I want to say very strongly that, frankly, I was a bit stunned when
I learned that this decision had been made by the Department to drop
the National Crime Survey which serves as one of the most useful
reporting operations that I think the Department has been served with
and it is my intention to address my views on the matter to the At-
torney General. I want you to know that, Mr. Chairman, generally
these matters are called to the attention of this committce by the
Department of Justice prior to implementation.

This, however, was a decision which was made without our having
been consulted in this area, and I feel constrained to say that we have
considered that LEAA, which has been the subject of so much criticism,
at least was supported in great measure because it did have within its
structure such an operation as the National Crime Survey. This survey
provides the Department and provides us and other interested people
with the kind of data that we think is essential for decisionmakers
attempting to do something about crime. '

And, very frankly, although T am not going to be able to remain
for Mr. Gregg to come here to make his presentation, I would like to
say, for his attention, that we are going to seriously evaluate what the
testimony is that he will bring to this committee and the veason for
having decided to terminate what we consider to be a very, very useful
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tool, not only for the Department, but for every interested individual
and agency of government and especially for this committee.

T believe that, again, it only points up, very frankly, that Congress
likes to be informed, and I must say—and I am very deliberate zﬁ)out‘;
saying this—that it’s unfortunate that these decisions were taken in
areas where Congress hag o deep interest and a serious concern, with-
out thiskind of consultation.

I make this statement here at this hearing so that it becomes patt
of this record, and, Mr. Chairman, I am going to ask unanimous consent
to be able to expand on my statement for the hearing record.

1 believe that it’s iniportant for us to have all of the information, to
%mve all of the data, so that we are going to be able to make a decision

1ere,

But again, T would like for the Department to know, and the LEAA
administrators to know, ab this time, that, as an individual who hag
taken a great deal of interest in assuring that there is a system. of
cooperation to better serve the public interest, very frankly, I feel
that in this instance this hasn’t been the case. And I would hope that
somehow or other this sitnation could be remedied.

If, indeed, the National Crime Survey serves no useful purpose,
then T think we ought to know why, and it onght to be said on the
record, If; however, this decision was made without the kind of con-
sideration that I think is necessary, then, Mr. Chairman, I am going
to support you in this effort to insure that this Subcommittee, with its
oversight jurisdiction, is accorded that kind of courtesy and that kind
of consultation when it relates to matters that ave of such concern to it.

Mr. Conyers. Well, I thank the chairman of the full committee for:
his statement and his presence here, - '

Without objection, permission will be granted to revise and extend.

He might wish to know that the gentleman from Illinois, Mr.
McClory, was here at an earlier part of these proceedings, and we
definitely appreciate the support of these members of this committes.

Qur next witnesses are from the National Academy of Sciences, Dr,
Margaret Martin, Mr. Morris Hansen, and Dr. Maurice Owens, If
they are here, they will be welcome at the witness table.

Your statement will be included in the record.

[The prepared statement follows:]

STATEMENT oF MARGARET E. Marmiy, Execurive DIRECTOR, -
COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL STATISTICS .

Mr, Chairman and members 0f the subcommittee: I am pleased to -appear be-
fore you on behalf of the Committee on National Statistics and its former Panel
for the Bvaluation of Crime Surveys. The Committee on National Statistics'is o
continuing Committee of the National Academy of Sciences-National Research
‘Council. It investigates and reports on statistical issues important to public

. policy and is composed of outstanding statisticians who countribute their time and
-expertise, T am the executive diréctor for the Committee. )

When the Committee is asked to undertake a major Investigation, it appoints
a_separate panel of expeits to make a particular contribution to the problem,
wuiider the chairmanship of a member of the parent committee. When the Law
Tnrorcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) requested our review, Dr.
Conrad Taeuber, a member of the Committee, was asked to serve as the Chair-
mar of the Panel for the Evaluation of Crime Surveys, He regrets that he is
unable to be present today and asked me to describe the Panel's report on his

Dbehalf.
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Accompanying me are Morris Hansen, a former member of the Committee on
National Statistics who reviewed the report of the Panel for the Committee, and
Maurice Owens, who was staff officer to the Panel and associate editor of the
report. We shall be pleased to answer questions following my brief statement.

Tirst let me remind you that the program of surveys the Panei reviewed in its
report, “Surveying Crime,” consisted of three parts during the time the Panel
was acfive (March 1974—September 1976) : A national household survey; a
national survey of commercial establishments; and city surveys of both house-
holds and commercial establishments. So some of the Panel’s recommendations
refer to each of these,

The Panel made ten major recommendations. The first four dealt with

strengthening the LIAA’s role in the management and analysis of the survey,
indicating a belief that a greater proportion of the resources should be devoted
to managerial coordination, to data analysis, and to a continuing program of
research and evaluatiion.

The fifth recommendation advocated discontinuing the separate city surveys
and combining the resources in an integrated national program.

The sixth recommended suspension of the national commercial survey pending
a review and restatement of its objectives.

The seventh recommendation stated that continuing exploration and testing
should be undértaken and recommended that 5 percent of the sample be set aside
for this purpose.

The eighth was a specific recommendation to analyze the survey resulfs
further, in terms of risk of victimization. i

The ninth recommended undertaking a major methodological effort on opti-
mum field and survey design.

And the tenth recommendation suggested that the need for detailed local data
should not be met by expansion of the national survey but by supplying technical
and procedural manuals and other aids to local officials to undertake their own
surveys. ‘

It is my understanding that the commercial surveys and the separate city
surveys have now been discontinued, so the rest of this statement is concerned
with the national household survey.

I have summarized these recommendations of the Panel to assure you that
there is nothing in them that suggests that the Panel thought the national house-
hold survey should be suspended. This is the first major point I should like to
make, In fact, the Panel specifically considered the question of whether or not it
should recommend suspension of the national household survey pending the re-
sults of a major analytical and methodological research -effort. The Panel con-
cluded that the analysis and researvch program should he carried in simulta-
neously with the ongoing survey and that the national household survey should be
maintained to provide a continuing record and to avoid the stop-start loss
involved in suspending such a complex mechanism.

Dr. Taeuber, the Chairman of the Panel, expressed the Panel's concern over
the possible interruption of the survey in a recent letter to Peter Mlaherty, the
Deputy Attorney General. Dr. Taeuber wrote that the Panel concluded “that the
surveys provide valuable measiires of the volume of crime and of public percep-
tion of the ‘crime problem’; information for executive and legislative action, and
data basie to thorough studies of a wide range of phenomena related to erime
and victimization. The Panel believed that the improvements it: recommended,
including greater emphasis on analysis, could be-achieved by a reallocation of
priorities and resources without interrupting the national household suryey.” Dr.
Taeuber's letter was interded to counter recent nawspaper accounts that implied
the Panel had recommended suspension of the mnational household survey. (A
copy of his letter is included at the end of this statement.)

. As the Panel’s report pomts out, a victimization survey can help to illuminafe
our society’s concepts of crime and the moral order. It can throw light on the
relationship between people's fear of erime and the real risks of crime that they
confront. By providing a basis for studying the linkages between perceptions.
and the factual situation; a continuing series of victimization surveys can pro-
vide essential information for policy makers on matters relating to crime, crime

prevention, and the social consequences of crime. In this way the survey provides:

a more rational hasis for allocation of resources in the criminal- justice system
than wonld otherwise be available. The survey éan {do miuch to dispel the igno-
rance, misunderstanding. the irrational fear that now so often characterize public
debate and discussion of cerime.
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My second point is that a temporary suspension of this series will have an
impact on the quality of the data extending over several years, The design of the
survey iy complex, involving rotating panels of respondents who stay in the panel
for three and a half yeors, being interviewed once each six months. This com-
plicated panel rotation system has just recently matured. An interrvuption would
mean that it would need to be started again, and several more years would be
required to bring it into £ull operation.

Third, the Panel recognized that a major statistical survey of an important
social ploblem cannot, be designed and put in place over night. Such a survey
must be seen as a continving activity with new data leading to new insights and
these in turn to new questions for study. The experiences of the data collectors,
the dnalysts, and the policy makers who use the results must all be fed back to
those responsible for guiding the survey in order that the most useful informa-
tion ecan result. To this end, the Panel made a number of suggestions and criti-
cisms, These should not be viewed as reasons for suspension. They are, rather,
an effort to suggest avenues of future development, the kind of development that
moved the automobile, for example, from the Model T to the LTD,

At the time the Panel prepared its report, relatively little information had
been pubhshed from the survey. The Panel, therefore, Judged the survey's utility
largely in terms of possibilities rather than actual experience. In the words of
the Panel (Surveying Crime, p, 101), *Within a very short time, the NCS has
demonstrated enormous potential ut111tv The question now is whether resources
czgl be ’allocated and coordinated so as to transform potential into practical
utility,’

The Panel did not expect o major social survey to come to maturity over night.
It recognized the need for a slow development process. This accounts for its
emphasis on strengthening the resources for planning, management, and analy-
sis, The Panel's comments and recommendations should be viewed, not as criti-
cisms of the past, but as recommendations for future directions.

NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL,
CoMMITTEE ON NATIONAL STATISTIOB,
Washington, D.0. September 29, 1977,

Hon, PETER ¥, FLAHERTY,
Deputy Attorney Generel,
Department of Justice,
Washingion, D.C.

DEsr Sir: I am writing as the Chairman of the former Panel for the Evalua~
tion of Crime Surveys of the National Academy of Sciences-National Research
Council. In recent days, newspaper reports have referred to that Panel's re-
port in support of a recommendation that the crime vietimization surveys spon-~
sored by the Law Enforcement Assisfance Administration be discontinued
{(Washington Post, September 23; New York Times, September 25). This is an
incorrect conclusion to draw from our report, Surveying Crime, and I have so
written both newspapers (copies attached).

It ig true that the Panel’s report cériticized some aspects of the National Crime
Surveys, but it also found much to commend. My views were expressed at the
meeting concerning the future of the surveys held by your ¢ifice on September 15,
I called attention to the Panel's conclusion. that the surveys provide valuable
measures of the volime of crime and of public perception of the “crime prob-
lem”,  information for -executive and legislative action, and data basie to
thoxough studies of a wide range of phenomena related to crime and vietimiza-
tion, The Panel believed that the improvements it recommendedq, including greater
emphasis on analysis, could be achieved by a veallocation of priorities and res
sources without interrupting the national household survey.

I am not in favor of discontinuing the crime victimization survey of ‘house-
holds and hope that means will be found whereby it will be continued. In any
event, I trust that the decision will not be based in any part on a misunderstand-
ing of the Panel’s recommendations.

Sincerely, :
CoNRAD TAEUBER,
Attachments. ’ : e
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NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNOIL,
COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL STATISTICS,
Hyattsuille, ALd., September 27, 1977,
TETTERS TO THE HEIDITOR,
e Washington Post,
1150 15t Street NW
Washington, D.U.

DEAR Sik: In an article on Friday, September 23, you veported that the Depart-
ment of Justice had decided to discontinue the National Orime Victimization
Surveys (NGCS), and cited as one of the reasons that a report of the Nnhon{xl
Academy of Sciences had called attention to some methodological problems. It is
unfortunate that the article did not draw attention also to the fact the Academy
report says: “The panel found much to commend, and much to criticize, in the
design and execution of the NC§ to date.” The report emphasized the great value
of this new survey. At no point did the report eall for stopping or suspending
the survey. Instead, it ealled for strengthening the staff in order to make more
effective use of the results and to develop needed improvements,

Sincerely youis,
ConRrAD TAEUBER, Cligirnan.

[®rom the Washington Pest, Friday, Sept. 23, 1977]
Jusrics DIviSIoN SUSPENDS SURVEY ON NATIONAL CRIME

- A Justice Department unit is suspending a doox-to-door survey of crin;e vie-
tims that has cost $6:5 million annually and has been heralded as providing “a
whole new dimension® in assessing national lawlessness.

After collecting and analyzing crime vietim data for nearly five years at a cost
of $53 million, the program’s managers yesterday cited budget shortages and
questions about the survey’s validity and reliability as reasons for the suspension.

But James M. H. Gregg, acting administrator of the Law.Enforcement Assis-
tance Administration, which has financed the project, said he thought that the
survey would be restarted only major kinks are ironed out—‘unless at some
point we lose funding support. There's no indication of that,? Gregg said in an
interview. :

A related survey on crime experienced by commercial establishments, which
cost about $3 million annnally, is being totally serapped. The two crimes covered
by the ecommercial survey—robbery and burglary—are already relatively well
reported to police, Gregg said.

Initiated in 1972, the national crime survey was designed to provide potentially
crucial information on victims of crime and to measure the tremendous volume
of crimie known to be going unreported. )

The FBI's Uniform Crime  Reports—the only other national crime survey—
reflect only crimes reported to state and local police, The LBEAA survey found
that actual crimes run anywhere from two to five times as high as reported
crime in the nation’slargest cities.

The Census Bureau conducted personal interviews for the LBAA every six
months in Some (0,000 housholds and 39,000 businesses; asking whether rape,
robbery, assault, personal and household larceny, burglary and auto theft had
been experienced there. )

But an assessment of the survey by the National Academy of Sciences, con-
ducted last year at LTAA's reguest, uncovered what ‘Gregg called “serious
methodological problems” in the survey. :

NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL,
CoMMITTEE ON NATIONAYL STATISTIOS,
Hyattsville, Md., September 27, 1977,
LETTERS TO THE EbITOR
The Neow York Times, ‘
New York, N.Y.

DEAR SIr: In dn article on Sunday, September 25, wou reported that the De-
partment of Justice had decided to discontinue the National Crime Victimization
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:Surveys (NOS), and cited as one of the reasons that a veport of the National

Academy of Scienceg had called attention to some methodological problems. It
is unfortunate that the article did not draw attention also to the fact the Acad-
emy report says: “The panel found much to commend, and much to criticize,
in the design and execution of the NCS to date.” The report emphasized the great
value of this new survey. At no point did the report call for stopping or suspend-
ing the survey. Instead, it called for strengthening the staff in order to make
more effective use of the results and to develop needed improvements.
Sincerely yours,
ConNrAD TAEUBER, Chairman,

$53 MirrnioN CRIME STuny HALTED ASs QUESTIONABLE

WASHINGTON, Sept, 23 (UPIL)—Tor five years, Census Bureau field workers
have gathered data from 60,000 households and 39,000 businesses to help deter-
nm;n the extent of 1111rep01ted crime in America and provide-a profile of crime
vietiins.

The total cost of the “National Crime Survey” to taxpayers: $53 million.

Now the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is suspending the survey
because of “serious” questions about the data collection process, including the
quality of the questionnaires that were used.

The acting L.E.A A, administrator, James Gregg, said in an interview Friday
that he believed there was continued support within the Justice Department,
onve technienal changes are made, for continuing the survey aimed at providing
the most complete crime dsata available.

But he said that analyses by a panel from the National Academy of Sciences
Tl concluded that there were “s;emous methodological problems swith the

gurvey.
Mr. Gregg said that the survey of businesses would be terminated at the end
of this fiscal year because most cmmes against merchant were reported to the

police.
Interviews with the 60,000 families, now done every six months at the same

residtence, will be either mostly or entirely suspended for nine months beginning
in December.

WAsHINGTON, Sept. 23 (UPI)—President Carter asked Congress today to re-
seind $2.7 million from the budget authority of the Law Inforcement Assistance
Administration. A brief notice issued by the White House press office said that
the funds represent money still remaining for grants “allocated to state and
local governments, but not used by them.”

Mz. Coxyers. Dr. Martin is the executive divector of the academy’s
Committee on National Statistics, formerly assistant chief of Statis-
tical Policy Division at OMB. My, Hansen is a member of the acad-
emy’s. Committee on National Statistics, which evaluated the national
crime survey, and Dr. Owens is a staff member of that evaluation.

Ladies and gentlemen, you are welcome, of course. You may proceed

in your own way,

TESTIMONY OF MARGARET E, MARTIN , EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
COMMITTEE ON NATTONAL STATISTICS, NATIONAL ACADEMY OF
SCIENCES, ACCOMPANIED BY MORRIS HANSEN AND DR. MAURICE
OWENS

Dr, Marrix. Since you have my statement for the 1ecord I will just
mention & few high points.

‘When the LDAA requested the Oomlmttee on National Statistics to
review its crime victimization survey, Dr. Conrad Taeuber, a member
of the committee, was asked to serve as chairman of the pa,nei for the
evaluation of the crime survey. He regrets that he is amable to. he
present today and asked me to describe the panel’s report-on his behalf,
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In my testimony, T summarize the major recommendations of the
report primarily to indicate that the pancl thought the national house-
Mold survey should be continued. At one mecting, panel members spe-
«cifically considered the question of whether or not they should recom-
mend suspension while research was conducted along the lines that
they recommended, and came to the conclusion that the ongoing survey
should be maintained and research conducted simultaneously.

Dr. Tacuber, as chairman of the panel, expressed concern over the
possible interruption of the survey in a recent letter to Peter Flaherty,
the Deputy Attorney General.

Ie wrote that the panel concluded that the surveys provide valuable
measures of the volume of crime and the public perception of the erime

roblem,

T have attached that correspondence to the statement.

~ The panel recognized that a major statistical survey of an important
social problem cannot be designed and put into place overnight. Such a
survey must be seen as a continuing activity, with new data leading to
new insights and these in turs, to new questions for study.

- The experiences of the data collectors, the analysts, and the policy-
makers who use the results must all be fed back to those responsible
for guiding the survey in order that the most useful information can
yesult,

To this end, the panel made a number of suggestions and criticisms.
These should not be viewed as reasons for suspension. They are, rather,
an effort to suggest avenues of future development.

In the words of the panel;

Within a very short time, the NCS has demonstrated enormous potential utility.
The question now is whether resources can be allocated and coordinated so as to
transform potential into practical utility.

The panel recognized the need for a slow developmental process.
This accounts for its emphasis on strengthening the resources for plan-
ning, management, and analysis. The panel’s comments and recom-
mendations should be viewed not as criticisms of the past but as rec-
ommendations for future directions.

That is, in very brief, the spirit of the panel’s report.

Any one of the three of us will be happy to answer any questions
yoir might have. ) :

Mr. Coxyers. Well, first of all, I want to commend vou on your
statements, both submittecdt and oral, which correct a misimpression
that you were advocates of the survey’s suspension, abolition, or even
its termination. For that misimpression to get corrected makes these
hearings worthwhile, in my judgment,

I have only two questions.

. The first one deals with your analysis of the methodological criti-
cisms that were made about the National Crime Survey. T mean, can
they be put in some kind of context that supports your enunciated
position ? , ~ :

Dr. Marroy. I think that a general criticism of the panel was that
although the project had started out on the basis of a considerable ro-
search effort, once the operation of the survey wag undertaken, there
was relatively little in the way of resources assigned to the kind of
continuing methodological research needed to develop the survey.
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T would agree with the previous speakers, that that kind of meth-
odological research is more likely to be effective if it’s done while the-
panel is continuing, rather than as an alternative. :

I’d like to call on Maurice Owens, who was on the panel staff, to-
see if he has anything further to add. : V

Dr. Owens. Yes, I'd like to add something to Dr. Martin’s.
statement. , .

I speak as a former employee of the National Academy of Sciences.
I was one of the two primary staff members working for the panel for
the evaluation of crime surveys. I also speak as a member of the
American Statistical Association’s Ad IHoc Committee on Criminal
Justice Statistics. s

The staff of the panel for the evaluation of crime surveys spent ap-
proximately 114 years reconstructing the set of decisions that were
made in the process of designing the surveys. We spent many hours
at the Bureau of the Census, many hours on the telephone, collecting
various memoranda, research reports, and correspondence. '

I;il sure the representatives of the Burean of the Census can testify
tc this. ‘

The report of the panel was based largely on the information we-
constructed. This is a project undertaken by two very large organiza-
tions in a cooperative activity. The report, “Surveying Crime,” is a
report from one set of professionals to another set of professionals..
There are very few basic problems with the field collection, procedures
and survey design that are not touched on in this report, and in no
way should it be construed as a document that condemns the survey—
at least, that’s my assessment of the outcome of the panel’s work,

As Dr. Martin pointed out, the panel did consider the possible rec-
ommendation that the survey be suspended for an indefmite period,.
or permanently. The panel decided that this was not representative of
their views. ' . '

So, I think that the idea that the report published by the National
Academy of Sciences does not support the survey in spirit and in sub-
stance iz a misconception.

Mr. Conyrrs. Could it not have been mistakenly interpreted, since
it was a professional-to-professional report, and therefore have been
subject to misconstruction? - :

T understand you people are pretty hard on each other in your own
fields of specializatioxn. : '
~ Dr. Owens. Yes; well, I cannot speak as a.sociologist. I have a, Ph. D.
in mathematical statistics. As a statistician, I noted where Professor
Fienberg drew analogies between the NCS—National Crime Survey—
and the Current population Survey, stating that many of the same
problems exist in both of the operations. ' .

I am referring to statistical problems now, not substantive problems,
The thing is that, in operations other than the NCS, many of these
problems are not documented to the extent that they are documented in
the academy’s report. Because of this documentation, the problems are

~ exposed and therefore invite eriticism.

Now, I should point out further that I think it was very professional
of the ipersonnel at LIEAA to invite this evaluation. A" Jot of corre-
spondence—ive lrad 4 lot of correspondence from them, and also the
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individuals of the Bureau of the Census. Had they not cdone extensive
methodological research and provided us with the amount of informa-
tion that they did, we would not have been able to raise the criticisms.

The point. is that all of the problems have been brought to the sur-
face with this operation, as is not the case with many statistical series.

Mr. Conyers. Question: How can the victimization survey throw
light on the velationship of our socicty’s concept of crime and moral
order? I mean, as far as I’m concerned, this survey may help us befter
understand our traditional response to crime of passing more laws,
As the nation that leads all other industrial societies with more laws
on the books, we also seem to be getting more crime, so that somewhere
along the line it seems necessary to make an analysis. It hadn’t oc-
curred to me that this kind of survey could help illuminate this very
difficult area of understanding the administration of justice.

Dr. Marriw. I think this is an attempt to reflect and summarize the
feeling of the sociologists connected with the panel activities, that
detailed analysis by the research community of various aspects of
crime, of conditions of the victim, of the time and place, and beliefs
of people as to what is a crime, can be analyzed and drawn out from
this kind of an activity over a period of years.

I don’t think it’s anything which is going to occur in a press release,
from an immediate release of the figures, and it’s for this reason T
believe that the panel recommended emphasis in allocation of resources
on more analysis of the results.

Dy, Owexs. I would liks to respond to your question, Mr. Chairman,
This is somewhat outside of my area. but there was a 1966 President’s
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice.
And one of the primary task force reports of that Commission noted

" that most of what the citizens of this country know about crime is
based on their perceptions through television, radio, nesspapers. Very
faw of the citizens have direct experience with erime. The fear is more
of a—1I would have to defer to the sociologists for the term—but it’s
more of a group phenomenon as opposed to a directly experienced
phenomenon.

That Commission concluded that it is the responsibility of the U.S.
Governinent, to inform the citizens of the risk of being victims of major
categories of crime. And they also sponsored the initial victimization
surveys in this country. , '

One fina] note about the work of that Commission. Much of the Com-
mission’s work and work of the staft, which numbered something like
100, dealt with available statistics on crime over the past several dec-
ades. After many months of study, many man-hours, their conclusion
was that we really can’t be sure whether crime has increased or de-
creased over the last 25 years. ; :

They did surmise that it increased, but stopped short of saying how
much it had increased. I think the victimization survey method as it
is applied in the NCS continued over a span of years will provide such
information so at the time of the next assessment we will know what
the status is. .

Thank you. '

Mr. Convrrs. Well, you know, one secret among all of us working
ab this igsue is that many of the things that are proposed as solutions
don’t work. No. 1, and No. 2, we almost know it from the beginning.
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We are reacting so frequently out of emotion, rather than rational
judgments that we try to pride ourselves on. And it seems that any-
thing that would lead to distinguishing between the fear of crime and
what the real risks of crime are would contribute handsomely to what
we are going to need, unless we are to constantly consign ourselves to
flinging more money and artificial solutions at social problems.

I am very pleased that this statement attempts to cover at least
some part of the relationship of this survey to those more profound
and nagging questions. .

Mpr. Hansen, do you have any observations?

Mr. Hansex, Well, just one brief remark. I was a member of the
Committee on National Statistics that reviewed the report of thg pqnel,
and we were concerned, since there was a strong emphasis on eriticism,
that it be clear whether or not the recommendation was, in any sense,
toward discontinuation of the survey. In the reyiew discussions there
was no (uestion at all about that. ’ ~

It was clear that the survey should be continued for two reasons. The
first reason is the value of the information that it’s producing, and
-over time that increases. And the other reason—and more important,
even—is that if you’re going to improve the survey, it has to be done
as part of an ongoing system. It would be very costly and difficult to
develop and incorporate research results by stopping and starting
it again, o '

Mr. ConyErs. Mr. Gudger.

Mr. Guneer. I would like to address one or two very brief questions
to Dr. Martin.

I am very impressed with her typewritten statement and particularly
with what I believe to be the thrust of the panel’s conclusions. And I
think the panel was inclined to question the necessity of continuing the
«commercial establishments’ survey, inasmuch as the commercial estab-
lishments routinely do report to the police their loss experiences due
to crimes, whereas, with respect to the household survey, this is not
true in any substantial degree.

There is not that same quality and degree of reporting of victimiza-
tion, and, therefore, the continuance of this survey is needed, as I
understand it, with greater analytical application during the course of
the survey, and from time to time, modification of the survey so as to
get the maximum data of use and benefit from the survey, Is that
-essentially correct ?

Dr. Martrx. Yes, sir.

Mr. Gupger. Now, with respect to your urban classifications—city
'surveys of household and commercial establishments—yhat was your
«conclusion with reference to the justification of continuing the com-
mereial survey within cities, in urban areas? o

Dr. Marroy. There were two systems at the time we were looking at
‘them. One was the national survey and then a series of city surveys in
“which they were taking both household and commercial information.
And it was the view of the panel that those city snrveys, which were
ot directly comparable with the national, could hetter be combined
“with the national survey and develop information for local areas from

~the national sample, although there would be fewer areas.

Since that time, I believe they have been suspended entirely because
-of budgetary restraints. : , e
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Mr. Guoger. May I take another step. If the panel were to arrive at
a specific conclusion, I take it it would be to abandon the commercial
establishment survey, continue the household survey, with changes in
methodology along the lines which you have reported and shown in
your report, and without regard to urban versus nonurban classifica-
{ion. Isthat essentially correct ? .

Dr. Marrry. I think so. The panel itself had its last meeting—I
think it was June or July of 1976, The report came out last December,
and the panel and staff have dispersed, in effect. So it’s difficult to say
what they might say today. ‘ \

Mr. Gopeer. Now, there’s one observation in your report that I'm
not clear on, and that reads thus:

Phe 10th recommendation suggested that the need for detailed local data

should not be met by expansion of the national survey but by supplying technical
and procedural manuals and other aids to locai officials to undertake their owsn

surveys.

Was it one of the concepts of the panel that there might be some
voluntary participation beyond the sample studies that were being:
madein the household survey?

Dr. Marmn. I believe there have been some local activities. This
was, in part, an issue of the enormous cost of conducting surveys like
the national survey for a large number of separate local areas, and the
feeling that the LBAA and the Census Bureau could assist local aveas.
that really wanted that kind of information to undertake their own
activities. :

Mr. Gopeer. Finally, was it a conclusion of the panel that to dis-
continue this survey after 3 years and before the new general census
of 1981 and possibly to reinstitute the survey again—the household
survey—might vepresent a very serious loss in the benefits which had
acerued as a result of the survey to date? ;

Dr. Marrry. The panel considered the question of suspension or
discontinuance ag an option in-its own review of the problem: But this
was 2 years ago. The issue as it is presented today didn’t arise then.

They settled it in their own minds 2 years ago by recommending the-
continuation of the national household survey, T

Mr. Gupcer. And was one of the considerations in recommending
continuation that there was a cumulative value to this study? B

Dr. Marriw. I believe so, yes.

Mr. Gupeer. Thank you.

My, Coxyers, We want to thank you all for appearing. Your testi-
mony hasbeenmost helpful.

Thank you very muclh. ‘

The Acting Administrator of LEAA is here, Mr. James Gregg. We
welcome you again before the snbcommittee. You may come forward.

M. Renshaw, Lbelieve, is joining you. ’ '

Mr. Rexseraw. That’s correct. :

Myr. Conyzrs. Mr. Benjamin Renshaw is Dirvector of the Statistics
Division of the National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics
Service. We welcome you, too, here. We fully appreciate the fullness
of your own schedule and this makes your appearance before this sub-
committee even more valuable. We know that you do not have a pre-
pared statement, but you may begin your testimony as you choose..
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TESTIMONY OF JAMES M, H. GREGG, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR,
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, ACCOM-
PANIED BY BENJAMIN H. RENSHAW, DIRECTOR, STATISTICS
DIVISION, NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION AND
STATISTICS SERVICE - . .

Mr. Greee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do have a few preliminary
remarks.

LEAA has spent $53 million since 1972 on the victimization sur-
veys conducted by the Bureau of the Census; $48 million of the $53
million bas been spent on data collection. The total LEAA budget has
been reduced by $250 million over the last 3 years.

Data collection costs alone for the victimization study ave running
at a vate of about $6 to $7 million per year. In light of the very high
cost of this survey to.the taxpayer, the questions for LEAA have be-
come: What is the validity and reliability of the data being collected
in this survey ? What is the cost of acquiring this data? What are the
bentezﬁts of having the data so acquired? Are the benefits worth the
COSE ¢

TUnless the data is valid, the benefits of having it are greatly reduced

or eliminated. Even if the data is valid, we must inquire into the uses
that are being made of it. Serious questions have been raised concern-
ing both the validity of the data, in light of methodology problems,
and the degree to which the data is being utilized. '
. It appears that we need a period of reform and assessment concern-
Ing this survey, a period in which we can review and correct method-
ological problems. During this period we can also detevmine the use
that is being made of survey data, and how that utility can be
increased. o

I’d like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that I was present during the
testimony of the previous witnesses. I think that there may be a mis-
understanding regarding this issue. There has never been any decision
on the part of the LA A, or the Department of Justice to discontinue
the victimization survey. ‘ o

The issue is the suspension of data collection for some period of
time, in whole or in paxt, in order to correct the methodological prob-
lems that have been pointed out by both the National Acadamy of
Sciences study and by independent critiques of the survey. During the
period of assessment and reforni, we can save the taxpayer up to $6
million a year by suspending data collection in whole or in part. We
would be conducting research and determining improvements that
would be necessary to continua the data collection at a later time. ,

Those are my opening comments, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Renshaw and
I will be happy to address any questions that you or other members
of the gubcommittee may have. ' , :

. Mr. Conyrrs. I don’t khow if you were here earlier, but this ques-
tion was addressed as to whether or not these improvements could in
fact occur while the program was in a state of suspension.

Were you aware—— ' ‘
 Mr. Grege. I understand. T didn’t hear the testimony on that issue,
Mr. Chairman, but I understand that it is a basic concern. -
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It has not been LEAA’s intention at any point to terminate this
effort. The question in our minds is, consicering the very high cost
of data collection. should we continue collection before the questions of
the validity of the data and before the methodological issues are
addressed.

The question has been raised as to whether you can do this without
full data collection. This is a very technical area. Qur assumption has
been that it would be possible to undertale this methodological reform
without full data collection. That issue has been raised again and is
being taken into consideration by our staff.

Mr, Conyrrs, What do youn base that-on? What information have
you gathered that would lead you to that conclusion ?

Mr. Grege. Let me ask Mr. Renshaw to address that, because he has
been very active in discussing that issue with who raised it in the last
month or so,

Mr. Rexsmaw. Mr. Chairman, upon receipt of the National
Academy of Sciences report in July of 1976, even before we had the
final report, we, in conjunction with the Bureau of the Census, began
{;xa.}nination of that report on a question-by-question, issue-by-issue

asis. : :

Over the period of the last year, we have been developing what I
would term a management agenda for the examination of the meth-
odological refinements.

In the discussions which preceded the decision within LEAA to
suspend the data collection, the point has been made in quite a few
quarters that there ave elements of research that may not e able to
be effectively undertaken without some level of data collection.

Thus, the staff activity that Mr. Greeg alluded to is an attempt
to come up with a final version of a total research plan. Such a plan,
Mr. Chairman. would encompass a range of activities suggested by
the Academy and by other responsible crities of the survey. The pos-
sible levels of activity given available resources in particular years
would be spelled out.

It is quite possible that research with reference to the recall period,
and research with relation to some serious multiple victimizations,
which the previous speakers have alluded to as a serious problem, may
well require some Jevel of data collection. ~

After we have laid that research program out, we will be able to
ascertion more clearly the implications of the research program
which will address the Academy’s recommendations.

Mr. Coxvems. Are you conducting this research yourself, Mr.
Renshaw?

Mr. Rexsmiaw. No. sir. the research will be condncted largely by
the staff at the Bureau of Census that Mr. Levine alluded to in that
Bureaw’s Office of Demographic Analysis.

- Mr. Coxyers. You mean the Census Bureau will be brought in to
help in studying these alternatives that are under consideration ?

Mr, Rexstraw. Yes, sir, they already have been.

Mr, Coxvrrs. And they are in the process now of doing so?

Mr. Rexsmaw. Yes, sir, ~ '

Mr. Convers. And which persons are so engaged over at Censns?

Mr. Rexsuaw. Well, the individuals who are on the staff—-—

Mr. Conyers. Are you referring to Mr. Levine and his staff?

e
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Mr. Rexsitaw. I don’t know that he is doing it directly, but cer-
tainly the people—

Mzr. Convers. Under his direction?

Mr. Rensmaw, Under his direction, .

In addition, Mr. Chairman, you mentioned earlier random digit
dialing. Coniputer-aided interviewing has been raised as a very im-
portant new technology that might, if it can bring in valid data, very
much reduce the cost of the survey.

Tt is highly likely that we would undertake research in that area
through some university or nonprofit firm that can establish creden-
tials regarding such technology. ,

Mr. Conyers. Now, you gentlemen are aware of the distinction that
T hope is being made at these hearings—no one, including any of the
withesses thus far, has raised any abjection to continued research that
could refine or improve the victimization survey under question. There
is no problem about that.

The question this afternoon is the possibility of a suspension of the
program while these refinements are going on, That’s the point.

And what has been testified to heve almost without interruption
since 1 o’clock, is the fact that any period of suspension would ecriti-
cally damage not only the first cycle’s worth of 8 years that has already
been obtained, but that it would also malke it impossible to have any
valid base for the projections that will go on for a number of years.

We appland any continued refinement that would attach to this
survey. But to consider interrupting it is the precise point upon which
I would like you to refute the positions that have been made very
explicitly. '

The impact of a 1-year suspension becomes of even greater concern
when we recognize the change in the sampling frame that will take
place following the 1980 census. As a result, 1-year’s suspension of the
data_collection might easily be parlayed to as much as an 8-year
gap between time periods involving a fully balanced panel structure.

Now, the census people have just appeared already. I don't want to
have to review their testimony, but there was nothing that they sng-
gested here or in earlier writings between you and them and others
that, implied that an interruption would do anything but wreak havoc
in their operation, not only substantively, but morally as well.

So I can’t understand your response, quite frankly. Let us focus on
the precise point of a 1-year suspension. Could e not continue the
activities of the refinements, improvements and modifications that
you suggest without the suspension? What would happen then?

Mr. Greee. Mr. Chairman, the most expensive aspect of this effort
is data collection while the research and methodological improve-
ments are going forward. We would like to save some of these costs
and reprogram them into further reseavch. ‘

In effect, that’s the first recommendation of the National Academy
of Sciences, They are concerned about the eurrent balance between re-
sources allocated to data collection and resources allocated to all other
aspects of the victimization survey. I believe they intended to include
both analysis of the survey results as well as research to improve the
methodological issues or correct methodological problems.

Mzr. Conyers. If your explanation is correct, it would imply throw-
ing the baby out with the bath water. T don’t read that into it at all.



Mr. Greee. No. If we could afford full data collection, I have no
-doubt it would be preferable from a techmical point of view to con-
‘tinue it.

The issue is that this is a very expensive procedure. I'f there are seri-
ous methodological problems, can we correct those without having
data, collection during that period and save the funds involved ?

Mr. Conyurs. They have already answered that. You know what the
answer is.

Mz, Greee, They have. However, the expenditure of those funds is
not their responsibility. It is TEAA’s responsibility to try to assure
that the taxpayer gets the best possible value for his funds.

The process that we are engaged in now is determining if we can
make the methodological corrections without funding full data col-
lection during that period.

Mr, Conyrrs. Mr. Gregg, no one has suggested that the decision
rests in someone’s hands other than LEA A’s under the Department of
-Justice. That is not a point of contention between anybody.

The fact of the matter is that we cannot cut the costs of thig by an
interruption without seriously damaging the entire survey, That is
the weight of all of the evidence that we have heard so far.

Axe you aware of that?

Mz, Grece, I’'m not aware of all the testimony thig afternoon. I’'m
-certainly aware that that is the principal issue. I have not yet had the
benefit of my own staft’s advice at this point on that issne.

They hava been working with the Bureau of Census staff. They are
considering that issue. It 1s a basic question. At this time I don’t have
-staft adyice as to the correct answers. _

M. Conyrrs. Well, I can appreciate that, and tliat’s why T am going
to ask, after Mr. Gudger finishes his examination, if you, Mr, Renshaw,
and yéour ather associates would like to join us informally off the

vecord,

T'm a great one for believing that we don’t have to proceed in this
formalistic manner, and therefore I would just like to engage youin a
brief informal meeting with some of the witnesses that are here today,
with the understanding that you will also review their testimony and
the other material that is related. I think that it will be important.

I applaud’ your concern about expenditures. You recall I tried to
reduce the TEAA budget by a minor amount last year and I didn’t
receive any encores from anyhody over at LIEA A at that time.

Now, we come to the survey and it runs a grand course of $614 mil-
lion per annum.

~ Here we have one of the few innovative statistical contributions to
‘the study of crime by LEAA and your agency wants to, in effect, ter-
minate the NCS while negotiations are underway to transfer this sur-
vey from LIEAA to a new Bureau of Justice Statistics.

I am quite willing to concede that the expenses, especially if some
of the recommendations are followed, will go up. But the question goes

“back to the point that you made, is it worth it ?

Mr. Grece. That’s correct, Mr. Conyers. “
~ Mr. Conxyers. And I suppose in your judgment the answer to that
-question is still unresolved. ' E

Mr. Grece. The answer is still out, Mr. Chairman, in assessing the
“whole program; its value in light of its cost is a basic issue.

P N
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‘We had requested the National Academy to address that issue in
their study. The work of the Academy was outstanding. In the report
they prepared for us, however, this was one issue that they weren’t able
to address. ‘

We are going to try to independently assess that. There have been
serious issues regarding the benefits of this survey. This partly stems:
from the Census Bureau’s policies with respect to utilization of data
for cities of population less than 250,000. This has made the survey
not very useful for State and local officials, for State and local govern-
ment planners, or for people who might be operating a communify anti-
crime program. ‘

They can’t utilize the victimization data for their purposes. They
have to utilize many victimization surveys for those purposes.

‘We are interested in supporting such efforts and have been working:
Iviﬂi State and local governments to encourage surveys at the loca

evel.

That is another cost, which returns us to the basic issue of the bene-
fits of the current survey. I hope the chairman will call upon the-
State and local government officials, law enforcement agencies, and
community organizations to determine the benefit or value of thig
survey to them, beyond its value to the academic and research
communities. :

Mr. Convyers, A good iden.

Mr. Rensmaw, My, Chairman, could T add that the utility guestion—
the benefit question—is a most difficult one. « ‘

Prior to coming to this position, I was with the State Planning
Agency for the District of Columbia. I headed that agency, and made
many efforts to look at victimization data in the settings of the inner-
city. Quite soon we'll be issuing' data for 13 major cities, with specific
h.itghlights that conceivably have this kind of policy utility for others-
cities. e ‘ ‘ o ,
However, a recent National Academy of Sciences report entitled
“Setting Statistical Priorities” sets forth the principle that the exam-

“ination of all statistical series must be done in terms of the benefits be-

ing-derived for the costs. The means of looking at these benefits was the-
extent to which public and private decisions had, in fact, been impacted
by that data. SR oy S

To date, we have very little measurable, documentable evidence to
suggest that the victimization investment is proving of real-decision-
malking benefit to the parties involved—to the Congress and to the
State and local operative planning agencies. o o

Mr. Convyers. Who is questioning 1t%
. Mr. Rensmaw. Who is questioning?.- = - B

Mr. Conyers. Yps, gir: Hrom where are these doubts coming?

Mr. Rexsmaw. L wash’s referring to doubts. - ' ~
- MrgoowrEre: OrF the critictum? R ~ R

Mr. RexsadwrWhen we ook at an agency for the-direct benefits
or the utility of the data, and particularly when we look to the range
of public-decisions on program development made because-of the sur-
vey, we have found very little evidence that the investment that we-
made to date has had the kind 6f impactwe had hoped for. - e
. Mr. Coxyers. Well, I’d like you to explain that statement. T mean,
what information did you desire that you are not getting or don’t have-
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the prospect for getting, since the only eximinal statistics that we have
in the United States of America come from those 13,000 Jaw enforce-
ment agencies that report to the FBI?

Are you saying that all of the benefits that have been suggested
here, even for the brief time you have been in the room, are of no con-
sequence to the Federal anticrime units in the country?

Mr. Grece. We would be very pleased to see evidence of use. We have
looked for it and it’s been rather sparse. Perhaps we have not looked
closely enough.

Mzr. Coxnyers. I appreciate your candor. I'm going to yield now to my
colleague from North Carolina, Mr. Gudger.

Mr. Gupeer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I seem to see a confrontation of conclusions here. And I feel some
responsibility to try and probe into the basis of these conclusions.

The conclusions that I perceive are the conclusions which you seem
to have arrived at, that it is in the hest interest of discontinuing the
survey, that there be a suspension effective December 81 of this year
for 1 year in the data collection which is a part of this commitment.,

I read some of your remarks and other public material as indicating
that it is your recommendation that all National Crime Survey data
«collection—in other words, victimization data collection efforts and
household and commercial establishments in fiscal yecar 1978, in effect
be suspended.

You suggest that year that the research evaluation and analysis of
those results which have previously accumulated and that after such
research and analysis, that a decision be made as to whether to continve
this system.

Also, you state in your report that not only is there to be a decisio::
made as to whether to continue, but that there would be a reassess -
ment of methodology.

All right. Now, my question is this. We find these conclusions con-
fronted by conclusions I think best expressed perhaps in the testimony
-of Dr: Margaret: E.-Martin, who just previously testified to the-effect
that the panel had reached the conelusion that—and I refer to the
former panel for evaluation of crime surveys—that they reached
‘o conclusion that anv discontinuance or temporary suspension would
have an impact, and I quote, “on the quality of the data extending over
-geveral years.” . :

She comments that the design of the survey is complex, involving
Totating panels, or respondents who stay in the panels for 814 years,
being interviewed once each 6 months. This complicated panel rota-
tion system has just recently matured and an interruption would mean
that it wonld need to be started again and several more years would
be required to bring it into full operation. '

In other words, a suspension would demolish the effect of all previ-
‘ous data collections, Now—or-at least-demolish the full-benefit of all
the previous data collections. b e o

Do I understand that you disagree totally with this conclusion?

Mr. Greaa. I have not been able to fully understand that point. T
have heard it made previously and I am somewhat intrigued as to how
that’s possible. That data is available. Much of it has been published
-and more will be published. How a suspension of the data collection
:ean completely ruin the value of the previously collected data is some-
“thing I am unable to understand.
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. P’m intrigued by that. I tried to understand it. I haven’t been able
o.
M. Gopeer. Do you concede that data collection does have cumula-
tive value?

Mzr. Grece. Assuming it’s valid. )

Mr. Gupeer. All right, sir. One other statement made by Ms. Martin
which T think deserves special consideration, and at least an entry in
the record here is this—and of course, this is the same Panel for
Evaluation of Crime Surveys which you have made reference to ear-
lier—I quote, “The panel concluded that the analysis and research
promeame should be carried on simultaneously with the ongoing sur-
vey and that the national household survey should be maintained to
provide a continuing record and to avoid the stop-and-start loss in-
volved in suspending such a complex mechanism.” »

T take it that you disagree with that conclusion? ‘

Mr. Grege. I’'m not sure that I would have disagreed within the
-context in which it was made. The panel, in making that suggestion,
was not cognizant of the budgetary constraints that now face LEAA.
Had they been awate of thoge limitations they might have suggested
-other options.

The overall Agency budget has been reduced by $250 million since
1975. The LEAA funding for our statistics systems program has
‘been reduced 40 percent.

If the panel had been able to predict that that situation would occur,
perhaps they would have suggested other options.

Mr. Gupeer. By way of preface to my next question, I would like to
-state that I have just been serving as a member of the Criminal Justice
Subcommittee. We reported to the full committee and back to the
House the bill providing Federal support for State victims-of-violent-
-«erimes systems. ‘

You heard my reference to that earlier. I understood from the testi-
*mox‘liy made-here that the National Crime Survey.data is not widely
used. - ’ e ' - '

Are you aware of the fact that it was certainly considered and nsed
.as & survey tool in the preparation of the victims-of-violent-crimes
«compensation bill by this committee which I have made reference to?

Mr. Grzeee. Yes, sir, I am aware of that. ;

Mr, Gupeer. It’s my information that the cities of Portland and
‘Denver have been making certain research surveys and have relied
-somewhat on this data, Are yon aware of that?

Mr. Grece, They have, somewhat, but they have expérienced difficul-
ties. In the case of Portland, they conducted their own local victimiza-
tion survey to meet their needs. o :

Mr. Gopeer, Are you aware of the fact that the States of Oregon,
‘Connecticut, Wisconsin, and I believe the Arkansas attorney general’s
office has also used this data in either updating, modifying, or develop-
ing their victims-of-crime-systems-for their own State:legislatures? -

Mr. Grece. For compensation programs? o

- Mr, Gunger. Yes. o

Mr. Greae. Not in every case, no, sir. S ;

Mr, Rensmaw. Sir, I am not sure hoxv that data was used. We.do not
publish any State-by-State victimization data. It is not normally pos-
sible to provide a State with victimization data. ' R
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Mr. Gupeer. Have you discussed this with any of the members of’
the State legislatures of these several States? Our data tends to show
that the general assemblies for the legislatures of Oregon, Connecticut,.
‘Wisconsin, and the Florida House of Representatives all had access to
the general data and did use this data in trying to anticipate the
likely incidence of violent crime victimization and the cost of their
several systems. )

Mr. Rensmaw. No, I am not, sir, We have made o particular effort
to provide public use tables to any jurisdictions, universities, or others.
inquiring about such data. I’'m not aware of the particular use you
mentioned. It certainly is possible for them to use that information
drawing on the national survey.

Mr. Gupeer. That’s what I have reference to.

Mr. Rensmaw. But not specific State-by-State data.

Mr. Guneer. I did not mean to imply State-by-State treatment, but
national incidence of victimization—national incidence of cost of
victimization—and that’s all the data which is of national scope, rather
than specfic State scope.

Now, the purpose of that line of question was to illustrate that there
is some indication that this data has had some practical use here in
Congress and in other legislative areas.

I am concerned at one comment which I may have misinterpreted,.
and that’s the suggestion that the National Research Council had not
included in its own studies the hasis and justification for these surveys.

Am I wrong, or did I correctly interpret that there was testimony
given here earlier to the effect that the sense and purpose of this sur-
vey had not been fully validated before it was undertaken ?

Mr. Grege. I believe, sir, you are referring to the comments I made
that when the study was initiated we had hoped to have greater atten-
tion given to the potential benefits and uses of the survey.

Mr. Reysgaw. When the survey was initiated, LIEEAA stressed its
potential utility and potential benefits. In other forums where we have
been called upon to discuss this survey and the dollar expenditure
involved, the issue of benefits and utility to document users has arisen.
At the national level, as well as at the State and local level, as we
consider victim restitution programs and other programs of victim
assistance, people clearly are going to look to these data as a means of
understanding State problems. :

However, my own experience suggests that in the legislative forums
that T have had some exposure to, there is usually a desire to have data
from specific jurisdictions, whether it be the State of Oregon or the
city of Portland.

‘Thus, we have pursued the publication of technical documents to
assist Stnte and Tocal areas in Jocal victim surveys. There is no ability
go provide specific State data as gathered by census under the current

esion. - : ,

Mr. Gupeer. I would like, Mr. Chiairman, for the record to show that
I am reading from the National Academy of Sciences publication of
1976, entitled Surveying Crime, page 160, which reads: "

The need for a continuing series of victimization surveys.

And it states,
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e turn now to the importatice of having the continuing series of national
wictimization surveys. ‘Three distinet but related perspectives will be considered :

A, that of a social indicator; B, that of the executive and legislative branches
‘of government; and C, that of the scientists’ interest in advancing the state of
Jmowledge of erime and its impact on American society.

There follows a considerable freatment of these three areas sought
to be met and fulfilled by this survey, and I believe my previous ques-
‘tjons have already indicated that the survey has had some beneficial
-effect here in meeting the second of these, that is, the needs of the ex-
-ecutive and legislative branches of Government. L

My concern, My, Chairman, has been that the other two objectives .
might be seriously prejudiced—the social indicator objective, the
knowledge of crime and its impact on American society, if there be a
:suspension of this course of study which the National Research Coun-
.cil of the National Academy of Sciences had proposed.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. ,

Mr. ConvyEers. Without objection, the quoted material will be in-
.cluded in the record at this point.

[The material referred to follows:]

Txeerpt from “Surveying Crime,” Panel for the Tvaluation of Crime Surveys,
National Academy of Sciences (Washington, D.C.: National Academy of Sciences,
1976), pp. 160-163.

TuE NEED FOR A CONTINUING SEBIES OF VICTIMIZATION SURVEYS

We turn now to the importance of having a continuing series of national vic-
timization surveys. Three distinet, but related, perspectives will be considered:
(#) that of a social indicator, (b) that of the executive and legislative branches

<of government, and (c) that of the scientist interssted in advancing the state of
knowledge of crime and its impact on American society.

THE VIOTIMIZATION SURVEY AS A SQCIAL INDICATOR

In the decade since the first victimization surveys were carried out for the
President's Commission, substantial progress has been made, in the United States
and in other countries, toward the goal of providing a wide range of social ingdi-
cators—that is, quantitative time-series data analogous to economic indicators,
reflecting social change, the accomplishment of specific soecial goals, and the mag-
nitude of social problems or concerns A continuing series of victimization sur-
-yeys could provide a range of social indicators. S
In-suggesting the use of victimization surveys to provide docial indicators,: we
do not envisage mere counts of crimes or victimizations, nor just aggregate rates

-of victimizations. Instead, the ideal ‘series also should menitor the impact of
crime in both personal and social terms, For example, how many persons are in-
_Jured, in various degrees, as a result of viclent crime—and what are the individ-
ual and social costs of such injuries? What are the risks of thig kind of injury for
(ifferent sectors of American society, and how are those risks related to other
risks of injury? What is the direct personal cost of theft, in any given year—and
how does it compare with the cost in other years and to other forms of loss? What
is the distribution of criminal vietimization of various kinds in the social struc-
ture, and how are changes in that disteibution related to other social changes?

A continuing national vietimization survey would at first probably provide only
indicators of the objective effects of crime on the community. But in time, the
-surveys should produce data on subjective effects as well, A growing body of sur-
veys has, in recent years, attempted to measure perceptions, expectations, beliefs,
attitudes, and values, on the assumption that the quality of life is in the eye of

. iFor a thotough. discussion_of this problem and ‘of efforts ‘td construcf soclal indteators
gegkée lyggé‘f up to 1966, see Raymond A, Bauer, ed., Social Indieators. {Cambridge L MIT
ress, . ) ] & .
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the beholder. A fairly consistent finding of these researchers, anticipated to some
extent by earlier survey data on the fear of crime, has been that people’s subjec-
tive perceptions of their own welfare—in this case, their feeling of freedom from
crime and/or satisfaction with the workings of the criminal justice system—are
not related in any simple or straightforward way to the objective facts of their
experience r:or to the real risks of crime that they confront. A continuing national
victimizatizn survey could thus provide, in a very literal sense, a measure of
“domestic tranquility” and could help to relate that sense of tranquility, or its
absence, to the relevant facts of social life.

The production of social indicators relating to eérime need not involve anv par-
tieular value premise; in particular, it is not, per ge, to imply that an increase in
crime, of the kinds measured by victim surveys, necessarily means society has
changed for the worse. Aualysis may show the change is attributable to a change
in the population composition, to inereases in wealth, and/or to a shift from ae-
tivities of equal or greater harmfulness to those types of activities registered as
crimes of victimization.

A continuing series of victimization surveys, carefully designed and validated
in the ways described elsewhere in this report, could help to fill in the defuil: of
American life, It could help to illuminate our society's coneepts of crime an the
moral order, and it could help to provide a factual foundation for a reassessient
of that moral order.

EXECUTIVE AND LEGISLATIVE USES (OF VICTIMIZATION SURVEYS

Tror most of the past dozen years, crime has lieen seen as a serious social prob-
lem in the United States and, as suweh, has been an important politieal issue. Many
of the types of crime or disturbances that caused the most concern in that
period—urban and campus riots, assassinations, violent political protest, the
Pandora’s box known as ‘“Watergate”—did not, of course, require a victimiza-
tion survey for their investigation. But in addition to those dramatic incidents,
there was a general concern about -moie traditional forms of lawbreaking—in
particular, “street crime” and other violence committed by strangers. This con~
cern is reflected in the legislative origins of tie NCS.

It can be forcefully argued that this concern iy unrealistic. Bvidence from a
variety of sources, including the NCS and other victimization surveys, suggests.
that for the majority of Americans, crime of the type surveyed in the NCS is
not, in faet, an important personal problem—compared with issues such as
inflation, unemployment, educational costs, or race and sex diserimination. What
cannot be denied is that public concern about crime is real. Crime is thus likely
to remain an important fact of political life.

As to the utility of a continuing series of national vietimization surveys for
the executive and legislature, it is conceivable that it would reside largely in
showing what could not be done about the crime problem, as well as showing, of
course, more clearly what that problem is.® The existence of such a series would
mean that political decision-makers no longer had to rely solely on the UCR
or on other administrative statisties for information on the level of crime, In-
addition, the victimization series wounld provide a wealth of information about
the distribution and social consequences of c¢rime, which could never be obtained
from police statistics. Such a series could thus provide a much more rational basis:
for expenditures on the criminal justice system than has ever been available, It
also. could provide data relevant to a wide range of more specific issues, such as
gun control and compensation for victims of crime. And, by exploring publie:
attitudes concerning crime and the criminal justice system, as well as the rela-
_ tionship of those attitudes to the experience of victimization, the surveys could
help to dispel the ignorance, misunderstanding, and irrational fear that now so-
often characterize public debate and discussion of erime.

2 Spe, for example, Norman M. Bradburn and David Caplovitz, Reports orn Happiness: A
Pilot Study of Behavior Related to Mental Health (Chicago: Aldine Puablishing Co., 1965) »
Norman M. Bradburn, The Structure of Pgychological Well-Being, NORC Monographs in
Social Research, No. 1% (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co,, 1969): Angus Campbell and’
Philip . Converse, eds., The Human Meaning of Social Ohange (New York : Russell Sage
Toundation, 1972) : Mark Abrams, “Social Indicators and Social Equity," New -Society,
Nov, 23, 1972, p. 454, L

3 More: precisely, what part of that problem is. Even a series of victimization surveyrs-
would give no information about organized or white-collar .crime or polftieal corruption;,
for example. (Sce also Chapter 8.) ’

N
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THE BCIENTIFIC UTILITY OF VICTIMIZATION SURVEYS

For the social analyst, a continuing series of victimization surveys at a ndtional
level could provide a rich resource of data. Bach survey in such a.series could be
used as a crogs-sectional testing ground for criminological theories (if victimiza-
tion data were to be supplemented with other behavioral and attitudinal data).
In addition, if the survey were a continuing one providing annual data over a
period of years, it could be used along with other time-series data in longitudinal
studies, Finally, if the series used a panel design, it wonld be possible to use it
to study the consequences of criminal victimization. A continuing series of vie-
timization surveys could yield data for testing theories about societal reaction to
crime, It would probably have little to say about the microsociclogy of inter-
personal violence and nothing whatever to say about victimless erime. But the
NCS has already pointed to the existence of some eriminological phenomena—such
as series vietimization—for which new theoretieal approaches may be needed.

More importantly, the victimization survey makes possible for the first time an
adequate test of a whole range of social theories, which have attempted to relate
crime to the social structure, to culture, to class and class conflict, to economic
conditions, or to deterrence. Until now, the only possible test of many of these
theories has been official statistics such as the UCR, But, leaving aside their other
characteristics, such statistics are a function not only of ¢rime, but also of the
working of the system of social control: They thus confound the relationships
that theorists have wished to isolate for study. Vietimization surveys, which can
nrovide separate measures of erime and of societal respounse to it, can overcome
this limitation. A continuing national survey would thus open the way to an
extensive program of retesting of discarded theories and a reexamination of many
received truths. "

Mr. Conyzrs. Gentlemen, I appreciate your willingness to join with
us in this formal session. '

I would like to just find out if you have seen the letter that Mr.
Taeuber of the National Research Council addressed to the Deputy
Attorney General, dated September 20. Is that a familiar document?

Mr. Rensgaw. Yes. :

Mr. Grege. Yes. Mr. Renshaw is familiar with that.

Mzr. Convers. OK. Under those circumstances, I will yield te staff-
Subecommittee counsel for a few brief comments, after-which time we -
will retire to the floor to cast our recorded ballot to which those bells -
summon us. : ‘

. And then we would ask that those witnesses that have been before
the subcommittee this afternoon, with the Acting Administrator, to
join us informally in 2448, the library, which is adjoining this com-
mittes hearing room for what the old Speaker, Mr. Sam Rayburn,
used to call a boardroom session. -

T think we can make, informally, far more progress. if that’s agree-
able with all of you. ' ,

Mr. Gregory. . :

Mr. Gregory. I have just a few questions, Mr. Gregg, concerning
the process by which this decisicn was arrived at. Was this an NCJISS.
(National Crimingl Justice Information and Statistics Service)
recommendation that the survey be suspended? - : : '

Mr. Greee. Yes. ,

Mr. Grecory. Was that recommendation made following an indica-~
tion that there would have to be a budget cut, or was this independent
of abudget cut? .

Mr. Greae. The date of the memorandum indicates that it would
have come after NCJISS was aware of the 1978 budget figure.



60

Mr. Greeory. And of course, dividing up that money is part of your
responsibility as Acting Director, is it not, assigning a certain amount
to NCJISS, as well as other elements?

Mr. Greae. NCIISS is o budget line item, so that is really a matter
of the guidance from the Appropriations Committee and the Depart-
ment to LEAA. Allocations within that line item would be within
LEAA’s decision. f

Mr. Gregory. I'm sure you're aware of the proposal in the Office of
Attorney General regarding the Criminal Justice Statistics Bureau?

Mr. Greag. Yes, Lam,

Mr. Gregory. Arve you familiar with the provisions in that suggest-
ing that victimization would be an eiement of such a bureau ?

Mr. Greco. Yes, it’s certainly an option that’s under consideration.

Mr. Grecory. Were you in constant——

Mr. Conyers. It’s more than an option, isn’t it? It was understood
to be part of the transfer. There was no suggestion when they were
thinking ahout bringing the survey into Justice that victimization
da?ta, collection be dropped. I mean, that wasn’t part of the plan, was

it?

Mr. Grece. As far as I know, Mr. Chairman, the Attorney General
has made no final decision on what would and would not be encom-
passed swithin the new Bureau of Justice Statistics. That’s under con-
sideration within the Department now, so I am really not in a pogition
to spealt to that.

Mr. Conyzers. Well, the impression that twe gathered from the pro-
posal to create a Bureau of Justice Statisties was that victimization
surveys would be & major component of that agency.

Mr. Grege. It would seem very likely to be. However, as far as I
Imow, no final decision has been made on that by the Department.

* Mz, Grecory. Were you in consultation with the Office of Improve-
ments in Administration of Justice prior to your approval on August 1
of the propesed—— »

Mr. Grege. Not with respect to this particular question, no. '

Mr. Greeory. It didn’t occur to you it might somehow fit in with
what they were doing with the Burean? ;

Mr. Greaa. No, it didn’t. At this point, that Office has no operational
responsibility that I am aware of. In fact, I'm not even certain that
the Bureau of Justice Statistics will be located within that office. I
don’t believe any decisions have been made on that.

Mr. Conyers. It wouldn’t be located in their office, but they are malk-
ing recommendations for the Bureaw’s future location. ,

- Mr. Grece. I'm suggesting, Mr, Chairman, that there is no Bureau
of Justice Statistics within the Department. Its location within the
Department has not yet been determined by the Attorney General. I
may be just not aware of those decisions, if they have been made.

Mr. Coxyrrs. What about the Office of Tmprovement of the Admin-
istration of Justice ? \

- Mr. Greeg, Yes.

Mr. Coxwyzrrs, You'rein contact with them ¢ o
+ Mr. Greae. Yes. o
* Mr. Conyers., They are in existence and alive and well in ths
Department? : -

Mr. Grrae. As far as Tknow: As of the last contact, yes, sir.
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Mr. Conyers. OX. Well, would they have anything to do with any
recommendations, or would they be involved in any of these ultimate
considerations? ) ‘

Mr. Grece. I believe that they have been. The staff of that office
has also been involved in the planning for the Bureau of Justice
Statistics. . ,

M. Conyers. And what about this particular point under consid-
eration? i '

Mzr. Greee. We have had discussions, with them subsequent to the
signing of the decision memorandum. We also had discussions with:
the Department prior to the signing of the decision memorandum at.
a budget hearing. : ;

There were a number of people at that hearing. T just can’t recall
whether someone from 3r. Meader’s office was at that meeting. A
number of departmental representatives were present,

Mr. Gregory. What about the Census Bureau? Did yon consult with
them prior to your August 1 decision? e

“Mr. Grege. Our staff had been discussing this, as Mr. Renshaw
stated. We had established a committee with the Bureau of Census
soon after receiving thizreport. v

Mr. Rexsmaw. I should clarify that, The committee’s purpose was
{0 examine all of the recommendations that were made by the National
Academy and develop a research agenda by which they would be
considered. ‘

However, census was not consuited regarding the actual desision or

the writing of the decision memorandum. After Mr. Grege signed the
memo on August 4, I went to the Bureau of the Census to discuss it and
give them a copy. Atthat meeting there were at least 20 representatives
‘of the Bureau of the Census. including Mr. Levine.
* Mr. Greeory. There must have heen some misunderstanding then,
_ Because we have seen a letter from the Director of the Census
Bureau suggesting that he learned of it by reading it in the Wash-
ington Post.

- Mr, Greee. That’s unfortunate, hecanse we have a letter from his
staff well before that time, responding to every point in the decision
melélo_. It must have been some problem of communication within his
stadt. : :

Mr. Rensmaw. That letter was dated August 31.

“Mr, Grecory. One final guestion, Mr. Chairman. A

I think you had arriyed at the time Chairman Rodino made his
remarks, and T wonder if it oceurred to vou that this was the sort of
thing that might be of interest to the subcommittee or the Judiciary
Committes which had oversight of your activities, and whether you

feel that some sort of consulfation with the chairman would have

been—— a

Mr. Grege. That is correct. I agree with the chairman, and I regret
that, we didn’t have this consultation.

M, Coxvxers. Well, we’ll meet in room 2448 in 10 minutes. ‘

The subcommittee stands in adjournment and the record will re-
main open for the inclusion of several additional exhibits. =
- [Whereupon, at 4:05 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]

' [Exhibits follow :] :
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CoMMENTS ON THE CONTINUING COLLECTION OF DATA FOR THE NATIONAL-CRIME
v VIcTIM SUBRVEY. .

(By Albert J. Reiss, Jr., Yale University)

Perhaps the single and potentially miost important innovation in oizr under-
standing of crime has been the development of the National Crime Victim Suryey.
Not only has it provided us with a new -and important social indlestor of crime
in the United States but it remains potentially the most important source of
analysis of the crime problem. Having been assgciated for more than a decade
with the development of the vietim survey method and the analysis of survey
data I view the proposal fo interrupt data collection for the National Crime
Survey-with considerable concern. I should like to present below a few reasons
why I think datn collection sbhould be continued without interruption if it is at
all feasible to snpport its continuation, :

Pirst, one of the most valuable though currently least exploited features of
the NCS is its panel design that makes possible following the victimization of the
same locations, households, or persons over a period of years, From this infornia-
tion swe are able to estimate the amount.and kind of vietim proneness and repeat
victimization over time. The simple use of erogs-section date from the NOF dues
not -make-that pussible, Lo inferrupt data collection at this point is to-reduce

- substantially the possibility of not only estimating repeat victimization over
longer intervals of time but to determine twhether there are changes in repeat
victimization over time that affect the level of crime in the United States. In
passing, I would simply note that more rather than fewer resources should be
devoted to the analysis of victimization over time. : :

Closely related to this first reason is a second one about the importance of
continuing the panel design without interruption so that we may better under-
stand 4 host of questions related to measuring victimization as panels in'the sur-
vey mature. This requires that all first interviewed rotation groupy be allowed
to mature to their maximum time in sample. With such information we can
undertake cohort studies us well as other kinds of analysis that will better permit
us to relinbly estimate victimization rates. '

A third reagon why I think it is of considerable importance to continue the
collection without interruption relates to the importance of having an inde-
pendent way of estimating crime in the United States at this juncture in our
history. Previous publications of the NCS and current preliminary estimates
suggest that on the whole there is relatively little chauge in the rate of vietimiza-
tion of crime in the United States for the period 1973-76. While more detailed
analysis of these datg might show some significant changes, this relative sta-
bility is often taken as an argument for interrupting the series without any im-
portant loss of information or for in fact doing the survey on a less frequent
basis. I do not agree with that conclusion if for no other reason than that were
the stability to persist it may well be increasingly at odds with the only other
important indicator we have on the crime rate, the rates reported by the Uni-
form Crime Reporting system. Now it is clear that NCS. and UCR cannot be
compared directly, but it is alse quite apparent that if they diverge in significant
ways critical questions arise both for analytical and poliey purposes about es-
timnting levels of crime in our sociey. At this very point in our history where
UGCR ig reporting significant shifts in the crime rate for selected types of crime,
it is eritical that we have measures from the NCS. Thus the year 1977 and 1978
are particularly important ones from the standpoint of understanding any short
as well as long term trends in the crime rate.

Finally, propesals to use alternative methods of data ceollection, to follow vies
timized persops and households over time, to estimate the effects of bounding
household and individual respondents and a host of other questions related to
the collection of National Crime Victim Survey data will be best answered in
my opinion if there is a strategy for exploration that includes studies both in
eonnection with the eurrent survey and separately designed studies to explore
particnlar matters of design and esfimation, This is hardly the point to pose an
entirely different strategy of data collection for the NCS in comparison with
the current survey nor is it feasible to answer many questions unless the methods
are directly compared in the same design. Since I have had occasion to com-
ment elsewhere on these matters, I shall not burden this gencral assertion with
partienlars. : . ‘ '

My comments are in no way intended to'indiecate any lack of support for either

‘current or projected alternative means of data collection .and analysis for the

e BN
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NCS, provided they are carefully designed and executed to answer important
questions. I support, indeed applaud, the effort ¢6 undertake considerably more
avork on the use of phone as compared with personal interviews bearing in mind
that phone interviewing is not the game ag many proposals for telephone victim
surveys since there are many other features of o survey design. Indeed the pres-
ent NCS incorporates phone interviewing into its desigu and it needs te be Letter
understood. I have urged for some time that considerably more effect be devoted
to redegigning the NCS to maximize the possibilities for panel or longitudinal
studies of victimization. My position on many ofthese matters is not substantially
Qifferent from that of the National Academy of Sciences Panel. We need both

~more effort in the analysis of data and more research o methods of data collec-

tion in an effort to contintally fmprove the NCS. The history of any major
national data collection effort, whether it be the NCS or UCR for crime indicators,
-or whether it be the CFS or the GBS for economic datyn, is that too little rather
than too much effort-is invested in a program of continuing improvement. Any
such major and signifieant program requires not only the continuing support of
basic data collectwn and analysis efforts but of continuing efforts toward their
Jdmprovement. Any such. program likewise requires a wntmumg support of the
partnerghip between the agencies without as:well as within government and
-0f the eonsumers as well ag the producers of these data.

SocrAL SCIENCE RESEARCH COUNCIL,
) New York, N.Y.
"Hon. GriFFix B, BELL,
Attorney General, U.S. Depart ment of Justice,
TWashington, D.C.

DeAr MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: T understand that household interviews for the
National Crime Survey may be discontinued after December, 1977, with resump-
tion planned, though not guaranteed, for fiscal year 1979, Speaking not for the
&Social Science Resedrch Council, but for myself as a professional social scientist,
I wish to express my profound uncase that the Department of Justice now con-
templates an action with such large and unfortunate consequences for our under-
standing of criine in the United States and of social conditions more broadly
~conceived,

- “As you know, the National Crime Survey exists because of dzssu‘asfactmn with
traditional sources of data concerning crime. “Wise policy is difficult to devise
when 1ot even the simple question of whether ¢rime in increasing or decreasing
«¢an be answered with confideénce. Though not a perfect measuring instrument; the
-National Crime Survey has the potential to provide extremely useful data
‘concerning . trends in criminal victimization, the distribution of victimization
across places. and groups in.the society; the character of .criminal events, and
:many other matters of interest and importance to both policy malkers and social
-scientists, My own interest lies-primarily in the ability of the National Crime
Survey to generate social indicators; that is, statistical time series that measure
changes in significant aspects of a society. The National Crime Survey is one of
. the most promising new developments in tlie measurement and analysiz of gocial
change, It reflects a wise commitment to knowledge as a basis for undersbandmg
and aetion.

Were the only consequences of the contemplated mterruptwn in the ongomg
.nterview program to be a nine month gap-in a time series, my concern would
‘be minimal. The design of the survey, however, is such that a relatively brief
Jnterruption in data collection produces a mich longer gap in results. The recent
 National Academy of Sciences study Surveying Crime points out that “fnll matu-
‘vity” of the survey first oceurred with reqpeet to data for January, 1977, morg
-than 4 years after initial data collection, This means that earlier data may be
«contaminated with statistical artifacts of unknown magnitude. These artifacts
«can be brought under control only long after data collection begins, To interrupt
data ecollection is fo reintroduce these:artifacts, so that only the passage of
-years will once again bring them under control, With the existing survey design,
a 9 month interruption in data collection will result in a ‘period of more than
;3 years without relinble and comparasble data on trends in victimization. This
is 1o small price to pay. It is particnlarly unfortunate because swhat we know -
about the magnitude of year: to year changes in measured victimization rates
in relation to the sensitivity of the surveys in detecting change emphasizes the
simportance of studying trends, With this interruption, it will be well into the
mid-1980's hefore the survey produces reliable trends to: study.

. Redegign of certain aspects of the National Crime Survey has.been guggested
Tby the National Academy, among others. The prospect of redesign does not greafly
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increase the wisdom-of interrupting ddata collection now. Methodologieal experi-
mentation with such possibilities as a change in the recall period from 6 months
to 12 is best accomplished in the coitext of an ongoing survey, and in any case
will take longer than the 9 month interruption. Barring an unlikely radical
alteration in the technology of the survey, it should be possible to introduce
design modifieations into the ongoing program in such a way that the extremely
long period before the new design reaches maturity will be reduced. Further-
more, without continuation in the survey, it will not be possible to assess fully
the effects of the new design features, so that we will never know whether data
already collected are comparable with data collected under a new design.

" A short interruption in the National Crime Survey will save a modest amount
of money. It will cost years of time and reduce the benefits of what hag already
been spent. Neither public policy nor a scientific understanding of ¢rime in society
will be well served by a massive interruption in a program the value of which
depends upon its continuity through time.

I strongly urge that hiousehold interviews for the National Crime Survey not
be interrupted in fiscal year 1978, Short run advantage must not be allowed to
destroy the prospect of long run understanding of crime and of society.

Sincerely yours,
BLEANOR BERKERT SHELDON,

, OcroBer 21, 1077,
James M. H. GRreGg,
Acting Administrator,
Law Enforcement Assistance Administraiion,
DANIEL J. MEADOR; :
Assistant Attorney General, Office for Improvement in the Administration of
Justice.

My staff and I have reviewed Mr. Gregg's memorandum of September 22, 1977,
‘Dr. Scarr's memorandum of September 23, 1977, and the various documents that
‘have: beent prepared in recent weeks concerning the National Crime Survey.

There is agreement that methodological studies should be conducted to deter-
mine whether the Survey can be improved. There is disagreement as to whether
the Survey should be discontinued while the methodological studies are being
condueted. ) ’ ‘

Based upon our review I do not believe the Survey should be completely sus-
‘pended at this time. At the same time; becaunse of the questions that have been
raiged concerning the quality and validity of the data currently being collected
and because of the budgetary constraints vrhich have been imposed upon LITAA,
I believe that data collection should not exceed (a) the coll¢etion level necessary
to maintain the comparahility of the data series and (b) the collection level
necessary to meet the objectives of the Nntional Crime Survey.

By copy of this memorandum I am asking TBAA to prepare a report for sub-
mission to me which shonld set forth a statement of the objectives of the National
Crime Survey and identify the programs that should be undertaken to meet those
objectives. Consistent with those objectives, the report should identify the mini-
mum coliection levels for fiseal years 1978 and 1979 necessary to maintain the
~ecomparability of the data series. The report should be prepared after appropriate
consultation with the Burenn of Census and the Office for Tmprovements in the
Administraticn of Justice, In order to provide the Bureau of Census with ade-
quate notice concerning data collection levils commencing with the second quarter
of fiseal year 1978, you should report your findings to me no later than Novem-
‘ber 25, 1977, : )
S : PETER F, FLAHERTY,

Deputy Altorney Qeneral,
The National Crime Survey.

ity et

TaE DEPUTY ATTORNEY (YENERAL,
i Washington, D.0., October 26, 1977.

Hon, Jorx CoxYERS, Jr.,
U.8. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.O.

‘Dear CoNGRrESsMAN CoNYrs: In recognition of your interest in the activities
of the Law Enf.orcement Assistance Administration generally and in your par-
‘ticular-interest in the National Crime Sirvey, I thought it would be appropriate

R )
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to follow-up my letter of September 15, 1977, with a current status report on the
Department of Justice's deliberations concerning the National Crime Survey,

I believe that during the hearings which your Committee held on the Survey
earlier this month, Mr. Gregg advised you that no final decisions had been made
on this matter and that further study was being conduected on the National Crime
Survey and its future. In recognition of the importdnce and complexity of this
issue I have asked LBAA officials to conduct further study of the Survey and its
objectives so that we may be in a position, after appropriate consultation with
‘Congress, to make an informed judgment concerning the future of the Survey.
I have specifically asked LBAA officials to identify the programs that are con-
giatont with objectives of the Survey and to sef forth the collection levels for the
data serjes that should be undertaken to meet those objectives, In preparing their
study I have asked LBAA officials to work closely with officials from the Bureau
of Census and with other interested parties in the Executive and Legislutive
branches of the Federal government,

I appreciate your interest in this matter and would be pleased to discuss this
matter with you at your convenience, i

Sincerely,.
PryeR ¥, FLAHERTY.

V.8, DEPARTMENT 0F COMMERCE,
BurreAr oF TEE (JENSUS, )
Washington, D.O., November 18, 1977,
Mr, BEXYAMIN RENSHAW,
Direotor, Statistics Division, NOJISS, Low Bnforcement Assistance Adminiztra-
tion, U.8. Department of Juslice, Washington, D.0. .

. Duas BeN: As requested by Charleg Kindermann, we have reviewed the ques-
tion of the minimum level of National Crime Survey (NCS) data collection re«
quired to produce publishable annual change data comparable with previous
data. While data comparable to eirlier data can be published with a substantially
reduced sample, it is our firm conviction that such a reduction would seyerely imit
aur ability to make meaningful comparisons from year to year.

The required sample size for the NCS is, of course, dependent on the main
objectives. Originally, when the survey was designed in the early 1970's, the
sample size determination was driven Ly an objective of measuring annual change
in the personal vietimization rate, which then excluded personal larceny with-
out contact (making it nearly equivalent to our current category of crimeg of
violence). The assuinptions made concerning the personal vietimization rate were
that a rate of 20 per 1000 and an annual relative change of 10-15 percent could
be expected. These: appeared to be realistic expectations according to Uniform
Crime Reports data, which was the main data Source available at that time.
However, we now know that annual changes of that magnitude are unrealistic,
given current evidence from the survey itself. :

The following table shows, by major crime category, the average ammual vie-
timization rate for the four years 1973 through 1976, the sample estimate of rela-
tive change for the three year-to-year comparigons, ang the average annual rela-
tive gross change ir rates (ignoring direction).

. Average

Aveiage Annual percentage changd in andual

; annua( tates percenta%e

. victimization change {n

Type of crime : rate; 1973-76  1973-74  1974-75 . 1975-76:- rates
Grimes of violence GREIUdINg 1ape);oesnmsmoarmmsen BT LI =04 =08 0.9
Robbery... ¢ vp ) } 5.8 . 46.5 —5,8 =4.4 58
Assault : - 25,0 -1 +1,4 +.4 .5
Personal larcancy wWith contiet. ...oooocvcoaimsonn - 3.9 1.5 —, 8 ~6, 4 2.9
Personaf larcency withont contact - ‘ 91.6 1445 ~+1,0 +.3 1.9
Total personal etlines 3. oo msniiomenenecan 127.4 436 6 =2 15
Burglary. ) 813 4Ls  —16 ~3.0 2.1
Household larceny. 120.2 . 1}I5F +1.3 . ~L0 6,0
iMotor vehicle theft. ... ‘s ) 184 © ~L3 '+3'5’; 1-15.5 6,8
Total HH crimes2 ) 230.0 . 8.3 +.3 - =30 3.9

1t Change significant at795 percent confidence tavel, No thanges were significant at the 90 puircent lavel,
1 Changes. {n total personal or total household crime victimization rates have not been tesied for significarice because
Qhey have never been considered for puhlicatlon’. .
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It is apparent that, even though the current sample may be considered large, it
is still too small to measgure with aceuracy annual changes in most major victim-
ization rates, including crimes of violence, as long as currvent trends regarding
magnitude of c¢hanges continue, Of course there is no way of knowing whether
future estimated changes will be ag small or possibly even smaller, At any rate,
cu;-ren(t] best kuowledge suggests the sample size should he increased rather than
reduced. :

Recognizing that sample increases are presenily out of the question, however,
we shall address the impact of any substantial sample reduction. To illustrate the
impact, in the 1974-1975 Change Report, out of 1,454 comparisons attempted, only
170 showed significant change—94 at the 95 percent confidence level and 76 at the
90 percent level. With a one-half snmple, only 17 of these 170 changes would have
heen significant at 85 percent and 85 at 90 percent—so that only about 8 in 10 of’
the currently estimated significant changes could be expected to hold up. With an
effective one-third sample (the result of excluding length of recall research cases
from half a sample), the corresponding figiires are 10 changes at the 93 percent
level, and 10 at 90 percent. or only about 1 in 10 of the original 170 significant
changesavould be judged to be significant,

We would caution that an additional hazard in reducing the sample size I8 that
spurious changes are more likely to show up as significnnt becanse of increased
filnetuation of simple estimates, particularly in smaller eategories.

Not only does the picture look bleak for the possibility of measuring year-fo-
year change even with current snmple levels, but substantial reduetion would have
an adverse impact on comparisons of victimization rates and levels among sub-
gronps within a single year, as well. Further the ability to do in-depth analytical
reports, using data aggregnted for 2 or more years. on topics like domestic violence
and unlawful entry will also be impaired. Finally, a reduetion wonld hamper the
ability to look at the long-term trends, an area of analysis that ig becoming more
important as limitetions of current sample size become more and more appareit.
Even nonparametric trend analysis would be hampered by sample reductions
beeause of the fluetnations in point estimates which would inevitably result.

The publication of data, however, regardless of symple size, is not affected by
the Burean's adherence to statisticnl standards. The limitations of the data and
the slandard errors associated with the data are required to he published. Ther
conclusions drawn from the data by the author of the report must meet the
statistienl standnrds, but this does not prevent a user from obfaining data from
the report and drawing conclusions that do not ineet the test of statistical
reliability.

Tn coneclusion, we recommend strongly against any substantial sample reduetion
at this time. Furtheiy, as implied in the five-year research plan, we recommend that
consideration be given to methods of improving npon currvent estimates or, if that
isnot feasible, that the objective of measuring year-to-year change be reconsldered
(svith the possibility of a major survey redesign being indicated).

Sincerely, i
MARIE (. ARGANA,

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTIOR,
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., December 1, 1977.

Memorandum to : Peter F. Flaherty, Deputy Attorney General,
From: James M, H. Gregg, Acting Administrator, LBAA.

In response to your directive of October 21, 1977 we are submitting the at-
tached report. We feel that this report responds to the questions raised in your
memorandum and presents a course of action with which you can coneur.

This report, however, does mnot set to rest the complex issues surrounding
the vietimization survey. In the next six months we must address such critical
matters as internal stafing in support of the Survey, further definition of the
research program Of improvements in the Survey. and a short term evaluation
of its policy and program utility. In all these efforts swe will continue to seek
Departmental support and guidance. )

If you concur with the recommendations made here, T feel a joint publie
announcement shonld be made since we continue to receive Congressional, press
and other inquirles. We await your reaction.

JAMES (REGe.

£

AR
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Rmp'onr CONCERNING THE F'UTURE OF THE NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY (NCS)

I. INTRODUCTION

This internal report is prepared in response to an October 21, 1977 directive
from Deputy Attorney General Peter Flaherty to the Law Inforcement Assistance
Administration (LEA) {o examine the objectives, data collection levels and
overall program of the National Crime Survey (NCS) of victimization, in ¢on-
sultation with the Department of Justice’s Office for Improvements in the Ad-
ministration of Justice and the Bureau of the Census.

II, BACKGROUND AXD STATEMENT OF ISSUES

The argumernts for and against a suspension of household data collection
of the National Crime Survey during FY 78 have been explained in detail in
memoranda, discussions within the Department of Justice: (partienlarly Sep-
tember 15th) and Congressional testimony, and with only bhe summarized in.
the following paragraphs, It should be explained at this point that LIRAA. regards
a total victimization program.as including data collection, data analysis, re-
search concerning methodological and conceptual refinements, and assistance
to state and local governments; however since the inception of the program in
1972 the data collection aspect of NCS has been dominant, consuming over
$48 million of the $53-54 million spent on victimization surveys.

Considerations that impelled the decision to suspend data collection of NCS.
as a response to budgetary cuts in the National Criminal Justice Information
and Statistic Service's Statisties Division included (1) the lack of utility of
the: data, particularly the absence of use by national, state and loeal e¢riminal
justice policy and program officialg; (2) the extremely high cost of the surveys
again-in the absence of demonsirated benefits; (8) strong challenges variously
to the quality, reliability and validity of the data; (4) the need to focus avail-
able resources on methodological and eenceptual research in response to a two
and a half year evaluation of NCS by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS);
(5) challenges, including that of the National Academy, to the current sampling
design and methods; (b) the present stability of the data; and (7) the current
Bureau of the Census disclosure poliey which limits the utility of the survey
for state and city users.

Argumenty against suspension include: (1) the view ‘that the most reliable
way to make methodological and other improvements is in the context of an on-
going collection effort; (2) that it is important-to continue the series to defermine
whether victimization data corresponds to or is different from police ({Uniform
Qrime Reports) statistics in coming years, i.e,, to have an independent way of
estimating crime in the United States other than UCR: (3) the need to permif’
more of the NCS interview panels to mature so fhat a host of questions raiated
to victimizations; e.g.; repeat or serieg vietimizations can be better investigated ;
(4) that the administrative machinery of the Bureau of the Census for perform-
ing the surveys should be maintdined; (5) thut the suspension of data collection
for nine manths is neitlier desirable nor feasible given the time required to com-
plete methodological research and the costs of Census start up; and (G) overall
that the NCS is a major innovation, a success of LEAA, and an essential source
of information to guide public pohcv decisions,

The reconciliation of these views is difficult, particularly for the agency that
has defended the NCS in budget, policy and analysis forums since 1‘1:" It'is ouyr
conclusion, however, that at least part of the concern of those opposing either .
suspension or othei reduction in victimization data collection is that the overnll
survey will either continue to diminish or will hot be started again. Whatever the:
final resolution nn the extent of data coﬂectinn over the coming vears, strong
public assurances should be made concerning this Administration’s support of the

- need for data on tlie extent and nature of victimization as a guide to nationall
¢riminal Jushce policy.

IIL, PROCEDURE FOLLOWED IN DEVELOPMENT OF THIS REPORT

The first mandate of this report was to develop a statement of ohjectives for
the National Crime Survey. The National Academy of Sciences [NAST report
included an entire chapter (Chapfer 8—*Assessment of Objectives of the National
Crime Surveys) chronicling various LETAA and Census formmulations of the
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wobjectives of the NCS and the extent to which they had been achieved; the final
«chapter (Chapter 9—“The Utility of the National Crime Surveys”) and other
parts of the Academy volume offered views and guidance on what the objectives
should be. Using the Academy recommendations and considering current LEAA
program needs, a draft restatement of NCS general objectives was developed
by LIBAA staff for circulation and comments.

A second mandate of this report was to define a victimization program to

meet these objectives. Since an essential element in such a program is methodo--

Jogical research, the next step was to develop a detailed research agenda for a
five year period that would embrace all the conceptusl, methodological and
technological issues raigzed by the NAS evaluation that should be completed
before a new. version of the victimization survey could be launched. Staff of the
Bureau of the Ceusus, with guidance from LIAA staff, completed and transmitted
@ preliminary draft plan of the coverage and costs of such a research program.

The draft versions of (1) a revised statement of objectives of the NCS program
and (2) the research plan weie circulated to LEAA grantees in the victimization
field and individuals and institutions that had expressed interests and concerns
with the future of NCS, including the National Academy of Sciences and the
American Statistical Association’s subcommittee on erime statistics. Field 'trips
were made by ILBAA staff to get more detailed reactions to these drafts.

During the time we were awaiting resporses to the drafts, we consulted-#ith
Dr. Harry Scarr of the Department’s Office for Improvements in the Administra-
tion of Justice concerning the -objectives and uses that Office might have for
«data derived from victimization surveys.

With the receipt of written and oral responses concerning the drafts, we
analyzed these responses in order to arrive at a final version of NCS objectives,
Tesearch program and data collection levels. (Copies of letters received are avail-
able for your review if desired). Finally, three major options for the continuation
of the victimization program were considered, Bach option is expressed in terms
of an &efnrkive or set of objectives to be achieved.

The sections 6t'ihis report that follow present our conclusions concerning what
should be the current objectives for the national crime survey, a preliminary,
stitiwment of overall focuses for research, an explanation of the three options
e considered for the future of the vietimization surveys, and our recommendsa-
tion concerning the preferred option and the level of data colection required to
meet the objectives addressed by that option.

TIV. CURRENT OBJECTIVES FOR THE NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY (NCOS) OR VICTIMIZATION
PROGRAM

Based on a careful review of the National Academy of Sciences report,
responses of persons who have been asked to comment on an éarlier version of
these objectives, consultation with the Office for Improvements in' the Admin-
istration of Justice, and assessment, of current LIIAA needs—the following is
-considered to be an appropriate statement of the objectives of a nationwide
publicly funded, statistical series on victimization : i

-~ 1. To provide trend data that will serve ds a set of continuous and comparable
national social indieators for the rate of vietimizati-a for selected crimes of
violence and crimes of theft and for other factors related fo crime and vietim-
ization in support of national criminal justice policy and decisionmaking and
in suppert of informed public discussion.

2. To conduct a program of conceptual and methodological research that will
improve the victimization surveys in response to the National Academy of Sci-
-ences evaluation, including refinements of measurement, survey techniques, and
questionngire design.

3. To exploit the depth and richness of eurrently available victimization data
through analytical research on issues of public concern and of consequence to the
development of national, state, and local crimingl justice policy and legis-
lation, with broad dissemination of findings. :

4. To assigt state.and local government efforts to improve the administra-
tion of criminal justice through (a) promotion of analysis of national data to
understand local implications, (b) provision of national guidance on the feasi-

: ‘bxlgty, conduet, and utility of local victimization surveys, and (e¢) provision of
-4 limited set of subnational social indicators derved from the national survey.

5. To expand the current victimization survey to include assessment of vulner-
ability and susceptibility to crime of various segments of the population, and
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to explore governmental and private approaches for reducing the opportunity
for criminal acts and the visk of vietimization.

6. To examine, through the longitudinal component of the survey, those factors
associated with repeated or multiple vietimizations to discover appropriate means
of reducing such victimizations or minimizing their consequences.

7. To use the ongoing national survey to obtain additional information on erime
and criminal justice issues through supplemental questionnaires.

This list of objectives hag intentionally been entitled “current,” first to convey
that some earlier objectives have been reviewed and discarded, and second that
these objectives are subject to modification as the needs of the ceriminal Justice
system and policy concertis of the Department of Justice and LIBA A subsequently
may dictate,

fome objectlves of the national crime survey which have been cited in earlier
documents have proven undesirable on a cost/benefit basis or simply unwork-
able, The goal of obtaining quarterly victimization data has been discarded
because it is exceedingly expensive in its implementation and because the “state-
of-the-art” in criminal justice intervention strategies does not permit responses
tochanges in vietimization on a quarterly basis,

‘the assumptions once held that victimization data could be used to evaluate
local crime reduction programs has proved false. “Before” and “after” victimiza-
tion surveys measure only a small set of possible consequences of criminal jus-
tice programs and they are not able 'to isolate non-criminal justice program
infinences.

The concept of the national crime survey as 4n instrument for calibrating the
TUniform Crime Reporis ignores the different conceptual bases of each, which,
while enhancing the findings of the other, are not sufficiently congruent to permit
revising the data from one source solely on the bhasis of the data from the other.

Perhaps most important, the objective of providing subnational data for states
or metropolitan areas by means of either an expanded national sample to reach
SMSA’s (as recommended by the National Academy) or through separate city
surveys (which the Academy recommended that IEBAA. discontinue) i suspended
a5 an objective for fiscal years 1978 and 1979 for two reasons: first, the Academy
states that an #. ., . objective of producing operating intelligence for jurisdictions
is inconsistent with the original purposes of NCS . ..” and second, even shauld we
disagree with that view, the cost involved in expanding the sample size precludes
farther work on subnational areas in fiseal years 1978 and 1979, The limited sub-
national data now referenced in objective 4 would be derived from categorizing
data from the national sample by type of area (urban, suburban, rural) and by
characteristics of the neighborhood. In fiseal years 1980-1982, funding levels
nermitting, the sample size could be expanded to achieve specific subnational data .
objectives that may be formulated at that time. )

Y. STATEMERT OF OVERALL FUOUSES FOR RESEARCH

Thig section of the report presents the overall priorities and initial estimates
of costg for o variety of methodological and conceptual research aetivities to be
undertaken over the next five vears. The priorities assigned and the dollar esti-
mates of cost are derived from the Bureau of the Census's proposal for a re-
search agenda for fiscal years 1978-1982 modified on the basis of the letters and
other reactions we have received to that proposal. The material presented in this
section provides the research aectivities and cost estimates to be incorporated
into Section VI dealing with the principal options for conhnuahon of the vic-
timization program.,

There are several reasons, however, why the research program presented here
can still only be regarded as preliminary and tentative: first, the responses we

~-received from the individunls and institutions reviewing the drafi research

agenda differed dramatieally in their views on priorities, sequence of research
activities and level of funding; second, several respondents indicated that the
materials we provided were not sufficiently detailed to permit an effective review;
and perhaps most important, it became appurent from our discussiong mth
several of those who did respond that there is a lack of interchange of in-
formation on the current vietimizatlon research work and resilts being done by
various respondents.

To develop 4 final version of this research agenda we feel that it is essentinl
to convene a session for-the interchange of results of currently funded research
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-and to debate the differing recommendations concerning research which we have
received while developing this report. We intend to conduct such a session for a
three to four day period in February, 1978 and to focus the discussion on specific
research issues related to priorities among activities, questions of the appropriate
order for the conduct of such activities, and the necesary level of funding.
What agreement did exist among the reviewers stressed as a priority the
overall research objcetive of improving the reliability, quality and accuracy of
‘ the victimization data and of increasing the usefulness of the survey by con-
| dueting research dealing with the scope and coverage of the NCS. For example,
’ _méveral reviewers stressed and the need for the survey to provide more explana-
tory power by researching the inclusion of questions dealing with thé vulner-
ability, risk, and opportunity for victimization.,

TABLE I.—NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY RESEARCH PRIORITIES AND COSTS, FISCAL YEARS 1878-52

[Dallar amounts in tiiousands]

Fisnal year casts and prio-illes

1978 1972 1983-82
Research activities Cost Priority Cost Priority Cost iarity
A. COMMERGIAL VICTIMIZATION
SURVEY (CVS) PROJECTS )

1. Exploratory workshop v e coocaoiosn [3 1 S S
2, Scope of crimes research..._. .
3. Questionnaire design research.. 240,0 LOW.eeoiannn $200 LOW. .wevmomoenamaneannn
-8, ‘Sample design research. coveee ccmnee

Subtotal, commercial survey. ..o 250,0 caeeee s

B. MATIONAL CRIME SURVEY
(HOUSEHOLDS) PROJECTS

1, Telephone/personal visit experiment...
2. Centralized telephone interview..._._.
2, Computer assisted interview. ..._.
s,

12- and 13-yr-old self-response..
Questionnaire research .. ..._.

0 Medium,
Do.

Low.

%0 T High,

(ag Series crimes... ... - L0 . .do.. Do,
(b) Altitude stpplements. ..oca_o 23.0 Medium,,
(c) Accommedatlon and fatigue. - 7.5 lLow..
) Psychol | factors. . P Low,
‘6. Reverse record checks_ ... meoio- 25.0 HighL.
7.-Reference petiod... - 100.0......do.. High.
‘8. Time in sample. ... e 705 MBI e e e e S e v e
9, tstimation procedure. . oouo weeouo. 50 ... do, 5 Medil - 20 Medium,
(a) Collection year, e o o e o e e s amem e s 50 Do,
b) Composite estimation i 20 Do,
€) SRITES CIIMIBS . tm oo co o m s e mm m e e e ot e e s s s o e - 25 High,2
) .(d) Unbounded data.... 2,0 High.. 10 Highe ool
10. Sample design; .
. (a) Dual frame sampling... 5.0 Medium___. . . 50 Medium,
(b) Stratification... .. 10 High. . 25 High.
(c) Random digit dialing_ ... .. 5.0 Medium.__.. § Medlu 750 ~ Medium,
11, Coverage issues:
a) MIAIY e e ez e eciein 2.0 Low.......
b) Institutional papulation.. 5.0 oouud do.. s
c) Under age 12........ 100 Low,
2d) Scape of crimes . . 400 Medium.
0} Undercoverage problems...... 15.0 High.._..___ 5 Higheeinceioialiones
12, Conceptual IssUeS v ovmmmeciatomnns 225,0 Very high..... 500 ... [\ TS 300 " High.
13, Analytical issues 50.0 -.._. do 350 do. ‘e 300 - De.
Subtotal, househeld survey. . 5540 2,662 o 4,018
Total, household and cial 804.0 e 2962 ennieneaa 4,018
surveys, ’
High priority. .. omoiiivmmnnnis 494,0 i 1,925 weee 1,125
Medium piarity 45,5 287 aseecniiomnaa 2,715
Low prOFtY ey o ceasc e 264.5 ... 750 . 1

1 A major reverse record check project could pravide usefu] jnformation for a variety of other activities including tele-
phans experiments, questionnaire research, time insample and others, . .
3 Consideration will be given to more immediate work on this subject bu;ld|ng op census research already completed.
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A second emphasis of the research recommendations was on the methodologies
and technologies which will minimize cost while maintaining the data scope
and quality requirements. These areas of research include reférence period
research ; reverse record checks; the feasibility of telephone interviewing, tan-
dom (igit dialing, and computer agsisted interviewing; dual frame sampling;
and the possible use of unbounded or non panel data. Reviewers have not only
recommended these as cost savings measures, but as aveas of research beciuse
of possible positive or negative impaets on the data quality.

Other major areas of research are primarily to implement the first two objec-
tives. Jor example, questionnaire design, redesign of the sampling plan, estima-
tion procedures, and household-versus-individual measurements are all directly
derived from the outcomes of the first two classes of research. ‘

The attached table shows the estimated costs, degree of involvement of the
Durean of the Census, and priorities of the NCS research program. The priorit!
were assioned by LIBAA after considering the outside review hy experts ar-
tlre impocstance of the activity in making the duta more analytically usefal ab.i
redueing cost. Timing was decided based on the need for preliminary researcl,
planning, or review of more detailed proposals for the conduct of the research.

Again this research agenda is highly tentative, with ifs primary puepose being
development of rough estimaies of a budget requirvement for fiscal yedrs 1978-82,

VI. OPTIONS FOR CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL CRIME SUBVEY FOR FISCAL YEARS
197878 AND 195082

In the development of options for continuation of the National Crime Panel,
geveral assumptions have heen made, The first is that analytical research is an
objective that must De incorporated into any option although the level of reseaveh
aetivity can vary and will ultimately depend on the level of departmenial and
LEAA staff capabilities and on funding available for the support of snalytic
research both at thie Burean of the Censusg and among academically-based and
nonprofit research groups. A second assmmption incorperated in each option is
a distinetion beween fiseal years 1978-79 and fiseal years 1970-82, biased on sup-
port possible from LEAA during the first period and the potential for increased
support wnder the proposed Bureauw of Criminal Justice Statisties during the
second period. A final assumption, as stated in the previons seetion, iy that each
option will require further refinement of researeh programs and priorities and
that this will be undertaken in a working conference to Lie held in early 1978,

The tormulation of the options presented below also reflcets such eonsidera-
tions ax the emphasis placed by the Office for Improvements in the Administra-
tion of Justice on the NC'S as a souree of national social indieator (s) for crime,
the lack of consensus among the criminal justice statistical community on the
respective priovities accorded research and data collection under scarce-resource
-conditions, and the desire to preserve the institutional and organizatienal in-
ﬁmstfucture of the NCS which has been developed over. the better part of a
Jdecade. . co :

The importance attached {o national sacial indicators of crime has. cerfain
inevitable programmatic ramifieations, The ideal social indicafor is available
ammunally, Tess frequent dissemination of victimization vates-and other indicators
(diminisheg the value of the indicator itself and the benefity of examining it in
the context of other criminal justice indicators which are available on an annual
hasis, .

In order to nnderstand the resonree implication of varions program levels that
would ‘meet all objectives and sets ‘of more limited objectives, we developed
three options for the conduct of the victimization survey: e

1. the first would be a program that would meet objectives 1-4 in fiscal year
1978 and 1979 and all objectives in fiscal years 1980-82. (explained on p. 13);
2. the second would be a program that emphasizes data collection to achieve
a national indicator of victimization rates in fiseal year 1978 and 1979, and
would ‘meet objectives 1-4 in fiseal years 1980-82 (explained.on p. 14) ;.. .

3, the third wwould emphasize research througlout fiseal years 1978-82, but
avould not fully address any ofher objeetives and would reach only. selected
additional objectives in “fiseal years 1980-82 (exnlained on n. 15).

The cost estimates for the three options were developed as follows:. . .

Duaita collection.—The Bureau of the Census estimated that data collection at
.the eurrvent level would cost $6 million in fiseal year 1978. Since datn collection for
the first quarter of fiscal year 1978 is nearly complete at a cost of $1.5 million,



the costs nssociated with full collection for the remainder of the year (options 1
and 2) sre estimated to be $4.5 million (3 of the §6 million estimate for 12
months). Costs associated with full collection for subsequent years were derived
by inflating the $6 million figure with an inflation factor of 8.5 percent per year.

Option 3 was developed under the assumption that a ¥ sample was the losve§t
on-going data collection level that would support the high priority research in
fiseal year 1978. The Census Bureau estimated that the annual costs z}ssocmted
with a 3% sample with a more efficient sample design (266 PSU design instead off
the current 376 PSU design) would be about $4.1 million. Therefore, data po}lec-
tion for option 3 in fiseal year 1978 would cost $3.1 million (34 of $4.1 million)
in addition to the $1.5 million expended during the first quarter. Again, costs
associated with a 14 sample collection effort in subsequent years were derived
by inflating the $4.1 million figure by an inflation factor of 6.5 percent per year.

Methodological research.~Research cost estimates were classified as either
high, me:lium or low priority according to the criteria discussed in the section om:
researchi-objectives and priorites.

In fiseal year 1978, a total of $804,000 ($275,000 for LEAA and $529,000 for
the Census Bureau) was estimated for research wnder option 1; only high
priority research is done under option 2 and the totals are $275,000 for LEAA
and $219,000 for Census; under option 3 high and medium priority research are
done and the totals are $275,000 for LEAA and $265,000 for Census, LEAA's:
share represents the methodological research needed to address the conceptual
and analytical issues. This research would be done by University and non-profit
grantees and would be the basis for the development of subsequent research pro-
posals. The fiscal year 1978 funds for methodological research to be carried out
by the Census Bureau primarily will be used to conduct the high priority re-
search such as reference period research, computer assisted telephone inter-
viewing, questionnaire research, ete,

Methodological research costs for fiscal year 1979 and fiscal year 1980-82 are
based on Census Bureau and LEAA estimates of the funds required to conduct
either the high priority research or all research; again only high priority
research is done under option 2.

Analysis—In general, the cost estimatés for analysis are based both on the
costs to continue to support the Office of Demographic Analysis (ODA) at the
Census Bureau and on the costs associated with funding university and non-
profit grantees to conduct substantive research for LEAA. The fiseal year 1978
estimate is composed of $500,000 to support ODA and $274,000 to support the
current LEAA grantees. Cost estimates for subsequent years are higher than
the fiscal year 1978 estimate and reflect inflationary trends ag well as the recom-
mendations to increase the resources devoted to analysis that have been made-
by virtually every reviewer of the National Crime Survey program.

International LEAA/DOJ management and analysis—The cost figures repre-
sent the salaries for positions associated with the current and projected staff
necessary to manage the National Crime Survey and conduct indepth analysis
of the NOS data, The fiscal years 1978 and 1979 figures are based on current
TLBAA position allocations. The fiscal years 1080-S2 figure assumes an inecrease of’
15 professional positions (analysts) and 6 clerical positions (3 clerk-typists and
3 statistical clerks), These estimates include neither fringe benefits nor the ana-
Iytic staff at the Census Bureau that is shown separately under analysis..

State and local support.—State and local support costs assume a relatively low
level of support throughout the five year period. The fiscal year 1978 estimate of
$350,000 will be used to produce a manual to assist state and local planners and
practitioners with the conduct of victimization surveys and to provide other
forms of technical assistance. Estimates for fiscal year 1979 and fiscal years
1980-82 will he used to pravide technical assistance. )

Supplements~—The cost estimates for supplements represents the costs asso-
ciated with (1) questionnaire development by LEAA grantees, (2) pretesting
and data-collection costs by the Census Burean, and (3) data analysis by LIBAA
grantees; The fiscal year 1978 costs represents the Wolfgang seriousness-study
and the data collection associated with that study. The fiseal year 1979 firure
represents questionnaire development and minimal pretesting costs. The fiscal'
.- years 1980-82 figure represent the costs associated with data collection and anal-
. ysis for three supplements—one each year.

Table 2, which details the objectives, research levels, costs, and data collection -

implications of each option, follows. ‘Discussion of the benefits and uses of the
‘data. follows. thig table. D ‘ :
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TABLE 2—~0PTIONS FOR CONTINUATION OF NCS
OPTION 1: OBJECTIVES 1-4 MET IN FISCAL YEAR 1978-79; ALL OBIECTIVES MET BEGINNING IN FISCAL
YEAR 1980-82

Tota}
. Sayear
1978 1979 1980-82 costs
Objectives addressed.....-.... Objectives I-4_......... Objectives 1-4_ . ....... Al objectives_ . oeee oceiconinn
Research implications........ Full research agenda—| Jmmary focus on research to improve meaningfulness of ...... -
data (conceptual an analylic issites) and research to reduce cost of surveys
{reference period research).
Total costs (in thousands). ... 8353. -- 11,045 ... ommmmmimmme 13 789 (per year average). $60, 765
Collection. .. 5,000 census, . 6,500 census...__........ 9,000 census__..__. ... 00

275 LEAA, 528 Census....
274LLEAA 500 census

Nieth, research....
Analysis 1

, 9,000 cens
- 850 LEAA, 2,117 census.. 200 LEAA, I 139 census.. 7,783
~ 500 LEAA, 530 census...._ 1,0\')0 LEAA '570 censys... 6 514

[nternal LEAA/DOJ EAA_. 2103 LEAAL .. 0 DOJ 2,078
ment and analysis.

S: & L. support 250 LEAA._ . 1,350

‘Stipplements._ . 250 LEAA, 75 N 3 540

Current all 3,5

Additionat f\mds requned-.._ T SR 10,045, oL 13785 (per year average). ... ..

Data coltection implications— Current sample size— Current sample size— Augmented to. measure ....... &
Sample size, 60,000 households, 60,000 households, 10 percent change in

violent . crime rate

72,000 households ; fur-

ther augmentatlon pos~

sible, but not reflected

Lnfosts ; for subnational
ata;

OPTION 2: NATIONAL INDICATOR PRIMARY IN FISCAL YEAR 1978/79; OBJECTIVES 1-4 MET BEGINNING
IN FISCAL YEAR '1980/82

Objectives addressed..coanu. Mational indicator (1), National indicator (1), Objectivesi-4 .~ _....._.

tugh priorily research  high-priority research
Research Impllcatlons..-.-... Ony high-priority  re- ngh'prmnty research— Full- research agenda— _..... -

search, reference pe- - commercial - survey, - both high and%uw pri-
riod research, commer~  telephone, . question- ~  ority research.
cial analytic issUes, ete,  naire, refefence pe-
rlod, conceptual and
. . analytic issues, ete.
Total costs (in thousarnds) 8,043 nee 9,558 12,738 (per year aver-... $55, 815
age
Collection 6, 000 census. -cocurecan 6, 00 census__ ..o o 00 census............ 35,000
Meth, research, 205 LEAA, 219 census. ... 850 LE AA, 1,075 census.. 200 LEAA, 1,588 census.- ’1 783
Analysis1 274 LEAA, 500 census.... 500 LEAA, 530 census.... 1,000 LEAA 570'census.. 6,514
!n\ernat LEAAIDO) manage- 85 LEAA... 103 LEAA. 630 (KLY N, 2,078
ment and analysls.
S. & Losupport.ooooeeio 350 LEAA. icnannaan 250 LEAA, - 1,100
lements. .- 150 LEAR, 190 cenists 250 LEAR, 750 censis.. 3,340
s - -
Additional funds required..... 4,494 - 9,558 12,738 (per yeat aversemeccenecn
aE
Data collection . -implica- Current sample size— Current sample siza— Current ssmple  size— .. ...
tionis—sample size, 60,000 households. 60,000 households, 60,000 households.

OPTION 3: METHODOLOGICAL RESEARCH ONLY IN SUPPORT OF OBJECTIVES 1-4 IN FISCAL YEAR 1978/79;
SELECTED OBJECTIVES MET AFTER FISCAL YEAR 1980

Objactives addressed.. ... Research (2) in- support Research (2) in support Research (2) in support —————
of objectives 1-4. of objectives 1-4., of objectives 1-4; se-
X lected objectives - :
Research implications.._.... Full research agenda— ‘Full research. agenda— Full research agenda— _....... -
High- and medjum- High- medium- and low~- High- medium- and low-
Enonty research, priority research, priarity research, :
Total costs (in th ds). 8, 221 -8, 113 {per year averagey.. $44, 027
COllEOtION - o oo oo 41 578 CENSUS 4,361 censUs. ..o .- 4,520 CeNSUS- ., oosomns 23,711
Metlr. research T2 LEI\A, 255 census. .. 850 LEAA,'z 377 tensus.. 200 1 139 CRNSS. % oore ;184
Analysis 274 LEARA, 500 cenuzs, - 530.censiS.. .. ome.—-.c 1,000 LEAA, 570 census. - 6,014
lnterna] LEAA/DDJ manage- 85 LEAA... 103 LEAA. 630" LEAA . 2,078
ment and analysis, .
S. & L. support. .oc.oe- 3 - 250 LEAA e 1,100
150 LEAA, 190 census.. 250 LEAA, 750 census... 3, 340.
Cu"em_ atiocation 3 9 g
Additional {unds requiced.... 3, 9,713 (peryearaverage) ..........

Data coljection implications— % sample with- 266 psu /6 sample withi f.66 psu % samiple ‘with 266 psu ... -
Sample size. l “desizn,

1 Level of analysis will dspend on DOJ/LEAA staff capabilities and funds avaflablg for support of Bureau of the Census
and university/nonprofit 1 The costs estimates also do not refiect the in-house analytic elfort that has been recom-
mended by the National Academy of Smences and othiers who have reviewed the program.




74

The benefits of the ihree options for the National Crime Survey vary with the
users of the survey. At the broad natiomal level those concerned with publie.
poliey in both the legislative and tlie executive branch use summary data from
the NCS as a national indieator of trend, a broader counterpart to the Uniform
Crime Report and as useful background for informed programmatie decisions.
Although these users are concentrated in the Department of Justice and more
intensively in LIBAA, they are found throughout government,

The criminal justice researchi community containg the National Crime Sur-
vey's most vigorous supporters and voeiferous eritics—often the same indi-
viduals. Among criminal justice researchers, o broad distinetion can be made be-
tween those whose interest is primarily in the longitudinal aspects of the survey
and those wwhose interest is primarily in “cross-sectional” uses of the data. Those
interested in longitndinal uses feel they will be i1 served by any halt in the data
collection effort. They argue not only that there will be a gap in the data iteelf,
hut that the process whereby the survey panel matures over time will be halted,
with a consequent diminution of the quality of the data upon the resumption of
data collection, Some researchers also argue that methodological research with-
out ongoing data collections is undesirable beeanse of the loss of continuous feed-
back from the field in the form of newly-collected data, Those researchers inter-
ested primarily in crosg-sectional analyses of the characteristics of crimes and
victims can exploit the existing data base and are less disturbed by the possi-
bility of a hiatus in data collection, though a majority would probably argue for
continued data eollection for specific subeategzories of vietimization, such as non-
reporting; A final group of users ave at the State and loeal government level, For
the State and local government personnel with operating programy, there i§
Jimited benefit in the three options in the five-year period laid out. There are bene-
fits for State and local governments in the policy and planning area, consisting in
inferences and extrapolation to local circumstances and conditions that can he
made from national and trend data, and a limited program of technical assistance
for those concerned with local vietimization surveys.

Option I provides the maximum Denefit to the maximum number of users. It
meets all national needs, satisfies those researchiers most concerned about halting
data collection, addresses the issues raised by the National Acadeiny, and provides
the widest range of data from which to extract information relevant to loeal
issues.

Option TT benefits those users who turn to the national erime survey primarily
for data on trends and social indicators. The opinion we received from the Office
for Improvement in the Administration of Justice indicates that, at a minimum,
nll data collection is necessary to provide a national indicator of vietimizg-
tion rates. This option satisfies vesearchers who feel that data collection must
not be stopped, but does not satisfy researchers who feel the National Academy's
extensive research agenda is not being promptly addressed. (These two groﬁps
are not mutually exclusive.) In summary, this option provides wminterripted
data series but delays improvements in the quality of the datn deemed ‘essential
by many knoswledgeable users.

Option IIT is acceptable prineipally to those in the research community svhose
interests are in cross-sectional analysis, and feel that sufficient data exists in
the close to 1,000,000 interviews to date and who emphasize the immedinte need
to proceed with the full range of conceptual and methodological research called
for by National Academy.

Option III does not provide an annual national social indicator or sub-
category indicators thereby not fully meeting the needs of policy malkers and
planuers: it ereates a break in the data which stops trend analysis in the short
rim avd inhibits it iu the longer run. Under this option the best approach with
reference bo-comparability with previeus year’s data i= first to examine the 1978
dnta for what can be said about annual change. If it is decided that there ave oo
few signifieant changes to justify a change report, the data can be combined
with that for 1979. and perhaps 1980, in order that longer range trends can
berevealed as signifieant. Flowever, the gain in sample size achieved by averaging
two or more years together might mask annual changes in different directions
e.g., an increase in 1979 offset by a decrease in 1980. s
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VII. RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERN3NG LEVEL OF DATA  COLLECTION AND FUTURE
DIREGTION OF THE NCS

To address the issue of comparability and the issue of data collection neces-
sary to support an active research effort, we sought the views of the Bureau of
the Census on requisite data collection levels.

On the first issue the Census response suggests that the assumption made at
the outset of the NCS that an annual relative change of 10-159, could be ex-
ipected was unrealistic so that the current sample size is now too small to
measure accurately annual changes in most victimization rates, including erimes:
of violence, Thug the view of the Burenu of the Census, expressed in a tetter of
November 18, 1977, is that to maintain data comparabiilty such that significant
changes can be noted, year-to-year change measured, comparisons of rates and
levels awong sub-groups within a single year made, and long term trends an-
alyzed—that bous~hota datn collection at the current level of 60,000 househotus
iy the minimum requirement.

After examination of all the issnes related to this highly complex survey,
LIIAA. recommends option 8 which emphasizes methodological research to i~
prove the Survey (explained on p. 15) with the following modifications:

1, Qontinue Full data collection thwough June 1978—"Chis will complete ‘five
full years of data collections under existing methodology and collection level of
60,000 honseholds,

2. Go to o one-half sample (80,000 howuscholde) From June 1978 until the sur-
vey is fully reformed by the end of fiscol year 1982 —~This would result in (a)
total cost savings of about $15.8 million over the 5-year period; (b) on-going
data collection in support of research and methodoiogical improvements; (¢)
biennial or triennial rather than annual trend data between 1878 and 1982; and
{d) & primary forus and emphasis on research and improvement of the survey
rather than on full collection and presentation on an annual basis of data the
validity of which hag b=en seriously questioned.

3. Provide adequate staffing to manage this survey.—~~Without additional in-
ternal staff to effectively manage this large and complex program, LIAA strongly
reconimends that the progiam be cancelled either now or no later'than July 1978.
The nature of this program is such that it should be done well or not done at

4. Conduet between now and June 30, 1978, an evaluation of the benepits and
utility of the NOS.—A study of users of this survey is needed in order to de-
termine the precise nature and extent of the use made of the survey data, the
reasons for use or non-use, and ways of increasing the utility of the data.

DecEMBER 8, 1977,
To: James M. T. Gregg, Acting Administrator; Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration.
From : Peter F. Flaterty, Deputy Attorney General.

I have reviesved the report concerning the National Crime Survey transmitted
tc me on December 1, 1977, Upon reviewing the report, I agree with the LEAA'S.
recommendition to proceed with a modified option 8 which emphasizes method-
ological research to improve the Survey. The only caveat that I would add is
that because of the possibility that a Burenu of Justice Statistics will he created
in 1978, we should retnin maximum fiexibility concerning the collection levels
for the Survey after June, 1978. It may be that & one-half sample would be ap-
propriate, but we should not foreclose 'the option to continue the Survey at a
different level. : .
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