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Introduction 

In mid-1977 the Pima County Attorney's Office submitted a proposal to 

the Manpower Consortium requesting funds to conduct a Victimization Sur

vey. In October, 1977, the proposal was funded and the project formally 

began with the hiring of the Survey Coordinator in early December. The· 

survey began March I, 1978, and was completed May 15, 1978. This report 

briefly coVers the following areas: 

1. The rationale for Victimization. Surveys. 

2. The reasons why such a survey was con
ducted in the Tucson Metropolitan Area. 

3. A brief review of various survey formats 
and victimization survey instruments pres
ently in use. 

4. The survey instruments which particularly 
influenced the development of the Tucson 
Survey Instrument and the reasons why 
they had such an influence. 

5. The process by which the specific survey 
. items to be used in the Tucson Survey 
were chosen or created and the testing 
process which was utilized in their 
development. 

6. A description of the final survey draft 
giving both the item used and the ra
tionale for collecting those specific 
data. 

\. 

7. A /~iscussion of response rates and t'rleir 
effect on survey result reliability. 



.~.~-----------------~----~--------------------------------------~. 

8. A discussion of some of the important 
findings of the survey .and a brief analy
sis of the geographic and demographic 
variations in responses. 

9. Finally, a summary of the survey findings 
and a discussion of their limitations for 
generalization. 

PART I SURVEY BACKGROUND. 

V~t;:timtzation StJrvey~ 

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 

of Justice in 1967 suggested that the reliance on reported crime statistics 

prevalent crt that time was producing an incorrect view of crime in America 

and was not an effective planning tool since changes in reporting rates were 

known to have numerous unrelated causes. The Commission suggested .that 

an attempt to develop victimization statistics that included both reported and 

unreported incidents could provide a new perspective of crime and should be 

an extremely useful adjunct to the FBI Uniform Crime Reports (UCR). 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administi~ation (LEAA) and the Census 

Bureau began developing a victimization survey in 1969. The CehSUs Bureau 

field tested ,several different methodological issues and versions of victimiza

tion surveys from 1970"-1972 before beginning to collect victimization data on i;l 

national basis through what has become known as the· National Crime Panel 

Studies (NCPS). These surveys furnished interesting information about 

national victimization rates, reporting and nonreporting of crimes, anq victim 

characteristics, but were not useful to local criminal justice agencies and 

officials since they were national and not local statistics. In 26 cities in the 

United States, the LEAA/Census Bureau Victimization Survey was separately 

administered to persons residing there. Surveying in the chosen cities 

began rn 1972, and half of the cities were chosen for a second administra

tion of the surveys in 1975. These surveys were helpful in showing the 

basic similarities of Victimization patterns irrespective of geographical loca

tion I though some differences were found. They were also useful to the 

criminal justice agencies in those cities as they evaluated their efforts and 

made plans for future activities. 

2 
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They were generally confined, however, to large," cities and only to the 

urban core of the metropolitan regions involved. 

The applicability of the data obtained in these efforts to urban areas of 

500, 000 pel~sons or less, and especially to the suburban fringes of most 

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA's), was often questiqned by 

local criminal justice -officials. 

Beginning in 1974, LEAA and the Census Bureau began publication of a 

series of documents relating victimization survey results. I nterest -in victim

ization surveys on both the state and SMSA level has been growing since 

criminal justice agencies have had access t9 the NCP and Impact Cities 

survey results. The states of Oklahoma, California, Texas, and Montana 

have conducted statewide efforts in their respective jurisdictions. Surveys 

containing some victimization questions have been administered in Centra! 

Arizona (Phoenix, Ariz.); Ft. Worth, Texas; Minneapolis, Minnesota; and 

numerous other geographical locations. 

General Victmization Survey Findings 

The NCP and Impact! Cities Victimization Surveys have created a body 

of data which reveals the "crime environment ll more accurately than the one 

which is associated with sole use of UCR results, and which -differs from 

some first order, or common sense, conclusions about the causes and dy

namics of crime incidents. The age, race, and sex of victims, for instance, 

is nearly unrelated to the, probability that any particular victimization in-

cident wi II be reported to a law enforcement agency. Instead, the import

ance or seriousness of the incident (to the victim) appears to be the primary 

variable influencing the reporting of the incident to a law enforcement agen.,. 

cy. HS.E?riousness" appears to be a function of the extent of property loss 

(:, c0rllbined with any violence associated with the incident. The probability 

\":o::<;t:D;?!t any person has of becoming a victim of a violent crime appears to be 

connected with two variables: age and family, income; survey results haVe 

found that violent crime victims are younger and have IBwer, incomes than' 

the older and more affluent persons who were, not the victims of th.ese kind 
I
II 

of crimes. ;/ 
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While some race and sex effects are seen, age and family income seem to be 

much more influential. Property crimes, on the other hand, tend to increase 

as age, and therefore family income, increases. 

While only hal"f of all known (to victims) victimizations at'e reported to 

law enforcement agencies, over 80% of all victim defined serious incidents are 

reported. There are also interesting differences in the reporting to police 

of serious incidents when the victim and the offender had any kind of rela

tionship prior to the incident. Rapes and assaults of all types were gener

ally shown to be offenses where the victim's willingness to report the inci

~ent depended, to a great extent, on the presence or absence of a previous 

relationship between the victim and the offender I as well as 'the incident's 

seriousness. (Readers interested in more detail on victimization survey 

results are referred to the bibliography where numerous publications are 

indexed. ) 

The Tucson Victimization Survey 

In early 1977, an ad hoc group of criminal justice agency researchers in 

the Tucson Area had several meetings to discuss mutual problems discovered 

in the course of meetings of the Geographic Base Files Consortium. A geo

based victimization survey was discussed and f eventually, a proposal was 

prepared by the Victim-Witness Program, on behalf of all the involved agen

cies, and submitted to the Manpower Consortium in late August of 1977. 

Developing a Survey Instrument 

The limited funds and the relatively short time available (one year) for 
,. "I • 

" J . 

completion of the project led to a decision to conduct the survey by mail, 

and to use as its ba'sis an instrument already developed and tested else

where. Thiis decision was influenced by the existence of What seemed to be a 

suitable instrument and the extensive previous experience of the project's 

advisor's With mail surveys conducted in the TUcson area. The instrument 

which forms the basis of the Tucson survey is the "Texas Crime Trend 

Survey!l, develop!~d by Alfred st. Louis at the Statistical Analysis Center in 
JI 

Texas, 
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The survey was developed for Use in a statewide mail survey, to be con-

" ducted every six months in Texas, with a rimdom sample of persons obtained 
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from driver's license records. (Readers interested in this survey may 

consult the bihliogr-aphy for specific references.) 

The decision was made by the project's advisory committee to attempt to 

obtain results with the following characteristics: 

1. To measure all the victimizations associated 
with the UCR Part I offenses, which occurred 
to the members of a household during the 
survey period, in such a way as to generate 
an, exact incident count suscept.ible to pro
jection to the total population. 

2. To measure various items associated with the 
listed incidents in a general way, and to 
only ask specific detail on the last of any 
incidents reported in the survey. 

3. To measure the attitudes of both victims 
and nonvictims on various items concerning 
the criminal justice system and the fear of 
crime. 

4. To collect only enough demographic informa
tion about survey respondents aud their 
households as would serve to verify their 
similarity or difference from Census Tract 
Data (1975 Special Census). Each survey 
respondent's address being geocoded by Cen
sus Tract and Political Subdivision through 
the geobased files available through the 
GBF ConsortiUm. 

The Texas survey instrument was modified only enough to. permit 

pursuit of these objectives, and was evaluated by a number of local Criminal 

Justice and Academic researchers before bein~~ field tested. In the process 

o.f putting to.gether a first rough co.llection of survey items, it was deci<;led 

to. include a number of items attempting to. get at the incidence of "co.nsumer 

fraud II in the Tucson Area because no data as to the number o.r kind o.f such 

incidents was available in this area. 

5 Q 
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A literature search showed that very little prevIous work in this area had 

been done and these items must, therefore, be regarded as more speculative 

than other survey items having a longer developmental history. 

The selection of a sample for a survey is a crucial decision since no 

matter how effective th~ instrument, the validity of survey results depends 

upon the extent to which the sample is an adequate representation of the 

whole. The sele.ction of a sample for the Tucson Survey presented some 

problems which wer'e resolved by developing two separat~ samples. One 

sample contains 10% of all residential sites with improvements which had valid 

situs addresses. While not randomly selected, (every tenth address was 

selected) there is no inherent structure in the Pima County Assessor's Tax 

Master file and the addresses represent a valid sample of all classes of 

residences, except apartment buildings and mobile homes. A separate sample 

of apartments and another of mobile homes was prepared by determining the 

situs addresses and number of units at each site in the SMSA. Two samples 

were then drawn of sufficient size to represent the number of apartment ahd 

mobile home units in the Tucson SMSA in the total sample. Approximately 2% . 
of all households in the Tucson SMSA, or 3,000 in all, were surveyed. Such 

a large sample is required for several reasons: 

1. All crimes, but especially crimes invol
ving violence, are rare events and a 
small sample: cannot tlpick up 11 enough 
inciden.ts to justify classification or 
analysis of the resulHng dat~. 

2. The attempt to focus on the geographic 
distribution of both victimization and 
attitudes necessitates a fairly large 
sample to insure that, somehOW', random
ized quirks do not deprive any potential 
unit of analysis (census tract, ident
ifiable neignborhood, etc.) of proper 
representation in the sample. 

3. A larger sample is still susceptible to 
analysis if ~ome minor defect in selec
tion is later di~covered. 
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PART TWO --TUCSON AREA CRIME SURVEY RESULTS 

\ 

Response Rates 

Of the 3,000 surveys mailed out, a total of 2;102 were returned. This 

is a response rate of about 70%, a highly respectable level for a mall survey. i 
The 2,102 responses represent approximately 1.3% of Tucson's households. 

Two areas were noticeably lower than the other nine in their rates of res

ponse. The Western Foothill and the South Tucson Districts were each one 

standard deviation below the mean response level. The significance of this 

lower level of response lies in attempts to generalize on the basis of res" 

ponses from these two areas. Long established homeowning residents are 

strongly overrepresented in surveys returned from the Western Foothill and 

South Tucson Districts, indicating that inferences made about residents other. 

than these homeowners may be suspect ( please see Figure A for the bound

aries of these areas ). With this one caveat, we can move to a discussion of 

some of the more salient findings of the survey. 

Victimization Findings 

For all Crime I ndex categories during the period of September I, 1977, 

to February 28, 1978, 5[7 households reported having been a victim of some 

crirne. ThIs is an astonishing 24.6%--'hearly one of every four households. 

Because Federaf Bureau of I nvestrgation crime data are in terms of crimes 

per 100,000' people and the survey data are in terms of households, a directl 
comparison is not possible. However, the number of persons per household 

was found to be 2.67 and the total survey population was 5,612 persons. 

Using the latter figure the survey crime rate was be estimated. The resu\-' 

ting estimate for crimes per 100/000 people in the survey was '16,702 for the 

six month period or 33/404 for a twelve month period. The survey rClte 

contrasts sharply with the FBI crime rate for Tucson in 1977, of 9,671 crimes 
, 

per 100,000; in other words, the victimization survey found an overall crime 

rate ~260% higher than that which was reported to the police .. ' This would be 

the same as saying that 72% of all crimes go unreported (see Table I). 

7 



FIGURE A 

(1) Northern Foothills* 
)1 (2) Western :Foothills* 

(3) Flowing Wells 

... 

t . . , 

1\ 
\\ 

(4) North Central Area 
(5) North East Ceritral Area 
(6) University Area 
(7) South~ Central A.rea 
(8) Mid-City Area 

o~-::: (9) Far East Area* (v7ith the exception of Davis-r1onthan Air Force Base 
(10) South Tucson which was not included in the survey) 
(11) Far Southern City & Suburbs* 

*~rhese Areas extend beyond ·the map edges as shown. 
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~ucson Trends 1976, p. 5 
Published by Tucson Newspapers, Inc., 
the VaI'ley National_ .. ~~nk of Arizona 
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Much of the variation between the reported and the survey crime rate 

is probably due, as mentioned earlier in this report, to the ~egree of ser

lousnessof a particular crime, as defined by the victim. Usually only crimes 

perceived to be fairly serious are reported to the police. This leads to 

higher numbers of crimes. reported in victimization surveys and a greater 

relative proportion of serious crimes among those catalogued by law enforce

ment agencies. 

According to 1977 FBI statistics for Tucson, property crimes were rep

orted to law enforcement agencies eighteen times more frequently than violent 

crimes. I n the survey, however, property crimes were mentioned only about 

five and one half times more often than violent crimes. There are various 

ways to explain this incongruity. For example,one might assume, on the 

basis of national victimization data, that younger per'sons who are members 

of minorIty groups wo~ld report crimes to law enforcement agencies less fre

quently than some other persons. The reasons for the lower reporting rate 

might include consideration of the II seriousness ll of the crime, desires not to 

call attention to themselves, distrust of law enforcement officials, and so on. 

When one considers the fact that the group of persons which was least 

responsive to the survey (renters in two areas where a large portion of the 

minority community lives) were probably younger and more than likely to be 

minority group members then perhaps these explanations would suffice. 

These explanations, ,although reasonable., cannot fully account for such wide 

variances, however, and for this reason further inquiry and analysis of the 

survey data should be made to clarify whether any of ,the pos~ibilities men

tioned above are important in understanding the survey results. 
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Table I 
FB I Uniform Crime Report 

and 
Tucson Victimization Survey Comparison 

Actual # of Est. Annual 1977 UCR survey/UCR 
CRIMES 

Incidents* Rate Rates Ratios 

All Crimes 973 34,783 9,671 3.60 to 1 

Property Crimes 823 29,330 9,163 3.20 tq' 1 
" 

Burglary 210 7,484 3,282 2.28 to 1 

Vehicle Theft 91 3,029 555 5.46 to 1 

Violent Crimes 150 5,346 507 11.00 to 1 

Robbery 63 2,245 164 13.70 to 1 

NOT!;: RATES HAVE BEEN CALULATED AT INCIDENTS PER 100,000 PERSONS 

* THE SURVEY PERIOD WAS 9/1/77 to 2/28/78 

Survey Property Crime to Violent Crime Ratio: 5,.49 to I 
FBI/UCR Property Crime to Violent Crime Ratio: 18.00 to 

The source of the UCR data is: 
Crime in the United States-1977 Uniform Crime Reports 
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Property Crime 

Property crimes such as burglary, larceny, and th~ft are by far the most 
common crimes in Tucson. Th~ survey found 389 hOIJ:~eholds~ reporting some 
type of property crime, a totafof 823 incidents compared with 150 inddents of 
violent crime. The highest property crime area by a substantial margin is the 
University Area, followed by the Far Southern City and South Tucson Areas. 
The area ranking lowest in property crimes is Flowing Wells, a section of the 
city dominated by large mobile home parks (see Figure A). 

Theft and/or Larcen~y 

There were 389 thefts reported in the survey and 48 attempted thefts. Sign
ifigant statistical relationships were found relating the age, ethnicity, and 
occupational status of theft victims. Persons who were Caucasian, between the 
ages of 30 and 39, and employed fulltime reported signifigantly more theft 
than others in the survey. Owners o'f single family homes were the largest 
group of victims (50.2%) although a large number of apartment dwellers were 
also represented (21.9%). As might be Hxpected, thefts plagued those of middle 
income to the largest extent. As was the case generally, the University Area 
ranked first in thefts, followed by the Far Eastern and Far Southern sections 
of the city. 

Burglary 

Ranking second in number· of incidents was burglary with 137 burglaries 
and 73 attempted burglaries reported in the survey. The· survey results 
indicate that statistically, the most likely victim of burglary in Tucson is a 
Caucasian male of moderate income, employed fuIItil11e, who is considered the 
head of his household and owns a h'ome in the University Area. Although 
Flowing Wells was generally a low crime area, it appears that victims in that 
area are more likely to become repeat victims than victims in other areas of the 
city ( See Table Two-Part 4 and Figure Two below: ). More lower income 
respondents had buglaries than the middle income group and a higher propor
tion of them, were l"'E;lpeat victimizations ( see Table 2--Part 6 ). 
This is the exact opposite of the trend noted above when simple theft was 
discussed. This difference may result from differing definitions between 
burglary and larceny (theft) from a residence. 

10 
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Figure One 

Tucson Area Crime Survey 

Property Crime (Larcenies, Burglaries, Motor Vehicle Theft) .t 

Victimizations Per Household 

~ Less than 20% of the households 

~ 20% to 25% of the households 

'l' 

• • • • • I ••••••••• ; 25% and over . . . . , 
• • • • • 
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TABLE 2 

BURGLARY CONTINGENCY TABLES 
(Includes Attempted Burglaries) 

I. All Burglaries x Sex of Respondent 

Male Female 

Once 69 58 

More than once 60 17 

2. All Burglaries x Ethnicity of Respondent 

Hispanic Caucasian All Others 

Once 22 103 3 

More than once 4 60 5 
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3. All Burglaries x Occupational Status of Respondent 

fi Full Part Student House 

oj Time Time wife 

67 13 15 12 
,! 

More than 41 4 7 2 
Once 

4. All Burglaries x Census Group* 
(Geographical divisions of the Tuscon area ) 

Unem-
ployed 

1 

0 

Northern Western Flowing North 
Foothills Foothills Wells. Central 

Once 18 16 7 8 

More than 
Once 2 4 14 7 

i Univer- South Mid- Far East South 
sity Area Central City City Tucson 

i 
Once 22 11 5 5 '.18 

More than 
Once 20 2 5 6 0 

*see Figure A for boundaries of these areas 

12 

Disabled Other 
Retired ii 

18 2 

8 7 

North East 
Central 

10 

0 

Far South-
ern City 

13 

12 
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5. All Burglaries x Homeownership 

Own Rent 

Once 89 38 

More than Once 45 30 

6. All Burglaries x Family Income of Respondent Households 

Once 

More than 
Ohce 
" 

Less than 
$'10,000 

53 

40 

Between 
$10,000-25,000 

52 

20 

More than 
$25,000 

16 

8 

--------~~----~--~--~--------~~.~. ---------------------------------
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BURGLARY VICTIMIZATIONS 
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Vehicle Theft 

lhere were 39 vehicle thefts (auto, tt".~Jcls.l or motorcycle) and 51 att

empted vehicle thefts reported in the ~urvey. More vehicle thefts and att

empted vehicle thefts were reported from the South Tucson Area(see Figure 

1) than any other area. 

Violent Crime 

Of 2,102 households reporting, 128, or 6.1%, reported a violent crime. 

Violent crime is defined as crime committed against the person such as rape, 

robbery or assault. That 'in 93.9% of the households there were no victims 

of violent crimes suggests that these crimes, although a serious component of 

the region's criminal activity, are ~elatively rare events. The greatest 

numbers of violent crimes reported in the survey were from the Far South-

~ ern and University Areas of Tucson, the lowest from the North and Western 

FoothIlls and the Mid-City Areas of the city (see Figure 3 ) . 

" 

Reported in the survey were 61 robberies, 2 attempted robberies, 33 

assaults, 46 assaults with a weapon, 4 rapes and 4 attempted rapes. Cau

casian males of· relatively lower educational levels were the most likely victims 
, 

of violent crime, according .'to significant relationships found in the survey 

data. 
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Table 3 

VIOLENT CRIME CONTINGENCY TABLES 
(Includes attempted Violent crimes) 

I. All Violent Crimes x Sex of Respondent 

Male Female 

Once 48 52 

More than once 27 13 

2. All Violent Crimes x Ethnicity of Respondent 

15 
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3. All Violent Crimes x Census Group* 
(Geographical Areas) 

Once 

MOre than 
Once 

Once 

More than 
once 

Northern 
Foothills 

8 

3 

Univer-
sity Area 

9 

10 

Western 
Foothills 

3 

2 

South 
Central 

13 

0 

Flowing 
Wells 

9 

5 

North 
Central 

11 

3 

Mid- Far east 

North East 
Central 

9 

4 

South Far south-
City City Tucson .ern City 

2 9 12 11 

8 7 2 9 

* See Figure A for the boundaries of these areas. 

, it' 

4. All Violent Crimes x Educational Level of Respondent 

Once 

More than 
Once 

Less than 
High Sch. 

22 

4 

High Some Tech College Prof. 
School College School Graduate School 

~~~~~~~~ 

30 17 6 12 8 

13 10 4 10 9 
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TUCSON AREA CRIME SURVEY 

VIOLENT CRIME VICTIMIZATIONS PER HOUSEHOLD Figure Three 
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Costs To The Victim 

costs to victims were assessed from the results of four questions. 

Estimates of property losses due to burglary i theft or robbery were sep

arat~d from medical and legal costs and from wages lost as a r.esult of being 

the vlct~m ofa crime. 

y 
Of thOSE! experiencing property losses, the largest single categor'Y was 

$21 to $200, 37.2%. Nineteen point four (19.4%) percent of victims exper

ienced property losses between $201-1,000. Surprisingly, 13.1% ,of victims 

experienced property losses of no dollar value (see Table 4). 

Under $5 

$5 to $20 

$21' to $200 

$201 to $1,000 

$1001 to $5,000 

Greater than 
$5,000 

Noloss# 

TabH~ 4 
PROPERTY LOSS 

(I ncludes Attempted Crimes) 

Number Victims 

19 

45 . 

111 

58 

20 

6 

39 

Percentage 

6.4% 

15.1% 

37.2% 

19.4% 

6.7% 

2.0% 

99.9%* 
, #1 ndudescrimes where property was returned unharmed 

*Error due to rounding 
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In addition to property loss a question asked about losses dUe to medical 
or legal expenses, or wages lost. The overwhelming response from victims was 
of ho loss at all, 77.6%. The largest category of dollar loss was less than $200, 
13.4% of the victims. 

In response to a subsequent question, 74.2% of the victims stated that 
none of their expense was covered by insurance. Only 4.5% of victims said 
that all of their crime related expenses were covered by insurance. 

Reasons for Not Reporting Crime,.::; 

A question asking people who were victims of unreported crimes why they 
did not report them received 129 replies. Twenty-nine percent (29%) of respon
dentstto this question said that reporting the crime to police would be useless 
and 29% said that the crime was not important enough to report (see Tab,le 5). 
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Table 5 
REASONS FOR NOT REPORTING THE MOST RECENT CRIME 

Reason for Not 
Reporting 

I. Handled it myself 

2. Useless to report, 
nothing would be 
done 

3. Fear of retalia-
tion 

4. Afraid of police 
investigation 

5. Not important 
enough to report 

6. Would take too 
much time 

7. Nota police matter 

8. Dontknow hoVJ or 
where 

9, Other 

10. Too busy 

II. Afraid of prosecu-
tion questions 

Totals 

Reasons Given and the Order of Choice 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 

24 24 

51 7 58 

1 2 1 4 

1 1 ' 

34 23 1 58 

2 4 2 1 9 

5 3 4 1 13 

" 

2 2 4' 

10 6 6 22, 

1 2 3 

1 1 

131 47 15 4 197 

19 

% 

12% 

29% 

2% 

1% 

29% 

5% 

7% 

2% 

11% 

2% 

1% 

100% 
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Consumer Frauds 

An additional portion of the survey dealt with perceived experiences of 

consumer fraud, Respondents were asked whether they had purchased 

defective merchandise, outdated or spoiled food, or had been the victim of 

wilful business deceit. Heading the list of survey reported consUmer frauds 

was the purchase of outdated or spoiled food by a remarkable 640 or 30.4% 

of all household.s. Spoiled or outdated food purchases were followed in 

frequency of occurrences by deceitful business practices with 499, or 23.7%, 

of all responding households reporting at least one incident during the 

survey period. Two hundred sixty-three (263) households, or 12.5%, re

ported purchasing defective merchandise at some time during the survey 

period. 

Victims of consumer fraud failed to report these incidents more than 80% 

of the time, according to the survey. I n most cases, as might be expected I 

victims noted that the incidents were not reported because they either hand

led it themselves or because they felt it was useless to report. 

Thirty-nine point five percent (39.5%) of consumer fraud victims exper

ienced a dollar loss of under $5 while 22.6% lost between 21 and 200 dollars 

and 18.3% lost between 5 and 20 dollars. Fifty-seven point nine percent 

(57.9%) of all respondents said that if they were to report such incidents it 

would be to either a Federal Consumer Agency (presently nonexistent) or to 

the Better Business Bureau. Another 14.9% said that they would report con

sumer fraud to the County Attorney. 

PART III--THE ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS OF RESPONDENTS 

The Tucson Area Crime Survey included a substantial group of ques

tions concerning the respondent1s perceptions and attitudes about crime. 

The responses to these questions reflect the opinions of respondents, based, 

of course, on varying levels of knowledge, understanding and. experience, 
" " . ~ (' ,. 
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Justification for collecting such information is expressed in a 1978 LEAA 

report whlch states that, 

" ... people IS opl.nl.ons, beliefs; and perceptions 
about crime are important because they may in
fluence behavior, bring about changes in certain 
routine activities, affect household security 
measures, or result in pressures on local auth
orities to improve police services," 

Public Opinion About Crime 

The largest percentage of r~spondents (41. 6%) indicated that they were 

not sure whether they were likely to be the victim of a crime in the next six, 

months. Ten point seven percent (10.7%) believed that they would be a 

victim in the next six months, while 35.1% considered themselves unlikely 

candidates for victimization. ( See Figu're 4 ) 

More frequently than all other crimes 'combined, respondents: expected 

to be victims of burglary. An even· wider margin (59.2%) believed tha1t 

burglary was the most probable crime in their neighborhoods. The percep

tion of burglary as the most likely. cr.ime varied geographically.' Flowing 

Wells Area respondents saw burglary as less likely to occur in their neighbor-. . 
hoods than respondents reporting the same burglary rates (see Figu~e 4 ). 

While respondents in the Far East and North Central '~reas ( those with the 

lowest burglary rates, reported in the survey ) were in 'the grot:Jp that had 

the highest expectation I,evel. Only three areas were in the same group ( 

upper, middle or lower ) on both maps. The Univer·sity Area .was in the 

highest group on both maps and the' North Central anSi South Central Areas 

were both in the middle group on both maps. 

More than 80% of the respondents listed their home as the safest place 

for all members of the household while' over one haH ,of the remainder said 

that work Was the safest place. Predictably, the majority of respondents 

(60.6%) said that streets away from home or work wer/? the most dangerous 

pl~ces to be. 
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TUCSON AREA CRIME SURVEY 

FEAR OF CRIME 

~bove average fear of crime. 

Average fear of crime. 

Below average 

o 
o· 0 

o 

• 0 

.. .: 
o· 

o 

fear of crime. , 

o • 

Figure Four 

N 

• 
f 

Areas 1, 2, 11, and" 9!' extend beyond these boundaries. 
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TUCSON AREA CRIME SURVEY 
Figure Five 

EXPECTATION OF BURGLARY 

t-------ILess then 59% responded that a burglary was. the most likely crime to occur. 
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Fifty-eight (58%) percent of the respondents said that money ailocated 

to keep juveniles f.rom becoming adult cl7iminals was inadequate and that more 

money and personnel are needed. Similarly I 51.9% thought that victims should 

be provided with special services even if more personnel and funds are re

q\Jired. An even 50% of the respondents felt that witnesses should receive 

pecuniary compensation equivalent to wages lost while testifying. Another 

twenty-two percent (22%) thought that lunches and parking should at least 

be paid. 

Respondents were asked whether victims of crimes should be reimbursed 

or compensated for the actual loss or injury. Eighty-three point six percent 

(83.6%) said that compensation or reimbursement to the victim should be 

made and 61.5% of these respondents said that funds for such payments 

should come from fines paid by offenders. Another 20% sUggested that the 

money could also come from public funds and fines. 

All respondents were asked why they thought 'that so many crimes go 

unreported. I n common with those who said they .were victims of crimes 

(Table 5) I the largest group of respondents (19%) s~id that it was useless to 

report crimes because nothing would' be done. Interestingly I a large group 

of people (17%) felt that victims woul.d be afraid of retaliation from the sus

pect or friends whereas only four (4) people who said they had been victims 

gave this as a reason for not reporting crimes. ( See Table 6 ) 
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Table 6 
Percieved Reasons for Not Reporting Crimes 

As Given By All Survey Respondents 

Reasons For Not Number Responding and the Order of Choice 
Reporting 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 'Total % 

1. Handled problem 
themselves 224 224 4% 

2. Useless to report, 
nothing would 
be done 942 77 2 1021 19% 

3. Afraid of 
retaliation 449 442 28 2 921 17% 

4. Afraid of police 
investigation 69 179 85 5 338 6% 

5. Not important 
enough 101 332 . 176 30 639 12% 

6. Would take too 
much time 72 304 339 99. 814 15% 

7. Afraid of 
prosecutors 
questions 31 118' 263 167 579 11% 

8. Too busy 4 33· 113 102 252 5% 

9. Not a police 
matter 4 15 43 54 116· 2% 

10. Don't know where 
or how to report 47 56 109 234 446 8% 

11. Other 14· 25 30 69 1% 

12. No response 159 532· 921 1377 2989 

2102 2102 2102 2102 8408 100% 
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Perceived Association of Drugs with Crime 

Respondents were asked whether they thought alcohol, heroin, or other 

drugs were involved in the commission of rape, assault, robbery, burglary 

and motch" vehicle theft. Alcohol was viewed by respondents as strongly 

associated with acts of rape and assault and to a lesser extent, with acts of 

vehicle theft. Heroin, on toe other hand, was thought to be involved more 
., 

often in robberies and burglaries, and to a lesser degree, assaults and 

vehicle thefts. Respondents also thought that there was a relatively strong 

involvement of other drugs in robberies, burglaries and vehicle thefts (see 

Table 7). 

Table 7 

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS PERCEIVING INVOLVEMENT OF 

ALCOHOL AND OTHER DRU.GS IN CERTAIN CRIMES 

Alcohol Heroin Other Dru~ 

. Rape 1099 52.3% 454 1.6% 585 27.8% 

Assault 1203 57.2% 693 33.0% 680 32.4% 

Robber'y , 494 23.5% 1318 62.7% 940 44.7% 

Burglary 446 21.2% 1328 63.1% 968 46.0% 

Vetlicle Theft 748 35.6% 876 41.7% 847 40.3% 
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Perceptions of Police Effectiveness 

Respondents' perceptions of police efficacy Were also acquired in the 

survey. Most people, 56.0%, seem to believe tha.t the police are unable to 

locate and arrest the perpetrators of most crimes, with only 34.0% of the 

respondents believing otherwise. Eleven percent had no opinion on the sub

ject. Even more strongly indicative of a lack of public confidence in the 

criminal justice system, 72.3% of the respondents a~reed with the statementi 

/IIf someone is arrested for a crime, he is 
usually able to 'get off on a technicality' 
even if guilty." 

Question 30(B) Tucson Area Crime Survey 

Only 19.9% of the 1998 respondents to this question disagreed with th~ 

statement, and 7.8% had no opinion. 

Ratings of Local Criminal Justice Agencies 

Summarized in Table 8 are· the ratings of local criminal justice agencies 

by the respondents. Receiving the highest ratings were the Tucson Police 

Department and the Sheriff's Department in spite of the lack of faith res

pondents seemed to have (in an earlier question) in the ability of police to 

locate and arrest criminals. I n what may be to some extent a function of 

ordering on the questionnaire, ratings seemingly decline as the list of agen

cies progresses. Nevertheless, it seems clear that respondenls view the 

correctional agencies, particularly those of the State of Arizona, with low 

regard. Note should be taken of the large percentage of respondents ex

pressing no opinion on the various agencies. 
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Table 8 

RATINGS OF LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES 
(I n percent of total responses.) 

Very Above Below 
Good Average Average Average 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Tucson Police Dept. 17.5 19.2 44.9 4.7 
Sheriff' s Dept. 11.6 13.9 41.8 9.6 

~ 
PROSECUTION & DEFENSE 

County Attorney 8.6 14.2 34.2 5.7 
City Attorney 5.6 8.5 36.8 6.8 
Public Defender 5.9 8.8 32.8 6.8 

" 
COURTS 

City Court 3.4 5.4 37.7 11.9 
JUstice Courts 3.1 4.6 34.1 11.4 
Juvenile Court 5.0 7.7 25.3 18.2 
Superior Courts 4.7 9.1 33.6 10.6 

CORRECTIONAL AGENCI ES 

Adult Probation 2.5 4.6 27.8 17.2 
Juvenile Probation 2.6 4'.3 23.5 19.,. 

State of Arizona 

State Prison 1.2 2.0 15.4 19.4 
Parole Division 1 .. 2 2-.2 19.3 17.1 

."'.' 
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Very No 
Good Opinion 

1.8 11.9 
2.4 20.6 

2.4 34.8 
2.4 39.8 
3.4 42.3 

6.8 34.7 
6.5 40.3 

13.1 30.7 
6.4 35.7 

12.1 35.7 
16.1 34.5 

35.1 26.8 
19.8 40.3 
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PART IV--DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENTS 

Respondents were almast evenly divided between males and females; 

51.2% were males, 48.8% were femafes. One 'Of the questiannaire instructions 

asked that it be campleted by the head of the househald. Despite this, 

30.9% of the respandents listed themselves as ether than the head 'Of hause

held. In accardance wit!i) the sample design, almast twa-thirds of the respan

dents were residents of single ,family dwellings, the remaining third was split 

between thase living in mabile homes, and apartments. Forty'-six paint three 

percent (46.3%) 'Of the respondents were evenly distributed:between the ages 

'Of 30 and 59. This finding is' nat particularly riate\varthy. Hawever, it is of 

special interest that mare than ten percent of the respondents were aver the 

age 'Of seventy. I n Table 9, the highest educatianal levels 'Of the respand

ents are summarized. The largest single categary was that 'Of a persans with 

a high schaal educatian. 

" 
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Table 9 
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF RESPONDENTS 

Number Percent 

Less than eighth grade 52 2.5% 

Eighth to eleventh grade 251 11.9% 

High school 515 24.5% 

One year of college 220 10.5% 

Technical school 113 5.4% 
" 

. Two to four years 
of college 341 16.2% 

College graduate 257 12.2% 

Post-Graduate or 
Professional school 251 11.9% 

No response .102 4.9% 

Totals 2102 100.0% ,'i 
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The largest group of respondents had an annual pretax family income of 

b.etween $15,000 and '$25,000. The results are tabulated below in Table 10. 

Table 10 

RESPONDENTS HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

Number Percent 

Less than $3,000 154 7.3% 

$3,001 to $6,000 243 11.6% 

$6,001 to $10,000 317 15.1% 

$10,001 to $15,000 406 19~3% 

$15,001 to $25,000 475 22.6% 

$25,001 to $50,000 222 
il 
') 

,:~) 10.6% 

Greater than $50,000 33 1.'6% 

No response 250 11.9% 

2102 100.0% 
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Slightly more than eighty percent of the respondents listed their ethnic 

background as Caucasian. Another 10.2% identified themselves as Hispanic. 

Blacks made up I. 8% of the respondent population and Indians .7%. Onepoint 

nine (1.9%) percent listed themselves as "other" and 4.7% gaVe no response 

to this quelltion. 

the employment status of 45.6% of the respondents WaS fulltime. These 

data are presented below in Table II. 

i 

I 

~!' 

~\-Error due to 

Table 11 
RESPONDENTS EMPLOYMENT ACTIVITY 

Number Percent 

Fulltime 959 45 .. 6% 

Parttime 140 6.7% 

Student 132 6.3% 

Housewife 244 11.6% 

Unemployed 39' 1.9% 

Disabled 45 2:1% 

Retired 407 19 . .4% 

Other 42 2.0% 

No Response, 94 4.5% 

100. 1~\-

rounding. 
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Residents were asked the length of time they had been at their pr'esent 

address. A large group (24. 9%) indicated that they had been residents at 

their present iocation for less than one year. This is reflective of the 

someWhat transient nature of the Tucson population (see Table 12). 

Table 12 

LENGTH OF TIME AT PRESENT ADDRtSS 

Number Percent 

Less than one year 523 24.9% 

2 years 295 14.0% 

3 to 5 years 444 21.1% 

6 to 10 years 338 16.1% 

More than 10 years 417 19-.8% 

No response 85 4.0% 

Total 2102 99.9* 

*Error due to rounding. 
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Summary 

A survey of crime victimization in Tucson was begun on March I, 1978, 

and completed on May IS, 1978, by researchers in the Pima County Attorney·s 

Office. The purpose of the survey was to systematically elicit information on 

crime in Tucson frorn the experiences of the citizenry. The population was 
• stratified as to type of residence and a representative sample was car,efully 

drawn from the eleven districts 'comprising the TUcson Metropolitqn Area 

(excluding Marana, Green Valley and DMAFB). The questionnaires were 

mailed to the sample population and just over seventy percent were return

ed. All but. two of the eleven districts were adequately represented in the 

returns. These two areas, the Western Foothills and South Tucson, did not 

have a high return rate in the renting portion of the sample, but otherwise 

conclusions drawn about these areas are probably as valid as those made 

about the remainder of the districts. 

The survey found, in common with similar studies' in other cities of the 

United States, th,at a large portion of the crimes committed are not reported 

to any law enforcement agency. The T.ucson crime rate, as computed from 

survey results, is :3.6 times higher than that which the FBI lists for the 

metropolitan area. This higher rate is primarily the result of the nonre

porting of less serious offenses but is also the result of a lack of public 

faith in the effectiveness of the criminaL justice system. 

Property crime in Tucson, as in other cities, is much more, frequent 

than violent crime, but to a lesser degree than reported by the FB I, ac

cording to the results of the survey. Theft was ·th!= most common crime 

reported in the survey, followed by I;>urglary. The relative rarity of violent 

crime was reflected in the surveYi on'ly6.1% of the' 2,102 households reported 

a violent crime. Th~,: University Area experienced the greatest number of 

crimes. Most victims' of property crimes experienced losses of $200 or less. 

Most victims indicated that crimes went unreported, because the, ·victims 

thought it was either useles.s to report the incident because nothing would 

, be dOhe or because the incident was of insufficient 'importance to justify the 

effort necessary to report it to 'a law enforcement agency. 
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I nterpretation of the crime and attitude data collected in this survey is 

complicated by the ability of human beings to have several contradictory 

opinions about a particular subje.ct. It is apparent for' instance that most 

crimes are not reported to law enforcement agencies because II it is useless 

to r~pOl~t, nothing will be done II, while at the same time the public gives 

law enfOrcement agencies approval ratings of 75% to 80%. This might indicate 

that the public believes that law enforcement is doing as well as it can or 

that the people cannot let themselves understand the relative helplessness of 

law enforcement. There is evidence to support the idea that some of these -' 

contradictions are the result of an attempt to deny the seriousness of crime 

tn our society but there is also evidence to support the idea, that extensive 

media coverage of serious crirnes in far away places may lead to a belief 

that crime is a serious problem for those neighborhoods, communities, states, 

or nations about which a person has no personal knowledge. National victim-

ization' survey data for instance· show that most people agree that "crime is a 

serious problem in general II (usually over 80%) 'but that the percentage who 

believe that crime is a serious problem in their community is much sma'ller. 

Those who believe that crime is a serious problem in their own neighbor-

hoods constitute only about 30% of respondents. At any rate the interaction 

of all these variables makes the dynamics of opinion formation, their strength 

and how long an opinion might be maintained difficult to understand. 

The survey results also indicate that the public does not really under

stand the operation of the criminal justice system; for instance the belief of 

over 70% of the respondents that, 

" If someone is arrested for a crime, he is 
usually able to 'ge.t off on a technicality' 
even if guilty," 

does not correspond to the fact that most of the defenda'nts charged with a 
,> 

felony are convicted of son'le crime and that conviction rates on misdemeanors 

are even higher(over" 75% on most offenses). Whether the opinion on this 
, ' 

question expressed in' the survey is ;based on the explanations given above 

or is simply the result of a lack of info'rmation about criminal case outcomes 

is unknown. 
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However the fear ofcrimlE;' seen in the survey is easier to understand in 

that the' probability of becoming a victim is inversely related to the ex,;., 

pressed fear level al5sociated with that crime. I n less formal terms I the 

smaller the risk of becoming a victim of a particular crime which a potential 

victim faces, thu more fearful of that crime he or she becomes. This finding 

is most clearly exemplified in the data on which crime is most likely to occur. 

in the survey respondent's neighborhood discussed earlier (see Figure 5). 

Burglary is ,.clearly the crime which Tucsonans are the most apprehensive 

about because they believe it is the one most likely to occur to them. 

However those areas with the highest burglary rate did not have the highest 

expected burglary levels. The finding that 17% of the survey respondents 

thought that "fear of retaliation by the suspect or (his) friendsll was a 

reason why crimes are not reported while only four (4) crime victim.s stated 

this as a reason why they had not reported a crime is another illustration of 

the powerful effects which the fear of an unknown event may cause. 

The findings in the consumer victimization portion of the survey are of 

particular interest because so little 'information about this kind ·of victim

Ization is available. It seems evident these incidents have a higher non

reporting rate than other types of crime (80% as compared to 50%) I and that 

there is more confusion about whether and to whom these victimizations 

should be reported. It is in this area that public education efforts might 

have some effect. 

The results found when the four questions relating to the funding of 

juvenile crime prevention and victim-witness services were examined are also 

of some interest. These results would seem to saY,that there are still some 

service ar'eas. where increased funding would have, public approval. Since 

these particular questions were rather specific no general conclusions can be 

drawn but they did lead to the modiJication of the survey instrument and a 

much greater emphasis on this area in Part Two of' the survey. The initial 

report on Part Two should be available in April or May of 1979. 
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The Tucson Area Crime Surv.ey has confirmed that nati~nal victimization 

data are .applicable to the Tucson area. Tuc50n 1s unenviable reputation as a 

high crime community, based on the UCR data, has al!>o been confirmed. 

Important differences in the geographical distribution of reported crime hC'lve 

been confirmed but no simple explanation for them has yet em~rged. 

The primary objective of the survey, to obtain a different perspective 

on crime and victimization in the Tucson area, has been achieved. A com

plete analysis of the meaning of the data obtained must be undet'tal<en if the 

information is to have its maximum possible impact. But it was not intended 

that the criminal justice agencies could provide the detailE~d kind of analysis 

which the data collected can support. Therefore, the Part One survey data 

discussed here will now be turned over to the Regional Data Exchange 

(REDEX) where anyone wishing to analyize it further may have access to the 

edited raw data tapes. Anyone wishing to use the data is invited to cont.act 

the R EDEX office at the University of Arizonals Computer Center. 

. , 
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Selected Findings 

The survey crime rate was 3.60 times the 
1971 Uniform Crime Report rate. This was 34,783 
crimes to 9,671 trimes per 100,000 population. 

The ratio of property crimes to' violent 
crimes in the Uniform Crime Report for 1977 was 
18 to 1. The survey found a ratio of only 5.49 to 
I. This indicates that a large number of violent, 
or at least forceful, crimes were not reported to 
law e,',forcement agencies. 

. Nearly one 
ported a crime 
member. 

of every four 
had occurred 

households re
to a household 

Fully employed, .home owning males who were 
household heads were the most likely victims of 
property crimes. 

Males were more likely to be the victims of 
violent crimes than were females. 

Six point one percent (6.1%) of all house
holds reported a violent crime. 

Caucasian males of relatively lower educa
tional levels were the most likely victims of 
violent crimes. 

More crimes were reported from the 
University Area than any other district of the 
metropolitan area. 

Thirty point four (30.4%) percent of the 
households reported having, purchased spoiled or 
outdated food during the sur'vey period. 

Fifty-nine point two (59.2%) percent of the 
respondents believed that ourglary was the most 
lil<ely crime in their neighborhood. 

Fifty-two point threfJ (52.3%) of the respon
dents associated alcohol with acts of rape and 
57.2% connected alcohol .to assaults. 

Sixty-two point seven percent (62.7%) of the 
responqents associated. heroin with robbery and 

'63.1% associated it with. burglary. 
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Respondents gave the highest ratings of 
local criminal justice agencies to the Tucson Police 
Department and the lowest ratings to the Arizona 
Department of Corrections. 
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APPENDIX ONE 
J! 1! 

RESULTS OF THE VICTuaZATION SURVEY PRETE~lT 

100 Surveys Sent Out: 50 t.o Occupant, 50 to Name 

Data on Survey PreTest 
100 Surveys distributed 

50 Surveys to Occupant Address 

inappropriate address (business address) 

returned with identifiable survey numbers 
(2 did not wish to participate) 

usable surveys returned 

50 Surveys to Name and Address 

returned, housing unit empty or not at this 
address 

returned with identifiable survey numbers 
(2 did not wish to participate) 
usable<,surveys returned 

other surveys were returned spoiled with 
survey numbers removed. 

4 

6 5% 

Totals: 

inappropriate address or person 
(deleted from analysis) 

returned spoiled or blank 

76 79% returned usable 

14 15% not returned 

100 99%* total surveys 
*Error due to Rounding 

Address Only Name and Address 

37 of 48 77% 39 ox: 48 81% 

3 spoiled 5% 3 spdl.led 5% 
'I 

8 not returned 17% 6 not retul;ned 13% 
43 
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OBSERVED DISTRIBUTION OF SURVEY RETURNS 

Address·Only 

Usable 
Spoileg 

37 
11 

Name and Address 

39 
9 

48 

Expected Distribution 
(if no difference between groups) 

38 
10 

48 

38 
10 

48 

CHI-SQUARE VALUEX2 = .226 
where (df=l) 

76 
20 

96 

Total 

76 
20 

96 

At the probability greater than .05 level, where 
df=l, a Chi-Square value of 3.84 is necessary to 
establish any statisical difference. Therefore no 
signifigant difference between· the two methods of 
sending out surveys was found. 

The survey results showed that 25% of the returned 
usable surveys contained a crime incident response and 
42% contained a consumer fraud incident response. 
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APPENDIX TWO • 
The Survey Form used in Part One 

of the 
TUCSON AREA CRiME SURVEY 
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SURVEY PERIOD (SEPTEMBER 1, 1977 to FEBRUARY 28, 197 8) 

CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY 

BURGLAR¥ 

1. During the survey period did anyone break into your 
home and steal something? 

Yes, some property was stolen. 
Number of separate incidents 

Yes, an attempt was made but failed. 
Number of se~arate incidents 

o No attempt occurred. 

VEHICLE THEFT 

2. Did anyone steal or attempt to steal from anyone in 
your household an auto, truck, motorcycle, or bicycle 
during the past six months? 

Stolen Total Stolen Attempted Total Attempts 

~Auto ~ ~Auto .~ Truck Truck 
Motorcycle Motorcycle 

. Bicycle Bicycle 

[]NO one stole or attempted to steal any vehicle. 

OTHER THEFT 

3. Were any items taken from your home, car, or yard 
during the last six months when no break-in occurred? 

Yes, some property was stolen. 
Number of separate incidents 

Yes, someone tried to steal something. 
Numbe.r of separate incidents 

o No, nothing was stolen~ 

CRIMES. AGAINST PERSONS 

ROBBERY 

4. During the last six months did anyone take someth,ip.g of 
value such as a purse, wallet, or cash directlyq:rom 'you or 
a member ()f your household? 

Yes ~ someorie in my household was robbed. 
. persons were involved in . incidents. 

YeS;-an attempt ·to rob someone in my household occurred. 
persons were involved in robbery attempts. 

ONo one in my household was robbed or involved in an . 
attempted robbery. 
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ASSAULT 

5. During the period did anyone attack a household member 
with their feet, fists or any way which did not inyolve a 
weapon? 

Yes, someone in my household was attacked or hit by 
another person. 

persons were involved in total incidents. 
Yes,-someorte in my household was threatened, but not 
attacked or hit. 

persons were involved in .....---. 
total incidents. 

[JNO one was attaq.~ed or threatened by a person. 

ASSAULT WITH A WEAPON 

6. During this period did anyone attack you or a household 
member with a knife, gun, club, or other weapon? 

Yes, someone in my household was attacked or hit with 
a weapon. 

persons were involved in total incidents. 
Yes,-someon~ in my household was threatened but not hit. 

___ per§9ns were threatened with a weapon. 

D No one in my household was attacked with a weapon. 

RAP)3: 

7. Yes, someone in my household was assaulted a.nd forcibly 
raped. 

persons were involved in total incidents. 
Yes,-someone in my household was assaulted and touched, 
but not raped. 

persons were involved in total incidents. 

[JNO one in my household was sexually assaulted or raped. 

IF NOT THE VICTIM OF ANY CRIMES GO TO QUESTrON #20 

If any members of the household were involved in a crime 
against perSQns answer the following question: 

a.In the crimes involving a household member were any of 
the following persons under the influence.of drugs or alco
hol? If yes, check: appropriate box. 

No Alcohol Heroin Other Drug Unknown 

§ Assp.ilant/Robber(s) § § § § Victim(s) 
Other Witnesses 

<..:~ 



IN~TURY FROM CRIME 

9.' If a household member was a victim of a crime were they injured 
by any of the following we~pons? 

Gun. 
Knife. 
Club. 

HOW MANY TIMES 

~ Other weapon. 
~ Bodily threats, fists, feet, etc. 
• No weapon was used. 

10. Were any household members physically injured by any of the crimes 
,mentioned above? 

Yes, hospitalization was required for persons as the result of 
different incident(s). 

Ye~medical first aid for persons was required as a result of 
different incident (s)-.-

Yes, person(s) wera injbred as a result of incident(s) but 
no meo.ical help was required. 

DNa injury at all. I" 

11. Did anyone suffer from any emotional disturbance after any of the 
crimes mentioned above? (By emotional disturbance we mean nervous 
breakdown, recurring nightmares, constant fear, etc.) 

Yes, someone in my household needed a great deal of counseling 
and/or medication prescribed to ease an emotional disturbance 
caused by a crime. 

persons were involved times. 
- Ye~ someone in my household suffered an emotional disturbance, 

and some counseling and/or medication was prescribed. 
II persons were involved times. 

Yes-, -someone in my household suffered an emotional disturbance 
caused by a crime, but no treatment was required. 

~ 
~ 

persons were involved times. 

[JNo one in my household suffered an emotional disturbance caused 
by a crime. 

COSTS OF CRIME TO VICTIM 

12. Did any of the following costs of a crime apply to your household? 
(Please check all that apply) 

~. Y.es .. ,c .. ost.' .Of .. m.edical treat. ment. Yes,' legal expenses 
Yes, wages lost from work. 
No, none of the ab0ve costs apply to me. 

r.:. 
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PROPERTY LOSS 

13 .If property was burglarized, stolen, or robbed, what wa.s the 
estimated total dollar value of all losses? 

~
under $5 
$5 - 20 
$21- 200 
$201 - 1000 

DOLLAR LOSS 

§ $1001 - 5000 

. 
$5001 - or more/write in amount: ____ _ 
None 

14.. What was the total cost to your household of any medical or legal 
expenses or wages lost from work as a result of any crimes (not 
including property loss)? 

~
under $200 
$201 - 500 
$501 - 1000 
$1001 - 2000 

§$200l - 5000 
Over $5.000!~rite in amount: ____ __ 
None, no cost to me. 

15. Did insurance, including medical insurance, cover any of the costs 
or expenses from any crime involving any household member? 

~
All of the expenses. 
Over half or 50% of the costs. 
Less than half the costs. 
None of the expenses were covered by insurance. 

DETAILS ON THE LAST EVENT OR ATTACK 

16. If anyone in your household was robbed; assaulted, or raped, where 
did the last event or attack occur? 

In the street, near home (within a few blocks). 
In the street, away from home. 
In a store, bar, or other commercial location. 
In your home or apartment. 
At work, on the job. 
At school. 
Other location not listed. 

17. In what month did the last crime committed against a:~lYone occur? 

September 1977. 
October 1977. 
November 1977. 
December 1977. 
January 1978. 
February 1978. 

". 'J ' 



18. Were the police or other law enforcement authorities notified 
of the last crime committed against anyone in your household? 

BYes. 
No. 

Why didn't you or another household member report this crinlE;",to 
anyone? (Please check all that apply) , 

Handled the matter myself and was satisfied with the result. 
U~eless to report, nothing will be done. 
Afraid of retaliation from suspect or friends. 
Afraid o~ police investigation. 
Was not important enough. 
Too much time involved, loss of work, etc. 
Would be afraid or embarassed by prosecutors questions or 
investigation. ' ' 

~
TOO busy with other matters. 
Not a police matter. 
Did, n' t know where or how to report the i'bdident. 
Other, (please list) -----------------

19. If anyone in the household was victimized in the last six months, 
approximately what age was the offender' in-the last crime'. 

§under 18 years. 
18 - 25 years of age. 
26 - 40 years of age. 

Dover 40 years of age. 
[Junable to determine age. 

PART II CONSUMER FRAUD 
SURVEY PERIOD (May 1, 1978 to July 31, 1978) 

20. Has your household been the victim in any of the following 
situations during the last six months? 

A. Purchased defective or unusable or broken merchandise and 
were refused a refund, exchange, repair, or adjustm~nt in 
p:pice? 

§once. 
Twice. 

, Three times. 
8.FOU, r or more times. 
,No. .' 

B. Purchased outdated or spoiled food? 

§once. 
Twice. 
Three times. 

SFour or more times. 
No. 

o 
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c. HaVe you been ;i.nvolved in any business transactions where you 
late;r felt that you had been intentionally deceived (either by a 
lie or by someone failing to tell you everything)? 

§once. 
Twice. 
Three times. 

BFour or more times. 
No. 

IF YOU ANSWERED NO TO ALL THE PARTS OF QUESTION 20 PLEASE GO TO 
QUESTION 24 

21. Were any of the situations in question 20 repoited to an official 
agency? 

§yes, in each and every incident. (If yes here, go to question 23) 
Yes, but not every incident was reported. 
No incidents which occurred to me were reported. 

2.2. Why didn't you Or another household member report incidents 
like those in question 20 to an official agency? (Check 'all that apply) 

Was not important enough. 
Handled the matter myself and was satisfied with the result. 
Didn't know where or how to report the incident. 
Useless to report, nothing will be done. 
Afraid to report because of retaliation. 
Afraid of police investigation. 
Too much time involved, loss of wo~k, etc. 
Too busy with other matters. 
Not a police matter. 
Would be afraid of, or embarassed by, prosecutors questions or 
investigation. 

c 0 Other (please "list) 

23. If you suffered a financial loss in any of the situations 
described in question 20, what was the total loss? 

~
under, $5 
$5 - 20 
$21 - 200 

. $201 - 1000 

B $1001 - 5000 
$5001 or more (write amount) -----

24. Who would you call if you wanted to report a consumer fraud 
incident like those in question 20? 

county Attorney. 
city Attorney. 
City Police Department. 
County Sheriff's Department. 
The FBI. 
The Federal Consumer Protection Agency. 
The .Better Business Bureau. 
Don't know. 
Other i.{pleaselist) • 
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PART III PERCEPTIONS OF CRIHE 
SURVEY PERIOD (SEPTEMBER.l, 1977 to FEBRUARY 28, 1978) 

25. Who would you call if you were burglarized, robbed, or 
attacked? 

County Attorney. 
Sheriff. . 
Department of Public Safety. 
Pblice Department. 
The FBI. 
Other, (please list) -------------------------------

26. Do you believe that either you personally, or any household 
members are likely to be the victim of a crime during the next 
six months? 

~
yes. 
No. 
Not sure. 
No opinion. 

27. Which crime or crimes do you think are most likely to occur to a 
member of your household? (Please check all that apply.) 

~
A hold-up or robbery by a gunman. 
A break-in or burglary of my home. 
A rape or sexual assault. : 
A purse snatching or theft of my wallet or.other property 

on my person. 
A violent assault or beating. 
An attempt to kill or murder. 
A motor vehicle. theft. 
Minor theft or vandalism. 
Some other crime (please 'list) 
No particular crime. 

28. Which crime or crimes do you feel are most likely to occur .. 
in your neighborhood. (Please check all those you feel are likely 
to occur.) 

§A hold-up or robbery by a gunman. 
A break-in or burglary of my home. 
A rape or sexual assault. 
A purse snatching or theft 9f my wallet or other property 

on my person. 
A violent assault or beating. 
An attempt to kill or murder. 
A m~~or vehicle theft. 
Minor theft or vandalism. 
Some other crime (please list) 
No particular crime. 
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29. ~7here do you, belf2eve the members of your household feel the safest 
"from crime. 

At horne. 
At work. 
On the stre"ets near horne. 
Oh the streets away from horne or work. 
On the streets near work. 
Other, (please write in location) 

30. The one place where yOti believe the members of your household 
feel the most danger from crime is: 

horne. 
work. 

On the streets near horne. 
On the streets away from home or work. 
Qn the streets near work. 
Other, (please write in location) 

31. Should more or less money and personnel be devoted to keeping 
juveniles (under 18) from becoming adult criminals'? 

~ 
More money and personnel are needed. 
Present situation isonough. 
Less ~o~ey and personnel are needed. 
No op~n~on. 

32. Please list the kinds of crime you think are not reported to 
the police, sheriff, or other law enforcement" agencies: 

1-

2. 

3. '~ , 

4. 

33. Should the. victims of crimes be provided with any special 
services to help them recover? 

§ Yes, even if more personnel and funds are required. . 
.• Ye&, but only if no additional money is spent. 

No, but they should be allowed to get all the social services 
already available.' . 

[JNO, since giving victims any special services results in their 
being more willing to cooperate with the police and prosecutor. 

-.-
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34. Should persons who have been subpoenaed to testify in criminal 
cases be paid as much as they usually make for the time they must 
spend in court? 

~ 
Yes, even thOtlgh more money will be spent . 

. 

No, although their parkin. g and lunches should be paid for. 
Only if no additional tax money is used to pr6vide this service. 
No " since giving witnesses money to testify only encourages 

people to report more crimes. . 

35. Some people believe that drugs and/or alcohol are involved in 
many crimes. Please indicate below whether yOU agree with this 
viewpoint for the crimes listed by placing an X in the appropriate 
box. 

Rape 
Assault 
Robbery 
Burglary 
Motor Vehicle Theft 

Alcohol Heroin Other Drug 

36.
0 

Should victims of crimes against persons be compensated or 
reimbursed for their actual loss or injury? 

E3 Yes. 
No. 

If the answer is yes, how should they be compensated? 

~ 
From a fund supported by fines paid by offenders. 
From a fund supported by other public funds only. 
From a fund supported by both other public money and fines. 
Don't know. • 
Other (please list) ____________________ ~-----------

37. Near'ly one-half of all crimes aren't reported to law enforcement 
agencies. Why do you feel this is so? (Check all that apply.) 

Handled satisfactorily by people without the police being involved. 
Useless to report, not~~ng ~ill be done. 
Afraid of retaliation from suspect or friends. 
Afraid of police investigation. 
Was not important enough. c) 
Too much time involved, loss of work, etc. 
Would be afraid or embarassed by prosecutors questions or 
investigation. 

~
TOQ busy with other matters. 
Not a police matter. , 

. People don't .. know .wher.e. or how to report. 
. Other, (please list) 

--~---------------------------
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38. Please indicate your reactions to the following statements: 

Strongly Strongly No Ii 

A9:ree Agree Disagree Disa9:ree Opinion 
The police~re 
unable to locate 

0 0 0 0 0 and, arrest the 2, 

perpetr a to.rr:s of 
most crimes . 

If someohe . ~s 
arrested for a 
crime, they are 

0 0 0 0 D usually able to 
"~et off on a 
technicality" 
even if they 
are guilty. 

LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES 

39. Please help us determine how the following agencies are viewed 
by you and your family. We are not seeking to compare these questions 

) so be oareful not to confuse rating all of them separately and com-
paring them. The rating should be made on how well the agency is 
performing its assigned task. .\, 

;-

Very Above Below Very No 
Good _Avg. Average Avg. Poor Opinion 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

B Tucson Police Dept. E3 E3 B E3 B Sheriff's Dept. 
PROSECUTION & DEFENSE 

§ County A;ttorney·· § § § § § .City Att.orney 
Pu;Plic Defender 

COURTS 

B city.court B 8 B B B Justice of the Peace 
Courts 

.Juvenile Court 8 B B E3 8 B Superior Court 
CORRECTIONAL 

B B B B .il" Adult Probation E3 B 0uvenile Probation 
State of Arizona 

B 8 State Prison B ,8 B 8 ',", Parole Divisioh 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
40. What is your sex? 

l]Male D.Female 



41. Are you: 

42. Do you: 

.. ' ! 

E3 Head of Household [J other 
,'Spouse 

[JOwn [JRent 

Type of dwelling: E1 Single Family Horne. 
Multiple Family 

Dwelling (up to §APartment (over 4 units). 
Mobile Horne. 
Town House or Condominium. 

43. What is your age? 

Under 18 
18 or 19 
20 - 22 
23 - 25 
26 - 29 
30 - 39 

four units). 

~~~ = ~~ 
60 - 65 
66 - 70 
71 or over 

44. What was your total family income in 1977 before taxes? 

~
$3000 yearly or less. 
$3001 to $6000 yearly. 
$6001 to $10,000 yearly: 
$10,001 to $15,000 yearly. 

§$15,OOl to $25,000, yearly. 
$25,001 to $50,000 yearly. 
Over $50,000 yearly. 

45. What~s the highest grade in school you have completed? 

Less than 8th grade. 
8th to 11th grade. 
High school graduate. 
College, 1 year. 
Technical school or Jr. College grad. 

§college, ,2 to 4 years. 
College graduate. 
Professional or advanced 
degree (beyond 4 years). 

46. What is your race or ethnic background? 

Dlndian. §Mexic, an, Spanish, or other Latin. 
White or Caucasian. ~Other (please list). 
Black. 

47. How many people (including yourself) live in y.our horne, apartment, 
or household? Total persons 

48. During the past six months what was your main employment or activity? 

~
' F, ull ,time employment outside horne. 

Part time employment outside horne. 
, Student. 

Housewife or homemaker. ~ 
Unemployed. 
Disablea. 
Retired. , 
Other (please 

49. How long have you lived at your present address? 

Bone y~ar or J.ess.
Two years or less. 

,,' Five years ,or less • 

(, 

.,.,t-: I "? 

o T, e,n year,S, or less. 
LJO.ver ,ten years. 

list). 






